WESTAR Planning Committee Conference Call Minutes

June 2, 2005

Participants: Corky Martincovic AZ; Tina Suarez-Murias CA; Mark MacMillan CO;  Rita Trujillo and Gail Cooke NM; Dave McNeill UT; Doug Schneider WA; Tina Anderson WY; Don Arkell, Bob Lebens and Dan Johnson WESTAR

Bob Lebens kindly offered to chair the call. Tina Anderson was suckered into taking notes again. When reviewing the April 7 meeting minutes there was one correction at the bottom of the second page to replace “Tri-State” with “Tri- Cities”. 

Tina Anderson reported back from the Spring Council Meeting on matters that impacted the Planning Committee.  Tina’s presentation is on the WESTAR site, although it is listed under Alice’s name. The two big questions Tina made to the Council were: What kind of role does the Council want the Planning Committee to take on in the PM standard development?  Secondly, with regard to SIP reform, does the Council want members of the planning committee to get involved in the recently formed SIP Reform committees of the Air Quality Management Workgroup?  Over the course of the business meeting, the Council directed the Planning Committee to determine the likely issues that will surface with the projected PM standards and recommend a letter for EPA management. While the Planning Committee did not get marching orders on the SIP reform issue, Margie Perkins recommended that the committee wait until after July when the AQMW has completed more of their organizational tasks to see what rises to the top and then appoint some people from WESTAR to work on those groups. 
Of course the other big topic for the Planning Committee was Doug Schneider’s fabulous  presentation summarizing the NEP workgroup recommendations. Doug covers this item further down in the minutes. 

Tina Anderson also summarized the May 18, 2005 CASAC call.  The purpose of the call was to review a letter from CASAC to the EPA Administrator responding to EPA’s Second Draft PM Staff Paper. Key points in the letter were: the panel was in general agreement with EPA that the primary PM2.5 24-hour and annual standards should be modified to provide increased public health concern and less enthusiasm from the panel on the coarse standard development.  The panel thought that the coarse standard should include an indicator of the source of the particles as well as the size of the particles. In the letter they recommend that the setting of the standard be set aside until further deliberations could be made.  In listening to the phone call, CASAC specifically said that they were recommending that the annual standard for fine particulate be in the range of 13-14 ug/m3 and that the 24-hour be set in the 30 – 35 ug/m3 range and retain the 98th percentile.  With regards to the coarse standard, CASAC made the point many times that because the source of potentially toxic components of PM coarse were primarily from urban areas, that the standard should be focused on this urban aspect. Tina reminded folks that the “urban” label in the world of air toxics doesn’t mean what the CASAC folks have in mind and that it would be very important that if this is where they are going, they need to define the term to really mean large metropolitan areas. Then there is the issue of setting separate health standards for urban and rural areas. This is all complicated by the fact that there haven’t been any studies on the correlation between the constituency of the particles and health effects. The end of the CASAC call concerned next steps in the process. EPA will complete the staff paper by June 30 and then CASAC will weigh in once again on their concerns over the coarse standard. 

Dan Johnson added another perspective on this issue from a STAPPA meeting where Lydia Wegman talked about EPA’s possible solution to the concerns raised by CASAC. EPA is looking at moving ahead with the coarse standard and publishing the Natural Events Policy through rulemaking at the same time that they publish the PM standards. It appears that the EPA is hoping that a robust NEP could address the concerns raised by the CASAC over the coarse particle standard. Some of the air directors will be conferencing with Lydia on this topic next week. 
It is a bit ironic that the CASAC is saying that the coarse standard should focus on the toxic component associated with large urban areas and EPA’s solution is to say that they can’t deal with the toxic component because of the lack of information but move forward to set a coarse standard that will impact large rural areas of the west.  Western States will then be forced to apply the NEP to deal with new nonattainment areas which are not the areas that CASAC was concerned about. 
Moving ahead with the agenda, several items were deferred until next month:

John Bunyak’s discussion on Rocky Mountain Park

Section 110(a)(2) SIP notice on state requirements to determine contribution to transport

Bob Lebens talked about the upcoming technical/policy conference on critical loads. This will be a WESTAR/FLM workshop for fall 2005, probably late September. It will be a broad technical and policy overview. Bob also talked about a IWG/BART/GLOBAL WARMING combination conference the week of August 22 in Santa Fe.  More discussion later in these minutes.

Dan Johnson gave a quick overview of WESTAR’s response to EPA’s proposals on the NOx increment aspect of PSD.  The three options that are out there are retaining the existing approach, a cap and trade much like CAIR, and an umbrella-type state policy approach that allowed the states to come up with something and make a demonstration of equivalent protection.  Dan said that most comments, including industry, favored with sticking with what we already have since the other options are too vague at this time. WESTAR’s comments say that all of the options are promising depending upon the details, that writing off critical loads was not the way to go, that we should be promoting efforts to explore the critical load approach since there is a lot of interest in critical loads. It appears that EPA has not really decided whether they will present options in the final rule or narrow their decision down to one approach. It all depends on the analysis of comments. 
Don Arkell gave the Regional Haze Planning Update. IWG notes from the 5/19 call are posted on both the WRAP and WESTAR site.  He emphasized the need for air directors coming to grips with the direction the stationary source group needs to take. It was suggested that planners take a look at the Attribution of Haze Report, Section 4, to get a quick look at which states and sources are contributing to impairment in various Class I areas and pass that information along to their directors. 

Don reviewed where 309 states are at in re-crafting the regional haze rules to address problems created by the Corngrowers and CEED lawsuits.  EPA appears to be on track to propose changes. There will be two public hearings on the proposals, one in the west.

Don also talked about comments coming in from industry members of the stationary sources group on the ERG Report on NOx Controls for Power Plants.   Don indicated that there was heavy duty influence coming from industry and not much comment from other sectors. Don has already forwarded the comments to the state air directors. He will be forwarding them to the WESTAR Planning Committee as well. There will be a call on June 7th for the Stationary Sources Forum to discuss comments. This is posted on the WRAP website.
Doug Schneider reviewed the WESTAR Council’s acceptance of the NEP workgroup recommendations.  The Council approved the recommendations with a minor change relating to the need to allow flexibility in how you provide public notice in rural areas. Doug repeated what Dan Johnson had said earlier with regard to EPA’s plans to do NEP rulemaking at the same time EPA proposes (Dec. 2005) and finalizes (Sept. 2006) the  revised PM standards.  Doug also indicated that Lydia Wegman talked about how all pollutants would be addressed in the NEP rulemaking.  Dave McNeill said that they are concerned that if they expand the policy to other pollutants that all kinds of other issues will surface and that the rulemaking will never get done. He suggested that they could cover additional pollutants through a staged rulemaking effort.   Doug said that STAPPA/ALAPCO wants to refresh the committee working on this and stay involved in EPA’s plans.
Mark MacMillan did a quick overview of the CAMR, emphasizing that the real changes from the rule probably won't be felt until the second phase (2018 and on) since most power plants will not have to make any actual reductions in mercury during the first phase.  The first phase is supposed to co-benefit from the reductions brought about in the CAIR program. CAIR, of course, is an Eastern program, so Western states are unlikely to feel any co-benefit.  In Colorado they are reviewing emissions that were calculated for the program as well as looking at actual emissions and accuracy of reporting from power plants. They believe they will be able to have their 111(d) plan together by 2006 as is required by the rule.  Tina asked whether the WRAP has looked at the issue of how states will choose to allocate mercury under the new rule since the WRAP has already spent many hours trying to determine a satisfactory and consistent SO2 methodology for the same sources.  No one thought that this had been discussed yet.
Bob closed with a final discussion on the joint IWG meeting with the Fall Technical Conference on BART and a Climate Change Discussion. Bob would like to combine all three meetings the week of August 22 in Santa Fe, NM since there seemed to be a lot of interest in all three meetings from the same people. Dave McNeill thought it was too many meetings in one week; several others thought it would be fine to spend a week in Santa Fe.  Bob said he would raise the question again.

Dave McNeill asked that we get an update on regional ozone issues and rulemaking on the next conference call. 

