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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Implementation of the regional haze rule will be resource intensive for states, regional planning organizations, and EPA.  The purpose of this evaluation is to estimate the resources needed by a state agency to prepare an approvable state implementation plan amendment (SIP) in compliance with either section 308 or 309 of 40 CFR Part 51, the July 1, 1999 amendments to EPA’s visibility regulations. The Western States Air Resources Council (WESTAR) conducted a survey of member states with the regulatory obligation to improve visibility in approximately two-thirds of the nation’s 156 mandatory Class I federal areas. All fifteen states responded to the survey, one of which responded with resource estimates for preparing SIP amendments under both section 308 and 309 of the regional haze rule. 

This report summarizes the results of the survey and findings based on an evaluation of the survey results by SIP experts on the WESTAR Planning Committee.  The survey responses were compiled and evaluated in two groupings based on the expected complexity of state SIP development efforts.  Group A (“More Complex”) and Group B (“Less Complex”) states were categorized by the number of sources likely to be regulated under the regional haze rule, complexity of the state’s emission inventory, and the number of mandatory Class I federal areas protected under the regional haze rule.  The complexity rating criteria resulted in a 50/50 split of WESTAR states allowing for a balanced comparison between groups A and B.
The survey results are summarized below:

· The average estimate of resources needed for Group A states to develop an approvable SIP for regional haze ranged from 372 to 475 work-weeks.

· The average estimate of resources needed for Group B states to develop an approvable SIP for regional haze ranged from 321 to 381 work-weeks.

· The resource estimates provided by most states assumed significant technical assistance from the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP), e.g. regional modeling assistance, emissions inventory, and meteorological datasets.

· The most resource-intensive phase will be SIP development, including assessment of control strategy options and the demonstration of reasonable progress.  Timely technical assistance from the WRAP will be a critical factor for most states.

· States were generally unsure about the number of sources that will be subject to Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART), resulting in significant state-to-state variability in the survey responses.

· States could not accurately predict the number of new rules that will be needed to satisfy the reasonable progress requirements of the rule, which resulted in significant state-to-state variability in the survey responses.

· There were an insufficient number of responses to reach any conclusions about the difference in workload, if any, for a state between preparing a SIP under section 308 and 309 of the regional haze rule.

· Estimates of resources needed for the implementation phase could not be compiled. The survey was unclear in this area, and responses are not comparable.

The following conclusions were reached based on an evaluation of the survey responses, additional comments and footnotes provided by the states with the original survey, and follow-up discussions with the survey respondents:

Additional state resources may be needed to ensure the timely completion of approvable regional haze SIP amendments.  

· Significant state resources will be needed to ensure the timely completion of approvable regional haze SIP amendments. This may mean additional outside resources or reprogrammed resources from other activities.

· Continued funding for WRAP is needed to support technical assistance most states are depending upon.
· Most states would benefit from the development of model rules for control programs likely to be included in their SIPs (for example, rules to implement an alternative to source-by-source BART).
1.0
BACKGROUND

The July 1, 1999 amendments to the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) visibility regulations, 40 CFR Part 51: Regional Haze Regulations, created new regulatory obligations for states and federal agencies.  These regulatory obligations create additional demand on resources that, if not met could result in compromised statutory deadlines for plan submittal and approval.  Failure to meet statutory deadlines could delay reasonable progress towards achieving the Clean Air Act goal of no manmade visibility impairment in parks and wilderness areas, and/or result in legal action at state or federal level.  These rulemakings affect states differently based upon each state’s unique circumstances.  However, all WESTAR states
 are required to submit control plans for regional haze visibility protection.

In a letter to EPA dated November 7, 2001, WESTAR committed to evaluating resource needs for preparing, reviewing, approving and implementing control plans to address regional haze.  Members of the WESTAR Planning Committee developed a survey that outlines the basic tasks required in developing a regional haze control plan.  The survey included the following control plan development phases: Project planning; SIP development; state and local adoption procedures; approval process; and implementation.

Information from the survey may be used in discussions with EPA, WRAP, and other regional planning organizations to identify anticipated resource limitations that may affect the development of regional haze plans.  This information may also benefit those WESTAR states deciding whether to comply with the regional haze rules under section 308 and 309, a choice only available to nine states in the west.
2.0
APPROACH

The WESTAR Planning Committee developed an approach based upon the assumption that the control plan development process is mostly generic between states and the range of values characterizes all WESTAR state resource needs.  A survey was developed that included a detailed list of tasks and activities needed to complete an approvable regional haze control plan.  The survey described five major phases with additional detailed steps.  Survey participants were asked to estimate the state resources necessary to complete each phase.  The survey was generic to both section 308 and 309 control strategies and identified tasks common to both strategies.  The survey instrument, with accompanying instructions and a glossary of terms, is included in Appendix A.

Information from the survey was summarized into tables for both individual and group comparisons.  The survey did not include temporal information – that is, the span of time over which the work will occur.  A hypothetical resource distribution over time is provided below is section 3.0: Findings.

To ensure comparability, each survey respondent was contacted and asked a series of questions.  In some cases, original estimates were revised based on a clarification of the definitions or assumptions respondents were expected to use.  A copy of the follow-up questions is included in Appendix A.  An important concept was that one work-week is equivalent to 40 work hours whether the task is completed over one week, one month, or one year, or whether the 40 work hours is completed by either one person or by five. 

For the purpose of estimating resources needed to develop a regional haze plan by a so-called “typical state”, the survey responses were compiled into two groups – Group A representing states whose SIPs are expected to be “More Complex”, and Group B, represents states with “Less Complex” SIPs.  The complexity assigned to each state was based on a qualitative assessment of the state’s emissions profile, number of sources subject to BART, and the number of mandatory Class I federal areas in the state. 
The purpose of this report is to inform discussions between states, regional planning organizations, and EPA regarding the resources needed to ensure success in the development and implementation of regional haze SIPs.  

3.0
FINDINGS

3.1
Survey Results

Individual survey responses are included in Appendix B.  Most states provided “best guess” estimates, but few were especially confident in their predictions, as discussed under section 3.3 below.  Taken as a whole, the average estimates derived from these individual survey responses are likely to provide a reasonable estimate of resources for a so-called “typical state”.

Responses from the states under Phase V: Implementation, varied based on different interpretations of the timeframes over which the resources were to be estimated.  In light of this, the Regional Haze Development Workgroup determined that it is not possible to compare or summarize implementation estimates at this time.  

Table 1 summarizes the average estimate of the high and low range for each of the major SIP development phases, and the range of responses, from Group A states.  The estimates are in work-weeks, estimating the state planning resources needed to complete the tasks in each phase.  For details on the tasks included in each phase, refer to the survey instrument in Appendix A.

Table 1

Summary of Survey Responses from Group A States

Estimated Workload - Regional Haze SIP Development

(In Work-Weeks)

	Group A - More Complex States

	(n = 8 responses)


	
	
	Average
	Range

	
	
	High
	Low
	High
	Low

	
	Project Planning
	52
	49
	126
	8

	
	SIP Development
	369
	294
	806
	99

	
	State/Local Adoption
	51
	26
	164
	12

	
	Approval
	3
	2
	8
	0

	
	TOTAL
	475
	372
	
	


Table 2 summarizes the average estimate of the high and low range for each of the major SIP development phases, and the range of responses, from Group B states.  The estimates are in work-weeks. For details on the tasks included in each phase, refer to the survey instrument in Appendix A.

Table 2

Summary of Survey Responses from Group B States

Estimated Workload - Regional Haze SIP Development

(In Work-Weeks)

	Group B - Less Complex States

	(n = 8 responses)2

	
	
	Average
	Range

	
	
	High
	Low
	High
	Low

	
	Project Planning
	61
	59
	128
	15

	
	SIP Development
	274
	226
	686
	52

	
	State/Local Adoption
	41
	31
	66
	11

	
	Approval
	5
	5
	17
	0

	
	TOTAL
	381
	321
	
	


Note in the two tables above that the resource estimates for Project Planning, State/Local Adoption, and Approval do not differ significantly between the more complex and less complex states.  In effect, for states these activities are sunk-costs – that is, regardless of how complex the SIP development effort proves to be, each state will need to prepare a project plan, adopt the plan, and work with EPA to ensure approval of the plan.  Variability in these estimates is more related to a state’s public and stakeholder involvement practices and administrative procedures than the complexity of the SIP.

While the survey did not ask respondents to provide temporal estimates – that is, the time period over which the tasks would be undertaken – it is possible to array the estimated resources on a time scale based on state experience developing SIPs for criteria pollutant non-attainment areas.  The following chart shows how the high and low resource estimates from Group A states might be allocated over a theoretical 5-year timeframe.  It is possible to complete the project in less than five years.  If the activities were completed over a shorter period of time, for example 4 years, the total workload would be the same, but the peak workload would be higher.
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The chart only addresses SIP development.  SIP implementation, including monitoring data evaluation, emission inventory updates, compliance assurance, and progress reports, is not represented on this chart, but will be a substantial and resource-intensive effort soon after the SIP are completed.

Most states noted in their survey responses that they are depending on the WRAP for technical assistance, in particular, to complete regional scale modeling for base year and base case projections. While the states will invest significant resources in the development and maintenance of their emission inventories, most states assumed that WRAP will compile and maintain regional emission inventories and meteorological datasets for use in regional scale analyses.  With this dependence on technical assistance from the WRAP, it is especially important that the WRAP’s technical capabilities are further developed and enhanced in the coming years.

Considerable state resources will be needed to develop and adopt the legal authority to implement emission reduction control strategies that are to be included in the SIP to demonstrate reasonable progress.  Unlike technical analysis, which can be prepared regionally, applicable laws and regulations must be adopted by states, governed by  state administrative rules and limited by state statutory authorities. Likewise, states that do not propose an alternative in accordance with section 308 (e) of the regional haze rule must determine BART on a case-by-case basis.  

While a state’s legislative and regulatory control program to achieve reasonable progress cannot be developed regionally, efficiencies could be achieved if model rules for the more common control measures or programs were developed.  For example, many states could benefit from the development of a model trading program to address BART eligible sources as an alternative to case-by-case BART.

3.2
Explanation of Variability

A number of factors affected the variability of the survey responses.  Several of the more important factors are summarized below.

· To date, no state has completed and submitted a regional haze control plan. States provided their best-guess estimates based on related experience such as criteria pollutant attainment and maintenance planning.  Some states have no experience in control plan development.

· States were unable to estimate the workload needed to comply with BART requirements.  Many states do not know how many BART-eligible sources will need to be addressed, and no state has experience permitting sources to meet BART requirements.  What limited experience there is in completing BART-like permits suggests that significant resources will be needed to complete each BART permit.
 Moreover, EPA’s regulatory response to American Corngrowers, et al vs. EPA has not yet been finalized.

· While this report groups states based on complexity to some extent, even within these groupings, there is likely to be significant variation in the complexity of the SIP development effort from one state to the next.  For example, if a state chooses to develop a SIP on its own (not as a part of a regional planning process), there will be more technical analyses required than would be the case for a similar state in a regional planning group.

· Until technical assessments are completed showing the emission reductions needed to achieve reasonable progress, a state can only guess how many new rules or programs will be needed, if any.

· Some states have up-to-date emission inventories and other modeling inputs, while others do not.  Resource estimates will vary significantly based on the workload predicted to update model inputs.

· While every effort was made to ensure comparability of the responses, each respondent filled out the survey based on  its interpretation of the instructions, definitions, and what the respondent  felt was included in each tasks.  In short, though the responses were quantitative, the judgments made by the respondents were qualitative “best-guesses”. 

3.3
Conclusions

This evaluation, though not scientifically rigorous, does provide some noteworthy insights into the resource impacts states are expecting from the regional haze rule in the coming years.  The following are the most important conclusions from this evaluation.

Even assuming significant technical support from the WRAP, states will need to devote considerable resources to meet their obligations under the regional haze rule, with average estimates for less complex states ranging from 321 to 381 work-weeks and average estimates for more complex states ranging from 372 to 475 work-weeks.  Overall, estimates range from 82 to over 1,000 work-weeks.  Congress has, and is likely to continue to provide funding for regional planning.  As yet, no additional federal funds have been provided to individual states earmarked specifically for regional haze planning. In the absence of additional funding, states are faced with disinvesting in on-going activities, most of which are related to health-based air quality programs.  Clearly, additional (not re-programmed) funds may be needed to ensure the success of the regional haze program.
Given the extent to which many states are depending on their assistance, funding must be maintained to support the work of the WRAP and other regional planning organizations.  Without their support, some states would not be capable of preparing an approvable regional haze SIP.  Likewise, EPA’s timely contributions to the overall planning and approval effort cannot be overlooked.  Considering the number of regional haze SIPs likely to be submitted in the 2006-2008 timeframe, coupled with SIPs to address new PM2.5 and ozone non-attainment areas that will be submitted around this same time, EPA will be faced with an enormous task.  EPA must have adequate resources to collaborate with states and regional planning organizations throughout the SIP development process, and to carry out the administrative approval process once the SIPs are received.
Each state will ultimately need to develop its own reasonable progress control plan, and to adopt local rules to implement the measures in their plan.  Most states would benefit from the development of model rules or templates that could be tailored to their local needs.  This approach would draw on the skills and experience of experts to develop the rule or template language, followed by a comprehensive stakeholder involvement process to arrive at a model that is likely to be acceptable to stakeholders in the state, thus minimizing the local state efforts.

APPENDIX A

Survey Instrument

Survey to Evaluate Resources Needed to Develop

A Regional Haze Control Plan

July 2002

Background

In a letter to EPA Assistant Administrator Jeff Holmstead dated November 7, 2001, the WESTAR Council expressed concerns about the amount of funding available to states, regional planning organizations, and EPA to meet the requirements of the regional haze rule.  In the letter, WESTAR committed to prepare a report on the resources needed “to prepare, review, approve and implement regional haze SIPs.  The report should be completed within a year, and presented to senior managers with recommendations for next steps.”  

A WESTAR Planning Committee ad hoc workgroup developed a survey (attached) that catalogs the tasks and activities required in developing and implementing regional haze SIPs.  Survey responses will be compiled by the workgroup and summarized for review by the Planning Committee and the WESTAR Council.  Preliminary results will be provided to states currently evaluating the choice between meeting the requirements of the regional haze rule under section 308 or 309. Pending approval by the Council, the results will be shared with other interested parties.

Survey Approach

The attached survey was developed by the workgroup with assistance from experts with extensive experience in SIP development.  It is meant to include all the steps typically needed to prepare, submit, approve, and implement a regional haze SIP, whether the state chooses section 308 or 309. 

As your state’s representative on the Planning Committee, we ask that you coordinate your state’s timely response to this survey.  For some, that will mean personally filling out the survey.  For others it will mean getting the survey to the right people, and compiling their responses. Whatever approach is taken, we ask that you return the completed survey to Dan Johnson (djohnson@westar.org) by August 12, 2002. Please do the best you can by that date. Since the surveys will be compiled, even partially completed surveys will assist us in our effort to estimate resources.

How to Fill Out the Survey

You are provided the following documents: (1) a WORD document outlining in detail the elements of the regional haze SIP development process, including a glossary of terms used in the survey; and (2) the survey document in EXCEL format.  The WORD document provides details that will help explain the work, activities, or products associated with the tasks listed on the survey.  Following is an example survey response. 
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1

WRAP

1
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[309]

6

9
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13

26
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4

13
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EPA

5

Comments

State: 

Prepared by:

Approach:

Is a product 

expected from 

WRAP or 

EPA?

Respondent Information

a. Determine geographic scope

1. Scope of SIP amendment

b. Develop conceptual description of regional haze problem

b. Public/stakeholder involvement

b. Evaluate pros and cons of 308 vs 309 (eligible states)

State Resources 

(estimate in staff-wks)

3.  SIP preparation plan

c. State and EPA agreement on final SPP

2.  Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP

a. Choose between single state or regional planning process

i. If regional, demonstrate interstate problem

ii. If regional, describe regional planning process

c. Identify primary components of SIP amendment

Phase I: Project Planning

a. Draft a SIP preparation plan (SPP)

or Range

Best 

Guess

c. Choose 308 or 309 (eligible states)
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a. Determine geographic scope

1. Scope of SIP amendment

b. Develop conceptual description of regional haze problem

b. Public/stakeholder involvement

b. Evaluate pros and cons of 308 vs 309 (eligible states)

State Resources 

(estimate in staff-wks)

3.  SIP preparation plan

c. State and EPA agreement on final SPP

2.  Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP

a. Choose between single state or regional planning process

i. If regional, demonstrate interstate problem

ii. If regional, describe regional planning process

c. Identify primary components of SIP amendment

Phase I: Project Planning

a. Draft a SIP preparation plan (SPP)

or Range

Best 

Guess

c. Choose 308 or 309 (eligible states)


Notes:

1. You may complete the survey electronically in EXCEL, or enter your responses on a paper copy of the survey.

2. Under “Approach”, indicate the regulatory approach assumed for this survey. You may choose to fill out more than one survey – for example, one for 309 and one for 308.

3. Estimate resources from start until the end of 2008. For states choosing 309, this would include the 2003 and 2008 planning cycles.

4. One staff-week equals 40 person-hours worth of resources, whether the task is completed in one week (full time) or is spread out over several weeks/months.

5. Include in your estimates staff weeks committed to WRAP for completing specific tasks.

6. While resource estimates at the sub-task level (e.g., a, b, c) are preferred, you may fill in estimates at the task level (e.g., 1, 2, 3).

ELEMENTS OF THE REGIONAL HAZE SIP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Final Draft

July 2002

Phase I:  
Project Planning

1. Scope of SIP amendment

2. Options for SIP development

3. SIP Preparation Plan

Phase II:  
SIP Development

1. Technical assessment

2. Strategy assessment

3. Reasonable progress demonstration

4. Plan to monitor effectiveness of SIP

5. Technical Support Document 

6. Draft SIP

Phase III:  
State/local Adoption
1. Rule adoption

2. SIP adoption

3. SIP submittal

Phase IV:  
Approval
1. Completeness review

2. Technical and legal review

3. Technical support document evaluation

4. Federal register notice

Phase V:  
Implementation
1. Annual monitoring data evaluation

2. Emission inventory update

3. Compliance assurance

4. Progress reports

5. Periodic SIP revisions

Appendix:  Glossary of Terms

Phase I:  Project Planning
1. Scope of SIP amendment

a. Determine geographic scope --

i. Class I area(s)

ii. Emission contributing areas

iii. Other areas that will be impacted by control plan, including Clean Air Corridors for regional haze SIPs

iv. Governmental entities

b. Prepare a conceptual description of the regional haze problem

i. Evaluate speciated data on good and poor visibility days to determine pollutants of concern

ii. Compare visibility trends at different sites

iii. Determine typical meteorological conditions on good and poor visibility days

c. Identify primary components of Plan

i. Reference applicable CFR

ii. Reference SIP template

2. Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP

a. The state must choose to develop SIP on its own or through a regional planning process. If regional planning is chosen:

i. Demonstrate interstate problem

ii. Describe regional planning process

b. For eligible states, determine whether the state’s first-round SIP (that is, SIPs to be submitted through 2008) will meet the section 308 or 309 requirements

i. Prepare summary comparing 308 and 309 requirements through 2008 (2003 submittal and core requirement SIP by 2008)

ii. Determine if “other Class I areas”, besides those on the Colorado Plateau, will be addressed under 308 or 309

iii. Identify Clean Air Corridors 
c. Summarize pros and cons of choices and prepare recommendation(s) for stakeholder consideration
3. SIP preparation plan

a. Draft SIP Preparation Plan

i. Prepare a Technical Analysis Protocol (TAP) identifying the approach or model that will be used to demonstrate reasonable progress

ii. Emission inventory preparation plan 

iii. Identify assumptions (e.g., growth)

iv. Identify BART-eligible sources

v. Determine if emissions impact Class I areas in other states

vi. Identify entities with whom the state will consult in the SIP development process.

b. Develop and implement a public/stakeholder involvement strategy

c. State/local and EPA agreement on SIP preparation plan

Phase II:  SIP Development 

1. Technical Assessment

a. Establish reasonable progress goals for each Class I area

i. Determine baseline visibility conditions for the most impaired and least impaired days

1. Determine 20% best days and 20% worst days from the PM2.5 data distribution 

2. Calculate reconstructed fine mass

3. Calculate reconstructed light extinction 

4. Convert to deciviews

ii. Determine natural visibility conditions for each Class I area

iii. Determine the uniform rate of progress to achieve natural visibility conditions by 2064.

1. Evaluate uniform rate of progress to determine whether it is reasonable

2. Consult with other states contributing to impairment of the Class I area

iv. Determine extent of contributing pollutants based on analysis of speciated data on 20% best days and 20% worst days

b. Emission inventory

i. Determine the base year, or if involved in regional planning, agree on the base year

ii. Point/stationary sources

1. Evaluate existing data

2. Update or develop new emission estimates, if needed

iii. Mobile sources

1. Evaluate existing data

2. Update or develop new emission estimates, if needed

iv. Area sources

1. Evaluate existing data

2. Update or develop new emission estimates, if needed

v. Non-anthropogenic sources

1. Evaluate existing data

2. Update or develop new emission estimates, if needed

c. Collect applicable meteorological data

d. Run performance test for non-guideline model, if used

e. Determine the state’s share of emission reductions needed to show reasonable progress at all Class I areas, both inside and outside of the state

2. Assessment of emission reduction strategies

a. Identify sources contributing to impairment at Class I areas and within Clean Air Corridors

b. Estimate emission reductions from existing control measures

i. Measures implemented since base year inventory, including: 

1. National measures (e.g., new motor vehicle standards)

2. Regional measures (e.g. regional trading program)

3. Local measures (e.g., measures in a PM10 SIP)

ii. Adopted measures that will be implemented over the period of the reasonable progress demonstration

iii. Analysis of long-term measures 

1. BART or equivalent (e.g., trading program) for regional haze

2. For 309 SIPs, establish mobile source emission budgets in urban areas, if mobile sources are significant

3. For 309 SIPs, identify dust control measures in implementation stage or planned throughout the region as appropriate, if dust is significant

4. For 309 SIPs, identify existing pollution prevention strategies

iv. Sources scheduled to shut down or retire emitting units

c. Identify other potential new emission reduction measures

i. Emission reduction potential of each measure

ii. Determine cost-effectiveness of each measure

iii. Determine effect of reductions in Class I area(s) within and outside the state

d. Consider the effect of smoke management programs for agricultural and forestry smoke

i. Establish emission goals

ii. Establish emission tracking system

iii. Provide for consultation with FLMs and identify how comments will be addressed

e. For 309 SIPs, develop strategies for mobile and area sources needed to reach interim milestones and long term goals

3. Demonstration of reasonable progress

a. Test impact of existing control measures using WRAP or individual state modeling to:

i. Determine future emissions for sources 

1. Use projects of future actual emissions or

2. Emission caps or

3. Preponderance of evidence estimates

ii. Predict impact of future emissions in Class I area(s) using technical approach agreed to in the Project Planning Phase, SIP Preparation Plan

b. Test impact of new emission reduction strategies (iterative)

i. Determine future emissions for sources 

1. Use projections of future actual emissions or

2. Emission caps or

3. Preponderance of evidence estimates

ii. Predict impact of future emissions in Class I area(s) using technical approach agreed to in the Project Planning phase, SIP Preparation Plan agreement

c. Refine control strategy, if needed, and perform additional analyses or modeling

4. Plan to monitor effectiveness of SIP

a. Prepare a monitoring strategy, or verify that an existing monitoring strategy provides a representative characterization of pollutants in Class I area(s)

b. Commitment to update emission inventory at least every three years

c. Develop an emissions tracking system 

5. Technical Support Document

a. Document emission inventories

b. Document monitoring

c. Document modeling

d. Document public participation

6. Public review Draft SIP

a. Assemble peer review draft SIP in accordance with SIP table of contents

b. Develop and implement a public/stakeholder involvement strategy

c. Obtain comments from EPA and federal land management agencies on overall content and approach (“fatal flaw” review)

d. Incorporate revisions, as appropriate, and prepare public review draft

Phase III:  State/Local Adoption 

1. Adopt rules implementing emission reduction strategies

a. Public notification

b. Public hearings

c. Response to comments

2. SIP Public Involvement and Formal Hearing Process

a. Public notification of draft SIP and opportunity for public comment

b. Public hearing(s)

c. Response to comments

d. Prepare final SIP

e. Adopt SIP in accordance with state administrative procedures

f. Fulfill and submit Record of Adoption (ROA) with submittal

3. SIP Submittal Package 

a. Transmittal letter from Governor or his/her designee

b. Five copies of the adopted SIP

c. Electronic copy of SIP (e.g., CD-ROM)

d. Documentation of public involvement and hearing procedures

Phase IV:  SIP Approval 

1. Completeness Review

a. EPA determines if SIP is complete based on checklist, 40CFR Part 51, Appendix V)

b. EPA notifies state results of completeness review – deemed complete after 6 months if EPA fails to notify state

2. Technical and Legal Review

3. Technical Support Document Evaluation

4. Federal Register Notice

Phase V:  Implementation TC "Phase V:  Implementation" \f A \l "2"  

1. Evaluate new monitoring data on an annual basis 

2. Update emission inventory every three years

3. Assure compliance with SIP emission reduction strategies, regulations, etc

4. Progress Reports

a. For 309 SIPs, prepare an annual emission/milestone assessment

b. Evaluate emission trends every 5 years

c. For 309 SIPs, determine if emissions have increased on 20% best days in Clean Air Corridors

d. Prepare SIP revision if progress is inadequate

5. Develop a periodic SIP revision every 10 years

Glossary of Terms

308 and 309

Shorthand for 40 CFR 51.308 and 40 CFR 51.309 respectively, of the federal Regional Haze Regulations.

BART

Best Available Retrofit Technology that provides the maximum degree of continuous emission reduction, determined by the SIP authority for each BART eligible source. NOTE: Recent decision by the DC court of appeals vacated the BART portion of the Regional Haze Rule. EPA is expected to respond to the court finding with rulemaking.
Baseline Emissions
An inventory of emissions from all source categories from a representative base year or composite average of several years immediately before and including a base year. 

Baseline Visibility Conditions
Visibility in each Class I area, measured in deciviews for the 20 percent most-impaired days and for the 20 percent least-impaired days for a base year.

1.) For initial SIPs, Baseline Visibility Conditions are what visibility would be in current base year and in a future base year without new measures. (They are the reference points against which visibility improvements from new measures are tracked.)

2.) For subsequent SIP updates (in the year 2018 and every 10 years thereafter) Baseline Visibility Conditions are used at the end of each 10-year plan cycle to calculate progress from the beginning of the Regional Haze Program, and to establish a new reference point from which to measure progress during the next 10-year plan cycle.

Base Year
The year or representative group of years in which baseline emissions and visibility conditions are established as one end of the reasonable progress goal. A base year assumes existing emission reduction measures are in place, with no new measures to establish reasonable progress. A base year is either established by rule or agreed upon between states/Regional Planning Organizations and EPA  

Clean Air Corridor (CAC)

Applicable to 309 SIPs only; the CAC is a large area from which clean air flows into the 16 Colorado Class I areas on the least impaired days. States implementing 309 SIPs must track emissions growth in their portion of the CAC through 2018. The CAC covers major portions of Nevada, Eastern Oregon, Southeastern Washington, Southwestern Idaho and Southern Utah.

Current Year

The most recent year, or representative group of recent years in which emissions and visibility data may be compared against Reasonable Further Progress. For initial SIP submittals, the Base Year and Current Year are the same.  

Current Visibility Conditions

Visibility in each Class I area, measured in deciviews for the 20 percent most-impaired days and for the 20 percent least-impaired days for the most recent 5-year period. For initial SIP submittals Baseline Conditions and Current Conditions are the same. Current Conditions are compared against Baseline Conditions to demonstrate visibility improvements.

Existing Measures

Refers to existing emission control requirements, other programs that are designed to improve air quality, or which cause emission reduction, and for which emission reduction credits are taken. Measures that are in place but have future implementation dates, such as scheduled installation of emission control equipment or transportation improvements are existing measures.

Natural Visibility Conditions

Represents the absence of visibility impairment due to human caused emission, the ultimate goal of the Regional Haze Program. Natural Visibility Conditions are at the far end of the uniform rate of progress goal and are established for each federal Class I area.

New Measures

Refers to additional measures instituted as part of a Regional Haze SIP which reduce pollutants and their precursors that cause visibility impairment.

SIP Preparation Plan

A set of negotiated agreements between the state and the EPA region responsible for reviewing the state’s SIP submittals, that are made early in the planning process. The SIP Preparation Plan may list criteria for SIP review, including monitoring data used, emission inventory methodologies, modeling protocols and any other review criterion.

Technical Support Document (TSD)

A document that provides the technical detail of work that underlies the emission reduction strategies in the SIP. Examples include: rules and regulations, tables, calculations of emissions and  air quality monitoring data; modeling protocols used for air quality analyses; references, reports and other information relied upon for assumptions used in the SIP, such as census projections, motor vehicle traffic volumes. TSDs are usually prepared by the state and submitted together with the SIP document as an annex or attachment.

Uniform Rate of Progress
A line drawn from Baseline Visibility Conditions and Natural Visibility Conditions, which establishes interim goals of visibility improvements from implementation of the Regional Haze SIP. Interim emission milestones, corresponding to the Uniform Rate of Progress are the targets to be met each year.

Survey

	Regional Haze SIP Needs Assessment Survey 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Respondent Information
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	State: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Prepared by:
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Approach:
	 
	State Resources (estimate in staff-wks)
	Is a product expected from WRAP or EPA?
	Comments

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Best Guess
	or Range
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	Low
	High
	
	

	Phase I: Project Planning
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1. Scope of SIP amendment
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Determine geographic scope
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Develop conceptual description of regional haze problem
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Identify primary components of SIP amendment
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2.  Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Choose between single state or regional planning process
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	i. If regional, demonstrate interstate problem
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	ii. If regional, describe regional planning process
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	b. Evaluate pros and cons of 308 vs 309 (eligible states)
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	c. Choose 308 or 309 (eligible states)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	3.  SIP preparation plan
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Draft a SIP preparation plan (SPP)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Public/stakeholder involvement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. State and EPA agreement on final SPP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase II: SIP Development
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1.  Technical Assessment
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Establish reasonable progress goals for each Class I area
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Prepare Emission inventory
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Collect applicable meteorological data
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	d. Performance test non-guideline model, if used
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	e. Determine state share of needed emission reductions
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2. Assessment of emission reduction strategies
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Identify sources contributing to problem, Clean Air Corridors
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Estimate emission reductions from existing measures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Identify potential new emission reduction measures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	d. Consider the effect of smoke management programs
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	e. Develop mobile and area source strategies
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	3. Demonstration of reasonable progress
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Test impact of existing measures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Test impact of new measures (iterative)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Refine control strategy; perform additional analyses
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	4. Plan to monitor effectiveness of SIP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Prepare, or verify existing monitoring strategy
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Commit to emission inventory updates
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Develop emission tracking system
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	5. Technical Support Document (TSD)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Document emission inventories
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Document monitoring
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Document modeling
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	d. Document public participation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	6. Draft SIP for public review
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Assemble peer review draft per SIP table of contents
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Develop/implement public/stakeholder involvement strategy
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. EPA and FLM preliminary review
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	d. Prepare SIP for public review based on comments
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase III: State/Local Adoption
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1. Adopt rules implementing emission reduction strategies
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Public notification
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Public hearings
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Response to comments
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2. SIP public involvement and hearings
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	a. Public notification of draft SIP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Public hearings
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	c. Response to comments
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	d. Prepare final SIP
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	e. Adopt SIP per state administrative procedures
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	f. Fulfill and submit Record of Adoption
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	3. Prepare SIP Submittal package
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase IV: Approval
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1. Completeness review
	 
	 
	 
	EPA
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2. Technical and legal review
	 
	 
	 
	EPA
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	3. Prepare technical support document (TSD)
	 
	 
	 
	EPA
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	4. Publish notice in federal register
	 
	 
	 
	EPA
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase V: Implementation
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	1. Evaluate monitoring data on an annual basis
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	2. Update emission inventory every 3 years
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	3. Assure compliance with SIP emission reductions
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	4. Report progress 
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	a. Prepare annual emission milestone report
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	b. Evaluate emission trends every 5 years
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	c. Evaluate emission trends in CAC's for 20% best days
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	d. Prepare SIP revision if progress in inadequate
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	5. Develop periodic SIP revision every 10 years
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Regional Haze SIP Cost Resource Survey

Follow up questions

October 8, 2002
State: _________________________  Contact person: __________________________

1. When you filled out the survey, how many BART-eligible sources did you assume needed to be addressed?

a. < 25

b. 25 – 50

c. 50 – 100

d. > 100

2. Do you have a preference for reporting workload in:

a. FTEs

b. Work-hours

c. Work-days

d. Work-weeks

Note: discuss the notion that one work-week is equivalent to 40 work hours whether the task is completed over one week, one month, or one year. 

ASK: Is this how you interpreted work-weeks when you filled out the survey?

3. Were any tasks besides those specifically related to regional haze included in your work-weeks estimates?

4. Would you object to publishing your state’s estimates in the final report, rather than including them in the summary statistics? 

(if yes…) Would it be acceptable to report individual estimates without identifying the state – for example, state A, state B, etc.?

5. Were there any questions or sections that you were confused about?

APPENDIX B

Survey Responses

Survey responses are included on the following tables.  Please note that the following tables do not include footnotes or comments provided by the survey respondents.  

Table B1 shows the responses from Group A states.  As discussed in section 4.0 above, Group A states are expected to develop more complex SIPs than Group B states by virtue of the number of BART-eligible sources and Class I areas.

Table B2 shows the responses from Group B states. The SIPs for these states are expected to be less complex than those for Group A states.

TABLE  B1*

Resource Estimates by State – More Complex States

(Estimates in work-weeks)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	State A1
	State A2
	State A3
	State A4
	State A5
	State A6
	State A7
	State A8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low

	Phase I: Project Planning
	14
	8
	52
	52
	72.5
	72.5
	36
	36
	19
	19
	25
	25
	77
	60
	126
	126

	 
	1. Scope of SIP amendment
	4
	4
	26
	26
	2.5
	2.5
	20
	20
	8
	8
	11
	11
	7
	4
	6
	6

	 
	2.  Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP
	0
	0
	0
	0
	16
	16
	7
	7
	0
	0
	4
	4
	60
	51
	48
	48

	 
	3.  SIP preparation plan
	10
	4
	26
	26
	54
	54
	9
	9
	11
	11
	10
	10
	10
	5
	72
	72

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase II: SIP Development
	609
	241
	806
	806
	98.5
	98.5
	435
	435
	145
	95
	211
	211
	364
	134
	251.5
	251.5

	 
	1.  Technical Assessment
	48
	24
	182
	182
	3
	3
	160
	160
	52
	52
	82
	82
	185
	56
	23
	23

	 
	2. Assessment of emission reduction strategies
	463
	155
	182
	182
	5
	5
	122
	122
	46
	9
	40
	40
	62
	31
	20
	20

	 
	3. Demonstration of reasonable progress
	26
	8
	156
	156
	0
	0
	44
	44
	14
	5
	36
	36
	75
	30
	112
	112

	 
	4. Plan to monitor effectiveness of SIP
	14
	4
	26
	26
	0
	0
	44
	44
	8
	4
	28
	28
	10
	5
	6
	6

	 
	5. Technical Support Document (TSD)
	30
	22
	26
	26
	2.5
	2.5
	45
	45
	4
	4
	16
	16
	20
	6
	2.5
	2.5

	 
	6. Draft SIP for public review
	28
	28
	234
	234
	88
	88
	20
	20
	21
	21
	9
	9
	12
	6
	88
	88

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase III: State/Local Adoption
	92
	12
	164
	61
	17.85
	17.85
	31
	31
	62
	36
	21
	21
	32
	14
	36.35
	36.35

	 
	1. Adopt rules implementing emission reduction strategies
	86
	6
	52
	0
	13
	13
	18
	18
	44
	20
	6
	6
	16
	6
	25
	25

	 
	2. SIP public involvement and hearings
	4
	4
	104
	53
	4.75
	4.75
	9
	9
	14
	14
	13
	13
	14
	7
	11.25
	11.25

	 
	3. Prepare SIP Submittal package
	2
	2
	8
	8
	0.1
	0.1
	4
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	0.1
	0.1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase IV: Approval
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	4
	4
	17
	17
	0
	0
	5
	2
	4
	4

	 
	1. Completeness review
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.25
	0.25
	4
	4
	3
	3
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1

	 
	2. Technical and legal review
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.25
	0.25
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1

	 
	3. Prepare technical support document (TSD)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.25
	0.25
	0
	0
	8
	8
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1

	 
	4. Publish notice in federal register
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.25
	0.25
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


* “More Complex” states were categorized by the number of sources likely to be regulated under the regional haze rule, complexity of the state’s emission inventory, and the number of mandatory Class I federal areas protected under the regional haze rule.
TABLE  B2*

Resource Estimates By State– Less Complex States

(Estimates in work-weeks)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	State B1
	State B2
	State B3
	State B4
	State B5
	State B6
	State B7
	State B8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low
	Hi
	Low

	Phase I: Project Planning
	39 
	39
	15
	15
	33
	33
	19
	19
	127.5
	113
	75
	75
	88
	88
	88
	88

	 
	1. Scope of SIP amendment
	 12
	12
	5
	5
	12
	12
	8
	8
	25.5
	17.5
	30
	30
	4
	4
	4
	4

	 
	2.  Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP
	 9
	9
	6
	6
	5
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	33
	33
	12
	12
	12
	12

	 
	3.  SIP preparation plan
	 18
	18
	4
	4
	16
	16
	11
	11
	102
	95.5
	12
	12
	72
	72
	72
	72

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase II: SIP Development
	205 
	127
	52
	52
	140
	140
	145
	95
	685.5
	488.5
	320
	320
	323
	291
	323
	291

	 
	1.  Technical Assessment
	 104
	36
	11
	11
	36
	36
	52
	52
	455
	270
	35
	35
	29
	29
	29
	29

	 
	2. Assessment of emission reduction strategies
	 32
	32
	10
	10
	32
	32
	46
	9
	122
	116
	55
	55
	64
	32
	64
	32

	 
	3. Demonstration of reasonable progress
	 32
	32
	6
	6
	24
	24
	14
	5
	24
	24
	0
	0
	120
	120
	120
	120

	 
	4. Plan to monitor effectiveness of SIP
	 8
	8
	6
	6
	8
	8
	8
	4
	34.5
	32.5
	23
	23
	18
	18
	18
	18

	 
	5. Technical Support Document (TSD)
	 5
	5
	11
	11
	12
	12
	4
	4
	16
	12
	117
	117
	4
	4
	4
	4

	 
	6. Draft SIP for public review
	 24
	14
	8
	8
	28
	28
	21
	21
	34
	34
	90
	90
	88
	88
	88
	88

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase III: State/Local Adoption
	35 
	26
	11
	11
	16
	16
	48
	22
	65.5
	23.5
	35
	35
	52
	52
	52
	52

	 
	1. Adopt rules implementing emission reduction strategies
	 16
	7
	3
	3
	7
	7
	44
	20
	47
	5
	0
	0
	27
	27
	27
	27

	 
	2. SIP public involvement and hearings
	 17
	17
	7
	7
	7
	7
	 
	 
	16.5
	16.5
	 35
	35
	19
	19
	19
	19

	 
	3. Prepare SIP Submittal package
	 2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2
	2
	0
	0
	6
	6
	6
	6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Phase IV: Approval
	0 
	0
	4
	4
	6
	6
	17
	17
	0
	0
	8
	8
	4
	4
	4
	4

	 
	1. Completeness review
	 0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	3
	3
	3
	0
	0
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1

	 
	2. Technical and legal review
	 0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	4
	4
	0
	0
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1

	 
	3. Prepare technical support document (TSD)
	 0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8
	8
	0
	0
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1

	 
	4. Publish notice in federal register
	 0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


* “Less Complex” states were categorized by the number of sources likely to be regulated under the regional haze rule, complexity of the state’s emission inventory, and the number of mandatory Class I federal areas protected under the regional haze rule.
Only applicable to 309 states
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� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








� The Western States Air Resources Council (WESTAR) is a non-profit organization composed of the state air director from the following 15 states: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.


� Fifteen states submitted survey responses. One state submitted two surveys - one estimating resources needed to develop a SIP under section 308 and the other estimating resources needed to develop a SIP under section 309.


� WESTAR Report: RA BART and RA BART-like Case Studies
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		Regional Haze SIP Needs Assessment Survey

		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		H		I		J		K

		Respondent Information

				State:

				Prepared by:

				Approach:										State Resources (estimate in staff-wks)						Is a product expected from WRAP or EPA?		Comments

														Best Guess		or Range

																Low		High

		Phase I: Project Planning

				1. Scope of SIP amendment

						a. Determine geographic scope								1						WRAP		1

						b. Develop conceptual description of regional haze problem										2		4		WRAP		1

						c. Identify primary components of SIP amendment								1								2

				2.  Analysis of regulatory options for developing SIP

						a. Choose between single state or regional planning process																3

								i. If regional, demonstrate interstate problem						2						WRAP		1

								ii. If regional, describe regional planning process						0.5						WRAP		1

		[309]				b. Evaluate pros and cons of 308 vs 309 (eligible states)										6		9

		[309]				c. Choose 308 or 309 (eligible states)								5.5

				3.  SIP preparation plan

						a. Draft a SIP preparation plan (SPP)										13		26				4

						b. Public/stakeholder involvement										4		13				5

						c. State and EPA agreement on final SPP								0.5						EPA		5

		Phase II: SIP Development

				1.  Technical Assessment

						a. Establish reasonable progress goals for each Class I area

						b. Prepare Emission inventory

						c. Collect applicable meteorological data

						d. Performance test non-guideline model, if used

						e. Determine state share of needed emission reductions

				2. Assessment of emission reduction strategies

						a. Identify sources contributing to problem, Clean Air Corridors

						b. Estimate emission reductions from existing measures

						c. Identify potential new emission reduction measures

						d. Consider the effect of smoke management programs

		[309]				e. Develop mobile and area source strategies

				3. Demonstration of reasonable progress

						a. Test impact of existing measures

						b. Test impact of new measures (iterative)

						c. Refine control strategy; perform additional analyses

				4. Plan to monitor effectiveness of SIP

						a. Prepare, or verify existing monitoring strategy

						b. Commit to emission inventory updates

						c. Develop emission tracking system

				5. Technical Support Document (TSD)

						a. Document emission inventories

						b. Document monitoring

						c. Document modeling

						d. Document public participation

				6. Draft SIP for public review

						a. Assemble peer review draft per SIP table of contents

						b. Develop/implement public/stakeholder involvement strategy

						c. EPA and FLM preliminary review

						d. Prepare SIP for public review based on comments

		Phase III: State/Local Adoption

				1. Adopt rules implementing emission reduction strategies

						a. Public notification

						b. Public hearings

						c. Response to comments

				2. SIP public involvement and hearings

						a. Public notification of draft SIP

						b. Public hearings

						c. Response to comments

						d. Prepare final SIP

						e. Adopt SIP per state administrative procedures

						f. Fulfill and submit Record of Adoption

				3. Prepare SIP Submittal package

		Phase IV: Approval

				1. Completeness review																EPA

				2. Technical and legal review																EPA

				3. Prepare technical support document (TSD)																EPA

				4. Publish notice in federal register																EPA

		Phase V: Implementation

				1. Evaluate monitoring data on an annual basis

				2. Update emission inventory every 3 years

				3. Assure compliance with SIP emission reductions

				4. Report progress

		[309]				a. Prepare annual emission milestone report

						b. Evaluate emission trends every 5 years

		[309]				c. Evaluate emission trends in CAC's for 20% best days

						d. Prepare SIP revision if progress in inadequate

				5. Develop periodic SIP revision every 10 years






