WESTAR Planning Committee Meeting
Date: Thursday, January 9, 2025
Description: This is a new appointment to start the year. After this week, the Planning Committee co-chairs, Michael Orman and Zac Dorn, will hold this meeting on the first Thursday of each month.
If you have topics or issues that you would like to discuss on any of the calls, please let Zac (dorn.zachary@azdeq.gov) or Michael (michael.orman@deq.oregon.gov) know.


Notes: (taken by Washington State)
Due to Jimmy Carter’s funeral (federal holiday), we may not have folks from federal agencies joining today.  Roll call was then taken.

Thanks was given for moving the meeting around the holiday.  Our first discussion will be a review of the in-person meeting in Seattle, WA.

Michael Orman:
Now is the time to give feedback on how that meeting went.

Feedback:
· It would be helpful to incorporate some sort of training with each business meeting.  That’s an extra encouragement to attend in person.
· The meeting was a beneficia experience.  For some, the second day of the meeting was particularly valuable for those new to air quality – just wanted to give kudos for that.

· It was great seeing people in person.  What was most helpful for one was commiserating over shared problems.  Something consistent is good for moving people forward along similar efforts.
· Follow up question: how consistent would you like meeting frequency?
· My first thought is annual especially as we have a lot of folks retiring and new people coming into the planning world and maybe adjusting from there.  I know it’s resource intensive so depending on the feasibility something annual would be great.

· We just got an email about the Spring planning and technical meeting.  What’s the difference between these meetings?
· The one coming up is the business council meeting attended by Managers, EPA, Air directors from local and Tribal agencies.  It’s geared more towards directors ‘higher ups’.
· Others have been allowed to join to listen in and learn from the topics.
· The other difference is that the other gave us as planner more time to commiserate and discuss issues we’re facing together.

· Commiserating was helpful also between regions
· Another thing we need to work on is audio, the Owl failed us.  Every time we’ve done business meeting has gone well but this time it didn’t.

You can also send feedback to Jay, Zac, or Michael.


As far as frequency of these meetings, annually would be great.  It might not be in WESTAR’s budget.  Every other year might be achievable.  Would it be helpful to do a longer virtual Teams type of meeting, something like that?  What is everybody’s thoughts on something like this?

Feedback:
· One liked the idea of virtual meeting.  Maybe a combination of in person and virtual meetings.
· Since we are talking about training, one person thought the workshops in February were really helpful.  With the upcoming challenges many agencies are anticipating, I don’t know if that’s something that could be repeated.
· We’re not repeating the exceptional events but March will have Wood Smoke training included.

· Virtual meetings aren’t a bad idea, it might not be a good goal for years without in person meetings but if there’s something going on where a larger block of time around something that’s particularly relevant.  These one-hour monthly meetings we usually cover most things but topics that warrant a deeper dive on an as needed or appropriate basis.
· Input from the chat: the option to attend remotely was convenient, and to some maybe cost efficient. The only time it was an issue was during audio issues and break out discussion. I think that virtual attendees were a bit shy. Maybe a facilitator would be helpful to break the ice.


Zac Dorn
Meeting from September included SIP database as a topic.  Would states be interested in a central database?  And what should be included in this database?  Would training on regulations.gov to facilitate examples.  It’s a confusing website to find things that have been published on the EPA docket.  Just want to see if there’s some general interest there.

Feedback:
· Maybe exceptional events 
· This could be a beneficial training opportunity
· Input from the chat: I'm supportive of an eCFR research training, and all legal research trainings, and can help with some of them.
· I think both ideas are good and would make a much easier search than Google.
· Other agencies are usually interested in categories like RACT.  It would be advantageous to have a system broken up into those categories, if possible, as opposed to having an entire SIP dump where one would have to do a lot of navigating to get to the answers they’re looking for.
· I think a rules database and or Western SIP database would be very beneficial. 
· Maybe sorted by pollutant, then SIP type. Maybe a SIP dump that has filters/sorting.

If there are features, to be able to sort by SIP type, pollutant, category like RACT … depending on the sort of analysis you have to do.  Hoping to build an outline of what this database might look like.  It might help to see if it’s something we can create internally with WESTAR if it’s fairly straightforward.  But if it’s something that’ll be a large undertaking where we don’t have the resources, this could be the start of a proposal for funds to be able to create a database like this.  Any types of details or features you think would be helpful would be great feedback.  Now or later if you want to send us feedback that would be great too.

· Input from the chat: might also be good to have a feature that allows you to identify SIPs that have been approved by EPA


Jay: Regional Haze Round Three
The EPA has proposed to extend the round 3 deadline by 3 years.  Dates went from 2028 to 2031.  Regional Haze is a big deal in the West so we sent out a draft and we want to ask the committee if we’re on the right track.  Is there anything else to add to the comments?  This is mostly to do with planning period.  Obviously, we support the extension.  Partly the EPA assumes it’ll allow us to take into account rule revisions made to the larger Regional Haze rule.  Putting in the timeline used for the last Regional Haze Planning so they know we need at least 4 years to create these regional haze SIPs. Asking them to plan accordingly.  We’re also commenting that extending this planning period timeline deadline will hopefully help EPA catch up on the backlog of SIP actions: approvals or disapprovals.  Both 2nd round, mostly but also first round of RH planning, there’s some legal stuff  going on with those and we want those to be resolved before States do 3rd round work.  Especially for new staff who maybe weren’t around for 2nd round planning.

The third point, the EPA also brings up in their proposal, is about due date coordination with other planning going on in States like non-attainment for ozone or new 24hr PM standard, or even the EGU rule.  All of those, we agree that it’d be good to look at those on a similar time frame.  Those planning projects can be included as part of reasonable progress.

Going back to SIP backlog, we’re proposing that rather than moving the 3rd planning period by 3 years, the end time should also be moved so that it’s at least a 10-year planning period.  Right now, what they proposed is that the 3rd planning period is a 7 year time period.  Which makes acting on these SIPs or writing interim progress reports difficult.  It ought to just be 10 years which is also consistent with the CAA that says long term plans should be 10 – 15 years.  Air directors have also asked why we don’t extend planning period to 15 years since that’s allowed.  Why not reduce the amount of planning periods that we have?  That would reduce the burden on States and EPA, frankly.   Those are the points we’re planning to submit.

Feedback:
· Elaborating on the final bullet point, it seems a sensible ask on several basis.  The sheer amount of resources and planning time that have gone into eh SIPs for each round.  And the notion it’s been difficult for EPA to act on those rounds and State SIPs to be resolved within the time frame of that rounds planning… it’s very interesting to consider if it’s a 15-year time frame, that allows leveraging more regulatory programs and emissions reductions from those programs.  A 7-year window isn’t a lot of time to make respective emissions reductions or evaluation.  That 15-year period does provide for a more extensive round of emissions reductions and visibility impacts from regulations which take time to go into effect.  Compliance dates are sometimes years out and then years beyond that to account for reductions from the regulation.

Comments for this are due by February 6th and will probably be sent to you tomorrow so then things can be sent to Air Directors for approval.

California is planning to comment.  New Mexico is considering.  Wyoming is as well.

From chat: Nevada will not be submitting a separate letter at this time but are in support of WESTAR's comments.


Request for end of year EPA actions to be added to this discussion.  I believe a list was sent out about EPA actions towards the end of the year.  One item was adequate … for SIPs that might have come out from Colorado about whether documentation needs to be stored at the facility or kept at the agency.  

In California it has pretty significant impacts.  For CA areas reporting the information is to be made available upon request.  This new request is resource intensive for sources.  It also has had implications for SIP approvals.  There’s no guidance coming out of EPA.  Is this more of a push from region 9?  Are other states seeing similar pushes?  Do others want to join forces to get more of a consistent approach from EPA?  It did impact San Diego RACT SIP and are facing a failure to submit.

We’ve unfortunately not been able to get clarity from region 9 and it’s been a yearlong conversation  we’ve been trying to get guidance because districts across CA and the State as well have a lot of rules that filter into the plans we make for ozone and PM.  I think the only obvious thing that has happened is San Diego but it will impact RACT analysis across the state.  It’d be great to hear what other folks are experiencing.

I think we’ve heard similar statements across region 9.  It would be nice to get clarity about whether that’s going to be a requirement moving forward but it’s been silence on this issue.

What we have heard is, from region 9, is that they’re going to… put a nationwide working group for rulemaking on reporting requirement.  Since CO, they were operating with us under that policy and it sounds very wide reaching but it’s very open ended.  There’s variability in rule .  EPA guidance for rulemaking can take multiple years.  That’s what we’ve heard.

I’ve never run into this at region 10 something not approvable because of reporting requirements.  Is this only coming up in terms of RACT or any controls in place for compliance w/ NAAQS.  

This is also a problem in region 10 where EPA told us they couldn’t approve our SIP submissions but couldn’t articulate what is SIP approvable.  We’ve also heard that nationally EPA is working on some updated protocol but haven’t been told when that’ll be announced.  More recently, we had to rescind reporting requirements we made and then EPA approved.

We did get wind that it’s beyond stationary sources, architectural coding, and consumer products that could be impacted.  It wasn’t just a stationary sources that are impacted.  It’s open ended.  The way they talk about it is that it should pretty much apply to everything if you’re looking at the letter of the law.

From Utah, we’re also running into the same issues as Washington and were hearing the same thing from region 8 about rules currently open that we’re trying to wrap up.  We’re able to point to reporting requirements we have in place which EPA said works on their end now but with a new administration it’s unclear how far reaching they’re willing to work with this new reporting requirement.  It’s fuzzy and will continue to be with this new administration is what we’ve heard.

It does sound like one of our agencies with Maricopa County is being delayed because of RACT rules.

It sounds like most WESTAR regions have weighed in except region 6.  Sounds like something we should keep an eye on for sure.  This seems unlikely to be issued, HQ might be working on it with new administration, not sure.  But it has been thought about so maybe we can track down who it is at HQ that has been working on it in the past year and maybe talk with them and see what they’re thinking, what direction there might be and give them comments because it sounds like a lot of states will have a hard time with it.

Maybe we can revisit this topic next meeting.

Those who have heard from their regions – if you can send contacts from your regions, that might help me find who at HQ to get in touch with.  I’ll chase the breadcrumb trail for you and then we can follow up.


Next agenda item is one that came up in the December meeting about developing an i-Sip working group.  Another idea shared at the planning committee was: to try and boost some participation during the meetings by doing a pop quiz.  Feel free to type in the chat the answers as we go through it.

[pop quiz was shared on screen]


Would an i-Sip working group be helpful?  

Feedback:
· Input from the chat shared a lot of interest

If there are others in your agency that might be interested, send those names to us and we can put together a roster.  Although with all of the yes responeses [in chat] it might just be this committee.


Agenda item three: any actions or updates for discussion?

Feedback: 
· Secondary SO2 standard
· Draft AP 42 amendments around animal feeding operations [link shared in chat: https://www.epa.gov/afos-air/draft-ap-42-chapter-9-section-4-livestock-and-poultry-feed-operations-and-air-emissions]


One of the things we had come out of the meeting, there was interest in future topics on …

Western Governors association also put together a paper on their top priorities.  What you brought up in the December meeting is in line with their paper.

Our next call is for February 6th and Wyoming will be taking notes.

Input from the chat: It's probably impossible to say at this point, but do we know whether EPA staff with the new admin will attend the Spring Business Meeting. Also, do we have a sense of impacts of the new admin on funding for state/WESTAR funding?
· We think they will be attending but are unsure.


