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MINUTES
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD
August 19, 2008
Red River Technology Center Business & Industry Building
3300 W. BoisD’Arc
Duncan, Oklahoma

Approved
November 18, 2008

Notice of Public Meeting The Environmental Quality Board convened for aregular meeting
at 9:30 am. in the Red River Technology Center Business & Industry Building, Duncan,
Oklahoma. This meeting was held in accordance with 25 O.S. Sections 301-314, with notice
of the meeting given to the Secretary of State on November 2, 2007. The agenda was mailed
to interested parties on August 8, 2008 and was posted at the Department of Environmental
Quality on August 14, 2008. Dr. Jennifer Galvin, Chair, called the meeting to order; and
recognized several guests; and introduced new Board member, John Wendling.

Roll call was taken and a quorum was confirmed.

MEMBERS PRESENT DEQ STAFF PRESENT
Brita Cantrell Steve Thompson, Executive Director
Mike Cassidy Jimmy Givens, General Counsel
Tony Dark Wendy Caperton, Executive Director’s Office
Bob Drake David Dyke, Administrative Services Division
Jennifer Galvin Shellie Chard-McClary, Administrative
Jerry Johnston Services Division
Steve Mason Eddie Terrill, Air Quality Division
Kerry Sublette Sarah Penn, Air Quality Division
John Wendling Chris Armstrong, Customer Service Division
Richard Wuerflein Gary Callins, ECLS

Scott Thompson, Land Protection Division
MEMBERSABSENT Glen Jones, Water Quality Division
David Griesel Ellen Bussert, Administrative Services
Sandra Rose Skylar McElhaney, Executive Director’s Office
Terri Savage Karl Heinzig, Administrative Services

Myrna Bruce, Secretary, Board & Councils
OTHERSPRESENT
Kelly Burch, Ass't Attorney General
Christy Myers, Court Reporter

The Attendance Sheet isattached as an official part of these Minutes.

Approval of Minutes Ms. Cantrell called for a motion to approve the minutes of the
February 29, 2008 Regular Meeting, Mr. Johnston made the motion to approve as presented

and Mr. Wuerflein made the second. Roll call as follows with motion passing.
transcript pages 10 - 11

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Abstain  Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Abstain
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Rulemaking — OAC 252:100 Air Pollution Control Mr. David Branecky, Chair, Air
Quality Council, stated that the proposed changes to OAC 252:100-1 and OAC 252:100-5 were
housekeeping in nature removing some redundant definitions and making minor corrections.
He added that the Air Quality Council had voted unanimously to ask the Board for permanent
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adoption. Hearing no discussion, Dr. Galvin called for a motion for permanent adoption of the

proposed rule. Mr. Mason made the motion and Mr. Dark made the second.
transcript pages 12 - 14

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Mr. Branecky stated that proposed amendments to OAC 252:100-8 would update changes
made to the federal rule and would correct some existing errors. After discussion, Mr.
Johnston made motion to adopt as presented Mr. Wuerflein made the second.

transcript pages 14 - 16

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein ~ Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Mr. Branecky continued with OAC 252:100:17 and requested Board approva for permanent
adoption of proposed amendments that incorporate federa requirements relating to municipal
waste combustorsinto the state rule. Mr. Drake moved for approval and Mr. Johnston made the

second.
transcript pages 17 - 19

BritaCantrell ~ Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein ~ Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Mr. Branecky explained revisons proposed to OAC 252:100-19 Control of Emission of
Particulate Matter would clarify that the definition for particulate matter includes both the
filterable and the condensable parts. He added that EPA is in the process of revising the test
method which should address the difficulties in showing compliance. Questions and comments
from the Board and public were fielded by Mr. Thompson and Mr. Eddie Terrill, Director, Air
Quality Division. Public comments were heard from Mr. Rusty Kroll representing Public
Service Company. Following the lengthy discussion, Dr. Galvin noted that a motion to adopt

was made by Mr. Drake and Mr. Cassidy made the second.
transcript pages 19 - 59

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein ~ Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Executive Director’s Report Mr. Steve Thompson announced that the Secretary of
Environment, Miles Tolbert, had resigned his position. He added that the Governor had
indicated that he would announce that replacement soon.

Mr. Thompson noted that he would be involved in a couple of House interim studies related to
water and wastewater infrastructure and ozone nonattainment.
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He advised that staff has attended severa ceremonies with the Military Department and the
Department of Central Services to return designated armories over for community use as the
environmental cleanup had been finalized.

Mr. Jimmy Givens, General Counsel, gave a presentation and update on the legidative session.
Mr. Givens aso mentioned the statutory requirement for staff to disclose financia interests in
any company that DEQ regulates.

Part 2 transcript pages 4 - 31

DEQ Operational Budget Request Mr. Thompson gave a complete review and request for
approva of the FY 2010 operationa budget and fielded questions from the Board. Dr. Galvin
called for amotion to approve the budget as presented. Motion was made by Mr. Johnston and

the second by Mr. Wuerflein.
transcript pages 31 - 40

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein ~ Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Annual Performance Review of Executive Director Dr. Galvin called for a motion to go
into Executive Sesson. Mr. Drake made the motion and Mr. Dark made the second. Ms.

Cantrell volunteered to take the Minutes.
transcript pages 40 — 41

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Yes John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein ~ Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Dr. Galvin noted that a cake had been brought in to celebrate Mr. Thompson’s birthday. She
called for amotion to return to official business and mentioned that Mr. Dark had to leave for

another commitment. Mr. Johnston made the motion and Mr. Cassidy made the second.
transcript pages 42 - 45

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Absent  John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein  Yes

Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

Mr. Thompson expressed his personal appreciation to the staff for the Department’ s outstanding
reputation. During the executive session, it was decided that a committee would be formed to
evaluate appropriate compensation for Mr. Thompson. The committee volunteers were Jennifer
Galvin, Tony Dark, and John Wendling. Mr. Drake made motion to set the Committee and Mr.
Mason made the second.

transcript pages 46 - 49

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Absent John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein ~ Yes

Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes
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Calendar Year 2009 Board meeting dates and locations Following discussion, the Board set the following
dates: Friday, February 27 at the DEQ Multipurpose Room; Tuesday, August 25 in Tulsa; and Tuesday,
November 17 in Ada. Mr. Johnston made motion to approve those dates and locations. Dr. Sublette made the
second.
transcript pages 49 - 53

Brita Cantrell Yes Steve Mason Yes
Mike Cassidy  Yes Kerry Sublette Yes
Tony Dark Absent  John Wendling Yes
Bob Drake Yes Richard Wuerflein Yes
Jerry Johnston  Yes Jennifer Galvin Yes

New Business— None

Adjournment - The meeting was adjourned at 1:45 p.m. The Board's next meeting will be at
the Tahlequah Municipal Armory, 100 Water Street on November 18, 2008.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMENTAL QUALI TY

STATE OF OKLAHOVA

* * * * *

TRANSCRI PT OF PROCEEDI NGS
CF THE
ENVI RONVENTAL QUALI TY BOARD
| TEMS 1-4D
HELD ON AUGUST 19, 2008, AT 9:30 A M

I N DUNCAN, OKLAHOVA

* * *x * *

MYERS REPORTI NG SERVI CE
Christy Myers, CSR
P. 0. Box 721532
&l ahoma City, Cklahoma 73172- 1532
(405) 721-2882
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MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

JENNI FER GALVI N - CHAI R, PRESENT
BRI TA CANTRELL - VI CE-CHAI R, PRESENT
BOB DRAKE - PRESENT

DAVI D GRI ESEL - ABSENT

JERRY JOHNSTON - PRESENT

STEVE MASON - PRESENT

SANDRA ROSE - ABSENT

TERRI SAVACGE - ABSENT

Rl CHARD WUERFLEI N - PRESENT

M KE CASSI DY - PRESENT

TONY DARK - PRESENT

KERRY SUBLETTE - PRESENT

JOHN VENDLI NG - PRESENT

ALSO PRESENT
STEVE THOWPSON - EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR
KELLY BI RCH - ASSI STANT AG
JI MW G VENS - GENERAL COUNSEL
MYRNA BRUCE - SECRETARY
GENE BROWN - MAYOR OF DUNCAN
DENNI S JOHNSON - STATE REPRESENTATI VE

LYLE ROGEOW - PRESI DENT OF DUNCAN AREA

ECONOM C DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATI ON
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MEETI NG

DR GALVI N | would like to cal
this neeting to order.

The August 19, 2008 Regul ar Meeti ng
of the Environnmental Quality Board has been
call ed according to the Gkl ahoma Open
Meeting Act, Section 311 of Title 25 of the
Okl ahoma St at ut es. Notice was filed with
the Secretary of State on Novenber 2, 2007.

Agendas were nuailed to interested
parties on August 8, 2008 and posted at
this facility and the Departnent of
Environnental Quality, 707 North Robinson,
Okl ahoma City, on August 14, 2008. Only
matters appearing on the posted agenda may
be consi dered.

If this neeting is continued or
reconvened, we nust announce today the
date, tine and place of the continued
meeting and the agenda for such
continuation will remain the sane as
t oday' s agenda.

Well 1 have several guests that |

woul d I'ike to wel cone today. I would like
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to start -- | feel like I should stand up
We have sone great guests here.

Representati ve Dennis Johnson, we
woul d like to wel cone you. Thank you for
com ng today.

Al so, Mayor Gene Brown, we would
like to wel cone you. And M. Mayor has
nmore history behind him He is one of the
original Environnmental Quality Board
Menbers, so we extend hima special wel cone
for com ng today.

MAYOR BROWN: Thank You.

DR GALVI N Also fromthe AG s
office we have Kelly Birch, we would |ike
to thank you for comng as well.

And we have Lyl e Roggow, who is
Presi dent of the Duncan -- there you are --
of the Duncan Area Econom c Devel opnent
Foundat i on.

So we would like to welcone all of
you and thank you very nuch for comi ng
t oday.

In addition, we have a new Menber to
t he Board. W would like to extend a

speci al wel cone to John Wendling, here on
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my left. He is Jack Coffrman's repl acenent
from OGEE. I'dlike to read a little bit
about John's background so that you will
under st and nore about him

John was appoi nted by Governor Henry
in March of 2008. He fills the
manuf acturing representative position of
the Environnmental Quality Board, previously
hel d ny Jack Cof f man. He was confirned by
the Okl ahona State Senate this past
| egi slative session

M. Wendling holds a Bachel or of
Sci ence in Mechani cal Engineering from
Okl ahoma State University, and a Masters of
Busi ness Administration from Okl ahoma City
Uni versity.

M. Wendling joined OXE in 1979 and
was pronoted up through the organization.
He is currently Senior Vice-President of
Power Supply, and he has held that title
si nce 2007.

M. Wendling is involved in severa
prof essi onal and comuni ty organi zati ons.
He is a nenber of the Anerican Society of

Mechani cal Engi neers, klahoma City
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Nat i onal Menori al

Board of Trustees,

Associ ati on of Edison Illunnating

Conpani es, and the Center for Energy and

Econom ¢ Devel opnent.

He and his wife, Vickie, live in

Ednond, Okl ahonma.

Wl cone, John.

And with that, Myrna, will you do

the roll call.

V5. BRUCE: CGood Mor ni ng.
Cantrel | ?

M5. CANTRELL: Her e.

MS. BRUCE: M. Cassi dy.

MR CASSI DY: Here.

MS. BRUCE: M. Dark.

MR DARK: Her e.

V5. BRUCE: M. Drake.

MR DRAKE: Her e.

V5. BRUCE: M. Giesel is
absent . M. Johnst on.

MR
MVS.
MR
MVB.
Savage are absent.

DR

JOHNSTON: Her e.

BRUCE: M. Mason.

MASON: Her e.

BRUCE: Ms. Rose and M.

Dr. Sublette.

SUBLETTE: Here.
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BRUCE: M. Wendling.
VAEENDLI NG Her e.
BRUCE: M. Wierflein.
WUERFLEI N: Her e.
BRUCE: Dr. @Gl vin.

GALVI N: Her e.

5 3 5 3 » D O

BRUCE: And we do have a
quorum

DR GALVI N: Thank you. I"ve
just been inforned that Mayor Gene Brown
would like to say a few words.

MAYOR BROWN: First of all, good
nmor ni ng to everybody. | consider this a
great honor and a privilege to, as Mayor of
the Gty of Duncan, klahoma to wel cone you
to our city. I had the opportunity to
serve on this Board. I didn't have enough
seniority to get you to neet down here in
Duncan, Gkl ahomma. But soneone got it done.
No, |'mjust Kkidding. But it is a great
honor and a privilege to wel conme you to
Duncan, Okl ahonmma. And it also gives nme an
opportunity to thank you for the great job
that you' re doing. You' ve been a great

service to the city of Duncan, you know,

11
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rebui l ding our water plant and also the
opportunity for the oil refinery south of
us here. We appreciate all of the
wonderful things and all of the wonderful
cooperation that we have had with you. And
it is just a great privilege to have you
here in Duncan, and al so the Board. It
gives an opportunity to the citizens in
this area to come and share their ideas
wi th you. It is great to see you're
accepting those ideas.

| like to tell everybody this, this
is the hone of the Lieutenant Governor,
Gerri Askins, you all probably already know
that, but we like to brag about that and
tell you that al so. W are excited to have
you i n Duncan. I was telling soneone
outside that we would Iike to take the
credit for the weather being cooler, but we
can't do that. But agai n, we hope you have
a great neeting and enjoy yourself while
you' re in Duncan. Thank you for being
her e.

DR GALVI N Representati ve

Johnson, would you like to say a few words?

12
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REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON: Vel |,
just alittle bit. | amthe fornmer Mayor
of Duncan; sone of you know that, sone of
you don't. And | will just tell you that
all of our dealings with DEQ were al ways
producti ve. | think we got in trouble a
couple of tinmes and DEQ was al ways, al ways,
willing to work out the problens that we
had. They were flexible with things that
we had comi ng up. So all of our dealings
wi th DEQ have been positive. I just want
to let you know that from past history
everything was -- we always had a good
relationship with the DEQ | appreciate
all of you coming down to ny district. I
do have the seat that Gerri did had; |'ve
got sone little bitty shoes to fill. ' ve
got little bitty shoes, but a great nind
and a great talent to fill in this
district. | appreciate you coni ng down. I
hope you get a chance to see sonme of our
sites before you go back. The Chi shol m
Trail Miuseum and sone of the things we
have, the super center, are great things

for a town of our size. Wel cone to Duncan.

13
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DR GALVI N: Thank you. All
right.

MR DRAKE: Madam Chai r man.

DR GALVI N Yes, sir.

MR DRAKE: Isn't it wonderful to
have people conme and wel cone us into their
comunity. It doesn't always happen that
way, and | thank you. W truly do
appreciate it. Thank you very much.

DR, GALVI N: Thank you. Jerry,
did you want to add anythi ng?

MR, JOHNSTON: Nope.

MR, DRAKE: | just beat you to
t he punch.

VR JOHNSTON: Yeah.

DR GALVI N Al right. I know
we are glad to be here in all this rain,
and in many instances, wonderful rain.

Movi ng on to Agenda |tem Nunber 3,
Approval of the M nutes. Are there any
coment s?

MR, JOHNSTON: | nmove to approve
the Mnutes of the February 29, 2008
Regul ar Meeti ng.

MR, WUERFLEI N: I'll second that.

14
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for

roll

call,
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DR. GALVI N: Ckay. W' re ready
Myr na.
M5. BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell.

T 95 3 D 3D DD DD DD DD DD DD DD D

CANTRELL: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Cassidy.
CASSI DY: Abst ai n.
BRUCE: M. Dark.
DARK: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Drake.
DRAKE: Yes.

BRUCE: M . Johnston.
JOHANSTON: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Mason.
MASON: Yes.

BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.
SUBLETTE: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Wendling.
VIENDLI NG Abst ai n.
BRUCE: M. Wierflein.
WUERFLEI N: Yes.
BRUCE: Dr. @Gl vin.
GALVI N Yes.

BRUCE: Moti on passed.

GALVI N: The first itemto be

15



el )

=

=

=

NP

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

12

consi dered this norning on the agenda is

Rul emaki ng for QAC 252: 100, Air Pollution
Control . And we have a presentation by

Davi d Branecky.

MR, BRANECKY: Thank you Madam
Chair and Menbers of the Board. | have
four rules that I'mgoing to ask for you to
consider today and I -- do we just want to
take this one at a tine and vote on them
one at a tinme; is that how you want to do
it?

DR GALVI N Yes.

MR, BRANECKY: Al'l right. The
first rule we are proposing today is
revisions to OAC 252:100-1, Cenera
Provi sions, and al so 252: 100-5. And t he
anendnments are primarily housekeepi ng
measures fromthese two Subchapters. W're
movi ng sone definitions from Subchapter 19
i nto Subchapter 1. Subchapter 1 is the
subchapter that changes a |lot of the
definitions that apply throughout the OAC
252:100. O her changes are that we've
added the definition for regulated air

pollutants in Subchapter 1 because it

16
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covers nore than one chapter. And we're
al so explaining or adding the definition of
nanograns per rule.

So basically we are just noving sone
definitions around from sone subchapters to
anot her, and addi ng sone additional
definitions.

Counci|l considered this rule in
April, | think, and July, and we passed it
unani nously, and we are asking you to pass
it as a pernmanent rule.

DR GALVI N: Thank you, David.
Any questions or conments fromthe Board?

Seei ng none, any questions or conments from

the public?

MR, MASON: I nove for approval

VR DARK: Second.

DR GALVI N Al right. Rol |
call, please.

M5. BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell

M5. CANTRELL: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: M. Cassidy.

MR CASSI DY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: M. Dark.

MR DARK: Yes.

17
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BRUCE: M. Drake.
DRAKE: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Johnston.
JOHANSTON: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Mason
MASON: Yes.

BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.
SUBLETTE: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Wendling.
VAEENDLI NG Yes.

BRUCE: M. Wierflein.
WUERFLEI N: Yes.

BRUCE: Dr. @Gl vin.
GALVI N Yes.

BRUCE: Moti on passed.

GALVI N Thank you, David.

2 3 5 3 H» 2 D D DD D DD DD DD

BRANECKY: Ckay. Move on to
t he next?
DR GALVI N Move on to the next.
MR, BRANECKY: Al right. The
next one is OAC 252:100-8, Permts for Part
70 Sources. And we nade some revisions to
this subchapter primarily to correct sone
errors in the existing rule, and nake

changes that we're required to nake by

18
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revisions to the Federal Title V, PSD and
NRS rul es that were published in the
Federal Register. So we were naki ng
changes primarily because of the EPAs

changes that were nmade in the federal rule

and corrected sonme existing errors. Wth
that we can go into further detail if you
woul d like, but I will just kind of |eave
it at that. ['"ll be glad to answer any
questions.

DR, GALVI N: Any questions from
t he Board?

MR MASON: Can we redefine
responsi ble officials somewhere el se?

(Menber s tal ki ng simul taneously)

VR BRANECKY: That shoul d be
defined in Subchapter 1.

MR, MASON: kay.

MR BRANECKY: It shoul d be.

DR, GALVI N Any ot her questions
fromthe Board? Are there any questions
fromthe public? Any further comrents by
the Board or do | hear a notion for
adopti on?

MR, JOHNSTON: Move to adopt.

19
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GALVI N: Do | hear a second?
WUERFLEI N:; I'll second that.

GALVI N; Rol | call please,

BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell.
CANTRELL: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Cassidy.
CASSI DY: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Dar k.
DARK: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Drake.
DRAKE: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Johnston.
JOHANSTON: Yes.
BRUCE: M. Mason.
MASON: Yes.

BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.
SUBLETTE: Yes.
BRUCE: M. Wendling.
VAENDLI NG Yes.
BRUCE: M. Wierflein.
WUERFLEI N: Yes.
BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.
GALVI N Yes.

BRUCE: Moti on passed.

20
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DR GALVI N: David, will you
conti nue.

MR BRANECKY: Sur e. The next
one is a proposed revision to Subchapter 19
that has to deal with incinerators. The
changes that we are making here today are
primarily the result of a new federal rule
that went into place, we're incorporating a
ot of the federal rules into the state
rul e. Primarily, it will effect existing
-- new and existing nunicipal waste
incinerators; and revise sone of the
em ssion standards, and it will also nodify
some operating training requirenents.
Basically, that's it. Primarily,
i ncorporation of the federal requirenents
into the state rule. Council is asking
that you pass this as a permanent rul e.

DR GALVI N: Thank you, David.
Any comments or questions fromthe Board?

MR BRANECKY: W do have one
facility in the state that woul d be
effected by this rule. It's not currently
operating, it's a municipal waste

incinerator in Tul sa.

21
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DR GALVI N: Thank you.
Questions or conments fromthe Board?
Heari ng none. Are there any questions or
comments fromthe public? Al right.
Any final comments or questions by
t he Board? Do | hear a notion for approval

for adoption?

VR, DRAKE: Move for approval.

DR GALVI N Do | hear a second?

MR JOHNSTON: Second.

DR GALVI N: Thank you -- thanks,
Jerry. Myrna, roll call please.

M5. BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell.

M5. CANTRELL: Yes.

V5. BRUCE: M. Cassidy.

MR CASSI DY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: M. Dark.

MR DARK: Yes.

M5. BRUCE: M. Drake.

MR DRAKE: Yes.

M5. BRUCE: M. Johnston.

MR JOHANSTON: Yes.

M5. BRUCE: M. Mason.

MR MASON: Yes.

V5. BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.
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DR SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: M. Wendling.

MR, VEENDLI NG Yes.

M5. BRUCE: M. Wierflein.

MR WUERFLEI N: Yes.

V5. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.

DR GALVI N Yes.

V5. BRUCE: Moti on passed.

DR GALVI N: Thank you.
will you continue on to Section D

MR BRANECKY: Al right.
will be the last rule we're asking. Thi s
is arevision to Subchapter 19; this is
Control of Em ssion of Particulate Mtter.
Primarily what we are doing here today --
asking you to approve today is a
clarification that the standard, or test
met hod to show conpliance -- it gets a
little technical -- there's a condensable
and filterable part of a particulate test.
The filterable part, the actual particles
that you can see, so they are actually in
pl ace. Condensabl es are fine particul ate

matter that forns after -- they are not

solids, they are gases and they formthe

19

Davi d,

Thi s
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fine particulate matter.

W are trying to define in
Subchapter 19, that the word particul ate
matter means both from naturals and
condensabl es or the filterables and
condensabl es bot h. There's been sone
di scussion in that. The state has al ways
required in the testing that the testing be
done including both the filterable and the
condensabl e. We are trying to clarify
t hat . There's been some concern that that
woul d not have been the case, but it's
al ways been the case. W recogni ze that
there is sone issues with how those tests
were done, there are some inaccuracies,
some variability that may |lead to sone not
quite as accurate results. EPA is
recogni zing that and actually revising the
test nethod that you use to show
conpl i ance, because they recogni ze there
are some difficulties with the test. So
even though there may be sone difficulties
in showi ng conpliance at this tine, EPA is
addressing that and once they revise that

test nethod that hopefully will solve a | ot
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of the problem
Hopeful ly, | have expl ai ned t hat

enough.

DR GALVI N Thank you, David.
Are there any questions or comments from
t he Board?

MR, DARK: I have a question. It
was wel | understood and well explained and
| understood it, but have you had any
strong feedback fromthe industrial sector?

MR, BRANECKY: Yes, we have. And
in fact, | think we'll have sone comment
t oday of concerns. But the primary concern
was the variability in the test nmethod, and
we feel that it is being addressed and we
did recogni ze that in addressing that
i ssue. And there's also -- if there is
sone test that is done and there is sone
concern about the variability, |I think the
option is always there to retest to nake
sure that the test is accurate

MR DARK: That is what | wanted
to clarify that we weren't really adhering
-- adhering to a test but just defining the

matter that we are trying to test; correct?
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MR, BRANECKY: What we are doing
today is defining that particulate natter
When you do the test, you need to include
both the filterable and the condensabl e
parts.

VR, DARK: Has that not always
been i ncl uded?

VR BRANECKY: It has not been
very clear. It s always been required to
show conpliance with the State Rul e that
you do a filterable and a condensabl e. It
just hasn t been clear. So we are trying
to make that clear

VR DARK: And, of course, the
Conmmi ttee recomends this?

VR BRANECKY: Yes. The Counci
approved it and asks the Board to adopt it
as a permanent rule.

DR, GALVI N: Thank you. Are
there any conments fromthe public?

Sir, please state your name and your

affiliation.

MR KROLL: Good norni ng, Madam
Chair and Board Menbers. My name is Rusty

Kroll. I am an attorney representing the
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Public Service Conmpany of k| ahona. Excuse
me, ny voice is not so clear this norning.
PSO has been involved in the rul enaki ng
process with the Air Quality Council and
have stated our concerns on severa

occasi ons.

Primarily, it boils down to this --
and | Il just make this short. W believe
that the prior rules did not include
condensabl e particulate natter. And t hat
this is a newrule requiring a new
substantive change of including this
material that exists as a vapor, but
condenses into a solid or liquid in the
testing apparatus???. This is inportant
for PSO s Ool egah facility because its
current pollunant control equi pnent does
not - is not capable of renoving
condensabl e particulate matter fromthe air
em ssions stream So this rule has the
potential to affect the ability to conply
wi th existing regul ati ons. We believe that
this rule has the inpact to nake the state
standard which is Subchapter 19, which

you re considering today, the potential to
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make it two to three times nore strict than
t he equi val ent NSPS Federal standard. And
in such case, there are certain State
Statute procedures required for the ODEQ to
do a cost benefit analysis to present
reasons why it would make sense to have a
nmore strict state standard. And t hose
procedures have not been fol |l owed. It

i ncludes submtting this analysis to the
CGovernor and the State Legislature.

In addition, M. Branecky has nade
reference to the primary reason why EPA
elected early on not to include
condensabl es, and that is the inconsistency
in the test results caused by chem ca
reactions in the testing apparatus that
create artifacts of particulate matter that
woul d never be emtted into the atnosphere.
These are the concerns that we have. Ve
dont lightly come before the Board to make
these kind of presentations, but we bel eive
inthis instance that it has the ability to
cause existing industries difficulty in
achi evi ng conpli ance. Thank you very nuch

DR GALVI N Thank you. Are
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there any other comments fromthe public?
MR TERRILL: | dlike to address

sone of the concerns that have been raised
her e.

This originally came up, this whole
i ssue, when we were trying to deal with a
conmpl aint situation that we had with a
facility that was affecting an entire town.
And when we were | ooking at renedies, it
becanme clear to us that one of the issues
they had was with, what we call the back
hal f part of their crane. In other words,
t hey had condensabl es that were goi ng past
the stack and participating out and down
stream

And in looking at it we realized
that even though we contend that we ve
always required this, that it was sonewhat
unclear as to exactly what we were
requiring. That s what started a | ot of
the discussions that you are seeing today.
We ve | ooked at all of the facilities in
Gkl ahoma. W ve had a |l ot of discussion
with the regulated community, and we ve

| ooked at it from an engi neering
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st andpoi nt. W don t believe that this is
going to cause a conpliance issue with any
of our existing facilities.

The NSPS require that we've
mentioned, that's got to do with the
filterables on the front end, that has
nothing to do with the overall particul ate
matter | oad that we re addressing in this
rul e. So we don t think that s an issue.
W dont think we ve got any facilities
that have a conpliance issue. Just as a
side note, | serve on the National
Conmittee, the National Policy Comittee
to EPA which ?7?? is the Executive Vice-
Presi dent of the ADP??, who is a parent
company of PSO I ve had conversations
wi th himabout this when this canme up. I
had a conversation with himas short as a
coupl e of nonths ago, and asked himif they
had any concerns about this rule, and he
said he d get back with ne, and he never
di d. So they are aware of it at the
Cor por at e Headquarters. So | mnot sure |
under stand exactly what they think their

conmpliance issues are if they are not aware
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of them at Corporate.

Anyway, we ve batted this rule
around for about a year now, and we think
we ve addressed all the issues. The EPA is
aware that they do have sone problens with
t he 202. In fact GRDA?? had raised an
issue relative to this and they recently,
| ast week, sent me a letter saying they
wi t hdrew their objections because they ve
gotten a letter, which | have here from
EPA, stating howto deal with the
met hodol ogy so that the testing is nore
accurate.

But EPA is addressing this as part
of rul emaki ng, and they are going to be
requiring all states to include back half
in their definition of total particulate
matter. So we just think we've been ahead
of the curve for about 25 years. W don t
think it's anything new that we're
requiring, we are just trying to clarify
things so we don t have the sane type of
i ssue conme up when we are trying to address
a complaint, simlar to what happened three

years ago. That s really all we re trying
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to do here.

DR GALVI N Thank you, Eddie.
Any ot her conments fromthe public?

Repr esent ati ve Johnson.

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON: The
gentl emen that just spoke, | just need sone
clarification.

Did | hear himsay that currently
EPA does not address this issue but they
are | ooking at addressing this issue?

MR, TERRI LL: What they ve done
in the past is they ve encouraged states
t hat have not addressed what we call the
back half issue, to do so. But because of
a lot of issues, EPA -- nmainly the probl em
with the test nethod, EPA never did
fornerly do that. But they are in the
process of both adjusting the test method
and making that a formal requirement in the
test nethod, and then al so requiring other
states that have not already addressed this
i ssue, to do so.

REPRESENTATI VE JOHNSON: Thank
you.

DR GALVIN. | msorry | did not
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ask M. Terrill to identify hinself.

MR TERRILL. I mEddie Terrill.
I'"'mthe Air Director for the state of
Okl ahona.

DR GALVI N: M. Branecky, would
you like to add any comments?

MR BRANECKY: No.

DR GALVI N: Any further commrents
fromthe public? Questions or conments
fromthe Board?

MR, MASON: | have a question.
Eddi e?

MR TERRI LL: Yes.

MR, MASON: I think you nentioned
that you think that with this new rule, all
your emtters are in conpliance?

MR TERRI LL: Yes.

VR MASON: But M. Kroll
i ndicated he thinks that he is not in
conpl i ance. I's that what he sai d? So, | m
conf used.

DR GALVI N He used the word
"potential” out of the compliance --
potentially out of the conpliance.

Wul d you like to clarify that, M.
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Krol | ? I may have m srepresented what you
st at ed.

MR, KROLL: Thank you. It
depends on the anmount of condensabl es that
are in the particulate matter results. And
that varies fairly dramatic for coal-fired
st eam generators anywhere from 25 percent
of the total particulate matter up to 70,
to 80 percent.

So if the particul ate condensabl e
portion of that is in the 80 percent
range, it can effect PSOs facilities
ability to conply, since it is very
vari abl e. That is one of the problens that
we see with the rule. To date, the
facility has been in conpliance with
performance tests. But because of the
variability of the condensable fraction, it
could very well be that on future tests,

the ability to conply would be in jeopardy.

MR, MASON: And have you tested
your condensable, and if so, what range
have you determ ned?

MR KROLL: As a matter fact, in



el )

=

=

=

NP

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

31

the rul emaki ng process, we were asked to
present data to the Air Quality Council on
our condensabl e fractions from Qol egah

facility, as well as other facilities that

we have across the nation. And it s in the
public comments that we've nade. And as |
recall, it s sonewhere in range of 25

percent, up to as high as 70 to 75 percent;
whi ch, again, is very variable. That
creates part of our problem

MR, MASON: So based on your test
you believe -- so you tested 75 percent at
your plant? And you think that if this
rule passes it will take you out of
conpl i ance?

MR KROLL: It -- we -- as |
recall at the particular plant, it was up
as high as 70 percent. W have the
potential to be out of conpliance, it
depends on a lot of different factors; the
t hroughput, a lot of things like that.

But, yes, at 70 percent it -- according to
the state Subchapter 19 standard is two to
three times as stringent as the federa

standard that applies to our facility. So
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it has the ability to affect our ability to
comply with that standard -- with this new
Subchapter 19 standard.
Wil e al though, we nmay neet the
f ederal standard, we could have nuch
difficulty in conplying with the state -
with this new state rule.
VR DARK: Madam Chai r .
DR SUBLETTE: Can | ask a
question? How much is this --
DR, GALVI N: I msorry, Tony has
the floor.
DR SUBLETTE: Ch, |I'msorry.
MR, DARK: | apol ogi ze. This is
not a question but rather just a comment to
the Board that | need sone help with this
| ogi c.
If our staff believes that there
will be no conpliance issues with regards
to this new testing methodol ogy, and the
EPA has yet to define and come forth with
what we re trying to do -- it seens to ne
that two things are happening.
W are setting rules and regul ati ons

in a place that will have no effect on our
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i ndustry, irrespective of industries

poi nt . If we believe staff, then we need
to do that. If it has no bearing on
meeting pernmt, then why are we doing it?

And, B, | am concerned about getting
out ahead of the EPA If the EPA are going
to be issuing standards, and defini ng what
we re trying to define in our testing
met hodol ogy, then why would it be incunbent
upon us to try to beat the EPA to that
definition when we have seen tine and again
t hrough the course of that testing, that
EPA changes their m nd. And | would hate
for this Board to nmake a policy and reverse
that policy six nonths fromnow, or a year
fromnow if, in fact, that was changi ng. I
amtelling you ny thoughts. This is just a
comment . I am just asking for Board
conmment .

DR GALVI N: M. Branceky, would
you like to coment.

MR, BRANECKY: Well, the only
thing I can --

V5. BRUCE: Can you turn the mc

up?
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MR, BRANECKY: Ch, | amsorry.

What | would like to clarify is that the
requi rement for front and back has been in
pl ace for sone tine. This is just an
attenpt to clarify, so that everybody
understands that that is the case

In prior tests, prior to this rule,
the state has required front and back half
anal ysis in some --

MR, DARK: But the back half is

what is hard --

MR BRANECKY:  Right.

MR, DARK: W need to clarify
t hat . But at the same tine it is ny
understanding that -- | may have

m sunder stood you but | thought the EPA was
going to come out with standards to hel p
define that back half and how that testing
was to be done.

MR BRANECKY: There is a test
met hod in place --

MR DARK:  Right.

MR BRANECKY: -- to do both the
front half and back half. But there is

some concern about how -- the inaccuracies
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of the back half. So they are trying to
redefine or re-pronulgate the test method
to make it nore accurate.

MR Dark: Wuld we not be better
served to wait until they did re-promul gate
that test nethod?

TER: No. Because all you re
really doing -- if you think about this,
what we are trying to do with any permt
with any facility is assess the inpact of
pollutants on the public. The back hal f
is, in some cases, a significant part of
the total particulate matter inpact on the
publi c. That s the reason we ve al ways
required it to be tested so we can have
some idea of what s going on in the overal
particul ate matter inpact that that
facility is going to have on the general
public and the people living downw nd.

The fact that the EPA -- and they re
constantly, as you well know, are | ooking
at their test methods and trying to nmake
themstricter -- trying to make them nore
accur at e. And that s what they are doing

her e. They ve always had a test nethod for
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the back half, but there s always been sone
problens with it that generally get worked
out between the facility and the regulatory
body, if it turns out they ve got an issue.
| don t know that we ve ever had an issue
with a conpany not being able to neet our
overall particulate matter standard when
they consider front and back half. I can t
recall any in the last ten years | ve been
here, that we ve had that issue. But it s
a tool for us to be able to address a
problemif a facility is inpacting a
communi ty because of their back half
em ssi ons. This allows us to address that
probl em

We're not really going to be doing
anything we haven t already done except we
are just trying to clarify it. And t he
di scussion that we are having here is a | ot
of the reason that it never did get
clarified because there is some confusion
about why this never was done to start
with. VWi ch it should have been done. So
anyway | just don t think we re doing

anything -- we re not doing anyt hing
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different that we haven't always required.
And we really won t be com ng back and
addi ng anythi ng when EPA finally clarifies
their test method, because we ve al ready
adopted that method as part of the way we
require testing.

MR, DARK: But how do you define
the pol |l utant? That vol unme, or that ampunt
of pollutant is still in question. In
ot her words, you can define that back half
and how you test it, but how you count it

toward a pollutant and its inpact to the

community and its, | guess, inpact to the
i ndustry, is still in a grey area; correct?
VMR TERRILL: I don t think so.

I think all we re doing is defining what

t he back half consists of which is

somet hing that we ve always required. e
believe it s in our SIP, we think it s part
of our State Inplenentation Plan, that the
front and back half to be tested when

you re | ooking, overall, PM And we
believe that the PMIimts that are in our
permts are set, using front and back half

added t oget her.
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VR, DARK: And that s the way
national defines it as well, and EPA
defines it as well?

MR TERRI LL: Yes. But what
they re doing, they re going back, and for
those states -- there are sone states that
don t | ook at back half, they just |ook at
what s been referred to as the NSPS
requi rement, Federal requirenment which is
the front half only. The part that cones
out on the filter, that s the part that if
the facility is subject to the nationa
standard, that s what they | ook at. But
all states are supposed to be | ooking at
particulate matter in their totality, both
front and back hal f which include the
condensabl es, which we ve al ways done.

There are sone states that aren t doing
that, and EPA is in the process of
requiring those states that aren t doing it
now, to do it.

MR, DARK: Ckay. Well, then, |
join you Steve, | amthoroughly confused

MR TERRI LL: And EPA has

confused this issue. I nean this is just
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one of several issues that they ve

conf used.

DR. GALVI N: M. Thonpson.

MR THOVPSON: I think the Board
needs to keep in mnd -- the argunment --

we re very aware of the argunentrility to
being nore stringent than the federa
gover nment . And, we, in nbst cases conply
withit.

| think it s inportant for the Board
to focus a little bit on what Eddie said at
t he begi nning of his presentation. W had
a conpany who did not believe that they had
to include the back half in their em ssion
standards and in their permtting, and as a
result they dusted an entire conmunity.
And, | nean, this is not a small community.

So | think it drove the Department
to ask the Council to clarify what we
believed that the rule said, and had al ways
sai d.

So there is the issue -- |
understand and agree with the issue of
being nore stringent than the federa

gover nment . | al so understand that when we
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have an industry that is having an inpact
on a relatively large community, the
Departrment feels sonme responsibility to
bring that issue both to the Council and to
t he Board. So that has to be kept in mnd.
VR, DARK: I have just one | ast
question. Is there a way by which an
i ndustry can operate so that they can push
particul ate matter past the front end and
push it into the back end?
MR TERRI LL: You mean
deli berately?
MR, DARK: Yes, deliberately.
MR TERRILL: I think that would
be awfully difficult. | don t know why
they woul d want to do that.
MR, DARK: Okay.
MR TERRI LL: Vel | one thing
m ght add that | shoul d have brought up,
when we did -- when we do our permts we
adj ust the overall particulate nmatter to
include the back half, so it s not I|ike
we re taking the federal requirenment and
meki ng that part of the permt.

W re aware that the condensabl es
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will add quite a bit, depending on the type
of industry, to the overall particulate
matter | oad that s contenplated when it
goes into the permits. W ve got tables
that we ook -- we use to adjust that so
that there is not a conpliance issue

That s the reason when we | ooked at
this, we didn t see any of our facilities
that were having a problem And frankly,
that s the reason | had the discussion with
ADP, because M. Kroll had raised this
i ssue and we were concerned that we were
going to create a problemfor a facility
that was uni nt ended. And again, | don t
know what el se we can do.

| talked to them and they haven t
i ndi cated that they have a problem So
can t go any higher in their organization
than what | went.

So | would think that -- | nean, he
and | have a pretty good rel ationship, |
woul d have thought he woul d have said
something if they had an issue with this.
And we don t believe they do. W don t

believe that any of our facilities do.
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DR GALVI N: Thank you, M.

Terrill.
Dr. Sublette, you ve been trying to

comment or ask a question.
CM Stop *****xxxkxx

SUB: I wanted to ask a question.
M. Kroll, the invariability that you have
recorded on the condensables a few m nutes
ago from20 to 70 percent -- how nuch of
that do you think is due to the
invariability and that test, and how much
is due to the instillation?

KRG That s a good question and
I honestly don t know the answer to it. |
do know t hough, from |l ooking at industry
data on steam generation plants, that there
is a wde range of invariability that has
been reported in the condesable fraction
for the industry as a whol e. And t hat
information | have included as part of our
public comrents. So | think I can say
this, that based on publicly avail abl e
information, the condensable fraction
naturally varies, fairly extensively --

SUB: At an i ndi vi dual
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install ation.

KRO Yes, at an individua
installation and at the steam generating
plants, in general, across the nation.

SUB: Well, | amtrying to get an
i dea on an individual installation, not an
i ndustry as a whol e. How nuch
invariability would you say is at the
i ndividual installation?

KRO The only, the best
information | have is fully supported on
our own facility s now That s, ill have to
have sonmeone confirmme, but ny nmenory is
this -- 25 to 70 percent -- 20 percent, 25
percent in one instance -- the condensable
fraction is part of the whole PM-- and 70
percent in another instance at anot her
facility.

SUB: Wel | has anyone | ook at
that to determ ne why?

KRO: | am sure soneone, or a
conmpany has done that. | know that it has
something to do with the coal that is
com ng out of the ground. There is --

SUB: Sul fur content.

47



el )

=

=

=

NP

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

44

KRO Sul fur content is part of
it, there s -- the primary reason the EPA
did not originally include condensabl es was
because of the invariability of the
condensabl e fracti on. And that was largely
due to the fact that there were reactions
occurring in the devise -- which collects
t he condensables -- and it had to do with
SA3 contents.

SUB: | understand that, but
that s why | amtrying to get and idea
between the test nmethod variability
produced by the test method, and the
variability produced by day to day
operati on.

KRO I don t think I can shed
anynore |ight than what | have, on that.

SUB: Thank you.

DR GALVI N M. Drake.

DRA: Chai rnen, as a Menber of
the Board, | have to rely on staff, the
Council s, to cone to deci sions. | al ways
hate when it disturbs part of industry.

Li ke right now, still | feel like a ?

that s been done. | feel |ike the Counci
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and the staff have performed admrably --
and | would like to nove that we accept the
proposal as presented

DR. GALVI N: Are there any
further coments fromthe Board?

CAS: Just a clarification, if |
coul d. | just want to -- | guess your
sayi ng nothing is changing, yet we re
approvi ng sonething stricter than the
Federal standards. | just want a
clarification as the way it is today.

Br a: Well, what | understand it
-- and you can correct nme -- but the
Federal standard and the states standard
are not the sanme, the nunbers are not the
same for a typical coal fire facility, and
ths NSPS nunber is 21 pounds BTU. ?? The
Federal , the state standard is .12.

There is a little bit of a difference
on the back half of condesabl es. They re
not quite the sane. The Federal standard
only requires to neet the .1 of the front
hal f anal ysi s. The state is called the
front end half.

TER: And that s not changi ng.
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The front half, the front half analysis is
the Federal requirenent and it is staying
exactly the sane. What we re doing is,

| ooking at the total inpact of that
facility relative to particulate nmatter

whi ch adds in the back half. And if we
have a variability in that-- so that we
consi der that when we permt that facility,
so that they don t have a problem neeting

t he standard.

DAR: In the exanple that you
stated Steve, with regards to the town that
was dusted -- did our inability to neasure
this back half or utilize this back half
measurement result in our inability to get
i ndustry s attention to get the problem
resol ved? Cause that s what we re here to
do is really solve those problens and does
this solve that problenf Does this change
in our rule solve that problenf

THO My under st andi ng was, their
interpretation of the rules was that they
didn t have to include the back half. And
that s why we canme to the Council and cane

to the Board asking for clarification

50



el )

=

=

=

NP

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

47

I think it is, I think, in response to
M. Cassidy s question -- the answer is
probably, but not for |ong. But it is a
way we have al ways done it. And t he i nmpact
on industry in Cklahoma, we believe has
been negligible except in those cases where
they, this failure to interpret the rule,
has caused real, no kidding, on the ground
probl ens.

The departnent will cone to Councils and
Boards rarely, but on occasion, with a rule
that is nore stringent than the Federa
rul e. And we will do so when there is,
what we believe is either an environnmental
or public health issue, specific to the
state of k|l ahona. We have in the past and
we will probably continue. | think this

particular clarification in the rule falls

into that realm-- inny nmind it does.
TER: If I mght follow up on
that -- we actually believe this facility

did include back half when they did the
original permt, but they had some changes
at the facility that consequently cause

these problens that were brought to our
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attention. So they were in violation of
their permt. But we do believe initially,
they did include back half in their permt,
and they were in violation of that -- that

i s what caused the probl em down stream

Then they, when they contested that, we

deci ded that rather than go through this
every tine the issue conmes up -- because
this is the second tine that, since | have
been here, this issue has come up. We need
to once and for all clarify this so that
there is no doubt that we require back half
of what that includes. So, it s a
clarification that we don t have to cone
down this road again. And we believe the
facility in question did include that in
their original permt, made sone changes at
the facility that cause problemin the back

hal f that showed up in the community. So.

CAS: Well, | just absolutely
hate rai sing sonething stricter than the
Federal limt, but | have to agree with
Bob, that we rely on the Council for

direction -- and | second the notion.
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DR GALVI N: Al right I ve heard
a notion to adopt and second it. | don t
know that it s appropriate to ask for a
Board di scussi on. M. Mason.

MAS: Steve, if this rule is nore
stricter than the Federal rule and we
foll ow the necessary protocol -- if this
rule is stricter than a Federal rule.

THO I think, if we were
proposing a new rule, what we believe to be
a newrule -- we should go through a
different protocol than what we went
through. It s our interpretation -- |
believe the Council agree, that if this was
simply a clarification of an existing rule
and that process had been carried out -- if

it was required at the tine the rule was

passed.
VAEN: It s gentlemanly. I have a
question. If we pass this, and we test the
back and front half -- the questions | have
is, would we have to wait -- is there a

waiting fee that would take place until the
Federal Governnent deci des on a new t est

met hod? O would we wait until a new test
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met hod i s approved by the Federal
Government -- that we would test
accordingly too.

TER: Actual ly, there are already
i npl emrented -- they ve been inplenmenting
the change that they are going to formally
propose for awhile now. That s what the
letter that the GRDA got from Ron Meyers
at EPA. They had a list of all their
suggestions on how to nodify the method --
if they testing conpany doesn t know about
themalready -- to nake the test nore
accurat e.

They ve know about this, the change they
were going to make for a couple years now.

It s just taken this long for the
bureaucracy to go and say, that is sone
of the other thing s we re working on, this
?? level, of something they were pushing
al ong.

The met hodol ogy is out there, and the
way to do it -- and it exists. And when we
-- when a facility is testing and they send
their protocols, we make them aware that,

here s sonme of the things they need to | ook
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at and test in the back half -- now that
will make it nore accurate. So we re
already doing it -- and it s sonething we

won t have to wait on because we re already
requi re what the EPA -- well where not
require -- we are suggesting it, because
they don t have to do it, but it s in the
facility s best interest to that, because
it makes the results accurate, or nore
accurate.

SUB: Madam Chai rmen, may | ask
one nore question.

DR GALVI N Sur e.

SUB: In the past, when in the
PSO s permtting applications, have the
i ncl uded their condensabl es?

TER W believe that al
facilities -- with a few exceptions, that
your going to have when you have so many
peopl e doing permts -- occasionally, we
bel i eve maybe one out of a hundred, for
some reason, fail to include it -- but
we ve, we think we ve corrected all of it -
- but we believe that they do include that

when they got their permt. That s one of

KR
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the things we did -- we went back and
| ooked at all the major facility s to
verify that we didn t have issues with
their existing permt and this rule.

SUB: So in the past, they
believed they needed to include both
codensabl es and non- condensabl es.

TER: I don t know what they
bel i eve, but we believe it s included in
the pernmit. | cant say -- they ve had a
permt for so long, that it s hard to know
-- | dont know who wote their permts, to
tell you the truth. They were one of the
ones that raised the issue that we went
back and | ooked at.

SUB: Is it in their annual
conmpl i ance report?

TER: It should be, | ampretty
sure it is, yes,

SUB: They are reporting
condensabl es.

TER: Wel |l they report
condensabl es as part of their total
particulate matter --

SUB: That is what | neant. |
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guess what | amtrying to get here is, if
in the past PSO has understood that they
need to include both condensabl es --

TER W believe that to be the
case, yes.

BRAN: And | know | can speak --
OGE has done at a test recently with both
front and back, and was able to neet the
st andar d.

DR, GALVI N: Ms. Cantrell did you
have a comment ?

CAN: | just have one quick
conmment .

DR GALVI N Ms. Cantrell, can
you turn on, thank you.

CAN: Yes, thank you. Is it the
case then, that prior to today, that what
i ndustry has been working on is addressing
particulate matter -- just as that term
stands, particulate matter -- and that
this issue came up because certain aspects
of industry were trying to renpbve one
aspect of particulate matter from what was
al ways considered the definition of

particul ate matter. Is that a fair

K7
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i nterpretation?

BRAN: I think part of the issue
is the Federal new source perfornmance
standards, at least as it applies to the
coal and fire facility, has a particul ar
standard in there and they only require --
the Federal standard only requires the
front half anal ysis. This is a carry over
fromthe NSPS, it was passed back in the
' 70s. The state rule has, as Eddi e has
said, has always required the front and
back. So it actually predates the NSPS
requi rement that our rule which required
front and back half for total particulate
matter predates that NSPS requiremnent.

So when we -- when they pass the NSPS
requi rement, then we incorporated that, so
really the main issue the facility | ooks
at, is that we re not naking them conply
with the front half NSPS requirenent.

W ve got eyes in there mainly to do --
so we do an accurate analysis of what the
total inpact of that facility is because we
do have PM standards that we have to neet

-- Federal PM standards -- and w t hout
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knowi ng what s in that back half, we would
have no way to do any ki nd of anal ysis. We
woul d have issues nmeaning either the annua
standard or the 24 hour standard.

Again, this only canme up because we had
a facility that had a issue that manifested
itself in a conplaint. And when t hey
all eged that the back half wasn t included
-- that was their defense, that they
shoul dn't have to include the back half,
when we were alleging that they were
non-conpliant with their permt. We t hi nk
they had it in there and they just nade a
m st ake when they did their nodification --
and i ncreased their em ssion wthout com ng
in and asking us about nodifying their
permt.

So again, this predates -- that s the
reason that we don t believe that we don t
believe we have to do this analysis -- cost
benefit anal ysis. Because this rule is
really is about 25 years old -- 25 or 30
years ol d. Al we re doing is trying to
clarify so that we don t have a facility

come in again, after we get a conplaint,
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saying that it doesn t apply to them when
they know it does.
DR. GALVI N: Any ot her di scussion
by the Board? Any ot her conments? Thank
you, Davi d. | amgoing to sumup what | ve
heard and it may cause nore di scussion.
VWhat | ve heard is the State all ows,

t he Ckl ahoma State allows 1.12. EPA

emtters .1. But we re considering both
front half and back half -- and | m ooking
at the Board -- did you hear we re a little

| ess stringent than EPA but we are
consi dering both front half and back half
collection? W are also, with this, naking
t he net hodol ogy of collection nore
accurate.

M. Terrill, M. Branecky did I
m s-characterize?

BRA: The .1 and the .12 are
specific to a coal fired electric utility
??7. Q her industry -- other types
emtters will have different nunbers.

That s just for those type.
DR GALVI N Al right.

THO. Is the facility in
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question?

DR. GALVI N: What Steve is saying
is, thisis for the facility in question
that has sonme concern. Are there any other
comments fromthe public?

KRO Just a clarification that

DR GALVI N M. Kroll would you,
push the bl ue button. Thank you, sir.

KRO Just a clarification that
the .12 is a state standard for a
particul ar size of a coal fired steam
generator -- that would be the Subchapter
19 for a larger steamgeneration in it,
under Subchapter 19 when it -- | msorry,
it s ny understand that under -- for a
certain size steamgeneration unit the
standard woul d be .10 the sane as the
Federal standard. So it is true that in
under certain circunstances, in a size, it
could have a state standard that is
somewhat | arger although including both
front half and back half. But in others it
woul d still be the sane.

So |l think that it s still going to
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be the situation where this rule -- it is
deened a newrule, will be nore stringent
than the Federal standard for which we ve
not foll owed proper procedure. PSO i s not
agai nst taking a | ook at condensabl es and
certainly reporting themto the extent that
they need to do that to neet whatever

requi rements the state needs to neet. It
just need s to be studied, the effect on
existing facility s.

DR, GALVI N: Thank you. Any
ot her conments by the public? Did that
generate nore discussion by the Board?

BRA: Madam Chair, can | mnake one
nore comment ?

DR GALVI N Yes, sir, M.

Br anecky.

BRA: The .1 NSPS is for coal
fired electric utility waters that were
built prior to 1977 --1 think, don t quote
me on that. The newer ones, the standard
is .03 pounds per ninute. Permtted BTU s
is significantly lower now than it was.

DR GALVI N Thank you. We do

have a notion to adopt and second on the
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floor. Is there any other discussion by

t he Board?

Comment s?

Heari ng none.

Myrna, will you call the roll please?

VS.

T 95 3 5 D DD DD DD DD DD DD DD D

BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell.
CANTRELL: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Cassidy.
CASSI DY: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Dark.
DARK: Yes.

BRUCE: M. Drake.
DRAKE: Yes.

BRUCE: M . Johnston.
JOHANSTON: Yes.
BRUCE: M. Mason.
MASON: Yes.

BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.
SUBLETTE: Yes.
BRUCE: M. Wendling.
VAEENDLI NG Yes.
BRUCE: M. Wierflein.
WUERFLEI N: Yes.
BRUCE: Dr. @Gl vin.
GALVI N Yes.

BRUCE: Moti on passed.

GALVI N Thank you. And |

63



el )

=

=

=

NP

=

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

60

would like to say thank you to M. Kroll
for his cooments, other menbers of the
public, and the Board. Thank you.

W now will hear from M. Steve
Thonpson, and | have our Executive
Director s report.

JOH: Thank you, Madam Chair. I
think Jerry wanted to make a conment at the
beginning of ny report -- he didnt tell ne
what it was, so | --. Jerry, did you have
a conment about the 15th anniversary?

MR, THOMVPSON: Well, this was
just to thank you to the staff and
everybody involved in the 15th anniversary
cel ebrati on. It was just great food, and a
good job, and it was fun to be together
with all the staff, and celebrate 15 years
DEQ. I think I ve been here alnost all of
t hem

JOH: Wel | thank you Jerry -- on

behal f of the staff. If you have an
opportunity -- what we have was coffee and
desert -- and the desserts were made by the

enpl oyee s of DEQ Anmong the many tal ents

that they have, dessert making is certainly
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one of them A wonderful tine and we
appreciate if you're invol ved. Sorme
Council Menbers were able to be with us for

that 15th anniversary cel ebration.

(Proceedi ng Concl uded)
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STATE OF OKLAHOVA )

COUNTY OF OKLAHOVA )

I, CHRISTY A. MYERS, Certified
Short hand Reporter in and for the State of
Okl ahoma, do hereby certify that the above
meeting is the truth, the whole truth, and
not hing but the truth; that the foregoing
meeti ng was taken down in shorthand by ne
and thereafter transcribed under ny
direction; that said neeting was taken on
the 19th day of August, 2008, at Duncan,
Okl ahoma; and that | am neither attorney
for, nor relative of any of said parties,
nor otherw se interested in said action.

IN WTNESS WHEREGF, | have hereunto
set my hand and official seal on this, the

2nd day of August, 2008.
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DR. GALVIN: Wenow will hear from Mr. Steve Thompson
and | have our Executive Director'sreport.

MR. THOMPSON: Thank you, Madam Chair. | think Jerry
wanted to make a comment at the beginning of my report -- hedidn’t tell mewhat it
was, so | -- Jerry, did you have a comment about the 15th anniver sary?

MR. JOHNSTON: Wadll, thiswasjust to thank you to the staff
and everybody involved in the 15th anniversary celebration. It wasjust great food
and agood job. And it wasfun to betogether with all the staff and celebrate 15
yearsat DEQ. | think I’ve been here almost all of them.

MR. THOMPSON: Weéll thank you Jerry, on behalf of the
staff. If you have an opportunity -- what we have was coffee and dessert. And the
desserts were made by the employees of the DEQ. Among the many talents that
they have, dessert-making is certainly one of them. A wonderful time and we
appreciate that Jerry and Bob and some Council Memberswere ableto be with us
for that 15th anniversary celebration.

MR. JOHNSTON: | know it wasgood. My blood sugar went
up 150 points.

MR. THOMPSON: AslI'm sure many of you haveread, the
Secretary of Environment, Miles Colbert, has announced hisresignation effective at
the end of the month. He plansto return to the Crowe and Dunlevy, alaw firmin
Oklahoma City. He hasan opportunity to run an environmental unit over there.

Milesand | went to lunch the day before the announcement and he
told me, which was something of a surprisetome. And | told him that | knew he
was gone make a lot more money, but hisjob was not to be nearly asinteresting asit
had been over thelast fiveyears, you know. But it didn't seem to faze him much,
he's decided to move back into the private sector. We've always had areally good

and productive working relationship with Miles. But as always, move on, the

70

70



71

governor hasindicated that hewill announce a replacement by thetime that Miles
leaves. So welook forward to welcoming a new Secretary of Environment for the
State of Oklahoma.

| thought | would bring you up to date on some legislative interim
studies that we have been involved in -- or will beinvolved in. Of course, thereis
always either legidlation or interim studies about wastetires. Thisyear isno
different in both categories. Wewere a member of a legislative task forceto look at
compensation for wastetiresamong other issues. That report iscompleted. 1t was
completed at the end of June. And basically what thetask force decided to do was
look at two issuesin January.

Onewasa shortfall. The payoutsfor wastetiresto processors, and
tirederived fuel facilitiesisthefourth tier, and thereis often a shortfall in the
fourth tier. Sothe Agency has been tasked tolook at what it would take to make up
the shortfall in thefourth tier and present that to the Legislaturein January to the
task force members.

The other issuethat the Department brought to the attention of the
task force wasthat year beforelast, there was a reduction in the number of dump
tires. Tiresin dumps-- it had to be picked up to be digiblefor funding. They
reduced it from 5 percent to 2 percent. Sincethen, our information indicatesthat
the number of tires showing up in dumpsison theway up again, after yearsand
years of 5 percent of decline. Sowe aretracking that information and intend to
provide that information and to make a pitch in the strongest possible termsthat the
Legislatureneedsto return to the 5 percent.

We have suggested that a variablerate would befine. That if we went
at arange and the data showed that we could see a continued reduction at 4 per cent,
give ustheopportunity to vary that rate. Therulemaking or some other process.

But we'll see how that wor ks out.
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It isalso the fact that next week they're going to be -- we're going to
beinvolved in a couple of houseinterim studies. Both on August the 28th. Oneisa
joint presentation that | will make with the Dewayne Smith and the Oklahoma
Water ResourcesBoard, related to water and wastewater infrastructureand the
needs of the state, in that area, which aregreat.

The second one, Eddie and | will be making a presentation on ozone
nonattainment and where we stand with the new standard and what the process will
berelative to that issue.

Then, thelast onethat | will mention -- and thereisgoingto bea
forum presentation today by Saba Tahmasssebi. And | think Jimmy isgoing to talk
about it alittlelater in the presentation and heis going to make about the
sequestration of carbon dioxide.

Therewasa bill that was introduced last year by Sandra Myersand
Representative Adkins. Therewas somediscussion, I'll call it, between usand the
Corporation Commission about jurisdictional issues during the session. That
mor phed into a task forcethat -- Sandra Myersiskind of a sneak. And so because
of thisissue, it made the Corporation Commission and the DEQ co-chairsof the
task force. Sointheinterim, thefederal ruleon thisissue has come out and we
think we see a path for both agenciesto go. Sowewill be -- but that is something
that will be coming up in thefall. | think we areready to go with the task force but
wedon't have all the appointments made yet. So we'rewaiting on thefinal
appointments on the that and then we will move forward with that task force. That
should beinteresting.

| have been asked by the EPA Administrator and had accepted a
position on afederal advisory committee. Thereisafederally cut advisory
committee called the Environmental Finance Advisory Board. That Board looks at

issues like financial assurancerequirementsfrom RCRA. Thereisanew and
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emerging field of interest in financial assurance, wher e the sequestration of carbon
dioxideissuesrelated to infrastructure funding. We-- actually the Board just
completed a pretty comprehensive study on the difference between those states that
dodirect logsin the SRF, like L ouisiana and New Mexico, and those states that
lever age those capitalization grants, to issue bonds and expand the opportunity to
fund it for arevolving fund. And they saw that report and suggested Oklahoma as
seen as being right on target with what SRF Administrators ought to be doing.

If not a bad gig, we meet twice a year, oncein DC and oncein San
Francisco. | left Dallas, one day and it was 105, and | get to San Francisco when it
was 70. So not a bad gig, but something wer e going to be doing over the next several
years.

The Board will recall probably a couple years ago we wer e given
funding from the fuel tax to cleanup armoriesin the statethat are being returned to
communitiesfor their use. And we were given funding to do the environmental
cleanup in those armories. A lot of them had lead based paint. A lot of them had
lead in firing ranges. Therewas some asbestos problemsin almost all of them.
There are some othersthat had some site-specific problems, but generally that's
what we've been working with. We have begun to have ceremonies with the
Military Department and the Department of Central Servicesthissummer toreturn
those armoriesto the communitiesfor their use. We have had ceremoniesin Allen,
Watonga, Chickasha, Atoka, Hartshorne, and next week we'll be going to
Tishomingo for that ceremony. That program is moving right along with had really
good attendance by legislators and community leaders at those ceremonies. The
staff, Scott Thompson's staff, and Skylar M cElhaney, our public information
officer, have worked very hard and put any ceremoniestogether. Soit'sa good
deal. | likethoseweget to -- | liketo go out and see where we've actually done

something. We've actually clean something up and we are actually returning it to a
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community for their benefit. So that'sbeen alot of fun and wewill continueto go
through thefall.

Now at thefirst meeting after the legislative session, it has been my
standard practiceto bring to you a presentation about what went on with the
Legislature. Thisyear, | saw a presentation that Jimmy Givens gave to the
Environmental Federation of Oklahoma, and | have to admit that his presentation is
much better than my presentation. Which putsJimmy at somerest, but probably as
amoreinformative and better presentation than what | give. Sol'm goingto turn --
and | think he's got one other issuethat he needsto deal with. SoI'm goingtoturn
the Executive Director's Report, with your permission, to Jimmy. So he can givedo
that work. Whileheisgetting set up todothat. Let mesay that it isvital for the
Department to know as best they can. What is happening during the legislative
session. Sowe can react to either positively or in some cases negatively to what
thoseissuesare. Nobody | have seen does a better job of both tracking legislation to
let me know what's going on and in writing and hasan input in, I'm sorry, proposed
legislation where we think changes need to be made. So Jimmy isinvaluablein that
effort and probably thereason he knows so much more about the legislative session
than | do although | am over thereevery day. So anyway, Jimmy, why don't you do
that?

MR. GIVENS: Thank you, Steve, for the compliment. It ismy
pleasureto be ableto give you a short overview of the legislative session for 2008.
Excuseme. | don't know whether | can live up to Steve's expectations, but the one
promisethat | will makeisthat it will be easier to understand the Air Quality rule.

| also haven't timed this, quite honestly. | haven't rehearsed it and
timed it. Sowhilel think it will take 10, maybe 15 minutes, let'streat that moreasa

--it'scalled, like, atime arising rather than time frame.
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Arewe running behind on our slides? Thelegidlative session started
off with quite a bang. Which you may recall, right at the outset of the legislative
session therewas a changein the Speaker of the House. You will recall that Lance
Cargill had some problemswith reports about his payment of taxes. That may have
been hisreplacement as Speaker of the House by Chris Benge.

What that has meant in practical terms, | think, for the Report isthat,
quite honestly, it'sbeen alittle bit lower profile approach that the speaker has
brought to the legislative session and may have been the case with the previoustwo
speakers. ChrisBengeisalittlebit lower profilethan both Lance Cargill and Todd
Hiett were. | think the shrillness and some of the thingsthat were said was a little
bit lower. And that hasled, | think, to possibly a little bit more corporation across
theaidethis past session. Theother thingis, you may recall that again thisyear we
have had an evenly split Senate, 24 Democrats and 24 Republicans. And literally to
get anything done, there had to be some cooper ation between two sides of the aisle
on the seventh side. Let'sgo ahead and go to the next dlide, Carl.

Onething that isamazing to alot of peopleisjust the sheer volume.
There are about 2400 pieces of legidation, either resolutions or billsthat are
introduced in a given year.

Thisyear there were no themesthat particularly stood out above all
others. But some of the more common ones wer e healthcar e ethics and the bond
issuethat came along right at the end of the year, transportation and higher
education. It wasarelatively activeyear for environmental issues. | will touch only
briefly on some of the bills, because | know that you've been receiving periodic
reports about those but we will touch on afew of them. And if you have any
questions, | will be glad to discuss mor e about them. Next slide, okay. Herewe are.

Some of the major environmental themes -- if you go to several

sessionsyou will seethat therearealot of times, themesthat tend to be alittle bit
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mor e prevalent during a given session than other sessions. Thisyear, what stood
out mor e than some of the other environmental issues were water rights (inaudible)
ongoing issue asyou can well understand. Texaswanting morewater. Some from
southeast Oklahoma wanting to sell water, some of them wanting to preserve as
much possible, at least until the comprehensive state water plant iscompleted.
Recycling was pretty big thisyear and of courseair emissions and greenhouse gases
arebig, not only in Oklahoma, but that isfiltering down from a national level. And
so it has become quite an important issue of discussion after the state legidative
level.

What you have not seen so much thisyear that you would have seen in
past years -- the past few yearsistalk about the environmental agency consolidation
and got so much thisyear -- talk about bio-fuels. Probably because of the debate
over whether that isdriving up the price of commodities. Because of the use of some
of those commodities providing fuels. So that has been alittle bit of -- in thisyear,
that the Report hastended to walk softly on thisyear.

As Steve mentioned, it isimportant, and | thought maybe | should
throw thislight in. You may wonder why we spend as much time aswe do trying to
look for, what is coming down the pipein thelegislative session. | can tell you that it
isextremely helpful going into the session to go through all of the billsthat have
been introduced and have some sense of what the Report is most interested in and
have some sense of what is most likely to impact the DEQ and environmental
protection in Oklahomain general. If you do thisfor a number of yearsyou havea
pretty good sense, most of the time, of what billsarereal -- what areintroduced to
be true and substantive and what isthere asa placeholder. And wetry to track
both. Wetry to haveinput at the very outset, and sometimes we request bills that
are substantiveto the nature. Wealso try to watch does however, that seem to be

placeholdersto see what develops during the cour se of the legislative session.
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Highlight that last bullet, in particular. Not only do we have some
need to know what's coming. (Inaudible) is extremely valuable, as you might
imagine, to be prepared to answer questions about whatever legislation ispending.
It may relate some way to environmental protection or to the DEQ in particular.
Weknow what's out there. We are much better prepared to respond in atimely
fashion.

Okay. Just quickly, afew of the important measuresthat did pass
that relateto DEQ. Air emissions, you may recall last year wetalked alittle bit
about blue skyways. Thisisblue skywaysresurrecting and renamed, but it is
essentially the same program. It would providefor grantsfor emission reduction.
For example, wheat retrofitting, that sort of thing. Money remainsto come into that
program perhaps at afederal level. Maybe even eventually from a statelevel. But
that would help usto achieve and maintain compliance with maintaining
attainment. If we can providefor grantsfor that sort of thing. Also, therewasa
glight changein the way we pay our radioactive waste compact commission dues.
We are going to mention thislast one and, ethanol fuel isnot our deal, really. But it
illustrates how legislation develops over time. It wasthe DEQ request bill, because
in avery broad sense. It had to do with energy. Thiswastagged latein the
legislative session to become a vehicle aswell for a legislative desireto acquirea
motor fuel to belabeled, if it contains ethanol -- or morethan 10 percent ethanol.
And so that got put into thisbill at the very end of the session. Next.

| am not a spend any time on thisone. Steve already alluded to it and
Saba will tell you a little bit more about it during the forum. But thisisthe bill that
created thetask forceto look at carbon sequestration.

| felt compelled to add what Jimmy Kimball said about climate
change, however. | think whether you agree or disagree with the current

administrations approach to climate change, he had a great quote. President Bush

77



78

has a plan to combat global warming. He says, if we need to we can warn the
temper ature dramatically just by switching from Fahrenheit to Celsius.

We mentioned their recycling was a fairly prevalent thing throughout
the session. Senate Bill 498 isa message. | think for the Report, and frankly it
doesn't make a substantive change in what we do, but it is encour agement for usto
work aggressively with various recycling groups and environmental interest groups
in Oklahoma. The state goal of 10 percent recycling of solid waste stream by 2011.
| will tell you, quite honestly, | don't know if anybody knowswhat thefigureisat
this point and how aggressive a 10 per cent achievement would be, but it isa clear
message from the Report that they would like to see the number go up.

The computer recycling, Senate Bill 1631, isan interesting piece of
Report, and it grew out of unlawful mall that was presented -- that came up
probably threeyearsago. Thereareanumber of states now that have adopted
something similar to this. With variationsin each state.

In Oklahoma, thisyear, the bill that passed required manufacturesif
they sell morethan 50 units, which virtually anybody that's going to sdll isgoing to
sell morethan 50 units, they have a take-back program at the end of the useful life
of that computer or monitor that only appliesto personal-use computers and
monitors so you can't gather up those account from your business and requirethe
manufacturer to provideaway for you torecycle. But if it isfor usein your home,
the manufacturer isrequired to provide a way for you to recycle that computer.
They can have events -- community events. They can provide for a mail-back
program. They can come up with some other method and present to DEQ for
approval. But they do have to provide some method that is convenient to the
consumer toreturn that equipment at theend of it's useful life.

And thelast onethat I'm going to mention just very quickly about

DEQ --
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MR. THOMPSON: Let mecomment in general on that one,
wethink that was a bill that was sponsored by Daryl. Wethought it was a fine bill.
We supported it, but we made it pretty clear to the authorsand to the company that
without an empty (inaudible) to operate all this plan review, it was going to be very
difficult for the Agency to implement the program. Wedidn't get that FTE, and so
we -- but this has an effective date of January 1, which is supposed to make session.
And | think wewill try to get re-energize the idea of getting somebody -- we would
liketorun theprogram. And wethink it isa good program, but we-- | think asthe
Board knows, we are so tight on FTEs it isgoing to be difficult for usto find
somebody to do this. It'sjust a sidebar comment on that.

MR. GIVENS: Through thislast one up here you may wonder
why we arereally paying much attention to a bill that hasto do with burning of
copper wire and prohibiting scrap metal dealersfrom buying copper wirethat has
been burned. Thereason | put thisup hereisbecauseit illustratesthat thereare
timesthat billsdon't appear to have a wholelot of affect on DEQ actually do have
some impact on us. Or we might have some reason to be interested in them. What
we have found isthat in locationswherethereisalot of thiscopper wirethat has
been burned, we actually, literally have, technically speaking, a hazar dous waste
disposal site because of thelead. We're hopeful that thisparticular bill will cut
down on not only the theft of copper wire and also the burning off of theinstallation
and maybe help control to some extent, an environmental problem that weare
facing. Next.

Water and Wastewater Works Advisory Council just wanted you to
be awarethat it wasre-upped, if you will, thisyear. It wastheonly Council that is
subject to the states sunset law which requires Report to review various wards,

permissions, et cetera, every few years. It wasre-created for another four years. So
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in 2012, the Report will betaking another look at that Council, but we will
anticipatethat will berenewed at that time as well.

15 years, very quickly, a few other measures| thought | would
mention, not directly related to DEQ. Aquafor recharge bill; there are a couple of
billsout there, like Senate Bill 1410 and the one that followsthe next lag, and I've
forgotten the numbers-- 1627. Both relateto trying to make mor e efficient use of
our water resources. First of all 1410 says, charges Water Resour ces Board with
forming or coordinating rather, a group to study whether it ispossibleto enhance
therecharge of aquifers.

The other bill -- go to the next one Carl. 1627 also hasthe Water
Board, coordinating a group to look at whether there are additional usesthat can be
made once been turned in the bill, marginal quality wide, which basically means
water that isolating or fractioningin someway. And so those particular study
groups will beworking on the cour se, not only on the coming months, but perhaps
even coming years, because they are supposed to beincluded in the State
Comprehensive Water Plan.

And finally 1423, relatesto Corp Comm, primarily, but it does change
the storage tank regulation act a little bit. For those of you who have an interest in
the storage tank regulation act, you may want to look at the revised definition of
petroleum. | havetried to figure out exactly what they weretrying to accomplish in
that bill and to be perfectly honest | haven't figured it out yet. If the Corporation
Commission will sharewith you what they think they were doing, | would
appreciateit if you would tell me.

Finally shifting gears one moretime, just quickly, I'm not going to
read through these. But | put up measuresthat did not pass. Thereason | wanted
todothat isjust so you can seethat they continueto illustrate some of the themes

that wetalked about earlier, likerecycling, like emissions.
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And down at the bottom, | did want to again pointing out that while
therewere a couple of resolutionsintroduced and disapprove the CPI, P adjustment
rulesthat the Board asked earlier thisyear. Neither of those wastaken up on the
floor of theHouse. And sothoserulesdid go into effect in July. And whileit's
always possible for the Report to revisit thosein future sessions wer e hopeful that
they will move them along, now that they arein place.

If you other measuresthat didn't pass, primarily related water again,
asyou can seewater isa huge deal and will continueto be so for the for eseeable
future.

In thelast thing that | wanted to talk about, just briefly, islooking at
the Reportsthat make up the Report itself -- look at the slide. We've been now
going through a couple of rounds of term-limits. Thistime, if you want to seetois
retiring because of term-limits. Thisiswhoisretiringin theHouse. If you are
familiar with the Report. You can seethat six out of those seven -- let's go back one
slide, six out of those seven are Democr ats, only one Republican. You might think
that that would favor the Republicansin the coming election, and it may. But what
isinteresting, | think, isthat even though there were far more Democrats areter m-
limiting out thistime. Therewereabout an equal number of Republicans, who
decided not to run again. It issomefairly prominent Republicans deciding not to
run again. For example, Greg Pieth, from Ardmore. Representative Winchester
from Chickasha. Ron Petersen from Tulsa. | lost track of all of them, but | think
there were about five or six of them that decided not to run again. Sothisin terms
live only of the numbers comes out about even in terms of going into the general
election. Theincumbent who arereturning or trying to return from thelong road
of Democrats and Republicans. Next dlide.

On the Senate side, three out of five were Republicans, two were

Democrats. Most of those who are already in the Senatethat are not term-limited
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arereturning or arerunning again and at least made it to the general election. So
that continuesto look likeit could very well bea near even split in the Senate. Most
incumbents are saying, if it'snot even split again. It will probably only be 25 to 23,
26 to 22, something like that.

| had to throw thisin again herel don’t know whether Representative
Johnson would agree with thisor not. Wearehereto sharein thisbut | know how
wefeel and how | think most of the legislators feel about the end the session.

My attempt at poetry. Of all of the elegant words of men ever heard
by ear, or seen by eye, the sweetest words of tongue have been “Mr. Speaker | move
we adjourn”.

Mr. Thompson: Tiny Dye.
Mr. Givens: Tiny Dye.

If there are any questions we will be happy to listen to those but there
isone other thing | need to take care of aslong as| am up here you may recall those
of you that have been around in past years. That thereisa statutory requirement
by quality code that we have our employees disclose if they have any owner ship,
interest or receive compensation from any cor poration or any company that the
DEQ regulates. Most of those who have been disclosed in the past during annual
updates. The only new disclosurethisyear was Karen Milesair quality division
disclosing that she had obtained some stock in Chesapeake Operating, Inc. For
those of you who have been around before you know that we arerequired to report
thisand employeesarerequired to report thisto the Executive Director and the
Director isrequired toreport it to the Board. And the way that we follow up on
that iswe send a memo to the manager and to the employee. So that both the
manager and the employee are awar e that that employee may not work on any
permitting or enforcement of that that relates to the company in which they own an

interest. Thank you.
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Mr. Thompson: Any questionsfor Jimmy or meon theissues
presented in the Executive Director's Report? Okay. Would you liketo go on with
the --

Dr. Galvin: Yes. | would. Thenext item isltem Number 6, the
Operational Budget Report.

Mr. Thompson: Thank you, Madam Chair. Statuesrequires,
we certainly concur that the budget request of the agency come to the Board for
approval each year. That thesearefundsthat arebeing requested for the new
programsfor the agency that information isrequired to be at the Office of State
Finance with the governor s budget preparation by October 1 so at this meeting that
we bring these proposals. Thereisa committee of the Board that meets prior to the
Board Meeting Jerry and Steve and Richard and Brita and the chair are on that
committee and we discuss these with them to seek their input prior to bringing them
to you today.

Thefirst of theseisfunding for the beneficial use monitoring program
for the month. Thisisreally an appropriation that goesto the Oklahoma Water
Resources Board. Thereason that we are asking the Board to approvethis-- there
istwo reasons we have to suddenly turn out thelisting for the Oklahoma W ater
Resources Board. It isafact of the matter that at least 40 percent of the funding
comes to the Department for our analytical work on the samplesthat are drawn by
the Water Board. But what hasinspired usthisyear to do so each year that the
Department reportsto Environmental Protection Agency report called 305B report
which is an assessment of the waters of the state -- the quality of the waters of the
state. Asapart of that report or in conjunction with that report the Agency also
preparesa 305B list which isalisting of theimpaired waters of the state. Those

water s not meeting their designated beneficial use.
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Now the Department has been issuing thisreport for yearsand years
to EPA. Wehave been reporting thisdutifully tothe EPA. Theformat changed in
2002 wheretherewasmoreclarity to theissue of the 303D list and thelevel of
impaired streams of the state. But | believethat it isfair to say that we have had --
that we went out and grabbed comments and we have had more comments on this
303D Report. | mean 303B Report and 303D List than all of the other list combined.
There has been more press coverage, there has been more publicinterest and alot
of questions about thereport. | would characterize those questionsinto two parts.
Oneof them isthereisa concern about the fact that welist something like 75
per cent of the accessed streamsin the state asimpaired. Now that isnot an unusual
number for statesacrossthe country but if you look at it 75 percent isa big number.
But there hasbeen alot of discussion thereisalot of reasonsfor that related to the
standards and other things. But it isavery large number.

Theother issuethat therewas a lot of comment on was the fact that
we are only accessing about 25 percent of thewatersin the state. Through a
combination of modern programs at the Oklahoma Water Resour ce Board and
Corporation Commission at the federal level with the USGS -- US Geological
Survey. But, thereisthisrising concern about getting a better picture of the water -
- quality of thewater of the state. A more broad picture of the quality of the waters
in the state. Now the Water Board has been funded for the DOC program at about
1.1 million dollarsfor thelast ten years. That appropriation hasnot increased. It
has been increased once by a hundred thousand dollars. So, our ability at least
through the BELT program to monitor watersin the stateisflat and actually going
down because of theincreasing cost of the low phase and seas phase. Not only the
collection of the sample but the amount is necessary and thereporting that is
necessary to create the 305B Report. So we are asking the Board to approve a giant

request by the Water Resour ces Board and by the Department of Environmental
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Quality for an increasein the beneficial use monitoring program to 2 million
dollars. From 1.1to 2 million dollars.

The second issue that we are asking for funding for and thisin some
parts-- great part duetothefact that we believe we have a champion in thisissue.
In that istheissue of dludge. | am sorry Glenn, bio-solidsremoval. Because you
can't keep from calling it Sludge. Bio-solidsremoval from a small community
lagoons. The ability to do that isa huge stumbling block for communitiesto repair
old non-functioning lagoons -- water treatment lagoonsin the small communities.
And Senator Myers has shown someinterest in that and weclearly areinterested in
having more money to addressthis problem. We are asking the governor, and the
legislator and the Board to approve arequest for five hundred thousand dollarsfor
sludge removal. Now thiswill do -- five hundred thousand dollars| think will do
fivelagoons. Maybe five systems depending on the size of thelagoons. So | don’t
know if we are going to have a huge impact on thisissuein the beginning. But our
hopeisthat we can start the program show success and grow the program down the
road. Wearegoing to haveto crawl beforewerun on thisissue. Sowith that
explanation, Madam Chair, | will be happy to answer any questions.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you, Steve. Any commentsor questions
from the Board? Dr. Sublette?

DR. SUBLETTE: Yes. | haveaquestion. Steve, regarding the
bio-solids removal once these solids areremoved, arethey going to aland fill?

MR. THOMPSON: Generally not. They are-- landfillsare
approved to accept bio-solids. But the Department hasa very active land
application program and has had for years. And so we encourage land applications
of bio-solidsoncethey areremoved from theselagoons. It isfair to say that the

rules allow both.
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DR. SUBLETTE: Areany of these small communities that
have thisreoccurring problem looking at using this bio-solids as a resour ce for
energy generation.

MR. THOMPSON: | am not awarethat they are. Eddieor
Glenn do you know?

MR. TERRILL: I don’t think the quantity warrantsit for the
size of the community that you aretalking about it isgoing --

DR. SUBLETTE: | am not really talking about ener gy
generation you know for community wide. You know if you look to what the
Europeansaredoing. Of course, they have been energy starved for alot longer than
we have. A lot of small communitiesin Europe will usethese bio-solidsto generate
and maintain -- we send them power generatorsto supply all of the power required
for their wastetreatment plant. And it greatly reducesthe volume of solidsthat
needsto be disposed of.

MR. THOMPSON: It isawonderful and the Department
should look more closely at that. We will bein contact with you and we will have
some discussions about that. But in answer to your question we are currently not --
| am not awar e of anything like that they weredoing. Soit'sagreat idea.

MR. MASON: | have got a question.

DR. GALVIN: Mr. Mason.

MR. MASON: Steve, typically your labson here are needing
funding for onceit’soff. Would you comment on the financial approvements over
there, | think for equipment, fees and such.

MR. THOMPSON: Yes. Wedid over thelast several years ask
for funding for routine equipment replacement. Wedid soin order totry and avoid
feeincreasesto particularly small communities so that our laboratory would be

viablein itsreplacement of equipment. | guessweweren’t the best salesman in the
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world with the Report because having failed to do that we are beginningtotry to
addressthat issue through feats.

DR. GALVIN: Any further questionsfrom the Board? Any
questionsfrom the public? All right. Do | hear a movefor approval of thisbudget?

MR. JOHNSTON: So moved.

DR. GALVIN: Dol hear a second?

MR. WUERFLEIN: | second that.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you. Myrna, roll call please.

MS. BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell.

MS. CANTRELL: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Cassidy.

MR. CASSIDY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Dark.

MR. DARK: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Johnston.

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Mason.

MR. MASON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.

DR. SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wendling.

MR. WENDLING: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Wuerflein.

MR. WUERFLEIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.
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DR. GALVIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Motion passed.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you. All right we are moving to the
next item number which isthe annual review of the Executive Director, Mr.
Thompson, at thistime we nor mally move into the Executive Session. Which takes
usout of theroom, however, | do haveto call for avote. Does everyone agree that
that indeed should happen? That closed session. Isthere any discussion?

MR. DRAKE: | move.

MR. DARK: Second.

DR. GALVIN: Myrna, call theroll please.

MS. BRUCE: Ms. Cantréll.

MS. CANTRELL: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Cassidy.

MR. CASSIDY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Dark.

MR. DARK: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Johnston.

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Mason.

MR. MASON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.

DR.SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wendling.

MR. WENDLING: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wuerflen.
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MR. WUERFLEIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.

DR. GALVIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Motion passed.

DR. GALVIN: Wedo haveonemoreitem totakecareof in
open session. We need to designate a person during open session to take minutes.
Because our notetaker isnot allowed to accompany usduring closed session. Dol
have a volunteer from someone on the Board to take minutes?

MS. CANTRELL: 1 will.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you, Ms. Cantrell. With that we will
move into executive session and Ellen is going to show uswherethat is.

(Whereupon the Board Members go into executive session)

DR. GALVIN: Wewill continuethe Board Meeting. All right,
Mr. Dark had to leavefor a prior commitment. At thistime, we have a special
presentation by Mr. Bob Drake. Wewereevaluating Mr. Thompson's performance,
and | believe with that comment, Mr. Drake has a special comment to make.

MR. DRAKE: I'm not sureif I'm supposed to evaluate the
performance or not, but good job. Now that took care of that.

For many of you that arein theroom, you recognize that thisisabig
day in Steveisalive, and also (inaudible). A littledifferencein the celebration like
about probably about 25 yearsago. But both Steve and Wendy have birthdays
today. In Steveturned 60, | won't tell you how Wendy is, | think, about 25. Giveor
takeayear or two. But itisareal privilege give Steve the card and Wendy the card.
And | understand, Ellen --

MS. BUSSERT: Yes, sir.

MR. DRAKE: Dowe havea cake?

???. Wehaveaterriblelooking red cake back there.
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MR. DRAKE: Well ared cake.

And we are awful pleased in the performance that we discussed
without question both for Steve and the Staff. One of the highest marksthat any
Board could ever giveagroup of people. It isjust aremarkable-- the amount of
work that you do and how much we appreciate it and those that don't under stand
how much we appreciateit just don't know what you do. And soweintend to hold
thetimeto tell them. Thank you all and certainly thank you, Steve. Happy
birthday to you and to Wendy.

MR. THOMPSON: Thank you, Mr. President.

DR. GALVIN: Do you want to make a comment on that?
We'renot doing an official business yet.

MR. THOMPSON: Well, Wendy, do you have any comments?
It sort of dependson your perspective. Anyway, well thank you all very much. Itis
a special day. | am 60 today but | feel younger every day. If you believethat --
thank you all very much. | really appreciateit. Thank you.

DR. GALVIN: And | would like to add that we are inviting
any member s of the public who may still be hereto go in for cake after close here of
thismeeting.

All right. Moving on to more official business. Do | hear a motion to
call the Board Meeting to order?

MR. JOHNSTON: So moved.

DR. GALVIN: Dol hear a second?

MR. CASSIDY: | second it.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you. The Board has moved and
seconded, we are now back in sesson. Myrna, pleasetakearoll call.

MS. BRUCE: Ms. Cantrell.

MS. CANTRELL: Yes.
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MS. BRUCE: Mr. Cassidy.

MR. CASSIDY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Dark just left, according to Dr. Galvin.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Johnston.

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Mason.

MR. MASON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.

DR.SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wendling.

MR. WENDLING: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wuerflen.

MR. WUERFLEIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.

DR. GALVIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Wearehereand weall are guests.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you.

(Whereupon the Board Membersreturn from Executive Session)

DR. GALVIN: | am simply going to repeat what Mr. Bob
Drake said in closed session. We believe that the Department of Environmental
Quality isone of the best Departments. It'sone of the best run Departmentsin State
Government. And no small part dueto Steve Thompson. However, since it was his
evaluation, I'll proceed on that in a moment. But we want to give his staff, ashe
doesin closed session, alot of credit for doing all thework that they do. The

reputation of the Department is outstanding. And we appreciate all the work.
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Obvioudly those of uswho are on the Board think that Environmental Quality is
very important. But we appreciate your work that isdone by hisstaff. And we
thank you all for that.

This closed session however wasto evaluate Steve Thompson's
performance. We do support and believethat Steve does an outstanding jab.
However, we reached a dilemma in closed session on how to appropriately
compensate Steve. Thereforein open meeting we arerecommending that a
committee be setup to evaluate his compensation and any alternativesto
compensation. And with that | am going to ask roughly three or four Board
Membersto volunteer to be on that committee. Arethere peoplewho would liketo -

MR. JOHNSTON: | would liketo volunteer Tony Dark.

DR. GALVIN: | think that isa great add to the committee,
Jerry. | volunteer sothat'stwo. Isthereanyoneelse? Jerry, would you liketo? |
said | was not going to appoint, isthere anyone else that would liketo be on this
committee? | think twoistoo few.

MR. JOHNSTON: | recommend the young man on theend. |
think he'd beideal on that committee. He hasthe knowledge and the leader ship
skills.

MR. WENDLING: That'sfine.

DR. GALVIN: John, thank you. Sowith thosethree, we will
move that forward. And we'll decide how to do that at alater time. Steve would
liketo make a comment.

MR. THOMPSON: | very much appreciate the confidencethe
Board has expressed in me, sinceit was my evaluation. But | think thereisan
understanding by the Board that we are blessed with very skilled and sometimes

very seasoned staff and | want to express my personal appreciation to them for all
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they do for the people of the state, because wereit not for them we would not have,
hopefully, the good reputation that we have. So thank you, to the Board and thank
you to the staff.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you. My understandingisthat we do
haveto havearoll call vote on setting up that committee. Doesthereneed to bea
motion made that that committee be made and seconded?

MR. DRAKE: So moved.

MR. MASON: | second.

DR. GALVIN: | havea motion and a second. Myrna, roll call
please.

MS. BRUCE: Ms. Cantréll.

MS. CANTRELL: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Cassidy.

MR. CASSIDY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Johnston.

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Mason.

MR. MASON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Sublette.

DR.SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wendling.

MR. WENDLING: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wuerflen.

MR. WUERFLEIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.
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DR. GALVIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Motion passed.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you. The 8th Agenda ltem issetting
meeting dates and locations for the year 2009. And in our packet there were dates
proposed and onelocation proposed. | would also liketo add that during this
meeting that it hascometo our attention that August 18th of 2009 isright in the
middle of when kids start to school and that we move that by a week to August 25th.
So if you'll makethat change on the paper that we have provided toyou. Let's
proceed by asking ourselvesif February 27th, in Oklahoma City, isthat okay with
the Board.

???. Yes.

DR. GALVIN: And my understanding right now we don't
discuss dates unlessthereis some meaning of just because |l can't makeit we're not
discussing individual issues but if thereisan issuethat affectsalot of people then we
will changethat date.

???. That February dateisaFriday, isn't it?

MR. THOMPSON: ItisaFriday.

???. Itnormally is, isn't it?

MR. THOMPSON: Yes. Wetry to do the February meeting
on Friday because of the L egislative Session running Monday through Thursday.
And we unfortunately our timeisnot our own during these sessions. Sowetry todo
that on a Friday.

DR. GALVIN: Okay. Sincethereisno disagreement about
Oklahoma City, let's move on to August 25, and isthere discussion around what
location? And if you'll look at the -- thereis a State of Oklahoma map that was
provided in your packet and it shows how many meetingswhere. And then if you'll

look on the white sheet abovethat it givesyou the location date.
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MR. JOHNSTON: So everybody in Dow thinksthat
Oklahoma would want this?

MR. DRAKE: That'swhat their ideais. Jerryisaskingthat
but thereissometruth to that.

MR. JOHNSTON: They ask you if they want you. Right and
that iswhy | wasthinking these people. They recommended Tulsa because we
haven't been therein quite a while so.

???: | would hopewe would do. Wewould liketo correct
paper. | would hopewewould do Tulsa. Because the great city state of Texas needs
some attention.

???. What do you need a motion on Tulsa.

DR. GALVIN: No. We need somediscussion around Tulsa
and disagreement around Tulsa. All right. Dowe need a -- there needsto bea
motion. No. Okay so we are going to put Tulsa next to August 25th.

How about November 17th, what location? And asyou can see down
at the bottom of the white paper there are other locationsthat are proposed.

???: Again, you haven't had onein the Southeast for a while.

DR. GALVIN: Right.

MR. DRAKE: | don't know whether Ada would love usor not,
someone would haveto answer that one. Would Ada love us?

MS. BUSSERT: Yeah. We were supposeto have a meeting
therea couple of yearsago in Juneand it canceled. But | think the University
would be very happy to be a host for the city.

MR. DRAKE: Okay. | think that would be great.

DR. GALVIN: Okay. Any discussion around Ada?

???. Agreed.
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DR. GALVIN: All right. Adaon November 17, 2009. Sowe

do haveto have a vote or so my Agenda says. | can read those back to you quickly.

February 27th, Oklahoma City, August 25th in Tulsa, November 17th in Ada. Dol

hear --

aroll call?

MR. JOHNSTON: | moveto approve.

DR. GALVIN: Dol hear a second?

DR. SUBLETTE: Second.

DR. GALVIN: All right. Thank you. All right. May we have

MS. BRUCE: Ms. Cantréll.
MS. CANTRELL: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Cassidy.
MR. CASSIDY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Drake.
MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Johnston.
MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Mason. Hestepped out. Dr. Sublette.
DR.SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wendling.
MR. WENDLING: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wuerflen.
MR. WUERFLEIN: Yes.
MS. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.
DR. GALVIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Motion passed.
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DR. GALVIN: Thank you. The next Agenda Item isNew

Business. Any matter not known about in which could not have been reasonably

foreseen prior to time of posting of this Agenda may be brought before the Board.

adjour nment.

Dol hear any new business? All right, hearing none, that bringsusto

MR. DRAKE: | move adjournment.
DR. GALVIN: | wasjust going to say --
MR. JOHNSTON: Second.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you. Thank you. Roall call, Myrna.
MS. BRUCE: Ms. Cantréll.

MS. CANTRELL: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Cassidy.

MR. CASSIDY: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Drake.

MR. DRAKE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr. Johnston.

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Masonisstill out. Dr. Sublette.
DR.SUBLETTE: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wendling.

MR. WENDLING: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Mr.Wuerflen.

MR. WUERFLEIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Dr. Galvin.

DR. GALVIN: Yes.

MS. BRUCE: Meeting adjourned.

DR. GALVIN: Thank you.
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