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Call  to  Order:

· December  5  Minutes:  No corrections / additions were suggested.  Minutes will be transferred to WESTAR for posting.

The WESTAR website for viewing documents relating to Regional Haze visibility SIP development is:    http://www.westar.org/caucusweb.html
· Workplan: was reviewed with no comments or revisions.

ACTION  ISSUE  ITEMS:

· SIP  Protocol  Template  Ad  Hoc  Workgroup  Update:  This work item was rolled into the STIP II development process in order to develop a SIP protocol for a 309 RH SIP and demonstrate some initial success.  
Regional  Haze  Development  Survey – Ad  Hoc  Summary:  Bob, Dan, Don, etc. put the information together for the full committee and the result of this will be the product to be sent WESTAR directors for their consideration at the Spring Business Meeting.

Ray Mohr commented that the summary findings appears to be on target but that the BART analysis is the big unknown and he was not sure the document adequately reflected that.  Bob pointed to text that he felt discussed this and that the summary did not prioritize one item over another.  

Page ‘iii’ in the summary points out that BART will be a big issue and Bob wondered if we need to prioritize the issues showing BART as high priority.  The general feeling was that not ranking the issues was a better approach.  

Jean-Paul (NV) believed the modeling will be a big issue for them as they are unsure about how this will proceed.  Bob pointed to the discussion section that alludes to this issue said this could be made clearer.  He will look at the text.  

Edie Chang (CA) asked if the FTE resource workload numbers were "new" or "additional" resources.  Bob felt that the perspective was that these were not new or old but just resources and that is what seemed to be the group understanding.  

Annette (switching to her headset)- said that States evaluating 309 submittals were given instructions to address two submittals (2003 and 2008) and she believed this needs to be clarified since the 308 numbers only consider the 2008 submittal.  States did not all handle this the same- Colorado did not look at the two part submittal.  This may need to be addressed in the text.  

Annette also felt that some comments she made were not incorporated.  The concept that a linear scale of planning may not be a good model since if you had 3 people working for a week at the same time it would not take 3 weeks to complete a task.  She turned in her numbers considering that multiple people would be in on the project and that it may not take 5 years to complete.  Doug pointed out that the text addresses this as it says it is a theoretical 5 year period that it will take to develop the text and that if multiple persons were working on the task it would take 2.5 years.  Annette agreed after reviewing the text that this seems to address the issue.  It's the perception the survey results indicate it will take NEW people 5 years to develop the SIP while many states already have funding and staff to cover this.  Bob felt that the survey was just a workforce assessment and that each state would have to address if they have the resources and that each state will negotiate this out in their PPA.  Doug said that section 3.3 conclusions and Exec. summary IV. indicate states will either need new resources or reprogrammed resources taking away from other issues.  

Idaho asked if states felt there was work they are doing they could walk away from to do the RH SIP work.  Theresa Pella (AZ) said there are a number of projects that were winding down in Arizona and they would be reprogramming those staff to work on the RH SIP.  

Resolution:  It was agreed some states will use this to identify needs for new resources and some will use it for reprogramming existing work.  Theresa suggested to modify the language slightly to say "MAY" need additional funds.  Also, we need to change the text so that "language associated with financing will reflect a more generic perspective that some states will or will not need additional resources".  Adding "MAY" to most of these areas will fix the problem.  Annette wanted "pg. 6, 2nd paragraph under conclusions, 4th sentence," be struck out saying that the EPA grant should earmark specific funds.  Bob said he would flag that sentence and others and make proposed changes.  

Language will also be inserted to show that one work-week is 40 hours of person time.  Doug suggested changing the language and Bob captured the suggested language to fix this.  Bob said that Jean-Paul and he spoke about the Regional Modeling Center language.  

Theresa questioned the "more complex" and "less complex" classifications of States.  She was unclear what that meant and was not sure the document made it clear.  Bob said this related in concept to number of sources and the population in a State, etc. 

Resolution:  Adding a footnote to the table to indicate what this meant was accepted and Bob will take care of it.  (the language in paragraph 2 of page 2 of the Executive summary covers this and it was suggested that this language be added to the table.  The split between less and more complex states is about 50/50.

Doug suggested that the language for clarity on page 5 be changed to reflect that "Unlike ... state laws need to be adopted... governed by STATE rules". 

Resolution:   Bob captured this change and will change it.  Bob said that if there are any other changes identified, send them to him ASAP and he will make the changes TOMORROW.  

Resolution:  Based on the changes today and any that come in tomorrow, Bob will change the document as suggested and finalize and get it completed my mid-January for the final review by the committed at the Feb. 6th conference call.

Cheryl Heying (Utah) said the "MAY" somewhat tones down Utah's perspective that this will take new resources.  Idaho said they believe this needs to be moved on to the air directors.  Ray Mohr (CO) said that the report was OK but it might be important to understand the fact that each state may need time included and work to adopt or change existing legislation to allow the State to develop an adequate SIP.  Some States may have legislative roadblocks that need to be cleared.  

· EPA  issue  topics  for  Spring  Business  Meeting:  We are looking at possibly 5 topics.  The proposed list has six and the Directors only want 3.  

            1)  Rural Ozone, Ozone NAAQS Implementation combined

            2)  PM NAAQS implementation

            3)  Natural Events Policy

            4)  State/EPA relationship 

            5)  SIP Process Improvements Plan 

            6)  NSR/PSD- 107 designations

Edie questioned that we are not necessarily clear about what the issues are.  An example is "what about maintenance demonstrations for the 8-hour standard?  At this point we don't really know what WE want in the urban ozone situation and it seems clear that EPA has not thought about this to any extent.  It seemed to be agreed that Rural Ozone was a separate issue .  Cheryl said that smoke and rural or urban ozone was an issue.  Theresa commented that Arizona has defiantly seen issues related to smoke and ozone, and elevated rural ozone levels that may be associated with fires in urban areas.  

Resolution:  Steve Arnold will coordinate a one page topic paper on Rural Ozone to submit to WESTAR directors so they can pick and choose among them to have the Spring Business Face to Face with EPA.  (Bob H. committed to send a copy of the Issue Paper template out to Arnold and others.) (Arnold to coordinate with AZ and NM on the one pager) 

Dave McNeil (UT) said that the implementation of the ozone standard was still a big issue and wants EPA to be pushed on this.  Edie said States need the opportunity to interact on the implementation policy.  EPA seems to lack a perspective about Western issues.  It was suggested that Ozone and PM implementation need to be combined to keep under the limit of 5 topics.  

Resolution:  Edie will do paper on this.  

Doug spoke about the Natural Events documentation being a big issue.  He believes that EPA is setting the bar higher and higher on getting exemptions and has moved away from the States making the showing and EPA approving to a situation where the State's burden of proof is

bigger and bigger and in the end EPA vetoes the result.  

Resolution:  Doug will put the Natural Events one pager together.

Bob Lebens said the air directors want to have these the first week of March.  Feb. 6th we will review these .

Process:  Get the one pages to Bob H. the week before Feb 3rd. and following the Feb 6th conf. call we will finalize and send to Dan J.  Bob H. will mail out the format sheet. 

The SIP improvement process is something that EPA is sensitive to already and the Regions are coordinating on this because of the 309 SIPs that will be coming soon.  Don A. said that this will serve as a good proving grounds for a SIP improvement process.  Theresa asked if RH will be on the agenda at the meeting.  Generally it was the feeling that we could drop this off the plate for now as it is being handled.  

Cheryl Heying said it was on the list for some larger reasons but generally she agreed to let this play out and it will be addressed in the future.  It is just important to keep this on the list so we don't forget about it.  

Natural Events discussion about 2.5 and ozone is still an issue and will be kept on the plate.  Theresa said that there is a local law suit for the NEAP for Pima Co. saying that this is not appropriate for EPA to grant this exemption.  

PSD NSR will be dropped from the priority list as this will be addressed by one of the other committees.  

Bob said there were a lot of sub issues under these topics.  Edie will take a crack at reflecting this in her paper.  

Cheryl asked if Haze needs to be on the list of five.  Don A. said that EPA will be using T-21 to coordinate the submittal times for Haze and Ozone.  

Summary of assignments:

· Ozone / PM  Implementation Issues – CA

· Rural Ozone Issues – CO

· Natural Events Policy – WA

· State / EPA Issues – MT

Papers will be circulated for review and comment prior to the February 6 conference call.

TRACKING  ISSUES  REPORTS:

· Regional  Haze  Update:  WRAP/WESTAR update from Don A.  A number of committees have met and here is a quick run down. 

Communications -  About to launch a new Web page for WRAP and will be doing additional outreach to Tribes Economic Analysis forum- just getting started to get a more uniform analytical tool

Market Trading - developing a model rule MOU.  Some issues about floor allocations of emissions for Utilities.  MTF will suggest 85% be universally be accepted as the floor.

Areas in and Near -  Approach is to do a protype analysis of sources in 50 KM of a Class I area to test out an evaluation tool.  Alaska will be different dealt with.  

Mobile Sources -   Letter about to go out on behalf of WRAP from IOC requesting EPA to move ahead with non-road diesel standards.  Encourages EPA to pursue suitable retrofit projects.  WRAP looking for someone to chair the MS forum.  

Fire Emissions -  Just sent out two policy statements - Fire Tracking and Annual Emissions Goal for review and comment.  Tracking system is pretty straight forward.  309 Requires this

tracking.

STIP II draft is available (Brian F. put this out) and next Tues there is a conf. call to discuss this draft.  Finalization in the next 3 months expected.  

Dust Forum - was organized and a meeting was held in LV.  Jean-Paul asked about time line for 308 development.  Don will put out notes on this based on this morning's meeting.  

· Natural  Events  Policy  for  PM-2.5:  Bob Habeck stated that Dan Johnson contacted Lydia Wegman to push this topic.  Doug Schneider mentioned receiving an E-mail from Dan about a Gary Blais response to initiate this topic in February.  Theresa Pella mentioned a NEAP that was being contested in regards to a dust event and potential anthropogenic contributions associated with it.

DISCUSSION  ITEMS:

· NSR – Clear Skies Initiative:  Bob Habeck mentioned that some final and proposed rulemaking on this issues had been published by EPA.  Time did not allow for further discussion on this topic.

· WESTAR Committee Jamboree – Portland -  February 19-20, 2003:  This meeting will bring all committees together to perform an annual review of what is working / or not; to final work plan issues prior to the spring Business meeting, and finally to review prior to the spring business meeting a list of priority issues from our committee to be presented to air directors for consideration to give to EPA to address.  These issues will be i.d. before coming to Portland.  Other issues to discuss will be transportation conformity issues.
· Spring Business Meeting – San Francisco – April 9-11, 2003:  The State Air directors will select a few issue papers to pose to EPA officials for discussion at this meeting.  Issue papers will be discussed at the February 6th meeting.

Open  Microphone:
· NA

Next  Call:

· Thursday, February 6, at 2:00 pm  Mountain  Standard  Time

F:\CB6948\WORD\WESTAR\Feb_2003\Feb_minutes.doc
1
1

