Subject: WESTAR Oil and Gas Technical Conference Summary and Recommendations
Date:  02 May 2009
To:  WESTAR Council

From: Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, Utah, Wyoming
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1WESTAR held a second Technical Conference on Oil and Gas Development in Denver October 21-23, 2008.  Participants represented Colorado, New Mexico, Alaska, Utah, Wyoming, North Dakota, BLM, National Park Service, WRAP, and EPA Region VIII.  At the end of the conference there was a focused discussion on steps WESTAR and other organizations could take to help states address oil and gas development related to air quality issues.   Those and subsequent discussions among the states (including Montana) centered on the following areas:  Collaboration; NAAQS; Permitting; Technical Assessment, and NEPA.  Recommendations arising from the discussions appear in bullets following a brief description of the issue.

Collaboration

The participants agreed that one of the most important things that could come out of the meeting is a means of more effectively working together to share information on the issues that were raised at the conference.  By improving collaboration, states with developing oil and gas fields can more effectively manage emissions from these sources.  For instance, we found that there are significant differences among the states in the design and implementation of their emissions control requirements, oftentimes as a result of the differences in state statutory authority and control program limitations based on source emission thresholds.  This type of information could be more readily available. Beyond the immediate need for continued and increased collaboration among state air agencies, additional coordination with federal land management agencies, EPA, and tribes is also important. 

We identified the following recommendations that could help states learn from each other: 

· A clearinghouse should be developed for emission factors, fees, control strategies, best management practices (BMPs), emerging issues, and agency contacts to better enable staff to share information with their colleagues in other states, the EPA and FLM agencies.  This clearinghouse could be established through WRAP and/or WESTAR.

· A handbook/workbook should be drafted on how to conduct emissions calculations from oil and gas development operations would allow states to develop a consistent emissions calculations methodology (emissions factors, etc.), and would help ensure consistency across the region, which is a necessary element of regional modeling. The WRAP-IPAMS Phase III Oil and Gas Emissions Inventory Project, currently underway, may provide the data and methods for the handbook. 

· Specialty conferences should be organized on specific topics for staff involved with planning, inventories, modeling, permitting, compliance inspections, and analysis to routinely share information should be planned.  The WRAP Oil and Gas Work Group is already meeting periodically to discuss emission inventory improvements and it intends to expand its scope. The existing WESTAR committees could serve as a forum to discuss state specific concerns, with limited duration ad-hoc oil and gas work groups established for more in depth projects such as the general conformity project described in the next section.

NAAQS
There are significant areas of oil and gas development over large portions of the West, and there is the potential for much more in the future.  We reviewed basin maps of the oil and gas reserves, where development is underway and where it is projected to occur.  In addition to oil and gas, there is also a significant area where oil shale may be developed.  All the states expressed concern about the ambient air pollution and potential NAAQS violations as a result of oil and gas development in their states.  Although ozone was the pollutant most discussed, there is also concern about the potential for particulate matter (PM) NAAQS and increment violations (primarily NO2, but also PM10 and PM2.5) as a result of oil and gas development.

There are potentially new nonattainment areas resulting from or with contributions from intensive oil and gas development, such as Pinedale, Wyoming.  Nonattainment designation requires SIP/FIP/TIP development and also the establishment of general conformity budgets.  However, additional study is needed to fully understand the implications of general conformity with respect to oil and gas development.

· The WESTAR states should work to identify the tools needed to avoid NAAQS violations in areas where oil and gas development is concentrated; in areas down-wind of concentrated development and on a regional scale.  These tools might include source specific control strategies, emission budget programs or other techniques.  The WESTAR states should also work together to identify tools needed to mitigate emissions once NAAQS violations are documented.  This information could be made available on a clearinghouse described above.

· A white paper should be developed to identify how general conformity would impact oil and gas development in areas found to violate the NAAQS and make recommendations to EPA and the FLMs on how that program should be implemented.  The white paper could also explore an emissions budget program in areas where emissions are increasing with a potential to violate the NAAQS.

Technical Assessments
Oil and gas development occurring throughout the western U.S. is introducing thousands of sources and substantial air pollution, including particulate matter, hazardous air pollutants, and ozone precursors, in areas which previously had few emission sources.  Of particular concern are areas of concentrated development, which sometimes have poor meteorological ventilation conditions, with little, if any, ambient monitoring data.  Lacking current and historical air quality information for an area, technically defensible air quality impact analyses can be extremely costly and challenging.  In addition, NAAQS air quality modeling and emission inventory requirements for various regulatory programs (e.g., State Implementation Plans, NEPA actions, and stationary source permits) differ depending on a variety of factors, including applicable state/federal rules and guidance.

There are numerous modeling analyses being conducted in areas of the rural West, but there is little interstate coordination and there is sometimes a lack of consensus on modeling protocols.  These regional modeling analyses, usually prepared as part of the NEPA process and occasionally for PSD permitting actions, frequently do not contain the latest base case and future emission inventories across all source categories.  In most cases, future year inventory projections do not satisfactorily quantify reasonably foreseeable development from all other NEPA actions in the modeling domain.  To address these problems, a number of agencies and organizations are proposing regional modeling center concepts to improve coordination of regional grid modeling.

There are multiple regional air quality studies under way but, as noted above, there is limited ambient monitoring in the rural areas of the region where most of the oil and gas development is occurring. The lack of monitoring data limits confidence in model performance in unmonitored areas and significantly increases the level of uncertainty associated with attainment demonstrations. This could limit options for adopting emission control strategies to address NAAQS compliance issues. The lack of monitoring data in the study domains makes it impossible to determine if the models are performing within applicable performance measures thereby limiting their usefulness.  Without adequate monitoring data to ‘ground truth’ the modeling output, the results have little meaning when compared to the NAAQS or other limits and are at best limited to relative analyses.
We found that emission inventories are generally limited to evaluation of specific project proposals, which is not conducive to identifying the regional impact of oil and gas field development.  Many of these rely upon regional O&G emissions inventories as a starting point for individual project proposals.  In addition, emission inventories for oil and gas projects, while improving, often have not accounted for significant source categories including those associated with increased on-road emissions from diesel trucks, non-road emission sources and the need for additional power generation.  Projected future regional estimations of oil and gas emissions are inconsistent because of the great variation in operators and equipment, in addition to differences in state inventory methodologies.  WRAP emission inventory development efforts have been successful in developing and improving emissions inventories for the regional haze planning across the region, but more needs to be done to improve estimates of actual emissions in the oil and gas field.
  Continuing updates to WRAP oil and gas regional emission inventories for regional photochemical grid modeling would be improved by including the inventories from the specific individual projects discussed above.  It is essential that there be further regional cooperation to improve inventories to aid in the evaluation of the impact of oil and gas development on ambient concentrations of ozone, PM2.5 and other pollutants, as well as regional haze, both within and across state borders. 

· The states, federal agencies, industry and other monitoring entities should work together to inventory existing ambient air quality monitoring site information.  This monitoring site inventory could include urban sites, but would focus on rural sites representative of regional scales.  Basic information about location, ownership/contact, measurements, duration, and other metadata deemed important would be collected.  While not containing the actual data, the inventory would allow modelers to quickly identify sources of data useful for model validation.

· Based on the geographic coverage of the monitoring site inventory, WESTAR could make recommendations about the establishment and prioritization of new monitoring sites needed both regionally and down wind of areas of concentrated development.  The recommendations could be bolstered by using available regional modeling study results in a relative sense to establish how geographically representative current sites are and where there is a need for more monitoring density.

· Continued support is needed to improve oil and gas field emissions characterization similar to the WRAP-IPAMs effort.  These base year and projection years’ emissions inventories will receive extensive review from the spectrum of WRAP stakeholders during 2009.  Some subsequent work through a WRAP project addressing the needs of regulatory agencies will be needed to use these emission inventories in the air quality planning activities of the states and other regulatory agencies.

· The states should continue to explore and support inter-agency approaches to producing regional scale modeling for state air quality planning and mitigation efforts.  Specifically, states need comprehensive, consistent, objective, and transparent regional emissions and air quality modeling services to support their air quality planning, to address oil and gas exploration and production emissions sources, while at the same time considering the impact of all other anthropogenic and natural source categories on the pollutants and regions of interest (ozone, PM2.5 and other pollutants, as well as regional haze, both within and across state boundaries).

NEPA
There was a lengthy discussion about the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, and whether or not it can or should be relied upon to prevent NAAQS violations or other adverse air quality impacts or mitigate existing air quality problems.  What we found was that there are differing views among states and agencies of what the NEPA process is capable of accomplishing, and what its purpose is with respect to NAAQS compliance.

There is significant variability in how NEPA is applied to oil and gas development projects.  For example, some BLM offices, usually in consultation with state air quality agencies, place restrictions on oil and gas leases through the NEPA process that require the developer to mitigate air quality impacts.  There are other BLM offices that do not.  It may be possible to use the NEPA process more broadly to achieve emission reductions, preferably before a violation of the NAAQS occurs.  We believe that there may be opportunities for more consistency in application of the NEPA process so that air quality impact mitigation is the norm.   

In addition, routine cumulative air quality analyses remain a significant gap in the current NEPA process.  This effort requires enhanced emission inventories in addition to air quality modeling and assessment.   Currently, the emissions estimates are snapshots for specific development proposals for specific sections of oil and gas basins. The inventories must be gathered from various NEPA analyses as the responsible federal agency (usually BLM) makes those estimates, processed for modeling analysis, and then archived in a comprehensive, consistent, and transparent manner.  
· WESTAR, along with the Federal land managers and EPA, should develop a NEPA workshop.  The purpose of the workshop would be to train state and local staff with responsibility for oil and gas development about the opportunities and constraints of the NEPA process.  The workshop should also provide an opportunity for the state and Federal agencies to discuss ways to mitigate air quality impacts through the NEPA process, possibly through the development of uniformly applied guidance to those who prepare NEPA documents. 

· A centralized NEPA clearinghouse should be established to document successful efforts to mitigate adverse air quality impacts so that other NEPA actions can benefit from those decisions.  Sharing this information fosters interstate consistency in mitigation efforts and helps prevent equipment dumping in the least restrictive state.

· The interagency approach to providing air quality modeling services (e.g., modeling center) identified in the Technical Assessments section above should be applied to NEPA  assessments of potential air quality and air quality related values (AQRVs) cumulative impacts due to proposed oil and gas and other energy development projects on public lands in the western U.S.  This would fill the key gap of identifying the overall cumulative impact of the ongoing energy development proposals across the intermountain region.  These assessments would need to be done periodically (possibly two to three times a year) with modeling and other analyses to evaluate the cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed energy development project(s), along with all other new sources in the region (cumulative assessment). 
� The WRAP-PAMS Phase III Oil and Gas Emission Inventory Project will provide high-quality and complete basin-level 2006 historic base year point and area source inventories of actual emissions for all criteria pollutants.  The Phase III project will also estimate 2012 mid-term and 2018 long-term emissions projections for the same basins from the 2006 base year inventories.
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