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DISCUSSION:

Brian asked the group if there were any questions on the notes from the conference call on January 14th.   There were none. 

Brian mentioned that he received comments from 6 members of the working group with suggested revisions to the last draft (2/21 version).

Brian also mentioned that he received many comments from EPA, both minor and significant.  He summarized the more significant comments and sent them to the working group as an email attachment for this call.

Brian next reviewed the revisions he made to the STIP document since the last conference call.  

· Incorporated all comments from 6 commenters.  Agreed with 99% of suggested changes. Many were minor, such abbrev for “RHR” and “GCVTC” (except in template language).  
Brian asked the group whether to capitalize State and Tribes?  Response was not to capitalize “state” or “tribe” except where it is a proper noun. 
Another question was - do joint state planning and coordination requirements apply to all class I areas or just the 16 of the CP? Answer - they apply to any interstate program not included in WRAP work.

· Wrote the Executive Summary.   It now reads 1) overview of Model STIP (describing the purpose of the document and what is to be used for), 2) brief summary of the Model TIP, and 3) brief summary of the TSD Plan.  Brian thought it was important to describe all these documents up front, and how they relate to each other.   The group agreed this was a good approach.   

· Drafted new template language Stationary Sources in chapter C.  He indicated that Bob Lebens of WESTAR offered to help finish this part.
· Added “III. Definitions”.   Brian said that even though the Group suggested referencing definitions via footnotes, he thought that was too time consuming, and just created a separate section of RHR definitions from Section 301 and 309.   Brian said States and Tribes and take some or all of these definitions to put into their implementation plans.
· Added “V. Appendices”.   Brian made a master list of the all the appendices mentioned up front in the template sections.  He still needs to add a brief description of what each appendix should contain.

· Changed the title of section 4 in all chapters from “Technical Support Documents” to “Applicable WRAP Reports and Documents”.   The reason was to include a description of each WRAP Policy and other work, in response to comment from EPA.

· Also made some minor revisions, such as removing quotation marks per the Group’s suggestion, and changing the GCVTC recommendations to past tense. 

Brian next reviewed the work that still needs to be done:

· He needs to go through the “body of the STIP” to make sure it identifies all strategies, commitments and implementation schedules.  These need to be up front, rather than put in back as an appendix.  While the question of how much detail needs to be up front vs. an appendix still needs  clarification, EPA indicated that basically they want enough detail in the body as to be understood by the public, without forcing the reader to dig through a lot of appendices.
An example is whether or not the MOU/Model Rule should be incorporated into the body of the SIP, or referenced as an appendix. The plan is to summarize what the MOU/Model Rule in the body, and provide a reference for the full text in an appendix. 

· Brian needs to finish the Appendices master list section.

· Brian described some significant comments raised by EPA.  
1. EPA would like to see in Section 2 “General Description of Rule Requirement” not only a description of what the rule says, but how the state or tribe intends to address the rule requirement.   
2. EPA would like to see in Section 4 “Applicable WRAP Reports and Documents” a summary of each WRAP Policy document, and where appropriate, a description of how the policy will be used to meet each applicable RHR requirement.  EPA also would like to see, in addition to referencing the TSD Development Plan, a description of the technical documents supports the strategies being adopted in the SIP/TIP.  
· There was consensus by the group that the WRAP policies needed to be summarized per EPA’s comments.  However, it was recognized that it would be too big of a task to summarize all of the references to the TSD.   So only some selective technical information would be summarized and added.   

· Brian gave out as homework assignments summarizing WRAP policies and selected technical info to the group (see below).
· Brian said that he would try to do as much of #1 as possible, but that the policy summaries being prepared already provide this to some degree.

· It was suggested to add a complete citation, 40 CFR 51.308 and 40CFR 51. 309 in the executive summary.
· There was also brief discussion on the need to clarify the following rule requirements:

· For the Projection of Visibility Improvement – the rule language suggests that only AZ, CO, NM, UT that have the 16 Class I areas need to make this projection.  However, other transport region states have emissions which impact the 16 class I areas – and therefore they need to address this requirement too.   Brian will make revisions accordingly.   A question was raised to EPA about how applies to 308 states. 
· For Clean Air Corridors – Do states that DO NOT have CACs have to do anything under 309?  The rule states that emissions from areas adjacent to CACs must be tracked, with the implication, if not the requirement, that states with such adjacent areas must track emissions.  This issue was raised as a question to EPA for clarification.  
· Finally, there was a brief discussion about the distinction between the Model STIP and Model TIP.  Brian pointed out EPA raised this as a question.  Should STIP continue to reflect both state and tribes, or should there be two separate documents?  It would be easier to write and read separate documents as each would not be burdened by having to include references to the other.  Brian said he would talk with Rosanne about this.  John Cox suggested there also be input from the tribes on this question. 

Homework assignments, due Friday 2/14, or Monday 2/17:

1. Chapter A – Projection of Visibility Improvement:  TOM MOORE

Just a summary of results of the modeling work showing the projected visibility improvements in the 16 Class I areas from the application of the 309 RH strategies.

2. Chapter B – Clean Air Corridors:  JAN MILLER

Summary of the conclusions of the WRAP Policy Paper on CACs, and how this paper (and supporting technical work conducted by the WRAP) meets the rule requirements for CACs.

3. Chapter C – Stationary Sources


Summary of the work conducted by the WESTAR Model Rule/MOU Working Group.  To be done by Bob Lebens.

4. Chapter D – Mobile Sources:  THERESA PELLA

Summary or update on the Mobile Source Forum recent recommendation to EPA for defining “Significance” of mobile source emissions.

5. Chapter E – Fire:  STEVE ARNOLD and BRIAN

Summary of the following fire policies developed by the FEJF, and how each is to be used.

1. Policy for Categorizing Fire Emissions - STEVE
2. Assessing Status of Incorporating Smoke Effects into Fire Planning and Operation - STEVE


3. Fire Tracking System Policy - STEVE
4. Comprehensive Manual for Non-Burning Alternatives for PF - BRIAN
5. Non-burning Management Alternatives on Agricultural Lands in the Western US - STEVE
6. Elements of A Basic Smoke Management Program – STEVE

7. Enhanced Smoke Management Program for Visibility - BRIAN
8. Annual Emission Goals for Fire - BRIAN
6. Chapter F – Paved & Unpaved Road Dust:  JOHN COX

Just a summary of work/findings of the Dust Emissions Joint Forum.

7. Chapter G – Pollution Prevention (add PM, NOx):  LEE ALTER

Just a summary of the reports prepared by the P2 Forum (don’t know titles).

8. Chapter H – Additional Recommendations:
BRIAN will do this.
Just a summary of the GCVTC additional recommendations.

9. Chapter K – Geographic Enhancement:  (Remain a placeholder, awaiting RABART, MOU completion)

Just a summary of the geographic enhancement provisions in the Annex.
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