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Call to Order

A meeting of the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee was conducted on
December 7, 2006. Stephen Cleveland, City of Goodyear, Chair, called the meeting to order at
approximately 1:30 p.m. Scott Bouchie, City of Mesa; Jim Weiss, City of Chandler; Antonio
DeLaCruz, City of Surprise; Mannie Carpenter, Valley Forward; Doris Lo, Environmental Protection
Agency; Colleen McKaughan, Environmental Protection Agency; and Vic Dugan, Exxon Mobil,
attended the meeting via telephone conference call.

Call to the Audience

Mr. Cleveland 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 table adjacent
to the doorway 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. Mr. Cleveland noted that no public comment cards had been
received.

Approval of the October 26, 2006 Meeting Minutes

The Committee reviewed the minutes from the October 26, 2006 meeting. Russell Bowers, Arizona
Rock Products Association, moved and Amanda McGennis, Associated General Contractors,
seconded and the motion to approve the October 26, 2006 meeting minutes carried unanimously.

Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory

Bob Downing, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, gave a presentation on the Preliminary
2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory for the PM-10 Nonattainment Area. He stated that the source
categories are stationary point sources, area sources, nonroad mobile sources, and onroad mobile
sources. Mr. Downing discussed the methods used to develop the preliminary 2005 PM-10
emissions estimates and the percent of total emissions for each source category. He mentioned that
the mobile source emissions are typically developed by MAG using approved Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) models. Mr. Downing stated that the estimates are very preliminary.

Brian O’Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation, inquired about the road construction category. Mr.
Downing stated that an example in his presentation should clarify what is included in the road
construction category.

Mr. Downing mentioned that there were new methodologies used in the Preliminary 2005 PM-10
Emissions Inventory. He stated that the last emissions inventory was completed in 2002. One of
the improvements made was addressing source categories not included in earlier inventories such
as travel on unpaved parking lots and farm roads, offroad recreational vehicles fugitive dust, and leaf
blowers fugitive dust. Mr. Downing provided an example of how the emissions from travel on farm
roads were derived including the assumptions. He stated that Maricopa County is currently
preparing the documentation for the emissions inventory.

Mr. Downing stated that in the Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory new or refined
emission factors, better data sources, and new methodologies were used for categories such as
construction, harvesting, wildfires, etc. He provided an example of how emissions from construction
are derived using the latest improvements. Mr. Downing mentioned that another area of
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improvement is the treatment of windblown fugitive dust. He stated that Maricopa County has
contracted with ENVIRON Corporation to model windblown fugitive dust emissions and initial
results are expected by the end of December. Mr. Downing mentioned that a draft of the 2005
PM-10 Emissions Inventory with refined figures will be available in January 2007 with an
opportunity for review and comment. He stated that the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory needs to
be submitted to EPA by June 1, 2007.

Mr. Bowers commented on the travel on unpaved parking lots category. Mr. Downing replied that
travel on unpaved parking lots has been quantified for all of Maricopa County and the PM-10
Nonattainment Area. He added that Maricopa County has tried to quantify potentially controllable
sources that have not been assessed in the past. Mr. Bowers referred to the construction example
presented and inquired about a criterial difference in requirements between 2002 and 2005 in terms
of permits and acreage under construction. Mr. Downing responded that once the data was
assembled it showed that the number of permits and acreage under construction are not linear. In
general, the average acreage under construction was smaller in 2005 than 2002. Mr. Bowers
commented that the average acreage would be rapidly decreasing and that there would be a lot more
permits. He expressed concern about the use of the number of permits to estimate dust emissions
because of the difference between the 2002 and 2005 number of permits.

Jo Crumbaker, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, stated that the criteria for requiring a
permit has remained constant and that the number of permits are included in the 2005 PM-10
Emissions Inventory as a data point. She added that the number of permits was not used in the
calculation and that the acreage involved is the critical value that comes from the collection of
permits. Mr. Bowers asked if there would have been a linear relationship between the amount of
dust per acre in a 2002 permit and a 2005 permit. Mr. Downing replied that would be correct if the
EPA guidance on calculating emissions for the source did not change. He added that Maricopa
County is working to document the assumptions for the Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions
Inventory.

Mr. O’Donnell commented that Maricopa County may be able to determine the emissions based on
the number of residential units. Ms. Crumbaker replied that Maricopa County is charged with using
the most current science available at the time an emissions inventory is being prepared. She stated
that the 2002 PM-10 Emissions Inventory did not have a regulatory use. Ms. Crumbaker added that
significant resources are being devoted to develop the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory which will
be used for the Five Percent Plan for PM-10. Mr. Bowers inquired about an equivalency between
2002 and 2005. Mr. Downing replied that Maricopa County would like to conduct sensitivity
analyses on particular source categories and variables; however, there are time and resource issues.
Mr. Bowers commented that it is possible that the 2002 PM-10 Emissions Inventory should not be
evaluated in the same context as the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory. Mr. Downing responded that
the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory will stand on its own and the information presented today is
preliminary.

Ms. McGennis inquired about the basis of the construction emissions. Ms. Crumbaker replied that
the emission factor is acreage based. The data associated with a permit gives an indication of the
type of construction site so it can be categorized and associated with the appropriate emission factor.
Ms. McGennis asked about the emission factor. Mr. Downing responded that EPA guidelines have
different emission factors for different types of construction. Ms. McGennis inquired about the
emission factors on a per acre basis. Mr. Downing replied that he will report back with the emission
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factors. Ms. McGennis expressed concern that the formula may determine an amount of acreage
higher than the actual acreage. Mr. Downing responded that Maricopa County has been working to
avoid that issue by reviewing the geographic information included with every permit record in the
database.

Dave Berry, Arizona Motor Transport Association, asked if the 2005 PM-10 emissions presented
were based on actual air quality measurements. Mr. Downing responded that there is a variety. For
example, the industrial source emissions are derived from detailed annual surveys. Mr. Berry asked
12005 is the base for five percent reductions. Lindy Bauer, Maricopa Association of Governments,
replied that the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory is used as the basis for projecting the 2007, 2008,
and 2009 emissions inventories. She added that Cathy Arthur, Maricopa Association of
Governments, will discuss the projected inventories under the next agenda item. Ms. Bauer stated
that the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory is a base starting point from which to develop an inventory
to start the five percent reductions. Mr. Berry asked if the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory will
influence the starting point. Ms. Bauer responded that the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory is the
base and will influence the emissions inventories for the five percent reductions. Mr. Berry gave an
example of an assumption that construction remains constant, but in fact it decreases in 2007, 2008,
and 2009. He asked if the lower emissions would count toward emission reductions. Ms. Bauer
replied that the construction category remained constant for 2007, 2008, and 2009 as it was in 2005.
She added that it is difficult to predict economic activity. Mr. Berry commented that if construction
decreases, there would be less emissions which would help with reductions.

Peter Hyde, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, asked if the emissions in the nonroad
category are limited to exhaust and if the dust generated by this equipment is listed in the
construction categories. Mr. Downing responded that the nonroad category is exhaust emissions
only. Mr. Hyde commented that the 2002 PM-10 Emissions Inventory states that 25 percent,
excluding windblown dust, is construction. He mentioned that the Preliminary 2005 PM-10
Emissions Inventory shows 50 percent of PM-10 emissions in 2005 came from construction. Mr.
Hyde added that residential and commercial construction were approximately five percent in the Salt
River State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM-10. Mr. Downing replied that the 2005 PM-10
Emissions Inventory is still very preliminary and does not include windblown dust.

Spencer Kamps, Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona, inquired about the increase in
construction emissions from approximately 33,000 tons for 2002 to about 43,000 tons in 2005. Mr.
Downing responded that there are changes in assumptions about average duration of different types
of projects and emission factors. He added that Maricopa County is preparing the documentation
for the changes. Mr. Kamps commented that construction has increased by 32 percent in terms of
acreage from 2002 to 2005 and inquired about the changes. Mr. Downing replied that the emission
factor for road construction has changed. Mr. Kamps commented on the approximate 150 percent
increase in construction PM-10 emissions from 2002 to 2005 according to the emissions inventory.
Mr. Downing responded that the rule effectiveness factor is also part of the documentation that
Maricopa County is preparing. Mr. Kamps asked for the rule effectiveness factor. Mr. Cleveland
requested that the discussion continue after the meeting.

Mr. Kamps asked if the changes proposed in the Salt River SIP and the increased enforcement for
construction were factored into the Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory. Mr. Downing
replied that would be included to the extent that they were factored into the rule effectiveness
numbers provided. Ms. Crumbaker stated that the study is not completed. She added that Maricopa
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County has chosen to use a conservative assumption in the Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions
Inventory. Ms. Crumbaker mentioned that the documentation will be completed and made available.
She stated that some factors used in 2002, including the influence of administrative violations on the
emissions, have been removed in calculating rule effectiveness for 2005.

Mannie Carpenter, Valley Forward, inquired about the significance of biogenic sources. Mr.
Downing responded that Maricopa County is working on PM-10 and that biogenics will be included
when similar studies are prepared for ozone precursors and nitrogen oxides (NOx). He added that
biogenics are not a significant source of PM-10 emissions. Mr. Carpenter referred to a study funded
by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) regarding the identification of sources
of particulate matter at monitoring stations. Mr. Downing replied that he will consult with ADEQ.

Ms. McGennis asked if Maricopa County will accept input on the preliminary data. Mr. Downing
responded that Maricopa County wanted to provide the Committee with a snapshot of where the
2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory is now. He added that the emissions inventory along with the
documentation will be provided in January 2007 and input is welcomed. Ms. McGennis asked if the
2005 PM-10 emissions will decrease. Mr. Downing replied that the Preliminary 2005 PM-10
Emissions Inventory will change before it is made available in January 2007.

Gaye Knight, City of Phoenix, suggested that Maricopa County work with ADEQ and MAG before
the 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory is released. Mr. Downing responded that Maricopa County
has been and will continue to work closely with ADEQ and MAG.

Mr. Kamps asked if any distinction was made between controlled and uncontrolled sources. Mr.
Downing replied that if there is a baghouse, control efficiencies and estimates were taken into
consideration. He added that the rule effectiveness study was also addressed. Mr. Cleveland
thanked Mr. Downing for his presentation and encouraged everyone to provide input.

Preliminary Projected 2007, 2008 and 2009 PM-10 Emissions Inventories

Ms. Arthur provided an overview of the Preliminary Projected 2007, 2008, and 2009 PM-10
Emissions Inventories. She discussed the PM-10 exceedances for 2006 and indicated that some of
the days are being considered as natural events. Ms. McGennis asked if the data is flagged at all
monitors on the dates being considered. Ms. Arthur replied that if any one monitor had an
exceedance on the days mentioned, then it would be flagged. She added that ADEQ is looking at
elevated readings across the region even if the monitors do not go over the PM-10 standard to
determine patterns. Diane Arnst, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, clarified that EPA
needs to concur before the data is flagged. Ms. Arthur mentioned that ADEQ conducts an extensive
analysis and submits the documentation to EPA for concurrence. Ms. Arnst stated that the dates
have been submitted to EPA and ADEQ is now waiting for concurrence.

Ms. Arthur stated that the reason for the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 is that the standard was not
met by December 2006, as indicated in the Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM-10. She mentioned
that the 2007, 2008, and 2009 emissions are preliminary since they are based on the Preliminary
2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory. Ms. Arthur added that these projections exclude windblown dust
at this point. She indicated that the growth factors are based on the latest approved socioeconomic
projections approved in June 2003 which will be updated in the spring of 2007. Ms. Arthur stated
that since the region did not attain the PM-10 standard by December 31, 2006, the region needs to
submit a Five Percent Plan for PM-10 by December 31, 2007 that demonstrates five percent
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reductions per year in emissions from the date of submission, according to the Clean Air Act.
Therefore, 2007 is the base year for five percent reductions. She added that due to the three year data
requirement, the earliest the region could attain the PM-10 standard would be 2009.

Mr. Berry inquired about what would happen if the PM-10 standard is not met in 2009. Ms. Arthur
replied that the region will not be able to attain the PM-10 standard by 2009 if violations continue
at the monitors in 2007. She added that if violations occur in 2007, five percent reductions would
be required for 2010 with that being the new attainment year.

Ms. Arthur mentioned that the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 will use the final 2005 PM-10 periodic
emissions prepared by Maricopa County to project the emissions inventories for 2007, 2008, and
2009. She indicated that if the earliest attainment year is 2009, control measures in the Five Percent
Plan must reduce 2008 emissions to 95 percent or less of 2007 emissions and 2009 emissions to
90 percent or less of 2007 emissions. Ms. Arthur added that if the earliest attainment year becomes
2010, 2010 emissions would need to be reduced to 85 percent or less of 2007 emissions.

Mr. Berry asked if five percent reductions would be required in 2009 if the region was able to get
10 percent reduction in 2008. Ms. Arthur replied that the benefit can be carried forward as long as
it is before the benefit is due. Mr. Kamps inquired about the number of years five percent reductions
would be required. Ms. Arthur responded that if the monitors are clean beginning January 1, 2007
then five percent reductions would be required for 2008 and 2009. If violations continue in 2007,
a five percent reduction would also be required for 2010.

Ms. Arthur discussed the growth factors prepared for 2007, 2008, and 2009 relative to the
Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory. Mr. Berry asked if changes to the growth factors
based on new information would count toward the five percent reductions. Ms. Arthur replied that
since the emissions are projected, it is unknown what the actual changes will be in 2008 and 2009
when the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 is submitted in 2007. Ms. Arthur stated that the preliminary
projected emissions for 2007 already include the control measures from the Serious Area Particulate
Plan for PM-10. She mentioned that additional control measures are necessary to reduce emissions
by five percent between 2007 and 2008, and 2008 and 2009. Mr. Berry inquired about the possibility
of amending the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 based on new information. Ms. Arthur responded that
amendments are possible; however, five percent emission reductions per year need to be shown in
the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 submitted in 2007 in order for it to be approved by EPA.

Jeannette Fish, Maricopa County Farm Bureau, asked if credit would be given if actual emissions
are less than the emissions projected. Ms. Arthur replied that the Five Percent Plan for PM-10 must
include all controls necessary to reduce emissions by five percent per year. Additional reductions,

beyond those anticipated, would help in attainment at the monitors.
Mr. Cleveland inquired about reductions being slightly more than five percent. Ms. Arthur

responded that 5.3 to 5.4 percent is the actual annual rate of PM-10 emission reductions necessary
per year since emissions are increasing in 2008 and 2009. She mentioned that there is little
difference in the distribution by source between the preliminary 2005 and projected 2007, 2008, and
2009 emissions inventories. Ms. Arthur discussed the anticipated improvements to the 2007, 2008,
and 2009 PM-10 emissions for the Five Percent Plan. She indicated that any deviations from the
final 2005 periodic emissions inventory will be described and justified in the Technical Support
Document for the Plan.



Mr. Hyde inquired about other five percent plans nationwide. Ms. Arthur replied that San Joaquin
Valley is the only other area to prepare a five percent plan. She mentioned that San Joaquin did not
submit a serious area plan and prepared a five percent plan with five percent reductions per year from
2002 to 2010. Ms. Arthur added that San Joaquin was able to demonstrate five percent reductions
per year by using NOx reductions attributable to the California new car emission control program.
They traded off PM-10 reductions for NOx reductions because NOx is one of the causes of PM-10
pollution in San Joaquin. Ms. Arthur noted that the PM-10 problem in this region is caused by
fugitive dust, not NOx.

Mr. Berry inquired about the trackout included in the paved road fugitive dust category. Ms. Arthur
replied that the trackout is from all sources and that the paved road emission formula looks at the silt
loading on the road. Mr. Berry asked for clarification that construction trackout is not included in
the construction source emissions. Ms. Arthur responded that is correct.

Preliminary Draft Comprehensive List of Measures to Reduce PM-10 Particulate Matter

Ms. Bauer thanked the Committee for the comments on the emissions inventories. She mentioned
that many times the emissions inventories do change and that plan revisions can be made at any time
to EPA. Ms. Bauer discussed the challenges of the Five Percent Plan for PM-10.

Ms. Bauer presented the Preliminary Draft Comprehensive List of Measures to Reduce PM-10
Particulate Matter. She stated that information has been provided to the Committee throughout the
year to serve as a foundation for the Measure Selection Process. Ms. Bauer discussed the Measure
Selection Process and indicated that this is the starting point. She mentioned that MAG has been
working with the parties to the Air Quality Memorandum of Agreement which includes Maricopa
County, the Arizona Department of Transportation, and ADEQ.

Ms. Bauer discussed the preliminary draft measures and indicated that comments are welcomed. She
stated that Sierra Research will provide descriptive information on the measures to the Committee
for consideration on February 1, 2007 and February 15, 2007. On March 1, 2007, the Committee
may make a recommendation on a Suggested List of Measures and justification for measures not
recommended may also be provided by the Committee. She stated that once the measures are
approved by the Regional Council, the measures under local government authority, for example,
would be given to local governments to consider for implementation. According to state law, each
council adopts a resolution committing to implement the measures it finds feasible. Ms. Bauer
mentioned that the committed measures are provided to MAG and then modeled. She added that
only committed measures become part of the adopted plan. Ms. Bauer stated that once a measure
is included in the Five Percent Plan for PM-10, it becomes a legally binding commitment to
implement and is federally enforceable. The commitments are due to MAG in June 2007.

Ms. Bauer stated that recommendations made by the Committee will go to the MAG Management
Committee and then the Regional Council. She mentioned that the Regional Council cannot commit
any entity to implement any measure. Ms. Bauer described how local governments commit to
implement measures. Mr. Berry asked if there is a way to accelerate the decision point for control
measures since the date is late in the legislative session.

Ms. Bauer described the Preliminary Draft Comprehensive List of Measures to Reduce PM-10
Particulate Matter. She stated that MAG met with the agricultural representatives once it was
determined that a Five Percent Plan for PM-10 would be required. Ms. Bauer mentioned that the
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Governor’s Agricultural Best Management Practices (BMPs) Committee has been meeting and
formed a technical working group that is in the process of evaluating potential control measures. She
added that additional information will be provided under the next agenda item. Ms. Bauer discussed
the preliminary draft measures for the fugitive dust control rules category and indicated that some
of the preliminary draft measures are from Clark County (Las Vegas, Nevada).

Mr. Kamps inquired about the origin of the measures and commented on the emissions inventories
showing construction increased by 150 percent. He mentioned that the preliminary draft measures
will not reduce PM-10 concentrations at the monitors since the Salt River SIP for PM-10 proved
construction is not the problem. Ms. Bauer responded that the preliminary draft measures list was
compiled by MAG staff. She added that MAG met with the Air Quality Memorandum of Agreement
parties and the list of measures is a starting point. Ms. Bauer mentioned that comments from the
Committee on the preliminary draft measures are welcomed.

Mr. Kamps commented that the focus is not on the monitors, which is the problem. He added that
sources in the Salt River Area are listed as low impact in the table of preliminary draft measures and
everything related to construction is high impact. Mr. Kamps commented on the disconnect. Ms.
Bauer replied that it is important to address the PM-10 problem at the monitors. She stated that the
emissions inventories are regional. For example, a source could be one percent of the regional
inventory and 60 percent at a monitor. Ms. Bauer mentioned the MAG PM-10 Source Attribution
and Deposition Study which will shed light on the sources that are actually causing the problem at
the monitors. She concurred with Mr. Kamps that the problem at the monitors must be addressed.
Ms. Bauer stated that measures may have a small impact at the monitors and a higher impact in how
the five percent reductions in emissions must be calculated. She added that five percent reductions
in emissions, modeling attainment demonstration, and attainment at the monitors must all be
addressed in the Five Percent Plan for PM-10.

Mr. Kamps asked how increased fines would help the region attain the PM-10 standard. He
commented on the amount of fines paid per month and the region is still not in attainment. Ms.
Bauer responded that there are various sources that receive Notices of Violation from Maricopa
County and the thinking is that increased fines would be a deterrent to violating. Mr. Kamps asked
how construction control measures would help achieve attainment at the monitors when it is shown
to not be a problem in the Salt River SIP for PM-10. Ms. Bauer replied that the PM-10 Source
Attribution and Deposition Study will determine where the particles are coming from that are
causing the region to go over the PM-10 standard at the monitors.

Mr. Kamps expressed concern about little background information on the preliminary emissions
inventories that increase construction by 150 percent, the preliminary draft of measures that will
change, having no information about the sources of the problem at the monitors, and only having a
few meetings to discuss the issues before a decision needs to be made at the March 1, 2007 meeting.
Ms. Bauer responded that more meetings and/or workshops could be scheduled. Mr. Kamps
commented that the problem at the monitors needs to be fixed. Mr. Cleveland encouraged
discussion after the meeting.

Ms. McGennis stated that she has reviewed the Clark County Rule in how the region plans to reach
attainment. She mentioned that the trackout requirement in Clark County is 50 feet not 25 feet and
the dust manager is on site only when there is construction activity. Ms. McGennis said that the
construction activity does have to be monitored for stabilization 24 hours a day/seven days a week.
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She stated that there are some pluses to the Clark County Program but there are some things being
done in this region that are far more stringent than Clark County considered.

Ms. Bauer discussed the preliminary draft measures for the industry and nonroad activities
categories. Beverly Chenausky, Arizona Department of Transportation, commented that there is
about eight percent of the emissions inventory that could benefit from programs that reduce NOx.
She suggested looking at the monitor area to determine if nonroad sources are a larger portion of the
problem and getting dual benefit from some of the programs for NOx and PM-10 in the nonroad
category. Ms. Chenausky referred to the preliminary draft measure to create a fund to provide
incentives to retrofit nonroad diesel engines and encourage early replacements with advanced
technologies. She stated that CMAQ is already a funding source. Ms. Chenausky commented that
the localized effect could be great.

Vic Dugan, Exxon Mobil, inquired if the preliminary draft measure to update the statutes to require
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuels for nonroad equipment refers to EPA diesel. Ms. Bauer responded that
is correct. Mr. Dugan asked if Sierra Research will be assisting MAG on the measure and if issues
such as cost and supply will be considered. Ms. Bauer replied that Sierra Research will provide
descriptions of the measures for the Committee and that typically cost and supply information is
considered when evaluating fuels. Mr. Dugan asked if the measure would have to go to the
Legislature for approval. Ms. Bauer replied that is correct.

Ms. Bauer discussed the remaining preliminary draft measures in the following categories: paved
roads, unpaved parking lots, unpaved roads, unpaved shoulders, unpaved access points, and vacant
lots. She stated that this is the starting point for the measures and that some indication is given on
the impact of the measures; however, it is subject to change pending additional data and a refined
emissions inventory.

Mr. Bowers inquired about the measures in the Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM-10. Ms. Bauer
responded that there are 77 control measures in the Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM-10 that are
in the process of being implemented. Mr. Bowers commented that if the preliminary draft measures
were all approved, there would be over 30 more control measures. Ms. Bauer stated that if
commitments were received from all 30 plus measures, then they would be included in the Five
Percent Plan for PM-10. She mentioned that the right committed measures need to be included in
the plan.

Mr. Bowers stated that there were a few dates in 2005 that were candidates for flagging and then the
winter inversion resulted in many more exceedances. He inquired about the number of exceedances
before 2005. Mr. Bowers commented on a correlation between the implementation of current
measures and exceedances. Ms. Bauer replied that there was one exceedance in 2004. She added
that the rain that year was very helpful. Mr. Bowers commented on the correlation between the
exceedances and efforts to reduce PM-10. He referred to a previous discussion regarding a policy
where the region could not plead inversions, inordinately high temperatures, and drought conditions
as natural events. Mr. Bowers stated that natural events over which we have no control should be
appealable. He added that SAFETEA-LU included specific language aimed at inordinately high
temperatures, periods of drought, and inversion conditions as exclusions from exemptions to the
Clean Air Act. Mr. Bowers mentioned the cost of employing more measures and stated that with
the current measures being implemented there should have been a decrease in PM-10 exceedances.
He expressed the importance of rain and natural events. He added that they will do all they can.
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Mr. Hyde commented that an elevated PM-10 concentration at a monitor consists of three
components: desert background, localized emissions, and regional urban emissions. He mentioned
that there is no site in west central Phoenix that is not affected by emissions from the eastern part
of the metropolitan area by at least 20 to 40 percent. Mr. Hyde stated that a sector may not be a
problem in one area; however, the emissions do count downwind. He mentioned the necessity of
having control measures effective throughout the PM-10 Nonattainment Area.

Ms. Arnst commented that exceptional events can also be flagged. She mentioned that another cost
factor to the PM-10 problem is the health cost. Ms. Arnst stated that according to EPA one in 15
children under the age of 15 years has asthma. She mentioned that a significant portion of the
population has cardiopulmonary disease and are having serious problems on days like today. Ms.
Arnst discussed the medical care required and stated that it is not the number of control measures,
but picking the measures that will give the most benefit.

Evaluation of Potential Agricultural Control Measures to Reduce PM-10

Ms. Fish provided an overview of the evaluation of potential agricultural control measures to reduce
PM-10. She mentioned that Arizona Revised Statues, Title 49-457 charged the Governor’s
Agricultural BMPs Committee to set parameters and conditions for an agricultural PM-10 general
permit. Ms. Fish added that the effective date of the rule was December 31, 2001. She stated that
items in the general permit were challenged and the Federal Court upheld the control measures as
Best Available Control Measures and Most Stringent Measures at that time.

Ms. Fish discussed the agricultural PM-10 general permit. She mentioned that in the San Joaquin
Valley, only farms 100 acres or more are controlled whereas in the Maricopa County PM-10
Nonattainment Area, farms 10 acres or more fall under the general permit requirements. Ms. Fish
stated that at least one BMP is required from each of the three categories: tillage and harvest,
noncropland, and cropland. She discussed the Best Management Practices for the three categories
and the requirements for the farmers. Ms. Fish mentioned the consequences of noncompliance and
the education efforts made to inform farmers of the Best Management Practices and the PM-10
problem. Ms. Fish stated that farmers were asked to take extra steps voluntarily. She added that
many farms and nurseries have more than one BMP in place for each category.

Ms. Fish stated that the Governor’s Agricultural BMPs Committee met in April 2006 to review the
situation. A technical working group was formed to evaluate Conservation Management Practices
(CMPs) adopted in San Joaquin Valley and Imperial Valley. She mentioned that twelve CMPs are
being considered for possible addition to BMPs menu. Ms. Fish stated that the technical working
group will be going to the Governor’s Agricultural BMPs Committee in January 2007 to report the
findings and make recommendations. She mentioned that integrated best management was selected
number one as a conservation measure by the farmers in the San Joaquin Valley. Ms. Fish stated that
agriculture’s biggest contribution to PM-10 reduction is the ultimate sacrifice, farmland being
developed, paved over, built on, never again to grow green, oxygen-producing plants. She
mentioned looking at a five mile radius of the Durango and West 43" Avenue monitors from 2004
and prior to now to see how much agriculture is no longer there.

Ms. Fish stated the professors from Texas A&M University have researched the federal reference
method monitors for PM-10 and PM-2.5. She mentioned that EPA is looking at the findings
seriously. Ms. Fish indicated that the research has found that in the presence of large particulate
matter from agriculture and mining operations that these monitors tend to show particulate matter
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concentrations much higher than the true concentration. She stated that for PM-10 it is two to three
times higher because the larger particles are broken down and recorded more than once. For PM-2.5,
there is an exponential difference.

Tentative 2007 Meeting Schedule for the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee

Mr. Cleveland stated that the Tentative 2007 Meeting Schedule for the MAG Air Quality Technical
Advisory Committee has been prepared and was included in the agenda packet.

Call for Future Agenda Items

Mr. Cleveland announced that the next meeting of the Committee is tentatively scheduled for
January 11, 2007. Mr. Kamps inquired about the agenda for the next meeting. Ms. Bauer replied
that the consultants for the PM-10 Source Attribution and Deposition Study will have preliminary
data to share with the Committee at the next meeting.

Mr. Berry suggested a workshop before the next meeting to brainstorm other possible control
measures to determine what else can be done that might have a higher impact. Mr. Cleveland
mentioned an earlier suggestion to meet with Mr. Downing to discuss data points and factors relating
to the Preliminary 2005 PM-10 Emissions Inventory. Ms. Knight commented on the idea of a
workshop and stated that some may be interested in hearing those discussions. She expressed
appreciation for providing preliminary measures to the Committee early and allowing time for
discussion.

Ms. McGennis commented that the number one benefit in Clark County was public outreach and
education. She stated that there should be some accountability for Maricopa County dropping the
ball on public outreach. Ms. McGennis mentioned that public outreach has been a very effective tool
for Clark County. Ms. Crumbaker stated that billboards are scheduled to be up by January 1, 2007
and the formal news conference is schedule for January 16, 2007 at 10:00 am. Ms. McGennis
commented that there needs to be a stakeholder process. She offered to help with public input and
outreach. Ms. Bauer stated that Clark County had an extremely impressive program. She mentioned
that Clark County managed to stigmatize the dust so that people realized it is bad. Ms. Bauer stated
that the Maricopa County Program will be very important. Ms. Crumbaker mentioned the monetary
challenge. She stated that Clark County received $32 million from their legislature for the program.
With no further comments, the meeting was adjourned.
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