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TENTATIVE AGENDA

Call to Order

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 for their
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 that those wishing to comment on
action agenda items wil be given an
opportunity at the time the item is heard.

Approval of the December 10, 2009 Meeting
Minutes

2008 Implementation Status of Committed
Measures in the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan
for PM-10 _for the Maricopa County
Nonattainment Area

In accordance with the Clean Air Act, the
MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 was
submitted to the Environmental Protection
Agency by December 31, 2007. In order to
reduce PM-10, a broad range of commitments
to implement measures were received from
the State, Maricopa County, and the twenty-
three local governments in the PM-I0
nonattainment area. The plan includes fifty-
three committed control measures which
began implementation in 2008.

On May 23, 2007, the MAG Regional Council
approved additional items for the Suggested

2.

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED

For information.

Review and approve the December 10, 2009
meeting minutes.

For information, discussion, and
recommendation to forward the 2008
Implementation  Status of Committed
Measures in the MAG Five Percent Plan for
PM-10inthe Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area to the Governor's Office, Legislature,
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
and the Environmental Protection Agency.



List of Measures to Reduce PM-10. One of
the items was that each year, MAG would
issue a report on the status of the
implementation of the committed measures
for this region by the cities, towns, Maricopa
County and the State. The report would then
be made available to the Governor's Office,
Legislature, Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality and the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).

The draft report was discussed with the
Committee at the last meeting.  The
Committee will now be requested to make a
recommendation to the MAG Management
Committee. Please refer to the enclosed
material.

Update on PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper
Projects for FY 2010 CMAQ Funding

On December 10, 2009, the MAG Air Quality
Technical Advisory Committee recommended
a prioritized list of proposed PM-10 Certified
Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2010 CMAQ
funding. On January 13, 2010, the MAG
Management Committee endorsed the
recommendation. It is anticipated that the
MAG Regional Council will take action on
January 27,2010. Anupdate will be provided.

Proposed  Revised  Fisht-Hour  Ozone
Standard

On January 6, 2010, the Environmental
Protection Agency proposed to strengthen the
primary eight-hour ozone standard to a level
within the range of .060-.070 parts per million.
In addition, EPA proposed establishing a
secondary standard within the range of 7-15
parts per million-hours. The final standards
will be issued by August 31, 2010. Plans
would be due in December 2013. Attainment
dates would be 201410 203 | depending upon
the severity of the problem. Please refer to
the enclosed material.

5.

6.

For information and discussion.

For information and discussion.



Proposed Additional Funding for an Existing Air
Quality Project for the MAG FY 201 | Work

Program

Additional funding in the amount of $280,000
is being proposed for the existing Air Quality
Technical Assistance On Call Project for the
MAG FY 2011 Unified Planning Work
Program. In general, the Air Quality Technical
Assistance On Call Project is for technical
assistance in the preparation of an Eight-Hour
Ozone Plan and supplemental analyses and
information for the MAG 2007 Five Percent
Plan for PM-10. Technical assistance may also
be needed for air quality modeling; air quality
monitoring and meteorology; traffic surveys
and emissions inventories; dirt road
inventories; statistical analysis of data; collection
and analysis of field data; analysis of control
measures; air quality plan preparation; CMAQ
evaluation methodologies; and transportation
conformity.

Call for Future Agenda ltems

The next meeting of the Committee has been
tentatively scheduled for Thursday,
February 25, 2010 at 1:30 p.m. For your
convenience, the Tentative Meeting Schedule
for the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory
Committee for January - November 2010 is
provided. The Chairman will invite the
Committee members to suggest future agenda
items. Please refer to the enclosed material.
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For information and discussion.

For information and discussion.



MINUTES OF THE
MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
AIR QUALITY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

Thursday, December 10, 2009
MAG Office
Phoenix, Arizona

MEMBERS ATTENDING
Doug Kukino, Glendale, Chairman
Gaye Knight, Phoenix, Vice Chair
Sue McDermott, Avondale
Elizabeth Biggins-Ramer, Buckeye
#Jim Weiss, Chandler
#Jamie McCullough, El Mirage
Kurt Sharp for Tami Ryall, Gilbert
Cato Esquivel, Goodyear
#Greg Edwards for Scott Bouchie, Mesa
William Mattingly, City of Peoria
Larry Person, Scottsdale
Antonio DeLaCruz, Surprise
Oddvar Tveit, Tempe
*Mark Hannah, Youngtown
Ramona Simpson, Queen Creek
*Walter Bouchard, Citizen Representative
*Corey Woods, American Lung Association of Arizona
Grant Smedley, Salt River Project
Brian O’Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation
Mark Hajduk, Arizona Public Service Company
#Gina Grey, Western States Petroleum Association
Peggy Rubach for Randi Alcott, Valley Metro/RPTA
Dave Berry, Arizona Motor Transport Association
Jeannette Fish, Maricopa County Farm Bureau
*Russell Bowers, Arizona Rock
Products Association

*Members neither present nor represented by proxy.
#Participated via telephone conference call.
+Participated via video conference call.

OTHERS PRESENT

Lindy Bauer, Maricopa Association of Governments

Julie Hoffman, Maricopa Association of Governments

Randy Sedlacek, Maricopa Association of Governments

Cathy Arthur, Maricopa Association of Governments

Dean Giles, Maricopa Association of Governments

Patrisia Magallon, Maricopa Association of
Governments

Adam Xia, Maricopa Association of Governments

Eileen Yazzie, Maricopa Association of Governments

Taejoo Shin, Maricopa Association of Governments

Dan Caitlin, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation

Shane Kiesow, City of Apache Junction

*Qreater Phoenix Chamber of Commerce
Amanda McGennis, Associated General
Contractors
*Spencer Kamps, Homebuilders Association of
Central Arizona
Mannie Carpenter, Valley Forward
Erin Taylor, University of Arizona Cooperative
Extension
Beverly Chenausky, Arizona Department of
Transportation
Diane Armnst, Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality
#Wienke Tax, Environmental Protection Agency
Jo Crumbaker, Maricopa County Air Quality
Department
Duane Yantorno, Arizona Department of
Weights and Measures
*Ed Stillings, Federal Highway Administration
David Belcheff for Judi Nelson, Arizona State
University
#Christopher Horan, Salt River Pima-Maricopa
Indian Community
*David Rueckert, Citizen Representative

Michelle Wilson, City of Glendale

Heather Hodgman, City of Apache Junction

Scott DiBiase, Pinal County Air Quality

Joonwon Joo, Arizona Department of

Transportation

Mitch Wagner, Maricopa County Department of
Transportation

Steve Peplau, Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality

Leonard Montenegro, Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality



Call to Order

A meeting of the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee was conducted on
December 10, 2009. Doug Kukino, City of Glendale, Chair, called the meeting to order at
approximately 1:32 p.m. Jamie McCullough, City of El Mirage; Greg Edwards, City of Mesa; Gina
Grey, Western States Petroleum Association; Christopher Horan, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community; Wienke Tax, Environmental Protection Agency; and Jim Weiss, City of Chandler,
attended the meeting via telephone conference call. '

Call to the Audience

Mr. Kukino stated that, according to the MAG public comment process, members of the 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 of the meeting for nonagenda items and
nonaction agenda items. He noted that no public comment cards had been received.

Approval of the Qctober 29. 2009 Meeting Minutes

The Committee reviewed the minutes from the October 29, 2009 meeting. Gaye Knight, City of
Phoenix, requested that page six of the minutes be changed to reflect “asphalt will be used once as
opposed to stabilizing roads which will have a significantly higher 20-year life cycle cost.” She moved
that the October 29, 2009 minutes be approved with the correction. Diane Amst, Arizona Department
of Environmental Quality, seconded and the motion to approve the October 29, 2009 meeting minutes
with the correction carried unanimously.

Evaluation of Proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2010 CMAQ Funding

Dean Giles, MAG, presented the evaluation of proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for
Federal Fiscal Year 2010 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) funding. He
stated that nine street sweeper projects were received requesting $1.6 million in CMAQ funds. Mr.
Giles noted that the projects were received by the deadline of September 18, 2009. He added that this
year, $1.3 million was available in fiscal year 2010 CMAQ funding. Mr. Giles indicated that an
additional $354,018 in CMAQ funding is available from sweeper projects that had been requested to
be deleted and from savings on sweepers that have cost less than anticipated, for a total amount of
$1,664,018. A minimum local cash match of 5.7 percent is required for street sweeper projects. Mr.
Giles stated that additional materials have been provided at each place that describe the discussion at
the MAG Street Committee meeting. He added that the MAG Programming Principles established
a two-tier review of the street sweeper projects and that the project review application sheets for the
street sweepers include additional questions from the Street Committee for the two Gilbert
applications. He commented that the Street Committee has thoroughly reviewed the application.

Mr. Giles stated that MAG staff has evaluated the proposed street sweeper projects using the CMAQ
methodology that was updated in April 2009. He added that the evaluation provides the estimated
emission reductions in kilograms per day and the corresponding cost effectiveness based on CMAQ
dollars requested. Mr. Giles indicated that the list is provided in order of cost effectiveness. He
mentioned that additional opportunity for comment will be provided at the MAG Management
Committee meeting which is scheduled for January 13, 2010. Mr. Giles added that if a
recommendation is made by the Management Committee, the projects will be forwarded on to the
MAG Regional Council which is scheduled to meet on January 27,2010. He commented that this item
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is for information, discussion, and recommendation of a prioritized list of proposed PM-10 Certified
Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2010 CMAQ funding to the MAG Management Committee.

Mr. Kukino inquired if all the projects were covered by the available funding. Mr. Giles responded
that is correct. Brian O’Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation, made a motion to forward the prioritized
list of proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2010 CMAQ funding to the MAG
Management Committee. Ms. Knight seconded, and the motion carried unanimously.

Evaluation of Proposed PM-10 Paving Unpaved Road Projects for FY 2013 CMAQ Funding

Mr. Giles presented the evaluation of proposed PM-10 Paving Unpaved Road Projects for Federal
Fiscal Year 2013 CMAQ Funding. He stated that the PM-10 paving unpaved roads, alleys, and
shoulders support measures in the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10. Mr. Giles added that 13
projects have been evaluated for FY 2013. He noted that the projects are requesting approximately
$10.4 million in CMAQ funding; however, only $4.5 million is available in FY 2013 CMAQ for
unpaved road projects. Mr. Giles indicated that there is a minimum 5.7 percent cash match for the
projects. He commented that the deadline for the projects was September 18, 2009. Mr. Giles
mentioned that the Street Committee has reviewed the applications that were submitted by the local
jurisdictions. He noted that additional materials dated December 7, 2009 were provided at each place.
Mr. Giles stated that the Street Committee asked several questions with regard to the paving projects.
He added that the discussion was included in the materials provided along with any further updates
of the data that was requested of the applicant.

Mr. Giles stated that MAG has evaluated the projects based on the information provided by the
applicant and consistent with the CMAQ methodology from April 2009. He indicated that Attachment
A provides the proposed projects ranked in order of cost effectiveness and Attachment B provides the
projects ranked in order of PM-10 emission reductions. Mr. Giles added that the members of the
Committee requested that MAG provide the table sorted by cost effectiveness and PM-10 emission
reductions. The Committee is requested to recommend a ranked list of the Proposed PM-10 Paving
Unpaved Road Projects for FY 2013 CMAQ funding to the MAG Transportation Review Committee
(TRO).

Ms. Amnst referred to the 5.7 percent cash match. She inquired if there is also an in-kind match. Mr.
Giles responded that there has been a number of matches used for paving projects in the Paving Project
Program. He added that the initial match was 50 percent which has decreased to 5.7 percent, the
current amount being used. Mr. Giles indicated that the jurisdictions are also providing a number of
additional costs towards the project; therefore, a 5.7 percent match is appropriate for these types of
projects.

Ms. Knight inquired about the differences in Attachments A and B. Mr. Giles responded that
Attachment A is ranked by cost effectiveness and has eight projects above the line where funding is
available. Attachment B is ranked by PM-10 emission reductions and includes the Gilbert Project
below the funding line on the table. Ms. Amst inquired about which table would have the most tons
of PM-10 reduced before the money runs out. Mr. Kukino stated that he would think that
Attachment A with the additional project would have the most reduction. He inquired if this
assumption is correct. Mr. Giles responded that is correct.

Bill Mattingly, City of Peoria, inquired about residual funds. He asked ifit is possible to partially fund
a project that is currently not funded. Mr. Giles responded that under the MAG Programming
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Principles, the Committee is to rank and recommend a list to the Transportation Review Committee
which builds the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP). He added that the TRC will be calling upon
any of the jurisdictions below the funding level to see if the scope of their projects can be revised to
fit in with the dollars that are available or possibly reduce the cost of a project so that the other funding
can be utilized.

Mr. O’Donnell commented on the cost effectiveness. He stated that the Peoria projects have a cost
effectiveness of $5,948-$5,974 per metric ton while the Surprise project has a cost effectiveness of
$2,388 per metric ton. Mr. O’Donnell inquired if one project is more effective than the other. He
asked if the amount shown is the amount of traffic. Mr. Giles responded that the amounts shown are
the length and the average daily traffic. Antonio De La Cruz, City of Surprise, made a motion to
forward Attachment A to the MAG Transportation Review Committee. Ms. Knight seconded, and the
motion carried unanimously.

2008 Implementation Status of Committed Measures in the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10
for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area

Cathy Arthur, MAG, presented the 2008 implementation status of committed measures in the MAG
2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area. She stated that on
May 27, 2007, the MAG Regional Council approved additional items for the Suggested List of
Measures to Reduce PM-10. One of these items was that MAG would issue a report each year on the
status of implementation of committed measures in the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10. Ms.
Arthur added that this report, once completed, would be made available to the Governor’s Office,
Legislature, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). She stated that MAG staff submitted the Plan to EPA in December 2007, as required
by the Clean Air Act. Ms. Arthur indicated that 53 new control measures were added to the Plan. She
mentioned that attainment was demonstrated through modeling and the Plan also shows the five
percent per year reductions. Ms. Arthur mentioned that MAG’s role is to provide reports for 2008,
2009, and 2010 as to the status of implementation of the measures that were included in the 2007 Five
Percent Plan for PM-10.

Ms. Arthur stated that feedback was received on the tracking forms that were developed by MAG staff.
She noted that the tracking forms were sent out to the agencies in March and were received back in
July. Ms. Arthur added that MAG staff has since been working on refining the language and adding
additional items due to suggestions from the agencies. She mentioned that a draft has now been
prepared for review by the Committee. She also stated that workshops were conducted in 2007, 2008
and 2009 to assist those completing the forms. Ms. Arthur indicated that the intent is to forward the
report to the MA G Management Committee and Regional Council before sending it to the Governor’s
Office, Legislature and EPA.

Ms. Arthur summarized the report. She stated that there are 18 measures implemented by the State,
39 by Maricopa County and 15 by local governments. Ms. Arthur also indicated that 25 of the
measures were quantified for credit against the Five Percent Plan and the modeling of attainment, 11
were quantified as contingency measures, and 17 were not quantified.

Ms. Arthur provided examples of measures that were easy to quantify since they were in terms of miles
that were paved or stabilized. She indicated that Measure 26 exceeded the commitments in 2008 by
12 miles for stabilizing and paving public dirt roads. Ms. Arthur added that for dirt alleys, the actual
reported miles paved or stabilized were 90 miles more than the commitments. She noted that there
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was a similar situation for unpaved shoulders where the actual paved or stabilized shoulders were
higher than the number in the commitments. In general, a majority of these measures either meet or
exceed the Five Percent Plan commitments. Ms. Arthur noted that violations of the PM-10 standard
have declined since 2006. She added that MAG will continue to track the progress in implementing
Plan commitments in 2009 and 2010, as well as the PM-10 concentrations at the monitors.

Ms. Arthur noted that Measure 51 is not included in the report since it was a commitment by the City
of El Mirage alone to assist MAG by conducting a local unpaved road inventory which would be input
into the regional MAG unpaved road inventory. She noted that the implementation status of this
measure will be shown in the 2009 report.

Amanda McGennis, Associated General Contractors, inquired about the number of people trained by
Maricopa County. Jo Crumbaker, Maricopa Department Air Quality Department, responded that page
three of the report indicates that 11,100 people were trained by the County.

Wienke Tax, EPA, inquired about the handout. Ms. Arthur responded that the report was provided
as part of the agenda packet. She noted that the table in the report is significantly different than earlier
drafts that she had received. Ms. Tax indicated that she did not have a copy of the report. Ms. Arthur
indicated that she would provide Ms. Tax with a copy of the report.

Ms. Arnst stated that it is great to see that so many dirt roads are being paved. She inquired about how
much of the $5 million in CMAQ funding that was carried over was spent to pave dirt roads. Ms.
Arthur responded that MAG is now evaluating the paving projects for FY 2013. The projects in the
2008 tracking report would have already been in the TIP or possibly programmed in local Capital
Improvement Programs. Mr. Kukino thanked all of the parties that are implementing measures and
contributing to the implementation of these measures.

Motion to Reconsider Decision to Send a Letter to the MAG Regional Council on Reallocating the
CMAQ Funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to Increase the Funding for Air Quality Projects

Lindy Bauer, MAG, stated that the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee reviewed the evaluation
of proposed projects for CMAQ funds at the October 29, 2009 meeting. She added that a motion was
made and approved to send a letter to the MA G Regional Council requesting that the Regional Council
consider allocating the CMAQ funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to increase the funding
available for Air Quality Projects that reduce PM-10. Ms. Bauer indicated that since that time, interest
has been expressed in reconsidering the motion to send a letter to the Regional Council. She
commented that a motion to reconsider must be made by a Committee member who voted in favor of
sending the letter to the MAG Regional Council.

Dave Berry, Arizona Motor Transport Association, made a motion to reconsider the decision to send
a letter to the MAG Regional Council on reallocating the CMAQ funding in the Regional
Transportation Plan to increase the funding for Air Quality Projects. Oddvar Tveit, City of Tempe,
seconded, and the motion passed with one opposed.

Reconsideration of Motion to Send a Letter to the MAG Regional Council on Reallocating the CMAQ
Funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to Increase the Funding for Air Quality Projects

Ms. Bauer stated that under this agenda item, the Committee may vote on the original motion which
was to send a letter to the MAG Regional Council requesting that the Regional Council consider




reallocating the CMAQ funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to increase the funding available
for Air Quality Projects that reduce PM-10.

Mr. Kukino requested clarification on the agenda item. Ms. Bauer responded that in the prior motion,
the Committee indicated that it wishes to reconsider the action to send a letter to the MAG Regional
Council on reallocating the CMAQ funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to increase the
funding for Air Quality Projects. She added that under this agenda item, the Committee may now vote
on the original motion. Mr. Berry encouraged the Committee to vote no on the original motion.

Peggy Rubach, Valley Metro, stated that she was not present at the October 29, 2009 meeting and had
she been there she would not have voted in favor of the motion. She stated that the CMAQ funds not
only fund air quality measures, but a good portion of the alternative modes such as bike, pedestrian,
vanpool, carpool, trip reduction programs and safety education for children. She added that everyone
has their favorite projects; however, one should not be forwarded to the exclusion of others. Ms.
Rubach noted that these projects go through their Committees and subsequently to the Regional
Council which does the ultimate priority making. Ms. Tax stated that it did not seem that just because
the Committee is recommending to increase funding toward PM-10 reduction projects that any of the
aforementioned projects would necessarily drop off the list.

Ramona Simpson, Town of Queen Creek, inquired if the Committee was asking for an specific dollar
amount or just asking for an increase in funding for PM-10. Ms. Amst responded that the original
motion was to request that the MAG Regional Council consider giving the highest priority to the Air
Quality Projects in light of the magnitude of the PM-10 problem in the area. She added that she does
not understand why there would be a problem with referring that concern directly to the MAG
Regional Council.

Ms. Knight inquired about the motion. Mr. Berry stated that the reconsideration brought the motion
back to the Committee in order for the Committee to vote on it once again. Mannie Carpenter, Valley
Forward, stated that he voted against the motion at the last meeting not because he was against the
concept but mainly due to the method that the Committee chose. He added that he felt the Committee
should go through the chain of command rather than bypass the process.

Mr. Kukino commented on the motion. Mr. Berry mentioned that the motion being considered is
whether or not the Committee will send a letter to the MAG Regional Council. He added that a yes
vote would be in favor of sending the letter to the Regional Council and a no vote would be against
sending the letter.

Larry Person, City of Scottsdale, stated that the October 29, 2009 minutes reflect that he also
commented on proper protocol during that discussion. He added that he had second thoughts about
the motion at that time and even more at this point. Mr. Tveit agreed with the procedure of
reconsidering the motion. He added that the Committee fell out of procedure at the previous meeting.
Mr. Tveit agreed with the City of Scottsdale.

Ms. Knight stated that the Committee is in support of air quality issues and is not opposing bike,
pedestrian and other projects; however, this Committee does have points of view and priorities for air
quality. She added that her concern in the interim is that the Center for Law in the Public Interest has
filed a lawsuit against EPA since EPA has not taken action on the Five Percent Plan for PM-10. Ms.
Knight noted that the region is facing some challenges since the recent violations may or may not be
considered natural events. She mentioned that even though she voted in favor of the motion at the last
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meeting, she will be voting against it now. Ms. Knight noted that the Committee is an advisory body
and should be supporting the MAG process and not be adding things that may complicate issues
related to the lawsuit.

Ms. Arnst stated that the reason the motion came up and was discussed at length was because the
Committee did go through the Committee process in 2007 and it did not get forwarded to the MAG
Regional Council. She added that the motion to forward their concern directly to the MAG Regional
Council was moved by Mr. Berry, seconded by Ms. Amst and supported by the Committee with one
exception. Jeannette Fish, Maricopa County Farm Bureau, inquired about the deadlines. She asked
if the Committee has the time to go through the Committee process or if it was urgent to go directly
to the Regional Council.

Ms. Bauer referred to the comments by Ms. Arnst. She stated that it is important for the Committee
to have the full picture of this issue. She indicated that after the Committee made that
recommendation in 2007, the MAG Executive Director; Eric Anderson, MAG; Ms. Bauer; Ms. Amst;
Patrick Cunningham, ADEQ); Jim Buster, ADEQ); and Ira Domsky, ADEQ, met to discuss the issue
on November 30, 2007. Ms. Bauer indicated that the MAG Executive Director explained the difficult
position he was in since the Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) had set the allocations that were
in the Regional Transportation Plan which was approved by the voters. She noted that the voters had
the expectation that all these different types of projects that were mentioned by Ms. Rubach would be
part of the Regional Transportation Plan. Ms. Bauer mentioned that the MAG Executive Director also
had discussed how it is bad public policy to pave more dirt roads with public monies as more dirt roads
are being created through lot splits. She stated that ADEQ agreed and indicated that they would
attempt to have this included in the Governor’s State of the State Address as a priority since the lot
splits were creating dirt roads. In addition, there would be Legislation in the upcoming session to
address lot splits. Ms. Bauer added that the MAG Executive Director stated that this issue could be
discussed at the TPC if a bill is passed and no new dirt roads are being created. However, when MAG
checked back with ADEQ there was nothing in the State of the State Address or the 2008 Legislative
Session. She stated that ADEQ indicated that there were no bills to address the issue.

Mr. Kukino stated that at the last meeting there was a lot of discussion on the item. He added that he
agreed that the Committee should stay within the framework of the MAG process. Mr. Kukino
indicated that the Committee was asked to address the issue of the technical aspects of the evaluation;
however, the motion to send a letter to the Regional Council was added. Mr. Kukino called for a vote
on the motion to send a letter to the MAG Regional Council requesting that the Regional Council
consider reallocating the CMAQ funding in the Regional Transportation Plan to increase the funding
available for Air Quality Projects that reduce PM-10. The motion failed with seven members voting
yes and six members abstaining.

Lawsuit Filed by the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest for PM-10

Ms. Bauer provided a presentation on the lawsuit filed by the Arizona Center for Law in the Public
Interest for PM-10. She stated that it has been two years since MAG submitted the Five Percent Plan
for PM-10. Ms. Bauer added that she will provide an overview of the Plan and discuss the lawsuit
filed by the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest, possible consequences, current issues and
the best course of action. She indicated that the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 was required by the
Clean Air Act. Ms. Bauer noted that the region is a Serious PM-10 nonattainment area. She
commented that the region failed to attain the standard by the deadline of December 31, 2006;
therefore, the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 was required. Ms. Bauer mentioned that MAG submitted
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the Plan to EPA by December 31, 2007. She stated that the Plan met the requirements showing a five
percent reduction in PM-10 emissions by using 53 new committed measures in the Plan. Ms. Bauer
added that five percent emission reductions were for 2008, 2009 and 2010. She indicated that the
modeling demonstrated attainment by 2010. Ms. Bauer commented that in order for the region to be

deemed in attainment by EPA, the region needs three years of clean data at all PM-10 monitors in
2008, 2009 and 2010.

Ms. Bauer discussed the measures in the Plan. She presented the measures that were used for numeric
credit toward the five percent reductions in emissions and the attainment demonstration. Ms. Bauer
added that the chart includes measures for sand and gravel, construction, dust control training, paving
and stabilizing unpaved dirt roads and shoulders, vacant lots, banning all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use
on high pollution advisory days and the ban of leaf blowers. Ms. Bauer presented the contingency
measures in the Plan which included: paving and stabilizing public dirt roads and alleys, PM-10 street
sweepers, $5 million to pave dirt roads/shoulders, Agricultural Best Management Practices, and others.

Ms. Bauer discussed the 2010 PM-10 Emissions with Committed Control and Contingency Measures.
She noted the changes in the construction category. Ms. Bauer discussed the PM-10 monitoring data.
She stated that 2008 is the first year where the region must be clean at the monitors. Ms. Bauer
indicated that the 2008 bar represents 12 exceedances; however, ADEQ has indicated that 11 of those
exceedances were due to exceptional/natural events. She stated that ADEQ has done an excellent job
providing documentation for those exceptional events. Ms. Bauer commented that there have been
seven exceedances in 2009 which may also be due to exceptional/natural events. Ms. Bauer indicated
that ADEQ has not yet completed its analysis for 2009 and sent the documentation to EPA.

Ms. Bauer discussed the status of the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10. She stated that EPA has not
acted to approve or disapprove the Plan. She added that according to the Clean Air Act, EPA was to
take action by June 30, 2009. Ms. Bauer indicated that on August 4, 2009, the Arizona Center for Law
in the Public Interest submitted a letter with a notice of intent to file a lawsuit against EPA for not
acting on the Plan. She commented that the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest filed a
lawsuit on December 2, 2009 to order EP A to propose approval or disapproval of the Plan within one
month and finalize the action within three months. Ms. Bauer mentioned that if EPA proposes
disapproval of the Plan, in whole or part, sanctions will be imposed if the problem is not corrected
within 18 months from the proposed finding of disapproval. She added that the first sanction would
fall which would be tighter controls on major industries (2:1 offsets in emissions). Ms. Bauer stated
that if the problem is not corrected within 24 months from proposed finding of disapproval, the region
could lose the federal highway funds. She added that $1.1 billion may be at risk in the MAG
Transportation Improvement Plan and a federal implementation plan would be imposed. Ms. Bauer
indicated that imposition of highway sanctions may trigger a conformity lapse and major projects in
the $7 billion Transportation Improvement Program could not proceed.

Ms. Bauer discussed the current issues with the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10. She stated that
the Plan is based on a 2005 PM-10 emissions inventory. She noted that 2005 was a good year in
comparison to the economy that we are currently experiencing. Ms. Bauer added that the 2005
inventory was a key piece in the MAG Air Quality Plans. She commented that the 2009 construction
numbers are down by 60 percent versus the numbers in 2005. Ms. Bauer mentioned that residential
construction decreased by 80 percent compared to the 2005 numbers. She indicated that the mix of
sources and the inventory has changed due to the downturn in the economy. Ms. Bauer stated that
there has been monitored exceedances of the PM-10 standard in 2008 and 2009. She indicated that
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MAG staff agrees that ADEQ has done an excellent job and has documented 11 of the 12 exceedance
days in 2008 as exceptional/natural events due to the high winds; however, EPA has not approved
these and is currently reviewing the ADEQ documentation. Ms. Bauer mentioned that in 2009, some
or all of the seven exceedance days may be exceptional/natural events; however, ADEQ has not yet
submitted the documentation to EPA. She indicated that if the ADEQ report is accepted by EPA, then
the region would have its first year of clean data for 2008.

Ms. Bauer stated that if EPA does not agree with the ADEQ exceptional/natural events documentation,
additional measures will be needed to reduce emissions by five percent per year until attainment is
reached at the monitors. She added that the air quality modeling in the Plan will also need to be
revised. Ms. Bauer indicated that three years of clean data at all PM-10 monitors will be needed in
order to determine that the region is in attainment. Ms. Bauer mentioned that MAG, Maricopa County,
and ADEQ are currently updating the PM-10 emissions inventory. She noted that MAG has provided
the mobile source portion of the emissions inventory to Maricopa County. Ms. Bauer commented that
Maricopa County anticipates having a draft of the new 2008 inventory by February 2010. She
mentioned that most of the questions being asked by EPA focus on windy natural events at the West
43" Avenue monitor. Ms. Bauer stated that assistance is being provided to EPA as they review the
Five Percent Plan for PM-10 and the ADEQ documentation for exceptional/natural events. She added
that additional field data is being collected during windy and stagnant days. Ms. Bauer indicated that
MAG, ADEQ and Maricopa County are helping EP A to better understand the exceptional events. She
commented that MAG along with Sierra Research is working with the group to provide assistance and
help understand the activity around the monitors.

Ms. Bauer discussed the best course of action. She stated that if EPA is in an agreement with the
ADEQ exceptional/natural events, then the region will have one year of clean data in 2008. Ms. Bauer
noted the importance of addressing the issues before EPA proposes action on the Plan. She indicated
that EPA has not yet identified the Plan approvability issues and the timing for the EPA proposed
action is uncertain. Ms. Bauer commented that it would be prudent, if possible, to obtain additional
information to satisfy EPA’s questions and concerns and resolve any outstanding issues before any
proposed action. She noted the importance of preventing violations at the monitors and throughout
the region. Ms. Bauer stated that if the region continues to violate at the monitors, it will not matter
the amount of measures in the Plan since the region would not be attaining the standard at the
monitors. She added that a lot of it depends on the compliance and enforcement.

Mr. O’Donnell inquired about a graph of the 53 measures that illustrates the progress. Ms. Bauer
responded that the tracking report provided to the Committee shows the progress for 2008. She stated
that there is a lot of variety. Ms. Bauer added that the Legislature phased in some of the measures
when Senate Bill 1552 was passed. She indicated that the local governments and the County have
adopted their ordinances. Ms. Bauer noted that those ordinances were collected by ADEQ and
submitted to EPA.

Elizabeth Biggins-Ramer, Town of Buckeye, expressed concern with regard to the prevention of
violations at the monitors. She inquired about the expectations of the region. Ms. Bauer responded
that MAG would never propose to just prevent violations at the monitors. She added that the air
quality measures have to be implemented on the sources of the pollution throughout the nonattainment
area. She clarified that she was pointing out that if one monitor is violating the standard, the region
would not be in attainment. Ms. Bauer stated that for PM-10, a small source by a monitor can cause
the entire region to not be in attainment if it does not comply with the Maricopa County dust control
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rules or Rule 316 for example. She mentioned that Maricopa County also has a program where they
watch the PM-10 concentrations at the monitors and if those numbers start to increase, the County will
check into the problem and try to prevent a violation from occurring. Ms. Bauer noted that Clark
County, Nevada, has a similar program and has been successful in complying with the PM-10
standard. She indicated that Maricopa County hosted a workshop where some of the Committee
members traveled to Clark County to discuss their success.

Ms. Biggins-Ramer stated that there is a PM-10 monitor on the edge of the Town of Buckeye and the
nonattainment area that is constantly exceeding the PM-10 standard. She noted the agriculture is
located to the west, north and south of the monitor. She inquired about addressing that issue. Ms.
Bauer responded that Agricultural Best Management Practices are part of the Five Percent Plan for
PM-10. She added that the enforcement for agriculture is under the jurisdiction of ADEQ. Ms. Arnst
stated that Senate Bill 1225 which passed in 2009 requires that the Agricultural Best Management
Practices Committee revise the rule by June of next year. She indicated that the Committee meets
regularly to consider the rule. Ms. Arnst noted that the meetings are public and indicated that the dates
are available through ADEQ with the next meeting occurring on December 18, 2009.

Ms. Biggins-Ramer stated that the monitor has multiple agricultural sources which cover a large
geographical area. Ms. Arnst responded that ADEQ submitted a chart showing all of the compliance
assistance visits, outreach, and number of facilities brought back into compliance along with the
tracking materials. Ms. Bauer stated that the points made by Ms. Biggins-Ramer are well taken. She
noted that ADEQ has the enforcement authority over agriculture, not the cities. Ms. Bauer indicated
that Buckeye is calling ADEQ’s attention to the fact that help is needed. She mentioned that Ms. Fish
is also on the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee and often times can look into these issues
if needed. Ms. Fish responded that under Senate Bill 1552, the Agricultural Best Management
Practices arca was expanded west of the Town of Buckeye. She added that the construction project
running along State Route 85 near the monitor may also have an impact.

Mark Hajduk, Arizona Public Service Company, inquired if MAG can provide insight on why EPA
has not approved the Plan. He asked if there are concerns EPA had expressed to MAG or ADEQ. Ms.
Bauer responded that the time lines are in the Clean Air Act. She indicated that EPA has one year
from the point at which a Plan has been found to be complete. Ms. Bauer stated that the PM-10 Plan
was deemed complete by operation of law on June 30, 2008 and EP A had until June 30, 2009 to take
action on the Plan. Ms. Bauer commented that the only indications at the moment are the issues that
were mentioned. She noted that EPA has indicated their concerns since the lettet received in August
from the Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest. Mr. Hajduk commented on the 2008 emissions
inventory. He inquired if the emissions inventory will be included in the State Implementation Plan
(SIP) or submitted to EPA as a revision. He commented that the decisions made by the Committee
were based on the 53 measures and inquired if the Committee will revisit the emissions inventory. Ms.
Bauer responded that the emissions inventory is a major piece of the Five Percent Plan for PM-10.
She added that the Plan was based on the 2005 emissions inventory and MAG staff will have to see
how the committed measures will stack up against the new 2008 inventory when it is completed by
the County.

Mr. Carpenter stated that the updated inventory may not reflect 2009 and 2010. He added that the
whole idea of basing the inventory on a one year snap shot seems like chasing the end of the rainbow,
you can never really get there. Ms. Bauer responded that the Air Quality Plans start with a base year
inventory. She added that she agreed with Mr. Carpenter that the economy in 2008 was not as bad as
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2009. Ms. Bauer indicated that MAG will work with EPA, ADEQ, and Maricopa County to make
realistic projections moving forward. She noted that if more years are added to the Five Percent Plan
for PM-10, attainment will have to be modeled for another year, and the five percent reductions in
emissions will have to be recalculated for another year and against a different inventory. Ms. Bauer
mentioned that EPA has indicated that the projections have to be done to reflect the current situation.
Mr. Carpenter inquired if the 60 percent reductions in construction activity should equate to 13-14
percent reductions in emissions based on the pie chart. Ms. Bauer responded that there may have been
changes in the other categories of the emissions inventory as well. She added that MAG will be
working with ADEQ, EPA and the County to review the information.

Grant Smedley, Salt River Project, commented on the interaction between EPA and MAG. He
indicated that the feedback from EPA seems to be on the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 and the
exceptional events that ADEQ has identified. Mr. Smedley inquired if the comments by EPA have
been mainly focused on exceptional events. He asked if EPA has provided any feedback on the Plan
and inquired about the sanctions. Ms. Bauer responded that the tracking report shows that in general,
the commitments are being implemented. She added that the Clean Air Act states that the Plan is to
be based on a recent accurate emissions inventory. Ms. Bauer commented that EPA indicated that the
downward turn in the economy has had an impact on the emissions inventory. She stated that the
natural/exceptional events will determine whether or not the region will have one year of clean data.
Ms. Bauer added that the Clean Air Act states that for this type of plan, a five percent reduction in
emissions per year is needed until attainment is reached. She indicated that if the region does not have
any years of clean data, than the region will have to look further into that and re-do the modeling in
the Plan. Ms. Bauer noted that the 2005 inventory does not reflect the current situation.

Duane Yantorno, Department of Weights and Measures, commented that he is hopeful that the State
will not stay at 60 percent reduction in construction and that the industry make a turn for the better.
He discussed building the inventory based on low numbers and inquired what will happen when the
industry gets better. Mr. Yantorno asked about the efficiency of the control measures that were
suggested into the Plan. He added that these measures were just being implemented as the economy
started to take a downturn. Mr. Yantorno inquired if it would be possible for the region to have to
work on this issue again since there could be more changes in the future. Ms. Bauer responded that
MAG works on population projections, socioeconomic data, transportation modeling and air quality
modeling which are constantly changing. She commented that EP A has stated that things are changing
dramatically; therefore, the region needs to project forward in a way that is not as optimistic or
unrealistic. She indicated that typically EPA does not want a region to use a period of recession to
assume that the future will be in the same shape. Ms. Bauer commented on the 53 measures in the
Plan. She stated that based on the tracking report, these measures are being implemented and MAG
will continue to track these measures and make sure that they are being implemented. Ms. Bauer
added that MAG will share information with the Committee as it becomes available.

Ms. McGennis commented on the natural/exception events. She inquired if the County is in agreement
with ADEQ on those being classified as natural events. Ms. Crumbaker responded that there are
factors in some of the events that complicate their determination as to whether they are natural and
exceptional. She mentioned that some of the events are a combination with two spikes during the day.
Ms. Crumbaker added that one spike is during a stagnant period in the morning and the other is during
a windy period which makes it difficult to make a determination. She indicated that those are the types
of discussions and added information that has been requested by the County to supply to EPA. Ms.
Crumbaker noted that there may be answers in the future on those events. Ms. McGennis inquired if
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the County conferred with ADEQ on those events. Ms. Crumbaker responded that the County attended
the meetings that discussed the natural and exceptional events.

Mr. Hajduk inquired about the difference between the region exceeding the standard with an approved
plan versus a plan that is not approved. He asked about the sanctions and the impacts on the region.
Ms. Bauer responded that EPA would not approve a plan when there are violations at the monitor. She
added that the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 has an attainment demonstration date of 2010. Ms. Bauer
indicated that in order for EPA to determine that the region is in attainment by 2010 as predicted by
the Plan, the region will need three years of clean data. She noted that this would mean that the region
would have to be clean at the monitors in 2008, 2009 and 2010. Ms. Bauer mentioned that EPA has
not taken action on the Plan and is currently reviewing the natural/exceptional events data. Mr. Hajduk
inquired if EPA is balking on the Plan since the determination has not been made on whether the
events are natural, wind events or exceedances. He asked if the events are considered to be
exceedances, would EPA then not approve the Plan. Ms. Bauer stated that EPA is not balking the
Plan. She noted that EPA has been cooperative in working with the region.

Mr. Carpenter inquired about the possibility of the Plan being approved by operation of law since EPA
has not taken action. Ms. Bauer responded that there is not that type of language in the Clean Air Act
for plan approval. She indicated that Mr. Carpenter may be referring to the completeness finding. If
EPA does not take action on the Plan by a certain date after being submitted, it could be deemed
completion by operation of law. Mr. Kukino inquired if the handouts will be available on the MAG
website for those that were unable to attend the meeting. Ms. Bauer responded that MAG staff will
make the presentations available on the MAG website.

Call for Future Agenda Items

Ms. Rubach referred to the suggestion made by Beverly Chenausky, Arizona Department of
Transportation, at the last meeting on the determinations and modeling for CMAQ. She stated that
the CMAQ methodologies will be going through changes in the spring. Ms. Rubach discussed that
Travel Demand Management will only count carpool, vanpool and exclude transit which currently has
71 millionriders. She added that the Committee needs to take a look to make sure that the region can
get as much credit as possible. Ms. Bauer inquired if Ms. Rubach was discussing the CMAQ
methodologies. Ms. Rubach responded yes. She commented that she would like to know the
methodologies for how credit is assumed the effectiveness is computed. Ms. Chenausky added that
her suggestion included an update on the Congestion Management Process and the assumptions that
are used in the Travel Demand Model. Ms. Bauer stated that MAG will work accommodate these
suggestions at the January 28, 2010 meeting.

Mr. Kukino announced that the next meeting of the Committee has been tentatively scheduled for
January 28, 2010 at 1:30 p.m. With no further comments, the meeting was adjourned at 2:56 p.m.
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2008 IMPLEMENTATION STATUS OF COMMITTED MEASURES
IN THE MAG 2007 FIVE PERCENT PLAN FOR PM-10 FOR THE
MARICOPA COUNTY NONATTAINMENT AREA

The MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 for the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area
was submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in December 2007. In order
to reduce PM-10, a broad range of commitments to implement measures were received
from the State, Maricopa County, and the twenty-three local governments in the PM-10
nonattainment area. The planincludes fifty-three committed control measures which began
implementation in 2008. The Maricopa Association of Governments is tracking the
implementation of the measures in the plan.

A tracking form was prepared to assist the implementing entities in reporting the progress
made to implement measures for calendar year 2008. This tracking form was sentto MAG
member agencies on March 12, 2009. All completed tracking forms were received by July
22, 2009. MAG has summarized the status of the implementation of the committed
measures for calendar year 2008 in Table 1. Table 2 provides additional policies and
actions initiated by the Maricopa County Air Quality Department in 2009. In general, the
implementation results for 2008 meet or exceed the commitments made to implement a
majority of the measures in the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10.

Figure 1 illustrates the PM-10 emission reductions in 2010 for the committed control
measures that were quantified for numeric credit to meet the five percent per year target
and demonstrate attainment. Figure 2 provides the PM-10 emission reductions in 2010
for the committed contingency measures that were quantified for numeric credit. In some
cases, the emission reductions represent the impact of multiple, reinforcing measures.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

In accordance with the Clean Air Act, the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 was
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency by December 31, 2007. The plan was
required to reduce PM-10 emissions by five percent per year until the standard is met. In
order to attain the standard, the region needs three years of clean data at the monitors
(2008, 2009, 2010). It is important to attain the PM-10 standard as quickly as possible or
additional years of five percent reductions may need to be added to the plan. The
Executive Summary for the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 is attached.

On May 23, 2007, the MAG Regional Council approved additional items for the Suggested
List of Measures to Reduce PM-10. One of the items was that each year, MAG would
issue a report on the status of the implementation of the committed measures for this
region by the cities, towns, Maricopa County and the State. The report would be made
available to the Governor's Office, Legislature, Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality and the Environmental Protection Agency. This report provides the implementation
status of committed measures for calendar year 2008.



The forms for tracking the implementation of committed measures were developed with
input from the implementing entities. MAG conducted three workshops to discuss the
tracking of the measures on December 18, 2007; September 23, 2008; and March 31,
2009. The draft forms were also transmitted in October 2008 to give advance notice of the
types of information that would be needed by MAG.

Monitored exceedances of the 24-hour PM-10 standard have declined since 2006, as
shown in Figure 3. There can be no more than three daily exceedances at any PM-10
monitor over a three year period in order for the standard to be met. The measures
described in this tracking report will be important in reducing PM-10 emissions, to enable
the region to meet the standard by 2010. MAG will continue to monitor the implementation
status of the measures, as well as monitor PM-10 concentrations.
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TABLE 2
ADDITIONAL POLICIES AND ACTIONS INITIATED BY MCAQD IN 2009

Ina September 22, 2009 letter, the Maricopa County Air Quality Department indicated that,
in addition to other measures, the following new policies are being initiated during 2009 to
further reduce particulate emissions:

Daily follow up inspections at each stationary source that has been issued an emissions
related violation notice until the source demonstrates compliance.

2. | Increased stationary source inspection frequency.

3. | Dedicated funded account and active contract for sweeper clean up of any trackout identified
by a field inspector.

4. | Implementation of an Assistant Inspector program, wherein air monitoring personnel are
trained to identify potential fugitive dust emission issues and stationary source emissions
and relay the observation to field inspectors.

5. | Aerial inspection program on selected HPA days coordinated with field personnel for prompt
investigation of aerial observations of dust emissions.

6. | Revision to the Enforcement Penalty program calling for maximum penalties for emission
violations on NAAQS exceedance days.

7. | Proposed particulate speciation study at selected air monitoring sites exceeding the NAAQS
specifically focused on speciated particulates on HPA and NAAQS exceedance days.

8. | Critical area inspection program focusing increased localized field site inspections
concentrated in and around air monitoring sites when the PM levels exceed 125 pg/m®.

9. | Targeted department PM NAAQS task force charged with developing effective field controls
on potential sources of PM around air monitoring sites.

10. | Focused education notice concerning all businesses and residences within Y2 mile of all
monitoring sites, advising of the department's focus on PM regulations and controls.

11. | Review and development of an improved PM emission inventory on HPA and NAAQS days;
looking to move the inventory from a paper inventory to a field inventory.

12. | Proposed focused regulation development of sources impacting air monitors exceeding PM
NAAQS; e.g. auto crushing and reclamation rule for the West 43rd Avenue monitor.

13. | Proposed area stabilization programs with localized focus in and around air monitors.

14. | Regular areasource inspections program localized around air monitoring stations exceeding

NAAQS.
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Figure 3

PM-10 Monitoring Data

Days Exceeding the 24-Hour PM-10 Standard in
Maricopa County
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1. The hatched area represents 11 exceedance days in 2008 that ADEQ has documented as exceptional/natural events, but have not been approved by EPA.
2. Most of the exceedances before 2004 were recorded by filter-based monitors that measured PM-10 concentrations on every sixth day. Since 2004,
the filter-based monitors that exceeded the PM-10 standard have been replaced with monitors that measure PM-10 concentrations every day.
3. The 2007 exceedance occurred at the Buckeye monitor, which is outside of the PM-10 nonattainment area.
4, The 2008 exceedance occurred at the Durango Complex monitor.
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MAG 2007 FIVE PERCENT PLAN FOR PM-10
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Within the Maricopa County nonattainment area, the National Ambient Air Quality Standard
has not yet been attained for PM-10 particulate pollution. The Maricopa Association of
Governments was designated by the Governor of Arizona in 1978 and recertified by the
Arizona Legislature in 1992 to serve as the Regional Air Quality Planning Agency to
develop plans to address air pollution problems.

Based upon the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the Maricopa County nonattainment
area was initially classified as Moderate for PM-10 particulate pollution. However, on May
10, 1996, the nonattainment area was reclassified to Serious due to failure to attain the
particulate standard by December 31, 1994. The Serious Area reclassification was
effective on June 10, 1996.

The Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM-10 for the Maricopa County
Nonattainment Area was submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in
February 2000. On July 25, 2002, EPA published a notice of final approval for the plan.
Collectively, the plan contained approximately seventy-seven committed control measures
from the State and local governments. The plan demonstrated attainment of the PM-10
standard by December 31, 2006.

In order to be in attainment, the region needed three years of clean data at the monitors
for 2004, 2005, and 2006. However, there were numerous exceedances of the 24-hour
standard in 2005 and 2006. On June 6, 2007, EPA published a final notice with its findings
that the Maricopa County nonattainment area had failed to attain the PM-10 standard by
the federal deadline of December 31, 2006.

In accordance with Section 189 (d) of the Clean Air Act, the Five Percent Plan for PM-10
is due to the Environmental Protection Agency by December 31, 2007. The plan is
required to reduce PM-10 emissions by at least five percent per year until the standard is
attained as measured by the monitors. The Clean Air Act specifies that the plan must be
based upon the most recent emissions inventory for the area and also include a modeling
demonstration of attainment.

Particulate air pollution can occur throughout the year. The formation of PM-10 particulate
pollution is dependent upon several factors. Among these factors are stagnant masses,
severe temperature inversions in the winter, high winds in the summer, and fine, silty soils
characteristic of desert locations. In the Maricopa County nonattainment area, particulate
matter (PM-10) concentrations are elevated during various seasons of the year and under
differentweather conditions. The variability is due to the diverse composition of PM-10 and
the sources contributing to this diversity.

The trend in PM-10 levels for the Maricopa County nonattainment area is presented in
Figure ES-1. The 24-hour PM-10 standard is 150 micrograms per cubic meter. In 2004,
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Agenda ltem #6

FACT SHEET
PROPOSAL TO REVISE THE NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
FOR OZONE

SUMMARY OF ACTION

Proposed ozone standards

e On January 6, 2010, EPA proposed to strengthen the national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) for ground-level ozone, the main component of smog. The proposed revisions are
based on scientific evidence about ozone and its effects on people and the environment.

o EPA is proposing to strengthen the 8-hour “primary” ozone standard, designed to protect
public health, to a level within the range of 0.060-0.070 parts per million (ppm).

o EPA is also proposing to establish a distinct cumulative, seasonal “secondary” standard,
designed to protect sensitive vegetation and ecosystems, including forests, parks, wildlife
refuges and wildemess areas. EPA is proposing to set the level of the secondary standard
within the range of 7-15 ppm-hours.

e The proposed revisions result from a reconsideration of the identical primary and secondary
ozone standards set at 0.075 ppm in 2008.

o EPA is reconsidering the ozone standards to ensure that two of the nation’s most important
air quality standards are clearly grounded in science, protect public health with an adequate
margin of safety, and protect the environment. The ozone standards set in 2008 were not as
protective as recommended by EPA’s panel of science advisors, the Clean Air Scientific
Advisory Committee (CASAC). The proposed standards are consistent with CASAC’s
recommendations.

¢ The proposal to strengthen the primary standard places more weight on key scientific and
technical information, including epidemiological studies, human clinical studies showing
effects in healthy adults at 0.060 ppm, and results of EPA’s exposure and risk assessment.

¢ The proposal to set a distinct secondary standard places more weight on the importance of a
biologically relevant standard by recognizing that cumulative, seasonal exposure to ozone
harms sensitive vegetation.

e EPA will take public comment for 60 days following publication of the proposal in the
Federal Register. The agency also will hold public hearings on the proposal in the following
three locations:

e February 2, 2010
» Arlington, Va.
» Houston, Texas
s February 4, 2010
= Sacramento, Calif.

¢ EPA will issue final standards by August 31, 2010.



Review of Science: Public Health

Scientific evidence indicates that adverse public health effects occur following exposure to
ozone, particularly in children and adults with lung disease.

Breathing air containing ozone can reduce lung function and inflame airways, which can
increase respiratory symptoms and aggravate asthma or other lung diseases. Ozone exposure
also has been associated with increased susceptibility to respiratory infections, medication
use, doctor visits, and emergency department visits and hospital admissions for individuals
with lung disease.

Ozone exposure also increases the risk of premature death from heart or lung disease.

Children are at increased risk from exposure to ozone because their lungs are still developing
and they are more likely to be active outdoors, which increases their exposure.

Review of Science: Public Welfare

Scientific evidence shows that repeated exposure to ozone during the growing season
damages sensitive vegetation. Cumulative ozone exposure can lead to reduced tree growth;
visibly injured leaves; and increased susceptibility to disease, damage from insects and harsh
weather.

Sensitive plant species that are potentially at increased risk from ozone exposure include
trees such as black cherry, quaking aspen, ponderosa pine and cottonwood. These trees are
found across the United States, including in protected parks and wilderness areas.

Review of Science: Technical Record

The reconsideration is based on the scientific and technical record used in the March 2008
review, which included more than 1,700 scientific studies.

In this reconsideration, EPA is not relying on studies about the health and ecological effects
of ozone that have been published since the science assessment to support the 2008 review
was completed. However, EPA conducted a provisional assessment of these newer studies
and found they do not materially change the conclusions of the Agency's earlier science
assessment. More information on the provisional assessment is available at:
http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=214003

DETERMINING COMPLIANCE: THE FORM OF THE STANDARDS

When EPA sets air quality standards, it also must specify the measurement unit, or “form” of
each standard, which is used to determine whether an area is meeting the standards.

For the primary standard, ozone concentrations are averaged over 8-hour periods. The fourth-
highest 8-hour value at a particular monitor in the most recent year is averaged with the
fourth-highest 8-hour values from the previous two years. This produces a three-year
average. To meet the standard, the three-year average must be less than or equal to the level
of the standard. EPA did not reconsider the form of the primary standard.


http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfmlrecordisplay.cfm?deid=214003

The proposed secondary standard is designed to protect sensitive vegetation from adverse
effects associated with cumulative ozone exposures during the three months when daytime
ozone concentrations are the highest. Specifically, the form of this new proposed secondary
standard is a “cumulative peak-weighted index,” called W126. The W126 index is calculated

by:

(@]

“Weighting” each hourly ozone measurement occurring during the 12 daylight hours
(8:00 am to 8:00 pm) each day, with more weight given to higher concentrations.
This “peak weighting” emphasizes higher concentrations more than lower
concentrations, because higher concentrations are disproportionately more damaging
to sensitive trees and plants;

Adding these 12 weighted hourly ozone measurements for each day, to get a
cumulative daily value;

Summing the daily values for each month, to get a cumulative monthly value;

Identifying the three consecutive months during the ozone season with the highest
index value, to get the cumulative seasonal index value, and;

Averaging these maximum seasonal index values over three years.

An area would meet the proposed secondary standard if the three-year average of the
cumulative seasonal index values is less than or equal to the level of the standard (i.e., 7-15
ppm-hours).

ESTIMATED TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE PROPOSED STANDARDS

EPA, states and tribes will work together to implement the ozone standards that result from
the reconsideration.

EPA is proposing an accelerated schedule for designating areas for the primary ozone
standard. Also, EPA is taking comment on whether to designate areas for a seasonal
secondary standard on an accelerated schedule or a 2-year schedule.

The accelerated schedule would be:

(@]

By January 2011: States make recommendations for areas to be designated attainment,
nonattainment or unclassifiable.

By July 2011: EPA makes final area designations.
August 2011 Designations become effective.

December 2013: State Implementation Plans, outlining how states will reduce pollution
to meet the standards, are due to EPA.

2014 to 2031: States are required to meet the primary standard, with deadlines depending
on the severity of the problem.



MONITORING FOR OZONE

In a separate rule, EPA proposed in July 2009 to modify the ozone air quality monitoring
network design requirements. The proposed modifications would better support alternative
ozone standards, including the 2008 ozone standards and the ozone standards proposed in
this reconsideration.

EPA is not proposing in this reconsideration to further modify the minimum monitoring
requirements for ozone.

The already proposed monitoring revisions would change minimum monitoring requirements
in urban areas, add new minimum monitoring requirements in non-urban areas, and extend
the length of the required ozone monitoring season in many states.

o EPA proposed that urban areas with populations between 50,000 and 350,000
people operate at least one ozone monitor.

o EPA proposed that states be required to operate at least three ozone monitors in
non-urban areas.

There are approximately 1,200 ozone monitors operating in the United States, with about
1,000 sited to represent urban areas and 200 to represent non-urban areas.

o EPA estimates that about 270 new ozone monitors could be required to satisfy the
proposed monitoring requirement. We expect the number of new monitors to be
considerably less because of the flexibility including in the proposal.

EPA is considering comments received on the proposed monitoring requirements and plans
to issue a final rule in coordination with the final ozone standards in August 2010.

BACKGROUND

What is Ozone?

Ozone is found in two regions of the Earth’s atmosphere — at ground level and in the upper
regions of the atmosphere. Both types of ozone have the same chemical composition (Os).
While upper atmospheric ozone forms a protective layer from the sun’s harmful rays, ground
level ozone is the main component of smog.

Ground-level ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but forms through a reaction of
nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon monoxide (CO) and
methane (CHy) in the presence of sunlight.

Emissions from industrial facilities and electric utilities, motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline
vapors, and chemical solvents are the major man-made sources of NOx and VOCs.

Because sunlight and hot weather accelerate its formation, ozone is mainly a summertime air
pollutant. Both urban and rural areas can have high ozone levels, often due to transport of
ozone or its precursors from hundreds of miles away.



Ozone and Public Health
Exposures to ozone can:
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Reduce lung function, making it more difficult for people to breathe as deeply and
vigorously as normal,

Irritate the airways, causing coughing, sore or scratchy throat, pain when taking a
deep breath and shortness of breath,

Inflame and damage the airways,

Increase frequency of asthma attacks,

Increase susceptibility to respiratory infection, and

Aggravate chronic lung diseases such as asthma, emphysema and bronchitis.

In some people, these effects can lead to:
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Increased medication use among asthmatics,

More frequent doctors visits,

School absences,

Increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions, and
Increased risk of premature death in people with heart and lung disease.

Groups that are at greater risk from ozone include:
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People with lung disease, especially children with asthma.
Children and older adults.
People who are active outside, especially children and people who work outdoors.

Ozone and the Environment

Ground-level ozone can have harmful effects on sensitive vegetation and ecosystems. When
sufficient ozone enters the leaves of a plant, it can:
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Interfere with the ability of sensitive plants to produce and store food, leading to
reduced growth, making them more susceptible to certain diseases, insects, other
pollutants, competition and harsh weather.

Visibly damage the leaves of trees and other plants, harming the appearance of
vegetation in urban areas, national parks, and recreation areas.

These effects can have adverse impacts on ecosystems, including loss of species and changes
to habitat quality, and water and nutrient cycles.

About the NAAQS Process
The Clean Air Act requires EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. National standards

exist for six pollutants: ozone, particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, sulfur
dioxide, and lead.

For each of these pollutants, the Clean Air Act requires EPA to set the health-based or
“primary” standards at a level judged to be “requisite to protect the public health with an
adequate margin of safety” and establish secondary standards that are “requisite” to protect



public welfare from “any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with the pollutant
in the ambient air” including effects on vegetation, soils, water, wildlife, buildings and
national monuments, and visibility.

The law also requires EPA to review the standards and their scientific basis every five years
to determine whether revisions are appropriate.

The Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) provides independent advice to the
EPA Administrator on the relevant scientific and technical information and on the standards.

HOW TO COMMENT

EPA will accept public comments for 60 days after the proposed revisions to the ozone
standards are published in the Federal Register.

Comments should be identified by Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2005 -0172 and submitted
by one of the following methods:

o Federal eRulemaking Portal (http://www.regulations.gov),

o e-mail (a-and-r-docket@epa.gov),

o Mail (EPA Docket Center, Environmental Protection Agency, Mail code 6102T, 1200
Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20460), or

o Hand delivery (EPA Docket Center, Environmental Protection Agency, Room 3334,
1301 Constitution Avenue, NW, Washington, DC).

FOR MORE INFORMATION

To download the Federal Register notice about the proposed revisions to the ozone standards,
visit www.epa.gov/ozonepollution.

Today’s proposal and other background information are also available either electronically at
http://www.regulations.gov, EPA’s electronic public docket and comment system, or in
hardcopy at the EPA Docket Center’s Public Reading Room.

o The Public Reading Room is located in the EPA Headquarters Library, Room
Number 3334 in the EPA West Building, located at 1301 Constitution Ave., NW,
Washington, DC. Hours of operation are 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. eastern standard
time, Monday through Friday, excluding federal holidays.

o Visitors are required to show photographic identification, pass through a metal
detector, and sign the EPA visitor log. All visitor materials will be processed through

an X-ray machine as well. Visitors will be provided a badge that must be visible at
all times.

o Materials for this action can be accessed using Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR- 2005-
0172.
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