
 IMPROVE Steering Committee 
 Summary of 5/16/95 Conference Call Meeting 
 by Marc Pitchford, 6/22/95 
 
The following participated on the conference call: Scott Archer, John Core, Dan Ely, 
Ann Acheson, Bill Malm, Mark Scruggs, Rich Poirot, Bob Eldred, John Molenar, Bruce 
Polkowsky, Tom Cahill, Judy Chow, Joe Carriero (for Sandra Silva), Bob Bachman, 
Rich Danberg, Scott Copeland, and Steve Sakiyama (for Peter Reid).  The summary 
below is organized by discussion topic and contact person. 
 
I recommend the next meeting be on Thursday September 14th at 8:00am Pacific 
Time for two hours.  Let me know as soon as possible if you have schedule 
conflicts for this date and time. 
 
1.  Plan to direct EPA's IMPROVE resources to aerosol monitoring (Marc 
Pitchford):  Marc Pitchford (EPA's steering committee representative) solicited the 
concurrence of the steering committee concerning a plan to direct the EPA funds for 
IMPROVE to cover the cost of particle sampling and analysis at every IMPROVE site 
first, and to use the remaining portion of the resources for other IMPROVE activities as 
needed.  The discussion of this topic was brief since Marc had consulted prior to the 
meeting with each of the representatives about the reasons for this plan and the 
anticipated consequences of its implementation. EPA contributions are adequate to 
cover the cost of aerosol monitoring at all of the current IMPROVE sites, so funding 
short-falls by other contributors has the effect of decreasing the amount of optical 
monitoring that is affordable but does not jeopardies the total numbers of sites.  The 
Steering Committee voted unanimously to support the plan.  EPA will prepare a letter to 
the IMPROVE representatives to document it. 
 
2.  Disposition of no longer needed IMPROVE monitoring equipment (Marc 
Pitchford):  The possibility of decreased optical monitoring at some of the sites (see #1 
above) resulted in a discussion of the fate of IMPROVE equipment that might be no 
longer needed by the IMPROVE Network.  Two issues that needed to be resolved in 
this regard are: What equipment should be considered as IMPROVE owned as opposed 
to equipment that is owned by individual agencies? and What would be the most 
equitable and efficient process for making decisions concerning the disposition of 
IMPROVE equipment that is not needed for the IMPROVE Network?  Since the NPS 
has all of the equipment that might be IMPROVE-owned on their inventory, Mark 
Scruggs was drafted to help resolve the first issue.  Marc Pitchford, offered to help him 
and to prepare a strawman procedure concerning IMPROVE equipment use for other 
than IMPROVE monitoring.  Mark and Marc will prepare information on this topic prior to 
the next meeting (conference call). 
 
3. State influence on EPA's funding of IMPROVE (John Core):   John Core briefed 
the steering committee on the growing influence of the Environmental Council Of States 
(ECOS) with regard to the uses of EPA state air quality monitoring grant funds (105).  
He does not expect them to recommend continued use of these funds for the IMPROVE 



program.  Bruce Polkowsky will bring this issue to the attention of management at EPA's 
Office of Air Quality Policy and Standards.  Bruce also indicated that the status of the 
IMPROVE program could change to be more like the federally-mandated NAMS 
network, and that IMPROVE particle monitoring may have a role as the nucleus of a 
national background monitoring network required to implement the anticipated PM2.5 
standard. 
 
4. Update on the IMPROVE MOU (Bruce Polkowsky):  Little has happened with the 
draft MOU since the last meeting.  Bruce is waiting for EPA lawyers to review the draft.  
He expects that so long as the MOU restricts the objectives of the IMPROVE program 
and steering committee is policy implementation as opposed to policy development, we 
should be able to include state representation.  New changes in the federal regulations 
are expected to make it easier to include states on the committee than in the past.  
Bruce will update the steering committee at the next meeting. 
 
5. Status of site evaluation criteria development (Rich Poirot):  No substantial 
progress in developing site evaluation criteria has been made since the last meeting.  
There was some discussion concerning whether the need for such criteria changed as a 
result of the EPA's plan to underwrite the cost of aerosol monitoring at each of the sites, 
since no sites would likely need to be totally decommissioned for budgetary reasons.  
The steering committee supported the continued need to have a set of site evaluation 
criteria to allow periodic evaluations of the performance and value to the program of all 
network sites, and to guide decisions resulting from future resource shortfalls (even if 
they don't result in site decommissioning).  [Since the meeting, Mark Scurggs has 
identified a shortfall estimated at about $300k which could result in substantial numbers 
of sites losing their optical monitoring.]  Rich Poirot offered to prepare for distribution by 
the next meeting a draft plan for site evaluation that incorporate steering committee 
input during this and earlier meetings. 
 
6.  Progress on the IMPROVE Annual Report (Bill Malm):  Bill indicated that the 
long-term trends chapter has been drafted and can be circulated to those who want to 
review it.  The chapters on method intercomparisons and extinction budgets should be 
drafted and available for review by mid-summer.  Marc Pitchford offered to review draft 
material as it becomes available. 
 
7.  Feedback on discontinuation of photographic monitoring at many sites (John 
Molinar):  There are no problems to report.  All sites where monitoring was to be 
discontinued were notified prior to removing camera systems.  Over the next 12 months, 
ARS will be preparing close-out reports for each site that contain a variety of photos that 
include carefully selected ranges of haze levels and other conditions permanently 
preserved on photo-CD. 
 
8. Update on the status of the IMPROVE Video (Joe Carriero):   Sandra Silva and 
Joe Carriero working with Julie Winchester (CIRA) have develop a project definition 
document for the video which was faxed to the steering committee after the conference 
call.  In it the objectives, concepts to be covered, and expected audience are indicated.  



Joe asked for feed back on these by 4/14/95.  [On 6/1/95 he faxed a draft outline for the 
video to the steering committee representatives and asked for feedback by 6/12/95].  
The plan is for completion of a first draft video by early August, a final draft video by end 
of August, and distribution of the final video by mid-September. 
 
9.  Update on plans for an independent review of the IMPROVE Program (Bill 
Malm & Marc Pitchford):   No progress has been made.  By the next meeting Marc & 
Bill will develop a list of candidate independent reviewers. 
 
10.  Possible use of the IMPROVE Sampler channel A for a PMfine FRM (Marc 
Pitchford):   EPA anticipates setting a fine particle standard to protect public health.  It 
seems likely that the standard will be based on gravimetric mass of particles collected 
on filters using a Federal Reference Method (FRM) sampler.  Channel A of the 
IMPROVE Sampler (PM2.5 on Teflon filters) is one of the samplers that is a serious 
candidate for selection as the FRM due to its long-term use with high data recovery and 
excellent precision.   
 
11.  Technical updates on particle sampling issues (Tom Cahill & Bob Eldred):  
Tom and Bob sent the steering committee a 9-page report on the various particle 
sampling issues prior to the meeting.  A few brief highlights follow.  They have 
developed evidence that indicates the organic carbon on the quartz field blanks and on 
the quartz backup filters (a second filter behind the primary filter) is from adsorption of 
organic gases, not from surface contamination or from adsorption of organics that 
originated as particles on the primary filter.  They found the precision for the carbon to 
be significantly better than reported at the previous meeting.  The change is due to 
finding that the uncertainty is proportional to the measured concentration and not a 
constant as was earlier assumed.  They are continuing to investigate rare cases during 
high humidity conditions at a few near-source sites where the sulfur measured by XRF 
and PIXE on Teflon filters is significantly less than the sulfur (measured as sulfate ion) 
on nylon filters after a denuder measured by ion chromatography.  Many of the 
experiments scheduled for the summer study at Great Smoky National Park are 
designed to help resolve this dilemma. 
 
12.  Next meeting (Marc Pitchford):  Discussion concerning the next meeting included 
a suggestion that steering committee representatives meet for a field trip to the Great 
Smoky study in July.  Those wishing to do so should contact Bill Malm for schedule 
information.  The consensus of the group was that the next business meeting of the 
steering committee should be by conference call and scheduled for September (see the 
note on the first page).   
 


