2.
Angela will ask Agency for 

a.
additional detail about why and how site-specific information is problematic useful for national level analysis and what types of information the Agency would need to make it more useful.  

b.
Angela will ask EPA for “What would they like to know to identify categories of representative water bodies to make translation from site-specific water body to national-level water bodies?”

3.
Angela will provide C-VPESS with availability information about ORD’s project on conceptual models

4.
Angela to ask Agency staff for brief written information responding to questions that were not addressed in the teleconference:

a.
How much did two analyses cost?  How closely did contractor environmental assessors and economists work together?

b.
The final benefits analysis shows costs exceeding benefits.  How did the Agency dealt with this information?

c.
Were there public comments on the benefit analysis for the proposed rule?   (Julie also volunteered to provide the Agency response.)

d.
Did OIRA provide comments?  Can subcommittee see the comments?

Why did the Agency decide to use the AQUATOX water quality model?

From Lisa McGuire:  

· To reconstruct the decision on whether to use AQUATOX or not might take me some digging,…But I can offer some speculations on why we may have chosen not to use AQUATOX -

· we may have reasoned that QUAL2E generated water quality response    data in a format that was relatively readily translated into    monetized benefits using the "Carson-Mitchell" monetization tool -

· again, I am not sure that AQUATOX would not also have done this (plus    more), but QUAL2E may have seemed like the more standard, well    supported tool at the time for simple stream water quality simulation    (all the "case studies" we developed simulations for were streams)    while AQUATOX may include more aquatic ecosystem endpoints/response    variables than QUAL2E, we may not have felt we had the tools to monetize such responses (e.g., changes in primary productivity), and    so the added ecosystem response information may not have outweighed    QUAL2E's advantages.

· limited resources.  We had a limited budget for the environmental    benefits analysis.  We may have chosen to spend limited dollars on generating monetizable benefits using a tool we felt comfortable with    (QUAL2E), rather than spend those dollars working up AQUATOX simulations that, while perhaps providing additional aquatic ecosystem response information, may not have been as readily monetizable.  While we try to consider all possible environmental    benefits of the regulation, it is important that we try to quantify    monetized benefits.

· lack of sufficient input/calibration data at a given site - I am not    sure that AQUATOX requires significantly more input/calibration data    than QUAL2E, but I vaguely recall this being a factor

From John Hochheimer, Tetra Tech
· Lisa, your response is accurate to my recollection of the decision-making process.  As I recall, 

1.  QUAL2E provided a reasonable water quality response in terms of resources needed for data inputs and output requirements.

2.  AQUATOX was data intense.  Some of the limitations in data availability we faced with QUAL2E may also have created the need to make additional assumptions for AQUATOX applications.

3.  AQUATOX does not have the track record that QUAL2E has in terms of its acceptance for regulatory decisions like this one.  (no judgment on the quality of AQUAOX as a model, just that it has limited exposure as a regulatory tool)

4. AQUATOX would have been expensive to run.

