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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 |5 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 will be given an
opportunity at the time the item is heard.

Approval of the April 28, 2011 Meeting
Minutes

Evaluation of Proposed CMAQ Projects for
the Federal Fiscal Year 201 | Interim Year End
Closeout

An evaluation of proposed Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Projects submitted for Federal FY 20| | Interim
Year End Closeout has been conducted.
Projects were requested by April 14, 2011,
Twenty-four projects were evaluated. The
proposed projects are listed in order of cost-
effectiveness based on the total CMAQ funds
for the project. The results will be presented
for a possible recommendation to forward the
evaluation to the May 26, 2011 MAG
Transportation Review Committee meeting
for use in prioritizing projects.

2.

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED

For information.

Review and approve the April 28, 201 |
meeting minutes.

For information, discussion, and possible
recommendation to forward the CMAQ
evaluation to the May 26, 2011 MAG
Transportation Review Committee meeting
for use in prioritizing projects.



5.

Update on the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-
10

At the last Committee meeting, the new
Revised 2008 Annual PM-10 Emissions
Inventory that would be used as the basis for
the new plan was discussed. MAG has now
prepared preliminary projections of PM-10
emissions for 2011 and 2012, based on the
Revised 2008 Annual Emissions Inventory for
the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area.
These preliminary projections are being
reviewed by EPA and other members of the
ADEQ Five Percent Plan Technical Committee
and may change as a result of comments
received. MAG staff will present the
preliminary projections.

Ona parallel track, the Maricopa Association of
Governments is taking a proactive leadership
approach in cooperation with the air agencies,
business and industry to prevent PM-10
exceedances at the monitors and throughout
the region. The Environmental Protection
Agency has indicated informally that 2009 may
be a clean year. There were no violations of
the PM-10 standard in 2010. The next seven
months are critical. Ifthree years of clean data
can be obtained prior to the submission of a
new Five Percent Plan, it may be possible for
EPA to issue an attainment finding under the
EPA Clean Data Policy and a Five Percent Plan
for PM-10 would not be needed.

Individuals from the twenty-eight MAG
member agencies have been coordinating with
Maricopa County and the private sector in a
regionwide effort to prevent PM-10
exceedances. The City of Phoenix Dust
Reduction Task Force has now developed
both short and long term goals to reduce
particulate pollution and improve air quality.
OnMay 26, 201 1, MAG will conduct another
workshop to discuss these items and provide
assistance.

5.

For information and discussion.



In addition, the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality has prepared a draft list
of Potential Activities Subject to the Dust
Action General Permit and Best Management
Practices for discussion purposes in accordance
with H.B. 2208 passed by the Arizona
Legislature in 2011.  This bill includes
provisions to address early implementation of
measures to reduce PM-10 on days that are
forecasted by the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality to be high risk for
exceeding the standard. Please refer to the
enclosed material.

Draft EPA Guidance Documents _on_the
Implementation of the Exceptional Events Rule

On May 2, 2011, the Environmental
Protection Agency provided Draft Guidance
Documents on the Implementation of the
Exceptional Events Rule. The draft guidance
materials identify the four independent criteria
on which exclusion of event-affected data
depends, describe the administrative process
and associated timing for submittal and review
of demonstrations, provide answers to
frequently asked questions, and provide
previously reviewed demonstrations and best
practice components. EPA recognizes the
challenges that states face in preparing
exceptional event demonstration packages.
Clear expectations will enable EPA and other
air agencies to better manage resources
related to the exceptional events process.
Please refer to the enclosed material.

Call for Future Agenda ltems

The next meeting of the Committee has been
tentatively scheduled for Thursday, June 30,
2011 at 1:30 p.m. The Chairman will invite
the Committee members to suggest future
agenda items.

6.

7.

For information and discussion.

For information and discussion.



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

Thursday, April 28, 2011
MAG Office
Phoenix, Arizona

MEMBERS ATTENDING
Larry Person, Scottsdale, Vice Chair
Robin Stinnett, Avondale

#Elizabeth Biggins-Ramer, Buckeye

#Jon Sherrill for Jim Weiss, Chandler

#Jamie McCullough, El Mirage
Michelle Wilson for Doug Kukino, Glendale
Kurt Sharp, Gilbert

*Cato Esquivel, Goodyear

#Greg Edwards for Scott Bouchie, Mesa
William Mattingly, Peoria
Phil McNeely, Phoenix

#Antonio DeLaCruz, Surprise
Oddvar Twveit, Tempe

#Mark Hannah, Youngtown

*Ramona Simpson, Queen Creek

* 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
Dawn M. Coomer, Valley Metro/RPTA

*Dave Berry, Arizona Motor Transport Association
Jeannette Fish, Maricopa County Farm Bureau

*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
Dean Giles, Maricopa Association of Governments
Taejoo Shin, Maricopa Association of Governments
Matt Poppen, Maricopa Association of Governments
Cathy Arthur, Maricopa Association of Governments
Randy Sedlacek, Maricopa Association of

Governments

Adam Xia, Maricopa Association of Governments
Feng Liu, Maricopa Association of Governments
Matt Busby, City of Apache Junction
Joe Gibbs, City of Phoenix
Tim Conner, City of Scottsdale
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Steve Trussell, Arizona Rock Products Association

*Amy Bratt, Greater 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 Arnst, Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality
*Environmental Protection Agency
Jo Crumbaker, Maricopa County Air Quality
Department
Duane Yantorno, Arizona Department of Weights
and Measures
Ed Stillings, Federal Highway Administration
Mary Deegan for Judi Nelson, Arizona State
University
Christopher Horan, Salt River Pima-Maricopa
Indian Community

Eric Raisanen, Maricopa County Air Quality
Department

Thomas Elnren, Maricopa County Air Quality
Department

Mitch Wagner, Maricopa County Department of
Transportation

Russell Van Leuven, Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality

Joonwon Joo, Arizona Department of
Transportation

Dan Catlin, Fort McDowell Indian Community

Scott DiBiase, Pinal County Air Quality

Matt Tsark, Strand Associates, Inc.



Call to Order

A meeting of the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee was conducted on April 28, 2011.
Larry Person, City of Scottsdale, Vice Chair, called the meeting to order at approximately 1:30 p.m.
Elizabeth Biggins-Ramer, Buckeye; Jon Sherrill for Jim Weiss, City of Chandler; Jamie McCullough,
El Mirage; Greg Edwards, Mesa; Antonio DeL.aCruz, Surprise; Mannie Carpenter, Valley Forward,
Gina Grey, Western States Petroleum Association; and Mark Hannah, Youngtown attended the
meeting via telephone conference call.

Lindy Bauer, MAG, stated that Larry Person, City of Scottsdale, will be retiring from his current
position as Senior Environmental Coordinator for the City of Scottsdale. Ms. Bauer thanked Mr.
Person for his service to the AQTAC Committee since 1995 and for his service as Vice Chair of the
AQTAC Committee since 2010. She added that Mr. Person was one of the original members of the
AQTAC Committee.

Call to the Audience

Mr. Person 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 March 24, 2011 Meeting Minutes

The Committee reviewed the minutes from the March 24, 2011 meeting. William Mattingly, City of
Peoria, moved and Amanda McGennis, Associated General Contractors, seconded, and the motion to
approve the March 24, 2011 meeting minutes carried unanimously.

Update on the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10

Ms. Bauer provided an update on the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10. She stated that Maricopa
County has prepared a revised 2008 emissions inventory which will serve as a foundation for the plan
and that new methodologies, new models, and new information were used to prepare the inventory.
Ms. Bauer noted that under the Clean Air Act, the County prepares a periodic emissions inventory
every three years. She discussed the pie chart of the revised 2008 emissions inventory. Ms. Bauer
stated that unpaved roads are the largest piece of the pie at 24 percent. She noted that the region has
1,884 miles of unpaved roads and of these unpaved roads, 613 miles are public and 1,271 are private
unpaved roads. She mentioned that the pie chart can be a little misleading. Ms. Bauer added that you
need to know that a source can be a sliver on this pie chart, but if the source is located near a monitor
and kicks up the dust it can cause an exceedance of the standard at the monitor. You can also be a
bigger piece of this pie chart and have controls in place and not cause a problem for PM-10. She stated
that what this pie graph represents is all the different sources of PM-10 emissions in the nonattainment
area.

Ms. Bauer reviewed bar charts of the original (June 2010) 2008 PM-10 emissions of 78,410 tons per
year and a bar chart of the revised (March 2011) 2008 PM-10 emissions of 48,148 tons per year. She
noted that there was quite a difference between the two bar charts. Ms. Bauer stated that Maricopa
County worked closely with EPA to come up with more accurate ways to calculate rule effectiveness

-



which impacted some of the County's rules. She added that EPA also changed the AP-42 PM-10
emissions factor for paved road dust. EPA had overestimated paved road dust. When this factor was
changed, it also brought down the emissions considerably, so these are the differences between the
June 2010 version of the inventory and the revised March 2011 version of the inventory.

Ms. Bauer discussed the tentative schedule for the Five Percent Plan. She stated that Maricopa County
has completed the periodic emissions inventory. Ms. Bauer mentioned that MAG has been working
on projections. These are being reviewed by EPA and EPA has been asking questions. She noted that
MAG needs to finalize a modeling protocol document and do high wind roll-back modeling. Ms.
Bauer stated that MAG is looking at committed measures and the credits for these measures that may
be taken in the base of the plan. However, the amount of credit is unknown at this time. MAG is
working with ADEQ and EPA on this issue. She mentioned that MAG hopes to have a draft document
in October 2011. The document would come before the AQTAC Committee in November 2011, go
to Regional Council for approval in January 2012 and then be submitted to ADEQ and EPA in January
2012. She added that Maricopa County will be quality assuring the monitoring data in May 2012 and
this may need to be expedited. Ms. Bauer noted that MAG also needs to find out when ADEQ will
be submitting the 2009 exceptional events documentation to EPA and this will be added to the
schedule.

Brian O'Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation, stated that he was not sure that the emissions inventory
gets to the source of our problem. He mentioned that if you are an electric company, what is important
is demand or kilowatt hours. Mr. O'Donnell stated that the emissions inventory does not take into
account the demand because of wind and it seems the model should have a demand for various times
of the year and how much of that demand is wind and how much is other sources. He noted that EPA
regulations have to be followed in building a dust curve. Mr. O'Donnell stated that our problem is
demand, not the inventory. Ms. Bauer responded that this pie chart does not get at the problem, but
it is a requirement for air quality plans and the pie chart is just an indication of the sources of PM-10
in the nonattainment area.

Jeanette Fish, Maricopa County Farm Bureau, inquired about high wind rollback modeling. Cathy
Arthur, MAG, responded that MAG has not received a lot of instructions yet from EPA, but EPA has
indicated that rollback modeling could be used instead of using a dispersion model that takes into
account inputs such as wind speed and wind direction. Rollback modeling assumes the emissions in
the area impacting the monitors are directly correlated with the concentrations measured at the
monitors; in order to demonstrate attainment, the emissions in the modeling area need to be reduced
by the same percentage as the PM-10 concentrations need to be reduced to meet the PM-10 standard.

She added that MAG does not know what days will need to be modeled yet. She indicated that the new
plan will only need to model days with windy conditions, because there have been no exceedances on
stagnant days since the 2007 Plan was submitted. MAG will be doing a microscale emissions
inventory for the days that will be modeled. She stated that the rollback model is a much simpler
model than the AERMOD dispersion model that was used previously in the 2007 plan. Ms. Arthur
noted that rollback modeling can not begin until MAG knows what days need to be modeled and what
sources were operating on those days. She indicated that the microscale data collection will be the
most difficult piece.

Manny Carpenter, Valley Forward, inquired that if new emission numbers were plugged into the old
model that would not necessarily show compliance. He stated that it seems since the region has such
a greatly reduced emissions inventory, there would also be comparable reductions in the modeled
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concentrations, but that is not true. Mr. Carpenter inquired if that was correct. Ms. Arthur responded
that was correct, that the new inventory needs to be looked at and its relation to the concentrations.

She added that in the previous modeling, only one high-wind day - February 15, 2006 - was modeled.

This time MAG will be focusing on only high winds (not stagnation events) since the region is in
attainment under stagnant conditions and this time MAG can focus on high wind modeling. Ms.
Arthur stated that MAG needs to come up with more recent high wind days to model. However, the
region has not had any violations in 2010 and none so far in 2011. She mentioned that MAG will let
the committee know more when EPA provides additional modeling guidance. Ms. Arthur stated that
Mr. Carpenter was right; MAG cannot go back and plug the data into the models used in 2007. She
noted that EPA has indicated that rollback modeling may be more appropriate for windy days.

Mr. Carpenter inquired that, if by extension, the five percent per year reductions may not relate to
achieving compliance of the air quality standards. Ms. Arthur responded that is correct, the five
percent requirement is independent of attainment that is demonstrated via modeling and is based on
the emissions inventory for the entire nonattainment area. She added that MAG is working on
projecting the revised 2008 inventory to 2011 and that the 2011 inventory will become the base
inventory for the five percent reduction requirement.

Mr. Carpenter inquired if our previous five percent efforts will reduce the 2011 inventory. Ms. Arthur
responded yes, by 2010 all 53 measures were implemented and reductions for these measures are
included in the 2011 base inventory. The 2011 projected inventory also takes into consideration
population and employment growth, but because of the recession, there has not been much growth
between 2008 and 2010. Ms. Arthur stated that MAG will provide the committee with the 2011 and
2012 estimates after MAG responds to feedback from EPA. MAG has provided EPA with the
projection methodology and 2011-2012 estimates and MAG is awaiting comments from EPA.

Mark Hajduk, Arizona Public Service Company, inquired if the region will have to reduce emissions
by five percent each year starting in 2011. Ms. Bauer responded that reductions would be starting in
2012, because under the Clean Air Act, itis from the point of submission. Year2011 is what EPA has
indicated that the base should be. She noted that the measures that have been implemented will be in
the base inventory. Ms. Bauer stated that the difficulty arises in finding additional five percent
reductions for 2012 on top of what has already been done. She noted that the growth factors are not
at all like those used in the Five Percent Plan. With the recession, EPA has commented that the
growth factors look pretty grim. Ms. Bauer added that MAG is using growth factor data from the
University of Arizona, Marshall Vest, who is an expert in socioeconomic and population data and that
MAG is using University of Arizona population data in absence of the new census data.

Update on Activities to Prevent PM-10 Exceedances

Ms. Bauer presented an update on activities to prevent PM-10 exceedances. She noted that preventing
PM-10 exceedances is really important because preventing PM-10 exceedances is on a parallel track
with the Five Percent Plan. Ms. Bauer stated that MAG believes there have been enough mandates
and enough regulations; MAG knows the region is in an economic downturn and MAG believes that
the measures in place have been working. She indicated that the region has been clean in 2010. EPA
has indicated informally that the region is probably clean in 2009 and that is why MAG is anxious for
ADEQ to submit the 2009 exceptional event documentation to EPA.



Ms. Bauer stated that if the region is clean in 2011, the region will have the three years of clean data
at the monitors needed to fall under EPA's Clean Data Policy. She added that MAG believes that this
is the best case scenario for this region. If the region has three years of clean data, EPA could issue
an attainment finding and then the region would be relieved of some of the Clean Air Act requirements
like five percent reductions in emissions as long as the region stays in attainment. Then MAG could
pursue a maintenance plan based on existing measures that are already being implemented.

Ms. Bauer stated that several of the prevention activities are progressing nicely. She discussed some
of the City of Phoenix prevention activities that can be used as a model for other jurisdictions, such
as a task force that crosses several departments. Ms. Bauer indicated that Phil McNeely is serving as
chairman of the Phoenix Dust Control Task Force. An example of the task force's recommendations
is that Phoenix is trying to have consistent enforcement of codes across departments and if there is a
significant violation of a code, to take care of'it right away in order to prevent exceedances. Ms. Bauer
stated that Maricopa County is coming along well with the $90,000 that MAG gave the county to
upgrade the data acquisition for their air quality monitor system. She added that near the end of May,
cities will be able to go online and get near real time PM-10 monitoring data. Ms. Bauer stated that
all the cities will be able to look at the near real time monitoring data. Ifthey see the PM-10 levels are
going up, they can go out and see what can be done, within a city's authority, to keep the dust down
to prevent exceedances.

Ms. Bauer mentioned that the MAG PM-10 prevention video should be completed in May 2011. The
video features some of the private sector activities because they have been doing an excellent job
keeping the dust down and implementing Maricopa County's earthmoving rules. She added that the
video will be put on Channel 11 and the theme is "Air Quality, Do Your Part.”

Ms. Bauer stated that MAG has developed a Rapid Response Action Plan Template and Tool Kit to
assist MAG member agencies in rapidly responding to prevent PM-10 exceedances. The Tool Kit was
customized for the cities that have monitors in their jurisdictions and has maps of land uses 4 miles
around monitors. Jurisdictions with no monitors can also use the Template and Tool Kit to keep PM-
10 down throughout the region. She added that there are also a brochure and pictures of monitors to
show what the monitors look like. Ms. Bauer mentioned that in the second MAG workshop, the City
of Phoenix discussed their task force, Maricopa County discussed how they can coordinate with cities
to be effective on preventing PM-10 exceedances and not duplicate efforts, and the rapid response
template was discussed. She noted that in talking with technical staff at the workshop, MAG learned
that leadership is needed in the management of a city. MAG communicated this to all the elected
officials at last night's meeting and MAG will communicate this to the city managers in early May at
the next MAG Management meeting. Ms. Bauer stated that DEQ has been doing an excellent job
sending out dust control action forecasts, which are now five days in advance. She added that she
especially liked the forecasts that have graphs of data provided by Maricopa County of readings at the
monitors. Ms. Bauer mentioned that ADEQ continues to improve their forecasts. She stated that
several cities are getting dust control action forecasts and business and industry associations are
notifying their members when high winds are expected so that extra efforts can be taken to keep the
dust down. Ms. Bauer thanked Steve Trussell, Arizona Rock Products Association, Amanda
McGennis, Associated General Contractors, and Spencer Kamps, Homebuilders Association of Central
Arizona, for being in the MAG PM-10 Prevention Video. She added that business and industry
associations have told MAG that MAG can call them and they can notify their membership if there is
a dust problem.



Ms. Bauer stated that on April 20, 2011, the Arizona Legislature passed House Bill 2208. She
indicated that this bill has provisions to prevent PM-10 exceedances. Ms. Bauer mentioned that
ADEQ is required to disseminate their 5-day dust control action forecasts of low, medium and high
wind conditions, and entities that already have an ADEQ or county dust control permit will be required
to implement some of their high wind provisions in those permits early, such as the day before a
forecast high wind to prevent dust and during the day the high wind is forecast. She added that other
entities that either own or operate dust generating sources - vacant lots, open areas - would be required
to implement best management practices that ADEQ will be formulating. They would have to
implement those the day before the forecast high wind conditions and during the day of the high wind
conditions. Ms. Bauer stated that if the ADEQ Director would find that one of those entities is not
implementing best management practices, then that entity could be required by the ADEQ Director
to get a dust action general permit where those best management practices would be specifically
identified in the permit. She stated that ADEQ, MCAQD and other governmental entities, which
would include the cities, have to develop a communication plan on how they will educate those who
do not already have dust control permits. Ms. Bauer mentioned that the region has approximately
100,000 vacant lots in the nonattainment area and that MAG is working with MCAQD to develop a
way to communicate to owners of vacant lots; Most people want to do the right thing, but they need
to know what they should do to prevent PM-10 exceedances. She stated that MAG has a new
Economic Development Committee that is trying to encourage economic development and encourage
jobs. Ms. Bauer noted that prevention of PM-10 exceedances is the best approach.

Mr. Person inquired if Mr. Trussell, Ms. McGennis, and Mr. Kamps had any comments that they
would like to make on behalf of their associations and their members regarding the prevention of
PM-10 activities that are underway. Ms. McGennis responded that in their April meeting, the
Environmental Committee at the Associated General Contractors set up an action control group to send
out notifications to let members know to stabilize their project sites and that their control measures are
in place. She added that the Associated General Contractors have worked with the Arizona
Department of Transportation and the Associated General Contractors now has a complete contact list
for all project sites in Maricopa County and these have been included in the Associated General
Contractors' notification list. Ms. McGennis mentioned that these project sites are getting a double
notification - one from the Arizona Department of Transportation and one from the Associated General
Contractors to alert them that high winds may be an issue and to make sure that their project sites are
stable. Mr. Trussell responded that in the Arizona Rock Products Association's last environmental
meeting, Maricopa County gave a presentation of some of the things they are working on regarding
getting real time data to Arizona Rock Products Association members. He added that the Arizona
Rock Products Association appreciates being able to participate in MAG's PM-10 Prevention Video.
Mr. Trussell stated that the Arizona Rock Products Association is trying to make its members
cognizant of what is going on around them and how they can be part of a network with MCAQD,
DEQ, and MAG to keep everyone informed, but also understanding who the proper contacts are so that
things can be taken care immediately when they are seen. Mr. Kamps responded that the
Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona has been notifying their members of high wind events.
He added that there has been a stringent high wind measure in Rule 310 for some time, so they have
been focused to make sure that they comply with that.



2009 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 an overview of the 2009 Implementation Status of Committed
Measures in the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 for the Maricopa County Nonattainment
Area report. Ms. Arthur noted that the 2008 Implementation Status report was presented to the
AQTAC in December 2009 and this is the 2009 update to the Implementation Status report. She added
that MAG will draft an implementation status report for 2010 which will be the last implementation
report. Ms. Arthur discussed the background of the 2007 Five Percent Plan and that the MAG
Regional Council directed MAG in May 2007 to issue a report on the status of the implementation of
the committed measures in the Five Percent Plan. She stated that this report would be sent to the
Governor's Office, Legislature, and EPA after it goes through the MAG process and that the AQTAC
Committee is the first committee to review the 2009 Implementation Status report. Ms. Arthur stated
that the Five Percent PM-10 Plan was submitted to EPA in 2007, but was withdrawn in January 2011
by ADEQ. She indicated that MAG is having meetings every two weeks to address the technical
approvability issues with EPA and to update the emissions inventory to reflect an economy that has
changed dramatically since the Five Percent Plan was submitted in 2007. Ms. Arthur noted that the
plan contained 53 measures and these measures continue to be implemented even though the plan has
been withdrawn. She added that MAG will report the 2010 implementation status of the committed
measures and that report will be completed in 2012.

Ms. Arthur indicated that the region needs three years of clean data at the PM-10 monitors and there
is a possibility that attainment can be shown at the monitors in 2011. She stated that MAG provided
tracking forms to the cities, county, and state agencies involved in the commitments. Ms. Arthur
mentioned that the 2009 tracking forms were sent out in March 2010 and all completed forms were
received by July 2010. She stated that another tracking form workshop was conducted on April 1,
2010. Ms. Arthur summarized the number of implementing entities and the number of measures
tracked, and the measures that were quantified for numeric credit in the plan. She noted that the total
number of measures listed for the implementing entities - State, Maricopa County, Local Governments
- is larger than 53 because many measures were implemented by more than one type of entity.

Ms. Arthur discussed the five committed measures that exceeded their 2008 and 2009 commitments:

Measure 26 - Pave or stabilize existing public dirt roads/alleys, Measure 27 - Limit speeds to 15 mph
on high traffic roads, Measure 28 - Pave or stabilize unpaved shoulders, Measure 45 - Prohibit use of
leaf blowers on unstabilized surfaces, and Measure 53 - Repave or overlay paved roads with
rubberized asphalt. She also identified the amount that each of these measures had exceeded their
commitments. Ms. Arthur noted that the 2009 report lists the combined 2008 and 2009
implementation status of all the committed measures. She then cited the four measures that were not
implemented: Measure 5 - Establish a certification program for Dust Free Developments as an
industry standard, Measure 20 - Provide incentives to retrofit nonroad diesel engines and encourage
early replacements with advanced technologies, Measure 39 - Modeling cumulative impacts, and
Measure 42 - The Arizona State Legislature provide funding to ADEQ for four agriculture dust
compliance officers for a total of five inspectors. Ms. Arthur also discussed the reasons these measures
were not implemented. She stated that the commitments were met for all other measures. She noted
that the majority of the measures either met or exceeded their commitments and that violations of the
PM-10 standard have declined since 2006. Ms. Arthur reiterated that the region may have three years
of clean data in 2009 - 2011. She added that May is usually a high wind month and expressed hope
that the region would not have a PM-10 exceedance in May. Ms. Arthur stated that stagnation
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conditions typically occur in winter, so the region will need to be vigilant to avoid PM-10 exceedances
at the end of this year. She indicated that if the region has clean data in 2009 - 2011, it will show that
the Five Percent Plan worked and the measures in the plan are still working. Ms. Arthur stated that
MAG will continue to track the implementation status of the committed measures for 2010, which was
the attainment year in the Five Percent Plan that was withdrawn.

Spencer Kamps, Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona, inquired that if Measure 26's
commitment was exceeded by 16 miles, then what was the baseline used by MAG to demonstrate that
Measure 26's commitment was exceeded. Mr. Kamps stated that he did not recall that there was a
committed paving or stabilizing measure. Mr. Kamps inquired on how did MAG baseline the
exceedance. Ms. Arthur responded that the cities provided MAG with commitments for Measure 26
that were included in the 2007 Five Percent Plan. She said, for example, City X may have committed
to pave 11 miles of unpaved road by December 2009. She added that the Five Percent Plan identifies
the specific paving or stabilizing commitments that each jurisdiction made and MAG quantified the
emissions reductions associated with each of those commitments.

Mr. Kamps stated that it was mentioned that the region has about 600 miles of public unpaved roads
and if 73 miles are subtracted from that, then that is what the region has left to do. Mr. Kamps
inquired if that was a safe assumption. Ms. Arthur responded that the unpaved road inventory was
completed in 2009; so some of the 73 miles of unpaved roads that were paved in 2008 and 2009 would
not be included in the 600 miles of public unpaved roads. She added that MAG is trying to focus on
paving the high traffic public unpaved roads and that Maricopa County Rule 310.01 states that any
public unpaved road that has an ADT of 150 or more needs to be paved or stabilized.

Mr. Kamps inquired on what was the definition of a high traffic road. Ms. Arthur responded that cities
and towns define what "high traffic" means in their area. She stated that Maricopa County would
define a high traffic public unpaved road as one that carries 150 ADT or more. Since these high traffic
roads need to be stabilized under Rule 310.01, MAG only assumes half the credit for paving public
unpaved roads carrying 150 ADT or more. Ms. Arthur added that MAG tries to be as realistic as
possible in quantifying the emission reductions for control measures.

Mr. Kamps inquired if the 600 miles of unpaved roads are all high traffic roads or do the 600 miles
represent all unpaved roads. Ms. Arthur responded that the 600 miles include all public unpaved roads
and that the ADT on those roads is about 30.

Mr. Kamps inquired if the same definition for high traffic is being used for the 15 mph speed limit
control measure. Ms. Arthur responded that the cities and Maricopa County decide what they consider
to be high traffic roads. She added that there is no ADT limit for this measure and that in one case,
there were no high traffic unpaved roads, so a jurisdiction lowered the speed limit on unpaved alleys.

She stated that MAG assumes 10 ADT on alleys, unless traffic counts were conducted.

Mr. Kamps stated that there is a credit issue on Rule 310 because of the timing of adoption. Mr.
Kamps inquired if the credit the region is receiving off these measures is an issue as well as when they
were implemented. Ms. Arthur responded that if a city said that they were going to pave a road in
2009, MAG did not take the credit until 2010. She added that the timing of the implementation of
measures varies in the 2007 Five Percent Plan, which is the major reason that the benefits increase
between 2008 and 2010. Ms. Arthur noted that there is a time delay in paving roads because of the
requirement to meet federal standards. She mentioned that MAG tried to account for how long it
would take to pave a road and did not take reduction credit until a road was scheduled to be paved.
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Mr. Kamps stated that he assumes that every public unpaved road that exists will not be paved or
stabilized. He inquired if paving and stabilizing of unpaved roads are going to be implemented
incrementally over time and see what this produces. Ms. Arthur responded that was correct. Mr.
Kamps stated that this concerns him because of the inventory that the committee just looked at and
because the real problem is paved and unpaved road dust. Ms. Arthur responded that it is the biggest
piece of the 2008 periodic emission inventory pie. Mr. Kamps stated that this is going to be a tough
nut to crack.

Mr. Kamps inquired if the measures that were not highlighted in Ms. Arthur's presentation had been
implemented. Ms. Arthur responded that they had.

Mr. Kamps stated that he was very concerned about the credit issue on when those ordinances were
adopted. Mr. Kamps inquired if some of the measures were in 1552. Ms. Arthur responded that was
correct.

Mr. Kamps inquired that because some of the measures are mandated by state law, as opposed to
measures that were implemented through the local ordinance process, could MAG provide dates when
the ordinances were adopted because of the credit issue. Lindy Bauer, MAG, responded that she
thought that Senate Bill 1552 required the ordinances be developed by March 31, 2008. She added
that ADEQ packaged all the ordinances up and sent them to EPA. Ms. Bauer indicated that MAG can
provide the individual dates of when the ordinances were adopted. Mr. Kamps stated that there were
quite a number of measures and he knew they are in different areas. Ms. Arthur responded that is why
MAG assumed that some of the credits for 2008 were less because MAG assumed that these measures
were not implemented for those first three months. She added that MAG, to be conservative, did not
start the credit for these measures until after Senate Bill 1552's required date.

Mr. Kamps inquired if it would be possible to find out the timeline on a lot of these measures as it
relates to paving and stabilization. Ms. Arthur responded that Greg Nudd with EPA is looking at the
detailed calculations of paving roads, shoulders, alleys which show the mileage, the ADTs, and the
dates that MAG expects each of these projects to be open to traffic.

Mr. Kamps inquired what years does the region takes credit for the 73 miles of paving. Mr. Kamps
stated that he thinks it is important for this committee to understand that as the committee moves
forward on the Five Percent Plan. Mr. Kamps added that the only way the committee can understand
that is if MAG provides a timeline of those projects so the committee will know when credit will be
received. Ms. Arthur responded that the 73 miles is what the tracking report listed. She added that
the Five Percent Plan actually had 16 miles less than that and it is those roads in the plan for which she
has detailed information. Ms. Arthur stated that MAG does not have detailed data on the other roads,
except the miles that were completed in 2008 or 2009. She added that MAG does not have other
details, such as ADT, that are needed to estimate the emission reductions. Ms. Arthur stated that if
the region were to take credit for all 73 miles, MAG would have to go back to the cities to obtain
additional data, including the date that the paved roads were opened to traffic. Mr. Kamps inquired
if that will have to be done for EPA. Ms. Arthur responded that MAG does not know yet and is still
in discussions with EPA. She added that EPA could ask MAG to quantify the additional emission
reductions represented in the tracking report. Ms. Bauer pointed out that the 73 miles of roads will
be in the base inventory for the new Five Percent Plan because these roads, according to the tracking
report, were done in 2008 and 2009. Ms. Bauer added that the base year for the next Five Percent Plan
will be 2011. Ms. Arthur stated that quantifying the measures in the tracking report will only reduce
the emissions in the 2011 base year. She added that this would be beneficial in lowering the five
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percent reduction target for 2012. Ms. Arthur added that but unless the increased measure benefits
cause a tremendous reduction in 2011 emissions, it will not make that much difference in the five
percent reduction target for 2012. She stated that this is the challenging part, because all of the work
that is being done now to quantify the benefits of measures implemented through 2011 will only lower
the 2011 base inventory and the region will not get much additional credit for these measures in 2012.
Ms. Arthur added the region may be able to take credit for paving projects completed in 2012.

Grant Smedley, Salt River Project, stated that he was trying to connect this report with the new Five
Percent Plan that the region will have to submit. Mr. Smedley inquired if the 2009 Implementation
Status Report was for the Five Percent Plan that was withdrawn. Ms. Arthur responded that was
correct. Mr. Smedley inquired if EPA is looking at the report and reviewing it. Ms. Arthur responded
that this is confusing, because these measures are actually being implemented even though the Plan
has been withdrawn. She added that MAG is developing a 2011 emissions inventory for the new Five
Percent Plan and EPA is evaluating which of these measures need to be included in the 2011 inventory,
because the measures are actually being implemented, even though they are in a withdrawn plan. Mr.
Smedley stated that basically the measures are being used to develop the inventory for 2011, which
will be the new base year. He inquired if that was correct. Ms. Arthur responded that was correct.

Mr. Smedley stated that since anything the region started implementing in 2010 would still have an
impact in the new base and the new plan going forward. He inquired if it is known when those
measures were implemented, then can some credit be taken for these measures. Ms. Arthur responded
that ifthe measures were implemented in 2010 or 2011, the region cannot take credit for them, because
they will be in the base. She added that MAG needs to look at projects completed in 2012.

Mr. Smedley inquired if it is a five percent reduction per year. Ms. Arthur responded that the five
percent reduction in PM-10 emissions is per year. For the new Five Percent Plan, the reductions would
begin in 2012 and 2011 will be used to calculate the five percent reduction target. Ms. Arthur stated,
for example, if the 2011 emissions inventory totals 40,000 tons, the five percent emission reduction
target would be 2,000 tons. So in 2012, the new measures or projects would need to achieve at least
a 2,000 ton reduction. She added for 2013, another 2,000 tons of emissions reduction would be
needed, and then every year thereafter, a 2,000 ton emissions reduction would also need to be shown
until attainment is demonstrated at all PM-10 monitors.

Diane Arnst, ADEQ, inquired if MAG had any information on the citations issued for the 15 mph
speed limit listed in Measure 27. She also inquired what MAG is basing the effectiveness of Measure
27 on. Ms. Arthur responded that MAG is basing effectiveness on the commitments in the Five
Percent Plan and the number of miles of unpaved roads and ADTs on those roads on which the cities
said they posted 15 mph speed limit signs.

Steve Trussell, Arizona Rock Products Association, inquired what the preliminary numbers are. Ms.
Arthur responded that the preliminary number is about 42,000 tons in 2011, if benefits of the measures
are taken, versus 48,000 tons of uncontrolled emissions in 2011. She added this represents about a
15% reduction between the uncontrolled and controlled emissions. Ms. Arthur noted that this
inventory is preliminary, because EPA is reviewing the calculations and may change the value of the
credits or eliminate measures all together. She stated that MAG has not received feedback from EPA
yet.

Mark Hajduk, Arizona Public Service Company, inquired that if the 2011 baseline inventory is about
40, 000 tons and the region has all these measures in place from a rejected plan and it is really doing
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its job and reducing emissions incrementally over time and that in 2012 and 2013, the inventory gets
even lower based on those commitments the region had in the past and the region can't take credit for
those commitments in the plan because they are not measures the region implemented for the 2011
SIP. Mr. Hajduk stated that the inventory could be reduced by five percent, but it would not be due
to the measures that were implemented. Ms. Arthur responded that his assessment was correct. In
order to achieve the additional five percent reductions, the region will need to have new commitments
to strengthen existing measures or implement new measures.

Mr. Hajduk inquired on what is enforceable with respect to the previous plan. Mr. Hajduk stated if
the region has already taken credit for it and it's doing its job and emissions are being reduced, but the
region has got to do it again in 2011, then he thinks the region might need the previous Five Percent
Plan because the region is doing everything it can, however the region will have to give more and that
is where his concern is. Ms. Arthur responded that is the quandary the region is in, because the 53
measures have been implemented and credit for those measures is taken in the 2011 base. There are
some paving projects that may provide additional credit in 2012, but the truth is that there is not that
much of a reduction between 2011 and 2012 based on the old measures. Ms. Arthur noted that there
is a small increase in emission benefits in 2012 because there are 366 days in 2012, which is a leap
year, and this results in some increases in VMT because of the extra day. She stated that the region
will probably have to look to new measures or strengthen existing measures to achieve the five percent
target in 2012.

Brian O'Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation, inquired that if some of the new measures can be paving
of new roads, what percentage of the 2,000 tons needed reduction could be achieved from paving /
stabilizing of unpaved roads - 40%, 50%. Mr. O'Donnell stated that these other measures are
theoretically ones that the region could do over again. Ms. Arthur stated the problem is that paving
or stabilizing unpaved roads is very expensive and we are in an economic downturn. She added that
paving projects typically take several years to complete; so there is a problem with their being done
by 2012. Ms. Bauer responded that another issue is creating more dirt roads, especially in the
unincorporated areas. She added that while there may be paving or stabilizing of some unpaved roads,
there is still the issue of new private dirt roads being created which runs counter to the ones that are
being paved.

Beverly Chenausky, Arizona Department of Transportation, inquired on how MAG plans to handle
the measures that are continuous until the end of time. Ms. Chenausky stated that, for example,
Maricopa County has the requirement to train dust control trainers each year. Ms. Chenausky added
that it seems that the 500 people who are retrained by Maricopa County every year could be counted
for credit. Ms. Chenausky inquired if credit could be taken for those measures if a city said it would
pave 5 miles of roads every year and how would MAG count those. Ms. Arthur responded that the
benefits of Maricopa County rules are all quantified through rule effectiveness. She added that
Maricopa County has worked very hard with EPA to come up with a procedure to quantify rule
effectiveness and now everyone is in agreement that the way the County is doing it is fine for the next
plan. Ms. Arthur stated that Maricopa County has been tracking rule effectiveness for Rules 310,
310.01 and 316 and rule effectiveness increased between 2008 and 2010. She noted that beyond 2010,
MAG is assuming that rule effectiveness remains the same. Ms. Arthur stated that the rule
effectiveness is 95% for one of the rules and there may be a lack of creditability if rule effectiveness
exceeds 95%. She added that for the projections, MAG is holding the rule effectiveness constant for
2011 and 2012, and that is why there are no additional benefits. Ms. Chenausky inquired if rule
effectiveness is the only approach to quantify those measures. Ms. Arthur responded that this is the
approach being used now for the County rules.
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Mr. Kamps inquired about the graphs on tonnage in the back of the 2009 Implementation Status
Report. Ms. Arthur responded that those graphs are from the 2007 Five Percent Plan, so the data are
outdated.

Mr. Kamps stated that he was curious about when unpaved shoulders are stabilized, there is a 900 ton
emission reduction, and when public unpaved roadways are stabilized, there is a 3,700 ton emission
reduction. Mr. Kamps inquired why there is a big discrepancy between the two measures and is it the
amount of traffic. Ms. Arthur responded that unpaved roads generate high levels of PM-10 emissions
due to reentrainment of dust from the tires of each vehicle traveling on the unpaved roads and that is
reflected in the EPA unpaved road emission rate. She added with unpaved shoulders, it is a trackout
issue whereby a vehicle drives on an unpaved shoulder and produces trackout when they drive back
onto apaved road. Ms. Arthur noted that there are not as many vehicles generating trackout emissions
as there are vehicles generating emissions by traveling on unpaved roads.

Larry Person, City of Scottsdale and Vice Chair, requested a motion to forward the report on the 2009
Implementation Status of Committed Measures in the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan to the Governor's
office, the State Legislature, ADEQ, and EPA. Jeannette Fish, Maricopa County Farm Bureau, moved
that it be forwarded. Mr. Kamps inquired on the purpose of the motion and what is the committee
actually doing. Mr. Person responded that it's a motion to make a recommendation from this
committee to forward the 2009 Implementation Status Report on to the Governor's office, the State
Legislature, ADEQ, and EPA. The recommendation is that the report goes up through the MAG
Committee process. Mr. Kamps inquired if it was the whole document that would be forwarded. Mr.
Person responded yes. Mr. Person inquired if Ms. Fish had made that motion. Ms. Fish stated that
she had made the motion that the report be forwarded to the Governor's Office, the State Legislature,
ADEQ, and EPA. Mr. Person clarified if the motion includes the report going through the MAG
Committee process. Ms. Fish responded yes. Mr. Person inquired if there was a second motion.
William Mattingly, City of Peoria, responded that he seconded the motion. Mr. Person inquired if
everyone was clear on the motion and if there were any questions. Mr. O'Donnell responded that he
was not sure legally what the committee was doing. Ms. Bauer responded that it was a
recommendation from this committee, that the report would go to the MAG Management Committee,
that the 2009 Implementation Status report would be forwarded to the Governor's Office, Legislature,
ADEQ, and EPA. She added that this gives them an indication that the measures are being
implemented. Mr. Person inquired if there were any other questions before the committee voted. He
stated that there is a motion and a second. Mr. Person asked the committee members to vote verbally.
He stated that all in favor of this motion signify by saying Aye and those opposed, the same sign. Mr.
Person stated that the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Person stated that the committee can move on to agenda item #7 which is for information and
discussion purposes and it relates to the MAG workshop on truck travel modeling and vehicle weight.

MAG Workshop on Truck Travel Modeling and Vehicle Weights

Ms. Arthur stated that MAG will be conducting a workshop on Truck Travel Modeling and Vehicle
Weights on May 18, 2011 at 1:30 P.M. in the Saguaro Room. She added that the reason for
conducting the workshop is that MAG has a new truck travel model and wants to present the new
model to persons who are interested. Ms. Arthur stated that this model should be of interest to staff
in air quality because outputs of the model, such as truck traffic volumes, will be used in estimating
truck emissions and the new truck model outputs are significantly different from the prior truck model.
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Ms. Arthur indicated that the new model was developed for MAG by Cambridge Systematics and they
will be flying in to make the presentation. She stated that she will also be making a presentation on
how MAG uses the output of the truck model to develop PM-10 emissions for trucks. Ms. Arthur
stated that one of the areas MAG has problems with is finding truck weight data, which is not readily
available. She noted that MAG uses truck weight data in developing PM-10 emissions from paved
roads. MAG needs input from the trucking industry and other workshop participants on actual truck
weights. The current emission estimation approach uses gross vehicle weight which overestimates
truck weights, since it assumes that the trucks are fully loaded. Ms. Arthur stated that MAG needs
some ideas on how to come up with conservative, but more realistic, truck vehicle weights. She stated
that the committee is cordially invited to attend the workshop. Ms. Arthur mentioned that MAG will
also be sending out invitations through the MAG Management Committee.

Call for Future Agenda Items

Mr. Person requested suggestions for future agenda items. Ms. McGennis commented that it had been
a pleasure to work with Mr. Person and she was sorry to see him go and wished him good luck in his
endeavors. Mr. Person responded that he will miss all of you too. With no further comments, the
meeting was adjourned at 2:45 p.m.
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May 17,2011
TO: Members of the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee
FROM: Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist

SUBJECT: EVALUATION OF PROPOSED CMAQ PROJECTS FOR THE FEDERAL FISCAL
YEAR 201 | INTERIM YEAR END CLOSEOUT

The Maricopa Association of Governments has conducted an evaluation of proposed Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Projects submitted for the Federal Fiscal Year 201 | Interim Year
End Closeout. The results of the project evaluation are provided in the attachment ranked by cost-
effectiveness based on the total CMAQ funds for the project. This information is being presented to the
MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee for a possible recommendation to forward the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) evaluation to the MAG Transportation
Review Committee for use in prioritizing projects at their May 26, 201 | meeting.

PROJECT EVALUATION

Currently, the amount of funding available for FY' 201 | Closeout is still being evaluated by MAG staff.
Twenty-four projects requesting approximately $1 1.2 million were evaluated for estimated emissions
reductions. The cost-effectiveness was calculated on the total CMAQ funds for each project.

In accordance with CMAQ guidance, MAG staff evaluated the projects for the estimated emissions
reductions benefits and calculated the cost-effectiveness using the CMAQ methodologies. Beginning in
1999, MAG developed and applied methodologies for assessing emission reduction benefits for proposed
CMAQ projects in accordance with federal guidance for the CMAQ Program. The CMAQ
Methodologies, dated March 31, 2011, is available on. the MAG website at:
http://ww.azmag.gov/Documents/CMAQ 201 1-04-05_Final-CMAQ-Methodologies 3-31-201 | .pdf.

The projects have been ranked in order from most cost-effective to least cost-effective in the attachment.
In general, the methodologies for calculating cost-effectiveness involve the estimation of emissions
reductions for total organic gases (TOG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and PM- 10, measured in kilograms per
day. The annualized cost-effectiveness of each project is measured in CMAQ dollars per metric ton of
total emissions reduced.

The Environmental Protection Agency MOVES emissions model was used to estimate TOG and NOx
exhaust emission factors, and PM-10 exhaust, tire wear, and brake wear emission factors, for the
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implementation year of the project. The emission factors from the EPA AP-42 guidance were used to
estimate reentrained PM-10 emissions on paved and unpaved roads, where appropriate.

The purpose of the CMAQ Program is to provide federal funding for transportation-related projects and
programs designed to assist nonattainment and maintenance areas in complying with federal air quality
standards. On October 20, 2008, the Federal Highway Administration published Final Guidance on the
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program that incorporates Safe Accountable Flexible
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy For Users (SAFETEA-LU) provisions. A CMAQ fact sheet
is enclosed.

The evaluation of proposed CMAQ projects for the Federal FY 201 | Interim Year End Closeout in the
attachment is being presented to the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee (AQTAC) for a
possible recommendation to forward the air quality evaluations to the MAG Transportation Review
Committee (TRC) for use in prioritizing projects for funding. Consistent with the Draft MAG Federal
Fund Programming Principles, a description of the role of the AQTAC in the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality Improvement Project Evaluation Process is enclosed. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please contact me at (602) 254-6300.

Attachments



PROPOSED CMAQ PROJECTS FOR THE FEDERAL FY 2011 INTERIM YEAR END CLOSEOUT - RANKED BY COST EFFECTIVENESS

Emissions | Emissions | Emissions | Emissions
Reduction | Reduction | Reduction | Reduction Cost
i . AQ Funds| Not
Agency | TIP Number Location Description of Work 1:;2:_‘ Weighted | Weighted | Weighted | Weighted | Effectiveness Cl;;[e Sest‘:::i s (be(;oi:')
TOG NOx PM-10 | Total |($/metricton)!| 3
(kg/day) | (kg/day) | (kg/day) | (kg/day)
Phoenix PHX14-102 |ITS Strategic Plan Develop the City of Phoenix's first ITS Strategic Plan | 2011 10.82 35.62 12.58 59.02 $2,431 $71,964 P
125th and 127th Ave: Varney Rd to Peoria,
El Mirage |ELMO09-802 |and Dysart Ranchettes area: Vamey Rd, Pave unpaved roads 2011 147.03 147.03 $2,599 $444,400
Peoria Ave, Dysart Rd, and El Mirage 3
Tempe TMP12-804 |Citywide Design and construct fiber optic cable installations 2011 335 12.32 1.63 17.31 $12,483 $118,643 2
7th Street, McDowell Rd to Northern Ave  |Evaluation and design for flasher controller
Phoenix NEW and 7th Avenue, McDowell Rd to Northern ]alternatives and Solar Energy Power Supply 2011 1.70 5.60 1.98 9.27 $12,903 $200,000
Ave Feasibility 2
Maricopa |, 1411704 [FOmest Rd: McDowell Mountain RAto Rio |, 44,04 dirt shoulder and bike lane on both sides | 2011 | 0.02 0.03 3.83 3.87 $19,133 $130,000
County Verde Dr 45
Surprise NEW Citywide ITS Strategic Plan 2011 0.33 1.13 0.37 1.83 $34,260 $105,000 2
Glendale |GLN12-101 [Various locations Design to connect seven intersections to city central | ), 0.50 175 0.55 281 $44,735 $210,000
signal system and four CCTV cameras 2
. Installation of additional METRO ticket vending
Vall tral Phoenix/East Valley (CP/EV) 20-
ot Rail |VMRO9-826T ffﬁfl ot mil ot st;t:ryﬁ(ne V) machines and stand alone fare validation systems - | 2011 |  0.30 0.76 0.68 1.74 $95,064 $300,000
£ CMAQ Flex funds from FY 2009 6
Provide and install cameras, wireless communication
Avondale |NEW Citywide units on existing traffic signal poles/mast arms, 2011 1.08 234 0.92 434 $101,150 $734,447
includes upgrades to existing camera management
software 2,7
g:::;pa MMA11-722 |5 different locations Upgrade traffic signals, including CCTV facilities 2011 0.21 0.75 0.24 1.19 $125,181 $150,000 )
Tempe TMP12-806 |Light Rail Transit Corridor in Tempe Install CCTV monitoring stations 2011 0.36 1.31 0.17 1.85 $137,739 $139,643 2
Mesa MES11-703 |Various locations Install fiber-optic communications and upgrade traffic [ 1 | 74 327 0.82 482 $148,886 | $500,000
signal controllers 7
Ray, Elliot, Dobson, connecting at Arizona |Construct ITS project for fiber communications from
dl - ’ ’ . . . . 150,000
Chandler |CHN14-102 back to TMC siemals to the TCM 2011 0.35 1.46 0.26 2.07 $213,805 $ 2
;\//Iiltl:g VMT12-101T|Region wide Purchase bus; standard 40 foot - 39 replace (Tempe) 2011 0.14 3.10 0.00 3.24 $256,887 $3,028,360 6
Maricopa |y 1y 1a11-723 |Bell Rd: 115th Ave to 55th Ave Construct Dynamic Message Signs, CCTV camera | 0.19 0.62 0.22 1.02 $319,062 $163,800
County fiber optic conduit and cable 2
Mesa MES12-815 |I1S Signal Conversions - Phase 5 (Brown Rdlp iy fiber optic links to traffic signals 2011 0.67 2.98 0.74 440 $352,963 $1,934,406
) and Lindsay Rd) 2
Surprise  [NEW Citywide Ezel"pmem of a citywide Bike/Pedestrian Strategic | 1, | o 0.01 0.01 0.03 3373878 | s105000 |
McDowell Rd: 99th Ave to Avondale Blvd |Furnish and install 2 1/8 miles of fiber optic cable,
Avondale |AVN13-901 |and 99th Ave: McDowell Rd to 1/8 mile conduit, interdict, associated equipment at 9 traffic 2011 0.20 0.43 0.17 0.80 $694,291 $180,000
north signals and one CCTV camera 7
North/south alleyway between 57th Ave and |Design only of pedestrian improvements to include
Glendale  [NEW 57th Dr and Glendale Ave and Glenn Dr pavers, decorative walls, undergrounding utilities, etc. 2011 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.08 $793,669 §130,000
Phoenix PHXO08-875 |Western Canal west of 24th St Design and construct pedestrian bri(igg 2011 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.07 $1,010,556 $184,450 8
Mesa MES13-905 Consolidated Canal: Lindsay Rd to Baseline C.ons.truct a l.O-foot wide cor{crete pathway, including 2011 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.26 $1,167,472 $1,067,600
Rd lighting, paving and traffic signals 4,8
1of2 5/17/2011



PROPOSED CMAQ PROJECTS FOR THE FEDERAL FY 2011 INTERIM YEAR END CLOSEOUT - RANKED BY COST EFFECTIVENESS

Emissions | Emissions | Emissions | Emissions
Reduction | Reduction | Reduction | Reduction Cost
i . MAQ Funds| Not
Agency | TIP Number Location Description of Work F‘;se';i] Weighted | Weighted | Weighted | Weighted | Effectiveness CRe Ses:e'; s (be‘;oevsv)
TOG NOx PM-10 | Total |($/metricton)!| O
(kg/day) | (kg/day) | (kg/day) | (kg/day)
Tempe  |TMP10-629 gff;fgfr’ Interstate-10/Tempe Drain to oo+ multi-use path 211 [ 002 0.03 0.03 009 | s1406888 | $500000 | o
Phoenix NEW 7th Street, McDowell Rd to Northern Ave  |Plan, design, and construct bus bay improvements 2011 0.01 0.04 0.002 0.05 $1,416,228 $400,000 6
Litchfield . . .
Park LPKO05-101C |Litchfield Rd at Wigwam Blvd Construct multi-use underpass 2011 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.08 $2,712,175 $293,880 4,8
Notes:
1.Cost Effectiveness is expressed as the total CMAQ Project cost (in dollars) per annual emissions reduction (in metric tons).
2.Supports the Transportation Control Measure (TC) in the Revised 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO Maintenance Plan: “Develop Intelligent Transportation Systems.”
3.Supports the measure in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area PM-10 Plan: "Reduce Particulate Emissions from Unpaved Roads and Alleys.”
4. Supports the TCM in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious dArea CO Plan and CO Maintenance Plan: “Encouragement of Bicycle Travel "
S.Supports the measure in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area PM-10 Plan: " Curbing, Paving or Stabilizing Shoulders on Paved Roads.”
6. Supports the TCM in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO Maintenance Plan: “Mass Transit Alternatives.”
7.Supports the TCM in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO Maintenance Plan: “Coordinate Tryffic Signal Systems.”
8. Suppores the TCM in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area CO Plon and CO Mainienance Plan: “Encouragement of Pedestrian Travel ”
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October 21, 2009

CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
FACT SHEET

According to the final Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program Guidance, published
October 20, 2008, the purpose of the CMAQ program is to fund transportation projects or programs that will contribute to
attainment or maintenance of the national ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter.
Table 1 provides a description of the 16 project categories contained in federal CMAQ guidance as well as general activities
and projects eligible for CMAQ funding. Table 1 also includes the CMAQ eligible projects and programs added from
transportation reauthorization, Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy For Users
(SAFETEA-LU). Table 2 provides a list of ineligible CMAQ activities and projects.

The SAFETEA-LU directs States and MPOs to give priority to two categories of funding. First, to diesel retrofits,
particularly where necessary to facilitate contract compliance, and other cost-effective emission reduction activities, taking
into consideration air quality and health effects. Second, priority is to be given to cost-effective congestion mitigation
activities that provide air quality benefits.

The development of a CMAQ-eligible project may occur through a public-private partnership. Private entity proposals that
benefit the general public by clearly reducing emissions require a legal written agreement between the public agency and
private or nonprofit entity specifying the use of funds, roles and responsibilities of participating entities, cost sharing
arrangements for capital investments and/or operating expenses, and how the disposition of land, facilities, and equipment
should original terms of the agreement be changed. Eligible costs under this section may not include costs to fund an
obligation imposed on private sector or nonprofit entities under the CAA or any other federal law except where the
incremental portion of a project that exceeds the obligation under Federal law.

Table 1. Eligible CMAQ Activities and Projects

1. Transportation control measures (TCMs) found in 42 U.S.C. §7408(f)(1)

e programs for improved public transit

o  restriction of certain roads or lanes to, or construction of such roads or lanes for use by, passenger buses or high occupancy
vehicles

« employer-based transportation management plans, including incentives

¢ trip-reduction ordinances

+ traffic flow improvement programs that achieve emission reductions

+ fringe and transportation corridor parking facilities serving multiple-occupancy vehicle programs or transit service

o programs to limit or restrict vehicle use in downtown areas or other areas of emission concentration particularly during periods
of peak use

*  programs for the provision of all forms of high-occupancy, shared ride services

*  programs to limit portions of road surfaces or certain sections of the metropolitan area to the use of non-motorized vehicles
or pedestrian use, both as to time and place

»  programs for secure bicycle storage facilities and other facilities, including bicycle lanes, for the convenience and protection
of bicyclists, in both public and private areas

»  programs to control extended idling of vehicles

¢ programs to reduce motor vehicle emissions from extreme cold-start conditions

»  employer-sponsored programs to permit flexible work schedules

+  programs and ordinances to facilitate non-automobile travel, provision and utilization of mass transit, and to generally reduce
the need for single-occupant vehicle travel, as part of transportation planning and development efforts of a locality, including
programs and ordinances applicable to new shopping centers, special events, and other centers of vehicle activity

e programs for new construction and major reconstructions of paths, tracks or areas solely for the use by pedestrian or other non-
motorized means of transportation when economically feasible and in the public interest



Extreme Low-Temperature Cold Start Programs

retrofitting vehicles and fleets with water and oil heaters
installing electrical outlets and equipment in publicly-owned garages or fleet storage facilities

Alternative Fuels and Vehicles

establishment of publicly-owned fueling facilities and other infrastructure needed to fuel alternative-fuel vehicles, unless
privately-owned fueling stations are in place and reasonably accessible

support the conversion of private fueling facility to support alternative fuels through a public-private partnership

purchase of publicly-owned non-transit alternative fuel vehicles, including passenger vehicles, refuse trucks, street cleaners,
and others '

costs associated with converting fleets to run on alternative fuels

for private vehicles, the cost difference between alternative fuel vehicles and comparable conventional fuel vehicles
hybrid vehicles that have lower emission rates than their non-hybrid counterparts

hybrid passenger vehicles that meet EPA low emission and energy efficiency requirements for certification under the HOV
exception provisions of SAFETEA-LU

projects involving heavier vehicles, including refuse haulers and delivery trucks may be eligible based on a comparison of the
emissions projections of these larger candidate vehicles and other comparable models

Congestion Reduction & Traffic Flow Improvements

L

traditional traffic flow improvements, such as the construction of roundabouts, HOV lanes, left-turn or other managed lanes
are eligible provided they demonstrate net emissions benefits

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) projects such as traffic signal synchronization projects, traffic management projects,
and regional multimodal traveler information systems, traffic signal control systems, freeway management systems, electronic
toll-collection systems, transit management systems, and incident management programs

Value/Congestion Pricing projects that generate an emissions reduction, including, but not limited to: tolling infrastructure,
such as transponders and other electronic toll or fare payment systems; small roadway modifications to enable tolling;
marketing, public outreach efforts to expand and encourage the use of eligible pricing measures; and support services, such
as transit in a newly tolled corridor

innovative pricing approaches supported through the Value Pricing Pilot Program

operating expenses for traffic flow improvements for a period not to exceed three years if shown to produce air quality
benefits, if the expenses are incurred from new or additional services, and if previous funding mechanisms, such as fares or
fees for services, are not displaced

projects or programs that involve the purchase of integrated, interoperable emergency communications equipment

Transit Improvements

new transit facilities (e.g., lines, stations, terminals, transfer facilities) are eligible if they are associated with new or enhanced
mass transit service

rehabilitation of a facility may be eligible if the vast majority of the project involves physical improvements that will increase
capacity and results in an increase in transit ridership

new transit vehicles (bus, rail, or van) to expand fleet or replace existing vehicles

diesel engine retrofits, such as replacement engines and exhaust after-treatment devices, are eligible if certified or verified by
the EPA or CARB

other transit equipment may be eligible if it represents a major system-wide upgrade that will significantly improve speed or
reliability of transit service, such as advanced signal and communications systems

fuel, whether conventional or alternative fuel, is an eligible expense only as part of a project providing operating assistance
for new or expanded transit service, including fuel and fuel additives considered diesel retrofit technologies by EPA or CARB
operating assistance, including labor, fuel, maintenance, and related expenses, to introduce new transit service or expand
existing transit service s is eligible for a maximum of 3 years

regular transit fares may be subsidized as part of a comprehensive area-wide program to prevent exceedances of NAAQS
during periods of high pollutant levels; must be combined with a marketing program to inform SOV drivers of other
transportation options

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities and Programs

construction of bicycle and pedestrian facilities (paths, bike racks, support facilities, etc.) that are not exclusively recreational
and reduce vehicle trips

non-construction outreach projects related to safe bicycle use

establishment and funding of State bicycle/pedestrian coordinator positions for promoting and facilitating nonmotorized
transportation modes through public education, safety programs, etc.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Travel Demand Management

* activities explicitly aimed at reducing SOV travel and associated emissions including fringe parking, traveler information
services, shuttle services, guaranteed ride home programs, market research and planning in support Transportation Demand
Management implementation, carpools, vanpools, traffic calming measures, parking pricing, variable road pricing,
telecommuting, and employer-based commuter choice programs

o capital expenses and up to 3 years of operating assistance to administer and manage new or expanded TDM programs

+  marketing and outreach efforts to expand use of TDM measures may be funded indefinitely, but only if broken out as distinct
line items

e telecommuting activities including planning, preparing technical and feasibility studies, and training

Public Education and Outreach Activities

¢ a wide range of public education and outreach activities, including activities that promote new or existing transportation
services, developing messages and advertising materials (including market research, focus groups, and creative), placing
messages and materials, evaluating message and material dissemination and public awareness, technical assistance, programs
that promote the Tax Code provision related to commute benefits, transit “store” operations, and any other activities that help
forward less-polluting transportation options

Transportation Management Associations
e TMA start-up costs and up to 3 years of operating assistance

Carpooling and Vanpooling

e carpools and vanpools marketing covers existing, expanded, and new activities to increase the use of carpools and vanpools
and includes the purchase and use of computerized matching software and outreach to employers and guaranteed ride home
programs

¢ vanpool vehicle capital costs include purchasing or leasing vans that do not directly compete with or impede private sector
initiatives; vanpool operating expenses are limited to 3 years and include empty-seat subsidies, maintenance, insurance,
administration, and other related expenses

Freight/Intermodal

*  projects and programs (e.g. new diesel engine technology or retrofits of vehicles or engines, nonroad mobile freight projects)
that provide a transportation function and target freight capital costs including rolling stock or ground infrastructure are
eligible provided that air quality benefits can be demonstrated

Diesel Engine Retrofits & Other Advanced Truck Technologies

» applicable to onroad motor vehicles and nonroad construction equipment, project types in the diesel retrofit area include:
diesel engine replacement, full engine rebuilding and reconditioning, the purchase and installation of after-treatment hardware
including particulate matter traps and oxidation catalysts, and other technologies, and support for heavy-duty vehicle
retirements programs

*  purchase and installation of emission control equipment on school buses

+ refueling projects (e.g., ultra-low sulfur diesel), but only if required to support the installation of emissions control equipment,
repowering, rebuilding, or other retrofits of nonroad engines and only until the standards are effective and the fuel becomes
commonly available through the regional supply and logistics chain. Eligible costs are limited to the difference between
standard nonroad diesel fuel and ULSD

e outreach activities that provide information exchange and technical assistance to diesel owners and operators on retrofit
options

» underapublic-private partnership, projects for upgrading long-haul heavy-duty diesel trucks with advanced technologies, such
as idle reduction devices, cab and trailer aerodynamic fixtures, and single-wide or other efficient tires are eligible

Idle Reduction

»  capital costs of off-board projects (e.g., truck stop electrification projects) that reduce emissions and are located within, or
in proximity to and primarily benefitting a nonattainment or maintenance area

*  capital costs of on-board projects (e.g., auxiliary power units, direct fired heaters, etc.) the heavy-duty vehicle must travel
within, or in proximity to and primarily benefitting a nonattainment or maintenance area

Training
» funds to support training and educational development for the transportation workforce must be directly related to
implementing air quality improvements and be approved in advance by the FHW A Division Office



15.

16.

17.

Inspection/Maintenance (/M) Programs

« for publicly or privately owned I/M facilities that constitute new or additional efforts eligible activities include construction
of facilities, purchase of equipment, I/M program development, and one-time start-up activities, such as updating quality
assurance software or developing a mechanic training curriculum

+  operating expenses are eligible for a maximum of three years

¢  State or local I/M program related administrative costs are eligible in States that rely on privately owned I/M facilities

*  privately-owned I/'M facilities such as service stations, that own the equipment and conduct emission test-and-repair services,
requires a public-private partnership

e establishment of “portable” I/M programs, including remote sensing providing that they are public services, reduce emissions,
and meet relevant regulations

Experimental Pilot Projects
*  an “experimental” project or program must be defined as a transportation project and be expected to reduce emissions by
decreasing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), fuel consumption, congestion, or by other factors

In particulate matter nonattainment or maintenance areas, examples of eligible projects and programs include:
e paving dirt roads
e street sweeping equipment



Table 2. Ineligible CMAQ Activities and Projects

Projects outside of the nonattainment or maintenance area boundaries, except in cases where the project is located in close
proximity to the nonattainment or maintenance area and the benefits will be realized primarily within the nonattainment
or maintenance area

Light-duty vehicle scrappage programs

Projects that add new capacity for single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) are ineligible for CMAQ funding unless construction
is limited to high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes

Routine maintenance and rehabilitation projects (e.g., replacement-in-kind of track or other equipment, reconstruction
of bridges, stations, and other facilities, and repaving or repairing roads) are ineligible for CMAQ funding as they only
maintain existing levels of highway and transit service, and therefore do not reduce emissions

Administrative costs of the CMAQ program may not be defrayed with program funds

Projects that do not meet the specific eligibility requirements under United States Code titles 23 or 49

Stand-alone projects to purchase fuel, except in certain states

Routine preventive maintenance for vehicles is not eligible as it only returns the vehicles to baseline conditions

Operating assistance for truck stop electrification projects is not an eligible activity since these projects generate their own
revenue stream and can therefore recover all operating expenses



ROLE OF THE MAG AIR QUALITY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
IN THE CONGESTION MITIGATION AND AIR QUALITY IMPROVEMENT (CMAQ)
PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS

CMAQ Projects for the Transportation Improvement Program

. Forward the evaluation of proposed CMAQ projects for the MAG Transportation
Improvement Program to the MAG Transportation Review Committee and modal
committees for use in prioritizing projects.

. Rank the Air Quality Projects to be forwarded to the MAG Transportation Review
Committee.

Sequence of Committee Actions: Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee, Transportation
Review Committee and Modal Technical Advisory Committees, Management Committee,

Transportation Policy Committee, Regional Council.

PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects

. Recommend a prioritized list of proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for
CMAQ funding and retain the prioritized list for any additional CMAQ funds that may
become available due to year-end closeout, including redistributed obligation authority, or
additional funding received by this region.

Sequence of Committee Actions: Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee, Management
Committee, Regional Council.

Paving Unpaved Road Projects

. Rank the proposed Paving Unpaved Road Projects for CMAQ funding and forward to the
MAG Transportation Review Committee.

Sequence of Committee Actions: Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee, Transportation
Review Committee, Management Committee, Transportation Policy Committee, Regional Council.
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Agenda ltem #5

(

City of Phoenix

To: David Cavazos Date: May 11, 2011
City Manager ~

From:  Philip McNeely, Chair +y-af
Dust Reduction Task Force

Subject: LONG TERM RECOMMENDATIONS - DUST REDUCTION TASK FORCE

- The Dust Reduction Task Force (Task Force) was formed to develop and lmplement an
integrated and comprehensive strategy to reduce high levels of particulate (dust) air
pollutants in the metro Phoenix area. As air pollution in cities can negatively impact
health and infrastructure, creating both an environmental and economic problem, the
Task Force continues its efforts in support of a healthier and improved quality of life for
Phoenix residents. The Task Force was directed to submit its short term actlon plan by
April 15 and its long term action plan by May 15, 2011.

The short term action plan was submitted to the City Manager on April 15" with six
recommendations. These recommendations included establishing the Office of
Environmental Programs as the city’s single point of contact for high risk dust
advisories, updating departmental contact lists, developing consistent city-wide
procedures for implementation during High Risk Dust Advisories, development of
detailed maps of targeted areas, and a dust reduction city code reference guide. In
addition, the Task Force recommended taking immediate corrective actlon when
significant violations of city code are identified.

Since the submittal of the short term action plan, the Task Force met on April 19, May 3
and May 10, 2011 to implement the short term recommendations and to develop the
long term action plan. Department representatives have continued their active
engagement and offered valuable insight into their respective operations and the most
productive way for each to contribute to the overall city-wide effort.

The long term recommendations are attached. The Task Force will continue to meet to
implement them and to develop a final report by September 30, 2011.



David Cavazos
May 11, 2011
Page 2

Item

Task Force Recommendations

Completion
Date

. Develop an outreach plan to educate city staff, city contractors and

members of the public on the purpose of the High Risk Dust.
Advisories and how to prepare and respond to the advisories.

e Internal Strategy: May include the preparation of training
video's, training during morning safety meetings, and articles
for department newsletters and web sites.

o External Strategy: May include the use of external newsletters,
web sites, and other media. The strategy will also focus on
providing literature and presenting information to stakeholder
groups already engaged by departments. These may include
Block Watch meetings, Home Owners Associations, Village
‘Planning Committees, Senior Centers and Park and
Recreation Centers.

July 1

Develop a city-wide Code Enforcement Strategy that will include all
city departments with code enforcement authority to focus on the high
risk dust areas and be supported by educational efforts of the
outreach plan. This strategy will include a review of existing city dust’
control codes with recommendations for potential revisions.

August 1

For contracts that include dust generating activities, review the
contract dust compliance provisions to ensure city-wide consistency
and add provisions that contractors must take appropriate action
when notified of a High Risk Dust Advisory.

September 2 |

Expand the city's dust training program to include code enforcement
staff in the Police, Planning and Developmental Services, and
Neighborhood Services Departments. In addition, conduct
awareness training for other city field staff not conducting activities
under a County permit or involved with code enforcement to increase
vigilance on problem areas.

September 2

Coordinate with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality,
Maricopa County Air Quality Department, and Maricopa Association
of Governments on outreach and enforcement efforts to optimize
each agency’s authority and resources.

Ongoing

Prepare a Final Report documenting the short term and long term
recommendations. The report will include an implementation
schedule. '

September
30

Report Implementation Status to City Manager's Office

Periodic

Executive Team
Department and Function Heads
Dust Reduction Task Force .

R:MinDust Reduction Task Force\PM10 Task Force Long Term Recommendations May 11.doc
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Potential Activities Subject to Dust Action General Permit
And Best Management Practices
May 13,2010

» Vehicle Use in Open Areas and Vacant Lots
o Reduce or prevent motor vehicle access on day before or during high risk day
o Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

» Open Areas and Vacant Lots
o Early/increased use of dust suppressants on day before or during high risk day
o Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

» Unpaved Parking Lots
o Early/increased use of dust suppressants on day before or during high risk day
o Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

» Unpaved Roadways/Alleyways
o Reduce or prevent motor vehicle access on day before or during high risk day
o Early/increased use of dust suppressants on day before or during high risk day
o Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

> Livestock Activities Not Otherwise Covered Under A.R.S. § 49-457

o Unpaved access connections and feed lane access areas
» Reduce or prevent motor vehicle access on day before or during high risk day
» Early/increased use of dust suppressants on day before or during high risk day
* Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

o Corrals/pens/arenas
»  Scrape or remove manure on day before or during high risk day
* Early/increased use of dust suppressants on day before or during high risk day
» Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

» Easements, Rights-of-Way, and Access Roads for Utilities
o Reduce or prevent motor vehicle access on day before or during high risk day
o Early/increased use of dust suppressants on day before or during high risk day
o Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

» Road Shoulders A ,
o Inspect/maintain/repair surface stabilization prior to high risk day

» Trackout from Unpermitted Sources
o Clean-up areas accessible to the public on day before or during high risk day

Draft — For Discussion Purposes Only Page 1



Agenda Item #6

Note to State/Local/Tribal Agency Reviewers
May 2, 2011

Overview of Draft Guidance Documents on the Implementation of the
Exceptional Events Rule

This overview document and its attachments® clarify key provisions of the 2007 Exceptional
Events Rule (EER) to respond to questions and issues that have arisen since the rule was
promulgated. The draft guidance in this document and the attachments, along with examples of
approved demonstrations on EPA’s website”, are provided to facilitate review of these materials
by outside parties, to help ensure that EPA’s final guidance provides an efficient and effective
process to make determinations regarding air quality data affected by events. Please direct
comments on these draft guidance documents to EEGuidanceComments@epa.gov by June 30,
2011. For guidance-related questions, please contact Beth Palma at 919-541-5432.

These draft guidance materials identify the four independent criteria on which exclusion of
event-affected data depends, describe the administrative process and associated timing for
submittal and review of demonstrations, provide answers to frequently asked questions, and
provide previously reviewed demonstrations and best practice components. EPA recognizes the
challenges that states face in preparing exceptional event demonstration packages. Exceptional
events are varied with differing characteristics and must be addressed on a case-by-case basis
making the development of general guidance with bright lines difficult. Neither states® nor
regions want to prepare or review numerous versions of a single event demonstration package.

This draft gnidance overview document and its attachments are based on the following
principles:
1. States should not be held accountable for exceedances due to events that were beyond
their control at the time of the event.
2. It is desirable to implement reasonable controls to protect public health.*
3. Clear expectations will enable EPA and other air agencies to better manage resources
related to the exceptional events process.

! Attachment 1, “Draft Bxceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions” (the draft Q&A document) and
Attachment 2, “Draft Guidance on the Preparation of Demonstrations in Support of Requests io Exclude Ambient
Air Quality Data Affected by High Winds vnder the Exceptional Events Rule” (the draft High Winds Guidanee
docurnent).
? Additional information and examples of exceptional event submissions and best practice components can be found
at EPA’s Exceptional Events website locate at hitp:/fwww.epa.gov/tin/analysis/exevents.htm.
* This and all subsequent references to “gtate” arc meant to include state, local and tribal apencies responsible for
implementing the EER. :
* With respect to exceptional events, Section 319 of the Clean Air Act states the following guiding principles
{among others); _

(i) the principle that protection of public health is the highest priority

kK

(iv) the principle that each State must take necessary measures to safeguard public health regardless of the

source of the air poliution

Page 1 of 8



Note to State/Local/Tribal Agency Reviewers
May 2, 2011

Exceptional Event Rule Provisions

On March 22, 2007, EPA promulgated the “Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional
Events; Final Rule” (72 FR at 13560) pursuant to the 2005 amendment of Clean Air Act (CAA)
Section 319. This rule, known as the Exceptional Events Rule, superseded EPA’s previous
natural events guidance and interim fire policy documents.” The EER created a regulatory
process codified at 40 CFR parts 50 and 51 (50.1, 50.14 and 51.930). These regulatory sections
contain definitions, procedural requirements, requirements for state demonstrations, and criteria
for EPA approval for the exclusion of air quality data from regulatory decisions under the EER.

The definition of an exceptional event at 40 CFR §50.1(j) repeats the CAA definition which
provides that an exceptional event is one that affects air quality, is not reasonably controllable or
preventable, and is caused by human activity that is unlikely to recur at a particular location or a
natural event. Additional requirements in 40 CFR §50.14(a)(2) and (b)(1) identify that a state
must demonstrate “a clear causal relationship between the measured exceedance or violation of
such standard and the event” and that “an exceptional event caused a specific air pollution
concentration in excess of one or more national ambient air quality standards.” The rule further
requires at 40 CFR §50.14(c)(3)(iv) that the demonstration to justify data exclusion shall provide
evidence that the event is associated with a measured concentration in excess of normal historical
fluctuations, including background, and evidence that there would have been no exceedance or
violation but for the event.

Treatment of Technical Criteria for Exclusion of Data Affected by Events

‘When considered together, the EER provisions summarized above identify the following six
elements that states must address when requesting that EPA exclude event-related concentrations
from regulatory determinations:

o the event affected air quality

e the event was not reasonably controllable or preventable

e the event was caused by human activity that is unlikely to recur at a particular location, or

was a natoral event

» there exists a clear causal relationship between the specific event and the monitored

concentration

o the event is associated with a measured concentration in excess of normal historical

fluctnations including background

*Previous guidance and policy documents that either implied or documented the need for identifying data affected
by an exceptional event include:
1} “Guideline for Interpretation of Air Quality Standards,” U.8. EPA, OAQPS No. 1.2-008, Revised February 1977.
ii} “Guideline On the Identification and Use of Air Quality Data Affected by Exceptional Events” (the Exceptional
Events Policy), U.S. EPA, OAQPS, July 1986.
iii) “Areas Affected by PM10 Natural Events™ (the PM 10 Natural Events Policy), memorandum from Mary D,
Nichols, Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, to EPA Regional Offices, May 30, 1996.
iv} “The Interim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fires” (the Interim Fire Policy), memorandum
from Richard D. Wilson, Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation, to EPA Regional Administrators,
May 15, 1998.
v) “Guideline on Data Handling Conventions for the PM NAAQS,” U.S. EPA, OAQPS, EPA-454/R-98-017,
December 1998.

Page2 of 8



Note to State/Local/Tribal Agency Reviewers
May 2, 2011

o there would have been no exceedance or violation but for the event

In reviewing exceptional events demonstration packages, EPA has found that the following
EER elements, along with historical fluctuations, play a significant role in the states’ supporting
documentation:

1. not reasonably controllable or preventable

2. if the event was caused by human activity, that human activity is unlikely to recur at a

particular location®

3. clear causal relationship between specific event and monitored concentration

4. no exceedance or violation but for the event’

As described in the draft guidance documents, EPA’s technical review of a demonstration
package would therefore focus on these elements. While the EER requires and EPA expects
complete demonstration packages to contain narrative and evidence supporting all six elements,
EPA’s position would be that these four elements represent distinct facts that states must
demonstrate for EPA to concur on an event claim.® Note that if an event is natural then the
second element is not considered in a demonstration review. In the case of an event that is
initiated by a natural process, such as a volcano or high wind dust event, the event would be
considered a nataral event if sources are en‘m.‘ely natural or contributing anthropogenic sources
arc reasonably controlled.” This concept is explained in more detail in Attachment 2, the draft
High Winds Guidance document.

EPA recognizes the inherent links between all six elements and expects that some sections of
a demonstration package (e.g., affects air quality, natural event) may repeat or refer to other
sections of the demonstration package (e.g., clear causal relationship, but for). Fusrther, each
potential event can have varied and differing characteristics, and thus would usually require a
case-specific demonstration and evaluation. Therefore, the EPA would use a “weight of
evidence” approach in evaluating each element within an exceptional event demonstration
package.

S The remaining part of this criterion, “or a natoral event” is intentionally omitted here.
7 Criteria 1, 3, and 4 on this list, along with historical fluctuations, are considered “independent elements” in the
draft High Winds Guidance document.
¥ While the “historical fluctuations element” is considered an independent element, it also plays an important role in
the “clear causal relationship™ and “no exceedance but for” demonstrations, EPA has not set pass/fail criteria for
this element but will use a weight of evidence approach to assess each demonstration on a case-by-case basis. The
state’s role in satisfying this element is to provide analyses and statistics comparing the event-affected concentration
to normal historical fluctuations. EPA will use the information provided by the state to determine whether the event
was in excess of normal historical fluctuations. “Normal historical fluctuations” will generally be defined by those
days without events for the previous years. It is not the state’s role to show that the event was above a particular
threshold since EPA is not establishing a threshold. EPA acknowledges that natural events can recur and still be
eligibie for exclusion under the EER; therefore, events do not necessarily have to be rare to satisfy this element.
EPA expects that failure of the “historical fluctuations™ element indicates likely failure for “clear causal
relationship” and/or “no exceedance but for” as well, and thus does not expect that demonstration submittal non-
concurrence will result from faiture of this element alone.
® Human activity would be considered to have played little or no direct causal role in causing the entrainment of the
dust by high wind if contributing anthropogenic sources of dust are reasonably controlled, and thus the event wouid
be considered a natural event. If anthropogenic sources contribated significantly to a2 measured concentration and
these same emissions from anthrepogenic sources are affected by an event and are reasonably controllable but did
not have those reasonable controls applied at the time of the event, then the event would not be considered a natural
© event.
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Note to State/Local/Tribal Agency Reviewers
May 2, 2011

In the draft guidance documents, the requirement that the event was not reasonably
controllable or preventable, which is part of the definition of an exceptional event in both the
Clean Air Act and the EER, would mean that if a set of control measures could reasonably have
been in place for contributing sources at the time of the event, then they must have been in place
for the event to qualify as an exceptional event under the EER. Among other factors to consider,
reasonableness would need to be judged 1n light of the technical information available to the
- state at the time the event occurred. EPA would expect for nonattainment areas to already have
the technical information needed to reasonably control sources in their jurisdiction. It would be
important that each demonstration package address the question of reasonable controls. As with
the other elements, whether an event was not reasonably controllable or preventable would be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. In general, reasonable controls would not include any control
on emissions-generating activity outside of the state or tribal boundaries of the state (or tribal
lands) within which the concentration at issue was monitored.

Timing of EER Demonstration Package Submittal and Review

EPA understands that the initial identification of data affected by exceptional events and the
subsequent preparation, submittal, and review of demonstration packages is a resource intensive
process. Delays in processing and making decisions on submitted packages increase the
workload for both the submitting agency and EPA and create regulatory uncertainty. In addition,
the backlog of pending actions makes retrieval of data to support new submittals potentially
more difficult. Further, states and EPA often face timelines by which they must make regulatory
decisions that can be affected by the inclusion or exclusion of event-affected data.

EPA will work with states as they prepare complete demonstration packages that meet the
requirements of the EER. In an effort to streamline this identification, preparation, submittal,
and review process, EPA has developed the following draft guidelines.

1. Identification of data affected by exceptional events in AQS — Although states may
flag any data in AQS that they wish to flag, EPA encourages states to flag only data that
might have a regulatory consequence and for which an approvable demonstration is
likely. Should states wish to flag values for informational purposes, EPA prefers that
they use the AQS flags intended for this purpose.

2. State submittal of letter of intent to submit a packaee (optional) — EPA recommends
that states intending to submit a demonstration package for flagged data in AQS alert
EPA of their intention within 12 months of the event occurrence. This action will prompt
EPA to notify the state whether and when EPA plans to act on the claimed exceptional
event. This initial notification can assist both the state and EPA in the planning and
prioritization process.

3. EPA response to state letter of intent — EPA anticipates responding to the state’s letter
of intent within 60 days of receipt informing the state of EPA’s intended review
timeframe if needed for regulatory action.
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4. State submittal of exceptional event demonstration packages — EPA encourages states

to submit the optional letter of intent. States choosing not to follow this more formal
planning recommendation are still encouraged to contact their EPA Regional Office to
alert it of the forthcoming demonstration submittal. Submitting agencies that believe
their demonstration packages are tied to near-term regulatory actions should submit their
demonstration packages well in advance of the regulatory deadline. States should also
identify the relationship between the exceptional event-related flagged data and the
anticipated regulatory action in the cover letter that accompanies their initial submittal
package to the reviewing EPA Regional Office.

5. EPA prioritization of submitted demonstration packages — EPA will generally give

priority to exceptional event determinations that may affect near-term regulatory
decisions, such as SIP submittal actions, National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) designations, and clean data findings, and may defer review of demonstration
packages that are not associated with near-term regulatory decisions.

6. EPA review of prioritized demonstration packages — EPA generally intends to

conduct its initial review of a submitted exceptional event demonstration package within
120 days of receipt. During this time, EPA will generally determine whether to review
the package in the near-term or to defer review. For those packages that are reviewed in
the near-term, EPA will generally also assess completeness. Following this initial
review, EPA will generally send a letter to the submitting agency that includes the status
of review. For those packages that EPA will review in the near-term, EPA will generally
include the following: a completeness determination and/or a request for additional
information, a deadline by which the supplemental information should be submitted (if
applicable), and an indicator of the timing of EPA’s final review.’” EPA encourages
states to provide supplemental information if needed and requested by EPA. EPA
anticipates a 60-day response time for states to provide additional requested information.
EPA intends to make a decision regarding event concurrence within 18 months of
submittal of a complete package, or sooner if required by a near-term regulatory action.
Determinations on Exceptional Event demonstrations do not constitute final agency
action until they are relied upon in a regulatory decision such as a finding of attainment
or nonattainment which will be conducted through notice-and-comment rulemaking
procedures. EPA does not generally intend to consider additional information after the
concurrence decision has been made, except in the context of such a rilemaking
procedure.

®Yfan agency did not send a letter of intent to submit a demonstration package, then EPA may respond to the
agency with a letter indicating that EPA intends to defer review for the near-term. In this case, EPA will generally
not address completeness of the package or timing of final review.
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Exceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions Document (Attachment 1)

The “Draft Exceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions” document (the draft Q&A
document) provides draft responses to questions that have arisen since the EER was
promulgated. The questions are grouped into six broad areas. EPA encourages those involved in
flagging data and preparing demonsiration packages to review all the draft questions and
answers, and to provide input regarding their usefulness and appropriateness and regarding
additional questions which need answers. The following bullets identify key points of interest in
the draft Q&A document:

A natural event would not have to be infrequent to qualify as an exceptional event under
the EER. Frequent events with natural triggers that have a contribution from
anthropogenic activities that are reasonably controlled could be eligible “exceptional”
events, provided the events meet the demonstration requirements for the technical
criteria.

The EER does not prohibit states from flagging individual concentration values below the
level of the NAAQS. However, in general, only such data that contribute to a violation
of the NAAQS are excludable. Questions 29-31 of the attached Q&A document describe
the few, limited situations in which concentration values below the level of the NAAQS
contribute to violations of the NAAQS.

Whether an event is associated with a measured concentration “in excess of normal
historical fluctuations” would be evaluated on a weight of evidence basis. The
comparison of the measured concentration to normal historical concentrations would also
influence how much information is needed to successfully meet other technical elements.
For example, when the observed concentration is high compared to historical
concentrations, EPA may require less additional evidence to demonstrate the “but for”
finding. The draft Q&A document provides recommendations for showing how the
observed concentration compares to the distribution of historical concentrations.

Question 6 in the draft Q&A document describes types of evidence that could be
submitted as part of a demonstration showing that an ozone exceedance would not have
occurred but for the effect of a fire event. In particular, statistical or photochemical
dispersion model predictions of the ozone concentration that would have occurred in the
absence of the fire would be a relevant type of evidence, provided the demonstration
package is transparent about the technical basis for the model and its uncertainties.

When the available evidence indicates that there would have been an exceedance of a
NAAQS even in the absence of the event, the event is not “exceptional” under the EER
because the “no exceedance but for” criterion is not satisfied. Yet, this event-related
concentration could still affect the design value for an area. If the event-affected design
value is used for an ozone nonattainment area at the time of classification under Subpart
2 of Part D of Title I of the CAA, then it may seem that the area should be classified into
a higher category (e.g., serious instead of moderate). Similarly, a state incorporating the
event-related concentration in a design value used for an attainment demonstration might
seem to need more ernission reductions to attain the NAAQS than is actually the case.
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Under the draft guidance, states faced with either of these situations could document any
analysis of the event and justify any special approach to the treatment of such
concentration data as part of their attainment demonstration or area classification. (See
Questionl3 of the Q&A document for additional information.)

¢ Toremove any possible confusion, the passages of the preamble that were declared to be
a legal nullity by the court that reviewed the EER are specifically identified in Question
20 in the draft Q&A document. While states cannot rely solely on these passages as EPA
guidance on interpretation of the EER, this draft gnidance overview document and its
attachments are consistent with those sections.

High Winds Guidance Document (Attachment 2)

The attached “Draft Guidance on the Preparation of Demonstrations in Support of Requests
to Exclude Ambient Air Quality Data Affected by High Winds under the Exceptional Events
Rule” (the High Winds Guidance document) when finalized will be a resource for states when
flagging data and preparing demonsirations packages for high wind dust events that have
affected PM;o and PM; 5. The draft document applies the provisions of the EER and the general
guidance conveyed in this draft guidance overview document and in the draft Q&A document to
the particular situation of a high wind dust event. While the document is specific to high wind
dust events, it outlines how EPA intends to implement the preparation and review process for
exceptional events and, therefore, may have relevance for agencies that do not deal with high
wind dust events. The following are some of the highlights of the draft High Winds Guidance
document:

o In nonattainment areas, a reference point for considering what constitutes reasonable
control of wind-blown dust during high wind events would be the set of measures that are
identified as RACM or BACM in the approved SIPs of other areas with similar wind-
blown dust conditions, depending on area classification. USDA best management
practices for soil conservation would also be considered if applicable to the dust source.
Also, RACM or BACM measures in an arca’s own approved SIP should be considered
part of the reasonable set. However, the assessment of whether an event was not
reasonably controllable will be made on a case-by-case basis considering all the facts.

¢ Reasonable confrols generally would not inchude efforts to control wind-blown dust from
undisturbed natural landscapes or previously disturbed landscapes that are being allowed
to return to natural conditions.

» For purposes of qualifying for the exclusion of data affected by initial (non-recurring)
wind events with sustained wind speeds above 25 miles per hour (or above another
threshold determined to be appropriate for a particular area), the implementation of
reasonable controls applied to disturbed landscapes and other anthropogenic sources of
dust could be less important because: (1) the contribution from undisturbed lands is likely
to be high and, (2) at such high wind speeds many available controls may have been
ineffective in significantly reducing wind-generated dust emissions.
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¢ EPA would encourage states to work with EPA Regional Offices to develop prospective
high wind action plans, which need not be incorporated into the SIP, as a way to develop
a mutual understanding of what controls are reasonable to implement in light of
foreseeable high wind conditions.

On-line Availability of Exceptional Event Packages and Best Practice Components

To assist states in deciding what type and how much evidence/technical analysis to include in
their demonstration packages, EPA has developed a public website at
http://www.epa. cov/ttn/analysis/exevents.htm that contains demonstration packages that have
been approved by EPA and links to best-practice components. This website will evolve as
additional demonstration packages are submitted and reviewed.

Draft Guidance Documents Still under Development

EPA is currently developing a separate draft guidance document addressing the preparation
of demonstrations to support wildfire-related event claims, including events that may have
affected ozone concentrations. We are also developing a draft document that when finalized
would replace the Interim Fire Policy, that will contain additional guidance on basic smoke
management practices for prescribed fires. We expect to provide opportunities for stakeholder
input on these draft documents.

Conclusion

EPA expects to adhere to the draft gunidance provided in this overview document and its
attachments during the review and document finalization process, because we believe it is
consistent with the Exceptional Events rule and the gmdance already provided in the preamble to

the rule. Although EPA hopes to formalize the concepts in these guidance documents by issuing
final guidance, EPA has not excluded the possibility of issuing rule revisions.

EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards and EPA’s Regional Offices are
available for assistance and consultation. Questions and comments on this guidance may be
directed to EEGuidanceComments@epa.gov.

Attachments:
1. Draft Exceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions

2. Draft Guidance on the Preparation of Demonstrations in Support of Requests to Exclude
Ambient Air Quality Data Affected by High Winds under the Exceptional Events Rule
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ATTACHMENT 1

Exceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions

The Exceptional Events Rule of 2007" supersedes EPA’s previous Exceptional Events
guidance and policy documents and creates a regulatory process codified at 40 CFR parts 50
and 51 (50.1, 50.14 and 51.930). The Exceptional Events Rule (EER) recognizes that each
potential event can have different or unique characteristics, and thus, requires a case-by-case
demonstration and evaluation. Therefore, the EER adopts a “weight of evidence” approach
in evaluating each demonstration to justify excluding data affécfed by an exceptional event.

divided into the following topical sections: %

A.Historical Fluctuations
B. “But For” Test :
C.Exceptional Event Data Flagg
D.General AQS Procedures :

ncentratlons that Could
,1onal Ambient Air Quality

interpretation of thé Exceptio Events Rule rather than imposing any new requirements and
shall not be con31dered | bindifigion any party.

! “Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events; final Rule,” 72 FR at 13563, March 22, 2007.
% All subsequent references to “state” are meant to include state, local and tribal agencies responsible for
implementing the EER.
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A. Historical Fluctuations

40 CFR 50.14(c)(3)(iv): “The demonstration to justify data exclusion shall provide
evidence that:

* % %

(C) The event is associated with a measured concentration in excess of normal
historical fluctuations, including background;

Question: Is the Exceptional Events Rule demonstration requirement to provide
evidence to support “a measured concentration in excess.of'normal historical fluctuations,
inclading background” a test that can be “passed” or based on the ontcome of the
statistical comparison? For example, must the coneehtration affected by an event exceed
a specific percentile point in the historical data? <

on a case-by-case basis. The state’s role i m s’attsfymg il
and statistics. EPA will use the mformaﬁon proy@ccf

. “Normal historical
out events for the previous

rncentration compared with historical
T the ‘clear causal relahonshlp,” “but

concurrence:will result ﬁbm fmluré olf this element alone However, failure to submita
comparison Would prevent, 'EPA from being able to approve exclusion of the data in
question.

EPA recommends that gach “historical fluctuation” demonstration submittal contain a
minimum set of statistical analyses described in more detail in subsequent questions.
Submission of the identified statistical analyses will be considered to have met the
requirement to “provide evidence.”

It is important to note, however, that there is no outcome of the “historical fluctuation”
statistical comparison that, by itself, can guarantee that the clear causal relationship and
“but for” elements will also be successfully demonstrated. EPA will consider in its
weight-of-evidence approach the comparison of the concentrations during event(s) in
question with historical concentration data. For example, a uniquely high concentration
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in an area (and season) with no previous exceedances, with a clear causal connection, and
with no evidence of any other plausible explanation would be a case in which the weight-
of-evidence would indicate that the “but for” criterion has been demonstrated. In
contrast, if the event-affected concentration does not stand out much from normally
occurring exceedance concentrations for the same place and season, the statistical
comparison will not by itself provide much support for “but for” in the weight-of-
evidence consideration.

2. Question: What evidence does EPA want included in the demonstration as part of a

2

comparison of a measured concentration with normal hlst rical fluctuations, including
background? ;

Answer: EPA would prefer an analysis showin
compares to the distribution of historical concéhtrations. To:speed EPA review, avoid
the need for EPA to request addltlonal mfo t‘:lon and ensur 1‘ﬁat EPA understands the

ozone data at the location show cle;
extremely rare in som sgasons but

1 e seasonal nature of poliution for the
the guantxty of data, it may be appropriate to
however, 1t is not appropnate to present monthly-averaged

‘ are ‘resented, all data should be prov1ded in the form
1 bemg considered for data exclusion (see Question 30).
5 of annual and seasonal data, as well as analyses of

the presentation loca*ted :
hitp://www.epa.gov/fr/atial
graphics are also included in the response to Question A3.

Additionally, it may be useful for the comparison of concentrations on the claimed event
day with past historical data to label appropriate data points as being associated with
concured exceptional events, suspected exceptional events, or other unusual occurrences.
As additional evidence to use in interpreting the data, it may also be useful to include
comparisons omitting such points. The intent of these comparisons is to present a time
series of concentration data for the event area, thereby giving a full and accurate portrayal
of the historical context for the claimed event day.
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o Comparison of concentrations on the claimed event day with a narrower set of similar
days: Similar days could include neighboring days (e.g., a time series of two weeks) and
other days with similar meteorological conditions (possibly from other years). The
objective of such a comparison would be to demonstrate that the event caused higher
concentrations than would be expected for given meteorological and/or local emissions
conditions.

e Percentile of concentration relative to annual data. The percentile of the event-day
concentration should be provided for the event day relativé fo all measurement days over
the previous 3-5 years. To ensure statistical robustness; EPA expects a minimum of 300
data points to be included in this calculation. The statistic should be appropriate for
the form of the standard being considered for data gkclusioit (see Question 30).

be seen as a bright line to be
th historical values.)

Iassess the "6ther criteria, in part, based on this historical
When 'itﬁe_:observed concentratlon is higher than all or nearly all

may need Tegs additional & j"dence o demonstrate the “but for” finding. When the
concentratloﬁ"ls similar to T higher than a larger number of normal historical values,
EPA may want ad itional-gvidence (e.g., PM or VOC speciation data) to support the “but
for” and “clear caui al relationship™ demonstration requirements. The additional evidence
will help differentiaté the concentration increment caused by the event in question from
other, non-event causes.

Stated another way, EPA’s intended use of the data is to determine whether the historical
fluctuations prong has been met and to influence how much information of other types is
needed to successfully meet the other demonstration criteria (i.e., “but for” and “clear
causal relationship™) of 40 CFR § 50.14 based, in part, on the degree to which the
measured concentration is in excess of normal historical fluctuations.
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Submitting agencies are encouraged to discuss available historical fluctuation evidence
with the appropriate EPA Regional Office prior to submitting the event demonstration
package to determine if specific information might assist in the review process.

Additional Examples and Explanation Concerning “Historical Fluctuations” Evidence
(Note: The discussion and graphics that follow illustrate the type of analyses and

discussion that are described in this question and in Question A2 and that might be
included in a submittal showing that an event is associated with a measurement “in
excess of normal historical fluctuations.”)

ith historical concentrations
the event-affected concentration

The evidence comparing the event-affected concentraty
is most helpful to a state’s demonstration if it shows ]

caused the observed excess concentratlon '
occurred on the same day as the Imown é“'

gesting that some non-event process(es) can
In the first case, a seasonal assessment of
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Historical Seasonal Fluctuations in PM2.5, Seasonal Data, 2005-2009

24-hour PM2.5, ugim3

our PM2.5, ug/m3a

Day of Year

4. Question: The Preambleto the EER states that less documentation or evidence may be
needed to demonstrate that an event affected air quality for flagged data > 95th percentile
than for values > 75th percentile. For ozone, PM;g and 24-hour PM, 5, in areas near the
standard, exceedances are often near or above the 95th percentile of historical data. In
these cases, will EPA accept less documentation to demonstrate that an event affected air

quality simply because an event-affected concentration is above the 95™ percentile of the
historical concentrations?

Answer: The preamble statement paraphrased in the question above was intended to
address National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that are based on averaging
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B.

periods of many days, such as annual, quarterly and/or 3-month rolling average NAAQS.
NAAQS with 1-hour, 8-hour or 24-hour averaging periods only allow a small percentage
of days to have concentratlons above the level of the NAAQS. Flagging and excluding
data falling at around the 75" percentile point of the historical concentrations can have no
effect on whether an area is found to meet or violate one of these NAAQS, making a
discussion of such flagging irrelevant. Data around the 75 percentile point can,
however, affect compliance with NAAQS having a quarterly average, 3-month average,
or annual average standard. For the annual PM; s NAAQS, it is true that showing that the
Exceptional Events rule criteria are met W111 be more difficult for values near the 75™
percentile point than for values near the 95 percentile qu’nt_because it is more likely that
values near the 75 percentile point are related to non;

Other questions and answers in this Q&A docum
with short averaging periods.

Question: Some pollutant demonstratior
fluctuations of the observed concentrations:
can one judge whether the demonstration is

§§ erved concentration compares to

e’tﬁ 1 the event is associated w1th
5.air quality,” “clear causal

tical fluctuations” showing is

inéd bright line, states need only submit (with
3 _e of statlstlcal analyses described in the

is cntenon In ad.'du:mnl as. part of its review, EPA will look at both
gen the cialmed concentratlon and historical concenirations and the

to ensure some egree of ‘st, 'stlcal validity. We recognize, however, that these data may
not be available for 4 momtors and/or all pollutants. If data are not available, please
consult with the reviewiiig EPA Regional Office.

“But For” Test

Section 319 of the Clean Air Act requires that “a clear causal relationship must exist
between the measured exceedances of a national ambient air quality standard and the
exceptional event to demonstrate that the exceptional event caused a specific air
pollution concentration at a particular air quality monitoring location...” and that
[States] can petition [EPA] to “{E]xclude data that is directly due to exceptional
events from use in determinations...with respect to exceedances or violations.”
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The implementing language in the EER at 40 CFR 50.14(c)(3)(iv) states: “The
demonstration to justify data exclusion shall provide evidence that:
* % ¥

(D) There would have been no exceedance or violation but for the event.

6. Question: What types of evidence can be included in a demonstration that ozone
exceedances would not have occurred but for the effect of a forest fire event?

Answer: States may include any evidence that they consider relevant to the “but for”
requirement. However, because the effects of a fire on: ,ene are complex, such evidence
may or may not be sufficient to make a convincin onstration. Fire can generate
ozone precursors, but it can also reduce solar rad%‘ 1ion e d to drive ozone formation.
Also fire plumes containing ozone and ozong Precursors ca f'pass over a momtonng site

+ Evid ite that the normally good correlation between the affected monitor and a
monitor:c early ogts;de the area of influence of the fire was disrupted on the day

of the fire éVent.in a manner not seen on non-fire days.

o Evidence that there were no known unusual emission releases from non-fire
sources at the time of the fire event, such as from traffic due to a sports or
entertainment event or source non-compliance.

o Evidence that the plame from the fire passed over the location of the monitoring
site, and mixed down to ground level. This can include satellite images, wind data
including HYSPLIT trajectories, visual smoke observations, and chemical
analysis of PM filters showing elements and compounds that are markers for
biomass burning.
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s  Altered pollutant amounts, ratios, or patterns that indicate the affect of the event
rather than non-event sources. This information could include the level, timing
and patterns of CO and PM; PM size distribution or composition; indicators of
precursor composition and “age”, such as oxygenated VOCs, radicals, sulfates,
and timing and pattern of NO, and NO; and pollutant ratios, such as CO/NO,,
CO/PM;,, Elemental Carbon (EC)/Organic Carbon (OC), O3/NOy and O4/CO.

» A prediction that the “normal” ozone concentration would have been below the
level of the NAAQS. “Normal” ozone concentrations can be predicted using
statistical methods based on previous-day ozone and same-day weather variables
(like methods used for air quality advisories in sorfig:areas) or using air quality
models. If either type of prediction is included:nsa demonstration, EPA will
likely give it consideration only if the demo on package also includes
information on the uncertainty of the predigtlon rife thods, i.e., information on its
past success in predicting normal ozonélevels. emonstratlon should also

explain the predictive method in :

informed public comment

des mére ‘guidance for preparing a

ved to have affected ozone concentrations.
rents website example demonstration

yses that constitute complete submittals

V] xses the Natlonal Ambient Air Quality Standards, how will it
notify states of-‘thie schedules and deadlines for flagging and documenting cxceptlonal

event data for desrgnation purposes‘?

Answer: When 40 CFR: § 50.14, “Treatment of Air Quality Monitoring Data Influenced
by Exceptional Events,” was revised in March 2007, EPA was mindful that designations
would be occurring under the then-recently revised PM; NAAQS. Exceptions to the
generic deadline of July 1 of the calendar year following the datum year (see 40 CFR §
50.14(c)(2)(iii)) were included for PM; 5 in the rule. EPA was also mindful that similar
issues would arise for subsequent new or revised NAAQS. The Exceptional Events Rule
at section 50.14(c)(2)(vi) indicates “when EPA sets a NAAQS for a new pollutant, or
revises the NAAQS for an existing pollutant, it may revise or set a new schedule for

* http://www.epa.gov/itn/analysis/exevents.htm
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10.

flagging data for initial designation of areas for those NAAQS.” See as examples, the
data flagging schedule identified in the SO, NAAQS final rule at 75 FR at 35592 or the
data flagging schedule identified in the NO; NAAQS final rule at 75 FR at 6531.

General AQS Procedures

Question: May a state flag any data in EPA’s ambient air quality database Air Quality
System (AQS), it wishes?

Answer: Yes, but EPA encourages states to only flag datd that might have a regulatory
consequence and for which an approvable demonstratign 45 likely. In particular, while
the EER does not prohibit states from flagging indivi ul.concentration values below the
level of the NAAQS, in general only such data th %b’ute 1o a violation of the
NAAQS are excludable. See Questions 29-31; ; rrh tlon Should states wish
to flag values for informational purposes, E} Syl
(see Question D10 below). ;

Question: Is it possible for an initial descriptis
surrounding states™)?

1mproved The preamble to the E
inserted into the A,Q&--database the

a preliminary minimum explanation as
as exceptional events. EPA belicves that
ﬁgag tates to only flag data that might have a
gvghlch an approvable demonstratxon is 11kely The initial

criteria fort ¢ initial descn tion, Reg10na1 Ofﬁces should discuss with the originating
submitting agency any descnptxon the Regional Office determines to be inadequate.
Submitting agencms shouldfthen insert in AQS a mutually agreed-upon description.

Question: What is e’;:,dlfference between the “R” series flags and the “I” series flags,
and how should they be used?

Answer: The “I” series flags (Information only} and “R” series flags (Request
Concurrence) are both available for use by monitoring agencies. The “T” series are for
information only and the “R” series are for use where the state requests or expects to
request EPA concurrence. As an example, states may use an “I” series flag to initially
identify values they believe were affected by an event. Once the state collects additional
supporting data, they may change the flag to an “R” series flag and submit an initial event
description. Or, the state may find that additional information does not support flagging
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11.

13.

the data as an exceptional event, and the state may, therefore, delete the flag or retain the
“T” series flag. EPA does not intend to review or concur on the Information Only “T”
series flags. States should ensure that they have submitted the correct flag by July 1 of
the calendar year following the year in which the flagged measurement occurred or by the
other deadlines identified with individual NAAQS revisions (sec Question C7).

Question: The “j” flag was "Construction/Demolition.” The new IE/RE flag is
demolition; can 11; also be used for construction?

‘exceedances are expected

s, however, construction
ical processes, such as
ol measures are not

activity, the agency should usc'
flag should only be used when

33

Answer: Yes. ngever special steps need to be taken with regard to data handling
within AQS. Under normal circumstances, a state will not have access rights to apply
event ﬂags to data from monitors operated by the National Park Service or other federal
agencies. The state should first contact the agency operating the monitor to request it to
flag the data in question. If the request is unsuccessful, the state should contact the EPA
Regional Office for assistance. Regardless of whether the monitor operator or the EPA
Regional Office flags the data in question, it is the state’s responsibility to prepare the
demonstration and submit it to EPA under the applicable schedule. The agency operating

the monitor may choose to assist in this process.

Question: Events can make an air concentration significantly higher than it would have
been in the absence of the event contribution, and elevate the 3-year design value for
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ozone or PMz 5. Depending on the magnitude of the effect and how the “normal”
concentration compares to the NAAQS, the “but for” test may not be satisfied. However,
retaining such data in the calculation of a design value for a nonattainment area can
elevate the classification status of a nonattainment area (e.g., serious instead of moderate)
or make it seem that the area needs more emissions reduction to attain the NAAQS than
is actoally the case. How will EPA deal with such a situation when reviewing
classification status or an attainment demonstration? How, if at all, should AQS be used
to flag such data?

Answer: When the available evidence indicates that therdiwould have been an
exceedance of a NAAQS even in the absence of the eyéntthe event is not “exceptional”
under the EER because the “no exceedance but for’ ion 18 not satisfied. Yet, this
event-related concentration could still impact design vahtes: If the design value is used

)

for an clasmﬁcatlon of an ozone nonattammgn m}nder Subp" “-2tof Part D of Title I of the

severe instead of serious). Similarly, as
in a design value used for an attainment

s’ppm“ mcentration in 2001 was affected
ble to show that the concentration would
; ~usse both 0.105 and 0.087 are

To iltustrate the 4ttaiiment demonstration scenario, assume that the three annual 98™
percentiie 24—h0ur PM, 5 concentrations for a monitoring site for 2006-2008 are 44,
31, and 37 pg/m’ for each respective year, with a resulting 3-year design vatue of 37
;.Lg/m which is a violation. Also, assume that the next highest concentration in 2006
below the 44 pig/m” was 40 pg/m The 44 pg/m’ concentration in 2006 was affected
by a one-day Wﬂdﬁre and the state was able to show that the concentration would
have been 41 pg/m’ without the fire. Because both 44 pg/m’® and 41 pg/m® are
exceedances, the event on that day does not meet the “but for” test when viewed from
an “exceedance” perspective. Moreover, from a “violations” perspective, the 2006
value also would not meet the “but for” test, because the “no event” concentration
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value of 41 pg/m® for the event day in 2006 would still be the 98™ percentile
concentration and would still result in a 3-year design value of 36 pg/m’ which is a
violation. However, an attainment control strategy based on a design value of 37
pg/m’ might be more stringent than needed to attain by the attainment deadline.

States that have measured pollutant concentrations that were affected by an event that do
not pass the “but for” determination and that are affecting the 3-year design value ina
manner similar to those in the examples should document their analysis of the event as
part of their designation/classification recommendations or attainment demonstration SIP
submission, as applicable. EPA believes it may be approptiate, on a case-by-case basis,
for the classification status or attainment demonstratit : ] eflect the lower concentration
that Would have occurred without the event, since th‘é tegies in the SIP should not be
the concentration or to

n' quahty effect of the

L'”*onal Office and by
tratlon under
he event-related 6 emlssmns that
ore detail in other questions in

Rule Applicability and Implementation Issues

e Exceptional Events Rule states that EPA Headquarters or
the EPA Reglonal Ofﬁc will make its decision on demonstrations public. See 72 FR at
13574 ("The EPA regxonal offices will work with the States, Tribes, and local agencies to
ensure that proper documentation is submitted to justify data exclusion. EPA will make
the response and associated explanation publicly available."). 'What method does EPA
plan to use to make the explanation "publicly available?"

Answer: EPA posts demonstration packages and decisions (consisting of state
demonstration submittals, EPA responses, and EPA technical support documents) on
EPA Regional Office web sites and/or the Technology Transfer Network web site.* In

* http://www.epa.gov/ttn/analysis/exevents.htm
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15.

certain instances, an EPA concurrence or non-concurrence determination may be a factor
in a rulemaking that includes a public comment period. In these cases, the same
information that is posted on EPA websites, and any additional supporting
correspondence, will also be posted in the relevant rulemaking docket. Further, EPA
plans to make the demonstrations and Regional decisions available to interested parties
upon request.

Question: It is possible for events to affect more than one state. Each state must then
submit its own exceptional events demonstration package, which may result in redundant
work, Could EPA take on multi-state demonstratlons‘? ‘

with varying levels of control, different his§
submittal packages will be necessary to ad

previously=sited monitor such that the monitor is no longer representative of the area, but
rather ﬁJ]thlb; more like a*‘hot-spot” monitor?

Answer: Except ] or PM> 3, there is no difference in how monitoring data are treated
from "area-wide" momt'ors (i.e., neighborhood scale) and hot-spot monitors (i.e.,
microscale). All such data, if meeting applicable CFR regulatlons are comparable to the
NAAQS. For PM; s a unique microscale or hot-spot monitor is only comparable to the
24-hour NAAQS and not to the annual PM, s NAAQS. A state may indicate in its annual
monitoring plan (or an update to that plan) that a monitor affected by temporary,
localized activities should be considered as a microscale rather than a neighborhood scale
monitor. If approved by the Regional Office, this will prevent the data being used to
compare with the annual PM> s NAAQS (see 40 CFR § 58.30). Note also that designating

a monitor as “special purpose” does not disqualify its data meeting the applicable 40 CFR
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part 50 and 58 requirements from comparison to the NAAQS when EPA makes an
attainment determination.

The EER does not specifically address temporary anthropogenic emission sources such as
construction projects. However, neither does the EER explicitly place a limit on the
duration of a single event. A submitting agency could make a showing that a claimed
event (e.g., a multi-year road construction project) is not likely to recur at the location in
question. If the remaining exceptional event criteria and demonstration criteria are met,
including the requirement that the event (including the emissions from the project) is not
reasonably controllable, the activity might qualify as being an exceptional event.

States not wishing to develop exceptional event demdonstration packages for the described

“construction/repairs in area” (AC) to iden
of local construction.

. Question: Volcanoes on Hawair’
volca:mc exceptmnal events. Secti

s on all criteria pollutant data. The
and documentatzon submission for data

Answer: CO ﬂaggmg including the option for EPA concurrence, has been enabled in
AQS. CO flags fronf Strifttural fires and wildfires that qualify as exceptional events have
been allowed in historic EPA guidance. The EER Preamble (72 FR at 13563) explains
EPA’s position with respect to exceptional event flagging for pollutants for which the
statement of the NAAQS in 40 CFR part 50 does not explicitly reference the Exceptional
Events Rule: “In the interim, where exceptional events result in exceedances or violations
of NAAQS that do not currently provide for special treatment of the data, we intend to
use our discretion as outlined under section 107(d)(3) not to redesignate affected areas as
nonattainment based on these events,” Therefore, states may flag CO data in AQS and
EPA may apply the same process and approval criteria as in the Exceptional Events Rule.
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19.

21.

On February 11, 2011, EPA proposed to retain the current suite of CO standards without
revision (see 76 FR at 8158). Because EPA proposed no revisions to the CO standards, it
proposed no related changes to the Exceptional Events rule. If, however, the CO
NAAQS are revised, EPA would explicitly address CO flagging schedules and
exceptional events in rule language concurrent with re-proposal or promulgation of the
CONAAQS.

Question: The limited maintenance plan requirements for PM;y require a demonstration
that the area design value is less than or equal to 98 ug/m’. Flagging of values between
98 pg/m’® and the NAAQS are therefore relevant for this regulatory decision. Can these
values, which are not exceedances and do not contribufg fo-violations, be flagged and
receive EPA concurrence?

impacted data meet the gener: niti riteria Exceptional evéﬁt‘s’““‘?'(natural
event, or exceptional event th - i
T]JIS memorandum is posted on

EPA considers the “high wind events section of the preamble” to which the court referred
to be the section titled “B. High Wind Events” beginning on 72 FR at 13576. This does
not necessarily mean that these passages do not reflect EPA’s interpretation of what
might be appropriate under the EER, Rather, it means that other parts of the preamble
and other EPA guidance should be relied upon instead of statements in these passages of
the final rule preamble, which should be treated as not having been published.

Question: The Exceptional Event rule allows for exclusion of data affected by a

prescribed fire if the usual requirements of the rule are satisfied and if the state has

adopted and is implementing a Smoke Management Program or if the state has ensured
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that the burner employed basic smoke management practices. Are there minimum
requirements for a Smoke Management Program? What are “basic smooke management
practices?”

Answer: EPA is developing separate guidance to address this issue which will be issued
at a later date following an opportunity for stakeholder input.

22. Question: Is there a tie between the requirements of 40 CFR 51.930 Mitigation of
Exceptional Events and EPA approval for exclusion of data affected by an exceptional
event?

Answer: While the granting of data exclusion undezithe EER does not depend on state
courages the submittal of a

onal BEvents Rule was

appropriate
violations

y enever air quality concentrations exceed
e an:fbwnt air quahty standard

(3) Provide for the mjplemcntatlon of appropnate measures to protect public health
from exct ‘%dances or viplations of ambient air quality standards caused by exceptional
events,”

Although the language.at 40 CFR §51.930 does not require the preparation or submittal
of a mitigation plan, it does require that the state develop and implement processes and
measures that could easily become the elements of a formal, written plan. For this
reason, and because having a mitigation plan in place will help states meet the EER
requirements at 40 CFR §50.14(c)(1)(i) related to public notification more systematically,
EPA encourages the development and submittal of a mitigation plan with the
demonstration package if one has not already been adopted.
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23. Question: Need a state (or tribe) make an argument or submit evidence about control
measures for events that took place in other states or countries, on federally-owned and
managed land, or on tribal (or state) lands not subject to state (or tribal) regulation?

Answer: EPA does not expect a demonstration to address the status of control measures
for sources in other countries or other states. Submissions by states do not need to
address control measures for Indian country, and submissions by tribes do not need o
address control measures for lands under state jurisdiction. EPA believes that controls on
sources over which a state or tribe has no jurisdiction would not constitute reasonable
controls for such state or tribe to impose. States and tribed should consult with their EPA

* Regional Office early in the development of an cxception: ‘event demonstration package
if they believe that emissions from sources on fede wned and managed land have

e ,_'*thscussmn of the historical
versions and other historical practices
he land seems or is considered to be

under the Exceptionit Ex ont Rule,” provides this type of advice for demonstrations for
high wind dust events. EPA has also developed a presentation entitled, “Presenting
Evidence to Justify Data Exclusion as an Exceptional Event: Ideas based on how EPA
has recently documented events to support regulatory decisions.” This presentation can
be downloaded from the following site:
http:/fwww.epa.gov/tin/analysis/docs/IdeasforShowingEREvidence.ppt. Additionally,
EPA 1is developing a separate guidance document addressing the preparation of
demonstrations to support wildfire-related ozone event claims.
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26.

27.

28.

Question: Where can a state find examples of demonstrations from other states that have
been approved by EPA?

Answer: Approved demonstrations are posted at
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/analysis/exevents.htm.

Question: How quickly will EPA review the demonstration document and provide
feedback to the state on the approval, or on any suggested improvements?

Answer: EPA generally intends fo conduct its initial revi W of a subnntted exceptxonai

ill also assess
send a letter to the

Yor those packages that are reviewed in the near-
completeness. Following this initial review,
submitting agency that includes the status. @

prionty to exce?tmg-_ﬁl event
s and may defer review of
Hi¢at;term regulatory decisions. Ifan

agency wants to know whether EP;
term, it can send a}e};ter-mdlcaung

i %m the near-term, thus allowing
ages that will be reviewed in the near-

for example, a pubhc €O _‘ ent period on a related regulatory action.

Submitting agencies that believe their demonstration packages are tied to near-term
regulatory actions should submit their demonstration packages well in advance of the
regulatory deadline. States should also identify the relationship between the exceptional
event-related flagged data and the anticipated regulatory action in the cover letter that
accompanies their initial submittal package fo the reviewing EPA Regional Office.

Question: Will EPA ever perform and consider additional data analysis itself before
deciding whether to approve a state/tribe-submitted demonstration in support of data
exclusion?
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29.

Answer: In general, EPA will not prepare analyses or additional arguments to be
included as components in a submitted demonstration package. Rather, EPA will
recommend demonstration package improvements to the submitting agency. However, if
a demonstration package is associated with an imminent regulatory action and the public
interest will be best served by EPA preparing and/or considering additional analyses,
EPA may choose to either assist with or independently prepare supporting analyses that
could become part of the submission package or an EPA-prepared technical support
document. Analyses prepared by EPA could support e1ther approval or disapproval of a
state’s request for concurrence on flagged data.

Exceptional Event Data Flagging for Air Quali -entrations that Could
Contribute to an Exceedance or Violation of th Ambient Air Quality
Standards

Question: Each criteria pollutant excep QS in effect that

differ by averaging period, and/or there Vised” NAAQS

level each of which has regulatory signific

which it seeks t¢
AQS is demgned

; indigate the spemﬁc NAAQS for which it seeks exclusion and
for W%Emh the demonstfatlon adér@ ses the Exceptional Events Rule criteria. When EPA
makes*é .decision regarding concurience with a state’s flag, it will generally identify in its
approval/ dfsapproval lett l'.](or otherofficial notice) all of the NAAQS for which EPA
has concurredon the flag. EPA will also generally set a flag in AQS indicating
concurrence with respect.{0:a specific single NAAQS or a specific combination of
NAAQS for that ] prollutan g., in the case of PM; s, the 24-hour NAAQS only, the
annual NAAQS only; 6r.Both the 24-hour and the annual average NAAQS). This is done

by associating one or more “pollutant standard ID” value with the concurrence.

EPA concurrence flags entered into AQS prior to the March 2010 re-engineering of AQS
to accommodate the Exceptional Events Rule did not indicate the specific single NAAQS
or the specific combination of NAAQS for which the exclusion was approved. These
“legacy” concurrence flags have been converted to the new approach using the following
defaulting scheme:
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» For ozone, all legacy flags were treated as applying to both the 0.08 ppm 8-hour
NAAQS and the 0.12 ppm 1-hour NAAQS. This default was chosen because as of
March 2010, designations under the 2008 NAAQS of 0.075 ppm had been
suspended pending reconsideration of that NAAQS, and AQS staff were not
aware of any concurrences already granted with respect to the 0.075 ppm
NAAQS.

¢ For PM; s, all concurrences on events with dates prior to January 1, 2005
(meaning the date of the concentration, not the date of the EPA concurrence) were
presumed to be applicable only to the annual PM, s NAAQS. This default was
chosen because prior to the revision of the 24-houf’BM, s NAAQS in 2006,
violations of the 1997 24-hour NAAQS were extrémely rare.

e For PM; s, all concurrences on events with Janunary 1, 2005 through

to apply 0 both the 24-hour and the
n to ensure that the concurrence applied to
and logically was the basis for the

‘ences were presurned to apply to the annual NAAQS because
‘ udard was not promulgated until February of 2010.

For concurrences on events with dates after the March 2010 re-engineering of AQS, EPA
will specify the NAAQS to which the concurrence applies. If this defanlting scheme does

3 BPA realizes that many of the defanlted EPA concurrences for pre-2006 PM,q concentrations that were below
the level of the 24-hour PM,;y NAAQS actually were applicable to the annual PM;; NAAQS, but this approach
was the most practical way to ensure that all other concurrences originally intended to be applicable to the 24~
hour NAAQS were preserved. Because concentrations below the level of the 24-hour NAAQS have no effect
on attainment determinations for the 24-hour NAAQS, no error can come from treating such values as having
been concurred. Nevertheless, EPA Regional Office may choose to update these concurrence flags as time
permits.
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not properly represent the actnal concurrence action that was taken by the EPA Regional
Office, the Regional Office should revise and correct the concwrrence flags, if they have
not already done so.

Detailed information on the use of events flags in AQS can be found in a futorial posted
at hitp://www_epa. gov/ttn/airs/airsaqs/manuals/Exceptional EventTutorial.pdf.
Concurrence flags are discussed on page 20 of this tutorial.

30. Question: For a NAAQS that is defined for a multi-hour or multi-day averaging time,
but for which concentrations are measured, reported, and<flagged on the basis of a shorter
time period, what comparisons between measurements he NAAQS level should be

done to satisfy the “but for” test?

§ States have for many years tépory d SO, concentrations as hourly averages. While some states have also
voluntarily reported 5-minute yerage concentrations also, either for each of the 12 5-minute blocks in an hour
or for the maximum S-minute average concentrations (block or running) during an hour, it is the howly
concentration averages that should be compared to the I-hour 50, NAAQS. Under a change in SO, monitoring
requirements that accompanied the promulgation of the 1-hour SO, NAAQS, states are now required to report
the maximum 5-minute block average concentration, as well as the hourly concentration (see 40 CFR §
58.12(g)). States may satisfy the 5-minute reporting requirement by submitting all twelve 5-minute block
averages or by reporting only the maximum 5-minute block average concentration. EPA’s AQS retains the
hourly concentration as submitted; AQS does not use 5-minute data to replace the submitted hourly
concentration. While 5-minute concentrations may have a role to play in evaluating whether Exceptional Event
criteria are satisfied for a given hour and event, for example to establish a clear causal connection, they are not
to be compared to the level of the 1-hour (or any other) NAAQS for SO, as part of a “but for” demonstration
and should not be flagged for exclusion under the EER.
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¢ When using filter-based monitoring equipment, PM, s and PM;, are sometimes
reported as 24-hour measurements but there is a PM, s NAAQS with an annual
averaging period.

The mismatches of time periods make this a question with a complex answer. The
following paragraphs, summarized in Table Q30-1, explain the general rationale behind
the pollutant and NAAQS-specific entries in Table Q30-2.

To satisfy the “but for” criterion, there must have actually been an exceedance or
violation of the NAAQS in a time period overlapping®ith the event and its effects on
air quahty, and which would not have occurred “buit:for” the effects of the event.” By

concentratlon averaged over a time period eqz 1[in length
For example;:

as part of a test of whether the “but £5
comparison for a single hour does n

the average concentratzon
the NAAQS. That is, states miak
concentratlon to the 1dent1ﬁed /

ther rule criteria are also met. It is therefore not necessary
average PM, 5 concentration was above 15 pg/m® with the

to show that the #mm
event and would

Sl

,évé*‘been below 15 pug/m’ “but for” the single event at issue.
Such a concentration can also be excluded from the calculation of the design value for
the 24-hour PMz s NAAQS, although this is likely to make a difference to meeting the

" EPA interprets the Exceptional Event Rule and its preamble to mean “exceedance or violation” each time that
“exceedance” or “violation” occurs in the text, consistent with the obvious intent of the Clean Air Act
amendment requiring EPA to promulgate the Rule, An “exceedance” occurs each time the concentration in the
air for the averaging period applicable to the NAAQS is higher than the level of the NAAQS. Most NAAQS
allow some such ocourrences in a I-year or 3-year time period (depending on the NAAQS). A “violation” of the
NAAQS occurs when there have been enough high-concentration episodes that the statistical form of the
particular NAAQS indicates a failure to meet the NAAQS.
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NAAGQS only if the actual measured concentration were close to or above 35 pg/m’,
This special case 1s reflected in Table Q30-2.

In light of this departure in the preamble from a formal definitional approach in the
case of a 24-hour PM; s measurement and the annual PM; s NAAQS, Table Q30-2
also provides a parallel special approach for similar comparisons involving Pb, NO,
and SO;. EPA believes applying this interpretation for Pb, NO,, and SO, is
consistent with the interpretation in the preamble for PM; 5 and is consistent with
EPA'’s intent in drafting the Exceptional Events Rule that shonld be applicable to all
pollutants. That is, a 24-hour average concentration of Bb, NO,, or SO, can be
compared to the NAAQS level defined for a longerpetiod, for purposes of meeting
“but for” with respect to the NAAQS with the lon er.averaging period. However,
EPA does not intend to concur on flags for ¥y and SO, concentration that
is below the level of the annual NAAQS rég

(fixed quarterly average) Pb NAAQS
NAAQS.

Table Q30-1. Principles for Corr,
F or” Test Is Met

Exceptions

8 This restriction is intended to parallel the similar restriction for PMj 5 stated in the preamble to the Exceptional
Event Rule. Tt likely has no practical effect. Tt is highly unlikely that even several hourly concentrations below
the level of the anmial NO, NAAQS (53 ppb) could include an event contribution that would, when divided by
8760 (24 hours times 365 days), result in the anmual average NO, concentration crossing from below to above
the level of the annual NAAQS. Similarly, it is highly unlikely that even several hourly concentrations below
the level of annual S0, NAAQS (30 ppb) could include an event contribution that would, when divided by 24,
result in the 24-hour average SO, concentration crossing from below to above the level of the 24-hour 80,
NAAQS (140 ppb).
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Principle

Application to Specific
NAAQS

Exceptions

When the measurement time is
shorter than the averaging time of
the NAAQS (e.g., I-hour O,
measurements and the 8-hour O
NAAQS), states can compare the
average of multiple measurements
within the averaging period of the
NAAQS to the level of the NAAQS
(e.g., compare the average of eight
1-hour measurements to the 8-hour
NAAQS). If this comparison shows
that the average is more than the
NAAQS but would have been
below the NAAQS in the absence
of the event, then the “but for” test
will have been met for those
individual measurements in the
longer averaging period that were
affected by the event. States
should, however, identify in their
exceptional event submission those:
cases in which a single
measurement or several, but not all,
measurements cause the elevated
average, iy

I-hour ozone measurerments
vs. 8-hour NAAQS.

1-hour CO measurements vs.
8-hour NAAQS.

1-hour SO, measurements vs.
3-hour, 24-hour, and annual
NAAQS.

1-hour NO, measurements vs.
annual average NAAQS

'1'average NAAQS.
b measurements vs,

If a measurement value is
below the level of the
quarterly, rolling 3-month, or
annual average NAAQS, it
cannot be excluded,
regardiess of the outcome of
comparing the longer period
average to the NAAQS level.

the Excepﬂonal Events Rule).
4-hour Pl ﬁ]%ter
med urements vs. the
Lo R
guart erly“average and rolling
3-month average NAAQS
suggested by this guidance as

4 consistent with the intent of

the PMy 5 provision in the
preamble).

“ If a measurement value is
below the level of the
quarterly, rolling 3-month, or
annual average NAAQS, it
cannot be excluded.

1-hour PM], 5 aﬁfl SO;

measurements may- be ayer
24-hour periods and then ¢
to the annual average NAAQS. If

I-hour PM; s measurcments
vs. annual average NAAQS
{sugpested by this guidance to
create a level playing field

If the average of the 24 1-
hour measurements is below
the level of the aimual
average NAAQS, it cannot

the “but for” test is supported by between filter-based and be excluded.

this comparison, the showing continuous PM; s

supports a “but for” finding for measurements).

those individual I-hour L-hour SO, measuxements VS,

measurements in the 24-hour annual average NAAQS

averaging period that were affected {where the 30 ppb annual SO,

by the event. NAAQS still applies)

When there is no NAAQS for the 1-hour NO, measurements vs, | If 2 measurement value is
24-hour averaging period, 1-hour annual average NAAQS below the level of the annual
measurements may be compared (suggested by this guidance to | average NAAQS, it cannot
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Principle Application to Specific Exceptions
NAAQS
directly to the annual NAAQS. create a benchmark for be excluded.

judging the excludability of 1-
hour NO, measurements,
other than whether the event
affected the annual average
enough to make a “but for”
difference relative to the

Otherwise, single 1-hour
measurements may not be
compared to the level of the antual
average NAAQS.

annual average NAAQS)

Single 1-hour SO,
measurements may ]

Correct Approach

1-hour measurement

If a 1-hour measured concentration was above 0.124
ppm but would have been 0.124 ppm or less in the
absence of the event, the I-hour ozone concentration
value meets the “but for” test for purposes of
comparison to the 1-hour NAAQS. If other criteria are
also met for that hour (e.g., there was a clear cansal
relationship between the event and that hour’s ozone
level, among other criteria), then the hour can be
flagged and concurred for exclusion.
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the “But For” Test Is Met

Pollutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
2 | Ozone 0.08 ppm » Ifthe daily maximum 8-hour average of

8-hour averaging period
1-hour measurcment

measured concentrations was above 0.084 ppm
but would have been 0.084 ppm or less in the
ht Wevent those 1~hour concentration

“but would "Ve been 0.075 ppm or less in the

absence of the event, those 1-hour concentration

values that were affected by the single event

eet the “but for” test for purposes of comparison
fo the 0.075 ppm 8-hour ozone NAAQS.

The exclusion of some or all hours of the 8-hour
period that was originally the daily maximum 8-hour
period may cause znother 8-hour period to become the
daity maximum. The “but for” comparison can be
repeated for this new 8-hour period, which may result
in flagging and concurrence for more 1-hour vahies. If
the original daily maximum 8-hour period and the new
daily maximum period overlap, it is possible for a
specific hourly concentration that was not originally
concurred to be concurred as part of the new 8-hour
maximen period.
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the “But For” Test Is Met

Pollutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
4 § PM,s 35 pg/m’ » Ifthe 24-hour average concentration based on 1-
24-hour averaging period hour measurements was above 35.4 pg/m’ (after
1-hour measurement truncating after the first decimal digit, per 40
CFR 50 App m_;dn( N section 3 .0(c)) but would
5 | PMzs 15.0 pg/m’

Annual averagmg period

;él:lglt) ifi the absence of the single
event’s ¢{{cét on one or more hours, those 1-hour
concentration values that were affected by the
single event meet the “but for” test for purposes

., of comparison to 15 pg/m’ anmual PMj 5

” Also, if the 24-hour average concentration based
on 1-hour measurements was above 15.0 pg/m’
(after rounding to one decimal digit, per 40 CFR
50 Appendix N section 4.3(a)) but would have
been equal to or less than 15.0 pg/m’in the
absence of the event, those 1-hour concentration
values that were affected by the single event
meet the “but for™ test for purposes of
comparison to 15 ug/m3 annual PM; s NAAQS.

However, an hourly value must be part of 2 24-hour
average concentration that is above 15 f,Lg/]:n3 (after
rounding to one decimal digit) to be excluded from an
annual NAAQS calculation.
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the “But For” Test Is Met

Pollutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
6 | PMz;s 35 pg/m’ e If the 24-hour average concentration was above
24-hour averaging petiod 35.4 pg/m’ (after truncating after the first
24-hour measurement demmai d1g1t, per 40 CFR 50 Appendix N
) but would have been 35.4
in the absence of the event, the 24-
ation value meets the “but for” test
s.of comparison to 35 pg/m’ 24-hour
< Also, if the 24~ I erage concentration was
above 15. 0 pg/m r truncating after the first
: 0 Appendix N
been 15.0
ihez event, the 24
7 Ples i5 ;Lg/m %
Annual averaging period
24-ho

;] _;n the absence of the single event’s
effect on one or more days, those 24-hour
concentration values that were affected by the
single event meet the “but for” test for purposes

Also, if the 24-hour average concentration from
the filter-based sampler was above 15.0 pg/m’
(after truncating after the first deciroal digit, per
40 CFR 50 Appendix N section 3.0(b)) but
would have been equal to or less than 15.0
pg/m’in the absence of the event, the 24-hour
value meets the “but for test for purposes of
comparison to 15 pg/m® anmial PM, s NAAQS.

Note that a 24-hour concemtration that is equal to or
less than 15.0 pg/m® (afier truncation to one decimal
digif) cannot be approved for exclusion, regardless of
the outcome of the comparison just described.
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the “But For” Test Is Met

Pollutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
8 | PMy, 150 pg/m’ s  Ifthe 24-hour average concentration based on 1-
24-hour averaging period hour measurements was above 150 pg/m’ (after
1-hour measurement rounding to the nearest 10 pg/m’, per 40 CFR 50
i ction 1.0(h)) but wonld have been
g PMm 150 }Lg/mj
24-hour averaging period
24-hour measurement
16| CO 35 ppm

1-hour averaging penod

* hour CO' ‘ix'centratlon value meets the “but for”
test for purposes of cormparison to the 1-hour
NAAQS.

11

f an 8-hour average of measured concentrations
##1s one of the two highest non-overlapping 8-hour
perieds of the year and was above 9.0 ppm (after

“#  rounding to one decimal digit per 40 CFR

50.8(d}) but wonld have been equal to or less
than 9.0 ppm in the absence of the event, those
1-hour concentration values that were affected
by the single event meet the “but for” test for
purposes of comparison to the 9 ppm 8-hour CO
NAAQS,

The exclusion of some or all hours of the 8-hour
period that was originally one of the two highest non-
overlapping 8-hour periods of the year may cause
another 8-hour period to become one of two highest
non-overlapping 8-hour periods of the year. The “but
for” comparison can be repeated for this new 8-hour
period, which may result in flagging and concurrence
for more 1-hour values. If the original 8-hour period
and the new 8-hour period overlap, it is possible for a
specific hourly concentration that was not originalty
concutred to be concurred as part of the new 8-hour
period.
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the “But For” Test Is Met

Pollutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
12 | Pb 1.5 pg/m’ » Ifthe quarterly mean was above 1.5 pg/m’ (after
Quarterly averaging period rounding to one decimal digit) but would have

24-hour measurement

been equal to or less than 1.5 pg/m’ in the
absence ofthie single event's effect on some
i_hour value(s) affected by the
meets the “but for™ test for purposes
son to the 1.5 pg/m’ quarterly average
ote that given the 1-in-6

£the cdmpanson just described.

13 | Pb

‘Ifa 3—m0nt1f’mean was above 0.15 pg/m’ (after
rounding to two decimal digits) but would have
been equal to or less than 0.15 pg/m’ in the

. absence of the single event’s effect on some

day(s), the 24-hour value affected by the single

event meets the “but for” test for purposes of
comparison to the 0.15 ug/m’ quarterly average

Pb NAAQS. (Note that given the 1-in-6

sampling schedule for Pb, it will be unusual for a

single event to affect multiple sampling days.)

»  Also, if the 24-hour average concentration from
the filter-based sampler was above 0.15 pg/m’
(after rounding to two decimal digits per 40 CFR.
50 Appendix R section 5(b}) but Would have
been equal to or less than 0.15 pg/m’ in the

absence of the event, the 24-hour value meets the

“but for” test for purposes of comparison to the

0.15 ug/m® quarterly average Pb NAAQS.

A 24-hour Pb concentration that is equal to or less
than 0.15 pg/m® can never be excluded, regardless of
the outcome of the comparison just described.
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show Thaf the “But For” Test Is Met

Poliutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
14 | NO, 100 ppb + Ifa l-hour measured concentration was above
1-hour averaging period 100 ppb (after truncating o a whole number per
1-hour measurement 40 CFR 50 Appendix § section 4.2(c)) but would

have been,gqual to or less than 100 ppb in the

15 | NO, 33 ppb .
Annual averaging period .
1-hour measurement

ere is an exceedance of the annnal

e 1-hour concentration was above
23.ppb (& cating to a whole number per
50 Aﬁ)gﬂdﬂ( S section 4.2(c)) but would
e equal to or less than 53 ppb in the
absence af ‘the event meets the “but for™ test for
purposes of comparison to annual NAAQS.

H ‘wever, a 1-hour NO, concentration that is below 53
pphi(after rounding to 2 whole number) can never be
xclided, regardless of the outcome of the comparison
ist described.

16 If a 1-hour measured concentration was above 75 ppb
(after rounding to a whole number per 40 CFR 50
Appendix T section 4(c)) but would have been equal
to or less than 75 ppb in the absence of the event, the
1-hour SO, concentration value meets the “but for”
test for purposes of comparison to the 1-hour SO,

NAAQS.

17 f the 24-hour average concentration based on 1-hour
24-hour avetaging period measurements was above 140 ppb {after rounding to
1-hour measurement the nearest 10 ppb per 40 CFR 50.4(b)) but would

have been equal to or less than 140 ppb in the absence
of the event, those 1-hour concentration values that
were affected by the single event meet the “but for”
test for purposes of comparison to 140 ppb 24-hour
SO, NAAQS,
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the “But For” Test Is Met

Pollutant Specific Case: Correct Approach
NAAQS level
NAAQS averaging period
Measurement period
18 | 80, 30 ppb = If the annual average of measured 1-hour
Annual averaging period concentrations was above 30 ppb (after rounding

1-hour measurement

to a whole number per 40 CFR 50.4(a))) but
s :en 30 ppb or less in the absence of

on l-hour measﬁr ments was above 140 ppb
(afcer rounding to ﬁg

19 | SO,
{secondary)

If the 3- hc-ur average of measured l—hom'
concentrations was above 500 ppb (rounded to

= the nearest 100 ppb per 40 CFR 50.5(a)) but
& would have been equal to or less than 500 ppb in

the absence of the event, those 1-hour vahies that
were affected by the single event meet the “but
for” test for purposes of comparison to the 3-
hour average secondary 30, NAAQS.

31. Question: Wh
the level of the
flags?

is it apgi}g@riate for states to flag concentration values that are less than
vant %AQS? Under what circumstances will EPA concur on such

Answer: (Please read Q30 before reading this response.)

AQS currently allows a state to flag any measured concentration values it chooses,
including values below the level of the relevant NAAQS. EPA does not plan to
implement any new technical restrictions through the AQS sofiware. Also, EPA does not
consider the Exceptional Events Rule to prohibit states from flagging values below the
level of the NAAQS. However, EPA does not intend to review data flags in AQS for
concurrence until the state submits its evidence/analysis package demonstrating that
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exclusion of the flagged values is consistent with the criteria in the Exceptional Events
Rule, including the “but for” analysis at 40 CFR 50.14(c)(3)Xiv)(D). State flagged values
that are not inclxded in any demonstration package may unnecessarily consume state
resources. In addition, EPA’s evaluation of flagged data that are addressed in
demonstration packages is more time consuming when EPA must differentiate these data
from numerous unsubstantiated flags in AQS. Therefore, EPA encourages states to
exercise restraint in flagging values less than the level of the NAAQS. Should states
wish to flag values for informational purposes, they should use the “I” series flags in
AQS.

States may sec an advantage in flagging all values th lieve were affected by an event,
for purposes of being able to later identify historic ‘that have not been affected so

choose to nonconcur or
cating no EPA action) in

e ¢ ging tnne NAAQS In such cases, although the individual
measurement may not exceed the level of the (short-term) NAAQS, it may be possible
for states to presen ufficiént evidence to satisfy the “but-for” criterion.

First, PM;p values bet‘i;een 98 and 154 pg/m’ (inclusive) may be flagged, concurred, and
excluded for purposes of qualifying an area for reliance on only a limited maintenance
plan.'® Because of the expected exceedance form of the PM;p NAAQS, concentrations in

® See May 7, 2009 policy memorandum from William T. Hamett to Regional Air Division Directors at
hitp://www.epa.gov/tiofoarpg/tl /memoranda/imp _final hamett.pdf that allows PM,, values between 98 and 154
pg/m’ (inclnsive) to be flagged, concurred, and excluded for purposes of qualifying an area for reliance on only
a limited mammtenance plan.

10 See May 7, 2009 policy memorandum from William T. Harnett to Regjonal Air Division Directors at
hitp:/fwww.cpa.gov/tin/oarpg/tl/memoranda/lmp_final harnett.pdf.
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this range cannot possibly affect whether a site actually meets the NAAQS, so there is no
reason for flagging them except when the acceptability of a limited maintenance plan is
an issue. 'll;he normal AQS flagging and concurrence procedures may be used in this
situation.

A second scenario in which EPA can concur with flags for concentrations that are below
the NAAQS is indicated at 72 FR at 13570. If (i) an event has affected air quality on
multiple consecutive days, (ii) at least one measured concentration during the episode can
be found to meet the “but for” test using the relevant comparison specified in Table Q30-
2, and (iii) the air quality impact on each day is excepthﬁal,” measurements for the
entire period are eligible for data exclusion regardless 6fhow they compare to the level
of the NAAQS. In the context of this provision, “g onal” encompasses all the
requirements of the Exceptional Events Rule oth “but for” test (e.g., clear
causal connection, “in excess of normal histori¢ ﬂuctuatxo‘ilf including background,”

not reasonably controllable or preventable)

Scenarios in which the measnred concentfation is greater than A NAA S witha

time

Third, applying Table QBO -2 may:
is greater than the 15 pg/m’ annua

Fourth, assummg that all other Exceptional Events Rule requirements and conditions are
met, EPA may concar wit flags for ozone, PM, 5, 1-hour NO,, and 1-hour SO, that are
“less than the level 6fthe'NAAQS” if adjusting the flagged concentrations for the
estimated contribution from the event would change the 3-year design value from being
above the NAAQS to being equal to or below the NAAQS. However, as indicated in
Table Q30-2, concentrations below certain values may never be excluded.

! The procedure for determining a PM;, design value in units of pg/m® is given in section 6.3 of the EPA
guidance document “PM,¢ SIP Development Guideline,” June 1987, posted at
http:/fwww.epa.govithv'oarpe/ti /memoranda/pml Osip dev _guide.pdf.
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Fifth, a 1-hour measurement of a pollutant that is below the level of the 8-hour, 3-hour,
24-hour, or quarterly NAAQS for that pollutant can be excluded if (1) the event affected
the 1-hour measurement, and (2) taking into account the event’s effect on all the hours in
the longer period the effect of the event on the longer averaging period’s concentrations
satisfies the “but for” criterion. These situations are described in Table Q30-2 (rows 3, 4,
8,11, 12,13, 17, and 19). However, as indicated in Table Q30-2, concentrations below
certain values may never be excluded.

The following NAAQS-specific discussions provide further explanations regarding some
of the situations in which a concentration less than the levékof the NAAQS may qualify

for exclusion. These discussions are not exhaustive and"ddnot obviate the need to refer to
Table Q30-2.

24-hour PM: 5

: ] ébeen no fire, the gt percentile
ave been 2 : p,g_/m which would result in 2 3-year demgn

value calculation. Rather§ one must re-select the 98 percentﬂe day, which sometimes
will result in’a-different da s actual measured value being used in the design value
calculation. '’

It is conceivable that the! cffect of an event on a given day is not enough to satisfy the
“but for” test with regard to the “violation” perspective explained in the preceding
paragraph for one three-year period, but that it does satisfy it for an earlier or later 3-year
period when it is combined with one or two different concentrations to calculate a 3-year
design values, since the outcome of the “violations” analysis may change. After EPA has

2 Note that exclusion of this 24-hour value from design values for the annual average NAAQS is a separate
question, the likely answer to which is that the value is not excludable. If the event did not make the 24-hour
concentration change from below 15 to above 15 pg/m’, the event does not meet the first condition specified in
row 7 of Table Q30-2, It is also very improbable that an event affecting a single day would meet the second
condition in row 7 of Table Q30-2.
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approved the exclusion of a concentration based on a “violations” analysis for one 3-year
period, EPA will also exclude that concentration when calculating design vatues and
attainment for the other two 3-year periods that include that same year.

For the 24-hour PM, s NAAQS, it is possible that multiple days with concentrations
below the NAAQS within one year are ﬂagged Excluding just one of these
concentrations may not change the annual 98% percentile concentration enough to cause
the 3-year design value to change from “violating” to “complying,” but excluding several
of them may. The outcome for the design value may also depend in part on whether
exclusion is granted for some other concentrations that aré;above the level of the
NAAQS. In such cases, the exclusion decisions should:fitst be made for each of the
flagged concentrations that are above the NAAQS, .4 %ﬁnaining flagged concentrations
(those meeting all other requirements and conditi ie: Exceptional Events Rule)
should then be considered in progressively larger groups ranked by concentration. That
1s, if excluding the highest one of the flaggé '

luded then there is no m:tgact to retaining all
"’7 others. If exc?ludmg the two

(Note that ﬂ:us example ay be replaced following EPA’s promulgation
of the 2011 Reconsidered Ozone NAAQS)

Assume for illustration:that the three annual 4™ highest daily 8-hour ozone values in
2006-2008 are 0.077, 0.076, and 0.075 ppm respectively. The 0.075 ppm value in 2008
was affected by an exceptional event. The 3-year average would be 0.076 ppm, a
NAAQS violation. Ifthe 0.075 ppm value for 2008 were to be excluded and if, as a
result, 2008°s new 4™ highest value was 0.074 ppm or less, the 3-year average (after
Appendix P truncation) would be 0.075 ppm, which is not a NAAQS violation. The
0.075 ppm value may be excluded under these circumstances even though it is not itself
an exceedance. Furthermore, the exclusion also applies to the use of this value when
calculating the 2007-2009 and 2008-2010 design values, regardless of whether such
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exclusion causes those design values to switch from violating to complying with the
NAAQS.

For ozone, as for 24-hour PM; 5, it is possible that a state could flag multiple days within
one year with concentrations below the NAAQS Excluding just one of these
concentrations may not change the annual 4™ highest concentration enough to cause the
3-year design value to change from “violating” to “complying,” but excluding several of
them may. Also, the ontcome for the design value may depend, in part, on whether
exclusion is granted for some other concentrations that are above the level of the
NAAQS. In such cases, the exclusion decisions should first.be made for each of the
flagged concentrations that are above the NAAQS. Allifert é.mmg flagged concentrations
(those meeting all other requirements and conditios e Exceptional Events Rule)
should then be considered in progressively large nked by concentration. That
is, if excluding the hlghest one of the flagged concentrations Below the level of the

then if EPA determines that value is to
impact. If exclusion of the two highest

: o,
_’gtp WWW.CDa.2 vitin/oarp {lmemorandaﬂmn final harnett.pdf). Because
concé%ntranons less thaﬁ 98 pg/m - _'_v_vould appear to have little regulatory significance,
EPA dzscourages the ﬂaggmg of 8t suchr data

Pb

The current 1.5 pg/ i o 0.15 pg/m® NAAQS for lead are both based on a maximum
three-month average'c dentration, The 1,5 pg/m’ standard is based on the highest
quarterly average in each year individually, while the 0.15 pg/m® NAAQS is based on the
highest rolling 3-month average during a 3-year period. EPA will not concur on the
exclusion of a 24-hour concentration value that is below the level of the NAAQS, and we
discourage states from flagging such values,

NO;

EPA. will not concur on the exclusion of a 1-hour NO; concentration that is below the
level of the annual NO; NAAQS, and we discourage states from flagging such values.
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SO;

EPA will not concur on the exclusion of a 1-hour SO2 concentration that is below the
level of the annual SO; NAAQS, and we discourage states from flagging such values.
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1. Highlights

This document clarifies the Exceptional Events Rule' (EER) for high wind dust (i.¢., particulate
matter) events” and provides recommendations for exceptional event demonstrations. High
winds can entrain and {ransport particulate matter (PM) to a monitoring site. These particles can
consist of both “inhalable coarse particles” (i.e., larger than 2.5 micrometers (um) and smaller
than 10 um in diameter, termed PM;) and “fine particles” (i.e., 2.5 um in diameter and smaller,
termed PM;s). This document applies to both PM;p and PM; s high wind dust events.

Purpose of this Document
The purpose of this document is to provide assistance and clarification to agencies implementing
the EER for high wind dust events.

To Whom does this Document Apply?

The EER refers to the “State” as the entity that may request EPA to exclude data due to
exceptional events (e.g., 40 CFR 50.14(a)). However, the preamble to the EER makes it clear
that the EER “applies to all States; to local air quality agencies to whom a State has delegated
relevant responsibilities for air quality management, including air quality monitoring and data
analysis; and ... to Tribal air quality agencies where appropriate.” This document uses the term
“State” to be consistent with the EER, but the document similarly applies to all state, local, and
Tribal agencies that are responsible for preparation and submission of EER demonstration
packages under the EER.

High wind dust events are typically a phenomenon experienced in the western United States
where rainfall is seasonal, creating dry and dusty landscapes. Therefore, this document may be
of most use to the states from the Great Plains (North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas,
Oklahoma, and Texas) and west: generally this will include the states that comprise the Western
Regional Air Partnership, which is most of EPA Regions 6, 7, §, 9, and 10. While the EER
requirements referenced in this document apply similarly to eastern states, an alternative wind
threshold (see Section 3.1.3) appropriate to the eastern landscape and non-arid regions in the
west would need to be developed (see Appendix A for a summary of how this type of threshold
can be developed).

Guiding Principles for the Development of this Document
1. States should not be held accountable for exceedances due to events that were beyond
their control at the time of the event;
2. 1t is desirable to implement reasonable controls to protect public health;® and

! «“Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events; Final Rule”, 72 FR 13560, March 22, 2007.
? The term “high wind dust event” is used in this document to refer to the same type of event that was discussed as a
“high wind event” in the EER. EPA believes the term “high wind dust event” more clearly describes the referred-to
event.
? With respect to exceptional events, Section 319 of the Clean Air Act states the following guiding principles
(among others);
(i) the principle that protection of public health is the highest priority
* ¥k
(iv) the principle that each State must take necessary measures to safeguard public health regardless of the
source of the air polhution
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3. Clear expectations will enable EPA and other air agencies to better manage resources
related to the exceptional events process.

For recurring high wind dust events, EPA believes these principles can be achieved using a
progressive approach in which states are expected to consider and implement further controls as
events continue to recur.

Definition of a High Wind Dust Event
EPA considers that a high wind dust event includes both the high wind and the dust that the wind
entrains and transports to a monitoring site; the event is not merely the occurrence of the high

wind.

Critical Elements for the Technical Demonstration of nghf ind Dust Events
s There are six technical elements that must be ﬁfxéi tndet 1z EER for EPA to concur on a
high wind dust event demonstration. Theg '

1. whether the event was not reasg‘pabél’j?“’ controllable or preyentable (nRCP),

2. whether there was a clear causal
3

. whether there would have been n&

(NEBF),

4,
5.

6

al fluctuations (JIF).
bzacurrencc under the EER of

agged by States as exceptional events, EPA
‘have played a significant role in our review of
-CCR, and NEBF. These three elements,

nt elements.

document. EPA Will‘use the information provided by the state to determine whether the

event was in excess of normal historical fluctuations.* Events do not necessarily have to
be rare to satisfy this element. EPA expects that failure on this element indicates likely
failure for CCR and/or NEBF as well and thus does not expect that non-concurrence will
result from failure of this element alone.

e While not listed as a stand-alone element, wind data (e.g., wind speed, direction, and
recurrence) will generally play a vital role in informing EPA’s decision on elements such

# “Normal historical fluctuations” will generally be defined by those days without any exceptional events (e.g, high
wind dust events or other types of excepticnal events) for the previous years.
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as whether the event was not reasonably controllable or preventable and establishing a
clear causal relationship.

Not Reasonably Controllable or Preventable
¢ Exceedances caused in whole or in part by anthropogenic dust sources within the state’s

contro! are unlikely to be eligible for treatment as exceptional events under the EER, even
under conditions of elevated winds, uniess the state shows that the event, including the
emissions from the anthropogenic dust sources, was not reasonably controllable or
preventable. EPA intends to evaluate whether an event was not reasonably controllable or
preventable at the time of the event by taking into account factors including controls in
place, wind speed, an area’s attainment status, the fréqueney and severity of exceedances,
and the benefits of the controls.
¢ In addition to considering the factors above, EPA reasonableness of controls
based on the technical information that was ayailable to th; state at the time the event

» EPA and the submitting _ate can COnmder the development of a voluntary High Wmd
Action Plaf that would 1d§nt1fy mutually agreed upon reasonable controls that a state

could implemcrit. for subsequent high wind events. Preparation of such a plan and its
approval by EP%'could fomote a common understanding between the state and EPA
about whether subscq‘ ) nt high wind events are not reasonably controllable or
preventable. '
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Clear Causal Relationship

Numerous types of analyses may be useful to establish a clear causal relationship, such as wind
and concentration patterns or comparisons to concentrations at other monitoring sites and on
other days. Examples of the types of analyses that could be used as part of the CCR are provided
in Section 3.3.

No Exceedance But For the Event

For areas where the typical concentrations on non-event days are well below the applicable
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the NEBF demonstration may be relatively
straightforward. However, demonstrating NEBF becomes mcreasmgiy difficult if concentrations
on non—event days during the same season excced the standard 3 1d/or if the contribution of non-

Disclaimer
The Exceptional Events Rule is the source of the

and exceptional event demonstrations. This doc’f
the Exceptional Events Rule rather than impos
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2. Overview of Exceptional Events Rule

The EER and preamble outline specific criteria listed below for an event to be considered an
“exceptional event” for purposes of exclusion of air quality data from regulatory decisions.
These criteria are more nuanced than the dictionary definition of “exceptional” might suggest. In
particular, there is no requirement for an “exceptional event” to be exceptional per se in the
dictionary sense of the word (i.e., forming an exception or rare instance; unusual; infrequent;
extraordinary).

2.1  Definition of the “Event” for High Wind Dust Event

In hi gh wind dust events the meteorologwal phenomenon .( wind) is purely natural but the

facilities). EPA classiﬁes high wind dust events as
dust is entirely from natural sources or where a

igh wind and the dust that the wind
erely the occurrence of the high

gnts. In ilgh wind event this clause
applies to the high wing; ‘A ' s the reasonable controliability of the
emissions entrained by hi : ;
does not by itself m

all of which mﬁét-ﬁ met for EPA to concur under the EER on the exclusion of air quality data
from regulatory decisions. ;

The definition of an excéptional ‘event given in 40 CFR §50.1(j) parallels the statutory definition
of Section 319 of the CAA and itself contains certain criteria for approval by EPA:
o The event “affects air quality.”
o The event “is not reasonably controllable or preventable.”
¢ The event is “caused by human activity that is unlikely to recur at a particular location or
[is] a natural event.”

* Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), section
6013 amending CAA §319, became law August 10, 2005; available at hitp://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-
bmlqueryf'z”clOS) H.R.3:

® A natural event is farther described in 40 CFR 50.1(k) as “an event in which human activity plays little or no direct
cansal role.”
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Additional criteria for EPA approval to exclude data affected by a high wind dust event are given
(with some repetition of key phrases) in 40 CFR §50.14(a) and (b)(1).” Under these provisions
the state must:
* “demonstrat[e] to EPA’s satisfaction that such event caused a specific air pollution
concentration at a particular air quality monitoring location.”
* ‘“demonstrate a clear causal relationship between the measured exceedance or violation of
such standard and the event ...”
s “demonstrat]e] to EPA’s satisfaction that an exceptional event caused a specific air
pollution concentration in excess of one or more national ambient air quality standards at
a particular air quality monitoring location and otherwise%atisfies the requirements of
this section [regarding schedules, procedures and suBniission of demonstrations].”

Under 40 CFR §50.14(c)(3)(iv),’ the state demons
provide evidence that:

A. “The event satisfies the criteria set fo
exceptional event (see above);

ot be eligible for exclusion under the EER If there
CG§ out of compliance Wlth fugmve dust or other rules,

40 CFR §51 Subpart Y it udes mitigation requirements at 51.930. While the EER does not
require a mitigation plan to ‘be submitted to EPA as part of the demonstration package it is
nonetheless a requirement of this section that “[a] State requesting to exclude air quality data due
to exceptional events must take appropriate and reasonable actions to protect public health from
exceedances or violations of the national ambient air quality standards,” The mitigation
requirement is addressed in Section 4 of this document.

§50 14 (b)(2) and (b)(3) contain criteria relevant only to firework events and prescribed fire events,

¥ Prior to the publishing of the 2010 CFR the citation was §50.14(c)(3)(iii)
? For further explanation see “Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events; Final Rule”, 72 FR at 13577
n.15 (March 22, 2007),



Draft for State/Local/Tribal Agency Review
Revision Date: May 2, 2011 7

2.4 Process Requirements per EER

In addition to technical demonstration requirements, the EER contains requirements related to
the process for a state to request data exclusion under the EER:

“A State shall notify EPA of its intent to exclude one or more measured exceedances of
an applicable ambient air quality standard as being due to an exceptional event by placing
a flag in the appropriate field for the data record of concern.” 40 CFR § 50.14(c)(2)(3).
The placement of the flags and the submittal of an initial event description should be
done concurrently with the submission of data to the AQS database (i.e., within 90 days
of the end of the quarterly reporting period), 40 CFR § 50.14{c)}(2)(i), but must be done
“not later than July 1% of the calendar year following th §ear in which the flagged
measurement occurred” 40 CFR § 5 0.14(c)(2)({ii). -

Egulatory decision must
ved along with its
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3. Evidence to be Included in a High Wind Dust Event Demonstration
Package

As discussed in Section 2.2, the EER identifies technical elements (i.c., criteria or evidence) that
need to be addressed for EPA to concur that an exceedance is due to an exceptional event. Table
1 shows the complete list of technical elements to be submitted as part of a demonstration for
high wind dust events. All six technical elements need to be met; failure to meet any one will
prevent EPA’s concurrence under the EER of the request to exclude data.

Table 1. EER Technical Demonstration Elements for High Wind Dust Events

Section of this Document

Element Containing Additional
Explanation
affects air quality 3.4

not reasonably controllable or preventable*

caused by human activity unlikely to recur at
particular location OR a natural event

clear causal relationship between thee ieasurement
and the event* :

element’s anatysis may qualitat er affect the evaluation of another element. Although a strong
demonstration on one el¢ ould not compensate for a failure of another, the strength of the
demonstration for one reqtiréiment could influence the persuasiveness of evidence used for
apother. B

In reviewing several high wind dust exceptional event demonstrations, EPA has found that the
following EER elements have played a significant role in our review of the states’ supporting
documentation: nRCP, CCR, and NEBF. EPA’s technical review of a high wind dust
exceptional event package will therefore focus on these elements. The criterion that the event be
in excess of normal historical fluctuations (HF) is an independent element that should be
satisfied based on a weight of evidence. While the HF element is considered an independent
element, it plays an important role in its contribution to the CCR and NEBF demonstrations.
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EPA has generally found that two elements identified by statute, AAQ' and HAURL / Natural
Event, are necessarily also satisfied for a high wind event if the other elements are satisfied;
therefore, they are not treated as independent and there is generally no separate demonstration
that needs to be included to show these elements were satisfied. While not listed as a stand-alone
element, wind data (e.g., wind speed, direction, and recurrence) will play a vital role in
informing EPA’s decision on elements such as whether the event was not reasonably controllable
or preventable and establishing a clear causal relationship.

Finally, a demonstration package for 2 high wind dust event should include a conceptual model
of how the event occurred. In its simplest form, this could be a narrative description of how the
event unfolded and resulted in the exceedance(s). The conceptial'model should help tie the

In summary, the technical demonstration for a high
include: "

» Affects 'AAI. uali eckmcal Element) - statutory technical element that is generally
automatlcaﬂy Satisfied with no additional analyses once submitier provides historical
fluctuations anzl¥ses, establishes a clear causal relationship, and provides explicit
statement indicating satisfaction of requirement through clear causal and historical
fluctuations showings.

o Human Activity Unlikely to Recur at a Particular Location / Natural Event (Technical
Element) - statutory technical element that is generally antomatically satisfied with no

' The preamble to the EER clarifies the AAQ criteria in section V.B. (p. 13569) by stating that the following criteria
establish that the event affected air quality: “there is a clear causal relationship between the measurement under
consideration and the event that is claimed to have affected the air quality in the area™ and “the event is associated
with an unusual measured concentration beyond typical fluctuations inchuding background.” On this basis AAQ is
satisfied once CCR has been demonstrated and evidence for HF has been provided.
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additional analyses once submitter shows the event to be not reasonably controllable or
preventable (nRCP), establishes a clear causal relationship, and provides explicit
statement indicating satisfaction of requirement through clear causal and not reasonable
controllable or preventable showings.

» Historical Fluctuations (Independent Element) - Analyses and descriptions should be
provided in the format suggested in this document. EPA will use this information in a
weight of evidence determination for this criterion.

EPA-Recommended Elements for Demonstration Package

e Wind Data - Data on wind speed, direction, and fr ¢y of recurrence is needed to

anfy EPA’Q}éxpectatlons for high wind dust
y in their review. Nonetheless, each package

both natural and anthropo gemc — and determine whether their wind-driven emissions were
reasonably controllable or preventable. For purposes of evaluating high wind dust exceptional
events in the West, EPA will generally use the definitions of natural and anthropogenic
windblown dust emissions that have been developed in the Western Regional Air Partnership
(WRAP) Fugitive Dust Handbook.'* According to the WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, all
mechanically suspended dust from human activities should be considered anthropogenic

UGee STV Attainment Affirmation, 73 FR73 14691, for a prior high wind dust event in which EPA considered
controls and wind speed, along with other factors.

2WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, Prepared for Western Governors’ Association, Countess Environmental (WGA
Contract No. 30204-111), September 7, 2006. Available at http://www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh/index.htmi
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emissions, while windblown dust from lands not disturbed or altered by human activity should
be considered natural emissions. Furthermore, windblown dust from surfaces that have been
significantly disturbed or altered by humans should be categorized as anthropogenic emissions.
Such surfaces may include: undeveloped lands,' construction and mining sites, material storage
piles, landfills, vacant lots, agricultural lands, roadways, parking lots, artificially exposed beds of
natural lakes and rivers, exposed beds of artificial water bodies, areas subject to off-road vehicle
activity, and areas burned by anthropogenic fires. Natural sources may include: naturally-dry
river and lake beds; barren lands; sand dunes; exposed rock; sea spray from natural water bodies;
non-agricultural grass, range, and forest lands; areas burned by naturally-ignited fires; and glacial
silt.

£

EPA generally considers dust entrained by high wind froms

desert) to be not reasonably controllable or preventable
areas and the likely disturbance to natural ecosystems.: E
generated dust from previously disturbed land thatistbeing allowed
conditions by effective prevention of any new distu bance is also not :
preventable prov1ded that there are no reasona actwe measures thaf

turbed land (e.g., undisturbed

e cost of treating large land
PA alsosgenerally considers that wind-
fully return to natural
asonably controllable or
d be taken to control

those on a case-by-case basis. In arg
characterization of the natural sourc
vegetation changes, etc.).

Sefiration meéasured during the event.
tates has shown that it is practical and

reasonable to. apply dust-suppres
sources, and

wind-driven anthropogenic sourc;es were figt in place, then the event would not be considered
“not reasonably*controllable or ‘ﬁrsventable” and would not satisfy the nRCP element of the
definition of an excgf ional event. . That is, fo meet the EER the state should identify wind-driven
contributing anthropogenic so and show that reasonable controls were in place. For events
with wind-driven anthropggenic contributions, it will be important for the state to address how
the exceedance occurred déspite the implementation of those reasonable controls (e.g., wind
speeds high enough to entrain dust from stable surfaces). EPA will evaluate the reasonableness
of controls based on the controls that should have been in place given the information the state

had when the event occurred.

Typically, measured ambient air concentrations during an event will include some contribution
from natural or anthropogenic sources whose emissions are not affected by high wind, for

B Undeveloped lands refer to those that are disturbed for purposes of development but not yet developed.
4 An example of such a measure might be the restoration of all or part of natural surface water flows.
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example transportation and industrial point sources: these are considered non-event sources.
Non-event sources are not subject to the nRCP requirement of the EER, but a state may apply
full-time or event-dependent controls on such sources as part of its attainment/maintenance SIP
or as part of meeting the mitigation requirement under 40 CFR §51.930.

3.1.2 Reasonableness of Controls in Place

Under the FER the event must be “not reasonably controllable or preventable” [emphasis
added]; therefore, controls need not prevent the exceedance altogether to be reasonable. The fact
that high winds are not preventable does not automatically mean that a high wind dust event is
“not reasonably controllable or preventable.” If a set of contre measures could reasonably have
been in place for contributing sources at the time of the e en they must have been in place
for the event to qualify as an exceptional event under th 5 Among other factors to consider,

implementation of controls If EPA has given noti
particular uncontrolled sources to be reasonable (e. g.
review) then EPA will consider the s"’ :

first and foremost W]
from stable surfaces

Description of “Reasonableness” Factor

Generally, areas classified as attainment, unclassifiable,
or maintenance for a NAAQS would not be expected to
have the same level of controls as areas that are non-
attainment for the same NAAQS. The reasonableness of
the controls depends upon historical concentrations and
designation status.

2. Frequency and severity of past More stringent controls are reasonable if an area
exceedances experiences frequent and/or severe exceptional event
exceedances due to high winds than if the area has
experienced only rare and/or mild isolated exceedances.

3. Controls on primary sources Were significant sources of anthropogenic windblown
expected to have contributed to the dust controlled during the event?
event

4. Ease and effectiveness of control Cost-effective and readily deployable controls may be
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Table 2. Example Factors Considered In Determining the Reasonableness of Controls.

“Reasonableness” Factor Description of “Reasonableness” Factor

implementation considered more reasonable.

5. Use of specific, reasonably Were measures considered “standard practices” and/or

available control measures those in widespread use for dust control in other areas
employed during the event?

6. Jurisdiction Only sources within the state (or tribal) land need to be

considered or demonstrated to have had reasonable
controls in place at the time of the event. (However, it
may be necessary to-incliude sources outside the local

CPhC eptual model of the event, and to
on. to the measured concentration,

7. Overall benefit of controls to
remedy the exceedance

8. Significant contribution of sources .
to the exceedance

contr;bute 5 pg/m’ or more to an
He 24-hour PMj, standard® Tn

es down to 5 pg, while in other situations
\ propriate to consider sources below 5 pg.
T}ns startmg point may be revisited should the PMjo
NAAQS be revised. De minimis levels for PM; s have

dentified as bemg or possibly being reasonable.’® A state
needs to demonstrate tha E ‘controls that were in place were “reasonable” at the time. The
CAA requires BACM for serious PM;¢ non-attainment areas and RACM in moderate PM;q non-
attainment areas; therefore, EPA may use the local list of BACM or RACM measures (as
applicable) as a reference point to review the reasonableness of in-place controls. Having
BACM/RACM in place during the time of the event is an important consideration, but does not

3 5pg is the “significant impact level” (SIL) used in NSR permitting to decide whether an individual source has a
significant contribution to a 24-hr PM;, NAAQS violation, based on 40 CFR 51.165(b)(2).

1 Legally, EPA believes the event-relevant measures that have already been included in the approved SIP as RACM
or BACM to be an essential part of the set of controls that need to be in place for an event to be considered “not
reasonably controllable or preventable,” but they may not be sufficient by themselves particularly if the SIP has not
been recently reviewed or revised.
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automatically qualify the controls as reasonable. In some cases, a lower level of control could be
reasonable, while in other cases it could be reasonable to require controls more stringent than
BACM or RACM, particularly in areas with recurring exceedances. Other areas (i.e., attainment,
maintenance, or unclassified areas) are not required to have put BACM in place and also may not
have implemented RACM. In these cases, EPA may use local RACM measures, where
available, along with other RACM measures that may be appropriate for the location and source
categories, as the reference point. In areas where events continue to recur, EPA may consider
BACM, or greater levels of control, as the appropriate starting point, regardless of attainment
status. RACM/BACM lists may be a reference point, but not the sole means, by which EPA
assesses the reasonableness of controls. If an agency believes that RACM/BACM should not be

,111 also generaliy consider
ermination of whether the event

implemented or properly enforced, but reasonab
be eligible for data exclusion under the Exceptig

many reasonably-controlled
qlies that stabilize surfaces to

dust from stable surf'é €5, ( '.v_,'urfaces witlia crust or disturbed surfaces that
have been re- stabih'zcd Th i ion, dependmg on characteristics of the local

like to implement 2 different threshold, it should be representative of conditions (sustained wind
speeds) that are capable f overwhelming the naturally developed stabilization of undisturbed
natural sources or anthrop»_ sources that are subject to reasonable control for the area in
question. If EPA has specific¢ information based on relevant studics to choose an alternative
wind speed threshold, EPA will notify the state once a package has been submitted.

If a demonstration can show that the sustained wind speed was 25 mph or higher at or
proximately upwind of the location of the exceedance, then a lesser amount of information and
data (i.e., a basic controls analysis) could show that the event was not reasonably controliable or

17 See Section 6.2.2.2 for details on the calculation of sustained wind speed.
1 The 25 mph threshold is based on studies conducted on natural surfaces,
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preventable (nRCP). See Section 3.1.5 for more specific information on the controls analysis for
cases at or above 25 mph (3.1.5.1) and below 25 mph (3.1.5.2).

The rationale for allowing states to submit a basic confrols analysis when wind speeds are at or
above 25 mph is that it is expected that in many cases controls to prevent wind-blown dust
become overwhelmed at or above 25 mph, and thus wind-driven emissions could include
significant contributions from natural and reasonably-controlled sources under those conditions.
If most controls to prevent wind-blown dust become overwhelmed at 25 mph, it could be
difficult to identify additional reasonable controls that could be put into place to reduce wind-
blown dust. In contrast, if the wind speeds associated with the event are below the threshold

levels required to initiate dust emissions from natural or stablg#i.€:, reasonably-controlled)
sources, more detailed information and more extensive d 2., a comprehensive controls
analysis) are likely to be necessary to satisfy the nRCP refu ’fx:_kent The rationale for requiring

benefit).

3.1.4 Consideration of Recurrence

der condih@ns of elevated winds. EPA W111

_ nts' as more than one high wind dust event

Hi gh wind diigt events can recur if: (1) wind speeds that
st able sur ‘__)g;es (i.e., 25 mph) are common, or (2)

2 5 mph are not uncommon. In these areas, the
A compelling enough to seek more controls that are effective
beyond the 25 mph ;hteshold_ Eor this reason, a detailed controls analysis should be conducted
when events recur, evénif the wind speeds are above 25 mph, although it would not be expected
to be as comprehensive 45 that for recurring events with wind speeds below 25 mph (see Section
3.1.5.2).

3.1.5 Controls Analysis

EPA expects exceptional event demonstration packages for high wind dust events to include an
analysis of controls because the reasonableness of the controls that were in place affects whether

'® This approach to recurrence is specific to high wind dust events and does not define how recurrence is treated for
other types of events such as those caused by human activity unlikely to recur at a particular location.

 Recurrence is not discussed here as a criterion to meet the EER but rather as an indicator for the level of analysis
needed to meet nRCP.
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the event was “not reasonably controllable or preventable” and whether the event can be
considered a natural event. The extent of the controls analysis should primarily depend upon the
level of the wind speed: a basic controls analysis may be sufficient for cases when sustained
wind speed at the source area®' is greater than or equal to 25 mph, and a comprehensive controls
analysis may be necessary when sustained wind speeds are below 25 mph. Generally, a basic
controls analysis will identify likely sources in the expected source contribution area, describe
the controls in place for anthropogenic sources, and indicate whether the natural sources were
reasonably controllable. The comprehensive controls analysis is expected to have back-
trajectories indicating specific sources in the upwind area, an inventory of the contribution for
the significant sources, and detailed descriptions of controls and their effective 1mplementat10n
and enforcement,”® This two-pronged approach is intended P’ gtf"amllne preparation and review
of high wind dust packages for the more straightforward ey d focus additional EPA and
state resources on more complex cases. Within each catég basic versus comprehensive
controls analysis, the level of complexity should be further in ed by the recurrence frequency
and how high (more basic) or low (more comprehen__ ive) ]

event and an analysis of the recurrence frequei
effort basic controls analysis is needed. See Se

‘| Less complex

<15

urrence (# high wind dust events/yr)
<1 » 5+

Less complex
Xo[dtmoo 210N

! Cases where dust was entrained by sustained winds above 25 mph upwind of the monitor and subsequently
transported at lower wind speeds to the monitor could still qualify for the basic controls analysis category as long as
the State shows that sustained winds were above 25 mph in the expected source area. Cases of long-range transport
(e.g., >50 miles) could still qualify for a basic controls analysis but a robust trajectory analysis (and/or satellite
plume imagery) would need to be included as part of the nRCP or CCR demonsiration.

“ While the basic and comprehensive categories are intended to generally outline the information that EPA expects
to be included in a demonstration, EPA may request case-specific information to inform the nRCP determination,
regardless of the category.
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The most basic controls analysis will be for those events that have wind speeds well above 25
mph and are non-recurring while the most comprehensive controls analysis will be for events
that have wind speeds well below 25 mph and recur (note: these may represent concurrable
cases less often). Events with wind speeds at or above 25 mph that recur will need to have a
basic controls analysis that includes identification of specific sources in the upwind area, but
does not necessarily require {rajectories or specific inventories. The purpose of identifying
specific sources in the upwind area for recurring cases with wind speeds above 25 mph is to
inform both the state and EPA about whether there are sources that might be reasonably
controlled to wind speeds above 25 mph. For example, if there Were a large construction area in
the upwind source area that used gravel to control constru forffoadways, consideration could be
given to whether chemical dust suppressants that stabilize th urface to wind speeds up to 40
mph could be reasonably implemented. In the interest: it is 1

consider what additional controls might be reasonable

analyses while Section 6.2.2 provxde
demonstration submittals.
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Table 3. Summary of Recommended Controls Analysis Elements for not Reasonably
Controllable or Preventable Demonstration

Basic Controls Analysis Comprehensive Controls Analysis
(wind speed > 25 mph) (wind speed < 25 mph)
Control Analysis Elements | Non-recurring | Recurring Non-recurring Recurring
Identification of local/
upwind contributing sources X X* X X*
Aunthropogenic sources —
description of controls X X X X
Natural sources — staternent
regarding reasonableness of X X*
confrols
Explanation of how
entrainment occurred despite X X
controls
Identification and

implementation status of
controls previously
recommended by EPA, if
applicable

Evidence of effective
impiementation and
enforcement of controls

Back trajectories of sourc
area

Source apportionment:*

Source-specific emissions
inventories

Meteorologi
associated

analysis may be inform 1 recurrence frequency and wind speed (Figure 1). The most
basic controls analysis would include a brief description of local/upwind sources that were
suspected to significantly contribute to the event and a description of the controls on the
anthropogenic sources in place at the time of the event (e.g., local BACM measures). For the
sources identified, the submitter would explain how dust entrainment occurred despite having
reasonable controls in place (e.g., controls were overwhelmed by high wind). A basic controls
analysis with more complexity (e.g., for recurring events) would specifically identify likely
sources in the upwind source area and discuss specific controls. The basic controls analysis,
regardless of complexity, would not need to include back-trajectories, specific emissions
inventories or detailed reports of controls implementation and enforcement. Finally, if EPA
recommended controls improvements as part of a previous high wind dust exceptional event
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review then the controls analysis should address the impact of these control improvements. See
Section 6.2.2.4 for examples of a basic control analysis.

3.1.5.2 Comprehensive controls analysis

‘When events occur under conditions with sustained wind speeds below 25 mph, EPA and the
state must consider the appropriateness, implementation, and enforcement of in-place controls.
For example, exceedances can occur when appropriate measures are in place but not properly
enforced. Or, new sources not addressed under the current set of control measures may be
contributing to the exceedance. In these cases more comprehensive information on sources and
controls will be expected, including: back-trajectories of source area, source apportionment,
emissions inventories of specific sources in source area, and ey ignce of effective
implementation and enforcement of controls. As wind speed§ decrease from 25 mph and/or
recurrence increases, the demonstration would need to b scomplex and compelling for EPA

18 ‘state may etermine that additional controls
ctof firture events. Whﬂe this would not itself

(1) State development ah hittal of the High Wind Action Plan after an opportunity for
public comment

(2) EPA approval of the High Wind Action Plan

(3) State implementation of the identified and approved control measures

(4) Formal recognition by EPA that the High Wind Action Plan is being implemented

Once the state has begun implementation of the measures approved by EPA and EPA has
formally recognized implementation of the High Wind Action Plan, EPA would consider the

3 1f the High Wind Action Plan is submitted separately from the exceptional event demonstration package, an
opportunity for public comment should be provided by the State, as the High Wind Action Plan would be part of the
basis for EPA’s decision on subsequent events.
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controls to be reasonable as long as events do not recur. EPA suggests that states use the Annual
Monitoring Network Plan process to indicate that high wind dust events have not recurred and
that the current High Wind Action Plan remains in effect. It is the state’s obligation to notify
EPA if events recur so that EPA and the state can discuss possible revisions to the High Wind
Action Plan. If events recur, EPA will need to re-approve the High Wind Action Plan regardless
of whether it is revised or remains as-is. If EPA indicates that the High Wind Action Plan needs
to be revised and the state chooses not to do so, this will be considered in EPA’s determination
of whether the controls in place were reasonable for subsequent events.

Note that having an approved High Wind Action Plan does not automatically mean that in every
case EPA will find all subsequent events to have been not reasé ably controliable or preventable.
For example, EPA may not be abie to make such a findin 1s determined that the controls in
place were not effectively implemented or enforced. ﬁts of the High Wind Action Plan
are that it establishes clear mutual expectations regardlng Wwha @ngtltgies reasonable controls

is temporally associated with an
event stands out from historical concentration: 3 ble it is that the event was the

and accurate portrayal
minimuom:

Because the mefhods of analys uence the sensitivity of the historical fluctuation statistics
(e.g., percentile caicu]ahons are.dependent on the number of data points included), EPA provides
specific statistics calcula‘ft;on‘ recotamendations in Section 6.2.3.

EPA has not set pass/fail statistical criteria for this element but will use a weight of evidence
approach to assess each demonstration on a case-by-case basis. The state’s role in satisfying this
element is to provide analyses and statistics as prescribed by EPA in this document. EPA will
use the information provided by the state to determine whether the event was in excess of normal
historical fluctuations. “Normal historical fluctuations” will generally be defined by those days
without high wind dust events for the previous years. It is not the state’s role {o show that the

2 Note that if and when EPA takes a regulatory action that hinges on a decision to exclude data under the
Exceptional Events Rule, EPA may be required to consider and appropriately respond to public comments on
whether the event was “not reasonably controllable or preventable.”
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event was above a particular threshold since EPA is not establishing a threshold. EPA
acknowledges that natural events, such as high wind dust events, can recur and still be eligible
for exclusion under the EER; therefore, events do not necessarily have to be rare to satisfy this
element. EPA expects that failure on this element indicates likely failure for CCR and/or NEBF
as well and thus does not expect that non-concurrence will result from failure of this element
alone.

33  Clear Causal Relationship (CCR)

;s st show that elevated
'he sources of dust implicated by
co ﬁj{gollable or preventable as part

affected the air quality in the area. The CCR demonstrati
concentrations were caused by dust entrained by high wi
the CCR demonstration should be shown to be not reagon
of the nRCP demonsiration. If the CCR implica
nRCP should be re-evaluated. The CCR demonsf

between high
i} that the high
‘sources that were addressed as part
fative terms the types of analyses that

would support a CCR demonstratmn EXamp C!
performed are included in Scctlon 6.2.4.5 Dbemol

below and possibly other
analyses.

Table 4._,‘

“| Types of Analyses/Information to Support
Evidence

Special weather statements, advisories, news
reports, nearby visibility readings,
measurements from monitoring stations,
satellite imagery

2. Transport of emissions: to the event | Wind direction data showing that emissions
in the direction of the mo _'t' y'where from sources identified as part of the nRCP
measurements were recorded” demonstration were upwind of the monitor(s)
in question, satellite imagery

3. Spatial relationship between the event, Map showing likely source area, wind speeds,
sources, transport of emissions, and recorded wind direction, and PM concentrations for
concentrations affected area during the time of the event

4. Temporal relationship between the high 24-hour time series showing PM

wind and elevated PM concentrations at the concentrations at the monitor in question in
monitor in question combination with sustained and maximum

wind speed data at area where dust was
entrained




Draft for State/Local/Tribal Agency Review
Revision Date: May 2, 2011

22

CCR Evidence

Types of Analyses/Information to Support
Evidence

5. Chemical composition and/or size
distribution of measured pollution that links
the pollution at the monitor(s) with particular
sources or phenomenon

Chemical speciation data from the monitored

exceedance(s) and sources; size distribution
data

6. Comparison of event-affected day(s) to
specific non-event days

Comparison of concentration and wind speed
to days preceding and following the event;
comparison of concentration data to specific
days that are similar to the event day with
respect to erfiisions and meteorology except
for the higlwind; comparison to high

j ays in the same season (if any)
1 d companson to other hlgh

7. Comparison of concentration and wind
speed during the period of the event to
historical (e.g., 3-5 years) data (i.e.,
from historical fluctuations section):

exceedance was causec
isolated monitor exceg

and demonstrated &s, art of the
provide HF analyses that:EPA 1
CCR element will general

ar causal relationship (CCR). Submitting agencies that
finds show the HF element is met and that demonstrate the
defanlt, have also satisfied the “affects air quality” (AAQ) part

ple, a hypothesis that an
vith a situation where an

of the definition of an exceptional event. To avoid any misperception that a rule requirement has
been overlooked, the demonstration should nevertheless explicitly recognize this element, and
state that it has been met by having addressed both the HF and the CCR criteria.
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3,5  Caused by Human Activity Unlikely to Recur at a Particular Location or a Natural
Event (HAURL/Natural Event)

3.5.1 Consideration of High Wind Dust Events as Natural Events

According to both the regulatory and statutory definition, an exceptional event must be “‘an event
caused by human activity that is unlikely to recur at a particular location or a natural event.” The
distinction between an event caused by human activity versus a natural event is critical for high
wind dust events because only natural events can be likely to recur and still be eligible for data
exclusion. Events caused by human activity that are likely to recur do not qualify as exceptional

¢ sources of dqu, -
1gh wind dust event can; Be considered a natural

emlssmns were determined to be not reasonably co'
include a significant conmbutlon by; ari

f :wmdblown dust 'that were not
tural h1gh wind dust event. In

exceptional events cl
unlikely to recur.”*

_Section 3.1): Furthef to sat1sfy the EER it must also be demonstrated that the
- wind has a clear causal relationship (CCR) to the event. In

nRCP is met
windblown dust: énerated by

=
 Human activity would be ¢é ;0 have played little or no direct causal role in causing the enfrainment of the
dust by high wind if confributitif Anthropogenic sources of the entrained dust are reasonably controlled, regardiess
of the amount of dust coming froni these reasonably controlled anthropogenic sources and thus the event would be
considered a natural event. If anthropogenic sources of windblown dust that are reasonably controllable but that did
not have those reasonable controls applied at the time of the high wind event have contributed significantly to a
measured concentration, the event would not be considered a natural event,

% In theory, a high wind dust event for which anthropogenic sources were not reasonably controlled could be
considered an anthropogenic event if the event satisfies certain criteria. However, if the event (which includes the
dust from both natural and anthropogenic sources) was not “not reasonably controllable or preventable” then the
event does not meet the definition of an exceptional event. For this reason, EPA does not believe it is useful to
pursue a line of reasoning that would consider a high wind dust event to be an anthropogenic event. If the very
unlikelihood of recurrence of similarly high winds means that controls in addition to those that were in place would
not have been reasonable, the event can be treated as a natural event and mmst then meet the criteria laid forth in the
EER and explained in this document.
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summary, a high wind dust event will generally be considered a natural event if both the nRCP
and CCR elements are demonstrated o EPA’s satisfaction.

3.6 No Exceedance or Violation But For the Event (NEBF)

40 CFR 50.14(b)(1) directs EPA to exclude data only where a state demonstrates that an event
caused a concentration in excess of a NAAQS. This means that there was a concentration in
excess of the NAAQS when the event occurred that would have been below the NAAQS if the
event had not occurred. §50.14(c)(3)(iv)(D) requires the state to submit evidence that “[t]here
would have been no exceedance or violation but for the event.” These two statements express
the same criterion for EPA approval. The following figure depicts the NEBF concept:

STANDARD

“But For” Not Satisfied “But For” Satisfied

& Mop-Event Contribution £ Bvent Contribution

i gle or precise approximation of the estimated air
quality impact fron [t would generally be sufficient to develop a reasonably likely
range of concentrationg contribu
all concentrations in that'ranges: HPA is not prescribing the type of analysis that needs to be done
to satisfy this regulatory requirement, but the analysis should show that the measured
concentration would have been below the applicable NAAQS without the impact of the high
wind dust event. For most cases, EPA expects a quantitative NEBF analysis. For events where
the typical concentrations on non-event days are well below the applicable NAAQS, the NEBF
demonstration may be relatively straightforward and a qualitative NEBF demonstration may be
acceptable. However, demonstrating NEBF becomes increasingly difficult if concentrations on
non-event days during the same season exceed the standard and/or if the contribution of non-
event poltution sources produce concentrations near the applicable NAAQS. For example, if
days without high winds that neighbor the claimed event day were near the standard (e.g., 150
pg/m’), the NEBF analysis would need to be very rigorous to show that the exceedance would
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not have happened regardless of the high wind dust event. Examples of how to conduct the
NEBF analysis are provided in Section 6.2.7.

The NEBF demonstration builds upon analyses presented as part of the nRCP and CCR
elements, although it should be treated as an independent element and will likely include
additional analyses. The rigor of the NEBF will be informed by the nRCP and CCR analyses.
NEBF also depends upon the CCR demonstration: if there is no CCR then NEBF becomes moot
since there is no portion of the exceedance that can clearly be attributed to the event. For these
reasons, EPA recommends conducting the NEBF analyses after all other analyses have been
completed.
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4. Mitigation

Clean Air Act Section 319(b)(3)(A) contains five principles, including the principle that each
state “must take necessary measures to safeguard public health.,” On this basis, Subpart Y of 40
CFR §51 was developed to addresses mitigation requirements for exceptional events and states
(40 CFR §51.930):

“(a) A State requesting to exclude air quality data due to exceptional events must take
appropriate and reasonable actions to protect public health from exceedances or violations of the
national ambient air quality standards. At a minimum, the State must:

(1) Provide for prompt public notiﬁcation whenev ‘quality concentrations exceed or

igation plan, per
s the three actions listed above. It
,qﬂ;‘mrement is-Sgparate from the nRCP

t the dem. tratlon package must include

ke

tive ‘u,-}that reduce dust emissions ﬁ'om wind may
for future event submittal packages, especially when
hot necessarily the case,

high wind- dust events recur" bt this
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5. Process Issues for Exceptional Events Including High Wind Dust Events
5.1  Demonstrations Package Submittal and Review

EPA encourages states to engage in regular communication with EPA to prepare complete
demonstration packages that meet the requirements stated in this document. EPA will make its
decision based on information presented by the state. Discussions and/or cooperation between
EPA and the state during the preparation of a state’s package do not imply or guarantee EPA
approval of that package. EPA cannot concur when information is lacking. It is the
responsibility of the state to demonstrate to EPA’s satisfaction that the requirements have been
met, and EPA rejterates that discussions of potentially sufficient;showings in this document are
guidance only and may vary for specific cases. Upon initial'réview of a package, EPA will alert
the state if additional information is required and provigl 2 dhne by which the supplemental
information should be submitted for EPA’s consideration: It w111=b necessary that the state
provide all supplemental information requested by’EPA prior to EPA?s final decision.

inati ation _ _ﬁnai agency actmn until

they are relied upon in a regulatory decision §u§
which will be conducted through notice-and-co

made, except in the context of such
52  Timeframes

EPA recommends the follow

Exceptional Event: Timing Specified
Demonstration Actlo by EER?
Yes
2. State submits Jetter | Recommended within 12 months of event. No
of intent to submit a
package (optional) This is an optional step that would alert EPA of a

state’s intention to submit a package for a flag
and prompt EPA to notify the state whether and
when EPA plans to act on the claimed
exceptional event (EPA may choose not act on
exceedance flags which have no bearing on
design values, or which are not likely to impact
any future regulatory decision). This saves




Draft for State/Local/Tribal Agency Review

Revision Date: May 2, 2011 28
Exceptional Event Timing Timing Specified

Demonstration Action by EER?
wasted resources from a state preparing a
package that EPA does not intend to review.

3. EPA responds to Anticipated to be within 60 days of receipt of No

notice of intent to letter of intent to submit a package from state.

inform the state

whether EPA will EPA will generally give priority to exceptional

review package or event decisions that affect near-term regulatory

defer. EPA provides decisions and may need to defer review of

timeframe for review if exceptzonal event packages that are*'n g

needed for regulatory

action.

4. State submits Yes

exceptional event
package to EPA

3 years following the
in which the event ¢
to the date that are
made by EPA

5. State submits High
Wind Action Plan
(optional)

6. EPA completes No
initial review of
exceptional gvent.
> ) review the package or
see step 3). EPA will address
d timing only for those packages
1 be reviewed by EPA in the near term
package/need for
additional
information?’ "
7. State provides Requested within timeframe identified by EPA No
supplemental in the initial review letter (step 4). This will
information requested | typically be 60 days from receipt of the letter
by EPA, if needed from EPA. (Letters will be e-mailed with a hard
copy to follow. The date of the e-mail will be
considered the date of receipt.)
8. EPA final review of | The timing of EPA’s final decision will depend No

EE package

on the regulatory impact of the data and will be

*T EPA. may request additional information as part of the final review (step 8).
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Exceptional Event Timing Timing Specified
Demonstration Action by EER?

described in the initial review letter. For EE
packages that impact a regulatory decision EPA
intends to make a decision regarding
concurrence within 18 months of submittal of
the complete package, or sooner if required by a
regulatory action.

53 Public Comment

If supplemental information submitted to EPA after the state’sinitial opportunity for public
comment is substantial, the state may need to provide amadditional opportunity for public
comment. EPA will inform the state if public commeftis needéd. for supplemental information;
states wishing to submit unsolicited additional infoimation should-consult with EPA to determine
if public comment is needed. If an additional opportunity for public & ment is needed, the
state should submit the additional informatior

above and then post the information for public

blic comment penod Ifnot
ge, the High Wind Action Plan
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6. Recommendations for the Preparation of High Wind Dust Exceptional
Event Demonstrations

Section 6 provides practical information on the preparation and evaluation of exceptional events
demonstrations for high wind dust events. This information is based on the guidance laid out in
this document and EPA’s experience from demonstrations that EPA has reviewed since the
promulgation of the EER. Section 6.1 provides the general framework suggested to prepare a
high wind dust event package and Section 6.2 provides details and examples for the technical
elements. EPA encourages the submittal of a mitigation plan with the demonstration package
although submission of this plan is not a regulatory requirement;

6.1  Framework for Preparing Evidence in Support' igh Wind Dust Exceptional

Event

While the technical elements outlined in the EER:At
independently, many of the elements are link
demonstration, as depicted in Figure 2.

Step 4. Addres§ €lear Causal Relationship (CCR).
¢ Conduct GER analyses
» Consider Whether CCR:identified sources not addressed in nRCP.

e Once sufficient HF analyses have been completed and CCR has been demonstrated, then
Affects Air Quality (AAQ) will gencrally have also been satisfied. Prepare statement that
AAQ has been met by providing HF analyses and demonstrating CCR.

e Once nRCP and CCR have been satisfied, then the element for Human Activity Unlikely
to Recur at a particular Location / Natural Event (HAURL / Natural Event) will generally
bave also been satisfied. Prepare statement that HAURIL / Natural Event has been
satisfied by demonstrating nRCP and CCR.

Step 5. Address No Exceedance But For the event (NEBF) only after all previous criteria have
been satisfied.
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After each step it is recommended that the conceptual model be reviewed and revised as needed.

Figure 2. Suggested order for preparing technical elements for demonstration packages for high

wind dust events.

Step 2

nRCP
Basic Controls Extensive Controls Devel St"g 1 ol
Analysis Analysis cve Oﬁodgimep a

e wspd >25 mph » wspd < 25 mph

(more complex for | (more complex for
recurring events) recurring events)

HAURL / Natural |
Event
(derived from

Step 3
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6.2  Recommended Methods for the Technical Elements of a High Wind Dust
Exceptional Events Package

This section contains recommendations for preparing and demonstrating the technical elements
for high wind dust events. These recommendations and examples do not represent the full suite
of analyses that could be conducted as part of a high wind dust exceptional events package, but
are intended to show the kinds of analyses and descriptions that EPA expects. The examples
were taken from EPA Region IX analyses and the following hxgh wind dust exceptional event
demonstration packages that were submitted to EPA Region ]X 28

e Anaheim: South Coast Air Quality Management D : (SCAQMD)
e Las Vegas: Clark County Department of Air Q lity“and Environmental Management
(Clark County DAQEM) N

the event occurred. In its simplest o
unfolded to result in the exceedance(

The following is an example of thie type of narrative EPA suggests for the conceptual model.

ED

* Full exceptional event demonstration packages are available as follows:
s Anaheim (SCAQMD, cvent date: October 13, 2008} at
hittp: www.agmd gov/pub_edu/notice_exceptional_events 2009.htrn]
e Las Vegas (Clark County DAQEM, event date: February 13, 2008) at
http:/www clatkcountynv.gov/Depts/dagem/Pages/ExceptionalEvents.aspx
e Phoenix (ADEQ, event date: April 30, 2008) at http://www.azdeq.gov/environ/air/plan/reear_2008 html
% L etter dated November 22, 2010 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEPA Region 9, from
Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Branch California Air Resources Board, transmitting final report dated
August 5, 2010 entitled, “Analysis of Exceptional Events Contributing to High PM10 Concentrations in the South
Coast Air Basin on October 13, 2008.”
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Southern California’s South Coast Air Basin (Basin) consists of 10,743 square miles and
consists of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties. The population of the Basin is approximately 16 million people,
with approximately 11 million gasoline powered vehicles and 300,000 diesel vehicles.
The coastal plain contains most of the population of the Basin, which is surrounded by
tall mountains, including the San Gabriel Mountains to the north, the San Bernardino -
Mountains to the northeast, and the San Jacinto Mountains to the east. The coastal range
of the Santa Ana Mountains separates the inland part of Orange County from Riverside
County. The proximity of the Pacific Ocean to the west has a strong influence on the
climate, weather patterns and air quality of the Basin. The mountains also have a
significant impact on the wind patterns of the Basin. @ s;hore winds flow down slope
and are warmed and dried by compressmnal heating;

&1 hlgh:i s, The 24-hotn:
atfer equivalent method { (FEM)
00nt1nuous momtor with a

develope@ n October 13%, causing very high northerly
?d§serts espemally through and below the

particularly from the mountams and deserts, and BACM-controlled anthropogenic
sources. The timing of this event is verified with the high wind observations and reports
of reduced visibility and blowing sand and dust, in conjunction with the hourlty TEOM
and BAM PM,;, measurement data from nearby monitors in the Basin, when available,

The following maps support the conceptual model:

. Map of the South Coast Air Basin Showing Air Monitoring Stations and Forecast
Areas

. Map of South Coast Air Basin with Selected Cities and Topography

. Map of South Coast Air Basin PM;, Monitors
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6.2.2 Siep 2: Address not Reasonably Controllable or Preventable (aRCP).

The nRCP demonstration should identify the sources that were expected to have contributed to
the event, both natural and anthropogenic, and indicate how they were not reasonably
controllable or preventable. Generally, the nRCP will include identification of natural sources
and whether they are reasonably controllable, and identification of anthropogenic sources and
their associated controls.

6.2.2.1 Identify source areas and source categories expected to have contributed to the event
EPA recommends that the first step of the nRCP demonstratjonfisito identify the likely source
area and source categories expected to have contributed t gvent. The source areas and
categories can be general, such as, “The area upwind 0 tignitor includes portions of the
Santa Ana Mountains to the NE of the station and exten ng dowdinto the Basin. Sources of the
windblown dust were both natural areas, pamcularl g ins and deserts, and
BACM-controlled anthropogenic sources.” 30 ] geographic references
on a map. :

6.2.2. 2 Calculate Susrazned wind Speed

ted as the wm" averaged over a périod of at least
ned Wméﬂspe d are one to ﬁve minutes.>! EPA

atjonship a time series with
g;ee Sectlon 6.2.2.4)). The

A

ce! such as local air monitoring stations and
tation should indicate what the expected
L e loéal “area and whither the sustained wind speed exceeded this
level. If th;"default entramm nt threshdld of 25 mph is used then this gmdance document should

6.2.2.3 Determine recurrence HUCHCY

EPA intends to consider rence frequency for high wind dust exceptional events to be the
number of events flagged 11 in AQS as high wind dust exceptional events. An event is generally a
continuous period of elevated wind linked to the same weather pattern: it is typically multiple
hours, but could span one or more successive days. EPA is defining a recurring event for
purpose of high wind dust events as more than one expected high wind dust event per year,

0 1 etter dated November 22, 2010 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEPA Region 9, from
Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Branch California Air Resources Board, transmitting final report dated
August 5, 2010 entitled, “Anatysis of Exceptional Events Contributing to High PM10 Concentrations in the South
Coast Air Basin on October 13, 2008.”

3! National Weather Service defines a “sustained wind” as the wind speed determined by averaging observed values
over a two-minute period.
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averaged over three years. The use of “expected” events is necessary to account for variable
sampling frequencies. EPA will rely on flagged high wind dust events in AQS to indicate the
number of high wind dust events in an area. To calculate the recurrence frequency for every-day
sampling (i.e., 1-in-1) the state would count the number of events with data flagged in AQS as a
high wind dust event over the relevant three-year time period and divide the number of flagged
days by three years. For 1-in-3 day sampling the state would count the number of events with
data flagged in AQS as a high wind dust event over the relevant three-year period, multiply by
three to get the equivalent of 1-in-1 day sampling, and then divide by three years. For both 1-in-
1 and 1-in-3 day sampling schedules, if the three-year average recurrence frequency exceeds one
then high wind dust exceptional events within that period will be treated as recurring. In the case
of 1-in-6 day sampling a different approach is necessary since:éyén one hlgh wind dust event
would result in an expected recurrence frequency greater e and it is illogical to call one
exceedance recurring, In this case, one flagged high wi ;_in,st"i vent will be considered non-
recurring, If there is more than one flagged high windidiist cvent B three years then events
during that period will be treated as recurring.

6.2.2.4 Prepare basic controls analysis

Ifthe sustained wind speed calculated in Section’¢ 2 2is at oL, above 25“'m7 or an alternative

apove 25 mph upwind of the monitor and
e ‘monitor could stﬂl qualify for the bas1c

The basic controls analysis n-recurring cases should discuss in general terms the controls
on the sources identified in’Section 6.2.2.1 and explain why the sources were not reasonably
controllable or preventable. As discussed in Section 3.1.5, there is a range of complexity within
the basic controls analysis category. As sustained winds (both level and duration) increase, the
controls analysis can be more basic. The most basic controls analysis would include a brief
description of local/upwind sources that were suspected to significantly contribute to the event
and a description of the controls on the anthropogenic sources in place at the time of the event
(e.g., local BACM measures) and why they are reasonable. For the sources identified, the
submitter should explain how dust entrainment occurred despite having reasonable controls in
place (e.g., controls were overwhelmed by high wind).
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An example of a basic controls analysis for the anthropogenic sources in a non-attainment area

ig:32

This requirement is met by demonstrating that despite reasonable and appropriate
measures in place, the October 13, 2008 wind event caused the NAAQS violation.
During this event, there were no other unusual PM;¢-producing activities occurring in the
Basin and anthropogenic emissions were approximately constant before, during and after
the event. SCAQMD has implemented regulatory measures to control emissions from
fugitive dust sources and open burning in the South Coast Air Basin. Implementation of
Best Available Control Measures (BACM) in the Basin has been carried out through
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), as well as source-specific rules. With its approvals
of the South Coast PM;q Attainment Plans in the State Iniplementation Plan (SIP), EPA
has concluded that this control strategy represents BAGM and Most Stringent Measures
(MSM) for each significant source category, and & jmplementation schedule was as
expeditious as practicable.

. SCAQMD Rule 403 establishe;
reduce ﬁ.lgitive dust emissions ?

crushing, cutting, planmng, shapmg or groL d“*hreakmg), earth<thoying activities,
: oadways, and open sforage piles or

e  SCAQMD Rule 1156, b
Manufacturing Facilities, ia
includin alhandlmg §iorage

-Jlres encloséd systems for loading, unloadmg
crations must employ wind fencing and wet

Reductions from Aggregate and Related
ule;applicable to all permanent and temporary
herations that produce sand gravel crushed stone or

activities with-dust suppressants or other control methods; stabilization of
unpaved roads; parking and staging areas; sweeping of paved roads; and the use
of track-out control systems.

. SCAQMD Rule 1158, Storage, Handling, and Transport of Coke, Coal and
Sulfur, is a source-specific rule that applies to any facility that produces, stores,

handles, transports or uses these materials. This rule restricts visible emissions

321 etter dated November 22, 2010 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEPA Region 9, from

Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Brapch California Air Resources Board, transmitting final report dated

August 5, 2010 entitled, “Analysis of Exceptional Events Contributing to Figh PM10 Concentrations in the South
Coast Air Basin on October 13, 2008.”
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and requires that piles be maintained in enclosed storage and that unloading
operations be conducted in enclosed structures with water spray systems or
venting to permitted air pollution control equipment. It also has specific
requirements to control emissions from roadways, other facility areas, and
conveyors and the loading of materials.

. SCAQMD Rule 1186, PM;¢ Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Roads and
Livestock Operations, requires rapid removal of paved road dust accumulations
and establishes a treatment schedule for unpaved roads, street sweeper
procurement standards, and design standards for new road construction.
SCAQMD Rule 1186.1, Less-Polluting Sweepers reqmres procurement of
alternative-fueled equipment when government “agencles replace street
sweepers. A

. SCAQMD Rule 444, Open Bummg, ensures.
manner that nmumlzes emissions anc_l mpacts

.open buming is conducted in a
lthat smoke is managed to

unhealthy for sensitive groups or :
burning,

‘reduces pollution ffom wood-
squirements for new constmction,

al and prescribed wildland “no-bum” day,
Th - PM3 s 24-hour averages at all stations in the

& gstly crustal material comprised the PMm mass and not
ated urban pollution or combustion sources.

other areas ofithe Basin: indicated no evidence of unusual particulate emissions on
October 13, 2008 other:than related to the strong winds. The complaints are summarized
in Table 2-7 from’ the SCAQMD Clean Air Support System (CLASS) database for
complaints and compliance actions. Due to the windy conditions, SCAQMD compliance
staff responded to 17 complaints related to windblown dust on October 13. Most were in
Riverside and San Bemardino County, but two were in Orange County with no further
compliance action taken. No Notices of Violation or Notices to Comply were issued in
the Basin for fugitive dust on this day. Several complaints were directly related to the
strong winds and windblown dust that overwhelmed the strict fugitive dust controls that
are enforced in the Basin. The control methods were generally effective throughout the
Basin, but were apparently overwhelmed in several instances by the strong, gusty winds,
causing windblown dust and sand to be entrained in the atmosphere.
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‘While the above example provided a basic controls analysis for anthropogenic sources int a non-
attainment area, an area attaining the NAAQS can similarly present the current rules, if any, and
how the identified rules are reasonable given the attainment status.

In addition to identifying controls on anthropogenic sources, it is important that a submitting
agency indicate whether the natural sources could have been reasonably controlled. For
example, the following statement could fulfill this need: “Wind speeds were high enocugh to
entrain dust from natural areas including undisturbed mountain and desert areas upwind of the
monitor. Dust from these sources was not reasonably controllable due to the cost of applying
controls over such a large land area and because of the detrimental effect on the natural
ecosystem that could result.” '

Basic controls analysis for recurring cases
When sustained wind speeds are at or above 25

event in the year, & controls analysis can be bas

ind there is migre than one high wind dust

trajectories or spemﬁc mventones The purpose of Fident] Spemﬁc sourcésr 1 the upwind
& ] orm both the staté and EPA
about whether reasonable control of i i g conirols that would be effective

above 25 mph.

An exa:mple ofa basm

applying controls over such a large land area and because of the detrimental effect on the
natural ecosystem and health of the desert tortoise that could result.

Finally, if EPA recommended controls improvements as part of a previous high wind dust

exceptional event review then the controls analysis should address how these controls

improvements have been addressed.

6.2.2.5 Prepare comprehensive controls analysis

If the sustained wind speed calculated in Section 6.2.2.2 is below 25 mph (or alternative
entrainment threshold approved by EPA) then the state will generally be expected to provide
comprehensive controls analysis (see Section 3.1.5.2). The comprehensive controls analysis is
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expected to have back-trajectories indicating specific sources in the upwind area, an inventory of
the contribution for the significant sources, and detailed descriptions of controls and their
effective implementation and enforcement. The further below 25 mph the wind speeds are at the
source area and/or the higher the recurrence frequency, the more complex and compelling the
demonstration will generally need to be for EPA 1o be able to concur. Note that some of the
information generated as part of a comprehensive controls analysis will also contribute to the
CCR and should be referred to in that portion of the demonstration package.

All controls analyses when wind speeds are below 25 mph, regardless of complexity, should
genera]ly address whether control improvements were recommended by EPA as part of a
previous high wind dust exceptional event review. If control : %rovement had been previously
recommended then the controls analysis should address how ¢ controls improvements have
been implemented. ;

submitting a
For example,

and because of the détrimental effect on the natural ecosystem that could result.
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Comprehensive controls analysis for recurring cases
Recurring cases with wind speeds below 25 mph will require the most comprehensive analyses

to show that the wind-entrained emissions were not reasonably controllable or preventable. The
demonstration is likely to be increasingly difficult as sustained wind speeds decrease from 25
mph (see Section 3.1.5.2 and Figure 1). Many of these cases may not, in fact, represent
concurrable cases. Those cases that could be ¢oncurrable will require considerable analyses to
show that specific sources upwind of the exceeding monitor had reasonable controls that were
properly implemented and enforced. Specifically, the comprehensive controls analysis for
recurring cases should include: back-trajectories indicating specific sources in the upwind area,
an inventory of the contribution for the significant sources, and detailed descriptions of controls
and their effective implementation and enforcement.

F

For comprehensive controls analysis for recurring events,
weight on the meteorological data associated with the Theasured high particulate matter
concentration. A state may be required to provides ource contribi '“'"_1911 analysis, similar to the
analysis presented below, for multiple hours of day, as a single backirajectory does not

rill place significantly more

for high levels of measured particulate matter, con@l%" rably ﬁgf“e attention she
on the hours of the day preceding thé &vent to adequatelyassdss the sources contributing to the
exceedance that may have influenced trations before the arrival of the
claimed event. :

Following is an exampl

rajectory track over which wind parcels travelled
to dehvenng the peak PMg concentration to the West 43®

from earthmovinj permit records. Parcel areas were aggregated within seven general
categories for which Jimited emission factor data were available: vacant, agriculture,
construction, open/reéstricted access, riverbed, sand and gravel/landfill, and other lands.
The uses of these land categories are generally defined as follows:
Vacant — represents undeveloped land to which public access is not restricted;
Agriculture — represents lands under agricultural cultivation;

* Assessment of Qualification for Treatment under the Federal Exceptional Events Rule: High Particulate (PM10)
Concentration Event in the Phoenix Area on April 30, 2008. Technical report prepared by the Arizona Department
of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division. August 16, 2010.
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Construction — represents lands being developed for long term use that will
include ground coverage elements such as pavement, structures, or landscaping
that will prevent the generation of windblown dust;

Passive/restricted open space — represents undeveloped or partially developed
lands to which public vehicular access is restricted (these lands include public
parks, national forests, military posts, and Indian reservations);

Riverbed — represents riverbed channels of the Salt and Gila River branches;
Landfill/sand and gravel — represents lands being used for mineral extraction or
waste deposit;

Other — represents developed lands that are protected from windblown dust
generation by elements such as paving, structures;and landscaping.

April 30, 208 Back-T,

PM, ¢ emissions were calculated for each back-trajectory hour using emission factors
derived from the Nickling and Gillies data, 5-minute wind speed averages recorded at the
West 43™ Avenue monitoring station, and the land use acreage along each back-trajectory
computed by MAG staff, The emission factor equations were used to compute PMy
emissions for each 5-minute portion of each back-trajectory hour. For each 5-minute
period, the measured average wind speed was compared to the threshold friction velocity
calculated at a 10-meter height to determine whether the threshold wind speed necessary
to the generation of windblown PM;o on each land use, undisturbed and disturbed, had
been exceeded. If the threshold velocity was exceeded, the appropriate Nickling and
Gillies emission factor equation was used to compute PM;, emissions in units of gm/cz-




Draft for State/Local/Tribal Agency Review
Revision Date: May 2, 2011 42

sec. Emissions for each 5-minute period within each hour and within each land use
category were converted to units of Ib/acre-hr and then summed to produce hourly
average PM o emission rates per land use category. The emission rates for the other land
use categories and the 2nd hour were calculated using a similar methodology. The land
use category emission rates were then multiplied by the acreages within each appropriate
land use category to derive PM;g emissions for each back-trajectory hour by land use
category. The PM,¢ emissions for each of the back-trajectory hours on each exceedance
day were summed together to calculate total emissions over each exceedance day back-
trajectory by land use category. These land use category emissions were then grouped by
anthropogenic and nonanthropogenic categories to assess the relatzve contribution of
nonanthropogenic sources to exceedances recorded a4 est 43% Avenue monitoring
station during 2008. A summary of the results of th Iculations for the April 30, 2008
exceedance day is presented in the following tablg:

Table 11
Anﬂlro;mﬁemc and Nonanthropogenic Windblewn PM;g Emissions Fr om
“ est 43™ AW enue \*fumtor Back-Trajectory Lands on April 30,2008
PMyy Emissians (Ib} : % of
Land Use Categdi'? Aunthropogenic | Nonanthropogenic | Anthropogenic
VacantUndisturbed - ¢
Vacant/Disturbed 1,501 - 20.7%
Agriculture/Undistorbed 0 - 0.0%%
Agriculture/Disturbed 0 - 0.0%
{ Constraction/Undisturbed 0 - 0.0%
Constraction/Disturbed 277 - 3.8%
Passive-Restricted Undisturbed - 0
Passive-Restricted Disturbed 0 - | 0.0%
RiverbedUndisturbed - £.234
Riverbed/Disturbed 2,408 - 33.3%
Sand & GravelUndisturbed { - 0.0%
Sand & GravelDisturbed 3,053 - 47 3%
Other -
Total 7,240 8.234
% of Grand Total - 46.8% 53.2%

[EPA Addendum: Afier this detailed source attribution estimate is established for all
contributing source areas, the State should then identify all the reasonable control measures
associated with each source category. This analysis should include a detailed explanation as to
why each of those control measures are reasonable for the area and should also include
statemnents that there were no other control measures that were reasonably available.]




Draft for State/Local/Tribal Agency Review
Revision Date: May 2, 2011 43

The analysis should include information on whether these required reasonable controls were
appropriately implemented and enforced during the time of the event. The state should include
all available enforcement, rule effectiveness, and compliance information for the days preceding,
during, and following the claimed event day. EPA will consider the number of inspections and
notices of violations in upwind areas as evidence that all reasonable controls were, in fact,
implemented and functioning appropriately. EPA will also consider the overall compliance rates
for specific source categories in determining whether reasonable controls were in place.

Finally, it is important that a submitting agency indicate whether the natural sources could have
been reasonably controlled. As with the anthropogenic sources for recurring events, it is
important to specifically identify natural sources that are exp: g?to be contributing to the
event(s) so that the state and EPA can consider whether co such as wind breaks near the
natural sources might be reasonable. For example, the ] g type of assessment and
statement could fulfill this need:

Wmd speeds were }ngh enough to entrain

casgl 'ﬁb‘ly controllablé*due to the cost of
41se of the detrimental effect on the

Documentation of effective implementation and enforcement

6.2.3 Step 3: Present Historical Fluctuations (HF) Analyses

As described in Section 3.2, historical fluctuations (HF) analyses will inform EPA’s
determination of whether the event was in excess of normal historical fluctuations and will also
inform CCR, NEBF, and AAQ. Specific analyses expected to provide the historical context for
the event include:
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1. A time series for concentration and wind data for the event area for the previous 3-5

years, or longer if available, with high wind dust events identified: Concentration
data should be 24-hour concentrations for each day and wind data should be
maximum sustained (1-5 minute average) wind for each day. It would also be
appropriate to display wind gusts (1-3 second averages), if available. Depending on
the quantity of data, it may be appropriate to present monthly maximums (note that it
is not appropriate to present monthly-averaged daily data or any other average of the
daily data as this masks other high values). It is appropriate to identify information
such as: seasonal or monthly 24-hour means, other event days, and relevant
standards. The following figures™ show the type of information EPA is seeking,
except that in these cases the time series includes ghlyfone year rather than the longer
timeframe expected by EPA and other high wi st events were not specifically
identified. Additionally, EPA would prefer gonc t1on statistics rather than AQI
statistics. Finally, wind statistics should sho_ ; tum for each day or month
rather than averaged data.

Year 2008 Concentration ..

Ty o fhe Yaar

*Exceptional Event Documentation for February 13, 2008, PM10 High-Wind Exceedance Event. Technical report
prepared by the Clark County (Nevada) Department of Air Quality & Envirormental Management. February 8,

2011.
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Year 2008 Dally Suetained Winds & Meximam Wind Guets

Dally ks VelomHy JRAYITY) » KPH
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ment days over the previous 3-5 years. EPA
included in this calculation I the

ion relative to seasonal data with and without all high wind

tile of the 24-hour average PM concentration should be
provided forthy -day relative to all measurement days for the season (or
appropriate al iative 3-month period) of the event over the previous 3-5 years. Itis
appropriate to use the same time horizon as used for the percentile calculated relative
to annual data.

6.2.4 Step 4: Address Clear Causal Relationship (CCR

As described in Section 3.3, the following types of evidence can support the CCR demonstration:
s Occurrence and geographic extent of the event
e Transport of emissions related to the event in the direction of the monitor(s) where
measurements were recorded
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e Spatial relationship between the event, sources, transport of emissions, and recorded
concentrations
o Temporal relationship between the high wind and elevated PM concentrations at the
monitor in question
» Chemical composition and/or size distribution of measured pollution that links the
pollution at the monitor(s) with particular sources or phenomena
* Comparison of event-affected day(s) fo specific non-event days
e Comparison of concentration and wind speed during the period of the event to historical
data (i.e., historical fluctuations analyses)
Each of these types of evidence is treated in detail below. Notg that information generated in this
portion of the demonstration submittal may result in revisio e conceptual model and
controls analysis. As the flow diagram (Figure 2) sugge eparation of a high wind dust
exceptional event package is not necessarily a step—wi Lo

:for an exceptional event showing
MD' demonstranon submittal are
;zded as part of this document or the

egge ued a press release on October 10 to
assOciated wildfire potential (see Appendix

potentially damaging winds and windblown dust and sand, along with reduced visibilities.
NWS advisories and warnings for high winds (Appendix, Section A.5) were already in place
on October 12, extending through Tuesday, October 14, or longer. A Wind Advisory is
issued by NWS when sustained winds of 30 to 39 mph are expected for 1 hour or longer. A
High Wind Warning is issued when sustained winds of 40 mph or more are expected for 1
hour or longer, or for wind gusts of 58 mph or more with no time limit. NWS Oxnard issued
High Wind Warnings on October 12, extending through the period for the Los Angeles and
Ventura County Mountains and Wind Advisories for the Santa Monica Mountains, the
Ventura County coastal and interior valleys, the Santa Clarita Valley, the Los Angeles
County San Fernando Valley, and the Ventura and Los Angeles County coasts, including
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Downtown Los Angeles. NWS San Diego issued High Wind Warnings for the San
Bernardino and Riverside County valleys (Inland Empire) and the Santa Ana mountains and
foothills and Wind Advisories for the San Bernardino County mountains, Orange County
coastal areas, the Riverside County mountains, the San Diego County mountains, and the San
Diego County valleys, In short, High Wind Advisories and Warnings were in place for most
of the South Coast Air Basin and much of southem California to wam the public of this high
wind event. Northeasterly winds with sustained speeds in the 35 to 45 mph range were
predicted throughout the region, along with damaging gusts to 70 mph, especially in the
mountains and below passes and canyons in the Inland Empire. Hazardous driving
conditions were predicted, especially through and below canyons and passes, as well as
blowing dust and sand with reduced visibility, broken treg:li "f"”bs and downed power lines.

The AQMD Meteorology Section pred1cted high wing ”‘@ctober 13 in the Coachella
Valley for AQMD Rule 403.1, which requires spec1ﬁc actmn 4in this area when wind gusts
exceed 25 mph. While there are no other AQMDrule requir 1ts to forecast winds in the
‘Basin, the daily forecast discussion by AQMD:dssued on Octob : for Monday, October 13
predicted the strong winds. A smoke adv was already in effec -the morning of

everal drdas of the Basin, including Central Orange County
naheim), as follows:

g inds will likely cause PM10 concentrations to reach
Unhealthy for Sensi 5 concentrations or higher in areas throughout the Basin
downwind of the wi . This includes any areas where windblown dust is visible,
especially through and below passes and canyons, until the winds subside. Wind prone areas
are likely to include: the San Bernardino Valley (Areas 32, 33, 34, 35), Riverside County
Valleys (Areas 22, 23, 24, 25, 26), Orange County (Areas 16, 17, 18, 19, 20) and the Los
Angeles County northern and southern coastal areas (dreas 2 and 4).

In addition, strong:S m‘aAn
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Nearby visibility readings:
Visibility readings were supplied by SCAQMD and visibility pictures were submitted by
ADEQ for nearby airports.

MODIS satellite maps:
SCAQMD provided the following maps showing the spatial distribution of blowing dust.

onditions that created the high wind:
following description of weather conditions around the time of

Description of
SCAQMD provid:
the event

An upper level trough of low pressure moved through California, between October 9 and
11. The low pressure system did not create much rain in California during this period,
but temperatures were cool throughout the state. By Sunday, October 12, the backside of
the trough was over California, providing upper level support for a developing strong
Santa Ana wind event. The strong pressure gradients that developed between the high
and low pressure aloft created strong winds. The National Weather Service (NWS) 500
millibar (MB) analyses every 12 hours between 0400 PST on October 12 and 0400 PST
on October 14 are shown in the Appendix, Section A.11. The winds over California at
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the 500 MB pressure level started out northwesterly in the morning of October 12 with
speeds to 81 mph (70 knots), then became more northerly by the morning of Monday,
October 13 with speeds to 57 mph (50 knots). The strong northerly flows aloft, coupled
with strong northeasterly surface pressure gradients, enhanced the offshore flows at the
surface.

The passage of the low pressure trough aloft brought the first strong cold front of the
season at the surface. Section A.12 in the Appendix shows the NWS sea-level pressure
analyses, every three hours between 1600 PST on October 12 and 0100 PST on October
14. By 1600 PST October 12 the surface low and cold ﬁont was over the northeastern

, eihlgh pressure over Nevada had
S-across California. By 0700 PST,

mg the winds to ‘éhlft from northerly to
ay. The strong pressm'e- gradients caused

high pressure further enhanced the winds as:
winds had already been obseg ]
early morning of October 13,

h northeas‘teﬂy winds, enhanced by thermal
at Basin. The relatively cool air from the
California mountains, gaining momentum on
Al sressional warming and drying of the air in
his eombmagon "of strong wind, high temperatures and low
Santa Ana conditions highly conducive to wildfires in

(positive) or oﬁ‘gh i'gAatlve) where

SPG = (SAN-LAS)* + (LGB-DAG)* + (RIV-DAG)”"

In the morning of October 12, the 0700 PST SPG was —5.5 MB, indicating moderate
offshore flow. At the same time in the morning of October 13, the SPG strengthened to

¥ Sea Level Pressure difference between San Diego and Las Vegas
% Sea Level Pressure difference between Long Beach and Daggett
37 Sea Level Pressure difference between Riverside and Dappett




Draft for State/Local/Tribal Agency Review
Revision Date: May 2, 2011 50

—14.7 MB, indicating a stronger offshore gradient. The gradient was enhanced by the
upper level pattern and thermal gradient as described above, to create a strong wind
event, especially for several hours through the moring of October 13.

o Measurements from monitoring stations:
The following figures show the kind of analyses based on measurements from air
monitoring and meteorological stations that could be used to show the occurrence and
geographic extent of the event.3§
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6.2.4.2 Transport of emissions velated to the event in the direction of the monitor(s) where
measurements were recorded
The type of information that would support this kind of evidence is wind direction data showing
that emissions from sources identified as part of the nRCP demonstration were upwind of the
monifor(s) in question.
» Example 1: map showing local sources and wind direction® — note that the topography
gives an indication of sources in this map. Ideally, the likely significant sources such as

3% BEPA Region IX
¥ EPA Region IX
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agriculture fields, desert areas, mountains, and industrial sources would be identified (see
next example).

e Example 2: trajectories focusgd‘" area in questi
Even 1f extensive compreilen

6.2.4.3 Spatialrelationship bé- een the(&ve'nt, sources, transport of emissions, and recorded

concentrations
The type of information that wouid support this evidence could be a map showing likely source

area, wind speeds, Wmd'- directidn; and particulate matter concentratmns for the affected area
during the time of the event: see the example figure below.*

“* EPA Region IX
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e comparison of concentratlon data to specific days that are similar to the event day with
respect to emissions and meteorology except for the high wind
¢ comparison of chemical composition

The following figure is an example of a companson of concentrations and wind speed in the area

to days preceding and following the event.*

1 etter dated November 22, 2010 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEPA Region 9, from

Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Branch California Air Resources Board, transmitting final report dated
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, ,g the absence of all possible or plausible other causes is
imple, SEAQMD provided the following:

these, the Marek Fire, was active during the early morning hours when the hourly PM)p
concentrations spiked at Anaheim, Also, the northeasterly wind flows throughout the
period, make it unlikely the smoke or ash from the fires contributed significantly to the
PM,o measured at Anaheim. Crustal material from windblown dust was the primary
component of the measured PM, as confirmed by comparing with the PM; 5 measured
on this day. Prescribed, agricultural or residential burning did not appear to have added
any significant amount of PMj¢ to the concentrations measured in the Basin; these

August 5, 2010 entitled “Anslysis of Exceptional Events Contributing to High PM10 Concentrations in the South
Coast Air Basin on October 13, 2008.”
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activities were not permitted on this day. The PM;s portion of PMyy, which would
indicate combustion sources, was very small throughout the Basin. PM;, was emitted
from some BACM-controlled sources {mainly agricultural and construction activities) as
BACM controls were locally overwhelmed by the high winds. Natural particulate
sources areas also contributed to the measured PM;q, particularly the upwind mountain
and desert areas.

6.2.5 Address Affects Air Quality (AAQ)

Once sufficient HF analyses have been provided and CCR has been demonstrated the event will
generally have been considered to have affected air quality at.the’exceeding monitor, and thus
the AAQ element will have been met. Prepare statement th; Q has been met by providing
HF analyses and demonstrating CCR.

6.2.6 Address Human Activity Unlikely to Recr;r ; a;Partlcular L ahon / Natural Event

(HAURL / Natural Event)

Once both CCR and nRCP have been demonstrate
natural event, thus fulfilling the HAURL / Natural

typical for the :wile of. yea.r and PM;( emissions control programs were being
implemented, not’ only for fugitive dust-generating activities, but also for agricultural
burning in the Basin.-Furthermore, due to the forecasts for high winds on October 13, the
SCAQMD comphance teams were ready to act quickly to fugitive dust complaints to
minimize emissions and to enforce mitigation methods like watering and soil
stabilization.

2 etter dated November 22, 2010 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEPA Region 9, from
Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Branch California Air Resources Board, transmitting final report dated
August 5, 2010 entitled “Analysis of Exceptional Events Contributing to High PM10 Concentrations in the South
Coast Air Basin on October 13, 2008.”
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Vehicular traffic, cooking and residential fires do not directly cause PM;q 24-hour
NAAQS violations in the Basin. Activity levels in the Basin were typical for the time of
year and PM;, emissions control programs were being implemented, for fugitive dust-
generating activities, as well as open burning. With the unsettled conditions on Qctober
13, such emissions would not contribute significantly to the PM;o measured. There were
reasonable and appropriate measures in place to control PM;, in the Basin on October 13,
2008, including SCAQMD Rules 403, 444, 445, 1156, 1157, 1158 and 1186.

Examining the make-up of the PM;in the Basin on this day using PM, s data, the coarse
particles (PM,q.2.5), which are associated with windblowl_l dust, represent well over 75%
of the total PM;o mass collected in the Basin. The thre . vildfires that were burning in the
Basin, one of which started on October 12 and two.6ther after the high hourly PMj,
concentratlons started, were not the pnmary cau( o %—ggigh PMyg. PMz s remained

o,_compére to the measured PMm
ilghmrmd event clearly caused these

quantltanve NEBF an ysis wﬂl e mcoxporated in this document as one becomes available.
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Appendix A. Summary of Studies on Windblown Dust Emissions

Windblown dust is a controllable and preventable form of PM;, pollution when wind speeds are
below the threshold to entrain dust from reasonably controlled sources. To ensure effective
implementation of the EER, it is useful to determine the wind speeds at which windblown dust
no longer becomes controllable. To clarify the related definitions in the EER and its preamble,
EPA generally plans to apply a 25 mph sustained wind speed threshold for arid areas. Areas
with local data supporting alternate minimum wind speeds to entrain dust from stable surfaces
are encouraged to submit this information to EPA for review and approval. In EPA’s weight of
evidence analysis of high wind dust events, sustained wind speeds above 25 mph will be
assumed to have the potential ablhty to raise dust emissions from:Some stable surfaces in arid,
semi-arid, or seasonally dry regions. Wind speeds below ﬂn {hreshold will be assumed to
entrain dust emissions primarily from disturbed anthropoge: urces that have not been
reasonably controlled. The following summary of pertinent infortiation provides technical
justification for the proposed threshold wind spce

eﬁg ‘wind-blown :
rstabilized, and u:nsta%ﬂlzed

L ising a portable wind tunnel at 31
ter Soﬂ groups.” All of the test sites

rused on théinrewously stabilized surfaces. A
"‘n_in Figure BS-1. The 2004 data show that

occur when wind speeds are below 25 mph these are not expected to result in exceedances in

most western areas Eaartwularly: desert areas such as in Clark County.

* Sites were characterized in terms of Wind Brodibility Groups (WEGs).

“Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management Air Quality Regulations, Section 90 —
Fugitive Dust from Open Areas and Vacant lots, Subsection 90.4. Test Methods, revised 12/17/2002.

*Refined PM;, Asolian Emission Factors for Native Desert and Disturbed Vacant Land Areas. Final Report, June

30, 2006.
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4 Watson, J.G. and Chow, J.C. 2000. Reconciling Urban Fugitive Dust Emissions Inventory and Ambient Source
Contribution Estimates: Summary of Current Knowledge and Needed Research. DRI Document No. 6110.4F.
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Figure 3-1.. Average PMyy clessifed by wind speed from howly beta atenuiation monitor
{BAM) measurements at an Urban/Construction site and a Non-Urbun/Desert site near Las
Vegas, NV during 1993 (Chow and Watson, 1997b; Chow et al., 1999). Wind speeds were
moasured at 10 m above ground level.
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7 Nickling, W.G. and Gillies, I.A. 1989. Emission of Fine Grained Particulates From Desert Soils. In
Paleoclimatology and Paleometeorology: Maodern and Past Patterns of Global Atmospheric Transport. Leinen,
M. and Sarnthein, M., {Eds.) Kluwer Academic Publishers. 133-165,

“Gillette, D.A. 1980. Threshold Velocities for Input of Soil Particles into the Air by Desert Soils. Journal of
Geophysical Research. 85: 5621-5630; Gillette, D.A. 1982. Threshold Friction Velocities and Rupture Moduli for
Crusted Desert Soils for the Input of Soil Particles into the Air. Journal of Geophysical Research. 87: 9003-8015;
Belnap, 1. 2007, Wind Erodibility of Soils at Fort Irwin, Celifornia (Mojave Desert), USA, Before and After
Trampling Disturbance; Implications for Land Management. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms. 32: 74-84;
Belnap, J. 1998. Vulnerability of Desert Biological Soil Crusts to Wind Erosion: The Influences of Crust
Development, Soil Texture, and Disturbance. Journal of Arid Environments. 39: 133-142.
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Appendix B. Checklist for High Wind Exceptional Events Demonstration
Submission

Completeness Checklist for High Wind Dust Exceptional Events.

Instructions: This checklist is to be submitted with the exceptional events package for EPA
Teview.

Note that completion of this checklist does not indicate that the.gyent in question is concurrable
nor does this reflect the entire universe of information that E ay require to satisfy the
demonstration requirements. This checklist represents the mjrimum information that must be
included in a package and serves to identify packages t incomplete rather than show that a
package 18 complete In some cases (e.g., very h1gh md spee&s ' t 311 parameters under each

Site Name/AQS ID:

Pollutant:

regulatory decision mustbe made by EPA? [Note: In all cases, EPA
encourages submittal withiftel’2 months of when the event occurred ]

(over)
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Evidence Information Included | Page(s)
Conceptual Model

~description of weather phenomena resulting in | [Y/N] [page #]
high wind

-description of what sources were likely [Y/N] [page #]
entrained by the high wind

-explanation of the path by which the dust [Y/N] [page #]

reached the monitor(s)

-map showing relevant monitors, topography,
other relevant geographic features

[page #]

-description of how the event day differs from
non-event days

[page #]

-description of concentration and wind patterns
for the exceeding monitor(s) and surrounding
area

[page #]

Wind Statistics

-max sustained wind (5 min avg)

[pge #]

-max gust (1 min avg)

[page #]

-wind trajectories done?

[page #]

-were wind speeds compared to hlStOI‘lC'cI‘ ata?

(i.e., recurrence frequ

[page #]

-other

[page #]

[page #]
[page #]
[page #]
-are natural sources notfeasonab ’y controllal::le‘7 [page #]
-was a High Wind Actjon’ P A; L’*mcluded'? [Y/N] [page #]
HF
-were time-series analyses for concentratlon and | [Y/N] [page #]
wind data included? -
-annual comparison to historical data (wind and | [%ile] [page #]
concentrations)
-seasonal comparison to historical data (wind [Yeile] [page #]

and concentrations)
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CCR (=> AAQ & HAURL / Natural Event)

-were spatial analyses included, establishing a
spatial relationship between the event, sources,
transport of emissions, and recorded
concentrations?

[Y/N]

[page #]

-were temporal analyses included, establishing a
temporal relationship between the high wind and
clevated PM concentrations at the monitor?

[page #]

-comparison of event-affected day(s) to specific
non-event days?

[page #]

-was the dust shown to be from the sources
discussed in the nRCP section?

-were alternative hypotheses discussed?

-was a causal (not just correlational) relationship
established?

NEBF

-was a but-for analysis included?




