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TENTATIVE AGENDA 


I . 	 Call to Order 

2. 	 Call to the Audience 

An opportunity will be provided to members 
of the public to address the Air Quality 
Technical Advisory< Committee on items not 
scheduled on the agenda that fall under the 
jurisdiction of MAG, or on items on the 
agenda for discussion but not for action. 
Members of the public will be requested not 
to exceed a three minute time period fortheir 
comments. A total of 15 minutes will be 
provided for the Call to the Audience agenda 
item, unless the Air Quality Technical Advisory 
Committee requests an exception to this limit. 
Please note thatthose wishing to comment on 
action agenda items will be given an 
opportunity at the time the item is heard. 

3. 	 AQQroval of the February 24. 20 I I Meeting 
Minutes 

4. 	 CMAQ Annua.l ReQort 

In accordance with federa! guidance, the 20 I 0 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement (CMAQ) Funds Annual Report 
describes how funds have been spent and the 
expectc;d air quality benefits. The report was 
prepared by MAG 'in cooperation with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation. The 
report is in the electronic format required by 
the Federal Highway Administration. Please 
refer to the enclosed material. 

5. 	 Clark County Natu~1 Events Action Plan for 
High Wind Events 

Clark County in Las Vegas, Nevada has a 
Natural Events Action Plan developed in 
accordance with the Environmental Protection 

2. 

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 

For information. 

3. 

4. 

Review and approve the February 24, 20 I I 
meeting minutes. 

For information and discussion. 

5. For information and discussion. 



Agency (EPA) Natural Events Policy. The 
Natural Events Action Plan is designed to 
accomplish three primary objectives: ( I ) 
Provide a high-wind notification" system for the 
public and the regulated community to warn of 
an impending event; notify the public of an 
ongoing event; and to ale'rt the public of 
unhealthful PM-I 0 concentrations. (2) Provide 
education and outreach programs to the 
public, businesses, and industrial communities. 
(3) Ensure that PM-,I 0 control measures are 
implemented during high-wind events to 
reduce elevated concentrations and the 
frequel1CY of viol,ations. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

6. 	 Update on Activ~ties to Prevent PM-IO 
Exceed~mces 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is 
taking a proactive leadership approach in 
cooperation withthe air agencies, business and 
industry to preventPM-I 0 exceedances at the 
monitors and throughout the region. The 
Environmental Protection Agency has indicated 
informally that 2009 may be a clean year. 
There were no violations of the PM-IO 
standard in 20 10. The next ten months are 
critical. If three years of clean data can be 
obtained prior to the submission ofa new Five 
Percent Plan, it may be possible for EPA to 
issue an attainment "finding under the EPA 
Clean Data Polity and a Five Percent Plan for 
PM-IO would not be needed. 

Efforts are underway to establish a network of 
individuals from the MAG member agencies 
that would be notified when PM-IO 
concentrations are increasing and also when 
high winds are expected. The contact person 
could check their jurisdictions operations in 
advance to make sure dust controls are in 
place, check around monitors located in their 
city/town, notify appropriate business and 
industry associations if help is needed with 
other sources, and watch the monitor 

6. For information and discussion. 



readings. Monitor maps could be distributed 
to the city departments, contractors that do 
work for the city; and contractors that come in 
for local permits. If the jurisdiction does not 
have any monitors located there, the person 
could check to make sure that dust controls 
are in place. Please refer to the enclosed 
information. 

7. 	 Status Report on the New Five Percent Plan 
for PM-IO 

On a parallel track with preventing PM-IO 
exceedances, work is also underway to 
address the technical approvability issues 
identified by EPA witn the prior Five Percent 
Plan for PM~ IO. A status report will be 
provided. 

8. 	 Supplemental Revision for the Eight-Hour 
Ozone -Maintenance Plan 

The MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation 
Request and Maintenance Plan for the 
Maricopa Nonattainment Area was subl11itted 
to the Environmental Protection in March 
2009. The plan demonstrated maintenance of 
the 1997 eight-hour ozone standard of .08 
parts per million for 2025. On March 14, 
20 I I, EPA sent-a letter to MAG requesting 
that a supplemental revision be prepared to 
include intetim modeling analyses forthe years 
2016 and 2021 to demonstrate that the eight­
hour ozone standard will be maintained 
throughout the ten year maintenance period. 
EPA is requesting the supplemental 
information in ordertotake action onthe plan. 

In addition, the supplemental revision will need 
to address the repeal of the Local Transit 
Assistance Fund Program by the Arizona 
Legislature in' 20 10. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

7. For information and discussion. 

8. For information and discussion. 



9. Call for Future Agenda Items 9. For information and discussion. 

The next meeting ofthe Committee has been 

tentatively scheduled for Thursday, April 28, 

20 I I at I :30 p.m. The Chairman will invite 

the Committee members to suggest future 

agenda items. 
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1. Call to Order 

A meeting of the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee was conducted on 
February 24, 2011. Doug Kukino, City of Glendale, Chair, called the meeting to order at 
approximately 1 :30 p.m. Antonio DeLaCruz, City ofSurprise; Greg Edwards, City ofMesa; Kristen 
Sexton, City ofAvondale; Duane Yantomo, Arizona Department ofWeights and Measures; Maher 
Hazine, City of Peoria; Jamie McCullough, City of EI Mirage; and Christopher Horan, Salt River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, attended the meeting via telephone conference call. 

2. Call to the Audience 

Mr. Kukino stated that according to the MAG public comment process, members ofthe audience who 
wish to speak are requested to fill out comment cards, which are available on the tables adjacent to the 
doorways inside the meeting room. Citizens are asked not to exceed a three minute time period for 
their comments. Public comment is provided at the beginning ofthe meeting for nonagenda items and 
nonaction agenda items. He noted that no public comment cards had been received. 

3. Approval of the January 27, 2011 Meeting Minutes 

The Committee reviewed the minutes from the January 27, 2011 meeting. Amanda McGennis, 
Associated General Contractors, moved and Eddie Caine, Valley MetroIRPTA, seconded, and the 
motion to approve the January 27,2011 meeting minutes carried unanimously. 

4. Withdrawal of the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-lO 

Lindy Bauer, MAG, provided a presentation on the withdrawal of the MAG Five Percent Plan for 
PM-I0 and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Clean Data Policy. She reported that on 
January 25, 2011, the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) withdrew the Five 
Percent Plan for PM-l O. Ms. Bauer noted that ADEQ was supported by MAG and Maricopa County 
in this important effort. She added that EPA published a Finding ofFailure to Submit in the Federal 
Register on February 14, 2011, which also became effective on that date. Ms. Bauer indicated that the 
clocks are ticking. She mentioned that the Clean Air Act sanctions would be imposed if a new 
complete plan is not submitted within 18 months of the Finding of Failure to Submit. The first 
sanction would fall on August 14,2012, which would be tighter controls on major industries (2:1 
offsets in emissions). Ms. Bauer stated that ifa plan was still not submitted within 24 months of the 
Finding ofFailure to Submit, by February 14, 2013, the region could lose the federal highway funds 
and a Federal Implementation Plan would be imposed. She added that the imposition of the federal 
highway sanctions could also trigger a conformity lapse that would put the major projects in the $7.4 
billion Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) at risk. Ms. Bauer indicated that major projects 
could not proceed. 

Ms. Bauer stated that a submittal ofa new Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 and a completeness finding 
by EPA would stop both sanction clocks. The EPA approval of the plan would stop the imposition 
ofa federal implementation plan. Ms. Bauer indicated that a new plan would need to be submitted by 
January 2012. She noted that EPA could take up to six months for the completeness finding. Ms. 
Bauer added that the completeness finding would be needed by August 14,2012 in order to avoid the 
first sanction. The EPA's approval of the plan would be needed by February 14, 2013. 
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Ms. Bauer provided an update on recent activities regarding the new Five Percent Plan for PM -10. She 
stated that EPA has indicated that the focus ofthis plan needs to be on high winds. Ms. Bauer added 
that there have been no violations under stagnant conditions since the prior Five Percent Plan for 
PM -10 was submitted to EPA in December 2007. She mentioned that EPA has been working with 
Maricopa County, MAG, and ADEQ since a revised 2008 Emissions Inventory is needed. Maricopa 
County completed an inventory in June 2010; however, revisions are needed. Ms. Bauer noted the 
major economic downturn since 2005 and added that the Maricopa County 2008 Emissions Inventory 
is currently being revised. The inventory activities to date include the following: MAG provided 
vacant land documentation to EPA in November 2010 and Maricopa County (under review); MAG 
revised the paved road emissions based on the new EPA AP-42 equation in January 2011; MAG 
prepared a draft ofthe windblown dust emissions in February 2011 (under review); MAG is updating 
the onroad mobile source emissions using the new EPA MOVES model; ADEQ will be providing GIS 
data to MAG from agriculture for comparison with MAG land use data; and Maricopa County is 
working on rule effectiveness. 

Ms. Bauer stated that it is unknown at the time; however, ifadditional measures may need to be added 
to reduce emissions by five percent per year until attainment, as measured at the monitors. Ms. Bauer 
noted that this is a Clean Air Act requirement. She stated that MAG would need to revise the 
modeling in the plan and ADEQ needs to address agriculture BACM and enforcement issues, which 
is being done by the Governor's Agricultural Best Management Practices Committee. Ms. Bauer 
added that the region will need three years of clean data at the monitors for attainment. 

Ms. Bauer provided an update on some of the recent meetings regarding the Five Percent Plan for 
PM-lO. She stated that on February 3,2011, EPA met with ADEQ, MAG, and Maricopa County to 
discuss the technical approvability issues of the plan. Ms. Bauer added that the conversations, 
discussions, and data are focused on the 2008 Emissions Inventory. She noted that discussions include 
fixes to the inventory to ensure that it is accurate and comprehensive. Ms. Bauer stated that at the 
House Environment Committee meeting this week, EPA indicated that the plan was doing a good job 
during stagnant conditions. She mentioned that EPA likes the measures in the plan; however, the 
focus is on high winds. 

Ms. Bauer stated that EPA conducted a meeting on February 16, 2011 with MAG, ADEQ, and 
Maricopa County on exceptional events. She added that EPA has indicated a willingness to work with 
MAG, ADEQ, and Maricopa County. Ms. Bauer commented that EPA has stated that the State needs 
to determine the wind speed at which BACM are overwhelmed. This was emphasized by EPA. Ms. 
Bauer stated that EPA mentioned that Clark County developed a customized package for high wind 
exceptional events and Arizona could potentially develop a customized package as well. At the 
meeting, EPA discussed Clark County's success in attaining the PM-lO standard. Ms. Bauer 
commented that EPA will be providing guidance on high wind exceptional events which may have a 
component for high wind action plans. She indicated that EPA will be presenting this guidance in 
April to the Western States Air Resources Council through a collaborative process and States will have 
an opportunity to comment. 

Ms. Bauer mentioned the 2009 PM-10 exceedances at the monitors. She stated that EPA staff 
indicated informally at the February 16, 2011 meeting that most ofthose exceedances are due to dust 
storms. Ms. Bauer noted that EPA may only question a few of those exceedances. If this is the case, 
2009 may be a clean year; however, it is still unknown at this time. Ms. Bauer indicated that ADEQ 
will need to submit the exceptional events documentation for the 2009 exceedances. She mentioned 
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that if2009 is a clean year, knowing there were no violations in 2010, and ifthe region could remain 
clean at the monitors in 2011, then potentially we would have the three years ofclean data needed to 
be in attainment. 

Ms. Bauer stated that it is very critical to keep in mind EPA's Clean Data Policy. She indicated that 
MAG believes this is the best case scenario for the region. Under EPA's Clean Data Policy, the region 
would need three years ofclean data, which could potentially be 2009, 2010 and 2011. EPA would 
then issue a finding ofattainment. Ms. Bauer indicated that the Clean Air Act requirements would be 
suspended for reasonable further progress, attainment demonstration, and contingency measures as 
long as the area remains in attainment. She stated that the thinking behind this policy is that if the 
region is clean at the monitors and a finding ofattainment is issued, this means that the standard has 
been met. Therefore, the region would be relieved ofthe other requirements as long we remain clean 
at the monitors. She added that a redesignation request to attainment from EPA and a maintenance 
plan could then be pursued. Ms. Bauer noted that maintenance plans have been done for carbon 
monoxide, one-hour ozone, and eight-hour ozone. 

Ms. Bauer discussed some ofthe requirements for a redesignation request and maintenance plan. She 
stated that the requirements include the finding ofattainment from EPA. She added that the applicable 
implementation plan would then have to be fully approved by EPA. Ms. Bauer noted that the Serious 
Area Plan for PM-lO has been fully approved. She indicated that EPA has to determine that the 
improvement in air quality is due to permanent and enforceable reductions in emissions. Ms. Bauer 
commented that with the other plans, MAG was able to rely on existing measures that had already been 
in the plans for years. She noted that those measures were enough to keep the region in maintenance 
of the standard. Ms. Bauer mentioned that the region also has to show that the State has met all 
applicable requirements for State Implementation Plans (SIPs) and nonattainment areas under the 
Clean Air Act Section 110 and Part D. She added that EPA must approve a maintenance plan, 
including a contingency plan, for the area. The plan must demonstrate maintenance of the standard 
for at least ten years following redesignation to attainment by EPA. 

Ms. Bauer stated that in order to fall under the EPA Clean Data Policy, prevention ofexceedances is 
absolutely critical. She added that EPA likes the Clark County approach. Ms. Bauer noted that MAG 
talked to this Committee about the Clark County approach when the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 was 
being prepared. She mentioned the Maricopa County organized a workshop with Clark County in 
which some ofthe Committee members attended. Ms. Bauer indicated that the Clark County trip was 
very beneficial. She stated that Clark County has a Natural Events Action Plan for High Wind 
Conditions. Ms. Bauer commented that Clark County's approach includes: watching the monitor 
readings; watching for when high winds are forecasted; notifying facilities that high winds are coming 
and inspectors will be coming out; sending inspectors out to the monitors; and having the inspectors 
fan out from the monitors. She added that this approach is really important and EPA has talked to this 
region about the success ofClark County with their preventative approach. Ms. Bauer indicated that 
the State is currently looking for measures being done voluntarily that could be mandated. She stated 
that given the severe economic downturn, it is a terrible time for mandates and MAG does not want 
to cause more economic burden on business and industry and the region. 

Ms. Bauer stated that leadership from MAG and its member agencies at this point is critical. She 
noted that this was discussed with the MAG Regional Council at its February 23,2011 meeting. Ms. 
Bauer added that MAG is asking its members (cities and towns) for their ideas on what they can do 
to prevent windblown exceedances. She noted that the plan is due on January 2012 and the clock is 

-4­



ticking. Ms. Bauer mentioned that there are 23 cities and towns in the nonattainment area and 25 cities 
and towns all together that belong to MAG. She indicated that MAG has prepared some draft ideas 
for preventing exceedances. The draft ideas include having customized High Wind Action Plans for 
cities and towns. The Arizona Department ofEnvironmental Quality could notify the cities and towns 
when high winds are being forecasted. Ms. Bauer added that ADEQ has indicated that they could 
probably give a three to five day lead time. She mentioned that another idea is to have cities and towns 
watch real time monitor readings. Ms. Bauer noted that arrangements would need to be made with 
Maricopa County. 

Ms. Bauer stated that cities and towns could also review potential sources under the control of cities 
and towns since they have the ordinances for air quality. In addition, cities and towns could check 
their own operations that are dust-generating to ensure that dust control measures are in place. Ms. 
Bauer indicated that MAG has asked the cities to go above and beyond when they are working, 
especially in the vicinity ofa monitor. She commented that another draft idea is to distribute monitor 
maps to city and town contractors and other contractors that come in for local permits. Ms. Bauer 
noted that one city is currently distributing these maps. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the cities and towns could also check sources around the monitors located in 
their jurisdiction. She added that MAG could also prepare a video on high wind awareness to discuss 
what citizens could do to prevent exceedances on high wind days. She noted that the video could then 
be shown on channel eleven's. Ms. Bauer indicated that MAG wanted to share these ideas with the 
Committee and have already discussed these ideas with the MAG Regional Council at their last 
meeting. She commented that prevention is the key. It is much easier if we can just prevent the 
exceedances from occurring rather than trying to come up with additional measures. Ms. Bauer 
mentioned that there are already 77 measures in the Serious Area Plan as well as 53 measures in the 
Five Percent Plan for PM-10. She noted that those measures are still being implemented and are in 
place. Ms. Bauer asked the city members ofthe Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee for their 
ideas. 

Mark Hajduk, Arizona Public Service Company, inquired if the draft ideas will potentially be going 
into the SIP that will be resubmitted. Ms. Bauer responded that it is not the intent to mandate the ideas 
to prevent exceedances. The draft ideas are an effort to prevent exceedances from happening. She 
noted that things need to be done now. The region is in the high wind time of the year. Ms. Bauer 
commented that there was an exceedance in 2011 at the West Chandler monitor and other Pinal 
County monitors. It is the high wind time ofyear and it is important to step up and have all hands on 
deck. 

Mr. Hajduk inquired ifthere is a timeframe of when the SIP will be submitted to EPA. Ms. Bauer 
responded that under the schedule that MAG has for all air quality activities, the new plan would need 
to be submitted by January 2012. However, ifthe region has three years of clean data by the time the 
new plan needs to be submitted, then the region could possibly fall under the Clean Data Policy. Ms. 
Bauer noted that MAG has asked EP A for additional information on the Clean Data Policy. She added 
that some of this may also change; however, this is MAG's current take on the policy. 

Mr. Hajduk inquired if having three years of clean data by the end of 2011 and having the SIP 
submitted by January 2012, the region could move forward to try and get an attainment designation 
for the area. Ms. Bauer responded that if the region has three years of clean data by the end of2011 
and the region obtains an attainment finding from EPA, then the region would not have to submit a 
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Five Percent Plan. She added that Maricopa County would still have to submit the 2008 Periodic 
Emissions Inventory. Ms. Bauer noted that another requirement that is not suspended is New Source 
Review. She commented that Maricopa County and ADEQ address New Source Review issues. Ms. 
Bauer mentioned that it could be a different scenario all together rather than the usual Five Percent 
Plan for PM-1 O. Maricopa County, ADEQ, and MAG are working on the issues simultaneously. Ms. 
Bauer indicated that MAG believes that the best course of action is three years of clean data. Mr. 
Hajduk inquired ifthree years ofclean data means a new SIP will not have to be submitted. Ms. Bauer 
responded that it would be a submittal with less requirements. She added that ADEQ prepared a 
Serious Area SIP that fell under the clean data finding for ozone and submitted some ofthe regulations 
that were in place as well as the inventory. Ms. Bauer noted that it would be a different type of 
submittal. 

Larry Person, City ofScottsdale, inquired ifthe different track is an EPA policy or a different section 
ofthe Clean Air Act requirements. Ms. Bauer responded that this is an EPA policy; however, it has 
been implemented in Arizona. For example, Miami, Arizona received an attainment finding from 
EPA. Diane Arnst, ADEQ, stated that the State has received clean data findings for several areas. She 
added that there is no deadline for the maintenance plan as long as the region keeps attaining the 
standard. Ms. Arnst commented that the ambient air monitoring data for 2011 has to undergo quality 
assurance and be certified and submitted by May 1,2012. She noted that just so everyone tmderstands 
ifthere is a time crunch built in to this attempt. Ms. Arnst added that this is also a time offewer staff 
members. 

Ramona Simpson, Town of Queen Creek, inquired if EPA was still evaluating the high wind 
exceedance formula and how this will affect the region in the future in order to stay in attainment. Ms. 
Bauer responded that EPA will be releasing high wind exceptional events guidance which will have 
a component for high wind action plans. She added that the details ofthe guidance is unknown at the 
moment; however, it is encouraging that EPA is working on both long-term and short-term solutions 
to fix the problems with the EPA Exceptional Events Rule. She noted that the State will need to define 
the wind speeds at which the Best Available Control Measures are overwhelmed. Ms. Bauer 
mentioned that EPA has indicated a willingness to work with this region. She commented that we are 
encouraged to hear that Clark County has a customized package for their area so a customized package 
could potentially be developed for this region and the State. 

Mr. Person inquired about an approved plan and the EPA Clean Data Policy. He stated that under 
EPA's Clean Data Policy, an approved plan is needed and that this region already has a plan that has 
been approved prior to the one that was withdrawn that would meet that requirement. Ms. Bauer 
responded that MAG has asked for clarification from EPA on the Clean Data Policy. She added that 
for the maintenance plan requirements, an applicable implementation plan has to be fully approved 
by EPA. Ms. Bauer noted that there are many pieces involved. Ms. Arnst stated that in order to get 
officially redesignated to attainment status, EPA has to approve the ten year maintenance plan and then 
the region could be redesignated. She added that the clean data finding is a step before, which would 
be published in the Federal Register ifEPA agrees with the data. Ms. Arnst noted that there are many 
steps to go through. 

Brian O'Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation, commented on high winds in Iowa versus the high 
winds in Arizona. He added that the high winds in Arizona may appear in one area and may be 
different in another area ofArizona. Mr. O'Donnell noted that it is different in Arizona than in many 
other states. He mentioned that a forecast in the Salt River area may not be the same for the City of 

-6­



Scottsdale. Ms. Bauer replied that another issue is the friction velocities in our region, which has to 
do with surface roughness discussed at a prior meeting. She mentioned the smooth areas by the West 
43rd Avenue monitor, fine silty soils, wind speed, and dust devils. She added that the State will have 
to prepare a customized package and MAG will cooperatively work with the State and EPA on this 
Issue. 

Ms. McGennis indicated that she was reviewing the Five Percent Plan for PM -lOon the MAG website. 
She added that the city commitments are approximately 500 pages. Ms. McGennis inquired if this 
information will be put in a table format instead ofthe document format so that it can be easier to read 
for this upcoming process. Ms. Bauer referred Ms. McGennis to the adopted plan chapter ofthe Five 
Percent Plan for PM-lO. She noted that what counts are the commitments made for each individual 
measure. Ms. Bauer added that there is table in the front of chapter 6 with a page number of where 
the measure starts. She indicated that the measures have a combination ofthe State requirements and 
the city and county commitments. Ms. McGennis inquired if MAG will compile for the Committee 
all the suggestions as they come up. Ms. Bauer responded yes and added that the draft ideas in the 
presentation are to prevent exceedances. 

Mr. Kukino stated that the concepts raised are good and perhaps a workshop amongst the cities, 
ADEQ, and the County early in the process to discuss what shape this process will take would be 
helpful. He added that later a discussion could occur at a future Committee meeting in terms ofwhat 
the Committee will be recommending going forward. Mr. Kukino inquired if this was a realistic 
expectation. Ms. Bauer responded yes and added that we needed to team up Maricopa County and 
business and industry. She indicated that ADEQ has the notification with the forecasts so the 
notification network can be expanded to prevent the exceedances. 

Mr. Pearson inquired if the Clark County Plan is available as a resources for cities that are looking to 
develop a customized High Wind Action Plan. Ms. Bauer responded that this was a great idea and that 
MAG could make the Clark County Natural Events Action Plan available to the Committee members 
for the next meeting. Ms. McGennis stated that she believes the Clark County Rule is effective 
because it is very simplistic. She noted that there are major differences between Maricopa County 
Rule 310 and Clark County's Rule. Ms. McGennis added that the Committee members will be 
surprised to see what is not in Clark County's Rule versus what is in Rule 310. She commented that 
Clark County has been very successful and it is an interesting study when reviewing it. 

5. Status Rtmort on Revisions to the 2008 Emissions Inventory 

Cathy Arthur, MAG, presented the new AP-42 equation and an example ofmeasures with continuing 
increases in benefit. She stated that AP-42 covers many air pollution emission factors and 
Section 13.2.1 addresses paved road emissions. Ms. Arthur added that there is also a section that 
addresses unpaved road emissions; however, that did not change. She indicated that in June 2010, 
EPA published two alternative AP-42 equations that they were considering to replace what has been 
in AP-42 since November 2006. Ms. Arthur noted that MAG has been using the November 2006 
equation since that time. 

Ms. Arthur provided the November 2006 equation and added that the new equations do not have the 
factor "C" which was used in 2006 to subtract out the 1980's vehicle fleet exhaust, brake wear, and 
tire wear. She added that this was integrated into the new equation when it was recalibrated. Ms. 
Arthur stated that EPA also eliminated divisor two under the silt loading variable and divisor three 
under vehicle weight. She indicated that the silt loading and weight variables are still the two 
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independent variables in this equation. Ms. Arthur discussed silt loading and added that it is conducted 
by measuring the mass of silt that is on a paved road. She mentioned that silt is defined as particles 
that are 75 microns or smaller. A fraction of that particle is then calculated, which is considered silt, 
by using a 200 mesh. Ms. Arthur added that there is a process where the data is collected and put 
through a screen mesh to determine the percent that the loading has of silt. She noted that "sL" is a 
measured value. 

Ms. Arthur stated that in June 2010, EPA released the two new equations, one of which included a 
speed term. She added that EPA introduced the idea ofadding a third variable. It is the average miles 
per hour being traveled on the system for which you are calculating paved road emissions. Ms. Arthur 
mentioned that the emission factor variables are the same; however, the exponents have changed from 
the original equation. She noted that the weighting factor has also changed in the new equation. Ms. 
Arthur indicated that the equations were created by using data from vehicle test runs. She mentioned 
that it appears that the difference between the data used in the 2006 equation and the new equation is 
that there were 22 new test runs which were conducted in 2008 for the Com Refiners Association. Ms. 
Arthur added that apparently the Com Refiners Association were concerned that the database being 
used did not take the heavier vehicles into account at lower speeds. She noted that the 22 data points 
were added to the data set. As a result, in order to develop an equation that has a speed term, there 
were 71 test runs with speeds and 93 test runs without the speed term. 

Dave Berry, Arizona Motor Transport Association, inquired if the speed is observed or theoretical. 
Ms. Arthur responded that in the case ofthe 71 runs, the speed ofthe vehicle was being observed. She 
added that this is not much of an issue since it was dropped in the final equation. Ms. Arthur 
mentioned that one of the equations included speed terms and the other equation was done without 
speeds. She noted that the equation with speed terms gave higher emissions than the equation without 
speeds. 

Ms. Arthur stated that EPA provided a public comment period for the two equations, which ended in 
August 2010. She added that some of the comments received were from Clark County and the 
Midwest Research Institute (MRI). Ms. Arthur indicated that there was a joint conference call with 
EP A, Clark County, and MRI and their concern was that the new equation increases PM-2.5 emissions. 
She noted that this does not impact this region since we are in attainment for that pollutant; however, 
this does impact Clark County and other urban areas that are nonattainment for PM-2.5 and have 
established budgets. Ms. Arthur mentioned that the budget setting occurred last year using the old 
equation for many places. She added that now these areas are being asked to set a budget using the 
new equation that has higher PM-2.5, which is a major concern. 

Ms. Arthur stated that in September through December 2010, EPA started checking their calculations 
and taking into consideration the comments that were received. As a result, the equations were 
changed several times. She added that Matt Poppen, MAG, was in contact with Ron Meyers from 
EP A Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. Ms. 
Arthur noted that every time EPA developed a new version ofthe equation, MAG tested it to see the 
impacts that it would have locally. She indicated that the final equation was released January 13, 2011 
and is required to be used. Ms. Arthur provided the final equation, which was also tested by EPA. She 
added that MAG staff closely monitored EPA's intermediate changes to the AP-42 equation from 
September through December. Ms. Arthur stated that MAG wanted to make sure that the new 
equation could still show conformity to the older budget in case the plan was going to be withdrawn. 
She noted that the older budget is from the Serious Area Plan for PM-1 0 that was submitted to EPA 

-8­



in 2000. The budget was 59.7 metric tons per day, considerably lower than the budget used in the Five 
Percent Plan for PM-1 0, which was 103.3 metric tons per day. 

Ms. Arthur discussed the impact ofthe new equation. She stated that the application ofthe new AP-42 
equation reduces the 2008 paved road emissions in the Maricopa County PM -10 nonattainment area 
by 61 percent. Ms. Arthur noted that the new equation reduces the total emissions in the 2008 
inventory by 14 percent, holding everything else constant. She indicated that the decrease in paved 
road emissions reduces the total PM -lOin 2008 and the tons per year needed to meet the five percent 
reduction target in the Five Percent Plan for PM-10. Ms. Arthur commented that the number of tons 
per year was approximately 5,000 tons based on the 2007 base. She added that with the new base it 
would be about 3,600 tons, based on the 2008 inventory. Mr. Arthur mentioned that it would decrease 
to approximately 3,100 tons where the region would need to get five percent with the new paved road 
equation. Ms. Arthur noted that there has been a decline by using the 2008 base versus the 2007 base. 
She mentioned that a lot ofcontrol measures were implemented in 2008; therefore, the inventory was 
already starting to decline. Ms. Arthur indicated that MAG is planning to use the new equation in the 
new five percent plan and has already updated the 2008 inventory that was published by Maricopa 
County in June. 

Ms. Arthur discussed the timeline for the new AP-42 equation and other actions. She stated that EPA 
released the new equation for use in preparing State Implementation Plans on January 13, 2011. She 
added that on January 19, 2011, a conformity finding was issued by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation on the amended FY 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Plan and Regional 
Transportation Plan. On January 25, 2011, ADEQ withdrew the Five Percent Plan for PM-1 O. Ms. 
Arthur commented that on February 4, 2011, EPA published a Federal Register notice authorizing use 
of the new AP-42 equation for transportation conformity analyses and SIPs. She added that EPA 
encouraged the use of the new equation if a new SIP is being developed. Ms. Arthur noted that the 
new equation will be used in the new plan. She indicated that on February 9,2011, EPA published 
a Federal Register notice withdrawing the adequacy finding for the transportation conformity budget 
of 1 03.3 metric tons per day contained in the 2007 Five Percent Plan. Ms. Arthur stated that EPA gave 
the region an adequacy finding on the budget since a new budget can not be used unless EPA finds it 
to be adequate or the plan is approved. She noted that the Five Percent Plan was not approved; 
however, the region did have an adequacy finding. Ms. Arthur added that MAG expects to meet the 
transportation conformity budget of 59.7 metric tons per day using the new AP-42 equation. 

Ms. Arthur provided an example ofmeasures with continuing increases in benefit. She noted that this 
is hypothetical since some ofthe numbers are still unknown. Ms. Arthur noted that real data was used 
to the extent that it exists. She discussed a Rule 310 example. Ms. Arthur indicated that the total 
construction activity in 2010, based on permit data from Maricopa County, indicates that there were 
approximately 21,000 acres ofconstruction area permitted in 2010. She noted that is down 61 percent 
from 2007; therefore, it is considerably lower than what would have been used in the 2007 Plan. Ms. 
Arthur indicated that ifthe uncontrolled emissions factor is multiplied by the acreage ofconstruction, 
the total would be approximately 24,000 tons per year ofPM-1 0, which is the base. She commented 
that a simplified assumption made was that the number remains constant over time. In other words, 
the construction activity is constant, which is not an accurate assumption but was used for simplicity. 
Ms. Arthur stated that the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 had nine Rule 310 measures; however, she is 
only listing eight. She indicated that Measure 36 is also part ofRule 310. Ms. Arthur added that out 
of the 53 measures, about 17 percent of the measures applied to Rule 310. 
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Ms. Arthur stated that it is unknown how each individual measure impacted emissions; however, the 
rule effectiveness is known since it is measured by Maricopa County each year. She added that the 
County is currently developing new rule effectiveness numbers so this example is strictly hypothetical. 
Ms. Arthur indicated that since she does not know what that number will be, she used 80 percent for 
2008, 81 for 2009, and 82 percent for 2010. She commented that over a three year period, it was 
determined that the rule effectiveness (compliance with Rule 310) has improved as a result ofthe nine 
measures. Ms. Arthur mentioned that for those nine measures, trends indicate that there is an increase 
of one percent per year in compliance. She added that the increasing benefit may be attributed, for 
example, to the training being conducted by the County. Ms. Arthur noted that there have been 
increases in compliance with Rule 310 over time. For projection purposes, it could be assumed that 
this will continue to increase one percent per year for the next three years. She added that this 
assumption may be made for the Five Percent Plan; however, there is a limit. Ms. Arthur noted that 
you can not go above 100 percent and EPA does not typically allow compliance rates above 
90 percent. Ms. Arthur added that there is a limit to what EPA would consider reasonable, which is 
the reason these numbers were used. 

Ms. Arthur stated that assuming that the total uncontrolled emissions remain the same for 2011, 2012, 
and 2013, the compliance rates of 83, 84, and 85 percent are multiplied by 90 percent. She noted that 
the reason for this is because it is assumed that the controls that are being applied on the construction 
sites are 90 percent effective. Ms. Arthur commented that this is allowed by EPA. Ms. Arthur 
mentioned that the incremental percentage increase is relative to construction emissions. She indicated 
that the total construction emissions are increasing by 0.9 percent from the 2011 base year. Ms. Arthur 
noted that the base for the plan is yet to be determined; however, 2011 is likely. She commented that 
the increase is 0.9 percent in each ofthose years, which results in a 1.8 percent benefit for the two year 
period. 

Ms. Arthur discussed the issues with the hypothetical example. She stated that ifconstruction sources 
represent 10 percent of total PM -10 emissions in the base year of20 11, the annual reduction for the 
Rule 310 measures would be less than 0.1 percent in 2012 and 2013. She discussed the challenge of 
showing five percent reductions when these reasonable increases only result in a 0.1 percent benefit. 
Ms. Arthur stated that construction emissions will not remain constant between 2010 and 2013. Ms. 
Arthur noted that the latest socioeconomic forecast from Marshall Vest, University of Arizona, 
indicates that the construction emissions decline in 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 and will slightly 
increase in 2012. She added that the assumption in the example is too simple since there are going to 
be declines in construction emissions relative to 2010. Ms. Arthur stated that it will be difficult to 
show five percent per year reductions when many control measures are already in place. Therefore, 
the region may only get small increases in benefits over time. She indicated that the measures such 
as Rule 310 in the plan, although they have continuing benefits, do not have increases in benefits over 
time, which is an important distinction to note. Ms. Arthur mentioned that the benefits will be factored 
into the base; however, the benefits will not be increasing. Therefore, the region will have difficulty 
in achieving additional five percent per year reductions. 

Ms. McGennis referred to the total construction activity. She stated that Ms. Arthur mentioned that 
MAG looks at one percent effectiveness each year. Ms. McGennis added that the 2005 emissions 
inventory was used for 2007 and at that time there was a compliance rate of only 49 percent. She 
mentioned the compliance rate going from 49 to 80 percent. Ms. McGennis asked why only a one 
percent increase in compliance each year is now being given. Ms. Arthur responded that those were 
the numbers measured by Maricopa County in 2005. She added that the example is not necessarily 
accurate; however, there is an increasing trend in compliance. She added that there is no other 
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reasonable explanation for the increase in Rule 310 compliance from 51 to 80 percent, other than the 
implementation of the control measures in the Plan. Ms. Arthur noted that an increase in Rule 310 
compliance is actually being measured by Maricopa County and is not hypothetical. Ms. Arthur 
indicated that in 2005, Maricopa County measured that approximately half of the construction sites 
were not complying with Rule 310. She noted that the tremendous increase in compliance with 
Rule 310 was helpful in achieving the required five percent per year reductions in the Five Percent 
Plan. 

Ms. McGennis inquired what will happen ifcompliance remains constant or increasing at one percent 
each year and the region is still not attaining at the monitors. She added that this can not be put on the 
backs of industry. Ms. Arthur responded that the example shows that there is very little room in the 
future for reductions. She added that there was room in the past; however, the compliance numbers 
are too high in the future. Ms. Arthur noted that the compliance rates are great. She indicated that 
there is a limit and 100 percent compliance can not be expected. Ms. Arthur mentioned that MAG will 
not be able to use the same approach in developing the five percent reductions; other sources will need 
to be evaluated. She stated that by focusing on high winds, the hope is to reduce that piece of the 
inventory. Ms. Bauer stated that the construction industry has done a great job with compliance. She 
added that since the compliance rate is so high, very little additional benefit ifany could be taken. Ms. 
Bauer noted that the construction industry has done a great job in implementing measures. She 
mentioned that some of the suggestions from the construction industry such as training, in which the 
Associated General Contractors has been actively involved, have paid off. Mr. Kukino also thanked 
the County for their program and success. 

Matt Poppen, MAG, discussed draft revisions to the 2008 PM-10 windblown dust inventory for the 
Maricopa County PM-10 nonattainment area. He indicated that he gave this presentation at the 
February 23,2011 Five Percent Technical Committee meeting. Mr. Poppen stated that the committee 
is made up of MAG, Maricopa County, ADEQ, and EPA who are reviewing the changes to the 
emissions inventory. He mentioned that he has already received some positive feedback from his 
presentation; however, some of the items in his presentation are now outdated and may change. Mr. 
Poppen added that the core principles remained that same. 

Mr. Poppen stated that EPA had requested a conceptual framework for windblown dust. They want 
to know what the region believes is happening when there are high winds and increased emissions. 
He mentioned that a lot ofresearch was done and articles were found on studies conducted in the U.S. 
southwestern deserts that helped to provide the new framework. The main article referenced and 
supportedbymany other articles was done by Macpherson and called DustEmissions in Disturbed and 
Undisturbed Desert Areas in a Supply-Limited Environment. Mr. Poppen indicated that the article 
discusses supply-limited environments, which is what we have here in Maricopa County. 
Supply-limits mean the soil is only going to produced for a limited amount oftime because the supply 
on that soil is regulated by lots ofdifferent factors such as soil moisture, vegetation, rock cover, etc. 
He stated that most of the windblown dust studies conducted are in transport-limited environments 
such as the Sahara and Gobi Deserts. In these environments, there is no supply limitation. As long 
as the wind blows in these areas, there will be emissions. This is not the situation in our arid 
environment and the condition of the soil plays a huge role in how much the soil is able to emit. 

Mr. Poppen stated that a key quote from the Macpherson article is "Results indicate that for these 
supply-limited environments, PM-10 emissions are primarily driven by the aerodynamic resuspension 
ofloose surface materials as opposed to dynamic entrainment mechanisms associated with saltating 
grains." In other words, the wind here picks up the particles that are available to be suspended and 
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it is not a process of saltation. Saltation is where you can visibly observe sand particles moving, 
hitting each other, breaking up other particles, and starting a chain reaction. Mr. Poppen indicated that 
saltation events do occur in the region when there is a haboob. However, most ofthe windblown dust 
emissions seen here occur within the first five or 10 minutes of the initial windy hour. 

Mr. Poppen mentioned that an important distinction is that most articles measure the threshold speed, 
which is very critical, ofwhen windblown dust is initiated as when saltation occurs. The assumption 
is ifyou do not have saltation, you do not have PM-I0 emissions. He stated that Macpherson, Clark 
County and others have found that there are emissions quite early before saltation occurs. Because of 
this, the wind speed at which emissions occur is much lower than that seen with saltation. Mr. Poppen 
mentioned that the article states that PM-10 emissions occur at 50 to 75 percent ofthe saltation speeds. 

Mr. Poppen indicated that wind tunnel studies performed in the Macpherson article, along with recent 
Clark County tests, indicate PM-10 emission thresholds in the 11 to 14 miles per hour range for both 
disturbed and undisturbed soils. Many other studies indicate thresholds in the high twenties. He stated 
that these articles clearly show that PM-lO emissions occur at a lower rate, especially in a 
supply-limited environment. Another important part ofthe articles is that disturbance of soil has the 
primary effect ofgenerating more PM-10 emissions than undisturbed soils under similar wind speeds 
and does not necessarily lower the threshold wind speed upon which PM-lO emissions are initiated. 

Mr. Poppen discussed how these studies/articles translate into changes in the inventory. He stated that 
the current inventory assumes that there is one threshold for undisturbed soils and a lower threshold 
for disturbed soils. The threshold is now being set the same for both disturbed and undisturbed. Mr. 
Poppen provided a schematic of the windblown dust generation process. He noted that it is at 
approximately PM-40 when dust is actually visible. Therefore, dust can be impacting the monitors 
when it is not even visible. 

Mr. Poppen indicated that there are four changes to the inventory as a result of the new framework: 
1) Lowered the threshold wind speed necessary for PM-lO entrainment to 12 mph (five-minute 
average) at 10-meters for all soils and land uses (except active agriculture fields); 2) Developed unique 
PM-I0 vertical emissions fluxes for disturbed and undisturbed soils; 3) Applied new inspection data 
to determine percentages of disturbed and undisturbed soils by land use; and 4) Scaled windblown 
PM-I0 emissions to match observed annual monitor concentrations (sensitivity analysis). He 
discussed the details of each change. 

Mr. Poppen stated that for lowering threshold wind speeds to 12 mph (five-minute average) at 
10 meters, 12 mph was chosen for the following reasons: Macpherson wind tunnel tests indicated 
PM-I0 emission thresholds in the low teens; Clark County wind tunnel tests on a variety ofsoil types 
generated PM-lO emissions at lowest available wind speeds, approximately 11 mph; and the 1989 
Nickling & Gillies local wind tunnel tests observed saltation occurring at ranges of 13 to 30 mph, 
meaning PM-I0 emission initiation is likely 50 to 75 percent of those speeds. 

Mr. Poppen discussed developing fluxes for disturbed and undisturbed soils. He indicated that through 
the use of 1989 Nickling and Gillies local wind tunnel tests (seven sites used, agriculture fields and 
mine tailings excluded), a PM-lO flux for disturbed soils can be developed. The developed flux 
compares well with fluxes observed in the Macpherson article and Clark County wind tunnel tests. 
Mr. Poppen stated that since 1989 Nickling & Gillies local wind tunnel tests were done primarily on 
disturbed soils, the ratio ofdisturbed to undisturbed fluxes observed by Macpherson was used to create 
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an undisturbed flux. He presented the Nickling & Gillies disturbed flux. Mr. Poppen stated that there 
is a correlation ofapproximately 65 percent, which is a good confidence level for a disturbed soil flux. 

Mr. Poppen provided a table comparing the calculated PM-10 emissions fluxes. He indicated that the 
Nickling & Gillies fluxes are in the middle with the Macpherson fluxes being lower and the Clark 
County fluxes being higher. Mr. Poppen noted that the Nickling & Gillies fluxes are used here; 
however, they are all in the same order ofmagnitude which is good for these types ofestimations. 

Mr. Poppen discussed the new inspection data (July 2008 to June 2009) used to determine disturbed 
versus undisturbed land uses. He stated that the June 2010 version ofthe emissions inventory justuses 
the rule effectiveness rate to determine the percent of soils disturbed and undisturbed. Mr. Poppen 
indicated that is too high based on other approaches used since rule effectiveness rates are in the 
80 percent range. This would mean 20 percent of the soils would be disturbed at all times, which is 
unreasonable given observations. Mr. Poppen stated that for developing land uses (Rule 310), the 
disturbance rate was instead determined by the number ofviolations written for Section 304 ofthe rule 
which deals directly with stabilization requirements. A total of 2.62 percent of permits were given 
violations of this section. For sand and gravel land uses (Rule 316), the disturbance rate was 
determinedbythe number ofviolations written for Section 306.5 ofthe rule which details stabilization 
requirements. A total of2.21 percent ofpermits were given violations ofthis section. For all vacant, 
open and fallow agriculture land uses, a disturbance rate was determined by the number ofviolations 
written for failure to pass a Ru1e 310.01 stabilization test. A total of 0.73 percent failed one of the 
stabilization tests. Mr. Poppen added that for comparison, Clark County reports 1.1 percent of their 
land uses as disturbed (December 2006). 

Mr. Poppen discussed the scaling ofwindblown PM-I0 emissions to match monitor concentrations. 
He stated that after the emission fluxes are developed, the amount ofemissions are determined. Mr. 
Poppen indicated that windblown PM-10 emissions prior to scaling are maximum potential emissions, 
all eligible land uses are calculated to emit at 100 percent oftheir emission flux. They do not take into 
account the limiting effects of differing surface roughness, vegetation of soils, moisture of soils, 
crusting of soils, supply reservoir, etc. because data is unavailable. Therefore, the emissions need to 
be scaled to a reasonable test. He stated that a mechanism in order to properly account for these 
missing variables is needed, which is a sensitivity analysis. Mr. Poppen mentioned that the mechanism 
chosen was to look atmonitor readings. He indicated that 2009 hourly PM-10 and wind speed monitor 
readings allow for the association ofPM-10 mass with hourly winds over 10 mph. This provides a 
scaling factor with which to adjust final, annual windblown emissions. Mr. Poppen noted that he will 
be adjusting this to match with the five minute threshold of 12 mph; however, the percentages will 
likely stay approximately the same. 

Mr. Poppen presented the scaled windblown PM-l0 emissions to match monitor concentrations. He 
stated that, on average, over the monitoring network 7.86 percent ofemissions are associated with high 
wind events. Mr. Poppen indicated that the West 43rd Avenue monitor is the highest where 
approximately 12 percent of the concentrations are associated with winds over 10 mph. At the low 
end is Glendale where only 3.53 percent of the concentrations are associated with hourly winds over 
10 mph. Mr. Poppen added that looking at the PM-l0 nonattainment area as a whole approximately 
7.5 percent of the PM-I0 concentrations are associated with high winds. Using this factor, the 
emissions where scaled based on what is expected using monitor data. 

Mr. Poppen indicated that to be conservative (one standard deviation), it was assumed that 10 percent 
ofannual PM-10 mass is associated with windblown dust. Given this ratio, annual windblown dust 
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is assumed to be 10 percent ofthe total inventory. He stated that current PM-l 0 nonattainment area 
emissions estimates for all sources, which is still under review, excluding windblown dust, total 
44,391 tons. Under the scaling scenario above, this total represents 90 percent of the inventory, 
allowing windblown dust to fill the last 10 percent for a windblown total of4,932 tons. Mr. Poppen 
noted that the ratios ofland uses and disturbance rates in the windblown dust categories are assumed 
to be constant during the scaling down process. 

Mr. Poppen presented the results of the scaling down process. He stated that the original annual 
emissions calculated were 52,256.39 tons. Mr. Poppen indicated that original calculated annual PM -10 
emissions were reduced by 90.56 percent in order to meet scaling factor target of4,932 tons ofPM -10. 

Mr. Poppen provided a comparison of the June 2010 windblown PM-to inventory to the draft 
February 2011 inventory. The June 2010 version did not go through the scaling process and had 
different threshold mechanisms, which were unrealistic. He noted that the inventory is still in draft 
form. Mr. Poppen indicated that the calculations shown are preliminary. He added that the 
methodology and data inputs may change after review by participating agencies and stakeholders. 

Ms. McGennis clarified that Rule 310 is an earthmoving rule. It is not a construction activity rule. 
Mr. Poppen agreed with Ms. McGennis. She asked that for all open vacant land, how many violations 
were written. Mr. Poppen responded that it depends on the number of inspections conducted. He 
indicated that it would be 2.5 percent of the approximately 5,000 Rule 310 inspections conducted, or 
around 158 violations for Rule 310. Mr. Poppen added that only three permits for Rule 316 received 
these violations. He added that there were about 12,000 inspections for Ru1e 310.01 so one percent 
of that would be approximately 120 that failed the stability tests. 

Steve Trussell, Arizona Rock Products Association, referred to the slide that indicated current PM-l 0 
nonattainment area emission estimates for all sources excluding windblown dust total 44,000 tons. 
He inquired ifthe total would be about 50,000 tons ifit included windblown dust. Mr. Poppen replied 
that the total would be about 50,000 tons since windblown dust is approximately 5,000 tons. Mr. 
Trussell asked about the total before these changes. Mr. Poppen responded 73,000 tons. He stated that 
the lower number is the result ofthe 61 percent reduction Ms. Arthur discussed from AP-42 in addition 
to rule effectiveness changes. Mr. Poppen stated that the number may increase or decrease; however, 
it will be in that ballpark. He added that it will be much lower that what was seen in the June 2010 
inventory. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the data presented has been qualified since it is preliminary and under review. 
She indicated that the data is therefore subject to change. 

6. PM-I0 Monitoring Data 

Julie Hoffinan, MAG, provided an update on the PM-l 0 monitoring data since 2008. She indicated 
that information on the concentration and date of each exceedance by monitor are being distributed. 
Ms. Hoffinan stated that charts are also being provided that include the number of exceedance days 
and exceedances by monitor for 2008 through 2010. She mentioned that in terms ofexceedance days, 
there were eleven in 2008, seven in 2009, and one in 2010. In addition, an exceedance occurred on 
February 19, 2011 at the West Chandler monitor. This is the first exceedance in 2011. Ms. Hoffinan 
indicated that ADEQ will be evaluating this exceedance to determine if it qualifies as an exceptional 
event. 
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Mr. Trussell inquired about the 2009 data. He indicated that it was his understanding three of those 
days were not attributable to high winds. Ms. Hoffman replied that ADEQ has stated that all the 
exceedances in 2009 are exceptional events; however, they have not been approved by EPA. Mr. 
Trussell asked about exceedances that were not across the monitoring network that may still be in 
question. Ms. Arthur responded that there were three such exceedances. Ms. Hoffman mentioned that 
one of the tables distributed lists the exceedances and the dates they occurred in 2009. Ms. Arnst 
added that there are three exceedances in 2009 that would be much more difficult to document under 
the current ADEQ Exceptional Events Policy. 

7. Tentative MAG Air Quality Project Schedule 

Ms. Bauer reported on the tentative MAG air quality proj ect schedule. She indicated that the schedule 
is for January 2011 through December 2012 and describes the major regional air quality planning 
activities. Ms. Bauer mentioned that the Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan Revision will be due 
in April 2013. She also discussed the CMAQ Annual Report and CMAQ Project Evaluations. Ms. 
Bauer stated that for conformity on the new Transportation Improvement Program and Regional 
Transportation Plan, the schedule will need some flexibility due to the changing economic conditions. 
She mentioned contract management and the Eight-Hour Ozone Plan. Ms. Bauer indicated that the 
eight-hour ozone standard continues to be postponed so this is a placeholder. 

Ms. Bauer discussed the evaluation and implementation ofthe MOVES model. She stated that MAG 
will begin applying the MQVES model even though it is not required until March 2012. Ms. Bauer 
indicated that MAG believes it would be prudent to use it for the new five percent plan and the 
emissions inventory so everything is constant. She mentioned that MAG also continues to review city 
general plans and plan amendments as part of its air quality activities. Ms. Bauer stated that with 
regard to greenhouse gas reduction requirements, there was a lot of activity approximately one year 
ago. She indicated that the activity has decreased; however, MAG has been hearing there may be 
something included in the Surface Transportation Reauthorization Act. 

Ms. Bauer discussed the schedule for the Five Percent Plan for PM-10. She indicated that the schedule 
provided serves as a placeholder. Ms. Bauer stated that the date to submit is known and time is short. 
She indicated that the hope is to get an attainment finding under the EPA Clean Data Policy, but the 
schedule provides a placeholder for a plan. Ms. Bauer concluded by discussing the schedule for the 
PM-I0 paving unpaved road projects evaluation and PM-I0 street sweepers projects evaluation. 

Ms. Arnst referred to eight-hour ozone and indicated that the schedule does not include the interim 
year modeling requested by EPA in order to complete the redesignation under the 1997 ozone standard. 
Ms. Bauer responded that EPA will be sending a letter to MAG indicating which years to use. Colleen 
McKaughan, EPA, indicated that she will be providing the letter within a few days. She stated that 
once she has the information, she will detail that for the Committee as well. 

8. Call for Future Agenda Items 

Mr. Kukino requested suggestions for future agenda items. Mr. Trussell requested an update on the 
status of the inventory at a future meeting. 

Mr. Kukino announced that the next meeting of the Committee has been tentatively scheduled for 
Thursday, March 24, 2011 at 1 :30 p.m. With no further comments, the meeting was adjourned at 
3:00 p.m. 

-15­



I I. Agenda Item #4 

ArIzona 

Arizona 51,310,000 111M and Olher TCMs IMaricopa A •• odatloa ofGovemmeutl: 1 1,067 
treet Iweepen 
certified street sweeper.Ire&Jon wide 

ArIzona $61,588 11M and Other TCMs 41 


ArIzona $51,412 11M aad Other TCM. 17 


Arizona 51,750,000 PedeolriaDIBleycle 2 I 27 


ArIzona 51,685,769 PedeolrlaDIBleyde 

ArIzona $1,010,000 I PedUVIaaJIIleycle 

Arizona $589,5" I Peduttiulllleycle 

Arizona $400,000 I Pede.lrlanlBleyd. 

5346,171 I PedalrlanlBleye" 

IBuuevet Dah!n Da•• uRDaved road 

IBud:ne: Pave dirt shoulders 

IPhoenis.: Multi-ue aadem... 
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- ---Arizona 
Design and construct multi-use path under 
Union HiDs Dr at Skunk Creek 

Arizona 

Arizona 

Arizona 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

5175,000 PedestrianIBicycle 

5950,356 IShared Ride 

I 
5915,046 IShared Ride 

Surprise: Design multi-use path 
Design multi-use path on Bell Rd from US 60 
10 114lhAve 

Maricopa Association of Governments: 
and Telework Program 
and Telework Program 

I 
IMaricopa Association of Governments: Trip 

3 

260 

373 

39 

3,453 I 256 

I 
4,951 I 367 

I 235 

I 
I 337 

Arizona 

Arizona 

5139,598 

514,070,805 

Shared Ride 

Traffic Flow Improvements 

Maricopa Association of Governments: Travel 
Reduction Program 
Capitol Rideshare Program 

3 

44 

38 

-496 I -40 I -2 

Arizona $2,758,363 I Traffic Flow Improvements -2 

Arizona 52,500,000 I Traffic Flow Improvements 264 3,979 285 10 

Arizona $938,840 I Traffic Flow Improvements 11 54 13 

ArIzona $735,000 I Traffic Flow Improvements 30 167 36 
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Arizona Deoartment of Transoort&tlon: 

IFreeway Management System 
RehabDitate FMS facilities in Phoenix region 

County: Tramc management center 



Arizona $644,031 I Tramc Flow Improvements 

Arizona 5600,000 I Traffie Flow Improvements 

Arizona S5S9,115 I Traffie Flow Improvements 

Arizona 5550,111 I Traffie Flow Improvements 

Arizona 5547,000 I Traffie Flow Improvements 

ArIzona $491,961 I Traffie Flow Improvements 

Arizona $331,139 I Traffie Flow Improvements 

PROJECr? 

II 

13 

-1 

332 

189 

14 

14 

InteOigent Transportation 

IConstruct ITS infrastructure and traffie 
management system in town center 

-Il -2 

-34 -11 
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10 I -3 

SJ05,S68 I Traffic Flow Improvemeots 40 -10 10 

5224,000 I Traffic Flow Improvements 

5223,885 I Traff-'c Flow Improvemeots 16 137 17 

Arizona 596,041 I Traffic Flow Improvements 51 181 60 

Arizona 589,600 I Traffic Flow Improvements 38 10 

Arizona 544,047 I Traffic Flow Improvements 10 

510,000,000 I Transit 36 479 36 33 

$6,150,110 I Tranllt Purchase buses 15 
15 replaeement standard 40-foot 

Page 4 ofS 



States without ozone or CO NODattainment or maintenance areas QA - QuaUtatlve Assessment PR - Previously Reported e - CbaRged benefit from previous year report 
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I Agenda Item #6 I 

PM-tO Clean Data Policy 

Criteria 

• 	 Area must be attaining the 24-hour PM-I0 standard based on the 3 most 
recent years ofcomplete, certified, and QA'd monitoring data 

• 	 EPA must have made a determination that the area has attained the standard 
(i.e, Clean Data Finding) 

Requirements 

• 	 Control measures at appropriate level ofcontrol continue to be implemented 
(i.e., BACM) - needed for maintenance plan 

• 	 Nonattainment status is unchanged. Area still has to submit a redesignation 
request and maintenance plan in order to be formally redesignated to 
attainment 

• 	 New Source Review program continues to be implemented 
• 	 Emissions inventory has to be prepared ·as required 
• 	 Commitment to continue operating monitoring network per 40 CFR 58 
• 	 Continue to do transportation conformity using existing budgets or the interim 

test, as applicable 1 . 

CAA Requirements Suspended by CDP 2 

• 	 No attainment demonstration and no additional BACM control measures 
• 	 No RFP demonstration .. 

• 	 No contingency measures 
• 	 No longer a 5% requirement for additional reductions under 189( d) 

1. EPA did propose changes to the conformity rule last year, that, iffinalized, would allow areas to set 
motor vehicle emission budgets when EPA makes a clean data fmding. For this to happen, the area would 
have to request that EPA set a motor vehicle emission budget using emissions from the most recent year of 
clean data for that pollutant. We anticipate this change moving forward in August of2011. 

2. These requirements are suspended with the expectation that the area will be redesignated to attainment. . 
Ifthe area violates the standard, a nonattainment SIP is required that addresses all ofthe above 
requirements. 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkgIFR-2011-02-28/pdf/2011-4376.pdf 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkgIFR-2011-02-28/pdf/2011-4376.pdf


Agenda Item #8 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

Maricopa Assoclatloo of Govemments75 Hawthorne Street 
Received

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

MAR 15'2011 

March 14,2011 

Ms. Lindy Bauer 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 N. 1st Avenue 
Suite 300 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Regarding: Request for Supplemental SIP Revision Containing Interim Year Analyses 
for Eight-Hour Ozone Maintenance Plan and Accounting for Recent Legislative 
Action on the Local Transit Assistance Fund (LT AF) Program 

. ,,'- Y-~ 
Dear~uer: 

This letter is in response to your request for clarification regarding the redesignation 
tequest and maintenance plan for the 1997 8-hour ozone· standard. On March 23, 2009, 
the Arjzona.Depa,rtment ofEnvironmental Quality (ADEQ) submitted the MAG Eight­
Hour Qzone Re<iesignation Request and;M~intenance Plan for the, Maricopa 
N()nattainment Ar~~ dated february 2009.:BPARegioR9 wouldJike to acton this plan 
as. quickly as p()ssiple i11,order to recogn,ize;,that the MariGopa.County nonattainment area 
is meeting the 1997 8~hour ozone standard, but~ in order to. do so, we need some . 
additional infonnation. 

As we have discussed previously, the maintenance plan lacks interim-year analyses 
between the ..base year of2005 and the horizon year of2025. We need MAG to 
demonstrate that maintenance ofthe 1997 8-hour ozone standard.is achieved throughout '. -'~ 

the initial maintenance period (i.e., 10 years beyond redesignation per CAA section 
175A), and not just in the horizon year of2025. MAG should· develop and submit as a 
SIP revision interim analyses for the years.2016 and 2021 demonstrating that the 19978­
hour standard is maintained throughout the.l0-year maintenance period. 

In addition, EPA understands that other revisions to the maintenance plan may be needed 
to account for a recent action taken by the Arizona Legislature. As we understand the 
situation, the Legislature has re-directed the funding from the Local Transit Assistance 
Fund (LT AF) program. These are lottery funds which are given to counties and cities to 
fund transit improvements under a formula established in H()use Bill 2001 (1993). The 
transit improvements funded through the LTAF program have been relied upon; and . 
given einission reduction credit, in ~everal federally approved SIPs, and are also brought 
fOrward into the OZOI\e maintenance plan. Thus, the ozone maintenance plan will need to 
be revised accordingly. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

http:standard.is


EPA also understands that there is ongoing litigation regarding the L T AF program, and 
would like an explanation of the status of that litigation prior to your SIP submittal. 

Please contact me at 520-498-0118 ifyou would like to discuss these issues, or if you 
have further questions. 

Sincerely, 

Colleen McKaughan 
Associate Director 
USEP A, Region 9 

cc: Eric Massy, ADEQ 
Wil1i~ Wiley, Maricopa County 


