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 March 18, 1996 
 IMPROVE Steering Committee Meeting Summary 
 3/14/96 Conference Call 
 
Participants on the two hour conference call included the following:  Sandra Silva, Bruce 
Polkowsky, Scott Archer, John Core, Bill Malm, Tom Moore, Bob Eldred, John Molinar, 
Dan Ely, Bob Bachman, Rich Poirot, Rich Damberg, Tom Cahill and Marc Pitchford.  
Accept to add a few topics for discussion the 2-hour meeting followed the agenda faxed 
to participants on March 6th.  No specific date was established for the next meeting.  
However it should occur in June to maintain a quarterly meeting frequency.  The 
summary information below is presented by topic in the order that they were discussed. 
 Bold type face is used to highlight activities or responsibilities that specific participants 
committed to during the meeting. 
 
1.  IMPROVE MOU status and plans  The draft MOU has been stalled for nearly a year 
in EPA Office of General Council (OGC) where questions of state organizations 
involvement in what might be interpreted as an advisory role were raised with respect to 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA).  However, interpretation of FACA has 
recently changed to consider states as "co-regulators" which may have a bearing on the 
appropriateness of the IMPROVE MOU as presently drafted.  Bruce Polkowsky has 
committee to resurrecting the MOU review process within EPA's OGC and to 
report progress at the next steering committee meeting.  The steering committee 
felt that the MOU was sufficiently important that it should be finalized, even if EPA could 
not be a signatory. 
 
2.  Funding prospects for FY96   Each of the steering committee representatives briefed 
the meeting participants concerning the funding expectations for this year.  EPA doesn't 
yet have a budget, but expects to continue funding IMPROVE at the $1M/year level of 
last year.  Because they are working under continuing resolution, they can only spend 
1/4 of the funds every quarter.  This is inefficient with respect to the paperwork so Rich 
Damberg will be trying to get permission to spend it all at once, now that we're 
halfway through the fiscal year.  The NPS monitoring budget is 10% to 15% less than 
last year, so things will be a little tight.  Bob Bachman, speaking for the FS thought that 
they're funding was going to be comparable to last years.  They have identified funds to 
install two non-class I area IMPROVE style monitoring sites (one in Seattle, the other on 
the Columbia river).  FWS has about the same funding as last year, but is considering 
removing the Okefenoki nephelometer.  BLM funds are small, as usual, and they will be 
shutting down their Craig site.   
 
John Core, WESTAR, and Dan Ely, STAPPA, are concerned about next fiscal years 
funding from EPA which is taken from the 105 state grant program prior to distributions 
to the states.  Rich Poirot, NESCAUM, thinks there may be a backlash sentiment 
among some of the states, who feel that there are valuable centralized federally funded 
programs that should be maintained.  The use of block grants by EPA is expected to 
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cause competition within states environmental agencies for federal grant $'s.  This 
raises the decisions about budget distribution from the air quality technicrats to the state 
political offices which might find water grants more popular to fund than air quality 
monitoring programs. 
 
3. Possible budget dictated changes in the IMPROVE program  Based upon our present 
state of knowledge of budgets, there is no anticipated resource-driven changes in the 
IMPROVE program.  
 
4. NPS contract management difficulties  NPS has been experiencing serious long-term 
difficulties with their contract management staff at their Washington office.  This has had 
debilitating effects on the IMPROVE program.  For example NPS has not paid DRI for 
over a year for the carbon analysis contract, which caused them to stop analysis work 
causing a backlog of about a year.  This being unacceptable, the NPS Air Quality Office 
has recently arranged that all of their contract work be administered through the 
contracts office in the Denver Administrative Program Center.  All of the contract files, 
have been transferred from Washington to Denver, and early reports are favorable with 
respect to increased levels of responsive service due to this new arrangement.   
 
On a related topic Bob Eldred has indicated that the carbon contract work at DRI has 
begun again.  He anticipates about 6 months of accelerated analysis will be required to 
eliminate the backlog of samples to be analyzed and put us back on schedule. 
 
5. Status of the Annual Report  The annual report, which will feature trends analysis and 
several additional years of data more than the currently available IMPROVE report, is 
expected to be available by end of May.  Bill Malm also committed to preparation 
over the next few months of an executive summary of the report (~10 pages) that 
would be printed separately and distributed broadly.  The steering committee felt 
strongly that an executive summary would be valuable in continuing efforts to garner 
support for IMPROVE.  
 
6.  Site-specific interpretive reports  Sandra Silva expressed her appreciation of Scott 
Copeland and others that prepared site-specific reports for the FWS sites, which she 
characterized as valuable feedback to the FWS staff at the monitoring sites.  She was 
concerned however that the reports were apparently sent to sites in final form (or 
perhaps as drafts by not so labeled) before comments from her staff could be 
incorporated.  These comments were generally minor, but should have been handled in 
a final versions sent to the FWS field sites. 
 
7.  Status of the IMPROVE video  Comments on the video have been received from 
several of the steering committee representatives.  All who commented on the most 
recent draft version of the video have been impressed by it.  The final text has been 
written and the final editing is underway now.  The final version of the video will be 
distributed by the NPS to the steering committee representatives and available to 
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others in April.   
 
8.  Feedback on the IMPROVE Peer Review  Marc Pitchford and Bill Malm briefed the 
steering committee on the two day meeting of the independent technical peer review 
panel on Nov. 9 & 10 at the DRI building in Las Vegas, NV.  Four of the six peer 
reviewers including Warren White, Peter Mueller, Ron Henry, Petros Koutrakis were 
available to attend the meeting.  Peter McMurry and Glen Cass could not participate in 
person but offered to work on the peer review report using written briefing materials sent 
to them.  Feedback from the reviewers during the meeting was generally positive.  They 
all seemed to appreciate the importance of the program from a national perspective and 
the value of a long, uninterrupted, and consistent data base.  Their comments and 
concerns appeared to be generated from the perspective of trying to further enhance 
the technical credibility of an already well done monitoring program.  The reviewers 
suggested more formal written protocols for the aerosol sampling and analysis portions 
of the program and better monitoring and control of the relative humidity in the sample 
weighing room.  Both of these are already being address.  They also took great interest 
in our analysis approaches and concerns about correctly quantifying the carbon species 
aerosol (organic carbon by two methods, elemental carbon & particle absorption).  I 
expect them to recommend testing a few alternative approaches for quantifying the 
organic carbon.  They recommended that we identify a few sites for monitoring methods 
intercomparison work such as has been the case at Grand Canyon and Great Smoky 
Mountains.   
 
The peer panel is several months overdue in preparing a report to the steering 
committee (promised for January '96).  Bill Malm offered to contact Peter Mueller, 
the reports acting editor, to obtain a new scheduled completion date.   
 
9.  EPA's plan for a Visibility Guidance Document  EPA is attempting a sole-source 
contract to ARS to prepare a Visibility Guidance Document for use by state & local 
government, as well as private groups who may want to monitor visibility as part of a 
class I area visibility protection program.  Visibility monitoring is expected to be required 
as part of the anticipated regional haze policy being developed by EPA, so there is a 
need for guidance to ensure that the monitoring data will be useful and credible.  The 
IMPROVE monitoring protocols will be the model for the guidance, though the guidance 
will be more general or generic in terms of specifications.  This will make the IMPROVE 
monitoring consistent with the guidance without requiring all monitoring to be copies of 
IMPROVE.  It will also allow IMPROVE to evolve technically without inconsistency to the 
visibility guidance as our knowledge of monitoring improves.  Rich Damberg and Marc 
Pitchford will be working closely with the contractor in developing the guidance which is 
needed by this Fall.   
 
Some of the meeting participants indicated the value of making the guidance 
appropriate for and applicable to visibility monitoring anywhere, not just in class I 
visibility-protected areas.  It was also suggested that the issue of the spatial 
representativeness of monitoring sites needs to be addressed in the guidance 
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document.  These suggestions will be considered by EPA.  The IMPROVE steering 
committee members who express an interest will be sent materials used in 
developing the guidance (outlines, drafts, etc.) for review prior to final guidance 
preparation. 
 
10.  Role of IMPROVE in PM2.5 compliance monitoring  Present EPA staff thinking is 
that the IMPROVE aerosol monitoring approach for PM2.5 mass concentration will be 
considered equivalent so that the data can be used to represent background and 
transport air mass concentrations.  This should eliminate the need for any costly formal 
equivalence testing of the IMPROVE sampler.   However, EPA is planning field 
intercomparison testing of the new federal reference methods along with IMPROVE 
samplers for summer and fall of this year.   
 
11. FACA Subcommittee for O3, PM2.5, & regional haze implementation  A FACA 
subcommittee with four working groups has been established to provide EPA with 
advise on implementation of potential new O3, PM2.5, and regional haze policies.  
Among those on the Science and Technology Working Group are Mark Scruggs, Rich 
Poirot, and Tom Moore.  Bruce Polkowsky asks that the other steering committee 
members assist by providing input to those on the FACA working where possible.   


