DRAFT Summary of Feb 14 & 15 Modeling Forum meeting

General Discussion of 309 model runs

There was a general discussion of what types of model runs were needed for the section 309 SIP demonstrations.  There was general agreement that the first priority was analyzing the GCVTC SO2 controls and have these runs ready for the “all-comers” meeting in May.  The meeting quickly turned to a discussion on how to include fire emissions in the 2018 base case runs.  

The issue with fire in the 2018 inventory is that we need to compare against the conditions in 1996, which, ideally, would mean that the base years use the same fire inventory.  The issues with the 1996 inventory are that: 1) 1996 was the second highest wildfire year on record and may skew the results of other control strategies if the fire emissions are used in the 2018 runs, 2) the prescribed fire inventory is spotty at best and is currently not included in the wildfire inventory, and 3) there are no agricultural burning emissions in the inventory.  Our timing is such that we cannot wait for new emissions to start looking at control strategy runs.  The resolution was to use the 1996 base wildfires in the 2018 runs so that we can proceed with the 2018 analyses in time for the May meeting.  There will be a different set of “average” fire emissions created for other runs in the future.  This will entail re-running the 1996 base runs with these synthetic emissions so that we have comparability to establish rate of progress.  

The priority for emission runs was to get the SO2 control strategies evaluated before the May meeting.  There were three runs discussed, the annex or market scenario, BART with uncertainty and BART.  The first two were given the higher priority, although all three are to be analyzed.

The next analysis to be completed is the assessment of the effects of paved and unpaved road dust emissions. [51.309(d)(7) Area sources of dust emissions from paved and unpaved roads. The plan must include an assessment of the impact of dust emissions from paved and unpaved roads on visibility conditions in the 16 Class I Areas. If such dust emissions are determined to be a significant contributor to visibility impairment in the 16 Class I areas, the State must implement emissions management strategies to address the impact as necessary and appropriate.]  The discussion focused on doing this with the 2018 inventory, however, this may be a base year issue, in our case 1996.  “If such dust emissions are determined to be a significant contributor to visibility impairment,” the other forums need time to develop the emission management strategies, so this run will be needed soon.

Since fire emissions can potentially contribute substantial quantities of VOC and NOX to the atmosphere, it will be important to have the synthetic average emissions included before further analysis with sources of reactive species (i.e. mobile) is done.  So the next runs will be to include the synthetic fire emissions in the 1996 and 2018 base cases and re-run those.

Mobile emissions sensitivity will be next, since, again, if they are shown to be significant, emission management strategies will need to be developed.  This will take some lead-time.  

Fire strategies, pollution prevention, NOX and PM controls on stationary sources will all be analyzed after mobile.  

We haven’t addressed looking at all strategies together.  We probably have to think through some of the runs in more detail, particularly given some of the discrepancies we see in some emission categories (road dust) and in some of the model results.  
The 309 emission runs are summarized in Table 1.  The model run completion dates listed are the last possible dates – these dates include time to analyze the runs.  The dates were provided by the members of the various forums in attendance.  Everyone seemed to be willing to live with those dates.

Full technical documentation was deemed to be able to wait until December.  Documentation is not going to be trivial.  The WRAP needs documentation of all of the various emission development and processing from the various forums and their contractors, as well as from the modeling forum and its contractors.  The RMC is trying to provide a variety of products that would be useful for states to use in their technical documentation.

	
	Emissions Status – who delivers
	Raw Emissions Due Date
	Model Run Completion Date (no later than…)

	0) 2018 Base with 1996 wildfire
	Point and Area Received from Pechan

MCNC/RMC starting to process
	Now
	April 1

	1) 2018 Annex (GCTVC trading) (1996 wildfire)
	Waiting – Emissions Forum (Pechan)
	Feb 28
	April 15

	2) 2018 BART with uncertainty (1996 wildfire)
	Waiting – Emissions Forum (Pechan)
	Feb 28
	April 30

	3) 2018 BART (1996 wildfire)
	Waiting – Emissions Forum (Pechan)
	Feb 28
	May 15

	4) 2018 road dust sensitivity (or 1996?)
	Should be in 2018 base (or 1996?)
	
	June 1

	5) 1996 base synthetic fire (update any other base run problems)
	Waiting – Fire Forum generating synthetic data (same as 2018 base)
	April 15
	June 15

	6) 2018 base synthetic fire (update any other base run problems)
	Waiting – Fire Forum generating synthetic data (same as 1996 base)
	April 15
	June 30

	7) 2018 mobile sensitivity
	Should be in 2018 base
	Now
	July 15

	8) 2018 fire strategies
	Waiting – Fire Forum
	June 15
	July 30

	9) 2018 pollution prevention
	Waiting – P2 forum
	June 30
	August 15

	10) 2018 stationary NOX
	Across-the-board reduction – stationary sources (in 2018 base)
	Now
	August 15

	11) 2018 stationary PM
	Across-the-board reduction – stationary sources (in 2018 base)
	Now
	August 15


The remaining discussions were on the model performance for 1996.  There were some baffling problems with REMSAD, which have been identified.  CMAQ was producing reasonable results, by comparison.  After lengthy discussions, it was agreed that no further resources would be put into rectifying problems with REMSAD, other than to document what had happened to date.  It has been confirmed that the problems were related to a mis-specification of the boundary conditions, but given a number of resource considerations it was not considered useful to continue with two parallel modeling efforts.  (The advantage of running REMSAD was that it could be run much faster than CMAQ, at the expense of a rigorous treatment of chemistry.  However, given the way CMAQ has been configured and by running multiple time periods in parallel, CMAQ can be used for analyzing the 309 strategies in a timely fashion.)

The CMAQ results also raised some interesting questions that will be addressed through some sensitivity runs.  These include, 1) adjusting the ammonia inventory, 2) examining the effect of the boundary conditions on the concentrations along the west coast, 3) investigate why coarse material is being underpredicted by the model, and 4) check the sensitivity to magnitude of the fire emissions.  

