MOVES Task Force Meeting
September 15, 2009, 10 AM– 12:00 PM
Meeting Summary

Present:
Diane Franks, MDE – Co-Chair

Jim Ponticello, VDOT - Co-Chair

Randy Carroll, MDE

Marcia Ways, MDE
Kanti Srikanth, VDOT

Chris Voigt, VDOT

Ram Tangirala, DDOE

Jessica Daniels, DDOE
Sonya Lewis-Cheatham, VDEQ
Bob Owolabi, Fairfax County DOT
Sara Tomlinson, BMC
Monica Backmon, Prince William County DOT

Cecilia Ho, FHWA
Staff: 

Mike Clifford, Daivamani Sivasailam, Eulalie Lucas, Jane Posey, Yu Gao, Erin Morrow, Joan Rohlfs, Jeff King, Sunil Kumar
Item 1: Call to Order/Introductions
The meeting of the Task Force was called to order by co-chair Diane Franks of MDE, which was followed by introductions of members and staff including participants who joined the meeting by phone. 
Item 2:  Review of August 18th Meeting Highlights
The highlights for the August 18, 2009 meeting of the Task Force were approved without any change. 
Item 3: MOVES Model Testing Work Program and Schedule
Mike Clifford presented a detailed overview of the draft work program and schedule for the MOVES model testing and input development. 
Mike said that staff will develop MOVES inputs and emissions for all jurisdictions, which are part of the 1997 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 nonattainment areas and then develop other sets of inputs and emissions, one each for the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia and another domain for the region as a whole. The staff will then compare the 3 sets of results and present the findings to the Task Force members. 
Kanti Srikanth asked why these issues were only with MOVES and not with Mobile6. He asked if the reason was more functionality in MOVES as compared to Mobile6. Sunil said that the modeling using MOVES is very resource and time intensive. It is important that the number of runs be optimized to save time while not losing much accuracy. In addition to I/M programs, Sunil said the CAL-LEV program will be a very important factor when the group decides whether to go with  one single regional run (one input set for whole nonattainment area) or three separate sub-regional runs (one input set each for DC, MD, and VA). 
Jim Ponticello said that the issue of 1-hour ozone budget needs to be addressed. Other areas in Virginia are not showing conformity to the 1-hour budget. Cecilia Ho said that there is no need to use the 1-hour budget, if an 8-hour budget is available. Mike Clifford said that the TPB had been showing conformity to the 1-hour budget, and will contact EPA region III for their input. 
Diane Franks said that due to a large volume of public comments received by EPA on MOVES, the release date for the final version of the MOVES model could be pushed back. Mike Clifford said the release of the draft MOVES technical guidance and policy documents would also be moved to October because of these comments. Cecilia Ho said even though the model could be released in time it might not be in its best form. She said EPA is just looking to release a version of the model by their planned date. That version might not be perfect. For this reason, she advised the group to send its comments to EPA as soon as possible. Mike said that he contacted Dave Brzezinski regarding EPA not responding to his earlier comments on MOVES and was told that individual comments could not be responded to, but would be tossed into a database and addressed along with the release of the final version of the model. 
Item 4 & 6: Review of Sensitivity Test Results To Date, Jurisdictional Inputs on I/M and Fuel Program
Items 4 and 6 were combined into one item, which was presented by Sunil Kumar and Eulalie Lucas. Sunil presented a summary and comparison of jurisdictional inputs on I/M programs, fuel characteristics, and meteorology. He showed the benefits from I/M program for Washington, DC for 2005. Eulalie presented a comparison of emissions for Mobile6 and MOVES for Washington, DC, Montgomery, and Fairfax counties. She said that MOVES estimates of emissions for VOC, NOx, PM2.5, and CO2 were higher compared to Mobile6 for all three jurisdictions. Kanti Srikanth expressed concern about the higher MOVES emissions. He said a similar issue had come up during Mobile5 to Mobile6 transition period. Since Mobile5 emissions were not revisited, the region had lost one year of transportation funding because higher Mobile6 emissions did not allow the region to conform to budgets established under Mobile5. He further said that if the same issue were to come up again, then it would be a concern. 
Item 5:  Review of MOVES Model Inputs
Eulalie presented the data formats required for VMT and VMT fractions for the MOVES model. She emphasized that many translations would be needed to convert existing data into the required formats for the two inputs. Jim Ponticello asked Eulalie if the Travel Demand Model (TDM) could provide VMT fraction data. Eulalie replied that it is not easy and a lot of translation will be needed. Mike Clifford added that developing VMT, VMT fractions, and vehicle populations will be difficult for both base and future years. He said that the TDM provided VMT for light and heavy-duty trucks and light-duty vehicles. He would like to incorporate these local data instead of the EPA default for the population of these vehicles. 
Siva presented a comparison of different Mobile6 and MOVES vehicle types and an approach to develop MOVES vehicle population using Mobile6.2 age distribution and vehicle population. He discussed how EPA draft default factors were used to convert Mob6 vehicle population to that of MOVES. Siva also compared Washington, DC’s light-duty vehicle and light-duty commercial truck age distribution for MOVES and Mobile6. Diane Franks asked why EPA chose to include vehicles older than 30 years in the MOVES fleet. Ram said the District has data for vehicles older than 30 years. He also said that District DMV has a separate dataset for long-haul trucks, which could be used for Maryland and Virginia as well. Siva said that he would investigate this further. Chris Voigt asked Ram if the long-haul truck databases were maintained separately by states. Ram replied that it would be worth looking into. Kanti asked the group if different MOVES inputs such as, vehicle population, VMT, VMT mix, and age distribution would be revisited once the final MOVES version is out. Diane said that the group would be revisiting all inputs as it moves forward. Mike Clifford suggested some long-term research into various MOVES databases.  
Item 7.         Next Meeting/Agenda Items

The group agreed on holding the next task force meeting on October 13. 
Diane suggested following agenda items for the next meeting:

1. MOVES sensitivity runs for the I/M program benefits for Maryland and Virginia. 

2. Comparison of MOVES default and local data.
Diane agreed with Sunil on waiting for the technical guidance to be published before developing the meteorology inputs. 
3. Develop age distribution and vehicle type charts.

4. Research truck apportionment/motor carrier database.

Item 8.         Other Business
Sunil presented the timelines for different air quality planning activities related to MOVES. Specifically, he discussed the timelines for MOVES input development for OTC photochemical modeling for the 8-hour ozone SIP and both draft and final SIP inventories. He also mentioned that the timeline associated with PM2.5 maintenance plan would depend on when the states submit a re-designation request and maintenance plan. He also discussed the timeline associated with conformity for different SIPs. 
Cecilia Ho promised to provide feedback to the group regarding various MOVES related research projects currently underway at FHWA. 

The meeting ended at 12:00 PM. 

