Final Meeting Minutes
WRAP EMISSIONS FORUM / EMISSION INVENTORY WORK GROUP
May 14-15", 2001 @ Spokane, Washington

The Emissions Forum and Emission Inventory Work Group convened in Spokane, Washington at 1:00
PM on May 14" and met through May 15, 2001 at 3:00 PM.. Attendees included:

Name Affiliation
Lee Gribovicz, EF Co-Chair .... Wyoming DEQ, Air Quality Division
Dennis Schwehr, EF Co-Chair ... WEST Associates
Bill Fishback, EF Member ...... Exxon-Mobile Oil Company
Brock LeBaron, EF Member ...... Utah DEQ, Air Quality Division
Roy Doyle, EIWG Member ........ Colorado Health Dept./Air Quality
Aaron Worstell, EF Member ..... Natl. Park Service/Air Resources Div.
Roger Turner, EF Member ....... Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Wayne Leipold, EF Member ...... Phelps Dodge Copper Company
Carrie MacDougall, EF Member .. Clark County (NV) Alr Resources
Mike George, TOC Co-Chair ..... Arizona DEQ, Air Quality Division

M eeting Summary

The threemajor "short term"products from the Emission Forum are:

- the 1996 Base Y ear WRAP Region Emission Inventory
- the 2018 Base Case WRAP Region Emission Invertory Projection
- the 2018 Control Case WRAP Region Emission | nventory Projections

The threemajor "long term"issues to be addressed by the Emission Forum are:

- WRAP Region Emission Inventory Dat abase Devel opment
- WRAP Region Emisson Invertory Preparation Guidance
- WRAP Regon Emission Invertory Improvements

At this meeting the forum discussed preliminary results of the 1996 Base Year Emission | nventory for the
WRAP Region, as compiled by the contractor, PES (Mark Saeger, Project Manager). Concerns
regarding the accuracy of some of the point source data was expressed by some stakeholders, and it was
decided that afinal effort would be made to alow States/Tribes to review the data for corrections. Other
issues were discussed regarding this'96 WRAP inventory, including: fugitive dust concerns, biogenic
emissions, Canadian emisson daa, final state point source data, 2™ tier of Great Plains states emissions,
and Mexican emission data.

Regarding the 2018 emission invertory projections, the status of two Request for Proposal's (RFP's) was
presented. Thefirst project will beto obtain Economic and Population Growth Factors 10 Utilizein
projecting the 1996 base year inventory forward to 2018. This Economics/Population RFP was pullished
April 27", with contract issuance targeted for early June, 2001.

The second project will compile the necessary data and complete the 2018 Emission Projections for two
scenarios. the 2018 Base Case and the 2018 Control Case. The RFP tasks will include: 1) identifying
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existing major point sources inWRAP states that were not originally part of the GCVTC "transport
region" (WA, MT, ND & SD), with start up date and existing pollution control levels for those sources;
2) developing a"new source profile” for pollution control equipmert/efficiency in various source
categories; 3) developing retirement factorsfor source categories in thethirteen state WRAP Region
(AZ,CA, CO, ID, MT, ND, NM, NV, OR, SD, UT, WA & WY); 4) defining exiding national, state,
locd & tribal ar quality regulations that will be implemented through 2018 to corntrol emissions from
existing area and point sources 5) identifying additional retrofit control options, cods and efficiencies for
existing area and point sources; 6) combining the economic and population growth information from the
first contract into emission growth factorsthat will be used in the Integrated Assessment System (1AS)
modd to projed 2018 amissions; and 7) ruming the IASmodd with the growth, retirement and control
information to obtainthe two 2018 emisson invertory projections (base & control ceses). Options were
requested for the cost to include the 1* tier of adjacent Great Plains States (NB, KA, OK & TX), and
separately to include the 2 tier of Great Plains Sates (MN, IA, MO, AK & LA) inthe abovetasks. This
Emissions Projections RFP was published May 7", with contract issuance targeted for late June, 2001.

Regarding the"long term"activities of the Emission Forum, a draft budget was crafted to provide
funding for these activities. The budget targeted 2001 spending of about $70K for database activities,
$125K for El guidance and about $210K for El improvements.

The Forum also reviewed the final Emission Inventory Preparation Survey Report, recommending
digributionto WRAP modelas anrd WESTAR to help guide thar activities asthey relate to emission
inventories. A status report wasmade onthe progress of the IAS Re-Engineering contracts (complete
the end of May '01), and other inventory related issues such as compiling the Y ear 2000 stationary source
SO, inventory for comparison against the GCVTC 13% redudion projection, and poss bl e expansion of
the market trading program to other pollutants (NO, & PM).

Meeting Details

I Announcementsi

Mike George announced the meeting of the Technical Oversight Committee and the Technical Co-Chairs
to be held July 16-18" for the purpose of assessing the progress of the technicd forums implementation
of the 8309 RHR Anrex, plannng activities for the balance of 2001, and creating the Technical Budget
for the next fiscal year.

Brock LeBaron noted that the "Jump Start” modeling contractor was having problems obtaining the
updaed MOBILE 6 model for use in the WRAP modeling. The EPA hasnot yet released version 6 to
the public, but has only provided a "beta version” for the states to review. Mr. LeBaron was to contact
the Mobile Sources Co-Chair, John Kowalczyk, to try to facilitate the release of the update to MCNC.

Two new Emisson Forum members were attending their first meeting; Aaron Worstell of the National
Park Service Air Resources Divigon, repladng Don Sheperd; and Carrie MacDougdl representing Clark
County, Nevada (Las Vegas). Ms. MacDougal explained that Clark County was merging their Planning
and Air Quality functions, and that she would take over management of the Air Quality program around
the first of Jure.

i 1996 Basdine WRAP Emisson Inventory i
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The Emisson Forum has a $60,000 contract with Pacific Environmental Services (PES Project Manager;
Mark Saeger) to compile the 1996 WRAP region base year emission invertory, utilizing the EPA's 1996
NET asthe initial bagsfor thisinventory. PES augmented and updaed the NET with information
solicited directly from the WRAP region states.

The preliminary 1996 Emission Inventory compiled by PES for the 13 state WRAP Region (AZ, CA, CO,
ID, MT,ND, NM, NV, OR, SD, UT, WA & WY) and for the four Great Plains States bordering the
WRAP (NB, KA, OK & TX); is currently avalable for down oading & the WRAP welsite
(http://www.wrapair.org), on the Emission Forum page of the ""Committees and Forums" section of
the site. Summaries of this data have been made in EXCEL spreadsheet format; broken down into total
emissons by sate, and then further broken down into summaries of the emissonsfor each county within
the state. These EXCEL spreadsheets are also availeble on the WRAP website.

These EXCEL spreadsheets had been sant out to Emission Forum members for review (5/10/01 E-Mail),
and several stakeholders have expressed concern that they have detected problems with these '96
inventory compilations. Wayne Leipold felt that the total SO, from Pina and Gila countiesin Arizona
should total to about 8,000 tons more for three copper smelters located in these counties, than reflected
in theinventory summary. He also noted concern that the 1996 SO, emissions from the Hidalgo Smelter
in New Mexico were about 1,800 tons low. CV Mathai was concerned with the Navajo power plant SO,
emissions, which Arizona forum partici pantsagreed should be doser to 70-80,000 tons Sally Otterson
reported that Washington couldn't provide some point source datafrom some countiesin the eastern half
of the stat e, because there was no segment level information.

It was noted that any corrections must go through the states, therefore stakeholders must work closgy
with state El personnel to correct any errorsthey find. It was decided that Mike George will contact
Mark Saeger of PES to serd out the inventories to the state EI pasonnd for one last round of comment.
A deadline was set for June 8", to get responses back from the states.

Brock LeBaron was looking at modeling schedule and noted that REM SAD model performance

evd uations are scheduled for July. He felt that the EF needed to communicate with the "Jump Start”
contractor, Marc Houxyoux of MCNC, and with Gail Tonnesen, the Program Manager for the Regional
Modeling Center (RMC) at UC-Riversde, to make surethat they were aware of the progress of the
emission inventory development. He agreed to make contad with these contractors to assure
coordination onthe WRA Ptechnical modeling effort.

A deadline of June 15" was st for find comment on this 1996 inventory.

I '96 El Issues: Fugitive Dug i
Last Fall, the WRAP gathered an expert panel to assess problems with fugitive dust emission inventories,
especially with regard to windblown soil erosion, and fugitive dug from paved and unpaved roads. That
expert panel conducted a December '00 workshop for public review of their findings, and the "Draft Final
Report" of that workshop, along withatwo page summary of their eleven findings are now both
availabe for downloading on the WRAP welsite.

The EPA has constructed simple mgps of the paved and unpaved road dust components of the 1996
NET, and found that these data show stark demarcation of western state boundaries. This indicates that
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thereis substantid variability in the way these dust components are derived, with speculation that the
activity datais very inconsistent. Also, there is skepticism as to how much of this dust rises high enough
in the atmosphere to avoid surface level removal mechanisms (ie/ impaction, deposition) and actual
participateinregional transport.

Because corfidence in these fug tive dust emission numbers has waned, the decision was made to
temporarily "zero out” these fugitive dug estimates in the WRAP '96 Base I nventory, pending a decison
on how best to represent the dust components of the inventory. The TOC established a Workgroup (the
"Dirt Forum"), headed by Co-Chairs John K owal czyk of the Mobile Sources Forum and Marc Scruggs of
the Research & Development Forum, with their charge being to explore the problem in more depth and
make recommendations as to what strategy the WRAP should use in the short term to fill thisdata gap.
For the Emission Forum, Brock LeBaron, Wayne Leipold and Sally Otterson had already taken the task
of reviewing last Fall's fugitive dud report, therefore they were asked to participate in thisTOC
workgroup. New EF member Carrie M acDougall aso brings asignificant level of expertise on fugitive
dust, having experience with wind tunnel studes and PM non-attainrment SIP's in the Las Vegasdesert
area Theefore, she agread to beadded to the Dirt Forum participart list.

In looking at the problem, it was noted that other organizations were also concerned with and
investigating fugitive dust issues, therefore aM ay 7™ telephone conference call was held to coordinate
WRAP activities with the EPA and WESTAR. A summary of that call wasprepared by Mr. Kowalczyk,
and is now available on the WRAP website.

In discussion of the satus of this issue, it was noted that because the Mobile Sources and R& D Forums
are leading the evaluation effort, there wasn't anything specific that the Emission Forum oould do, other
than communicate our sense of urgency that thisissue must be resolved prior to the mid-July date for
finalizing the 1996 Base Y ear inventory. |t was noted that Wayne Leipold and Doug Latimer arethe
TOC liaisons to the Emission Forum, and that communications between forums should go through these
liaisons. With Wayne and TOC Co-Chair Mike George present, they agreed attempt to expedite the
process of the Dirt Forum.

| '96 El Issues: Biogenic Emissions i

At the March '01 Technical Co-Chairs/TOC meeting, the Modeling Forum noted that the SMOKE
emissions data pre- processor has a BEIS module capable of calculating biogenic emissions as part of the
WRAP modeling. It was suggested that it might be more consistent to utilize these uniformly compiled
biogenic emissions, however there was concern that there might state/tribal objection to supplanting the
biogenic category with the SM OKE results, if these agencies had indeed supplied locdly derived biogenic
emission data to PES.

Brock LeBaron suggested that biogenic datais al pretty universally obtained from some variation of the
BEIS model, and that the chance of strong objection was minimal. Theefore aMay 10" E-Mail was sent
to the WRAP State Agency Directors, tribal representatives, and El personnel to request comment on the
WRAP's proposal to go with aregional approach for this biogenic source category (attached under
Appendix V1), with aresponse requested by May 31°.

Thisdate, it was noted that Cdifornia might have provided their own biogenics esimaions from ther
model (BIOME), but not many others were likely to have anything but BEIS based cdculaions. It was
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decided that the Emission Forum must take a"wait & see" stance, whether the statef/tribal jurisdictions
respond favorably to this proposal.

i '96 El Issues. Canadian Emissionsii

It wasnoted that Canadian law had some confidentiality provisions which restricted the distribution of
point source emission data. Asof thismeeting. The EPA's Greg Stellawas working on obtaining
Canadian data, but no one present at this meeting had any further information on the status of the
negotiations. Wayne Leipold had suggested that if only province or grid wide emissions totals could be
obtained, it would be possible to treat the data as area sources, or model the whole Canadian sector as
some type of "boundary condition”.

It was agreed that Lee Gribovicz would contact Mr. Stella (and Mark Saeger) on the status of the
emissonstaks, while Brock LeBaron would tak to Marc Houxyoux, to see what the modelers suggest if
we dont get direct emissionsfromCanada. It wasagreed that the bottomline was that we needed to
have something representing this emission regime, and that quite possibly the WRAP might haveto adopt
whatever method the EPA used for their national modeling.

It wasal determined to beprudent to go to the border staes (WA, ID, MT & ND) to ask if they know
of big point sources or anything else they think is important to emission inventories in British Columbia,
Alberta Saskatchewanand Manitoba. Lee Gribovicz will make contact with these northem tier states on
thisissue.

Other ideas expressed was that we might smply apply some sort of emission factor based on population,
assuming that Canada would likely have similar emissions per person as those U.S. border states. It was
suggested that most of Canadian industrid output isexported, therefore such a method would likely
underestimate those industria sector emissons. It was suggested that some other surrogates (ie/ land
use, employmernt, etc.) could be derived to somehow estimate a rough estimate of the border emissions.
The Emission Forum decided to wait until June 1% to see if the EPA talks cometogether, otherwise an EF
conference call would likely be needed to refine the alternatives.

I '96 El Issues. Other Stationary Source Data i
PES was having some trouble obtainng final emission data from Arizona and Utah, but it was reported
that all necessary data from these two states is now in place.

i '96 El Issues: 2™ Tier Great Plains States i

Recent talks have focused on a 2™ tier of Great Plains states which might have some impact on the
WRAP region (primarily North & South Dakota). This Minnesotathrough Louisianatier consists of five
states: Minnesota, lowa, Missouri, Arkansas and Louisiana. PES has indicated that compiling the '96
WRAP Base Y ear Inventory was costing about $3K per state, thus adding this"MN to LA" strip to our
invertory effort under similar compil aion guidelines would add about $15,000 to the PES cortract.

Disaussion noted tha technically, from a modeling standpoint, these emissons should not be very
ggnificant to most of the WRAP g ates, certainly not for the 8309 demondration. It was felt that this
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issueismore poaliticaly based, with the WRAP having committed to providing Regional Haze Rule
(RHR) evaluation tools to all members of the WRAP.

It was suggested that because of the distance we could probably just use the '96 NET, and try to get
MCNC to roll it into the modeling effort. There was some thought that we might haveto get PES to
incorporate these '96 NET files into the feed inventory. Brock LeBaron agreed talk with Mark
Houxyoux about ideasfor filling thisgap, while Mike Georgewould talk to Mark Saeger about how
difficult it would be to add this '96 NET.

I '96 El Issues: Mexico Emisson Inventory i

The Eastem Research Group (ERG Project Manager; Paula Fiel ds) is working under a subcontrad for
PES to develop the northwest Mexico emission inventory. Currently ERG has worked for emission
invertories in only the three northwest Mexico states of Bgja California Norte, Sonora and Chihuahua,
but area sources in these El'swere mostly extrapolated from urban area emissions compiled for three
borde towns Ciudad Juarez, Mexicali, and Tijuana (some limited informationisal o avalable from
Nogaes). The mgor point sources of Nacozari (- 14,000 TPY SO,) and Cananea (- 150,000 TPY SO,)
copper smelters (Canarea present in 1996, but shut down in 1999) located near the Arizona-Sonora
border, and the large Carbon | and Il coal-fired power units (- 3,000 MW total unscrubbed, emitting over
100,000 TPY SO,) located in thestate of Coahuila De Zaragoza, were identified in the Grand Canyon
work, and were included in ERG's inventory. Fifteen other point sourcesin Chihuahuaand Coahuila
were idertified from other inventories, but data was availablefor SO, only. Smaller point source may
have been included in the three urban inventories.

Mike George has noted that there are some studies indicating impact on Arizona and New Mexico Class |
areas from Mexican states further ead, including Coahuila, Nuevo Leon and Tamaulipas. Other states
that might comeinto play could include BajaCalifornia Sur, Sinaloa, Durango and Zacatecas. However,
this date the Emission Forum considered the question of adding other Mexican states to the 1996
inventory, and concluded that there is not enough time or WRAP resourcesto add any further work to
the ERG cortract. Given the distance frommost of the 8309 region, and the fad that there are other El
efforts on-going for Mexico which could lead to better data by the time 8308 SIP's are due, it was
decided that we would have to make do with the information currently gathered by ERG.

ERG has completed a February 5" Draft of a report on their Mexico inventory eforts. That report
indicates that they focused on the same list of pollutants compiled by the WRAP (SO,, NO,, PM, ., PM,,
NH, & VOC{speciaed OC, EC}), but that there were some problens in getting compatible datafor
some of these pollutants For exampl e, they obtained a gereric hydrocarbon, rather thanVVOC because of
inconsistent Mexican reporting of ROG, TOG and HC. The report also notes that some assumptions had
to be made regarding conversions of TSP to PM,, and PM, .. Thereport also indicated tha faled to
extrapolate emissionsto the entire M exican state for a number of area source categories (wind erosion,
biogenics, wildfire, railroads, aircraft, cattle feedlots, brick manufacturing, bus terminals, surface coating
operations, etc.), because they did not have enough datato accurately define that extrapolation.

Recently, ERG asked the WRAP for permission to share this report with other Mexican El researchers,

but we delayed response pending an initial review by the Emission Forum. There were some questions,
and members really didnt have timeto diges the report on thisfirst exposure. Still the forum decided to

Page 6 of 14



accept the report as the best we have available, and give pamisson to ERG to sharethisas a DRAFT
Report, outside the WRAP.

| 2018 Projections i

2018 Base Cse RFP

This RFP asks contractorsto obtain Economic and Population Growth Factors to utilize in projecting
the 1996 base year invertory forward to 2018. This Economics/Population RFP was published April 27",
and abidder conference call was hedd May 8", with four contractor participating. Bids are to bein May
29", with a contract issuance targeted for early June, 2001.

2018 Contrd Case RFP

The second project will compile the necessary data and complete the 2018 Emission Projections for two
scenarios. the 2018 Base Case and the 2018 Control Case. The RFP taskswill include: 1) identifying
existing major point sources in WRAP states that were not originally part of the GCVTC "transport
region” (WA, MT, ND & SD), with start up date and existing pollution control levels for those sources;
2) developing a"new source profile" for pollution control equipmert/efficiency in various source
categories; 3) developing retirement factorsfor source categories in thethirteen state WRAP Region
(AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, ND, NM, NV, OR, SD, UT, WA & WY); 4) defining exiging national, state,
locd & tribal ar quality regulations that will be implamerted through 2018 to cortrol emissions from
existing area and point sources 5) identifying additional retrofit control options, cods and efficiencies for
existing area and point sources; 6) combining the economic and po pulation growth infor mation from the
first contract into emission growth factorsthat will be used in the Integrated Assessment System (IAS)
modd to projed 2018 amissions; and 7) ruming the IASmodd with thegrowth, retirement and control
information to obtainthe two 2018 emisson inventory projections (base & control ceses). Options were
requested for the cost to include the 1* tier of adjacent Great Plains States (NB, KA, OK & TX), and
separately to include the 2 tier of Great Plains States (MN, 1A, MO, AK & LA) in the above tasks.

This Control Case RFP was published May 7, with a contract issuance targeted for late June, 2001.

During this meeting, the issue of retirements differences between utilities and the "other" source
categories were discussad. The fact that a certain percentage of "other" industries are expected to retire
and be replaced with new, cleaner technology, rat her than go through afull life span before being
replaced, results in an overestimation of control and an under-prediction of emissions. In the RFP, we
are asking the biddersto reassessthe retirement rates of each source categories, and obtain their
construction or start-up dates. The difficulty of getting data to support a specific retirement for the other
sour ce categories, was pondered. Carrie M acDougall suggested looking first a the biggest quantitative
emission sources, and then meke projections for those categories. It was pointed out however, that each
pollutant will likely have a different suite of generation sources, which would complicate the approach.

i Other Pollutants i

Regarding future SO, emission control, the 2018 projections will be relying on the Market Trading
Program backstop milestones for the control case emission inventory, Regarding NO, and PM however,
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the emission projection RFP asks the contractor to define what additional controls may be feasible and
cost effective. The MTFwill likdy be initiating discussions on devel opmert of a trading programfor
these other pollutants, and our future year inventory will have to be reconciled back with any program the
MTF generates.

| Emission Survey i

Pechan Asxociates in Durham, North Carolina received a $22,000 contract from the EF in September '00,
to conduct asurvey of non-tribal air qudity agencies to determine the state of preparation and avail aility
of El data from these WRAP region agencies. The WRAP regiona emission inventory dat abase will
contain emissions data supplied from these state, local and tribal air quality agencies, and the survey was
set up to evaluate what gaps the WRAP might face in reliance on this gate/local/tribal data.

Pechan provided areport of the results of that survey at the Emisson Forum L asV egas meeting in
February. Thereport is currently avalalde on the WRAP website, on the Emission Forum page of the
"Committees and Forums' section of the site.

The EF had identified contacts at dl 13 WRAP region state Air Quality organizations, and dsoin
selected County Air Quality agencies (Cdifornia's 35 local digrias, Clark (Las Vegas)and Washoe
(Reno) counties in Nevada, and Bernallio county (Albuguerque) in New Mexico. In addition, although
El'swere compiled at the state level in Arizona and Oregon, their EF representatives wanted to involve
some of their County Districts. Only the State of New Mexico and Clark County around Las Vegas,
Nevada did not respond.

Pechan's gereral conclusions were:

- state agencies have greater El capabilities than do local agencies

- better funding & staff levels are the likely reason for this state advantage

- point & area El'sare more comprehensive, thanfor mobile & biogenic sectors
- lack of training in mobile & biogenic egimation techniques|imits thisdata

The report went on to attempt to answer anumber of questions that the EF had developed in designing
the survey. Pechan found that about half of the point source inventories are compiled statewide, while a
successively smaller portion of area, mobile and biogenic inventories represent the ertire state. There
was alack of uniform and up-to-date emission factors, particularly for PM, 5 and its precursors
Variability was found in theinventory update cycles, the currency of the latest baseline invertory, and for
the emission projection models used. For those agencies that compiled the data, point source invertories
were gererally compiled annually, while the other sectors were most often conpiled every three yeas.
Again, for those agercies tha had an inventory, the most common base yea was 1996. MOBILE 5/6
and NON ROAD wer e the most universal emission projection models used. The pollutants covered by
the point, area, mobile, biogenic and geogenic inventories varied significantly, as did the methodology for
calculating the inventories, the activity data and spatial surrogates used, and the spatial and temporal
resolution of the data.

Discussonthis date centered onhow best to utilize thissurvey information In an E-Mail, Sally Otterson

noted that | daho, Oregon and Washington had used the survey in targeting sources in their Northwest
Regional Technical Center 105 project, and that Oregon and Washington are using the survey to hep
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craft the Columhia River George National Scenc Area study plan. Numerous suggestions were made
that the survey should be shared with MCNC working on the Jump Start project, the Regional Modeling
Center and WESTAR.

Wherever the find WRAP regiona dat abase finally resides, that caretaker will use this survey in the
design of the find WRAP EI system.

I IASRe-Engineering i

The Integrated Assessment System (IAS) model has three basic pieces 1) base year daa, 2) control
actions of how base year data changesover time & 3) sector demand data to show growth. The EF
Issued a contract to Shawn Kendall to re-engineer thismode aided by the Arizona DEQ'stechnicd help
from their software expert Dr. Samir Badri. The "new" IAS will have an ACCESS based database
system with a front-end consging of "forms" and "reports”. The systemwill have the capability to
predict a futureyear emission inventory using economic and populaion based emisson growth factors.
The nmodel will also be able to produce avishility forecast scenario, and cost information in units of
$/ton, $/: g and $/$,,. Mr. Kendall will produce atechnica design reference manual/user guide for use by
subsequent operators of the sygem. The sygem will be "web enabled”, 20 it can be downloaded for
generd use. According to Mike Georges report at this meeting, thetarget date for completion of this
project is currently the end of May, 2001.

I Database Development/El Protocol i

The Emission Forum hasbeen discussing the eventual development for a WRA P Regioral Datebase to
house the EI information compiled for RHR implementation. This date EF members discussed the
possible usesof such adatabase, includng:

- tracking MTF milestones (SO, only, every year)

- tracking Cean Air Corridors (SO, only, every year)
- tracking fire program emissions

- providing for future visibility modeling

- tracking the mobile source emissions budget

- provide for public information (GIS components)

- QA functions

The forum attempted to envisionwhenit would be necessary to have thisdatabase sysem operational .
There was some sense that the dat abase was a 8308 issue, but with the milestone/CAC tracking
functions, it d'so becomes critical for satesto implement their 8309 SIPs. Therefore, it appearsthat the
database would be required by the end of 2003, With approximately 24 months lead time required to
develop the system, it appears that the Emission Forum must act on this project by the end of this 2001
calendar year.

It waspointed out that there aremore commercial productsbeing developed to hand e Emission

Inventory duties, such as | STEPS, and the Forum would be well advised to investigate some of these " off
the shdf" products, along with any custom developmert efforts.
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Mike George had prepared an April 18" summary of previous discussions on the WRAP Regional El
Database, and Lee Gribovicz committed to sending out this summary to EF members, for consideration at
the next EF meeting.

The discussion then turned to theissue of preparation of the emisson inventories themsdves, and some
members felt that thismatter must be dealt with before we tacklethe problem of where the inventories
evertually resde. There was asensethat we should address how these El's will be cal culated (manual),
and then decide how you'll manage the information (database).

There was concern over El consistency issues, where El preparation methods vary significantly between
politicd jurisdictions. The idea was advanced tha we may need to obtain activity data from

state/l ocal/tribal agencies, rather than the emissions themselves so that these cal cul ation discrepancies
could be minimized. However, it was pointed out that such a procedure would incresse the cost of the
WRAP ElI effort sgnificantly, because you then have to providea meansto generate the emissions from
calculations. It was also pointed out that wedont really have the condggency issuefor such emission
sources as biogenics or mobile sources, where the same models were relatively universally applied to get
emission information (ie/ BEIS & MOBILE 6). A suggestion was made that maybe the WRAP could get
the activity data only for "problematic" emissions sources, such asfor the currently debated issues
surround ng paved and unpaved road fugitive dud.

The question was aso raised asto how the WRAP was going to encourage state/ local/tribal jurisdictions
to produce areatively consgstent emission inventory. T he suggestion was made before that the WRAP
could produce some sort of "guideline manual for EI development™, and hold workshops to introduce and
reinforce proper methodology for the agencies El personnd.

The point was made that the WRAP EIl development model, where states and tribes send in datato the
Regional database was vay similar to EPA's national model for the National Emisson Inventory (NEI).
Roy Doyle made the point that once the data is submitted, that it becomes federal data, and the state no
longer has the "label" warrarting that the information is accurate.

To further address this EI Protocol question, a Workgroup was created consisting of Lee Gribovicz,
Dennis Schwehr, Roy Doyle, Brock LeBaron, Sally Otterson and Carrie MacDougall. 1t was suggested
that the workgroup invite participation by the Mobile, Hre and Modeling Forums in attempting to reach
resolution of this issue.
I Future Emission ForumBudget i

The threemajor "short term"products from the Emission Forum are:

- the 1996 Base Y er WRAP Region Emission Inventory

- the 2018 Base Case WRAP Region Emission Inventory Projection

- the 2018 Control Case WRAP Region Emission | nventory Projections

The threemajor "long term"issues to be addressed by the Emission Forum are:

- WRAP Region Emission Inventory Dat abase Devel opment
- WRAP Region Emisson Invertory Preparation Guidance
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- WRAP Regon Emission Inventory mprovements

It appears that the Emission Forum might have in the range of $400,000 funding for 2001. It was
clarified that the EPA FY '01 budget runs from October, 2000 through September 2001, but that agency
takes from about October-April to decide how much money will be distributed to the RPO's. The WRAP
then looks at a workplan by about July of thefiscal year, and the WRAP Co-Chairs typically prepare a
budget for their forums around June-July (meeting currently scheduled for July 16-18" this year). Then
the WRAP historically receives thar money about October, 2001 (about a one year delay).

The three "short term"products ('96 base year inventory & '18 projections) are currently funded through
the Emission Forum's FY 1999 & 2000 budgets, however the $130K for making the 2018 projections
may be insufficient to adequately complete the tasks. There was $116.5K allocated for database
development, but with the cumulative smal overruns on other projects, there may be dloser to $100K |eft
in the account. Brainstorming database development for a project begiming in January '02, with work
estimated for approximately 8-9 months, the forum felt that this project could be completed for around
$80K. With the uncertainties in the 2018 projections, the forum felt that perhaps $70K of current monies
should bel€&ft to address those contingencies. Thusthat left about $30K of the current budget goplied to
database development, leaving about $50K required from the FY 2001 budget.

Other database issues including the requirement for QA/peer review of the 1996 emission inventory for
about $20K. Funding for adatabase manager and homewas perceived as anisaue to be tackled infuture
budgets after 2001.

Under El Guidance, the forum projected about $75K for producing the El protocols and developing " fal-
back" methods if gateflocal/tribal dataproved insuffiaent. Training of El persomel (in conjundionwith
the RMC) was projected to consume about $50K. There was a"hidden” cost for the WRAP participant's
inkind work onthis project, that would not show up in the budget.

The third task involved EI Improvements, and the forum projected about $125K being necessary for the
follow-up to the "Dirt Forum" work. Another $75K could be spent on speciation and tempora profiles,
while about $10K was projected for literature review on new amnmonia emission work.

Thus the preliminary 2001 Emission Forum budget would look something like this:

Database Development $ 70K
El Guidance $125K
El Improvement $210K
Total $405K

Dennis Schwehr will provide a more detailed report of this budget proposal.
I Year 2000 Inventory i

Regarding 8309 RHR implementation, the GCVTC projected that Stationary Source SO, emissions from
the nine transport region states, would decrease by 13% from 1990 levelsin the year 2000. Itisthe
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Emission Forum responsbility to compile thisinventory to demonstrate the 13% reduction, and Wayne
Leipold was designated the focd point, for this compilation.

Some clarification was required fromthe Market Trading Forum regarding the application of CEM bias
guidelines to this 13% figure, but the forum decided that it would be desirable if we could get the states
to "fast track" the preparation of 2000 SO, emission data from their “major" (>100tons) stationary
sources. An aternative might be to go directly to the + 300 individual sources, but it was pointed out
that these firms generdly don't like giving El information to multiple recipients. Thusthe sateswould
likely have to send any letters requesting information from individual sources.

It was decided that Lee Gribovicz would draft a letter to state and tribes authorities (State Air Directors,
Bill Grantham @ NTEC, tribal contacts at EPA regions 6, 8 & 9), requesting priority to this task.

I Emisdon Forum Menbership i

The WRAP Bylaws have guidelines for the composition of WRAP forums, and earlier in the year, the
Emisson Forum had lost some menbers. With Demis Schwehr's new participation, we regained our
utility indugry contact, and when Bill Fshback confirmed that he was participating, we have a petroleum
industry represertative. Wayne Leipold's copper representation gives the forum a solid industrid base.
Bobby Ramirez and Paul M ountcastle providetribal representation, and the addition of Carrie
MacDougall gives the Emission Forum aloca government representative. State representation is
provided by Lee Gribovicz, Sally Otterson and Brock LeBaron, while Doug Latimer and Bill Kuykendal
provide EPA representation. Aaron Worstell'ssubstitution for Don Shepard of the Park Service
completes the FLM representation, but the forum still needs an academic and an environmental
representative.

New representatives Carrie MacDougal and Aaron Wor stell wer e requested to contact the WRAP
webmaster to update the Emission Forum web page with current membership information.

Ideas are solicited for the remaining forum opening, and L ee Gribovicz suggested that he would approach
a University of Wyoming professor for the academic post. It was suggested to goproach John Nelson for
possi ble names of an environmental represertative.

I Action Itemsi

The list of Emisson Forum action items included:

- Mike George will contact Mark Saeger to distribute the 1996 EI to states for review. Firal
commerts are to be returned by June 8".

- Brock LeBaron will communicate the statusof the forum'sEl preparation efforts to the Jump Start
contractor and the RMC to help coordinate their activities.

- Emission Forum Co-Chairs need to be on the Modeling Forum E-Mail listings for Jump Start & RMC
activities. Brock LeBaron will provide the contact infor mation.
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Carrie M acDougall will be added to thelist of Emission Forum Members par ticipating in the WRAP
"Dirt Forum"

TOC Co-Chair Mike George and TOC EF Liaison Wayne Liepold will communicatethe need to
expedite the "Dirt Forum™ activities to assure resolution by the July deadline for completion of the '96
Base Year Emisson Inventory.

Lee Gribovicz will contact Greg Stella on the status of EPA's negotiations for Canadian El data.

Brock LeBaon will communicate with Mark Houxyoux & MCNC to determine a "fall badk" postion
if Canadian emission datais not forthcoming.

Brock LeBaon will communicate with Mark Houxyoux & MCNC to determine a "fall badk" postion
on emissions from the Minnesota-L ouisiana 2 tier of Great Plains states.

Mike George will communicate with Mark Saeger at PES to determine what can be done to utilize
generic NET emissions for the Mimnesota-Louisiana 2™ tier of Great Plains sates, and whether this
information woud requirea cod adjustment to the '96 El contract.

L ee Gribovicz will approve release of the ERG Mexican El report.

Lee Gribovicz will provide the Pechan Emission Invertory Preparation Survey to MCNC, the RMC
and WESTAR.

L ee Gribovicz will distribute Mike George's database paper to the Emission Forumfor future
consideration.

An El Protocol Workgroup will beformed consisting Lee Gribovicz, Dennis Schwelr, Roy Doyle,
Brock LeBaron, Sally Otterson and Carrie M acDougall. Lee Gribovicz will invite participation by the
Mobile, Freand Modding Forums in thiseffort.

Lee Gribovicz will intiate a conference call on the tasks of this El Protocol Workgroup.

Dennis Schwehr will write up the Emission Forum budget proposals.

Co-Chairs Lee Gribovicz & Dennis Schwehr will present the EF budget and plansat the next
TOC/Technical Co-Chairs meeting (July 16-18").

L ee Gribovicz will consult with the MTF regarding CEM bias on the Y 2K EI.

Lee Gribovicz will draft aletter to state/tribal representatives regarding year 2000 stationary source
SO, information.

Wayre Leipold will be the focal point for compiling Y 2K stationary source SO, infor mation, and will
provide the current major SO, stationary source list to the EF Co-Chairs.

Page 13 of 14



- Wayne Leipold & Bill Fishback will attempt to research retirement factor s for their respective
industry (copper smelters & petroleum refineries), and provide resultant information to Dennis
Schwetr.

I Next Meeting i
No date was set for the next meeting, but timing was suggested around late August to early September

when the 1996 Base and 2018 Projection Invertories are due. A possible location is the Regional
Modeling Center @ Riverside, California.
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