AGENDA
WESTAR Planning Committee Conference Call
June 6, 2024
11:00 AM HST; 12:00 PM AKST; 1:00 PM PST; 2:00 PM MST; 3:00 PM CST
Microsoft Teams meeting: Click here to join the meeting on your computer or mobile app Or call in (audio only) (323) 676-6261 Access Code: 524 677 789#

Participants (attendance is marked by bolding) States: AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, MT, ND, NM, NV, OR, SD, UT, WA, WY  
No roll call was taken for this meeting 
Local Air Agencies: Clark County, Pima County, Regional Air Quality Council (Denver), Albuquerque, Yolo-Solano
Tribal Air Agencies: Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone Tribe
Federal Land Mangers: BLM, FWS, NPS, USFS WESTAR 
1. Call to Order- Chelsea Cancino (UT) and Laura Ballard (WY) 
a. Notes for this call: Hawaii 
2. Discussion Items  
a. The Impact of Drying Waterways on Air Quality 
i. Phill Kiddoo from the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 


The presentation covered the air quality impacts of the drying Owens and Mono lakebeds as well as the control measures being taken to mitigate those impacts to air quality. Owens and Mono lake are both considered Terminal Saline Lakes which are bodies of water that inland saline water sources terminate in. Both terminal lakes faced human over consumption of water. PM10 events originating from the dried Owens lakebed are considered anthropogenic because the city of Los Angeles redirected large amounts of water via an aqueduct to feed the large and growing city. Therefore, the city of LA is responsible for funding the control efforts through entities such as the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District. The Clean Air Act, Senate Bill 270, and California’s Health and Safety Code 42316 guide the legal process behind the efforts of controlling air pollution from the Great Basin. 


Geography Overview: 
The Great Basin 
· An area within which all water flow internally and does not reach the Pacific Ocean or the Gulf of Mexico 
· Mostly saline waters 
· About a 200,000 square mile area touching California, Nevada, Oregon, Idaho, and Utah 
Owens Lake: 
· A shallow 110 square mile lake only 50-90 ft deep at its deepest point 
· About 150 miles north of LA connected via an aqueduct constructed by the city of LA 
Mono Lake: 
· Is classified as a National Scenic Area making it more difficult to implement large-scale air pollution control measures that could affect the internal and surrounding habitats 



Legal Background:   
Authority 
· is given to the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control district to require the city of LA to assess fees to fund programs to mitigate air quality impacts of its water production, storage, or conveyance. Authority given through the following: 
· Clean Air Act; Federal, State, and Local Authority 
· Senate Bill 270 was incorporated into the California Health and Safety Code in 1983  
· California Health and Safety Code 42316 
Legal and Litigation History 
· Despite the negative impacts the drainage is having on the water levels of the lake and the resulting impacts to air quality, it was ruled that the water supply to LA is an essential public service and therefore cannot be stopped 
· LA Department of Water and Power (LADWP) appeals to the California Air Resources Board: 1997, 1998, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2022, 2024 
· LADWP Lawsuits: 1997, 2012, 2024 
· Great Basin Cases: 1997, 2012, 2024 
· Owens Valley Planning Area State Implementation Plans: 1988, 1991, 1994, 1996, 1997, 1998 (EPA Approved), 2003, 2008, 2013, 2016 (EPA Approved) 
· 2014 Stipulated Judgement “The Grand Bargain”: 
· 48.6 square miles of dust control 
· 4.8 square miles of uncontested additional Best Available Control Measures contingency areas 

PM10 Control Measures:  
· Best Available Control Measures (BACM) 
Mono lake: 
· Unlike Owens Lake, controls have been historically difficult to implement due to a combination of environmental and land classification issues 
· Current PM10 mitigation techniques 
· There are currently no other mitigation techniques other than trying to restore water levels to saturate the ground and prevent dust events 
· Upwind and downwind monitors are being used to monitor the amount of dust being thrown into the air 
· The US EPA uses OTM 30 monitors around the lake for shore sand flux monitoring 
· The current target lake level is 6,391 ft above the average global sea level but is not being reached 
· There have been approximately 353 PM10 federal exceedances in the past two decades 
· After the mitigation techniques were implemented at Owens lake, Mono lake has become the greatest source of dust in the Great Basin area 
· All involved entities hope to develop different control techniques that could be applied to Mono lake 
Owens Lake: 
· Total Cost 
· The total cost of the Great Basin emission control measure program is about $2.5 billion. 
· The program is pound for pound one of the cheapest emission mitigation projects in the country 
· About 75 full time staff for mitigation just at Owens lake 
· Gravel 
· The spread of gravel over dried areas ensures that wind events do not introduce PM10 particles into the air 
· The thickness of the layers can vary depending on the moisture content of the ground it’s applied to 
· Issues with sand intrusion continue to plague this technique. In some areas, the issue is substantial depending on the surrounding weather conditions 
· Managed Vegetation 
· Natural vegetation cover prevents erosion, shields the drying lakebed, and prevents dust in the atmosphere 
· Varying levels of coverage depending on the moisture levels of the ground and surrounding areas 
· Shallow Flooding 
· Parts of the lakebed are flooded with massive amounts of water to cover indented areas of the lake 
· Water is purchased from the LA aqueduct at $1,000 per acre-foot 
· This specific technique costs around $25 million a year 
· Brine Compliance 
· Since the water from the inlets already have a relatively high salinity level, fresh water is introduced to the areas primed for a brine layer 
· A rigid crust is formed preventing wind from picking up and dispersing dust 
· Tillage 
· Monitoring requirements for this technique are extensive, the tilled areas are monitored quarterly  
· The area is flooded, the water is soaked by the ground, and the ground is then tilled 
· The tilling forms rough ground coverage which is what gives it the greatest protection from the wind 
· Upwind and downwind PM monitors are used to alert authorities about compliance 
· Areas in which there are catastrophic failures of NAAQS standards are flooded and tilled again 
· Owens Lake Water Conservation 
· For the first time since the beginning of the Owens lake dust control mitigation efforts, the city of LA has decided not to take the maximum allowable amount of water via the aqueduct 
· Additionally, the Owens lake dust mitigation team is making efforts to conserve the amount of water used in their techniques 
· For the dust mitigation project, the cost of water is about $1000 per acre-foot 
· This equates to about $40 million in savings 

Questions and Comments on the Presentation:     
Mel Joseph, Comment for Phil: 
· Wanted to thank Phil for telling the story of the Eastern California Region 
· Mel also commented that their two organizations have worked well together and is looking forward to continuing that relationship 
Michael Madsen, Questions: 
· How is the brine created? The bicarbonate concentration in the lake is often higher than the required saline levels to form a brine layer once dried. Freshwater is added to the lake water to create the preferred saline mix 
· How is the tillage formed? The area chosen for tillage treatment is flooded until the ground is saturated. Areas with clay under the surface is required for the treatment to work. The ground is then tilled and is kept in the rough state until a catastrophic failure of NAAQS standards occurs. After the failure, the area is flooded again, and the process is repeated 
Cory Mitchell, Questions: 
· Are there any new ideas for Mono lake being looked into? Currently, the only viable control measure that can be reasonably implemented is trying to restore the water levels within the lake 
Rhonda Payne, Questions: 
· How well does Phil and his team interface with the Owens Lake Scientific Advisory Panel? There are challenges reaching the targeted water levels and maintaining the air emission control techniques. However, Phil is grateful that the panel of experts were able to get together to help figure out what can be done about so many different issues the lake is facing 
Yousaf from Clark County, Questions: 
· How is the team dealing with nonattainment? The only exceptional events that were recorded for the area were from wildfires. The team decided that there would be no regulatory significance for classifying dust events as exceptional. Even if some of these dust events were to be classified as exceptional, there would still be an overabundance of exceedances coming from the lake 


b. OOOOb Docket (there was a typo, but I missed what the typo was) 
i. What comments are you submitting? 
ii. Are there any questions for this group? 

Wyoming did not submit comments on this docket as it is heavily geared towards industry and Wyoming only has one facility that would be affected by this docket. 


c. Regional Haze Rule Revisions Docket
i. Is there a need for this group to discuss the docket?
ii. Do we want to share comments with each other?

The question was proposed by Chelsea Brianna Cancino
Does everyone feel there is a need to discuss this docket even though there are other meetings for it and by the time this group comes together again, the deadline to submit comments will have passed? 

Utah expressed interest in seeing other state’s notes. It was noted that a lot of the content in the Utah’s submission would mirror a document that was submitted last year. 

It was noted that a lot of states are still in the drafting stages 

North Dakota is “on the fence” on whether or not they want to send comments 
· North Dakota noted the concern was mainly over resource issues 
· It was also mentioned that the “comments may be in vain if we submit them anyway.” 

Colorado was also unsure if they were going to submit comments 
· EPA told Colorado that the rule changes will be minor, but this claim is unconfirmed 
· Colorado is unsure of where to go with comments for the EPA 
· For round 3, so few SIPs have been approved so far which is making it difficult to see what exactly the EPA is looking for in the submissions 

Utah made a case for submitting comments to the EPA regardless 
· In case of future litigations, Utah thinks that it would be beneficial to submit comments now so that the comments can be pointed to in the future 
· Having such comments in the record may help in future litigation battles 
· Idaho expressed agreement to the above 
· Utah also expressed concerns over the fact that consultation efforts were disapproved 
· It was also suggested that an email list is created to share comments among interested states 

Jay Baker, Proposal for next planning meeting 
· The next planning committee call should include talking about the concerns for the regional haze program 
· Chelsea suspects it may prove to be redundant but still sees value in doing so, noting it may help to clarify additional concerns with this process 


3. Actions/Updates:
a. Any new actions for discussion or awareness?
b. WESTAR/WRAP Fall Business Meeting, Reno, NV 
i. November 13-14th
ii. Draft agenda will be available in August
c. WESTAR Planning Committee Contact Spreadsheet
i. Please add your/your group members roles for future contact reference.
d. Topic Suggestion Google Form
i. Please use this form to submit any topic suggestions you would like us to cover in future meetings.

4. Next Call:
a. July 11th, 2024, 2:00 PM MST Notes – Idaho
i. Changed date due to Independence Day 

Note Taking Schedule – 2024

	July
	Idaho

	August
	Montana

	September
	North Dakota

	October
	New Mexico

	November
	Nevada

	December
	Oregon



