
MEMORANDUM
TO:
Dan Olson, Air Quality Administrator

FROM:
Lee Gribovicz, Regional Impacts/E.I. Coordinator

SUBJECT:
WRAP TOC/Technical Co-Chairs Planning Meeting

DATE:
March 11, 2002

On March 7-8, 2002 I attended the WRAP TOC/Technical Co-Chairs meeting, held in Phoenix, Arizona.  The Agenda for this session is attached under Appendix I of this memo.


Meeting Summary
The two main issues tackled at this meeting were:

_
Develop a Framework for Near & Long Term Planning of the Wrap Technical Workplan and Budget

_
Plan for the May ‘02 “All Comers” Technical Meeting to Provide States with §308/309 Decision Tools

More elements of the Workplan/Budget process, and of the “All Comers” technical meeting planning are contained below, in the Meeting Details section of this memo.

In addition to addressing these two matters at the meeting, the status of the §309 Critical Path Deliverables was reviewed.  It was found that all tasks are proceeding according to the latest schedule to produce 2018 modeling for demonstrating “Reasonable Progress” and “Better than BART” for all transport region Class I areas by May 2002.

The problem of evaluating the impact of dust emissions in the WRAP region was reviewed, and the TOC reached consensus for establishment of a new Dust Emissions Joint Forum (DEJF) to address these questions.

Alaska representatives were present to discuss Alaska’s participation in the WRAP, and some of the RH issues from Alaska’s perspective.

§308 Implementation Tasks were explored regarding data natural & baseline visibility, data repositories, the §308 base year and tribal data development.  It was determined to incorporate these issues in the WRAP’s short and long term Workplan development.

WRAP participation in national talks between Regional Planning Organizations (RPO’s) was discussed, and it was generally agreed that full coordination was desirable in technical aspects of Regional Haze planning.


Meeting Details

 Announcements 
The Mexico Emission Inventory Project was announced, and it was noted that ERG Consultants was the primary contractor under a $400K contract from the Western Governor’s Association.  Lee Gribovicz is the WRAP representative for the project and he explained that the goal is to develop a full Emission Inventory for primary pollutants (SO2, NOx, VOC, PM2.5, PM10, CO, NH3), for the entire country of Mexico.  The project will proceed in phases, working first on an inventory for the six Mexican states that border the US by June, 2003, with the EI then being expanded through to the rest of the country by September 2004.

The next WRAP Board Meeting is scheduled for June 18-19th in Denver.


 §309 Critical Path Deliverables 
Modeling
John Vimont explained that we are working on the 2018 Base Case run, but there is some concern about fire.  If fire is not comparable between the 1996 & the 2018 base case EI’s, then there will be inconsistencies in the modeling results.  Therefore for the Annex modeling, we will carry the 1996 fire data inventory (consists of wildfire only) forward to 2018.  Because 1996 was an abnormally high fire year, for future modeling the plan is to develop a more normal “average” wildfire inventory to more accurately simulate expected conditions.

The Modeling Forum has developed a strategy (w/ technical input from other WRAP forums) identifying and scheduling model runs that must be completed in order to provide the states the necessary information to implement §309 SIP’s.  The list of model runs includes:

-
2018 Base Case Model Run (to be done April 1st)

-
Annex Market Trading SO2 Milestone Program (to be done April 15th)

-
Command & Control BART w/ uncertainty (to be done April 30th)

-
Straight BART Control Projections (to be done by May, if possible)

These first four model runs will demonstrate that the Market Trading Program is “Better than BART” for all western Class I areas.  The four runs must be completed by about the first of May in order to provides states with information necessary to make a §308/309 decision by their June “drop dead” target.

Then the MF will complete additional model runs shown below, over the balance of the summer.

-
evaluation of road dust significance

-
revised 2018 base case w/ the “average” wildfire data (ag & _ fire also)

-
evaluation of mobile source significance

-
2018 fire strategies, Pollution Prevention & NOx/PM sensitivity evaluation

-
modeling documentation to be completed by the end of 2002

This date some Arizona representatives expressed concern about the possible urban source impact of Phoenix on the Colorado Plateau Class I areas.  There was some discussion of additional modeling work that could be used to assess this problem.  It was suggested that since the RMC is a resource for the states, perhaps they could do some of this modeling evaluation.  But it was noted that the states still will likely have to do some of their own fine scale modeling to determine impact of their sources on Class I areas outside the state, and determine the impact of out-of-state sources on internal Class I areas.

Two models were initially being considered to complete the Modeling Forum work; REMSAD & CMAQ.  Initial evaluation showed CMAQ had better performance, and since the WRAP doesn’t have time for extensive theoretical evaluation of dual models with the tight §309 deadlines being faced, the decision was made to complete this modeling work using the CMAQ system exclusively.

Fire
Pete Lahm explained that the existing 1996 Fire Inventories consist of:

-
1996 wildfire (a revised wildfire inventory was submitted in January ‘02, containing approximately 30% higher emissions than the original, but the higher inventory is not being used because of its late submittal - it was explained that the 1996 baseline modeling was already completed and since we’re not rerunning that ‘96 scenario, we therefore couldn’t utilize the revised, higher wildfire totals in the 2018 base case because then the two inventories would no longer be consistent with regard to fire)

-
1996 prescribed fire (_) (this database contains information from only a partial list of WRAP states, therefore this incomplete data was not used)

-
1996 agricultural fire data (the FEJF was not able to collect this data)

The necessity for constructing some “average” wildfire inventory was discussed to be utilized in future modeling.  It was explained that the current 1996 wildfire emissions inventory represents an “extreme” wildfire year, and constructing such a synthetic wildfire inventory would more accurately depict probable future year conditions.

Pete also noted that the 2018 projection for prescribed fire will have a base case (incorporating only current controls), and a controlled case (incorporating ESMP’s, alternatives to burning, etc.).

Mobile
It was noted that the Mobile Source Forum has completed both the 1996 & 2018 tailpipe inventories.  Road dust is currently included, but we are “dividing by 4” as an empirical adjustment to reflect the fact that a majority of the road dust emissions do not typically participate in long range regional transport.

Point & Area
The 1996 Baseline Point & Area source emission inventory was completed last Fall.  Dennis Schwehr explained that the Emission Forum had contracted with Pechan to produce five future year 2018 EI scenarios:

-
the 2018 Base Case & the Annex MT inventory has already been delivered

-
the Command & Control BART Case, and the BART w/ uncertainty emission inventories are to be done this week

-
regarding the Pollution Prevention Case, Pechan is still waiting on the P2 Forum’s contract w/ ICF evaluating renewable energy/energy efficiency options

Clean Air Corridor
The Ambient Monitoring & Reporting Forum developed a recommendation regarding the boundaries of the §309 CAC, but the area happened to include Salt Lake City, as well as some other smaller urban areas.  This caused some political concern, and consequently the IOC is evaluating the appropriateness of a policy excluding such urban areas.

There was some discussion that it probably doesn’t really matter whether a location is inside or out of the boundary for the Clean Air Corridor, because you still have to determine significant impact from any sources impacting of the CAC.

It was determined that it was an “emission inventory” exercise (ie/ produce a CAC boundary inclusive specific inventory), rather than a modeling exercise to evaluate “significance” of impact to the Clean Air Corridor.  It was initially thought that the Emission Forum would be charged with producing such a “cutout” inventory once a final decision on CAC boundaries is completed.  However, further discussion focused on the fact that the Modeling Forum already had gridded emissions in the modeling files and it was decided that they could probably produce a Spreadsheet from these files, on county level, that will define what emissions are in and out. 

It was noted that the current CAC analysis is based on data from only four of the 16 Colorado Plateau Class I areas, but it was clarified that an assumption that the data employed was representative for the balance of the 12 “Golden Circle” sites.


 Dust Emissions for §309 
Mark Scruggs described the current status of the dust issue, noting the problem of very large discrepancies for road dust emissions across political boundaries (county, state lines).  He also noted that we don’t have any wind erosion emissions in the current inventory.  He explained that there are efforts being made to improvement these estimates and fill the holes, but another challenge is that we have to determine the “natural” portion of the resultant inventories.

He felt that the three major questions that we have to get right are:

-
natural vs anthropogenic

-
local vs regional (transport question)

-
predicted vs measured (coarse vs fine)

Mark noted the following EPA research initiatives were in progress:

-
emission factors:  focused on soil moisture, silt content, agricultural crop activities

-
transport fraction:  right now we divide by 4 - empirical correction .... There was an effort to insert the Gillette Box Model into CMAQ, but it was found that this model has limited representativeness so they backed off).

-
agricultural data:  EPA is compiling national data on what crops are planted, at what geographic sites in the country

-
activity levels:  research to improve discrepancies between political jurisdictions

To look at the dust issue with in the WRAP, Mark noted the following planned activity:

-
looking to re-assemble the “Expert Panel” to look at all of the research

-
looking to add a task in the contract w/ Environ to “fix” the apparent discrepancies in road activity data

But Mark didn’t feel that there were many “immediate” steps that could be done to improve the inventory for the §309 work.  As noted above, he was going to evaluate the feasibility of a short term “fix” for the road dust problem.

In discussing the matter, it was noted that if the modeling sensitivity runs show that dust has a significant impact on Class I visibility, then 309 SIP’s will have to include a statement of commitment to work on the problem, with 2008 SIP revisions containing the actual control strategies.

To focus on the dust issues, the TOC expressed consensus for a proposal to establish a formal Dust Emissions Joint Forum (it was a planned to make this forum a Joint forum because of policy questions that will arise under the definition of “natural” background).  Mark Scruggs will be appointed the initial Co-Chair of the DEJF.  Participants felt that the R&D Forum merited retention in the WRAP hierarchy, but with no current pressing issues it was planned that this forum would go dormant for the time being.


 WRAP Budget & Workplan 
This date participants reviewed the EPA’s February 26th “RPO Fourth Year Policy, Organizational & Technical Guidance” (Appendix II).  In general, the WRAP is a year or two ahead of the guidance described in this document.  The document provides an expression of the EPA’s expectations on how the RH grant money should be used (EPA has budgeted $10MM for next year and the WRAP expects to receive about $4MM of that total).  Last year we prepared a one year workplan, but Pat Cummins suggested that we now have to start planning a multi-year cycle.  He noted that the EPA is prepared to issue the 2002 grant this month, but the WRAP won’t be awarded those funds until a workplan is worked out.  Typically the WRAP would then spend those 2002 funds in 2003.  Pat was concerned that we get our workplan submitted in a timely fashion to obtain those funds.

There were other opinions that we probably ought to be planning for the longer term of five years (through 2008).  In order to accomplish this 5 year plan, it was thought that the Forums could each brainstorm the long term “purpose of their Forum” (more general in the out years) in a conference call setting, with the help of the new WGA Technical Staff person.  The thinking was that a five year plan would consist of a “two-pager” of types of products that need to be completed by the forum during that term.

To move to get the workplan together the following schedule was developed.

WGA Staff produce a narrative of the 5 yr plan (w/ Forums’ input)
May 10th
Planning Team Meeting to discuss 5 yr plans
May 22nd
Forum Meetings to approve 5 yr narrative & define 1 yr details 
May-June

DRAFT Forums’ 1 yr workplan completed (w/ time lines & budget)
July 1st
TOC/Technical Co-Chairs Meeting review the 1 yr plan
July 15th
Planning Team Meeting (define Budget priorities for 1 yr plan)
Sept 1st
TOC/Technical Co-Chairs (write up of formal Forum Budget)
Oct 1st
Final Work Plan (by WGA Technical Staff - inc 1yr detail, 5yr
Oct 15th
WRAP Board Meeting
Nov 15th
Forum Meetings to develop next 2 year detailed plans
Nov-Dec

Planning Team Meeting (review 3 year plan)
Jan ‘03

TOC/Tech Co-Chairs finalize final 3 year plan
Mar ‘03


 Alaska 
Ron King and Alice Edwards were present to discuss Alaska’s participation in the WRAP, and some of the RH issues from Alaska’s perspective (Appendix III contains their presentation).  They began by giving some Alaska statistics, and a brief history of Alaska RH activities.  Alaska has 4 Class I areas that are subject to the RHR (the Tuxedni, Simeonof & Bering Sea Wildlife Refuges, and Denali National Park).  Alaska anticipates a PM2.5 attainment designation in June 2003, therefore the Alaska Regional Haze SIP could be due in June ‘04 (no one else felt that the attainment designations will occur before 2005, thus SIP’s are not likely due before 2006).  Their preliminary conclusion is that Alaska can’t participate in 308(c) [Regional Planning Option], because they can’t show impact on the continental US & vice-versa.  There was some discussion however, that the impact thresholds may be low enough that Alaska may yet show enough impact on WRAP states to qualify for regional planning.

Alaskan Issues

-
international transport (transport from Canada, Russia)

-
monitoring (only have 5 yrs monitoring @ Denali, other Class I areas are “remote” & no monitors, primary impact sources are fire & international transport [some stationary source impact close to Denali], concentrations are close to natural already w/ the best 20% days around ~4.2 dV)

-
emission inventory (have no statewide EI, strong concerns w/ the NEI)

-
modeling (no expertise in regional modeling, and no resources to put towards regional modeling, special Arctic atmospheric chemistry w/ limited photochemical activity and minimized aqueous chemistry conversions [SO2 SO4] in the cold climate)

-
control strategies (BART is not on the radar screen)

-
tribal coordination (229 tribes, w/ difficult communication [distance])

Regarding help that the WRAP could provide, they pointed out areas of Emission Inventory & Modeling work, where Alaska was deficient.  They made the point that they don’t look at it as Alaska coming in and taking a portion of WRAP funding away from the continental WRAP states.  Rather, they think that the claim should be made of Alaska having more land, more tribes & etc, therefore the WRAP needs even more funding from EPA.

Pat Cummins felt that such an argument might work for 2003 funding, to be spent in 2004.  But for now, Alaska’s needs must be incorporated into the WRAP workplan for this year’s WRAP funding.  As far as monitoring, Pat indicated that EPA has indicated that they might fund some monitoring out of some other account besides Regional Haze.

Alaska representatives remarked that they have limited personnel, so they can’t participate in a lot of Forum’s, and they noted that because fire is a major source of Alaska impact, the Fire Forum is one of their higher priorities.  It was suggested that Alaska really needs to participate in some of the other forums (even if just by E-Mail & conference call), in order to get some of their concerns into the workplan development.


 §308 Implementation Tasks 
Natural & Baseline Visibility
Marc Pitchford noted that there is EPA Guidance out for determining visibility baseline values, and for tracking trends.  The Guidance includes default values for “natural” visibility.

Dr. Pitchford then explained that the AMRF’s biggest effort to date is the task of preparing the “Causes of Haze” report.  He noted that there is a DRAFT SOW that has been circulated to the WRAP technical community for this project, but minimal comments have been received so far.   He plans on issuing a revised document based on what comment he has received, and that revision will be used for an RFP, probably issued sometime in April ‘02.  Dr. Pitchford felt the project will take approximately $0.5MM over about two years, to complete.

Under this project, the contractor will propose different types of analyses of ambient monitoring data.  The goal is to wring out all possible pieces of information out of the voluminous monitoring and meteorological data that we are collecting.  All data will be put on the CSU website in summary form, to make it easy for customers to access and use the data.

Questions to be Answered by the Project:
- What are aerosol components of the atmosphere that cause Regional Haze?

- What are the meteorological factors that influence Regional Haze?

- What are emission sources involved in Regional Haze?

- Are there any detectable/statistically significant trends in Regional Haze?

Data Repositories
Marc Pitchford noted that we have the CIRA data repository at CSU for the WRAP ambient monitoring data.  A year ago, they put together a virtual “annual data report” with complete summaries, made searchable for ease of use (content still evolving).  He noted that Currently data is about two years delay.  Marc feels that eventually, the website will put the data up in a more timely fashion.

At the RPO meetings held last year, the WRAP’s database was presented and the other RPO’s expressed interest in combining their efforts on the WRAP website.  Each RPO has now confirmed that they want to participate in the WRAP’s database, and the formation of the steering committee is to be made shortly.  Dr. Pitchford noted that the WRAP has put in about $250,000 into this effort over the past two years, and the agreed “buy in” for the other RPO’s is about $50K per year.


Lee Gribovicz noted that the EF has been struggling with how to manage WRAP EI data for the past few years.  Questions included whether this would be a static vs dynamic database?, what sources of information would fill the database?, whether this system would use state/tribal activity data to produce the emission numbers, or simply input end calculation actual emissions from the local agencies?  Coordination with the TDDWG has been a priority to assure that tribal EI data is compatible with the database, and is fully utilized in the effort.  Lee noted that the Forum has always had in the back of our minds, the fact that the WRAP EI information needs to be readily available to data users.  The issue of national data sharing has been raised in the EI arena as well, focusing on the concept of a sort of “mini-NEI”, but the general consensus has that the EPA’s NEI is not flexible enough for Regional Haze work.  A fundamental concept however, was taking the NEI backend as the structure for the database, to insure comparability and compatibility of the data.

John Vimont commented that the Modeling Forum needs reports from this database in the form of SMOKE input files to use as modeling inputs.  Others noted that the database should provide web based summary information to support 309 modeling.  It was noted that we are now on Revision G of the current 1996 inventory, and we need some history of the revised inventories and an explanation of “what’s changed”.  Lee noted that the forum has incorporated the concept of keeping a “footprint” to record changes to inventories.

Bob Saunders suggested that the Emission Forum proceed in two phases; first a  design phase where we would sit down and go though the range of desires from the WRAP, followed by a build phase to actually construct the system.

The concern was raised about temporal & spatial allocation within the database (especially for fire emissions).  Lee noted that the forum is cognizant of the fact that we must incorporate fire & mobile data into the EI database, as well as point and area source emissions.

Pat Cummins commented that we’ll soon be completing the 309 modeling and related technical effort, and then we need to define “what’s next”.  He felt that this database needs to be part of our next phase of planning. 

After hearing the outpouring of concern over what this database would contain and how it would function, Lee Gribovicz assured the participants that the Forum was just in the first stage of designing the system, and would fully distribute the proposals throughout the WRAP technical community for input, prior to embarking on the final project implementation.

Mr. Gribovicz explained that the forum had completed a SOW for constructing the EI database, and was preparing to issue an RFP, when at the last EF meeting, we reviewed the work of an Arizona DEQ employee, Dr. Samir Badri, who had been finishing up a “re-engineering” of the IAS projection model.  Participants were impressed by Dr. Badri’s technical computer skills, and therefore it was deemed prudent to further investigate this WRAP “internal resource” for the EI project.  Arizona DEQ has blessed Dr. Badri’s participation in the project, and he is currently preparing a proposal for a totally turn key effort.  This would involve the WRAP would buying the necessary hardware, Dr. Badri setting up the system, and then shipping it to its new home.  It was noted that we still need to define the caretaker for long term maintenance of the system, but one suggested option is to use the CSU system that has already been established for the ambient monitoring data.

To move forward on this matter, Mr. Gribovicz pledged to circulate the final proposal throughout the WRAP technical community as soon as its available, and to evaluate all comments to assure that the system meets the full needs of the WRAP.

Base Year
Regarding the §308 work, it was noted that the next base year will be 2002, and EPA will support that with the national NEI effort.

Tribal Data Development

Sarah Kelly noted that the tribal data project is under weigh and will use an NEI framework to help assure consistency.  It was emphasized that we still need to work to assure coordination between the tribal effort and the WRAP’s EI work.


 WRAP Technical Coordinator 
Pat Cummins noted that the Technical Support Staff position has been offered to Tom Moore, and that he will make a formal announcement next week upon final confirmation.


 Regional Planning Organization Coordination 
National coordination among the nations five RPO’s had been mentioned throughout this meeting, and Pat Cummins noted here that the next national regional haze technical conference, originally planned for Spring/Summer of 2002, has been “pushed off” until sometime in 2003.  The RPO’s will look at another Technical meeting in the Fall.  The current WRAP designee’s are:

John Vimont - modeling

Lee Gribovicz - emissions

Marc Pitchford - monitoring

Regarding monitoring Dr. Pitchford noted that they have had monthly calls, and have moved on some draft documents on committal SIP’s regarding impact on other states.


 Technical Participation/WRAP Board Meeting 
The level of participation of the TOC and Technical Co-Chairs in the planned June Board Meeting was discussed.  Because we are considering the extensive May Technical Meeting to display the WRAP modeling/monitoring/EI efforts, it was felt that that would take care of the real detailed review of the technical analysis.  It was decided that the TOC Co-Chairs will present a quick review at the Board Meeting, but no full presentations by the Technical Co-Chairs will be planned.

Pat Cummins was of the opinion that technical presentations by individual forums are not all that meaningful to the policy representatives on the Board, but there was some discussion that this usually was a unique opportunity for those Co-Chairs to present technical details, an should not be completely abandoned in the future.


 Technical Forums “All Comers Meeting” 
Because the P2 Forum rescheduled their meeting, the entire week of May 20th was made available for this “All Comers” Meeting.  It was decided to move the  schedule forward one day to allow travel, and hold the session on Tuesday and Wednesday, May 21-22rd.  It was decided that the WRAP Planning Team should meet around that time, so May 23rd was set aside for that meeting.

The purpose of the “All Comers” Meeting was to present §309 SIP Technical Work to produced date, and to inform the states with critical information to guide their 308/309 decision.  There was some concern that we might not be able to pull of such an extensive meeting, given the short lead time, but Lee Gribovicz insisted that the we had no real alternative.  He noted that because of the necessity of legislative action in most (if not all) states to implement §309, that the decision to proceed with that 309 option really had to be made in June, 2002.  And for most of the GCVTC Transport Region states, they had to know whether the Annex Market Trading Program would produce “Greater Reasonable Progress than BART” in their “other Class I” areas off the Colorado Plateau.  Thus presentation of the modeling results for the 2018 Baseline, Annex Milestones and Command & Control BART scenarios in May was essential to the states’ decision making process.

The participants then Brain stormed the meeting details:

Content
_ EI’s (1996 & 2018)

- Point & Area (Pechan/PES)

- Mobile (Environ)

- Fire (Air Sciences/ERG)

- Strategies (Entranco, Pechan, ICF)

_ Modeling (MCNC/UCR)

_ Monitoring (CIRA, “Causes of Haze”)

_ TDDWG (ITEP)

_ Future Work

- Dust

- Agricultural Fire

- CAC

Presentations
Methods

Data Sources

Results

How to Display Results

Pie Charts

State by State

(Dry Run 2 Weeks in advance)

Audience 

Tech Staff, Planners, Managers, Directors, Interest Groups, EPA, RPO’s

Format
-
Conference

-
Rule Framework/Context (why did we do this)

-
moderator

Policy/Significance Questions
-Other Class I areas 

-mobile sources

-dust

-CAC

-Fire

-NOx/PM

-RE/EE

A Planning Group was established consisting of the TOC & Technical Co-Chairs, Wayne Leipold, Bob Saunders, and a Communications Committee representative.  Their task was to address these following issues:

-
agenda

-
line up presenters

-
advertisers

-
logistics


A P P E N D I X   I

TOC/Technical Co-Chairs Meeting Agenda


March 7-8, 2002 @ Phoenix


A P P E N D I X   II

TOC/Technical Co-Chairs March 7-8, 2002 Phoenix Meeting


RPO Fourth Year Policy, Organizational & Technical Guidance


February 26, 2002 Draft


A P P E N D I X   III

TOC/Technical Co-Chairs March 7-8, 2002 Phoenix Meeting


Alaska Presentation: Alaska’s Perspective on WRAP Participation / RH Issues

