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TENTATIVE AGENDA 

I . Call to Order 

2. Call to the Audience 

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

3. Approval of the April 28, 20 I I Meeting 
Minutes 

4. Evaluation of Proposed CMAQ Projects for 
the Federal Fiscal Year 20 I I Interim Year End 
Closeout 

An evaluation of proposed Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 
Projects submitted for Federal FY20 I I Interim 
Year End Closeout has been conducted. 
Projects were requested by April 14, 20 I I . 
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, 20 II MAG 
Transportation Review Committee meeting 
for use in prioritizing projects. 

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 

2. For information. 

3. Review and approve the April 28, 20 I I 
meeting minutes. 

4. For information, discussion, and possible 
recommendation to forward the CMAQ 
evaluation to the May 26, 20 II MAG 
Transportation Review Committee meeting 
for use in prioritizing projects. 



5. Update on the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-

l.Q 

At the last Committee meeting, the new 
Revised 2008 Annual PM-I 0 Emissions 
Inventory that would be used as the basis for 
the new plan was discussed. MAG has now 
prepared preliminary projections of PM-I 0 
emissions for 20 I I and 20 12, based on the 
Revised 2008 Annual Emissions I nventory 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. 

On a 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-IO 
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-I 0 standard in 20 10. The next seven 
months are critical. If three 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-I 0 would not be needed. 

I ndividuals from the twenty-eight MAG 
member agencies have been coordinating with 
Maricopa County and the private sector in a 
regionwide effort to prevent PM-IO 
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. 
On May 26, 20 I I , 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 20 I I. This bill includes 
provisions to address early implementation of 
measures to reduce PM-lOon 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. 

6. Draft EPA Guidance Documents on the 
Implementation ofthe Exceptional Events Rule 

On May 2, 20 I I, 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. 

7. Call for Future Agenda Items 

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

6. For information and discussion. 

7. For information and discussion. 
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1. 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 DeLaCruz, 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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 of78,410 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 
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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 AQT AC Committee in November 2011, go 
to Regional Council for approval in January 20 12 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-1 0 concentrations need to be reduced to meet the PM-1 0 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, it is from the point of submission. Year 2011 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. 

5. 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. 
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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. If they 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-10prevention 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. 
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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 ofPM-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 proj ect 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-1 0 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. 
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6. 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 
AQT AC 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 AQT AC 
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 un stabilized 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 offive 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 I(amps, 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. I(amps 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 ofunpaved 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. 
I(amps 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. I(amps 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. I(amps 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. I(amps 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. I(amps 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 ifEP A 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 if the 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, ifbenefits 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 Haj duk, 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. Chenauskyadded 
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. I(amps 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. I(amps 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 a paved 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, AD EQ, 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. I(amps 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 EP A. 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. 

7. 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-I0 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-I0 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. 

8. 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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EVALUATION OF PROPOSED CMAO PROIECTS FOR THE FEDERAL FISCAL 
YEAR 20 I I 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 20 I I 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, 20 I I meeting. 

PROIECT EVALUATION 

Currently, the amount of funding available for FY 20 I I Closeout is still being evaluated by MAG staff. 
Twenty-four projects requesting approximately $1 I .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 3 I , 20 I I, is available on. the MAG website at: 
http://www.azmag.gov!Documents/CMAQ_20 I 1-04-05 _Final-CMAQ-Methodologies _ 3-31-20 I I.pdf. 

The projects have been ranked in order from most cost-effective to least cost-effective inthe 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-I 0, 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-IO 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-I 0 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 I mprovement 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 20 I I 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 



.......... ,,""' ..... """)..J.A,;.J.AJ '-"'..l..".JL~ .. ",,,,,,£ .L .L"'-'U..LJ'-"'.JL)..J .JL. '-'.JL'-. .JL .JL.JL.L;.J .JL' .L;.J....,.L;.J.JL~ .JL' ... MlV"&",,&,, ..L.L.., ... .JL,;J ... '-I..J... ......... .A..:.J,.£'"'1...I..'-. ..L:JJ.....,...., ,-"..LJ,-,U..&..;J,-, v .... - .... '-C'"1.L .., .... ~...., ..., .... ,-",-,u.a. ..LJ .......... .JL:../'-".L ...... .JL:../J... .... .a...:Juu 

Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions 
Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction Cost 

Agency TIP Number Location Description of Work 
Fiscal 

Weighted Weighted Weighted Weighted Effectiveness 
CMAQFunds Notes 

Year 
TOG NOx PM-lO Total ($/metric ton)1 

Requested (below) 

(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 
2 

125th and 127th Ave: Varney Rd to Peoria, 
EI Mirage ELM09-802 and Dysart Ranchettes area: Varney Rd, Pave unpaved roads 2011 147.03 147.03 $2,599 $444,400 

Peoria Ave, Dysart Rd, and EI Mirage 
3 

Tempe TMP12-804 Citywide Design and construct fiber optic cable installations 2011 3.35 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 
MMAII-724 

Forrest Rd: McDowell Mountain Rd to Rio 
Add paved dirt shoulder and bike lane on both sides 2011 0.02 0.03 3.83 3.87 $19,133 $130,000 

County Verde Dr 
4,5 

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 

2011 0.50 1.75 0.55 2.81 $44,735 $210,000 
signal system and four CCTV cameras 2 

Valley Central PhoenixlEast Valley (CPIEV) 20-
Installation of additional METRO ticket vending 

Metro Rail 
VMR09-826T 

mile light rail transit starter line 
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 

includes upgrades to existing camera management 
1.08 2.34 0.92 4.34 $101,150 $734,447 

software 2,7 
Maricopa 

MMAII-722 5 different locations Upgrade traffic signals, including CCTV facilities 2011 0.21 0.75 0.24 1.19 $125,181 $150,000 
County 2 
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 MESl1-703 Various locations 
Install fiber-optic communications and upgrade traffic 

2011 0.74 3.27 0.82 4.82 $148,886 $500,000 
signal controllers 7 

Chandler CHN14-102 
Ray, Elliot, Dobson, connecting at Arizona Construct ITS project for fiber communications from 

2011 0.35 1.46 0.26 2.07 $213,805 $150,000 
back to TMC signals to the TCM 2 

Valley 
VMT12-lOlT Region wide Purchase bus; standard 40 foot - 39 replace (Tempe) 2011 0.14 3.10 0.00 3.24 $256,887 $3,028,360 

Metro 6 
Maricopa 

MMAII-723 Bell Rd: 115th Ave to 55th Ave 
Construct Dynamic Message Signs, CCTV camera 

2011 0.19 0.62 0.22 1.02 $319,062 $163,800 
County fiber optic conduit and cable 2 

Mesa MES12-815 
ITS Signal Conversions - Phase 5 (Brown Rd 

Establish fiber optic links to traffic signals 2011 0.67 2.98 0.74 4.40 $352,963 $1,934,406 
and Lindsay Rd) 2 

Surprise NEW Citywide 
Development of a citywide BikelPedestrian Strategic 

2011 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 $373,878 $105,000 
Plan 4,8 

McDowell Rd: 99th Ave to Avondale Blvd Furnish and install 2 118 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 

Glendale NEW 
North/south alleyway between 57th Ave and Design only of pedestrian improvements to include 

2011 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.08 $793,669 $130,000 
57th Dr and Glendale Ave and Glenn Dr pavers, decorative walls, undergrounding utilities, etc. 

8 
Phoenix PHX08-875 Western Canal west of 24th St Design and construct pedestrian bridge 2011 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.07 $1,010,556 $184,450 8 

Mesa MES13-905 
Consolidated Canal: Lindsay Rd to Baseline Construct a 1 O-foot wide concrete pathway, including 

2011 0.06 0.10 0.10 0.26 $1,167,472 $1,067,600 
Rd lighting, pavillg and traffic signals 

--- --- . - ...... --
4,8 
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PROPOSED CMAQ PROJECTS FOR THE FEDERAL FY 2011 INTERIM YEAR END CLOSEOUT - RANKED BY COST EFFECTIVENESS 

Emissions Emissions Emissions 
Reduction Reduction Reduction 

Agency TIP Number Location Description of Work 
Fiscal 

Weighted Weighted Weighted 
Year 

TOG NOx PM-lO 
(kg/day) (kg/day) (kg/day) 

Tempe TMP10-629 
Salt River: Interstate-10/Tempe Drain to 

Construct multi-use path 
Priest Dr 

2011 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Phoenix NEW 7th Street, McDowell Rd to Northern Ave Plan, design, and construct bus bay improvements 2011 0.01 0.04 0.002 

Litchfield 
LPK05-101C Litchfield Rd at Wigwam Blvd 

Park 
Construct multi-use underpass 2011 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Niltes: 
1. Cost 4/Jectiwmess is expressed as the total CAlA Q Project cost (in dollal7':j per annual emissions reduction (in metric tons). 
2.Supports the Tram;portatiol1 Control Measure (TCiUj in the Revised 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO lvlaintenal1ce Plan: "Develop intelligent Transportation Systems. ,. 
3.SlIpports the measure in the Revised.MAG 1999 Serious Area P/II-10 Plan: "Reduce Particulate Emissionsji-om Unpaved Roads and Alleys. rt 
4. Supports the TC/V! in the Revised lvlAG 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO Afaintenance Plan: "Encouragement of Bicycle Travel. n 

5.Supports the measure in the Revised A1AG 1999 Serious Area P1vf-10 Plan: /I Curbing, Paving or Stabilizing Shoulders on Paved Road'). t/ 

6. Supports the TCM in Lhe Revised lvL1G 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO jvlaintenance Plan: "A lass Transit Alternatives. ,. 
7.Supports rhe TCl'vi in the Revised AfAG 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and COiiJaintenance Plan: "Coordinate Traffic Signal Systems." 
8. Supporrs the TCjtj in the Revised A1AG 1999 Serious Area CO Plan and CO Mainrenance Plan: "Encouragemenr of Pedestrian Travel. " 

2of2 

Emissions 
Reduction Cost 

Weighted Effectiveness 
CMAQ Funds 

Total ($/metric tonl 
Requested 

(kg/day) 

0.09 $1,406,888 $500,000 

0.05 $1,416,228 $400,000 

0.08 $2,712,175 $293,880 

Notes 
(below) 

4,8 

6 
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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) 
programs for improved public transit 
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 
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 
programs for new construction and maj or 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 

1 



2. 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 

3. 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 

4. Congestion Reduction & Traffic Flow Improvements 
• traditional traffic flow improvements, such as the construction of roundabouts, HOV lanes, left-tum 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 proj ects, 
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 

5. 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 maj ority 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 ofNAAQS 
during periods of high pollutant levels; must be combined with a marketing program to inform SOV drivers of other 
transportation options 

6. 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. 
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7. Travel Demand Management 
• activities explicitly aimed at reducing SOY 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 
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 ofTDM measures may be funded indefmitely, but only ifbroken out as distinct 
line items 

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

8. 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 

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

10. Carpooling and Vanpooling 
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 

11. FreightlIntermodal 
• 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 

12. 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 
outreach activities that provide information exchange and technical assistance to diesel owners and operators on retrofit 
options 

• under a public-private partnership, proj ects 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 

13. 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 

14. 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 
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15. Inspection/Maintenance (11M) Programs 
• for publicly or privately owned 11M facilities that constitute new or additional efforts eligible activities include construction 

of facilities, purchase of equipment, 11M 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 11M program related administrative costs are eligible in States that rely on privately owned 11M facilities 
privately-owned 11M facilities such as service stations, that own the equipment and conduct emission test-and-repair services, 
requires a public-private partnership 
establishment of "portable" 11M programs, including remote sensing providing that they are public services, reduce emissions, 
and meet relevant regulations 

16. Experimental Pilot Projects 
• an "experimental" project or program must be defmed as a transportation project and be expected to reduce emissions by 

decreasing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), fuel consumption, congestion, or by other factors 

17. In particulate matter non attainment or maintenance areas, examples of eligible projects and programs include: 
• paving dirt roads 

street sweeping equipment 

4 



Table 2. Ineligible CMAQ Activities and Projects 

1. Proj ects outside of the nonattainment or maintenance area boundaries, except in cases where the proj ect is located in close 
proximity to the nonattainment or maintenance area and the benefits will be realized primarily within the non attainment 
or maintenance area 

2. Light-duty vehicle scrappage programs 

3. 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 

4. 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 

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

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

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

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

9. 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 

5 



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-IO Certified Street Sweeper Projects 

• Recommend a prioritized list of proposed PM-IO 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 Item #5 

City of Phoenix 

David Cavazos 
City Manager 

Date: May 11, 2011 

From: Philip McNeely, Chair /Jf~ 
Dust Reduction Task Force 

Subject: LONG TERM RECOMMENDATIONS - DU~T REDUCTION TASK FORCE 

The Dust Reduction Task Force (Task Force) was formed to develop and implement 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 action plan by 
April 15 and its long term action' plan by May ~ 5, 2011. ' 

The short term action plan was submitted to the City Manager on April 15th 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 action 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 valu~ble 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 
1 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. 

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

• Extern~1 Strategy: May include the use of external newsletters, 
web sites, and other media. The strategy will,also focus o'n 
providing literature and presenting' information to stakeholder 
groups c;tlready,engaged by departments. These may include 
Block Watch meetings, Home Owners Assoqiations, Village 
JPlanning Committees, Senior Centers arid P.ark and 
Recreation Centers. 

2 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. 

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

4 Expand the city's dust trai~ing program to include code enforc,ement 
staff in the Police, Planning and Developmental Services, and 
Neighborhood Services Departme~ts. 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. 

5' 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. 

6 Prepare a Final Report documenting the short term and long term 
recommendatio~s. The report will include an implementation 
schedule. 

7. Report Implementation Status to City Manager's Office 

c: Executive Team 
Department and Function Heads 
Dust Reduction Task Force 

R:\Air\Oust Reduction Task Force\PM10 Task Force Long Term Recommendations May 11.doc 

Completion 
Date 

July 1 

August 1 

September 2 

September 2 

Ongoing 

September 
30 

Periodic 



Agenda Item #5 

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 
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 



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

Agenda Item #6 

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

This overview document and its attachments l 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 website2

, are provided to facilitate review of these materials 

by outside parties, to help ensure that EPA's fmal 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.govby June 30, 
20ll. For guidance-related questions, please contact Beth Pahna 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 states3 nor 
regions want to prepare or review numerous versions of a single event demonstration package. 

This draft guidance 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.4 

3. Clear expectations will enable EPA and other air agencies to better manage resources 
related to the exct';ptional events process. 

1 Attachment 1, "Draft Exceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions" (the draft Q&A document) and 
Attachment 2, "Draft Guidance on the Preparation of Demonstrations in Support of Requests to Exclude Ambient 
Air Quali1y Data Affected by High Winds nnder the Exceptional Events Rule" (the draft High Winds Guidance 
docmnent). 
2 Additional information and examples of exceptional event submissions and best practice components can be found 
at EPA's Exceptional Events website locate at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/analysisiexevents.htm. 
3 This and all subsequent references to "state" are meant to include state, local and tribal agencies 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 priori1y 

*** 
(iv) the principle that each State must take necessary measures to safegnard public health regardless of the 
source of the air pollution 
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Note to StateiLocallTribal 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 fue policy documents.5 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 defmition 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 Exclnsion 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: 

• the event affected air quality 
• the event was not reasonably controllable or preventable 
• the event was caused by human activity that is unlikely to recur at a particular location, or 

was a natural event 
• there exists a clear causal relationship between the specific event and the monitored 

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

fluctuations including background 

'Previous guidance and policy documents that either implied or documented the need for identifYing data affected 
by an exceptional event include: 
i) "Guideline for Interpretation of Air Quality Standards," U.S. EPA, OAQPS No. 1.2-008, Revised February 1977. 
ii) "Guideline On the Identification and Use of Air Quality Data Affected by Exceptional Eveots" (the Exceptional 

Events Policy), U.S. EPA, OAQPS, July 1986. 
iii) "Areas Affected by PMlO Natural Events" (the PMIO 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 Admiuistrator 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-4541R-98-017, 
December 1998. 
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• there would have been no exceedance or violation but for the event 

In reviewing exceptional events demonstration packages, EPA has found that the fonowing 
EER elements, along with historical fluctuations, playa significant role in the states' supporting 
documentation: 

1. not reasonably contronable or preventable 
2. if the event was caused by human activity, that human activity is unlikely to recur at a 

particular location 6 

3. clear causal relationship between specific event and monitored concentration 
4. no exceedance or violation but for the evene 

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.8 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 natural event if sources are entirely natural or contributing anthropogenic sources 
are reasonably controned.9 This concept is explained in more detail in Attachment 2, the draft 
High Winds Guidance document. 

EPA recognizes the inherent links between an 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). Further, each 
potential event can have varied and differing characteristics, and thus would usuany 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. 

6 The remaining part of this criterion~ "or a natural 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. 
8 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 nse 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 Donnal historical fiuctnations. EPA will use the infonnation provided by the state to determine whether the event 
was in excess ofnonnal historical fiuctnations. ''Nonnal historical finctoations" 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 
eligible for exclusion nnder the EER; therefore, events do not necessarily have to be rare to satisfy this element. 
EPA expects that failure of the "historical fiuctoations" element indicates likely failure for "clear causal 
relationship" andlor ''no exceedance but for" as wel~ and thus does not expect that demonstration submittal non
concurrence will result from failure of this element alone. 
9 Hnman activity would be considered to have played little or no direct causal role in causing the entrainment of the 
dnst by high wind if contributing anthropogeuic sources of dust are reasonably controlled, and thns the event would 
be considered a natural event. If anthropogenic sources contributed significantly to a measured concentration and 
these same emissions from anthropogenic 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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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 in 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 AOS - 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 package (optional) - EPA reco=ends 
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 ofintent-EPA anticipates responding to the state's letter 
of intent within 60 days ofreceipt 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 regolatory deadline. States should also 
identify the relationship between the exceptional event-related flagged data and the 
anticipated regolatory 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 regolatory 
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 andlor 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.lO 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 rulemaking 
procedure. 

10 If an 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-tenn. In this case, EPA will generally 
not address completeness ofthe 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 demonstration 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" 
fmding. The draft Q&A document provides reco=endations for showing how the 
observed concentration compares tu 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 nonattamment 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 emission reductions to attain the NAAQS than is actually the case. 
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Under the draft guidance, states faced with either of these sitoations 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.) 

• To remove 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 guidance overview document and its 
attachments are consistent with those sections. 

High Winds Guidauce 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 demonstrations packages for high wind dust events that have 
affected PMlO and PM2.5. 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 sitoation 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: 

• In nonattainrnent areas, a reference point for considering what constitotes 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 area'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 controls generally would not include efforts to control wind-blown dust from 
undisturbed natural landscapes or previously disturbed landscapes that are being allowed 
to retorn 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.gov/ttnlanalysis/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 guidance 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 guidance already provided in the preamble to 
the rule. Although EPA hopes to formalize the concepts in these guidance documents by issuing 
fmal 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: 

I. 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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ATTACHMENTl 

Exceptional Events Rule Frequently Asked Questions 

The Exceptional Events Rule of20071 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) recoguizes 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 '>Y~ight of evidence" approach 
in evaluating each demonstration to justify excluding data "aff~iiied by an exceptional event. 

~<}~tf~~'::~"" . 
Technical questions and issues related to implement~!iB'j:i,Jiii5"i1:,arisen since the EER was 
promulgated. This Question and Answer (Q&A) ~9d~(lllt i~·oIi'tlended to respond to some of 
these frequently asked questions and to provid\l,.~sttuction and c[~J:).cation to state2

, local, 
and tribal agencies implementing the EER..E!§~[o.rganizational eas'il\~tll~ document has been 
divided into the following topical sections:~;;:Wr"t'~;, 

~:!:~~~~~~ ¥~~tuations ';il"~.~ 'i;~f~~~i&~'~;;:*;;<'~;~~'~~' 
C E . 1 E D F('''~~~='''-'"S h d 1 '~~'::.4l\ . xceptiona vent ata ag~g;.·~,"!? u esi.:;,j, 
D. General AQS Procedures ··'~':l'., """'iii"""'" "'~.'''". 

:)'I:f;"" ""_ ;l%:,.> "".h_~-· 

E. General Exceptio~alEvents Rtil~iAppliealliJjtyand Illpl<:rnentation Issues 
F. Exceptional E:y'~~i:QataF1agging'if§):Air Q!l~}i~'G(Jnceh~tions that Could 

ContributeJg;iglExce'M,~,fe or Vitil~io"J,l."~.fithe·N"afio.rl,al Ambient Air Quality 
Standards ":~~fj;~:. \j.:,~ \\~.:~:;;~~., "O,;~ 

'~~~~, t;!"·~ ";:'i.t 

~ach sec~~9~.~9P~~ins rela'~1~~~ti2nf;",f:~ade~~:9tthis document can find additional 
mform!l1tBlFa1;!EI]~:ll.~xceptf?ll:~ Evenfs''f~q§lte19cated at 
http://\'0.''\'W.epa.go\iiffulanalysls!&xevents.htb1i'.~ . 

. ~F.;r,.~ -- -.·,0,~\. ',.j~-~. .',,,. 

1:~;:;~'~, '~~:~;J.. ";4:-.~~.'. 
Disclaimet, .,,".c.. 'i"" 
The Exc<;ptiiil;!al Events Rule\J~the source of the regulatory requirements for exceptional 

: .... 1,_, • .J<._ ,'''.,.fti 

events and excei?tignal event dejhonstrations. This Q&A document provides guidance and 
interpretation of t1i~ ;ExceptionarEvents Rule rather than imposing any new requirements and 
shall not be consideied"bindjtl.~'&n any party. 

-';" .-;';'.:,~'" 

:-·i 

1 "Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events; final Rule," 72 FR at 13563, March 22, 2007. 
2 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; 

1. Question: Is the Exceptional Events Rule demonstration requirement to provide 
evidence to support "a measured concentration in excess,,6,f');lormal historical fluctuations, 
including background" a test that can be "passed" or :~!~1l"; based on the outcome of the 
statistical comparison? For example, must the com:ent'ii:~pn affected by an event exceed 
a specific percentile point in the historical data? £ii~lii;fj;""~\;;ii;';, 

.<L~:~~~~, 'i;) "\~%~~~, 
Answer: It is a test, but there is no specjfi~W;er'centile point tfi~tl?P A will use to 
determine whether the test has been pass~4r:')EP A has not set pas'S!jIfiJ statistical criteria 
for this element but will use a weight of e'Vi'deJ?ce approach to asseS'S::~ach demonstration 
on a case-by-case basis. The state's role in'S1\tii;JYing ~~;,element is t&:R~~yide analyses 
and statistics. EPA will use th~e;,jp[ormation pro'yil!e4fby'the state to detetiilihe whether 
the event was in excess of norrl!@):9ii~,!<?rical fluctii~iJ~j)'s. "Normal historic~l 
fluctuations" will generally be de~ed1iYJ~ose daysw;'tgout events for the previous 
years. It is not the state's role to shih~. thiit''tge},yent w~si~1:?9ve a particular threshold 
since EPA is not e§tllP!j.l'hjng a thres~gld. EP'A:~c)p9wledg~S'lthat natural events can 
recur and still be~1igIb1l:"~Oli,~xc~usion~de~,~~;E:ii:~~h~ret6&, events do not 
necessarily ha,,~f!~:be raretQ!~!ltisfy this:~l~illlt.·i~}" 

':"t:j;~,.:,(; ~,~r:. ;;i:~;;;h 
The submittal of cIati!:'isl!owingn,pw the event;ppncentration compared with historical 
conc~ntranoii&will h~ipjg:p.idet€lriiin~ wh~tlIel:the "clear causal relationship," "but 
foX;liihd;l'aifettf!l'it:, qu~lrt1'~9riteri;; ifa~;l>,eeh::gatisfied. These EER criteria, as well as 
"4gfreasonably coll.1:J;Ql1able 1)r~jJreventable',l"need to be satisfied for EPA to concur on an 
ex2~tipnal event chi1h1}EP A elpepts that failure on this element indicates likely failure 
for "de1fr,causal relatioluihip" andfbt''but for" as well, and thus does not expect that non
concurrehc~~ll result frb~Jailur~ 6f this element alone. However, failure to submit a 
comparisoJiwp'lIld prevent;~:r A from being able to approve exclusion of the data in 
question.'';, ;,;: 

:!,'l-:' ii"'- :--;~ 

EPA reco=ends th~\~a;h "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 
comparison of a measured concentration with normal hist<ilical fluctuations, including 
background? $1~'~~" 

. . ;<-~!iJ~-~!~\~, _ . 
Answer: EPA would prefer an analysIs shoWlllg;l,iOW ~;<;>pserved concentratIOn 
compares to the distribution of historical cons~ntiiitions. T('r~'peed EPA review, avoid 
the need for EPA to request additional inforfu'aifon, and ensui~~that EPA understands the 

~",~,:\", -4""~~"" 

position of the submitting agency; this ayllJ¥ilis should consist of1h~Jollowing types of 
statistics, graphics, and explanatory text: ""CII!;'. A'irt··,,,. 

'''7''''- .~. ";~~,~~.,,, 

·;·!i,Wf}i~:i4b. ':\1{~~~~~" ":~'~~~~~I' 
• Comparison of concentrat!9"1l1l.on the claime\l,;e;l\~tlFday with past histdci;ical data (see 
Question A3 for additional detiJ:ljl\J;)1ehistoricaiab~arisons can be made on an annual 
and/or seasonal basis, depending;~j;l'~l1ic4:i§ more ailP!qpriate. For example, if PM or 
ozone data at the location show cl~iii'~eakoffiYt1:y(i.e., eltq~edances are nonexistent or 
extremely rare in ~q~"'~!lttsons butlJ'~1()thers'~%;~()J!centr~~]~ vary according to season 
due to meteoroIQgicalconditions), discl'lssingetliaitfufolTIlation'in the demonstration is 
likely appropriale\:"in confra§f, Jf exceedinc~s;2~ be~;q;~pted throughout the year, 

'..,. ,~>ro. '~. _ ." --,,'I<, .,,_'f'i. ," 
analysis of annual .• gi;lja woul4!ljJmly be mo'i:S'appropriate. For seasonal comparisons, 
EPA recommends usi:Iigall.p,vaJIaJ)1e seasoliaJ;data from at least three but preferably :five 
or ~()~~Xe,flf~~~ theati~X;iiS'sliotilq!'li~cuss·t~1;' seasonal nature of pollution for the 
lo,cllSjuribeing ey~ated.·Q!lRending d!1;i:l!e Jjuantity of data, it may be appropriate to 
p~~s()nt monthly maJ!iin;mms;i>qwever, it 1snot appropriate to present monthly-averaged 
dally)li1J<ta or any othH.~y."rage·Of'l:he daily data as this masks high values. Regardless of 
whethbts.l(,asonal or annu.silpata al'epr,esented, all data should be provided in the form 
relevantfb;t\le standard th.tttjs being-considered for data exclusion (see Question 30). 
Specific ex,friipJes of anal)i'1?,~s of annual and seasonal data, as well as analyses of 
historical speclittedPM2.scfiuctuations and spatial distribution fluctuations are included in 
the presentation l{i~at~d~'f' 
http://www.epa.gov/ftrlYali.alysis/docslideasforShowingEEEvidence.ppt. Examples of 
graphics are also included in the response to Question A3. 

Additionally, it may be useful for the comparison of concentrations on the clainIed event 
day with past historical data to label appmpriate data points as being associated with 
concurred exceptional events, suspected exceptional events, or other unusnal 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 tinIe 
series of concentration data for the event area, thereby giving a full and accurate portrayal 
of the historical context for the clainIed event day. . 
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• 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. 

• Percentile of concentration relative to annual data. Th!i percentile of the event-day 
concentration should be provided for the event day relatj.y~'4;o all measurement days over 
the previous 3-5 years. To ensure statistical robustn~js~:Jil:PA expects a minimum 0000 
data points to be included in this calculation. The ,9lj.i!#k1il:tistic should be appropriate for 
the form ofthe standard being considered for data'J~ltC1usrq~(see Question 30). 

" ;~~tf~,~=:';> : '~:;~~~! 
• Percentile of concentration relative tQ,si~~d'nal data. The t>ifro~ntile of the event-day 
concentration should be provided for the1:~;;rent day relative to allifi.~§urement days for 
the season (or appropriate alternative 3-nio~!ll"period) o~ithe event il~\\j\the previous 3-5 
years. It is appropriate to use the same time 1l~.on a§.'tIti'ild for the pe;c~$jJe calculated 

relative to annual data.i':",., '''¥;.~.'.'' ...•. _:. ( ...•.•.. ~ .... i¥ ......•. ",. 'i.1!l 
;~~~~~f:~i~~~,~~"':_ ' ~ .. ",:;,~;. 

(Note: The use of percentiles isrt~uitti!itij>};f:lnd shoultjij()t be seen as a bright line to be 
passed or failed when comparing 'O.~~,,,!rve(j'tl1ftr:;(!.ntrati;;ii;'Vyj,th historical values.) 

_./~:~:j.~?:~:,,,: <'~~f:~._ _ '1:}::~~~·:>f~r.<> _, ~;iIWf~,~,,: 
3. Question: H0"Y.~il,(tlfel/;~bpritted ''Iii~tqpqal}fl~chla~o!).s.~ evidence be considered when 

EPA assesses \lilibther the ''liPVor,'' and~cl$iJiibausal r~latibnship" criteria are met? 
~<~~~:~~~ _r1,f~~ ,;~;~~,: 

Answer: EPA wilrreyi~:wtli~{s1.lbnlitted analyses showing how the observed 
concenttatioiitompares'toth~\1istriUlitiQn ofllistorical concentrations to determine 

'_.::""-<'_'''':'':'''''::'~_: __ '.'I''.:,_" .. _ "{j; ,,'t;, ·i,":_,,<,,_> _ '.(1: 

w)J.~erthe eV'erltl\;~soC1i1t~jlwith a i'nea§uredconcentration in excess of normal 
hf~t~J;ical fluctuati<l'ris':and wilfassess the om.er criteria, in part, based on this historical 
flub1u~tions comparist,ft;t WheJii$.e.9bserved concentration is higher than all or nearly all 

_,:" ",',' - _" _"" '_ 'Im __ ",:""_ 

normalhi,storical concehj;ra:tions (i:e;;"concentrations when there was not an event), EPA 
may need1eSs.additional ~:i1:1ience to demonstrate the "but for" fmding. When the 
concentration d~similar tOQr higher than a larger number of normal historical values, 
EPA may want' aa4!tionat~ji1dence (e.g., PM or VOC speciation data) to support the "but 
for" and "clear causal·;:Jilationship" demonstration requirements. The additional evidence 
will help differentiatlthe 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 Conceming "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. ") 

!he evidence comparing the event-a~ecte.d ~oncentrati,9~~rth historical concentratio~s 
IS most helpful to a state's demonstration If It shoW<itl1'<tfthe event-affected concentration 
is high compared to all, or nearly all, historical c9,*~tllitr~1J.R£!S generated by normal 
emissions and ambient conditions. This scenano makes it mqreplausible that the event 

","~:.-.",k'_:s -',":.,j 
caused the observed excess concentration.ritl\'et'than that sonreQther causal event 

~~: eil ,: "":';~'. 

occurred on the same day as the known.t"\iil'l;l{ If similar events li'iiYe.,been very rare in 
the past, it may be possible to make thisP6~.tpy labeling appropri~t7;i<litta points as being 
associated with concurred exceptional evetrls~sUspecteg}~~ceptional eve~ts., or other 
unusual occurrences. To facilit;l.!eJ~PA's under~tfln.qj'ir£6fthe impact ofti1~se events, 

., "'~- ":-c- ',: -""~,,:.,,:,,,_,., ~, 

states may also include compai'!§O'i!S~gJ:!litting such;Pci~ts. 
';i~:\~,~~-;;;":~~~~~t:.\% ~':~~}~;~_" 

The following figures demonstrate'!h~ con6~p1!9f seasonitl·.~missions fluctuations. The 
first figure shows ~x;"e.~dance lev~ifM2.5 'vai\l,&jl1)ate SP&tg that is outside the range 
of the 3 to 5-yeat'j~~§t&nCN4ata set fo1~gon-~~~rti$'¢.~2.5';~*hile the second figure 
shows a si~ilair!(~l.ii value r~~ differeIlt1l~0f tJ:e C6i'irt~ where similar exceedance 
concentrations otc1i,f tbrough'Qllt the year;suggestmg that some non-event process( es) can 
cause high concentta'i'il.>J;ls aU'.~WWgthe yeiiti)n the first case, a seasonal assessment of 
hist0f.i~l!li~~ftqa~ons tiCJ.pid)t apPtollp~te,win.\e annualized data analysis might be 
rn,51.~~~aPproprlat~f().r. the s~c~l\d case ti'ipjo;xide,the most robust yet also representative 
hlstorical data set..,.:,. ;" ",. ';.;'; 

''''1i1,'~:', ·'~i·;:,\. 
';,;";-;,;.'" 

;,," 
,,; ~.,,~ ... 
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Historical Seasonal Fluctuations In PM2,5, Seasonal Data, 2005-2009 

DayofYllIr 

4. Question: The the EER states that less documentation or evidence may be 
needed to demonstrate an event affected air quality for flagged data> 95th percentile 
than for values> 75th percentile. For ozone, PMlO and 24-hour PM2.5, 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 95th 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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periods of many days, such as annual, quarterly and/or 3-month rolling average NAAQS. 
NAAQS with I-hour, 8-hour or 24-hour averaging periods only allow a small percentage 
of dsys to have concentrations above the level ofthe NAAQS. Flagging and excluding 
data falling at around the 75th 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 75th percentile point can, 
however, affect compliance with NAAQS having a quarterly average, 3-month average, 
or annual average standard. For the annual PM2.5 NAAQS, it is true that showing that the 
Exceptional Events rule criteria are met will be more difficult for values near the 75th 

percentile point than for values near the 95th percentile pg{iJtbecause it is more likely that 
values near the 75th percentile point are related to no~lteJi(causes. 

:.~J::~\~~~i»~7< 
Other questions and answers in this Q&A docurg~I.!fadd¥el's;~ituations involving NAAQS 
with short averaging periods'i";'. ',' , '*;:,,!,,, 

4" 'JJi:~~;~ - ;'~-;~;:~iit;_ 
5. Question: Some pollutant demonstratioy'sl.db not (or poorly) chaFaSterize the historical 

fluctuations of the observed concentratiorr~!,:a'bthe monitor affected li';:the event. How 
can one judge whether the demonstration is;~~&quate inru'S regard?'c,;.!:"," 

~j~~~:'~:,.", ';'~!;~~~~(~j~f:.;(~d'f: '. "~r*~~:" 
Answer: As previously stated;i.l!fll'lOt!;SpOnse to tJ:l(§storical fluctuations question, EPA 
will review the submitted analysescsliowing how the'6iBserved concentration compares to 
the distribution of historical conc~fr-ati~iis;iio'assess wh'(;tl}er the event is associated with 
a measured conceI1tr;l!rti},lnjn excess"litgormaFhIS'tg~cal fltict,4:J,tions, and when assessing 
the exceptional ()xei}jideD;i<ip,stration criteria Clj)~~~ffeC:t~.ajr qna'lity," "clear causal 
relationship," al:ilf.~'but for"'~~u.sation. 'I{~c~~€e4b.e "hlsrqilcal fluctuations" showing is 
not a statistical defuonstrationc;'\vith any MfitlM bright line, states need only submit (with 

•.•. " ;" ,_Oi.#. ,h. 

appropriate descrip'tiQns,andlli~cuSfiion) th'eify,pe of statistical analyses described in the 
resp?JI-~~ti"~9 .. QblestionS:~~li'A3';;~2EP A~1\ determine whether these analyses show 
1l?:1l:~eev"i:ntm~~,~is crit'eriR~' In addi(b!,Jl~s part of its review, EPA will look at both 
tll-ej@ationship bef\y¢ell thectajmed concentration and historical concentrations and the 
streftilt,h of the data sel.tQ,help infQlJIl the evidence needed to demonstrate the clear causal 
relatioiiswp and "but for;$igriteria>:" 

·-<.wi , ., \l;~: J4 -.,-,-" 

In the resp6~~~'!P Questio~'~, we identified that 3 to 5 years of data should be evaluated 
to ensure some'dellfee Ofgi:itistical validity. We recognize, however, that these data may 
not be available fciFalllJ1~:riitors and/or all pollutants. If data are not available, please 
consult with the revi~\ijllg EPA Regional Office. 

B. "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 butfor 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 considl;:r relevant to the "but for" 
requirement. However, because the effects of a fIre 0B:~~dBe are complex, such evidence 
mayor may not be sufficient to make a convincing4¢i:[lb~stration. Fire can generate 
ozone precursors, but it can also reduce solar raq,~on'n~~'1~ to drive ozone formation. 
~so, fIre ~l~es containing ozone and oZ0l?-JC;e~~CUrsors c~),~ss over a mo~toring site 
WIthout IDlXmg down to ground level and'll:t{~g the momt6r~~soncentration. 
Additionally, wildfIres often occur d~i~i;fsame seasons thatll<£piJ:>it high ozone 
caused by anthropogenic precursor emiss1815s,making it qiffIcult t~'s~arate the wildfIre 
contribution from a high ozone event that w6'llia"hav~4~9rred withOlit,t9!"fIre . 

. ~!~~:i,,~~.,_ 'ii:'~~:}~j~<~:~~'O[i' ~;~:~:~.~; 
Examples of relevant evidence'1Qllo'ill' Generally;'t)'\e)nore types of evidence the 
demonstration includes, the stron~~tth~$,!i~f for the'e~¢e)'tional event. Demonstrations 
that include only one of these typesCgf evide]l~£~e unlik'11Xto provide suffIcient 
evidence to enable El?1\·concurrence!,·'-",i\""", ~i4~'" 

,;,,~"~ii"'i':~T~c. ·~t!;",}"ei~f:'3'.€;'i.' ... <} 
• Statistica'¥e'yidence iR~t shows tlilttl§i"tlle plac~;'iitne of year, and prevailing 

weather conditions attJfe time of th6',event, past ozone data show no history of 
",-"",,;',; - ""':, <-:' '"'-'~~'" 

exceedances''oll'4ays''tba:~were not iff'1cted by a fire event, or that shows that 
,~,;~~~e~~~~es ~r~;~~Jn1i-tqn$llJa,~to~~e the fIre at issue the more likely cause 

;"jbftlle'bbseFVed exceedance.<~'~' ;i" 
'::~_~ ,o:'~ . -':':,:.~:"'_\~>_. . ,._~'"~ ",:'. '11 __ ::~L 

$,::~,. Unusual ditfi'ri.:al.partei!ls'()fhourlytJl"lninute-by-minute ozone concentrations, 
<;;;: s)lch as a spil&:~t,peakOth~r than at the normal time of day. This could be 

'4~ljJlonstrated by :~w:npariii'gfu"e event pattern to the range of diurnal patterns 
ex1ii..~~ted on typical'Pigh ozone days. 

• EvidenQe. that the normally good correlation between the affected monitor and a 
monit6teilla,rly o\lt§Ide the area of influence of the fire was disrupted on the day 
of the fIre eV!'<IltilJ,: & manner not seen on non-fIre days. 

• Evidence thatthere 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. 

• Evidence that the plume from the fIre passed over the location of the monitoring 
site, and mixed down to ground leveL This can mclude 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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• Altered pollutant amounts, ratios, or patterns that indicate the affect of the event 
rather than non-event sources. This infonnation 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 ofN02 and NO; and pollutant ratios, such as COINOx, 

COIPMlO, Elemental Carbon (EC)/Organic Carbon (OC), 03INOy and 03/CO. 
• A prediction that the "nonnal" ozone concentration would have been below the 

level of the NAAQS. ''Nonnal'' 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 sg#!~areas) or using air quality 
models. If either type of prediction is includ~,Il;W"~' demonstration, EPA will 
likely give it consideration only if the demQJi,~§;ti\1n package also includes 

;,>.--,.. -'. ':-~':: .. 
infonnation on the uncertainty of the pre~~fion m~~9ds, i.e., infonnation on its 
past success in predicting nonnal ozq!:!~1e"~ds. Thtl"~~l:J1onstration should also 
explain the predictive method in ~~,1!@~ithat are undersi7tn~1;>le enough to allow 
infonned public co=ent.;;/,ji<f'''':;,'t" 

• A prediction bas~d on air quality/p.n~~r,~emical,f,\?;odeling of'4it~c~emental . 
ozone concentratIOn due to the eIDIsstl)l\\~,;frorq:,4Ji,~"fire, from com~fJlJllg modelmg 
results with and without'1he emissions frojiii,;tI\()i!6re. A demonstratij)'fi that 
includes such evidenc;~lid~llL:address thetili~~rtainties in the emission estimates 
for the fire including the'';;~~fiitti~1t9.f the VOe~d NOx emissions, and the 
uncertainties due to other a8I)'ects ()ft1t~ ;n;lOdeliIi!f;pllj,tfonn such as grid cell size, 

etc. "c~~l~;~~~:~,"~};it~;~t&~~~:;;", ,,~~~~, 
EPA is pr~ariii.g'~separat~4g\iument ili.i!:p~Q4ides m6~'iguidance for preparing a 
demonstration for·wildfire events that are Bijlleved to have affected ozone concentrations. 

"r'';''':'''' ,>;j':'_:_ "'::_,1<, 

In additiQn, EP A wini"PQ~t o~:if:S:exc()ptional.~vents website example demonstration 
pa~~~~~~;!1¥~K~11~trat;~5;~e"'8.fid'S3~~,\ilJ,~f~'a,Iyses that constitnte complete submittals 
fgr,',oljone-relatea.~xseptlO1!a).'\lVents. '~\ow "," • 
i:,"(~~;]~ '~':~-~;~~:f;~m_ ~~J:~:_~_ .--~,~ 

C. Excepti,onal Event DilJlliflaggi\lJr§chedules 
i';:~':i: 'I" . ;~.~~;!,' ···t;'i~":·:,~ 

7. QuestiOli'.;i'When EP A r(l'~ises the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, how win it 
notify states 6f;the schedule$'and deadlines for flagging and documenting exceptional 
event data for'diiii'gl1atiops:pUrposes? 

Answer: When 40;t~k;;§ '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 PM2.5 NMQS. Exceptions to the 
generic deadline of July I of the calendar year following the datum year (see 40 CFR § 
50.l4(c)(2)(iii)) were included for PM2.5 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.l4(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 

3 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/analysis/exevents.htm 
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flagging data for initial designation of areas for those NAAQS." See as examples, the 
data flagging schedule identified in the S02 NAAQS final rule at 75 FR at 35592 or the 
data flagging schedule identified in the N02 NAAQS [mal rule at 75 FR at 6531. 

D. General AQS Procedures 

8. Question: Maya 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 dfl;t!!:ihat might have a regulatory 
consequence and for which an approvable demonstratip\;is likely. In particular, while 
the EER does not prohibit states from flagging in<l1YI~ll!).£oncentration values below the 
level of the NAAQS, in general only such data tI1~t;,$bntrlgilt~ to a violation of the 
NAAQS are excl~dable. ~ee Questions 29-~t'f,9r''more inM~~pon. Should s~ates wish 
to flag values for informatlOnal purposesl ~1>refers that theY!1t~~ the "r' senes flags 
(see Question D10 below)., ,'lifJ'~. 

-'\)t\- ,"" ;'~~~r,~ 
9. Questio~: Is it possible for an initial descripfi~~~o b~~atlequate (foi'(j~fflple, "fires in 

surrounding states")?'~~;'~~')k~S' <:#~~~~lU 
Answer: Yes, initial descriptions.ie~illd!1;Jejnadequa:tej~ which case they will need to be 
improved. The preamble to the E~~ti~niit~~e:]1ts Rule'~~g!ains: "At the time the flag is 
inserted into the AQ~cl.ft!\lbase, the ~taJe must:'ilJ.§gp!ovide·iIri,~initial description of the 
event in the AQs,iib:Jirjrtrerit,field. This'[nitiaL,desonptiep.s hou/U include such information 
as the directioi(~Jrl distaric'¢,W'?m the e~~~f~':ihe ai;f.jiia]tiy monitor in question, as well 
as the direction of'1he, wind d~Jhe day in"'qf!l;stion." 72 FR at 13568 (emphasis added). 
The intent of this hli'fi,ltldesc#pJ:iqpJs to p;6~~~ a preliminary minimum explanation as 
to w.8y,:iJl~~~~~~d datiC~~jinFfon~W.yr~tion:a1l,fxceptional events. EPA believes that 
prQ!lding this'ili!ITa.t desGrip1iqn will enc,9~age'states to only flag data that might have a 
r~watory consequ;,tic~ and£9J;fulYhich an'apptovable demonstration is likely. The iuitial 
eve'flv,description alsd)n~tifies 'BfA of potential forthcoming demonstration packages and 
assists)R:r,~ with its revl~~ and pri~n!ization. While EPA is not specifying pass/fail 
criteria fOfoljlf)initial desc'1;i:flpon, Re'glonal Offices should discuss with the originating 
submitting a.go<p\:y any de~9tiption the Regional Office determines to be inadequate. 
Submitting agen§te"s sho1,!).(then insert in AQS a mutually agreed-upon description. 

:Q ~ c ~ 
;;';'-;',:;".:.",,-

10. Question: What is th~difference between the "R" series flags and the ''P' series flags, 
and how should they be used? 

Answer: The "f' series flags (lnformation ouly) and "R" series flags (Request 
Concurrence) are both available for use by monitoring agencies. The "f' series are for 
iuformation 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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the data as an exceptional event, and the state may, therefore, delete the flag or retain the 
"I" series flag. EPA does not intend to review or concur on the Information Only "I" 
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 (see Question C7). 

11. Question: The 'j" flag was "ConstructionlDemolition." The new IEIRE flag is 
demolition; can it also be used for construction? 

Answer: No, the IEIRE flag should not be used for consJ!t;iJ:ction . 
. <~~,~tt\{l 

Generally, construction activity is not considered t(};;~~e~c.eptional. Reasonable and 
appropriate controls capable of preventing 10cali>;<;a,';NA:t\Q~ exceedances are expected 
to be available during most construction eveIl~;;' Ilf'some ca~~jl,however, construction 
activities may involve very high-energy e~&j~;;lis-generating'iJli:y~ical processes, such as 
explosive excavation. This might be a se~~o in which dust cofi('i,qlmeasures are not 
adequate to prevent exceedances / violatlljif(i!j,n the vicini,ty of the a-a),*~ty. . 

"'{~:~,c~. _ , __ ,~:::k,~t~, -:::(~~~ 
If an agency wishes to "flag" gl\!Ji,related to exi!~e4anci~s'~aused by somb'~kilstruction 
activity, the agency should ust;W~~ "other"'~8Iptional events flag. The IEIRE 
flag should only be used when afi~XC~P!~(}J;LJll demolit~Q~;event occurred and the agency 
wishes to flag the data for exclusiol),LllS aii:ie*~l?jJp:onal ev~n!( States using either the 
IEIRE (demolition) Jlag,i9! the IL~!:(9ther, ihc!lj~ing coriBtpwtion) flag to identify an 
exceptional eV~l11¥~p:U1a'h~~~~pected 'hf~,ho~iiittde'11I~p:~tratidh submittal that all 
reasonable and;appropriate controls we~m£;p1ti'ce during,the construction / demolition 
activity, an~ thaftJ1.~~~ contr9Iryroved m:i~~9uate to ?re~~nt NAAQS exce~dances. The 
demonstration wou1d,:l!J§0 neftd$(),l]1eet all oUt fir requrrements of the ExceptIOnal Events 

Rul ..... ,.Z.-::: .... ",,· .... ~.J;:' ~~:~,~~i :;'j.~: .~ ·.J~~:~t;:~0j':~·~':~;·:~::~~~l~,:;,~,~::.~._ "ii :tt}:> 
, . , __ ,:e- . G3'"~i~r:if~:,~... -c::iiL- 't <~:,_:. 

12. Q'qils.tion: The Niitj.gillli Parlif$,ervice operates ozone monitors in some locations that 
- - ~£L--'" • - ~:l'--" - ... '_': -. • 

mee'\;aIl requrrementso(40 CFRpl)rt58. Can a state request exclUSIOn of data from such 
monitb~~;,lll1der the EER;,ill¥d exchi~i~n of other data not collected by the state itself that 
may lea(f~;a,p.onattainme~tfinding?' 

.0; - , .", 
:o_~i~f:~ -,~:~\.1 

Answer: Yes. Ro;wever,srfecial steps need to be taken with regard to data handling 
within AQS. Uniibtp\J.r4af circumstances, a state will not have access rights to apply 
event flags to data frdm'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. 

13. 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 PM2.5. 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 actually 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 thet¢';would have been an 
exceedance of a NAAQS even in the absence of the ~;y,efiHlhe event is not "exceptional" 
under the EER because the "no exceedance but for,'J:?p~~pn is not satisfied. Yet, this 
event-related concentration could still impact desi!lP'value,s~,}f the design value is used 
for an classification of an ozone nonattainmel1!~der SubpIDJ!6,ofPart D of Title I of the 
eAA, then it may seem that the area shoul~J,~'Classified into'liill:ig;her category (e.g., 
severe instead of serious). Similarly, a sii!4j1'incorporating the ev~t~related concentration 
in a design value used for an attainment dj;m'p,nstration might seem~'il!ied more 

emission reductions to attain th,~.~AAQS tJiaJJ:'ljJ~c~~~the case.·'·':~=:]~, 
To illustrate the classificatl~~f£~,lt~o. using th~1*~7 ~-hour ozone NMQS of 0.08 
ppm assume that the three aIllIq;l14>,;lliighest daIly4maxImum 8-hour ozone . .,,;'/": '. ." <c. :,,>.. . ~',B";i":k 
concentrations for a monitoring;~}~e f6f~Q~J~2003 Wt\~e cP.I OS, 0.105, and 0.115 ppm 
for each respectivlt,;Y\lar with a rellu!ting 3~Yf~lid;signVb1~e of 0.1 08 ppm which is a 
violation oft!liFM:q~,:" Also, as~e th~~l)1e·$~.JE~~esf'~onc.entration in 2001 
below the (i);lP~ ppm W!l~;9.085. Thy",p",l~?1'Pm conc~ntration ill 2001 was affected 
by a one-day~ldfire, an~·,t1te state was,1able to show that the concentration would 
have~e~n 0.08TPgR:~tlt9-~b~~e.fire. :a~~use both 0.105 and 0.087 are . 
ex~¢~,d~9~~", the eVt'll1t~l'lliaM;ly,dges nO!'lPeet the ''but for" test when vIewed from 

.;;f,~."ex:ceed~$Cpersp~cl1ve. Mo~eQYir",fr(3m a "violations" perspective, the 2001 
'Jicyitlue also woilidinot meet the "but for" {est, because the "no event" concentration 
• i~IDue of 0.087 fot:ti1eeverifd~y in 2001 would still be the 4th highest concentration in 

2llOland would stiIHfesult in'~,3'"year design value of 0.102 ppm which is a violation. 
«Y::.'."":,. "l"V.J. '&.: .. ' 

HowexeT,a design va~ri~ofO.108 ppm corresponds to a classification of serious, 
while tJten\1~event desigji value of 0.1 02 ppm would correspond to a classification of 
moderate. ~-~ -:<~':,"i ,~:..;;~i'·< 

To illustrate the atillirl~ent demonstration scenario, assume that the three annual 98th 

percentile 24-hourPM2.5 concentrations for a monitoring site for 2006-2008 are 44, 
31, and 37 !lg/m3 for each respective year, with a resulting 3-year design value of37 
!lg/m3 which is a violation. Also, assume that the next highest concentration in 2006 
below the 44 flg/m3 was 40 !lg/m3

. The 44 flg/m3 concentration in 2006 was affected 
by a one-day wildfire, and the state was able to show that the concentration would 
have been 41 flg/m3 without the fire. Because both 44 !lg/m3 and 41 !lg/m3 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 J.Lg/m3 for the event day in 2006 wonld still be the 98th percentile 
concentration and would still result in a 3-year design value of36 J.Lg/m3 which is a 
violation. However, an attainment control strategy based on a design value of 37 
J.Lg/m3 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 in a 
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 appr9P~<Jte, on a case-by-case basis, 
for the classification status or attainment demonstratiori"tdfreflect the lower concentration 
that would have occurred without the event, since.;!i~~~a,tegies in the SIP should not be 
required to control the event-related emissions coiitFibuti0h'Qo the concentration or to 
reduce future emissions of other sources to coii;lp~hsate foii'fJi&air quality effect of the 
event-related emissions. It may be possi~~~',ta;the state to mli<~~d support an explicit 
adjustment to the concentration value to"'$ack out" the non-contr~nable influence of the 
event. States could accomplish this by ctrl'§lllting with J:9.eir EPA RilWonal Office and by 
using techniques similar to those that mighfjj'~iif;tsed in :~i,'~ut for" deni6~~1<Iation under 
the EER, including the identifi.e.l!.tiQn of that pofu0491t'We event-related ein[ssions that 
were controllable. These tecM1qtt<iitare describe1f·ili%ore detail in other questions in 

.,t.,,,~_.~ ~: __ ;;;:':''' __ $;, .,~~, c_,,'_ 

this Q&A document (see Questioi¢.~.B6;,~~,"E25).qll!,,", 
·'~lh.;~_ "~4;~:~;;\/_ _ ~'~::j'~L, 

To avoid confusiol1:)¥~\l~"EPA repoitliflata t0tlI.\\1:l11i2lic ori#~es retrospective 
attainment den;?.\l~Wittr01'l§;;,~J~t.es shoU14~ot.~SA"W~¥1fec~uesthclusion" flags on such 
data. EPA Regt1;lP1il Offices'WIll not con.,ur()Jl Ilags fOf'04ta that do not meet all 
requirements oillitt;El~R. A~~"informa'fifrion1y" flags may be used if this assists the 
state with tracking'oataaffe,ctl1d .• by such eVents. 

~ _;;.{;~~,::ifl::.~~,~:,~; _::. '_", ';:"~'~~':fL ,:;~~t~~#{~;~;'·~~,:,~,:,< ': _ _ -~~j~~, 
E.¥~~:Y'de~eldB{:Wditibfi~;gu.idani:e~~tWs,IoPiC in the fu~e in .the context, of 
nlQ,deled attammeJit.4i;p:1onstrijc1J9ns, States should consult WIth theIr EPA Regtonal 
Offlce;if they face this:situatiorii.:,ii, 

.,"_'_":,,. .'~?-.' ·-';:':f.:,~"'" 
"';~'-)/'~:" _ ,~:{ -,-'-,;1' 

E. GeneralEi.c~ptional Evil!;lts Rnle Applicability and Implementation Issues 
.' ':t--' •. ',;;~ 

-"--8;'-.,\, -.r;, ,I 

14. Question: The]r.eamble too.the Exceptional Events Rule states that EPA Headquarters or 
the EPA Regiona( €lffice'Wlll make its decision on demonstrations public. See 72 FR at 
13574 (liThe EPA r~g'i:2rial 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.4 lJi 

4 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/analysis/exevents.htm 
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certain instances, an EPA concurrence or non-concurrence determination may be a factor 
in a rulemaking that includes a public co=ent 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. 

15. 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 demonstrations? '(~'" 

•. :\::~-\i; 

Answer: The primary responsibility for develoPn:!;'i,~~$;strations lies with state and 
local monitoring agencies. States are encouragec;l,,~~\c66Tqmate with each other in 
compiling demonstration packages and maYJl~ll~it"some dfft1:t~,same data, if appropriate. 
Each NAAQS exceedance, however, will)11\,flIy'have some uD.iq\1:~,properties (e.g., 
unique monitoring locations, different stil!tt5Jinding and potentiall'Y:agntributing sources 
with varying levels of control, different irislgq,cal concentration pattilt1iJ, etc.). Individual 
submittal packages will be necessary to addf~~~t)lese lJl'i'i~ue characteris~ps,. 

!/~?~l~_,_ :~~t{J)¥::jf' ~:~.r:i:" 
For example, if multiple statesl\J;e'li.ff.e?ted by a S!i41iiT;\n dust plume, they could 
collaborate and submit a co=6i&,~;rb:Q:li.§tr,lltion coriiRc,il1.ent (e.g., the same or very 
similar information in multiple summ!ta1s)i{QtdAe "notf~a'Sonably controllable or 

'-,- ;'- """",t;;.,:. '-,-~' ,+v," 
preventable" and "lr\lp:l\!llc>activity unJ.ill;ely to oC9~,()r natUr<l(J:!)yent" elements. Because 
the actual eventoreiate'dieXlceedance wduld hay,e~~eil::'measuied'by different monitors ',' _;"_"._:,:;i- .. -'_:,~f'":c_ """', :';:"~-::."~ ~ __ : .. <_, ... < 

located in diffe'r<iittregions'vliith posslbly<di1!ft;tent contnBlning factors (e.g., rural 
• ;:P':-:" !ill'. '".',X,,0_#l -., • 

momtor affected'by;bgth dust~~om feedl(j't~lPd SalJaran dust and urban momtor affected 
by both nearby indlis"fui\!:1 s()*,p~s!lpd SalJa:r!lJi!~ust), the "clear causal relationship," "but 
for,"arlu!''lri:storical fluGjlflati'orlS"#elfltue:nts ar~;likely to differ from one state submittal to 
~9~~~';~""~f;~\~:" ";;\' ~"'r;~~;:'L\;{' 

(".- - '.. '\-~::;;~" ,~~. 
16. Que~tjon: Does the Elffaddfessis,cenarios in which temporary activities (e.g., multi

montJfo~.n1U1ti-year roa:<ji~pnstruct!o~ / demolition projects) significantly impact a 
previouslyf~jt,ed monitor sge,h that tJiemonitor is no longer representative of the area, but 
rather functi5qs; p10re like~"'';hot¥spot'' monitor? 

-';><. .• - .= 

Answer: Excep~i6rPM:;.;'''there is no difference in how monitoring data are treated 
from "area-wide" m6111]ofs (i.e., neighborhood scale) and hot-spot monitors (i.e., 
microscale). AU such data, if meeting applicable CFR regolations, are comparable to the 
NAAQS. For PM25 a unique microscale or hot-spot monitor is only comparable to the 
24-hour NAAQS and not to the annual PM25 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 PM2.5 NAAQS (see 40 CPR § 58.30). Note also that designating 
a monitor as "special purpose" does not disqualify its data meeting the applicable 40 CFR 

Page 14 of39 



Draft for StateiLocallTribal Agency Review 
Revision Date: May 2,2011 

part 50 and 58 requirements frQm cQmparisQn to' the NAAQS when EPA makes an 
attainment determinatiQn. 

The EER dQes nQt specifically address tempQrary anthrQPQgenic emissiQn SQurces such as 
cQnstructiQn projects. HQwever, neither dQes the EER explicitly place a limit Qn the 
duratiQn Qf a single event. A SUbmitting agency CQuld make a shQwing that a claimed 
event (e.g., a multi-year rQad cQnstructiQn project) is nQt likely to' recur at the IQcation in 
question. If the remaining exceptiQnal event criteria and demonstratiQn criteria are met, 
including the requirement that the event (including the emissiQns from the project) is nQt 
reasonably contrQllable, the activity might qualify as bei:tJ.tAn exceptional event. 

~<J;t:"" 

States nQt wishing to' develop exceptiQnal event d~~g~;'~~ion packages fQr the described 
scenario' can request agreement frQm the EPA Regional @ffice to relQcate a mQnitor that 
no' longer meets monitQring Qbjectives. This pr~6;;;s is, h~'$~y~r, time consuming and 

::'~'''':': .• <i-'' ',-, ",,~.-.'h 

reSQurce intensive, so states usually "monitQ~,tmQugh" the disJ!u,ption Qr ask their 
RegiQnal offices to' SUPPQrt a temporary;i~qtldown. When EP A-:&~giQnal Offices 
approve temporary shut-dQwns, states shoW4.assign a Null Data Cda~;l.n AQS for 
"constructiQn/repairs in area" (AC) to identilY'and invalillate data ass6'eilw.d with periQds 

oflQcal constructiQn. <i~j~ ii:'kl';i~~:J~~~~"~':ifu~; 
17. Question: VQlcanQes Qn Hawallar€ aU:sing24-hOlffiiSo2 exceedances, which are clearly 

VQlcanic exceptiQnal events. SediS;il) i9·~'l;"~tk:~.Clean'~4..ct and CFR require EPA to 
provide states with.a,llletllOd to flag'\hd petitioliWA fQr excl~sion of exceptiQnal events 
data. When willJ3i!i&\p'foYlde the m;$ad fOJ;,S0;J!;'ZT~ ..'k 

~'{:~f~~::' "::~:i';~.: \~"~;_:J<~,~:~l,i-"-" "'~i'~0{~,~ 

Answer: AQs'~~i;~en mo<lified to' allQ\v;i1'gs on all criteria PQllutant data. The 
specific schedule for.,¢ifpeptjopal.!<vent flaggll\g and documentation submission for data 
to bS~s5~~:~e,~jgnatib*~;~~b1Si(jri§<ls,'i~e~tili'e~in the final primary S02 NAAQS rule 
(~eeJ}reamDkaG;2,FR af,.q5~.85-35586~Ji regulatQry text at 75 FR at 35592). The 

. ::"_.::'" -.. :,!"",,,,.~ -rlii\-, '" .:'" ,1£ 

cQiTiet flag to' use'fo'i\a,vQlCii¥i:c,eruptiQn event is "RS." 
'1j "",:.f:: "'~.(~1i.:.. "-,-,";:;,.. 

-<~~-';~:~. ".if(··,:·b, --"~ .. :;:~::~ '." 
18. Quesfio~ri::.Carbon mQn~~~9-e (Cd}l1~gs are inAQS fQr exceedances caused by fires, but 

the CO N'4i\9S dQes nQtitference the ExceptiQnal Event Rule. What is EPA's apprQach 
for the treatfue'i;!t of CO da'flJ,affected by exceptiQnal events? 

~,. --~;;-( ;.: -. " 

~'" -~t ,,;(-.~bi 
Answer: CO fl;~g,<illciuding the QptiQn for EPA CQncurrence, has been enabled in 
AQS. CO flags froIff ,sfijtctural fires and wildfires that qualify as exceptional events have 
been allowed in histQric EPA guidance. The EER Preamble (72 FR at 13563) explains 
EPA's PQsitiQn with respect to exceptiQnal event flagging fQr PQllutants fQr which the 
statement Qfthe NAAQS in 40 CFR part 50 dQes nQt explicitly reference the ExceptiQnal 
Events Rule: "In the interim, where exceptional events result in exceedances Qr viQlations 
ofNAAQS that do' not currently provide fQr special treatment of the data, we intend to 
use Qur discretion as Qutlined under section 107(d)(3) nQt to' redesignate affected areas as 
nQnattainment based Qn these events." TherefQre, states may flag CO data in AQS and 
EPA may apply the same prQcess and approval criteria as in the ExceptiQnal Events Rule. 
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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. 

19. Question: The limited maintenance plan requirements for PMlO require a demonstration 
that the area desigo value is less than or equal to 98 }.!g/m3

• Flagging of values between 
98 }.!g/m3 and the NAAQS are therefore relevant for decision. Can these 
values, which are not exceedances and do not be flagged and 
receive EPA concurrence? 

Answer: Yes. The May 7, 2009, memoranqJ Harnett to Regional Air 
Division Directors states the following re!~@~g . plan 
option: "In determiuiug eligibility for th~:.Jijjiritf:d EPA will treat 
24-hour average air quality data between 0' Q,"',nln,' analogous 
to the treatment of exceedance data under thf)'E~c()ptiip lEILElvents Rule;Rj;~lvi(!ed the 
impacted data meet the and 
event, or exceptional event 
This memorandum is posted on 

Exceptional Event Rule 
wha'fq.oes that mean? 

~~~~~~!~~~~~~~~~~~!~~~:~ the DC Circuit Court states its 'final rule concerning high wind 
paiticl~ll;t~ (:o:ncerltratiO][ls due to dust being raised by 

nullity." 

wi.Jrlds:~1l be·fjre(l'ted uncontrollable natural events' when certain 
There is no such final rule. The final rule 
.930] does not mention high wind events or 

paj}iCl~la1:e matter concentrations.' EPA calls this a drafting 
hgllti,i)tttle elTOl',[[Ile high wind events section of the preamble is a legal 

;:fi:,:i; 
"" 0"'''' 

EPA considers the "Illgn'wind events section of the preamble" to which the court referred 
to be the section titled "B. High Wind Events" beginniug 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. 

21. 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 iulplementing 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 smoke 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? 

~:~C" 

Answer: While the granting of data exclusion underiithe ,ER does not depend on state 
.,~-,0, .. ",,""~.,,·)!;.,~_ 

actions to meet the requirements of 40 CFR § 51d.?~PfEP~.9ElCourages the submittal of a 
mitigation plan with the demonstration pack~g~., The ExcepfK~,llal Events Ru1e was 
promu1gated pursuant to Section 319 of t1;!tl)\~fu Air Act wlllil!t;p,ontains a provision that 
each state "must take necessary measure~;t~'iiafeguard public heaitJl"i~~gardless of the 
source of the air pollution ... " This provi~ilt:t\\was the basis for the riiitrg;ttion 
requirements in 40 CFR §51.930 and the reqllitbIllent iJ{;t)1e EER at 40'Cf:R 

'<. 0: _ A:_-,-.m,t1? ~:,:_-<"'" 

§50.14( c)(l )(i) that all states IllJ,\§t~'notify the p'ub1j,F,pfR)1J.ptly whenever ~::event occurs 
or is reasonably anticipated toltG~)y~ich may r~sqY:ln the exceedance of an applicable 
air quality standard." The languKgeat)n.<;;fR §51.9'3tifTNuires that: 

\~r~,._ '"<'~:4:~~~',~>_~~ _ ':~~'i~d 
"( a) A State req~s1ingto exclud~,qir qualitY'if!l:Ill due' tc,:';tf,liifeptional events must take 
appropriate~aTeasS}iq1:>Je actionrktp. prot~ql,"piiq1~q'lIealth:from exceedances or 
violations 6J.':'flj6 natioriat'lUnbient atr,~®fY stand&~(. At a minimum, the State 

must: ,("~'~Sit. ",;:l~" ... " ,,,,j~~~i'" 
q~,l!.r~~I~l?r pr6~Pt~ybriC'riqlj;\\s~tiorfi~R,ene".er air ~uality concentrations exceed 

.o;r;are' expeoted,to excec:rtan appli'cahle',illllbrent aIr qUalIty standard; 
';;,:~i,) Provide i~f1iQb1ic ed~~4tion conci;rriffi:g actions that individuals may take to 

¥\ld1,1ce exposurest<:l;'Qnheattb;y;1.~vels of air quality during and following an 
ex2~tional event; ru!d'··;~' 

-, ~- .:.- """-~'-, - " 
(3) pf6Vl~~ for the im'p!¢!llentation of appropriate measures to protect public health 
from exce-~d\illces or vjp1~tions of ambient air quality standards caused by exceptional 
events." .,~ 'J,~',:/-:: ,~' i:::c

' 

,w"., ._,-i:, __ ;·! 

Although the languagb~~(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.l4( c)(l )(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 afready been adopted. 
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23. Question: Need a state (or tribe) make an argument or submit evidence about control 
measures for events iliat 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 ilie status of control measures 
for sources in oilier countries or oilier states. Submissions by states do not need to 
address control measures for Indian country, and submissions by tribes do not need to 
address control measures for lands under state jurisdiction. EPA believes iliat 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 tri!l:~~,~hould consult wiili ilieir EPA 
Regional Office early in the development of an exceptit>iiillevent demonstration package 
ifiliey believe iliat emissions from sources on fed~ni1f&~<?~ed and managed land have 
been affected by an event in a way iliat raises iss~~i'6{fe~~i'!l,/-able controL Note, 
however, iliat demonstrations should not ignQr~·,tlierole of1liclJ,lands, because ilieir 
proximity and contribution to a measured, il,9*:?tntration can b~}!l:UlOrtant to 
understanding an event overalL ~,;;V,i/\lif[~~, 

-;:'-\~~~~'" " '<~W~:::f:\_h 
24. Question: Need a state (or tribe) make an itt~ent 9J1,&1.lbmit eviden6'h~o.put control 

measures for air quality impact~~9m wind-bldw~,.g,t@l,lfom desert land iiiii\ts natural 
state or about control measures~f":ki,t".,guality impatit~d'rom wildfires? 

~~'~i.n_,~_,ij:jrjw '_. '-'?~~~:j,. 

Answer: While EPA's position i~'~€lpeilltl~:t!?!l:timpa2t~jfr9Jll wind-blown dust from 
undisturbed naturaljlf:~~Ji1:sare inher~ntly not ~ei~211iJ.ble to"e.\l'J')J:rol, ilie state would need 
to assert fuis ~4;&r(jVige\i~~l1ropriate'siipportUig~~~Atati6'h in its demonstration 
package. The 1i~gf0rting d~silf1entation~~§~!dlncludera;aiscussion of ilie historical 
land use, includnig;I!por dist\fr,~ances, wafeJ;'diversions and oilier historical practices 
which may have odill'!;ed o!¥'!liii;llwd, eveii,if,the land seems or is considered to be 
''undi~tofP:9~Ja~ pres~li{:;,§,~i:atlY;~IrJi}siorujjfrom wild fires ignited by natural sources 
aJ:f}:~~b:generall~iQ,.ot relsoplfble to c6nlTt:l\", pRe ilie previous example, states should 

,":'":",,'" •••• f. -:"'" -:'. w._"_ W#: -";' 
p~e~.ent informatiOD,''lJ:!il! sUPPQJ"t~ the clailli that iliese emissions are "not reasonably 
contr/'illable or preve'Diftble. ""'C~, 

-W}~>,,~~, ~ ;~:~._,\ "i$:-';~_:;'±t 
25. Question:~'.Ililiere a temiHitte or example for preparing a demonstration document? 

1t"\,';& 'W:··,.-,· 
;; .->~: :;: jit 

Answer: Thefugiiidilllce do'Qilinent, "Guidance on the Pr!i;Paration of Demonstrations in 
Support ofRequ~si;'lt(),EX¢illde Ambient Air Quality Data Affected by High Winds 
under ilie Exception'ltl(EVent Rule," provides fuis type of advice for demonstrations for 
high wind dust events. EPA has also developed a presentation entitled, "Presenting 
Evidence to Justif'y 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://wwvil.epa.gov/ttu/analysis/docs/ldeasforShowingEEEvidence.ppt. Additionally, 
EPA is developing a separate guidance document addressing the preparation of 
demonstrations to support wildfire-related ozone event claims. 

Page 18 of39 



Draft for StateiLocallTribal Agency Review 
Revision Date: May 2, 2011 

26. 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. 

27. 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 to conduct its initial rev!e~, of a submitted exceptional 
event demonstration package within 120 days of receig~&~p'fuing this time, EPA will 
generally determine whether to review the packagy,;jl;t\~)lear-term or to defer review. 
For those packages that are reviewed in the near1e~Ep:~,;will also assess 
completeness. Following this initial review, ,:Iil:e~'{4.>ill gerie;;~~ly send a letter to the 
submitting agency that includes the statu~,f!i~~\ifew. For thoSe']~kages that EPA will 
review in the near-term, EPA will genert!1J:yjnclude the following:,j~it.~ompleteness 
determination and/or a request for additidii~limJormation, a deadliri';;~ywhich the 
supplemental information should be submittd~l(jf appli¢aqle), and anfu(l;kc1!tor of the 
timing of EPA's final review .• E1I4will genenrH1~~;ptiority to excepfib~'aJ event 
determinations that affect near:'!ki'h)''tygulatory debi~idns and may defer r~ew of 
demonstration packages that arei1\~f!is~~:~ill!ed withl!~~I,term regulatory decisions. If an 
agency wants to know whether EPti'interii:\Sto,review ~e'/(ceptional event in the near
term, it can send a If:tte~~dicating it?tjptent't'f;i~ilJ~! a pa'6~l(ge prior to preparation of 

... ",,: ... ,-,\!-;-'--"'.-, ' ",:~." ,~,. ,$ii';;'''''''--~ ,~,. -

the exceptionalex,e~tSp&gJ(&lg.e. EP Ain,1~nd,s,it9?esttg~~Ho such a letter within 60 days 
indicating wheW6ffi'the pacKi\t!< is expec~eiitq;!be reviewe&~n the near-term, thus allowing 
an agency to pri6J.i'fize resouI6es for those'ifJtkages that ;ill be reviewed in the near-

te~ii=~;'''?'''f ,,';~·:B\ij~t:,;~lmj'~!;:!';;i.·~!~'''';' 
EPAhlteiids t&trialce a deCiSion regaiding!concUrrence with a state's flag within 18 

:,1.::'.,.-:':'!' ",' '~:"!-". ':",:i'~'_ '" _c, _ ";',;: ;, 

nfQtlths of receipt o'fj~\(omple1itl?ackage fortbose demonstrations that impact a near-term 
reg(l1a~ory action, or S'oo!1er if iiepe~sary to support a regulatory action. EPA intends to 
comrriUnigate with the s'qlimitting 'a'g~ncy, as needed, during the demonstration review 
period.EP ~~1l not geIfeI~ly be able to consider state-provided information that is 
submitted afll;,fii concurren,c1; or non-concurrence determination for a submitted 
demonstration IS"n!lade U)lless the information is provided as a timely comment during, 
for example, a publi\i.cS?Dlrrient period on a related regulatory action. 

"'t;- .:.' '.~ : 
~<g) 

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. 

28. 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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Answer: In general, EPA will not prepare analyses or additional arguments to be 
included as components in a submitted demonstration package. Rather, EPA will 
reco=end 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 EP A-prepared technical support 
document. Analyses prepared by EPA could support either approval or disapproval of a 
state's request for concurrence on flagged data. .{",,,, 

A;t.~~fhtJ# 
F. Exceptional Event Data Flagging for Air Qualig'\¢&'ff~entrations that Could 

Contribute to an Exceedance or Violation of tI,t~Nati~'i1~.Ambient Air Quality 
Standards ,<." ,"'Ii '<,,, . 

/I'~;~~~; .'.~~:~:". 
29. Question: Each criteria pollutant excepr;pMio now has multiple-Nil\AQS in effect that 

differ by averaging period, and/or there i§;~,'::original" and a low~r·(rr,~yised" NAAQS 
level each of w~ch has regulat.ory significah'€;~ilJ,f a~~~JlI~ment value:i,~-,,~~proved by 
EPA for exclUSIOn for one parp.~W.!!f NAAQS a'\(f;:ral;illfgopenod and level/lS:ilt 
automatically excluded for all4\!l~Qf!iY~ NAAQsF6t;t#at pollutant? . 

i0~.~:~;:'~:i~f~i~~;:~"_ "~~:~\;~'~;;:.: 
Answer: No. The exclusion of a measuredi\il:.concentratiO.n is to be justified and 

,,:'!"-'-t "';;;;;''''::;~','c'' -:,,_",;L, 

approved separateJ.ytolliellch NAAQ$]Jlat applfei}p,the polJ1ilant. 
~;;';1:~\~i~:1:':~;wt~~ _ _ .:'t~;~~ __ , -<~,ifr;~i~4'~~~~~'~i_~:__ J<,>, 

When initially :;fi!igg'ing datl&;~state doe~roof*1;d to ~clti1Dtit to the specific NAAQS for 
. __ '" ',: ',::hl, _, " _":_-;':_ ,.'*i' ,,~ 

which it seeks t&'e~S'I)lde a lI\gasured conti.\llitration. EPA's ambient air quality database, 
AQS, is designed t'oi~119.W a.~~il:l.~\!Qapply lf~jl:lgle flag to a measured concentration 
valu~.wJli¢n;m~rely lli$¢at~SliffiestJtti;:_s inter:estin excluding that value with respect to 
o!).~:~r,!ni&r;6fit~~llIJpli~iffi~~.NAAQS~:"~a~!?~,'ii:l.' the justification (i.e., the demonstration) 
f~t~xclusion, the ·sta.'t.r~an intli9~te the specific NAAQS for which it seeks exclusion and 
for\'iJlj~h the demonsJiittipn adclj:~s)les the Exceptional Events Rule criteria. When EPA 
make~l'~;([~cision regar~poncun:¢Rce with a state's flag, it will generally identify in its 
approvalft ¥B~approvallett¢fJ or otheiofficial notice) all of the NAAQS for which EPA 
has concurr~d~qn the flag.: ,?PA will also generally set a flag in AQS indicating 
concurrence witflrespectJo'!1 specific single NAAQS or a specific combination of 
NAAQS for tha(Ii;;ll\ltait~(e.g., in the case ofPM2.5, the 24-hour NAAQS only, the 
annual NAAQS oni)(d'r)5bth the 24-hour and the annual average NAAQS). This is done 
by associating one or niore ''pollutant standard ID" value with the concurrence. 

EPA concurrence flags entered into AQS prior to the March 201 0 re-engineering of AQS 
to acco=odate the Exceptional Events Rule did not indicate the specific single NAAQS 
or the specific combination ofNAAQS 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 I-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 PM2.5, 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 
presmned to be applicable only to the annual PM2.5.NAAQS. This default was 
chosen because prior to the revision of the 24-hqlU'~M2.5 NAAQS in 2006, 
violations of the 1997 24-hour NAAQS wereex.lf~l:nely rare. 

. ~-i~::,t.~!:, 
• For PM2.5, all concurrences on events Wltb".Q.!!!:¢,$,;qpanuary 1, 2005 through 

March 2010 were presmned to be applica15M~·ollJ.Y·1:.p:tP.e 24-hour NAAQS because 
there were no revisions to the annuall?~.; NAAQS'~~g this timeframe, so 

'of :'ql:'- '* ... ~ 
designations to nonattainment forJ!:l,e,,;irtnual PM2.5 staii'~!il. were extremely rare. 
This 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS def(t!1~was chosen becauseft'Wl!§ possible for 
designations under the 2008 24-hourl:NMQS to pe based oii"'d,~1l! as early as 

2005. ,_,,~ ';!~:~~;f:~~\ :",~c.~:f:f~tl. ,~,;.~;!~~ 
• For PMJQ, all concurre1l.7.,\'~.~vyere presum:ei!1:~'~pply to the 24-hour NAAQS, as 

the annual PMJQ NAAQS'was.l',woked in 20Ji)6\,5 
'1':,:,::;;" "",r::.;:;;,: :::r"" \:\~';";':, 

• For CO, all concurrences were<pr/lslJllled to applj::to both the I-hour and the 8-
hour NAAQS. This defauli\W<is cii:d~bfi:.tQensure·U!il:t,the concurrence applied to 
whicheverJl]i~~Shad beeri'~lfceededit4(;iJQgically±Was the basis for the 
exclusioriitp~tl!ls~;'~llic .,r .. ,·8~'i':';:i" . '.? 

• For sd;~~.pon~~~s were ~1~~~td to appl§'fb both the 24-hour and the 
annual NN%,~S. Thisl(iefault was cli{J~en to ensure that the concurrence applied to 

'. \V)lls;4ever N~'QS~h~il:1;i~e)1.exceecfe£l!~d logically was the basis for the 
.~~~;~Jt~lli~j~p.i:~eque~tt;W?·ffags:~?l;\l,.!l~~llrtlk9 to apply to the .I-hour NAAQS 

A~ti:ii because·tq~l,;;:hourS9t!ltandard'Wa~?R-0t promulgated untIL June of20IO, after the 
';";"" AQS re-en@ll.9\l}ing ..• },~, '" 

i·w"li;or Pb, all coriGUl-:t;ences titlwy existed) were presmned to apply to the quarterly 
'~'\lerage NAAQS'o·f\1.5 J.lglinl ,. This default was chosen because March 2010 was 
prlbtiqEPA issuiQ.g:.1,inal designations under the 2008 Pb NAAQS of 0.15J.lg/m3

, 

• For NQ~f'flll concurrfmces were presmned to apply to the annual NAAQS because 
the I-hour;,N'22lMdard was not promulgated until February of 201 O. 

".I::.fu'5~ i~::7i ~ 

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 defaulting sch=e does 

5 EPA realizes that many of the defaulted EPA concurrences for pre-2006 PMlO concentrations that were below 
the level of the 24-hour PM lO NAAQS actually were applicable to the annual PM lO 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 
pennits. 
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not properly represent the actual concurrence action that was taken by the EPA Regional 
Office, the Regional Office should revise and correct the concurrence flags, if they have 
not already done so. 

Detailed infonnation on the use of events flags in AQS can be found in a tutorial posted 
at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/airs/airsags/manuals/ExceptionalEventTutorial.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, an4jl.~gged on the basis of a shorter 
time period, what comparisons between measurements'ah,\P[he NAAQS level should be 

. L" .. rr--¥ 
done to satisfy the "but for" test? . .;i.~;'~'" i" 

'(iJ:;~~;#/;":~Q1\·,,), 
Answer: One requirement for data exclusi~,l!:~cf@f' the Exti?p.p,onal Events Rule is that 
there would have been no exceedance or }jitllif,tion of the NAAQ~k:but for" the event. In 
AQS, flagging and concurrence are done";f<ft.each individual rep6i#,dmeasurement. 
When the averaging period for the NAAQ~!r~ •. !he samelts the mea~ll¥1P~nt duration 
period, individual measurements can be COD1i\l!1';\,d dll;e~~l};.to the lever6t~~ NAAQS. 6 

This is the case for the I-hour P?lSl,le, I-hour COj1;"I);s>TI,tS02, and l-hour1'~J')2 NAAQS. 
However, a difference exists fJt;~1li''f911owing NAA!RS between the time p~riod for 
reporting concentrations and th~~r~~$:geriod to·\\til~Sh the level of a NAAQS 

applies. "!ii,,~;.,.t;~1),,···~~!·~O[~;L '. "~'~';5", 
• Ozone, 9q)j;N'O~;:IW~S02 are'f.;port~d1;wAQ~.a§ I-hoUr measurements, but all 

three M9'~:iNAAQS'd'e:tined for rdRger,''l!veragilig<P:enods (3-hours, 8-hours, 24-
hours, ari{l;iS~J~nnual)~~~ ";~:~. • 

.Pb, is reporteq:~§,2+#QlWJ1'l8Ilsurem:e!'l~' but the old and new NAAQS are both 
•. ,,\~?~~~;tJ?ontll~(ty,~igeS·CqtiJ:i~rr,l?' aV~~~$es and three-month rolling averages, 

:,'~ •• j respectrvi:~), .. ·:~l~ .• ,. . ""~I"."J:.' " 
!1L~" When usingautomate(!fpontinuous biomtoring equipment, PM2.5 and PMIO are 

E·~;sflmetimes repol'\ed asl(lt6ur measurements but there are PM2,5 and PMIO 
~-.~ ~.' 
'~¥QS with 24;'J;!gur avetagip.g periods and a PM2.5 NAAQS with an annual 
averaging period. ~;'''~ ... 

,'.r:_', :,.,;;t,f 
:i- ":,'i 
"""-. 

·tL_;~ ~-- .. :.; 

-, -St-at-e-s -ha-v-e-fo-or-m-an-y--'y"'e"-~~i7,~'-'-re-'p-'d-7~J ;0
2 

concentrations as hourly averages. While some states have also 

voluntarily reported 5-minnte'Ay,irrage concentrations also, either for each of the 12 5-minute blocks in an hour 
or for the maximum 5-minute average concentrations (block or rwming) during an hour, it is the hourly 
concentration averages that should be compared to the I-hour SO, NAAQS. Under a change in SO, monitoring 
requirements that accompanied the promulgation of the I-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 I-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, PM2.5 and PMJO are sometimes 
reported as 24-hour measurements but there is a PM2.5 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;,W:ijh the event and its effects on 
air quality, and which would not have occurred ''b1i:t;foili the effects of the event? By 
definition, an exceedance necessarily involves.a·,9~l;n~arison between an air 
concentration, averaged over a time period eit.\'~<1\1'ie~k:tP to the averaging time of 
the NAAQS, and the level of the NAAQ~$t.:votexamplel~itgoes not make sense to 
compare an individual I-hour ozone coft9t:nfration to the l~~~lofthe 8-hourNAAQS 

'"""'''''''.:'''' .... 'iii'j 

as part of a test of whether the "but i§t"nditerion is met, becau~e.~1J!.e outcome of the 
comparison for a single hour does noNij.~cate whetg~r an exceedi\l!(;~ or violation of 
the 8-hour NAAQS occurred, or whethefijt]'ould,iI~t,J:tave occurred!:tRlCt for" the , 
event. Instead, one should.f¢gn§ider whethet,l1t~ 'e,Yent made a ''but for':;\lifference m 

""c""":f- ",.. -f',{':,:0."Y.Y , 

the average concentration o')i\:r;tll'eperiod that i~:tllt:l same as the averaging period for 
the NAAQS, That is, states ~aIdri'~l~~!,1:lut for" ar~ent should compare the average 

.,,." -~ '~,: "',' ""<-, ': ,j! 

concentration to the identifiedNMQSi'1tl;!1fl! than th91,ndividual concentrations that 
comprise the aY!iirag;(j., States shamp, ho~e\!'M;\tgentirYiiil;!1eir exceptional event 
submissior:.iJl;~~rdts~~.~ which a: s~?IS~€llsitre#1.~Bt, or slveral, but not all, 
measuremei:!ts;cause the":¢l~vated avera$e,,'" ''' ... '', 

'~'(j~j~: 1G;!~ '~,~i¥i-::~ " 
The !;lIe,amble til.tfj;e,Exp~~?:~ Event~~e provides one exception from this formal 
de,fifljlij)ll.kl}!lPproach~~~pream.pl~.states:~at in the particular case of PM2.5, the 

~;.@~ttc6ri1p'ai"r'LQi1 of'lt:~in.gle 24-lioliJ~v~rag:e concentration (determined from a 
iSf,§'illgle filter-blrllell;1l1easui'¢ir!ent or by averaging 24 I-hour measurements from a 
t'~~t;~uous equiv'lii~lJ;tins~i<!:l~) to the level ofth~ ~ual NAAQS (currently 15 
1lg]liihcan be the bal?lsJor mee'\!ilg the ''but for" cntenon for exceedances or 
violangD.§ of the annu!ll:;NAAQK In context, it is clear that based on this comparison, 

e,_ ":is; ',' ':' 

a 24-ho!'lr'c\lllcentratiOJl:ip°an be excluded from the calculation of the annual PM2.5 

NAAQS ~si!lJlvalu~~!~other rule criteria are also met. It is therefore not necessary 
to show that tJ:ie;'Hl'tiyaiaverage PM2.5 concentration was above 15 llg/m3 with the 
event and would'h*~'Deen below 15 llg/m3 ''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 PM2.5 NAAQS, although this is likely to make a difference to meeting the 

7 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 occurrences in a I-year or 3-year time period (depending on the NAAQS). A "violation" of the 
NAAQS occurs when there have been enongh high-concentration episodes that the statistical form of the 
particular NAAQS indicates a failure to meet the NAAQS. 
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NAAQS only if the actual measured concentration were close to or above 35 f!g/m3
• 

This special case is 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 PM2.5 measurement and the annual PM2.5 NAAQS, Table Q30-2 
also provides a parallel special approach for similar comparisons involving Pb, N02 
and S02. EPA believes applying this interpretation for Pb, N02, and S02 is 
consistent with the interpretation in the preamble for PM2.5 and is consistent with 
EPA's intent in drafting the Exceptional Events Rule that should be applicable to all 
pollutants. That is, a 24-hour average concentration,q;t?'J,lb, N02, or S02 can be 
compared to the NAAQS level defined for a longe~i!pepod, for purposes of meeting 
''but for" with respect to the NAAQS with thej?~~~yeraging period. However, 
EPA does not intend to concur on flags for a.,!t:16rirN~2"and S02 concentration that 
is below the level of the annual NAAQS,,r&gardless oftl\i):~utcome of "but for" 
comparisons based on 24-hour or annual~:?fraging period§,~j~lso, EPA does not 

4 \_'~.'1!' '_~'.~'" 

intend to concur on flags for a 24-hqy't;jpo measurement belowiJ:be level of the old 
(fIxed quarterly average) Pb NAAQS6~1l:,;new (roll,ing 3-mont11':~y,~age) Pb 

NAAQS. ,,~t~'";,;'$'~;~Li~~i~1';~;;'uij 
Table Q30-1. Principles for Cort¢<;t'.~.pl!roaches fof;IJ;¢lping to Show That the "But 
For" TestIs Met"'iV""~.ji?"iii",i·!it'b, 
Note: The principles identifIed in thit!;r1?le'&~"l(J§~ntedfr'1;m,1Pe more general and/or self
evident to the more sp~pi,~~d and/or cil!fuative: "'~'!,\;;"b\i;:~t. 

".i;:;f~: ;d:;;-:~'~};1'-;, -";:~':._ .. ,d:~:[}i:'~',~~~~,'2~:.~. ;~ii;' . 

Pr~~iUle·'t:'ii~ App!i~ti,9ii to Specif.ic Exceptions 
··f!~/~;,;~ i't,~~~ '\~;~NAAQS 

1 A single measurement'\j1ay,be . "f'" ,~ I-houi'~MQS for CO, SO" 
coml',j!J'l'd;@:~ptjY to thel~¥~\o'f~'~": ;:~;:~'N,O" and"ijibne. 
t~1:LAb'QS'iftl\$'i!¥eragiri~t,is • '2ilc'1lo)lI fiii~:based PM", or 
'i~~}he same. '.,"-,':\"~' '-"~:}'~:_=., PMl~~"!h~asurements vs. 24-
-"- 'm. " hourNAAQS. 

• This restriction is intended to parallel the similar restriction for PM,,, stated in the preamble to the Exceptional 
Event Rule, It likely has no practical effect It is highly unlikely that even several hourly concentrations below 
the level of the annual N02NAAQS (53 Pl'b) could include an event contribution that would, when divided by 
8760 (24 hours times 365 days), result in the annual average N02 concentration crossing from below to above 
the level of the annual NAAQS. Similarly, it is highly uulikely that even several hourly concentrations below 
the level of annual SO,NAAQS (30 I'I'b) could include an event contribution that would, when divided by 24, 
result in the 24-hour average S02 concentration crossing from below to above the level of the 24-hour S02 
NAAQS (140 ppb). 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

Principle 

• 

• 

• 

Application to Specific 
NAAQS 

I-hour ozone measurements 
vs. 8-hour NAAQS. 
I-hour CO measurements vs. 
8-hour NAAQS. 
I-hour So, measurements vs. 
3-hour, 24-hour, and annual 
NAAQS. 

• I-hour NOz measurements VB. 

annnal average .NAAQS.\,,~ 
···tF~.:-·"-' 

• I-hour PM2.5 measurep,:'i~p.ts 
VS. 24-hour and ~~ . .';'" :~ ·t·" 

average N~Q ~ii:~~:~t;. 
• I-hour PM10 .qte,llsureniep'~$\~ 

vs. 24-hQfu:;i>vel'age NAA~S",.~ 

Exceptions 

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

When the measurement time is 
shorter than the averaging time of 
the NAAQS (e.g., I-hour 0, 
measurements and the 8-hour 0, 
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 
l-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 

."""·~"l""";,i' .... , -';.~ 
• 24-hOlifPM2' 5 measurements -~-:'. ',s-:. ,"':- ~,:t.' ,<' , ~ -,,;,"'" 

vs .. !i®ljirlaverage NAAQS. i):c'X·. 
individual measurements in the • 24-n6UfPb measurements VS. "I'\;,~;~~~~ . 
longer averaging period that were ':, '~i_,,__ '~:~i;,,';;" 

qnarterlv.~yerage NAA9S. ' .. "j;,,' affected by the event. States "'{~<,,~... :-,,,,--.,.~._ 1. .. ".',' 

sh uld h 'd ''',' th' • 24-hour POJneasureti:rerifs VS. \~:~j, o ,owever, 1 entL.), ill err .,,:, -t: 11' 3 't':,r'i'"t,~ ,::\;~:;"r-V ' '" 
. lb" th ~.~ ~>. ro mg -mon"""verage ~,' 

exceptiona event su mISSIOn ose_~~,:~ :'~~.>}~:'NAA. QS 'li':0-7~.~:\,~,' . hi h . I ~ ;." , . '". , cases 1ll w c a smg e ': i::;r." ';;;;-f,~~",,';!;:- '~: .. i.~.;: 
~~_-';S ~., x' ~"" -ll. ,)1;, measurement or several, but not all, ,ii,:. ''''JA;i:~." '~~~';':';~". 

measurements cause the elevated '~~iL" ·;>\r.'f~: ~ ''i~'~'t';~:~ .. 
average. .:. __ .B~-:,~". :,::~~~-,~ "":'~:~;i~-:(n~1~;:~" -<i;~;0~' 
When the PM2., o~i'Jl;t\.!~1i&ilI;~jIJs,nt • 2~-1J,our i'¥14'filfe~,;;·.,,,,' 
time is 24 hours;jl;i.§iiilso peinrl!l,p3 me'!,~,1J!ll!ii\iJjtS vs. the;liiP.!Ial 
to compare the 24;nour;.:: aver~@,iNAAQS (exp,,:ssly 
measurement to th~':'-~ll~ averag~;~~ pennitt~djn the preamble to 
PM2., NAAQS or the 'q~erlypr.'~';i "'" the Exc6.t\\!onal Events Rule). 
rollinll'j;ni'blith;Eb NAAQSIi",,;fi"; /.j~'ll4-hour Iib'TIlter 
_~i~::};~;~>oo ':'·\~~)~r~'_;:"'" ~-'," :::~~;;,. "'""'-ffi~~~,~~~h~' vs. the 

I!(ii~' . ;i,.~", ~'i:"",, .. quartetty"verage aud rolling 
'~-1L' ').':~.::;.. "):":: '~:~.<: 3-month averag~ N~Q8 

, ,lii ' ',J (suggested by this gtlldance as 
·-i~.:;,l_~" "'-ii~~~~ 4:'{7:~ consistent with the intent of 

.~; :,f"iim 
.:;;.: 

""+ "--.";;, 

I-hour PM2.5 anil'S:02 :.;",;' 
,f,-, __ .-.. • ,-J: .. , 

measurements may-be, average,.d'lo 
24-hour periods and ili.e~co'#ipared 
to the annual average NAi\QS. If 
the ''but for" test is supported by 
this comparison, the showing 
supports a "but for" finding for 
those indiyjdual I-hour 
measurements in the 24-hour 
averaging period that were affected 
by the event. 

When there is no NAAQS for the 
24-hour averaging period, I-hour 
measurements may be compared 

• 

• 

• 

,- the PMz,j provision in the 
preamble). 
I-hour PMz.5 measurements 
vs. annual average NAAQS 
(suggested by this gnidauce to 
create a level playing field 
between filter-based and 
continuous PMZ.5 

measurements). 
I-hour 80z measurements vs. 
annual average NAAQS 
(where the 30 ppb annual S02 
NAAQS still applies) 
I-hour NOz measurements vs. 
annual average NAAQS 
(suggested by this gnidance to 
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If a measurement value is 
below the level of the 
quarterly, rolling 3-month, or 
annual average NAAQS, it 
cannot be excluded. 

If the average ofthe 24 1-
hour measurements is below 
the level of the annual 
average NAAQS, it cannot 
be excluded. 

If a measurement value is 
below the level of the annual 
average NAAQS, it cannot 
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6 

Principle 

to the annual NAAQS. 

measurements may not be 
compared to the level of the aunual 
average NAAQS. 

Application to Specific 

create a benchmark 
judging the excludability of 1-
hour N02 measurements, 
other than whether the event 
affected the annnal average 
enongb to make a "but for" 
difference relative to the 
annual 

• Single I-hour S02 
measurements may , 
compared the 
NAAQS 

• 

Exceptions 

Table Q30-2 ideq~fle~~;SOlnp!lris,df~~~:f;it~~~t~~~1J~1~wcmldheIP satisfY the "but 
for" test for Cl for completeness Table 
Q30-2 actually occur - for 
example, that a of the annual average N02 

Helping to Show That the "But For" Test Is Met 

Correct Approach 

was 
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 I-hour NAAQS. If other criteria are 
also met for that hour (e.g., there was a clear causal 
relationship between the event and that hour's ozone 
leve~ among other criteria), then the hour can be 

and 
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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 
NAAQSlevel 

NAAQS averaging period 
Measurement period 

2 Ozone 0.08 ppm • If the daily maximum 8-hour average of 
8-hour averaging period measured concentrations was above 0.084 ppm 
I-hour measurement but would have been 0.084 ppm or less in the 

absence okJlji4~event, those I-hour concentration 
values prlit~te affected by the single event meet 
the '~liU.t;1.'6;;' test for purposes of comparison to 

'11:,"~"':_:;;'ik 

tJW,'O,,08'p!?m 8-hour ozone NAAQS. 
" _. ~~~~¥.~r:.::c' ~'~(ii~i~ 

::r;li~\;xClusion of80*,:"or all hours of the 8-hour 
"'J\<;i¥oil that was originalfy.,the daily maximum 8-hour 

~'''>'! .. ;m' ~,w',"~" 
i/~ ,period may cause anotheri~our period to become the 
';,,.. AiIlly Jl1lIX1mum. The ''but l'tiili"\<9mpanson can be 
""i~eated for thlspew 8-hour p€i;j'il.<!. which may result 

:,_;~, ih ;fJ.;~~n~~.:~.1¥6ncurrence for irl9-t~~J, -hour values. If 
;!""ii,j"" .. ',,,;,. the o~l!.iiJ;ll!'i1ly maximum 8-hourp'epod and the new 

'~J(;0:~~j~: daily. mi\j!!ijjJ,um period overlap, it is possible for a 
,\(~~\;~j ',' specific hOW:ly.,~on.cen. tration that was not originally 

f.~qp'curred to:S:~:¢qncurred as part of the new 8-hour 
ril.'airunum perio'<i!')'~ 

3 Ozone 0.D751'J't\l'''}1'"t.'.,. )tf'i)ij1;~ily ril.lili'iWum 8-hour average of 
8-hqf;if~aveclgi~g_~eriod '~'-d £:t;_:{f~eksi4§gj~:~pcentrations was above 0.075 ppm 
I-Jibu\'"'J1easurettleMi "';t: ~~~J''''but would,~ve been 0.075 ppm or less in the 

:~;;~r1i?;"~ -i1:~;t~ ~:) ~},F absence of the event, those i-hour concentration 
(Note: Tfi~"example"rnay be ~';'". values that were affected by the single event 

,,;',' "replaced1o/iQw(ng'EJf:1Z'l;,;,:., ":"1:,,meet the ''but for" test for purposes of comparison 

,~j;:~~~ "~1l';;~~:~~;~I:£:f/];~~;:+(.,;" "';~to the 0.075 ppm 8-hour ozone NAAQS. 

j ,~~-tc" "1i:,. :·/(11.. ·"'k\~.;~ 'The exclusion of some or all hours of the 8-hour 
• ".~_'~,' ' '~:j~ ... ,."",,,'(,: period that was originally the daily maximum 8-hour 

,.JiE "" '_~ '::"? . :~ .. ~.:~!:.;; period may cause another 8-hour period to become the 
;{~:~';i -1'P;r .i:' --~ daily maximum. The "but for" comparison can be 

",. ;i/;'~~.l1 \,-/',;; repeated for this new 8-hour period, which may result 
'" ""i>{' in flagging and concurrence for more i-hour values. If 

i-"_ < 

g," the original daily maximum 8-hour period and the new 
-Ff ;,( 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 
maximum period. 
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the "But For" Test Is Met 

Pollutant 

4 PM2.5 

5 

Specific Case: Correct Approach 
NAAQSlevel 

NAAQS averaging period 
Measurement period 

35 fig/m 
24-hour averaging period 
1-hour measurement 

15.0 fig/m 
Annual 

• If the 24-hour average concentration based on 1-
hour measurements was above 35.4 fig/m' (after 
truncating after the first decimal digit, per 40 
CFR 50 Appopdix N section 3.0(c)) but would 
have beehiSs'~ fig/m' or less in the absence of 
the <e1~jW,;those I-hour concentration values that 

'&--r-w.:.-'!t;:: 
wet<\,1iffe.cfe.d by the single event meet the ''but 
t8eifest f6F,pUn>oses of comparison to 35 fig/m' 

.1t,ii;';.2:.f-hour PM,:;~~QS. 
i't:~~~~"fr Also, if the 24-li61#;-gyerage concentration based 

::.';~~" on I-hourmeasuremefits was above 15.0 fig/m' ___ ,t.:'.' <.:::.":w' 
,\,,~* (after truncation aftett1rs;;fu:st decimal digit) but 

. 'i\:~,. wouldhaye been 15.0 fig/ijf",,~ less in the 
'\t"~~'~!Ji:a.l?set;lc~~~fthe event, those<'I~nQlJI concentration 

·;\iiiii!~~'.liili'i were affected by the!Sfugle event 
rrle~f:tlie ''but for" test for pnrposes of 

'~, __ ,-;;o-"__ 3 
co .. anson to 35 m 24-hour PM,.> NAAQS. 

<~t'~. :'!'!!':~;'_ lithe aDDllhl,average PM25 concentration was 
"'\~i;~'above 15 :6:~~' but wouid have been equal to 

::;;;~ij~sthan fS;O"/fg/m' (after rounding to one 
~j~'1ieili!riiii:itjgit) in 'the absence of the single 

~~,igr.:'··· event' si"ef:(~@t on one or more hours, those I-hour 
~":" concentration values that were affected by the 
~H;". single event meet the ''but for" test for purposes 
.i:f';~ of comparison to 15 fig/m' annual PM,., 

",cNAAQS. 
CO¢"Also, if the 24-hour average concentration based 

on I-hour measurements was above 15.0 p,gJm3 

(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 fig/m'in the 
absence of the event, those I-hour concentration 
values that were affected by the single event 
meet the ''but for" test for purposes of 
comparison to 15 fig/m' annual PM,., NAAQS. 

However, an hourly value must be part of a 24-hour 
average concentration that is above 15 fig/m' (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 

6 PM,., 

7 PM,., 

Specific Case: Correct Approach 
NAAQSlevel 

NAAQS averaging period 
Measurement period 

35 fig/m 
24-hour averaging period 
24-hour measurement 

• If the 24-hour average concentration was above 
35.4 fig/m' (after truncating after the first 
decimal digit, per 40 CPR 50 Appendix N 
section 3 .QtDJ)but wonld have been 35.4 
fig/m' or;l$il~';fu the absence of the event, the 24-

''''":.: ,,,. ,,-.,~ 
hr c_op:ce:jit'fation value meets the "but for" test 
for;;.\,'i'i;;'g~esof comparison to 35 fig/m' 24-hour 
11M'Ai"'NAX'6s 

., ,ili~~~\; . 'i[1~.s ·'-:~~C;.~i:-_,. 
~_;' J~§~~~-- Also, if the 24~6~:];yerage concentration was 

,,:!i\i{" above 15.0 fig/m' (~!ii'"tJ:uncating after the:first 
>';';"\, decimal digit, per 40 Gl'Jt?O Appendix N 
.;~~;\ section}.~Q») butwoufilt!i¥~, been 15.0 

iijtifig/m'At~eSs in the absenceiif,;th" event, the 24 
. ",. __ i:' ~,\l'_,,,~:, .,';. ... ,. 

""-;$:'~!iJt.g~~;c6ncentration meets tli~J''but for" test for 
PiitP'qg;s of comparison to 35 fig/m' 24-hour 

PM':"aiiMQS. 
15 fig/m "''' i,i 'f~" If the aillIUi\;li,~verage PM,., conceutration was 

~Ann:ua;I~~~~~~p,~e~riOd '(:;if,;",',i,', __ "~", ;".ii~.aRRve 15.61l~W' (after rounding to one decimal 
2 -.:~,~gi~I1J'r, 40 C~ 50 Appendix N section 

-i"i •. , ,;~;~;4:2{illl&"lo, )!:'onld have been eqnal to or less than 
{::;W:": bl.~~~,;~"~' 15.0 !1g.7in~fiii the absence of the single event's 

::~.l '",_.:/' effect on one or more days, those 24-hour 
~ ~i;~,., concentration values that were affected by the 
~ -:;;:~~;.. single event meet the "but for" test for purposes 

"i~;"of comparison to 15 fig/m' annual PM,., 
'''ii.' ,., "NAAQS. 

Also, if the 24-hour average concentration from 
the filter-based sampler was above 15.0 fig/m' 
(after truncating after the first decimal digit, per 
40 CPR 50 AppendixN section 3.0(b)) but 
wonld have been eqnal to or less than 15.0 
fig/m'in the absence of the event, the 24-honr 
value meets the "but for" test for purposes of 
comparison to 15 fig/m' annual PM,., NAAQS. 

Note that a 24-hour concentration that is equal to or 
less than 15.0 fig/m' (after truncation to one decimal 
digit) caunot be approved for exclusion, regardless of 
the outcome of the com arison 'ust described. 
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the "But For" Test Is Met 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Pollutaut 

PM,o 

PMlO 

co 

Specific Case: 
NAAQSlevel 

NAAQS averaging period 
Measurement period 

150 ~g!m3 
24-hour averaging period 
I-hour measurement 

150 ~g!ffi' 
24-hour averaging period 
24-hour measurement 

Correct Approach 

• If the 24-hour average concentration based on 1-
hour measurements was above 150 ~g!m' (after 
ronoding to the nearest 1 0 ~g!m', per 40 CFR 50 
Appendi,,~:&ection 1.0(b)) but would have been 
equal t9~~'~ij~~s than 150 ).Lglm3 in the absence of 
the ~.Y~iitJ;those i-hour concentration values that 
,W~Fl~-e:6,J~~ by the single even~ meet the "but 

., 'iQ1ll' test :fil~oses of companson to the 150 
,'l.hl,uglm' 24-hour,ji'M:lO NAAQS. 

I£'!lj" If the 24-hour av&ll.ge concentration from the 
~l' filter-based samp1ei:!1;~ above 150 ~g!m' (after 

rounding to the nearest~'P,jlglm', per 40 CFR 50 
Appendix',1b section 1.0(ii)"'1lut would have been 

tt'!,Hess thao 150 ~gfm~1in the absence of 

~·~.J)~'.';&"'~'~~f'.:b-.""" i"stJp;!~;';-!~::~::!~!:: ;~~t::~, 
" "', 24-iiOiii,EMlO NAAQS, 

co _ ... "iii!,,; ?~9.~ppm ~:'-;'~i,::k.,;:~/~-J1;~~~'~';~I;~3i(·i~ '·,"jj::~tJ-, If an 8-hour average of measured concentrations 

I ,~["" '!l'o:t~;;~;.:.; .. , .. ,,'.','.' .. ','~';::':'§;~~~~; 
•.. f,::~'J • ''''i'.'' I-hour concentration values that were affected 

'i;'", by the single event meet the "but for" test for 

''''-, 

"Pl •• "'. 

'~ '.i.' 

'co:', 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 I-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 originally 
concurred to be concurred as part of the new 8-hour 

I ueriod. 
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Table Q30-2. Correct Approaches for Helping to Show That the ''But For" Test Is Met 

Pollutant 

12 Pb 

13 Pb 

Specific Case: Correct Approach 
NAAQSlevel 

NAAQS averaging period 
Measurement period 

1.5 fig/m 
Quarterly averaging period 
24~hour measurement 

• If the quarterly mean was above 1.5 fig/m' (after 
rouoding to one decimal digit) but would have 
been equal to or less than 1.5 fig/m' in the 
absence oriti'e ... single event's effect on some 
day( s ),1;!!\¥.2;W-hour value( s) affected by the 
singl~\~l~fit meets the "but for" test for purposes 
O~?lPp~s9n to the 1.5 fig/m' q~ly average 
tp~AAQffi;{tl,Ote that gIVen the l-lll-6 

,. '''W "'. .~;",. 

',:~a:mpling scbed'Ql.~ for Pb, it will be uousual for a 
",'Siugle event to "ajfest lllultiple sampling days.) 

'" Also, if the 24-hotit;;ieJ~ge concentration from 
. ",:' the filter-based sampler:1i\1~ above 1.5 fig/m' 
. ',\::", (after r~~~ing to one dect~~.digit) but would 

"'::j,haveb.,,~n;:!,qual to or less i1i!!)l."il.5 fig/m'm the 

1ft~~",~:" .•. :~E~;;:'"::1' 
ft¥:::. %(~~~1?-~:~ Pb cb:q~fw.~.ation that is equal to or less 

f~:;~:~~~;z~~ ~ '1FlSo" th~/~\2~bl.&'J.?l3 can'tt¢.ver be excluded, regardless of 
.. «&i',) '" (l]_"~ :i?::[,~. tb,¢;;oUtC61Ii~_o-~thecd'n; arisonjustdescribed. 

0.{5"'ItWm . 'i~·",. 'tw, ~·;,,"Ifa 3-moni:lfmean was above 0.15 fig/m' (after 
Rollfug;2'rnonth a-'<!jaging period~:: i:: rouoding t~ two decimal digits) but would have 
24-hotitw~~~ern~~tf'" '\a;', been equal to orJess than 0.15 fig/m' in the 

*': ~i,~,~·",:;~ji~,fu c.'\., ~yi~~~~(:),ed:: ~~~:,!I~a~n:;e~!~~;~~:~gle 
",jj : t~ '''' "event meets the ''but for" test for purposes of 
~''''-'~-. comparison to the 0.15 ~g1m3 quarterly average 

" ,,",; ... 
~ .•• ",. Pb NAAQS. (Note that given the l-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 fig/m' 
(after rouoding to two decimal digits per 40 CFR 
50 Appendix R section 5(b)) but would have 
been equal to orless than 0.15 fig/m' in the 
absence of the event, the 24-hour value meets the 
"but for" test for purposes of comparison to the 
0.15 fig/m' quarterly average Pb NAAQS. 

A 24-hour Pb concentration that is equal to or less 
than 0.15 fig/m' can never be excluded, regardless of 
the outcome of the com arison 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: 

S02 

NAAQS level 
NAAQS averaging period 

Measurement 

I-hour averaging period 
I-hour measurement 

Annual averaging period 
I-hour measurement 

avemgmg period 
I-hour measurement 

Correct Approach 

• Ifa I-hour measured concentration was above 
100 ppb (after truncating to a whole number per 
40 CPR 50 . Ssection4.2(c))butwonld 

to or less than 100 ppb in the 
. event, the I-hour N02 

meets the "but for" test for 

measured I-bour 
above 53 ppb (after 
per 40 CFR50 

would bave been 
of the event, those 

by the single 
of 

is an exceedance of the annual 
I-hour concentration was above 

e~~~~~:to a whole number per 
! S section 4.2(c)) but wonld 

or less than 53 ppb in the 
event meets the "but for" test for 

proposes of comparison to annual NAAQS. 

Hi!w"ve:r, a I-hour N02 concentration that is below 53 
to a whole number) can never be 

regardless of the outcome of the comparison 

was above 
(after rouoding to a whole number per 40 CPR 50 
Appeodix T section 4(c)) but would have been equal 
to or less than 75 ppb in the absence of the event, the 
I-hour So, concentration value meets the "but for" 
test for proposes of comparison to the I-hour S02 

average on 
measuremeots was above 140 ppb (after rouoding to 
the nearest 10 ppb per 40 CPR 50.4(b)) but would 
have been equal to or less than 140 ppb in the absence 
of the event, those I-hour concentration values that 
were affected by the single eveot meet the "but for" 
test for proposes of comparison to 140 ppb 24-hour 
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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 
NAAQSlevel 

18 S02 

19 S02 
(secondary) 

NAAQS averaging period 
eriod 

30ppb 
Annual averaging period 
1-hour measurement 

• If the annual average of measured I-hour 
concentrations was above 30 ppb (after rounding 
to a whole number per 40 CFR 50.4(a))) but 
would 30 ppb or less in the absence of 
the I-hour values that were affected 
by event meet the "but for" test for 

.. ~~1t::~;~~~~~:~n to the 30 ppb annual 

:~~~~~'a~;verage concentration based 

n:~~~:e~~~~:~wa::s above 140 ppb 
,d 10 ppb per 40 CFR 

h~~;!~~~~;~: to or less a even~ those 1-
affected by 

me,,' tl,e ''but for" purposes of 
to the 30 ppb annnal S02 NAAQS. 

"",i·if;:';,,,.l S02 NAAQS still applies in the 
concentration equal to or below 

roundil!g,to a whole number per 40 CFR 
regardless of the 

lfthe 3-hour average of measured I-hour 
concentrations was above 500 ppb (rounded to 

''''Y'tn.e nl,.",st 100 ppb per 40 CFR 50.5(a)) but 
have been equal to or less than 500 ppb in 

absence of the event, those I-hour values that 
were affected by the single event meet the ''but 
for" test for purposes of comparison to the 3-

31. Question: apl#qpriate for states to flag concentration values that are less than 
the level of the retfiv~!llt,I;:l,1\.,A'l.l~ Under what circumstances will EPA concur on such 
flags? 

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 software. 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.l4(c)(3)(iv)(D). State flagged values 
that are not included 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 infonnationa1 purposes, they should use the "I" series flags in 
AQS. 

f'f,~}~:, 
States may see an advantage in flagging all values they.:6~h'l!ve were affected by an event, 
for purposes of being able to later identify historical'i~~t;'llhat have not been affected so 
that "nonna1" concentration patterns can be prese£l;t~d'';;s''p~,of meeting the "in excess of 
historical fluctuations" prong of the exc1usiop!~Jiitffia. AQS'qQeS not prevent such 
flagging, but states should be aware that Eltat~~gging by its~\lb~S not establish that the 
concentrations were in fact affected by ~~~ent and should be ~f81~,ed from the 
''n 1" b lin ., •. ". ".,,' onna ase e. "·',~»r,!,;., ". ~F:~';" 

':~2\~~:R. >·;~~t~~ "<~?~~":; 

Of the fla.gged cases that appe5l!,~,e0th AQS ri!l'd~w:,'4~)!fu~stration p~cIci'g~s; EPA can 
concur Wlth flags for concentra"g,ufu;~1l,t are be10w'!H%tNAAQS only m five very narrow 
conditions described below. lfEg~~~se,le~ine thliF)~~;tlag on a value less than the 
level of the NAAQS cannot meet tli.,I2, buHg1'l~,t~st, EP N,pl,!fY choose to nonconcur or 
leave the default/nyll!;v!!lg-l' of the AQ"~ concUIT~li~~pag (1li4~l<1l,ting no EPA action) in 

p1ace':c~~;~t¥;~i;C'~lj~~;\'~~;~k'I~~~;ii~;"'ii~4~~,,"j 
Except in casesiftV;q1ying PNfii~ limited m4P'!lenance p1ans9

, EPA intends to prioritize 
',,"!-''''':' " : .. - • '-"", 

events that result ina:Mio1ati6n'Qr~xceedari'6~(of a NAAQS or those that otherwise 
impa,~t,~.t~gyl\~?ry detifsio:~\~"iia~~9Jjbed bcilG"Y and in the response to Question 30, 
th~}J~jiiay be'spe'Q1:q-p instfulQes where'lh~ividriltftiIeasurements fall below a NAAQS but 

~~"''''~ .-.' ."'_:_!\;'.,_ ~ ._,/iL_.~_ -t, .. ",r_,' 
s&U"<:ontribute toa'Yiglflting;de§ign value~'There may also be instances where a shorter 

'", <}C"" ' '1,(""', """,",, 

averagw,g time measurew.~nt (ecgAl-hour 0 3 measurement of 100 ppb) is not above the 
level 6f'1:hat averaging time NAA~'s'(e.g., I-hour 0 3 NAAQS of 120 ppb), but is above a 
longer a~ef~gingtime N~9S (e.g.:8-hour 03 NAAQS of80 ppb) and contributes to a 
violation ofiliG':\!Jnger aveJ;iigmg time NAAQS. In such cases, although the individual 
measurement rna&; not exce~d the level of the (short-tenn) NAAQS, it may be possible 

",;j; ""', """~" ".''''''" 

for states to prese'o.1;'sufficii:mt evidence to satisfy the "but-for" criterion. 
'"":f~~~\,~"" 

First, PMlO values bent'een 98 and 154 f1g/m3 (inclusive) may be flagged, concurred, and 
excluded for purposes of qualifying an area for reliance on only a limited maintenance 
plan. 1O Because of the expected exceedance fonn of the PMIO NAAQS, concentrations in 

9 See May 7, 2009 policy memorandum from William T, Hamett to Regional Air Division Directors at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpgltllmemorandallmp_final_harnett,pdfthat allows PMIO values between 98 and 154 
I1g/m' (inclusive) to be flagged, concurred, and excluded for purposes of qualifying an area for reliance on only 
a limited maintenance plan, 
10 See May 7, 2009 policy memorandum from William T, Harnett to Regional AirDivision Directors at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpglt1/memorandallmp_final_harnett,pdf. 
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this range cannDt pDssibly affect whether a site actually meets the NAAQS, so, there is no, 
reaSDn fDr flagging them except when the acceptability Df a limited maintenance plan is 
an issue. The nDrmal AQS flagging and cDncurrence prDcedures may be used in this 
situatiDn.11 

A secDnd scenario, in which EPA can cDncur with flags fDr cDncentratiDns that are below 
the NAAQS is indicated at 72 FR at 13570. If (i) an event has affected air quality Dn 
multiple cDnsecutive days, (ii) at least Dne measured cDncentratiDn during the episDde can 
be fDund to, meet the "but fDr" test using the relevant cDmparisDn specified in Table Q30-
2, and (iii) the air quality impact Dn each day is "exceptj~w," measurements fDr the 
entire periDd are eligible fDr data exclusiDn regardleS§",Q'jj;libw they cDmpare to, the level 
Df the NAAQS. In the cDntext Df this provisiDn, "$.x'iim~<?J1al" encDmpasses all the 
requirements Df the ExceptiDnal Events Rule Dth~~tffanth~~'.:1?ut fDr" test (e.g., clear 
causal cDnnectiDn, "in excess Df nDrmal histm;i~¥ !luctuatib~jnc1uding backgrDund," 
nDt reasDnably cDntrDllable Dr preventable)",,~~~g'~~!i," 

.. ~~~~~-'" ~\~{k~ 

Scenarios in which the measured con~ehti>ation is greater than>:l~N'AAQS with a 
longer averaging time but less than the level'of a NM\1€)S with a sif6i'ter averaging 

time ~t;~:m,-",,. '~;;~!i:e~t '\~~, 
Third, applying Table Q30-2 m~yii~~hltjn,~ualifyinita24:-hDur PM2.5 measurement that 
is greater than the 15 flg/m3 annuaf);j¥1~5'N~<2S but ribt'~rrater than the 35 flg/m3 24-
hDur PM1 .5 NAAQSif,9II~~lusiDn f6~;'t4e puiP~oil~§2Di the 24:-;hBur PM2.5 NAAQS. This is 
the result if the actUal:2lt.j,JiQur cDncenli'~tiDn wis~~iiWeen I5and 35 flg/m3 but wDuld ." ".. j",x .... "..,", ... , . "',''" 
have been belQ'\¥,il,:3' flg/m 'Th)it1fDr the effect::oftlie event~;ahhDuld be nDted that an 

-'>IIi ':;rn ,~:.".~ -#_';'W(", ," -:,," 

exclusiDn made iiI1d~,r this vetl!;;,specific pfbpsiDn fDr the 24-hDur PM2.5 NAAQS will 
Dnly affectthe DutcOrii~Df !Il!1I.t1:;I,jnment deielminatiDn fDr the 24-hDur NAAQS if the 
cDncentratfoD,value iri;~iles'lii5'r\.;.,r~~le:~fth~f~\v,highest daily cDncentratiDns during the 
y~a£.:Se()1li:e'·:;nI~.~en C''o*4.it ha~e~£~e,~ Me 3-year design value. When a 24-hDur 
v~l\!.ebeIDw the le\i.~]iDfthe21'!lOur NAAQSdDes affect the 3-year design value, the 
applisa,tiDn Dfthe gu1~!n~e fD.rth~,~~~ situatiDn (beIDw), which is applicable to, all fDur 
NAAQ~,p~Dllutants wltli1Wl,llti-yeart!!I!.~lgn values, wDuld get to, the same result as 
applicati6JtoJ this paragrapg. ' ,. 

'* --,w. -,:~,:,:,:,,\ 
q:' :~" '-g 

FDurth, assumingt~at a~,Dther ExceptiDnal Events Rule requirements and cDnditiDns are 
met, EPA may COl'lYlEi Vl'iili,flags fDr DZDne, PM1.S, l-hDur N01, and I-hDur S02 that are 
"less than the leveI6:t;the'NAAQS" if adjusting the flagged cDncentratiDns fDr the 
estimated cDntributiDn frDm the event wDuld change the 3-year design value frDm being 
abDve the NAAQS to, being equal to, or belDw the NAAQS. HDwever, as indicated in 
Table Q30-2, cDncentratiDns belDw certain values may never be excluded. 

11 The procedure for detennining a PMIO design value in units offLg/m' is given in section 6.3 of the EPA 
guidance document "PMIO SIP Development Guideline," June 1987, posted at 
http://Vv"\\lw.epa.govittn/oarpg/tl/memorandalpmlOsip dev guide. pdf . 
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Fifth, a I-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 I-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 sitoations are described in Table Q30-2 (rows 3, 4, 
8, II, 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 1~:¥.~1.of the NAAQS may qualify 
for exclusion. These discussions are not exhaustive ~4lW!GlOt obviate the need to refer to 
Table Q30-2. "J;",!'''',;)". 

2,."".. PM» "",~(;e'4'~:J~" 
Assume for illustration that the three anJ,!]l.\\J':98 percentile 24-hoUf!;:"j?M2.5 concentrations 
for a monitoring site for 2006-2008 are 4t;,"3;~"and 37 fig!m3 for ea61l"tespective year with 
a resulting 3-year design value of361lg!m3wmcll is <I;~glation ofth(;"'24~our PM2.5 
NAAQS of ~5 llg!m

3
• Also, ail~~~ that the n~~~~sfc?nc~ntration itl~~OO7 below 

the 31 Ilg!m was only 20 1lg!ID;(,;fr;.Jl.ll.:lI Ilg!m cOl&<:J11tratlOn ill 2007 was affected by a 
one-day wildfire. The state has 'B~eJl'a1ili(j;to show thaf,!l'b.e concentration would have been 
17 fig/m3 without the fire. Becauici}~.~itbit~.~;lf~m3 n~~~~'J~g/m3 exceed the NAAQS, 
the event on that da¥Jiot'.§,not meet l'\l~,"but forli1!1~!t:whenVi!e,:wed from an "exceedance" 
perspective. HO$~\lerflli~.e:(Iect of t1i~:ijre 0J\i'tll:&2QQllxahie'ffetermines whether the 3-
year design va1~lfIiasses the'~1i:hour N~~~r!"IJad t1ie~.!!>een no fire, the 98th percentile 
concentration in2~~~would:n,:'\,ve been 20'/fg!m which would result in a 3-year design 
value of33 llg/m3 (i:t%Je8stll'~nthe 24-hout';tW2.5 NAAQS of 35 llg/m3). Therefore, the 
20011lv,al~§~~~.~g/n\.~·,~~tttMeii·'%ttr~c .tS'fi'li:when the !ocus in on NAAQS violations 
ra:t]1~1ithan nidi~g;~\!;l exce~41jpces. ~$S~iJlllD"gother requIrements are met, the 31 llg/m3 
co~s~ntration wouri,i;;):l!< apprl\y~(l by EPA foi'exclusion from the 2006-2008 design 
valile~;~ote that in dilmg a "vi6J.~'!i()ns-based" ''but for" analysis, one does not simply 
substitri1i~ .• the "no event"',eoncentr"iliibn for the original 98th percentile day into the design 

.>.".,;" "'~-.':~:--' -3.::." th 
value calCulation. Rather;.o~e must ie-select the 98 percentile day, which sometimes 
will result ili'~different daf~ actual measured value being used in the design value 
calculation.12··~j·~T:· 

;;41:: ,·.fi:.>A 

It is conceivable th~f ~~';;tfect 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 

12 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 flg/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 values and 
attainment for the other two 3-year periods that include that same year. 

For the 24-hour PM2.5 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 98th percentile concentration enough to cause 
the 3-year design value to change from "violating" to "complying," but excluding several 
ofthem may. The outcome for the design value may also depend in part on whether 
exclusion is granted for some other concentrations that ru:i\c .. 'l\l;JOve the level of the 
NAAQS. In such cases, the exclusion decisions should;J:1tsf'be made for each of the 
flagged concentrations that are above the NAAQSA'¥ll'r.f)p.aining flagged concentrations 
(those meeting all other requirements and condition.~Xlf'fli~;t,lxceptional Events Rule) 
should then be considered in progressively !~¥2E"groups ritiiR\(g. by concentration. That 
is, if excluding the highest one of the flagge,~'~6hcentrations belQ~ the level of the 
NAAQS would cause a switch in wheth(Jl-{!1J:tf3-year design value~9~ates the NAAQS 
then if EPA determines that value is to b'~;'(*luded then there is n~rJ1j.yact to retaining all 
others and, thus, no need to make determin~ii~ils. forthis~;,others. If cixc'\J.!ging the two 
highest such concentrations c!tHs,es.a switch, the'~iJ;H;re,JS'no impact to d~t-;;tinining 
whether others beyond those M~¥~1i~1Jl.d be retam~~~':, • 

':~t~~~(,;~:4)r~~~;~:, , ~':~:.~~~~}:~ 
However, the preamble to the Excep.!ionaJ.''li:~llt8 RuleexliJicitly states that PM2.5 
concentrations belg~'tl;teJevel of thf;'~)JnualN~'Q§ CaJllli3~'l:1j: excluded for purposes of 
compari~~ns to~~:1nnli~;J;j¥QS. (~~:~R}:f~S7.~t~9-tt~niofmiddle column) Even if 
the condItions desJmbed III ~eprecedirlg"Raragraph are met, values below 15 !!g/m3 

. 0$.. -lli _ ","y ,,,::~'1'1 '0, 

cannot be excluded:; hi'" ~':"'t 
-~~~'~R'}1 .. ,.. ;~;~~~ '~4'~~ 

Annual:RM2i'S_:m> " ~~~i~~').~f}\~:~~:!i~;~'~\:~i\~·;" . ~~~S;j 
_)~~~~.~~\~f'_¥'1:<.\~{~;{~~~~~~". ~, --;:;~J~,~~~,_:_ _ _ '~:j~ 0:~~,:;;;~- ,,1"~'" 

Tl;i¢'j:lreamble to tl:it),~ceptio~I.Events RUI.eexplicitly states that PM2.5 concentrations 
be1d'wthe level of the'3~l1ual N~QS cannot be excluded for purposes of comparisons to 
the an"iiu3],NAAQS. (72:R~ at 1357~l,bottom of middle column) 

\-:-~:'<.;, \1.'A/j 

Ozone (o.d'ifpP[!l8-hourlfMQS) 
(Note that'tli.isexamp!e'1hay be replaced following EPA's promulgation 
of the 20 11 Rd&bn,sid~r;d Ozone NAAQS) 

Assume for illustrati~li:that the three annual 4th 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. If the 0.075 ppm value for 2008 were to be excluded and if, as a 
result, 2008's new 4th 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 PM2.5, 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 4th highest concentration enough to cause the 
3-year design value to change from "violating" to "complying," but excluding several of 
them may. Also, the outcome 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 fu~Lbe made for each of the 
flagged con~entrations that a:e above the NAA9.S, ~~~¥aining ~agged concentrations 
(those meeting all other requrrements and condltlOvs:of'The Exceptional Events Rule) 

~-'''''':F±O:''c,Ui~~ rn 
should then be considered in progressively larger)gj;oiips'fanked by concentration. That 
is, if excluding the highest one of the flagged",'i~pt~ntratiori[!~!tlow the level of the 
NAAQS would cause a switch in whether tli~.3;[year design vlD.lle . .violates the NAAQS 

4-HM'::~ ":;,'J,-'_'::'~ 

then if EPA determines that value is to b@"~Cluded, all others cahilbl},retained without 
impact. If exclusion of the two highest sit6l:i':,!oncentrations causes ;!t:';~Ntch, then EPA 
may focus first on whether only those are to'th\fe:1'clude(·.i~''''~~';", 

PM" 'ft .. ~,,, ";"(,"; 
The only current PMlO NAAQS 1S''1J1~ 24.':hol!!'1~AAQS ]jj;l~tl£l on the expected number of 

.. :~' "', ;'" ,c_,,_.,,;" jiO! .• " '" 

exceedances over af 9,Y()W period. Sfu.Cfi a conc~tr~tion be1q,~Jhe level of the NAAQS 
would not be all,@;geediili.;;,\,:,;md cann'q!;~ffest9oiTIp1i~Sf') wit1l.the NAAQS in any way, 
a concentratiOri]'~!bw the le~~~, of the N~RS.:usualIY'C!i#llOt be e~cl~ded. H.owever, 
under an EPA polifYkmemo, .wI, the furpos~6fEPA approval of a lllTIlted mamtenance 
plan PMlO values atlqJ;as.~'~'iJWJ!;l can b~SQncurred for exclusion when determining 
whStb,~t:~'ai;~a,,~s eli~"'Je.Joi''a'liin}tf'dif21aint~jiance plan. (See May 7, 2009 
meIiiorIDidiirit fromwillfaifr'I'. Harm;tt.fo',Regi(lnal Air Division Directors, 

.. ~,.",~.",> -"!";',,"::, >.tJ_.~ "\;-£j. '_ 

IittQd/v{ww.epa.gllv/fu!/oarogltl:!memoraiidaJ1mp final harnett.pdf). Because 
co:tl.2lvtrations less tfiall98 Jlglfh3~'Yould appear to have little regulatory significance, 

'11'J ':~ ~:_.m:, "!'j;' ;of,' 
EPA discQurages the flaggiJ;lg of sliqIrdata. 

-et, .• ,,,:::.. '-';~~-; ',,,. i" 
''i1':~f~~ "'~' 

'm.:~:~!.' "t 

,:/¥!., Pb -.:,~,{;,:,,, 

«'" I '~_ _ &i'- _,"i;% 

The current 1.5 ~~~. andO.15 Jlg/m3 NAAQS for lead are both based on a maximum 
three-month average"i;6rieentration. The 1.5 Jlglm3 standard is based on the highest 
quarterly average in each year individually, while the 0.15 Jlglm3 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. 

EPA will not concur on the exclusion of a I-hour N02 concentration that is below the 
level of the annual N02 NAAQS, and we discourage states from flagging such values. 
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EPA will not concur on the exclusion of a I-hour S02 concentration that is below the 
level of the annual S02 NAAQS, and we discourage states from flagging such values. 
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1. Highlights 

I 

This document clarifies the Exceptional Events Rule1 (EER) for high wind dust (i.e., particulate 
matter) events2 and provides reco=endations for exceptional event demonstrations. High 
winds can entrain and transport particulate matter (PM) to a monitoring site. These particles can 
consist of both "inhalable coarse particles" (i.e., larger than 2.S micrometers (flm) and smaller 
than 10 flm in diameter, termed PMlO) and ''fme particles" (i.e., 2.S flm in diameter and smaller, 
termed PM2.S). This document applies to both PMlO and PM2.5 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 SO.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 ofEER 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, 8, 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 su=ary 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. It is desirable to implement reasonable controls to protect public health;3 and 

1 "Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events; Final Rule", 72 FR 13560, March 22, 2007. 
2 The tenn "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. 
3 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 
•• * 
(iv) the principle that each State must take necessary measures to safeguard public health regardless of the 
source of the air pollution 
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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 

2 

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 the occurrence of the high 
wind. 

• There are six technical elements that must b!;oriii~1,ilnclettliJ~E,ER for EPA to concur on a 
high wind dust event demonstration. 

1. whether the event was not reasgrl!!1'>1WccmtroIl2lble or pr~y~ntable (uRCP), 
2. whether there was a clear (CCR), 
3. whether there would have been violation 

(NEBF), 00 00 

4. whether the event aff~~f~'I!iI" quality (Jf.,<\ca~:,;;;" 
5. whether the event waStsiif$~~'9Y human unlikely to occur or was a natural 

event (HAURL I Natur£f'l?veii.t)i~and 
6. whether the~e~ent was in ~*,\~ssMlt~~i11 0 0 fluctuations (HF). 

Failure to suffis~Jiillt!l14ress any 6~S, will PJ;~'Ii~n:t):lI' A 0 , under the EER of 
the request to;S'~.elude data~i'i "'&;~)j~'~;.:t ':~i"~lo .. 

• In reviewing\iYY~fal high'~d dust ev~:riifflagged by ~st[tes as exceptional events, EPA 
has found that the'Ji()llowin!D~ER elemeli.tsil-ave played a significant role in our review of 
the sJaws/,slIpporiliti,jdo~ilj'tatiop: nRCl:ll CCR, and NEBF. These three elements, 

.",_",-:Y __ ffi;:y,:; .. ,_ .-~~.!i:>.,,_ ~= .-.. ,', .... <-"". "".,,," 

a4?!'lg'With'l!f,1p.ay be,c,~~ideredj*~EPEndeltt elements. 
• .,Jh,i~viewingse'iie.tlJl hig!i*w.irlf! dust eVeti,t~tflagged by states as exceptional events, EPA 

h"asl()und that two¥e~~rpents<1~e]-tified by statute, AAQ and HAURL I Natural Event, are 
nec¢s§,arily also satis:!ie,d for abiggwind event if the other elements are satisfied; 

.. ' 1:,. "!.'.:'::; _ ... 1.'(,' 

therefore; they are noftre,ated as independent and there is generally no separate 
demonstilfiion that needs:to be included to show these elements were satisfied. 

-". ',om· -it .,-q 

• EPA has noq~f pass/faiJ..stlltistical criteria for the HF element, but will use a weight of 
evidence approachtoa~s~ss each demonstration on a case-by-case basis. The state's role 
in satisfying this ei]:rneptis to provide analyses and statistics as prescribed by EPA in this 
document. EPA wilfuse the information provided by the state to determine whether the 
event was in excess of normal historical fluctuations.4 Events do not necessarily have to 
be rare to satisfY this element. EPA expects that failure on this element indicates likely 
failure for CCR andlor NEBF as well and thus does not expect that non-concurrence will 
result from failure of this element alone. 

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

4 "Normal historical fluctuations" will generally be defined by those days without any exceptional events (e,g, bigh 
wind dust events or other types of exceptional 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 

3 

• Exceedances caused in whole or in part by anthropogenic dust sources within the state's 
control are unlikely to be eligible for treatment as exceptional events under the EER, even 
under conditions of elevated winds, unless 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 acc0un.t factors including controls in 
place, wind speed, an area's attainment status, the freqJi€~&y and severity of exceedances, 
and the benefits of the controls.,;;,;~,;t 

• In addition to considering the factors above, EP 1A.~Ii~~~;~e reasonableness of controls 
based on the technical information that was a;y:ailable totli~'!~iate at the time the event 
occurred. In the case of nonattainment are,a~j¢P A would gefi~t,ally expect states to already 
have the technical information needed tQ;!~#Sonably control si5ID,;i<e,s within nonattainment 
areas. Also, the U.S. Department of A~~ture's Natural Reso~.~~.Conservation 
Service develops best management practice~.;i(lIllder v~RUS prograiri(tj:t~s), some of 
which are aimed at preventing)oss of soil diItJIig,!:riglJ,:iVIDds, which ma);V~!SO be 
informative in particular situ~'~.,<~~~·:;i? ""f 

• The degree of event-specific ~~a:1'lgll~d dathri~~~f,sarY for de~onstrating "not 
reasonably controllable or preveJ:!.fl),bl~'w\l1 generalIY~¢Jess for willd speeds above 25 
miles per hour (mph) .. and greater'~!,.speed~]j~fQW tha('~t;least for western states. 
Empirical evide!l¢~i€b~'!:Y'~_that a suS'!~wed wWt{~p~~d.of i5':#iph is typically the 
~mum wiJ;)~';~fd&d ne~~%!}? entr4f~~~JWfr'6~~!m,y stable surfaces (i.e., 
undlsturbed/natm'~ surface'S;;?Iith a crust'QFjlisturbed surfaces that have been re-

_"_'":_"'; ~ .. _,r." (,":" 
stabilized) in thew~~tern U:lii::where raillIdJlis seasonal (see Appendix A), and thus is a 

use£W,.t%~.~?~d fors~~lJ~!~~ff~i:~~~ exp'e~~~ions for the detail to be included in a 
deIiJ.9l;!$tt:atlP'P,jtlWt dust"o,¢' a wllld;~~twas;}1ot reasonably controllable or preventable. 

·YV;ifuEPA appriS~al,:j~tat~t~~t: establ~Sii~~! •. ~fferent threshold based on loca: studies. 
• Th.~;qegree of evelil'l$p,emficIiJ.fQpnatlOn and data necessary for demonstratmg "not 

reast)ri~ply controllabl~'qr preve'll.\ltl,JJe" is likely to be lower for non-recurring events. 
• EPA al'Id'''ilIe submitting~state can c6nsider the development of a voluntary High Wind 

Action pta(:tIJilt would ideptify mutually agreed upon reasonable controls that a state 
could implerii:~t.for subs~.quent high wind events. Preparation of such a plan and its 
approval by EPl\c'couldpl'olnote a common understanding between the state and EPA 
about whether suSsil~tiftit high wind events are not reasonably controllable or 
preventable. ;, 
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Clear Causal Relationship 

4 

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 incn,asingly difficult if concentrations 
on non-event days during the same season exceed the standar~~'Wor if the contribution of non
event pollution sources produce concentrations near the app¥ei!l:l1e NAAQS. 

Disclaimer . / ..• ;~j:~'~~~~;j; .. 
The Exceptional Events Rule is the source of the rc;gtilatory requff~Ei'i~nts for exceptional events 
and except!onal event demonstrations. ~is d~,~~cllt provides .guid~"'~cand interpretation of 
the ExceptIOnal Events Rule rather than unpoS1j1gany new reqmrementg:~~:::,. 

"~:~:~D~ti~}~lr'\~r;~;7¥: 
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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. 

5 

These criteria are more nuanced than the dictionary definition of "exceptional" might suggest. In 
particular, there is no requiremeut 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 Defmition of the "Event" for High Wind Dust Even~,,~ 
J ;;:~~;;;.c 

In high wind dust events the meteorological phenomenon£i;'~;;Wind) is purely natural but the 
pollution from the event can arise from a mixture of nll:~~l~:s~~c;~s (e.g., undisturbed soil) and 
anthropogenic sources (e.g., soil disturbed by humap,acitji'ity, dUS.ti;from sand and gravel 
facilities). EPA classifies high wind dust events.ll~,,'j)Atural eveniS:~¥I~cases where windblown 
dust is entirely from natural sources or where~ni~tg;rificant anthropoi!@1<; sources of windblown 
dust have been reasonably controlled such thai)i'iilifhropogenic sources c!ill:1b.e considered to have 
little impact as required under the EER. ';~i~;~ . '; .;'TIi;h 

,,:' _, '~:~~~~,tL /~~~~r o-;'~;.~~~\" 
EPA considers that a high wind dusf,~~:r:ttincludes bo'tli)l1§illigh wind and the dust that the wind 
entrains and transports to a monitorin~~i'te~14~event is nO!''m,erely the occurrence ofthe high 
wind. .The "not reason.ably controllabl&2r.pre¥~~1l1:b,~e" clai'ls.~~1!l.,the st~tutory de~tion of an 
exceptional event applies to \Ill types of ~@)1ts. Ihtl!l!:c<ase of a:,jilgh wmd event thIS clause 
applies to the high wind~Y~liit:as.a whole,arfd encoD;lp'M~es the reas0nable controllability of the 

./ .. \.,;.:~.,,," ""'~:",~' ,~,~:- ":";~> 'li" .:l!, ...... *',,:' "-"'"£r w. 
emissions e~trainedR;X\tl1e hi.gh~fi. The ra,%M~~!}he hl@l~d itself was not preventable 
does not by Itself m~ .. t4e high wlI),4, event "n~~leasonably controllable or preventable." 

, .. -~'."-' ,'~:;-. ; ~'" 

"'\.'~", .;':f~ J.,ff,c.'·:i, 

2.2 Evip,~p.!iP ~.ecessari~§Jl~j~~ .'E!!cep tio~i!! Events Requests 
(:)~~i~~;~-::~:'~;"~~:"~;~'i~j f', __ " '{. :~~: ~',~:;-, • .;~ ':4~:;k:~"'m: , :~':;/1;: 

The EJ(€tiptional Everits"\~'u1e waspr~mulgateaQy;SPA in 2007, pursuant to the 2005 
amendfu~t~ofClean Arr"ot, (CML8pction 3l'f The rule added 40 CFR §50.1G), (k) and (1), 
§50.14, aniI,~?J.930 to the GQd,e ofFe<\et,~ Regulations. These sections contain definitions, 
criteria for EP 4"'approval, pnicefiJlTal requ,ifements, and requirements for state demonstrations, 
all of which mu'SM'>e met for EP~'to concur under the EER on the exclusion of air quality data 

. :f"" ,-" "::,110 

from regulatory deol~iop.s. .\:;~ 

The definition of an exceptiofi1ll'event given in 40 CFR §50.1 G) parallels the statutory definition 
of Section 319 of the CAA'ari'd itself contains certain criteria for approval by EPA: 

• The event "affects air quality." 
• 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.,,6 

5 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), section 
6013 amending eAA §319, became law August 10, 2005; available at http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-
bin/query/Z?cl 09:H.R.3: 
6 A natural event is further descnbed in 40 CFR 50.I(k) as "an event in which human activity plays little or no direct 
causal 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).7 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 ... " 

• "demonstrat[ e] to EPA's satisfaction that an exceptional event caused a specific air 
pollution concentration in excess of one or more nationl!} 'llIDbient air quality standards at 
a particular air quality monitoring location and othef\¥i~,~Jsatisfies the requirements of 
this section [regarding schedules, procedures and std~'niission of demonstrations]." 

8 ,:i~~r~·;~~;;;;i::~a~. 
Under 40 CFR §50.14( c)(3)(iv), the state demonstmtiojfto justi!¥'!<l'clusion of data must 
provide evidence that: ,.,;i~:~,{".·"~~~ 

;.d.~.k~;l~'· ,? ~~~,~~;~ 
A. "The event satisfies the criteria set foith~iE.~O CFR §50.1G),' fot1ill~"gefinition ofan 

exceptional event (see above)")~';;"'" Wi)~~ 
:~ ;:i~;f: '" ,d:<i::~~" ·;-~,i~~~,. 

B. "There is a clear causal relatipJll!pip between ili~ .. rii~~sUrement under co~fderation and 
the event that is claimed to ru!"~.:£'fil~ed the air ql1~ty in the area"; 

'-,~,,(,i:j '€\;~!,:,~~:;,~>, <~;:" _:: 

C. "The event is associated with a ci"hl!s).lf;d'~0Ac\lntratio~ffi'excess of normal historical 
fluctuations, indlidfug.P4ckground"';,and )}~',;" ,,-;:i::' 

~~~:i.!,~T,;:'~~ <':':';f\~::i'~~: ··:·:{:;:.~,<,:_<i~;~i·zV '~:~L\'J-\:~,. 
D. "There would'hftve been rio;;llxceedanc@io}(Ylolation blit for the event". 

\'~.~~~~ ',"'~ ;.~>! '<:~;:,; 
The definitiqR\lfllP:exceptici~a!~i~l;!.ti,Rr\?&vi£led il~\l"CFR § 50.16) explicitly excludes 
"stagnati,Qi\v9i~W:'a$~e~ or iiiei&6,fological'jj'i~ersiohs, a meteorological event involving high 
temper~tii;re§ or lacJ;:()r;Pte9ipit~'fi~~i,or poliriit01il;J;,ehlting to source noncompliance.,,9 
Excee(ifu~e~ due to thesee¥~jlts W01E%eot be eliilble for exclusion under the EER. lfthere 
were a sigriiP'slillt contributiolJ..from so,!¥:c~f out of compliance with fugitive dust or other rules, 
then the PM'frqeedance would'D'tJt be ex:(!ltiaed as due to an exceptional event. 

-'iR-:-:e \i-'·'':fS. 

2.3 
'to'_.R; '.'.:f, __ .:-

'"' .·k ~" ',-'''' 

40 CFR §51 Subpart Y mclbd,esinitigation 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. 

7 §50.l4 (b )(2) and (b )(3) contain criteria relevant only to firework events and prescribed fire events. 
B Prior to the publishing of the 2010 CPR the citation was §50.14(c)(3)(iii) 
9 For further explanation see "Trea1ment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events; Final Rule", 72 FR at 13577 
n.15 (March 22, 2007). 
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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: 

7 

• "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.l4(c)(2)(i). 
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 § 5.Q.14( c )(2)(i), but must be done 
"not later than July 1 st of the calendar year following.1'h~~ear in which the flagged 
measurement occurred" 40 CFR § 50.l4(c)(2)(iii}.'i,;i~;;" 

• 
. .. .. 1>,.,,'.. •. 

"A State that has flagged data as bemg due to ~;eli'sei?tfonal event and IS requesting 
exclusion of the affected measurement data~~a.I{:llftern'etife and opportunity for public 
comment, submit a demonstration to justifyi1f~ta exclusioi1tll':~P A not later than the 
lesser of, 3 years following the end ofJ;lf~i?a1hdar quarter in'~"iii"h the flagged 
concentration was recorded or, 12 mori1!i,~prior to the date that!r~~~atory decision must 
be made by EPA. A State must submit tJi~'fi)lblic comments it recelvl);dalong with its 

w •• ;{Y:':\, ,,::.~,,:~_;.,., /,\,~:&,,; 

demonstration to EPA." 40 9FR § (50.14(c,,)@.1!i))'.M~t";,t, 
• With the submission of the ~p:);1s,tration, the~·St~t~'#f;:;J.Ust document th~f'The public 

comment process was followe~: 4:~~~~ § (50jIi(Qti')J~)(iv)). 

',,(~j '!i\~'~~~:*". ""~c~'i2. 
"'-':ii "',,(:;),ti, ' ~'!~~1> .~~~;~"::::~ ,~, -. v;,-,:;"w;; 

·"~i,~;~;~i""·'·';jj:)'n?,. 
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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.e., 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 anyone 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 
.i!,~!.~i';l Section of this Document 

Element AbjJJlF1l!lition Containing Additional 
,/~.ii,~,;I/\'''~'' , Explanation 

not reasonably controllable or preventable*",;::A;iiRcP"~i' :3.1 

caused by human activity unlikely to recur at Jt~"~}" HAURL / " ;~~~;:8'~~, 
particular location OR a natural event "":~d.'" .... N tur 1 p.'.. t "',J'" . a a ,,<ven 

'·~l ~'\\l ;~.~,,~'w. 

*Indepen~~~~l~~~~::~ ··:'';'l;k,~'t,§~,;,~:~!,~>,. -"~~'~,. 
EPA U§,elj;ir.l'Wergllt'iif~xidenc~':':<,lpproach ~(}viewing state requests for data exclusion under 
the EER;,but each anle\i~1¥ elementshould stiilb"l met. While evidence and narrative that 
constituftis',:a,§trong demonsl!a'\!;on f6~:qp~element can also be part of the demonstration for 
another elerii@\,meeting one'eJ~lllent eV\;ln)leyond any room for doubt should not make up for 
the absence oi~n'\rr,e to satisf)';ilJ;!other eleinent. In practice there are linkages among the 
elements. A give1i.~ement maJ"oe impossible to satisf)' unless another one is satisfied, or one 
element's analysis iliaY'flualitatiyt;ly affect the evaluation of another element. Although a strong 
demonstration on one el,.;tii§ntsbOuld not compensate for a failure of another, the strength of the 
demonstration for one reqUh:~illent could influence the persuasiveness of evidence used for 
another. ., 

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 iliat two elements identified by statute, AAQ10 and HAURL / Natural 
Event, are necessarily also satisfied for a high wind event if ilie oilier elements are satisfied; 
ilierefore, iliey are not treated as independent and there is generally no separate demonstration 
iliat needs to be included to show iliese elements were satisfied. While not listed as a stand-alone 
element, wind data (e.g., wind speed, direction, and recurrence) will playa vital role in 
informing EPA's decision on elements such as wheilier ilie event was not reasonably controllable 
or preventable and establishing a clear causal relationship. 

Finally, a demonstration package for a high wind dust event should include a conceptual model 
of how ilie event occurred. In its simplest form, iliis could be a+larrative description of how ilie 
event unfolded and resulted in ilie exceedance(s). The conc~$rmodel should help tie ilie 
various rule criteria together into a cohesive explanation qt:th¢~vent. 

")i~¥:d;~~i_~:~: 
Sections 3.1-3.6 of this document describe and clari;fy~a6helt:~~!).t identified in Table 1. 
Section 6 provides recommendations on ilie preP3lt~y()n of demo;;s~Ron packages for high wind 
dust events, including examples of analyses an4;a;,r~co=ended strilc:tUrJl of ilie document. 

~jjl~r_ '-~~i~t~~,~ 
In summary, ilie technical demonstration for a hi~~nd dus;1~lfceptionaletellts package should 

include: \/~'-ii_ . ···~\1t\~1~)~:,~'¥;~~;~~~~~> --'~:;;;;~~~~~: 

Elements Required by the Exceptfb~~t1iv~}lts Rule ~~:1;,;;: 
'~~-i\, ·;~~::~~~.X:",b'. ":,.~)_,-,~ 

• Not Reasonably Controllable or ;Pf'e,venta'6i~'dlndependi!r,~Element) - Analyses and 
descriptions shq]i!l<if§'llQ~iliat ilie e'\i~+lt WaSJ.l9j·'f;~a,§£>nably~.ontrollable or preventable. 

"f~t!~'t"P"-~";~'::;t;!~:~_i;: , "':(r~,;.,~_(~~t~{;:i~i/;:~"\~f ~S}~t~,_ . 
• Clear Causal Relationship'Wdepended~Element) - Analyses and descriptions should 

show iliat iliere' ~~§;.a clear;;~ljpsal relati6~~ip between ilie ambient concentration 
meas].lf~~nt undefiib~idJ*~ti9+l<\lld ilie '6i~pt that is claimed to have affected ilie air 

"q;5~t&ilirW~'~:~·,,'·"~!~i:. ; ~·'~·~t,::':.;i .,~t •• ~ 
.~.Exceedance~iit'F;or th~'Event ande;~~dent Element) - Analyses and descriptions 

shoiiJ<!,llhow iliat ilier~~ouldhifY,e.J?een no exceedance or violation but for ilie event. 

• Affec:~'\~Q,Ualitv (Te~~tical El:~~nt) - statutory technical element iliat is generally 
automaticalI:Yo'$ljisfied with no additional analyses once submitter provides historical 
fluctuations ali'itly~es,establishes a clear causal relationship, and provides explicit 
statement indicatfugs!tisfaction of requirement through clear causal and historical 
fluctuations showirigs'. 

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

10 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 m the area" and "the event is associated 
with an unusual measured concentration beyond typical fluctuations including 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 andependent 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 <'.", 

~ -~;;;~·=~~t~ ~" 
• Wind Data - Da:a on wind spe~~ direction, and ~.~a~~#~y of recurrence is needed to 

support all four mdependent cntIcal elements. ~ .. ;~3;;.;".,f'Ji' . 
. "";",; _ ;~~~l;:"- "'. \~'ryj~'~ 

• Conceptual model- Narrative summary atmgbeginning of~:;q!:lIDonstration package 
describing how the event unfolded to pi9d~e elevated PM aHiilii,monitor(s) that 
recorded the exceedance(s) and providilig:<:ontext for the supporll.ng,oelements. 

"~~~~:-,- ,,::1' """.~~,~~. 
3.1 Not Reasonably Controllab!eor Preven;;fui~inR~~~'.\':l~'.# •. 

(:~~~:~~~ .. :, _ ~V~;y~~_~~~:/r' "·/f 

Exceedances caused by dust sources '·1t¥~'iiiJ!\eJ.igible for tfe~~ent as exceptional events under the 
EER, even under conditions of elevated''Wind~{\Jln1ess the si!lt!;'.8.110WS that the event (i.e., 
emissions of dust due to ~\R was not r~~()nabiy'6p~se~abltQE~Iev~table. EPA evaluates 
whether an event was not,reas()nably contrQl[able or.1\r~ventable at We time of the event by 
taking into account coJtr~r;;1ri )jt1ige and wili'd:.spe~llo~~~rw other factors.!! The factors and 
approach identified i['fhls sectioii'#e intendea:t~:04'arify EP A"I'~ihpectations for high wind dust 
exceptional event packa~~~'!I1ld pr4i;1'ote consist!;.J):~y in their review. Nonetheless, each package 
will be considered on a c~s@jb.¥cc~6iljisjsper the'ElfK Note that for anthropogenic sources, 
EP A COll)li~~~~)Ii~~i1t¢4lthat ~il~'~~;omibi~j!6n1Toll'~dll to be one whose emissions were "not 

""""'\'_',' -">''''''',. .,- "'-,' "-f1"";;",",,,,,_ ."1 

reasona.b}yWcontrollaDle~!iltpreverit~l:>te"; therefol,\(f;~these terms are used interchangeably 
througii~titthis document!6l:.anthfoRogenic controls. 

, -i~~~~.:.'::.;;:_ ". '-';':';'~.' '._ "\~~~i~ 
~ "."" . >Xi""l ::;ii. 

3.1.1 Reasoii~ble Controls '\')., "<t"? 
. ~j, . 
"'.-.-~. 

To meet the detinlt;B#~.of an ex<;~~!ional event, the event must be "not reasonably controllable or 
preventable" (40 CFR §;$Q.IQ)~'i"Since EPA considers the event to include both the high winds 
and the dust entrained by ThQse':\¥inds, it is necessary to identify the sources of windblown dust
both natural and anthropogeiliC; - 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 defmitions of natural and anthropogenic 
windblown dust emissions that have been developed in the Western Regional Air Partnership 
(WRAP) Fugitive Dust Handbook. 12 According to the WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, all 
mechanically suspended dust from human activities should be considered anthropogenic 

IISee SJV Attainment Affirmation, 73 FR73 14691, for a prior high wind dust event in which EPA considered 
controls and wind speed, along with other factors. 
12WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook, Prepared for Western Governors' Association, Countess Environmental (yVGA 
Contract No. 30204-111), September 7, 2006. Available at http://www.wrapair.orgiforums/deWfdh/index.html 
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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 1ands,13 construction and mining sites, material storage 
piles, landfills, vacant lots, agricultura11ands, 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 fues. 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 fues; and glacial 
silt. 

,,: '''\i~i'\~il' 
EPA generally considers dust entrained by high wind from:'!W'gfsturbed land (e.g., undisturbed 

:-',:>ii<i'-&~ 

desert) to be not reasonably controllable or preventab1~,,1'liJ'y{t!);;the cost of treating large land 
areas and the likely disturbance to natural ecosysteIl')s~::~PA ~~~lteJlerally considers that wind
generated dust from previously disturbed land th\l.~Ls."geing alloweq~g,tully return to natural 
conditions by effective prevention of any new Jlt~fuiB'ance is also noli\~i!~onab1y controllable or 
preventable, provided that there are no reasonil1}}~:;lCtive measures thar'c~iitq be taken to control 
dust during the transition back to natural conditl.6%~~4 Whi1e,sp:rissions ff01]!lJIJ,ost other natural 
sources of wind-blown dust could be,:~imi1ar1y not y"'" a.BlY\~6ntrollab1e, BP~A,,:,ill consider 
those on a case-by-case basis. In ar~!!,:'Yi:hpre events "--' P A may require inbi'l:ased 
charact~zation of the natural sourceJ;;~:g~,~!torica1 s ",,:.disturbance, water diversions, 
vegetation changes, etc.). ':~" -:'\i;;,j,::" "'*:~,~ 

~TA~;,-. "-:~~~~(~~::,. __ , ·o):,'~f:~;*:. 
While EPA generally d~~~jfCirexpect natuFitlsource~);Q:ifqllst, e.g.';~J:fpm undisturbed land, to be 

.,4:-::;-t-'"~_-.;."Z'_).~"'l ;"1,',w._ • ~:e;:;~ ~",:,,,_'1'"··>'''·,''''i·;''''_~. -W< 
reasonably controllakl~l1irpreven.ta!:>le m mo~ti£ase~,;!'EP A"do:es,expect reasonable controls on the 
wind-driven anthropdfiji:!ic contrl1J\ltion to thl;¢oiit~ntratio~iliiisured during the event. 

-":-,J:~" ',re _,:;,- "·s' 

Experience in several ar~~~,in the ~~~tem Unite(!~ates has shown that it is practical and 
reasonable t9IJ.ppl¥dust-siiIlRIe,~sr?n:cP~91s to iI~t,wbed lands and other anthropogenic dust 
sources, ,~.iK~(t!1.t©:~~e;~ontro1s,#,!~p Imtt~b&~t c9li;yentrations of PM during high wind 
events.~~JO certairi\W:il.~,speeds-:;:,EQr exampletrr,rljllY areas in the west have successfully 
controtftl~,dust with mea!i'uIyJl such'~S"l!later or ch&ical stabilization of disturbed areas such as 
constructlbll'Z9nes, or 1imifu1g'<listurblinc~ activities on windy days. If reasonable controls on 

"~" , \--" ",' -- -" '-'- , --" 
wind-driven-iiii.t1~ropogenic sOUryes were'hilt in place, then the event would not be considered 
"not reasonabil'qg-wollab1e od!f~ventab1e" and would not satisfy the nRCP element of the 
definition of an ei1:~Piiona1 event" That is, to meet the EER the state should identify wind-driven 
contributing anthropog~Di~ solJi1:~s and show that reasonable controls were in place. For ev~nts 
with wind-driven anthropggYJ!lS ''contributions, it will be inIportant for the state to address how 
the exceedance occurred de'splte the inIp1ementation 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 

13 Undeveloped lands refer to those that are disturbed for purposes of development but not yet developed. 
14 An example of such a measure might be the restoration of all or part of natural surface water flows. 



Draft for StatelLocallTribal Agency Review 
Revision Date: May 2, 2011 12 

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 §S1.930. 

3.1.2 Reasonableness of Controls in Place 

Under the EER 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 meaJl, that a high wind dust event is 
"not reasonably controllable or preventable." If a set of con1:Ji8I:Ilieasures could reasonably have 
been in place for contributing sources at the time of the eY!lU"lhMlen they must have been in place 
for the event to qualify as an exceptional event under th~'~t;Among other factors to consider, 
reasonableness needs to be judged in light of the teclnfi~U'Iinf6"ri&Iation available to the state at 

.,~-. ','ili il/; 

the time the event occurred. In the case of nonta '.".~ ent areas EF~;I"ould generally expect 
states to already have the teclnfical informatio ,'ed to reasonablY'g~i;ltrol sources in 
nonattainment areas, although there could be a"fl,lpment areas that also1i~y:~advanced 
implementation of controls. If EPA has given n'oti£~ to the s!!tft that EPA"of1i;l§iders controls on 
particular uncontrolled sources to be reasonable (e:gl"~a~ PM,:~i(>a previous eidi~1ional event 
review) then EPA will consider thesfiit¢to have beeri~diPiea of the need for reasonable 

.. ··?_~.;r} .. ":!:_:~&.' ~". ~~.~.:;f' 

controls on those sources for future ei~tS~:~o, the U.S:i!qppartment of Agriculture's Natural 
Resources Conservation Service deve18J?i;1:i1!l;f'fuanagemeri't:P1'actices (under various program 
titles), some of which are aimed at prev~~g i:;~t,qJ~9il durihg,(Righ winds, which may also be 
informative in particul:y!ls~it't'flJ!Qi;lS. In evhluliting reas\l~bleness~'$l:'A will generally consider 
first and foremost W.9¢:W&'ifu~ '*$1 speeds ~~te 1l]j~~~"fu'!!l)5Wi1PuID threshold to entrain dust 
from stable surfacesJ~sdescribed:,in Section'~,}:1J¥:r;;'stable surfaces typically resist dust 

,~" ':",', ,11:1;,_" --;:J', .,._"' 
entrainment from windilpJitl.ds belQ;w"1his mininJi@ threshold and above this threshold some 

reasonable ~9W~1~ ~o.ulcl~l~~#;'~ttiy~;?~~additl~p,~o wind ~eed, EPA may also consider 

factor~.~1~~~~'~e?~"~~;~~~~~)~~." ';'~{:;,\;\,,:\~: 
Table2~~xample FacfOd;conside~~d In DeterMning the Reasonableness of Controls. 

'1:,:.:;\.., '-'F,i',~;,.;;' <'''~,~:,~,l>. 
';. 0'·' 

"Reasonablen,ess" Factor 
.- :~.-, 

i>e$cription of "Reasonableness" Factor 'W :', . 
... " 

1. Control requit(i?fillmts based CiJj~area Generally, areas classified as attainment, unclassifiable, 
'1': _,-1;, :_r~: 

or maintenance for a NAAQS would not be expected to attainment status "i,,, ,'i ',~ 
~-; '", '.: ,,: m ,:,t~ 

," ',;;-:-;" have the same level of controls as areas that are non-
£: ..... ,,:~ .~ attainment for the same NAAQS. The reasonableness of ,,' 

~, fu 
,;: 

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 
im lementation 
5. Use of specific, reasonably 
available control measnres 

6. Jurisdiction 

7. Overall benefit of controls to 
remedy the exceedance 

Descri tion of "Reasonableness" Factor 
considered more reasonable. 
Were measures considered "standard practices" and! or 
those io widespread use for dust control io other areas 
e 10 ed duriog the event? 
Only sources withio the state (or tribal) land need to be 
considered or demonstrated to have had reasonable 
controls io place at the}ilpe of the event. (However, it 
may be necessary t9:j;i!illlide sources outside the local 
jurisdiction io thy;~~p~ptnal model of the event, and to 
assess their conttft¥tirl.ohto the measured concentration, 

£.- '1>m'~!>' -'-' Ill·: 

to fully un4erSt!jiid the'bo\':jtribution of io-state sources.) 
There rn,aY.b~'benefits to''CgJitrolliog even small 
anthrfl~~g~liic sources. Redu~\il:gambient 
conclifi!1\i!ions may have a publi~ealth benefit, or even 
remove iq"ejCceedancy" ",,,,rife 

8. Significant contribution of sources" There is nod~j@~4;:~'f)'linimis emissio;tlcfJ;ate or ambient 
),1,'_'" ""~. ~"'_''''f: ,'/f'i.'- -, .Ill.' 

to the exceedance ~;?~f;t;.Qlltribution th'!itfli;fliiits which sources should be 
",;t ~~~lw~4e,red for cifi{tfw, and EPA will review this on a 

"t'1:11se;bY~~ebasis. ~g'\Yever, as a starting poiot, we 
bt:li.eve iti~g\;~~rally rt«~.Qpable to consider source 
mit~ories tQ~tp!il-~pontrjJ5yte 5 ltg/m3 or more to an 
exce~~~p~0f the{f§~'!lg 24-hour PMlO standard.

15 
In 

someqa's,es(i.e., wiod speeds above the threshold to 
entraio '§iil1;>Je surfaces) it may not be necessary to 

i:Ci~'i,::}:f'~':'l,~\{psider~!i14ces down to 5 ltg, while io other situations 
ifri!~y,~e ~pfl;opriate to consider sources below 5 Itg. 
This st3$tlllg poiot may be revisited should the PMlO 

. NAAQS be revised. De minimis levels for PM2.5 have 
:.,Opt been clearly established. 

Although Reas~ri~1;>ly Availabl~'Gl(,mtrol Measures (RACM) and Best Available Control 
...,., ilil .. ,. ,_p.>:~ 

Measures (BACM)~\)'llot nec~lisWily required to have been io place at the time of the event, 
they are measures that Ij'a\i"y 1;>e~'ifidentified as being or possibly beiog reasonable. 16 A state 
needs to demonstrate tha{~S:§1\ntrols that were io place were "reasonable" at the time. The 
CAA requires BACM for serious PMIO non-attaioment areas and RACM io moderate PMlO non
attaioment areas; therefore, EPA may use the local list ofBACM or RACM measures (as 
applicable) as a reference point to review the reasonableness of io-place controls. Having 
BACM/RACM io place duriog the time of the event is an important consideration, but does not 

15 5}1g is the "significant impact level" (SIL) used in NSR permitting to decide whether an individual source has a 
significant contribution to a 24-br PMIO NAAQS violation, based on 40 CFR 51.165(b )(2). 
16 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. RACMlBACM lists may be a reference point, bnt not the sole means, by which EPA 
assesses the reasonableness of controls. If an agency believes that RACMlBACM should not be 
used by EPA as the starting point to judge the reasonablenesn~:'~ontrols, the state should 
include this justification in the demonstration package. El!~WJn also generally consider 
implementation and enforcement of control measures ilJ.'1t~~tegnination of whether the event 
meets the nRCP criterion. Cases where relevant cOIltrtj~)h~asUt~s',\\yere not being fully 

'i""",: ""," : i"o- , 
implemented or properly enforced, but reasonablY!k1!1jJld and shoulq,;l;laye been, will not generally 
be eligible for data exclusion under the Exceptip~rEvents Rule."i;~~<i, 

"!:~~S~ ~\t{;'~>~" 
3.1.3 Consideration of Wind Speed ''''d;." ~,.';,;W\, 

:"~:;~\~.: __ ,,,J.i.'~4'~> \~i¥~i~~i 
Wind speed is an important consideri!Y:~BjVhen EPA 'fi'4&t'~ll¥hether the requirbiIl'bnt for nRCP 
is met. Typically, undisturbed deserf~d{C;ap,;)s in the we~~ve a natural crust that protects the 
surface and tends to prevent wind entra!nmeil.~iQf~oi1. Similar~y, many reasonably-controlled 
anthropogenic sources (e.g., disturbed slfrtaces )e'lli,illolftechntqli¢s,that stabilize surfaces to 
reduce entrainment sin9§iiJsID!1?ed surfac~si~re a PriJi:i~i'Source;6f~1jnthropogenic dust. 
Numerous studies h~¥~jjt~ft(1)h~jil,pted to Je,~~£lll,iI!~1l;'Hfj1l\i'iiJ'J'Jllll'Wind speed that can entrain , 
dust from stable surf~f~,£i.e., und\iturbedlnatQf,~jUlfaces Witli'a crust or disturbed surfaces that 
have been re-stabilized}fi~e spee1j;yaries by 16c~gon, depending on characteristics of the local 
:andscape \ei~~'J?Jltype »ilrye,~?~~lS&~~efpp~~ A). ~ the ab~ence of1oc~1 stu~es, EPA 
mtends to''QSe,2.~,'mpl,Ns themmlmUID sustamed W1l1(l speed 7 suffiCIent to entram partIcles from 

~:':"OJJ;;_:-;w.;; '~:,,,-':::.;1'::, .-~: 18 -~. 'l<. _' _.'-., 

stable ~a6es for west~!'IJ,statesj:'n., ' ~ i'''{: ' 
"~'(}~l'l1' ~:'{:iJf!.k. -:::,i';;'§\4 ,~ 

Through6'lii:thi.s document'2.~~btph wiii'~e. used as the minimum threshold wind speed necessary 
to entrain paltiR:l~Jl from stabfei~prfaces, blif'generally a state can use an alternative wind speed 
based on locali;'tit4i~s subsequei!ftto EPA approvaL It is important to note that if a state would 
like to implement'll";4\tJ'erent thr~~1!old, it should be representative of conditions (sustained wind 
speeds) that are capabl~:"'!f ov:~5f~elming the naturally developed stabilization of undisturbed 
natural sources or anthrdnQl':!!l:iic'sources that are subject to reasonable control for the area in 
question. If EPA has specil'id'information based on relevant studies 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 controllable or 

17 See Section 6.2.2.2 for details on the calculation of sustained wind speed. 
18 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 controls 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 "yent are below the threshold 
levels required to initiate dust emissions from natural or stabW~1t, reasonably-controlled) 
sources, more detailed information and more extensive d~:\il/d~l!t;'a comprehensive controls 
analysis) are likely to be necessary to satisfy the nRCP"e!liJl\llW\lnt. The rationale forrequiring 
a comprehensive controls analysis when wind speeds JeiheloW~ti1e entrainment threshold is that 

:",;:, '.' '~;·l1S 

events with wind speeds below this threshold shomi!,.entrain veri li.Wl', dust from natural and 
reasonably-controlled disturbed surfaces and tJ;tp~!fl6ie it is expected'tWt,yvind-driven emissions 
would include significant contributions from ~~fes that are neither niil'(~~por reasonably
controlled. In these cases it is important to idenlifY;j~e vario!;l,~"!and areascQ.il.:Wbuting to the 
event, evaluate the controls in place <?n those land litl!;is" ru;t.dd~tennine wheiliet:ltose controls 

.:"; "~:~,-- ,t,;-' . . ~".w:, ';"Wl,'-'~ 

were reasonable based on those fact91§;,i£!~p.tified in Sec,J;jgp?, 1.2 (e.g., cost of controls vs. 

benefit), ':i~;~;,:~~!!il;l,~;t,>, ..·"<If:;t~~~, 
3.1.4 Consideration of Recurrence ""·'''''~i.~;iIl", '<':1'\;\'" 

.sii~~;~,~tf~;~_:.~,,_ '?~I/~. '_ '-'"~:l~{~1l~;J&_ ,_ ~<'~;_~:~~J 
Hi~ wind dust ev~t(~hli';re~uriP:Jh:e west~~l!!l£tI:~:sta'teJ,..p~icU!arly in the a;id regions. . 
TYPICally, stable surfa!;es reSIst eIitramment, ev;eg;1)lider condifIOns of elevated wmds. EPA Will 
generally consider rec1l1'l'~h9~ for ~~ wind du~t'!~~entsI9 as more than one high wind dust event 
per year, av~rJwe4.over th!"e~~llr~'~~fl;i~,yvind dli§.~:Fents can recur if: (1) wind speeds that 
exceed tJ.1$:J:lil:eilJ;()~~j$~",entratn:,~ulfrrom\s~l~surfaj;;~s (i.e., 25 mph) are common, or (2) 
surfac~~.l!fe;not staDle!(i:r:~f,notte&sopably cdiitr~tl~d). Since recurrence can indicate that 
surface)dg" not reasonamY'9,ontroIf~d;;the control§ analysis should be more extensive if events 
recur, paiti~jna,rly at wind Jp~~dS belo'",',.25 mph.20 There are some especially windy areas in the 
West where"sit(~t,(ljned wind spe~~s abov'~"~~ mph are not unco=on. In these areas, the 
protection of pllbl,.iqJ!ealth may'1;i~compelling enough to seek more controls that are effective 

y ", ···~it-'- • • • 
beyond the 25 mpliill1;eshold. l'R~;thIS reason, a detaIled controls analYSIS should be conducted 
when events recur, eVt:rt,if thewiiid speeds are above 25 mph, although it would not be expected 
to be as comprehensiveisJllitfdr recurring events with wind speeds below 25 mph (see Section 
3.1.5.2). i e,.' 

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 

19 This approach to recurrence is specific to high wind dust events and does not define how recurrence is treated for 
other types of events snch as those caused by human activity unlikely to recur at a particular location. 
20 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 area2

! 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-
traj ectories 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.22 This two-pronged approach is intended!o;~tf~arnline preparation and review 
of high wind dust packages for the more straightforward e:veJit~:'and focus additional EPA and 
state resources on more complex cases. Within each C!!t~g~~l'o.[basic versus comprehensive 
controls analysis, the level of complexity should be~erinf6~.\1d by the recurrence frequency 
and how high (more basic) or low (more comprelt@Siye) the wina:s~~~d is (Figure 1). On this 
basis, the nRCP de~onstration should start w~}~~alysi.s of su~ta~~r}Vind speed during the 
event and an analYSIS ofthe recurrence frequenQ}t, smce this may mdicateUllJlt only the lower
effort basic controls analysis is needed. See Secti~£i.2.2.2 fOJ,details on'h~~,!o calculate the 
sustained wind speed and Section 6.~;2.3 to deternrUt~lP:e}~¥ence frequeric~;~:., 

~~~}i~:;j'_r "\~~t~~j/::(~f-' . <if>" 

Figure 1. Complexity of Controls ~filY~!§:1.Jased on Wj11d Speed and Concurrence 
"F'm ~'::_-'i.f.~"';. "';;;.,~_", 

-;:"':;,wi " -;:"i:i5-' >. Qt>;.~ 

'~<~l _' ':</;i -'~':0)'~::~-ti' 
:9QMPREHE~~!VE Col!,trols Analysis (sustained ,wind speed < 25 mph) 

'li' ' , ,.,..-:-

;':'ii( ~~~jned wind speed (mph) B;:: 
24.9~".,<':: <15 @ 

i~~rirrence (# high wind dust events/yr) 
:::;1 5+ 

21 Cases where dust was entrained by suslained winds above 25 mph upwind of the monitor and subsequently 
transported at lower wind speeds to the monitor conld still qualify for the basic controls analysis category as long as 
the State shows that suslained winds were above 25 mph in the expected source area. Cases oflong-range transport 
(e.g., >50 miles) conld still qualify for a basic controls analysis but a robust trajectory analysis (and/or satellite 
plume imagery) wonld need to be included as part of the nRCP or CCR demonstration. 
22 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 concnrrable 
cases less often). Events with wind speeds at or above 25 mph that recur will need to have a 
basic controls analysis that inclndes identification of specific sources in the upwind area, but 
does not necessarily require trajectories 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 fuat might be reasonably 
controlled to wind speeds above 25 mph. For example, ifth~~were a large construction area in 
the upwind source area that used gravel to control construgJ:i~ltroadways, consideration could be 
given to whether chemical dust suppressants that stabjlj~)~;fi'j::uface to wind speeds up to 40 
mph could be reasonably implemented. In the inter~~t1b'f~ubll"d;:~()ll!-th, it is important to 
consider what additional controls might be reasonl!:1"!.~'if events rect,p;! . .Events with wind speeds 
below 25 mph that are non-recurring will needttl'b!{ve a compreheniltYecs;ontrols analysis 
because dust from stable surfaces is u.sually nb'Vi~aine~ below wind Sfl~~%~ ~f25 mph. 
Although EPA expects a comprehensIve controls.ia;t:l,alysis for :these cases,l1i:\l:Ylll not be expected 
to be as complex as for the case whel'\,;vind speedS'M~' ~~~':mph and re~g. Table 3 
summarizes the elements that shoul9i£e.jpcluded for btl, -'~ic and comprehensIVe controls 
analyses while Section 6.2.2 provide~.e~at!Il?~f: analyses' 1!thave been included in 

demonstration submittals. '~,!'iliJ::\;.,,> ,'~:~t:iB;",~"_",f",'".:,c,"""'.,:.~"",, 
{':;j~~,~,~ "'\~;~~~!.~~:; :"ru. ". "':':"'. 

w:"':~':~"""'"'''''' ",::',,'" ~~";,,,~,':,~i;f'-' ,~, nt~kii "-;' y 
• .?>,' "" oJ; .~( ;jlli~_(h 

y .. ~ t;; -

~~X~?7 
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Table 3. Summary of Recommeuded Controls Analysis Elements for not Reasonably 
Controllable or Preventable Demonstration 

Control Anal sis Elements 
Identification oflocall 
u wind contributiu sources 
Anthropogenic sources -
descri tion of controls 
Natural sources - statement 
regarding reasonableness of 
controls 
Explanation of how 
entrainment occurred despite 
controls 
Identification and 
implementation status of 
controls previously 
recommended by EPA, if 
a licable 
Evidence of effective 
implementation and 
enforcement of controls 
Back trajectories of source",.;" '", 
area ./~\~~: irC~,;,...-; 
Source apportionment;::;r~ , 
Source-specific emissioi1\l~c\ 
inventories ~\J~:i;· 

Meteorologip~:9J!t!t.<"", 
associated 1iiilifue'i'iSUli,,'tl, 
concentfaf{brl"" "<:"'~5~~~1>-

x X' x 

x X' x 

x X' x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

'fudical'es~that additional rletAlbshoulcthe,included beyond that for non-recurring cases 
':~:-,}L 'i~: -;;:':~t6t;, ;',~'''i:':::,~. 

""f··~':r~. ;~,;_,.:,c ['.1)._ :" 

X' 

X' 

X' 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 

x 

3.1.5.1 BasicVr;p,,1c!{TOls analysisfi,:,:~' 
If the wind spe€dJpI the event k<guestion was at or above the 25 mph threshold then a 
simplified (i.e., b~i~l'Epntrols ~lysis may be sufficient to show that the event was not 
reasonably controilabli;,i),f.preYFnlable. Within this category, the complexity of the controls 
analysis may be informeitl5iitie1recurrence frequency and wind speed (Figure 1). The most 
basic controls analysis w01ild"include a brief description oflocallupwind 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 entraimnent 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 

18 
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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, andeYia1\nce of effective 
implementation and enforcement of controls. As wind spfl!il!la€~rflase from 25 mph and/or 
recurrence increases, the dflmonstration would need tOP!hmo~~complex and compelling for EPA 
to be able to concur. As with the basic controls ana1?;S'iI!ii,ifEP'A[rf9o=ended controls 
improvements as part of a previous high wind dUllt~lSi:eptional e-vl~t'~rview, then the controls 
analysis should address how these controls impt~~$lments have been a~llr,essed. See Section 
6.2.2.5 for an example of a comprehensive con!i;!"r~ analysis."'"i,~';" 

~';iii:~~~,) . ·"';~';';~~l::;.;. 

3.1.6 ~:;~"~i', wmd~e~:.~ ';';':,;( 

As mentioned above, EPA will judge';!Iie\1;e~§9p.ableness ''t;~9ntrols based on information that 
was available to the state at the time Ofi:lifl evei:lt~,For exaDi'Pf¢jif a state were in attainment at 
the time of the event, it may be reasonabl¢;,jJlat 6eifi\1I1,,<;ontrols"gll.certain sources may not have 
been in place. Altematjv~1Yi'i1ljJle coursl~ta higli'W$g.d,ll~t exbe~tional event demonstration 
preparation and/or re\ill~ftlie\~t;tt~,or EPAil.!~Y !9.e'n,:fiiY"Pr~:Y!\l.ll~ly"'unknown sources that 
should be subject to '!~~onable c0ltt.r~ls. EP A7<jI'!;li'~ state may!deterrnine that additional controls 
could minimize the lik~liffQ9d or tl;f~:;l;1ealth impac!'.of future events. While this would not itself 
affect the r~)1t~,e,Lthe CUFr~~ ~l'~t~~~:~~ditiori~y>ontrols could be considered .reaso~able for 
future eV¥~~~i',!Jj,PJ\:*'1tkd,the su~~~tting stat!1"t~ c01l,s:t,d,er the development of a HIgh Willd 
ActioIlJ1lftkthat woilld~tge.ntify~1i,!Ually agi'eictupon reasonable controls that a state could 
implemej:ttfor subsequeni:1:Ugh wfiid:events. Preparation of such a plan. and its approval by EPA 

, -, 'tr]". ,_, • :-:''''':~ ",< ' . .' . 

may promoJ.~a co=on una~tstandiiig:lietween the state and EPA about whether subsequent 
high wind e\f~n,:~~are not reaso~!I!Qly coritr~llable or preventable. A High Wind Action Plan 
could be submitteq:with the exd~lltional events demonstration package or as a separate 
submittaL23 Esta15H"$ping a High'Wind Action Plan consists of the following steps: 

....... '. . ~ . 

• ' -~:""_ Co, • _4.~:\r.i¥/: 
(1) State development aiia'.~ll1:l:lmttal of the High Wind Action Plan after an opporhmity for 

public co=ent ., ,'" v 

(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 

23 If 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~lltomatically mean that in every 
case EPA will fmd all subsequent events to have been not rell§~p.ably controllable or preventable. 
For example, EPA may not be able to make such a findingJ€,ittis determined that the controls in 
place were not effectively implemented or enforced. T'):lelbiJh~i:i.ts of the High Wind Action Plan 
are tJ;tat it ~stablishes clear mutual expectations r~g~Filig'What$d~Il.~ti~les reasonable controls 
for high Willd dust events and strengthens protec119:l1~(jf human hea~th),.. 

3.2 Historical Fluctuations (HF)~,:r~~::~~ ,~,;.'~~;~:;1~;!;f};,_ 
Information on the historical fluctua~2ns of conceiitf~t!pnj,~,4!i,e\area is requit\td:'tp be submitted 
as part of an exceptional event packll'gfi.~d serves as afi.JWJ!brtant basis for theeCR, NEBF, and 
AAQ criteria (see Table 2). The mot~J$atajgencentratiob~t,Wtt is temporally associated with an 
event stands out from historical conceri\J:Jl,tiollsr:!:hy. more plKusjble it is that the event was the 
cause of a substantial portion of the conc~atidll:\-ili'rh<? objecti*,'of this analysis is to give a full 
and accurate portrayal o[\t!ill\~torical co~t~l\:t for ili.;t8jaimed eve'l:itiPay. EPA expects, at a 

minimum: ";:~tf',i""\"W\'i,~}\ ··;~ji;\~:C~'fiT··'·'"~~:~,.,,;, ..... . 
• a time series fot·'i~hcentratidfl. and winltfuta for the event area for the previous 3-5 years, 

or lop;~e!if avail~lJI~:Wi!hi:h.i~1Vip.~ dusf~v~ts identified; 
• p@i~~~tile:,)~;~olJcentiil~~:relai:ive~~'apnuaraata with and without high wind dust 

.-:~~:f~ts; and ., '-"iJ!')~:v:.~:\_ '--~':Y~~-:\~, '~;~:-;~':l} ", 
• ·p~l"entile of con~iJilfuation fel1itive to seasonal data with and without high wind dust 

,'lij ,~ "'" J;::. .:,~--_:...-,. 

eve:Qt~~'_t -%.k~ "-fr:":~:';'--F" 
"1\1)' .r:; ',ii'-.', .,*.:_'1: 

;o_.;c 

Because the metb&ds of analys~i'tilluenc~ the sensitivity of the historical fluctuation statistics 
(e.g., percentile caio~la1;ions ar'l.fu;pendent on the number of data points included), EPA provides 
specific statistics calci'!la'tion nic,&iinnendations in Section 6.2.3. 

\~ . _.~~._:~·:f .":>: 
. "./.'"i .• ;.> 

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 to show that the 

24 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 andlor NEBF 
as well and thus does not expect that non-concurrence will result from failure of this element 
alone. 

3.3 Clear Causal Relationship (CCR) 

40 CFR §50.14(c)(3)(iv) requires demonstration of a clear causal relationship between the 
ambient concentration measurement under consideration anq~li~;event that is claimed to have 
affected the air quality in the area. The CCR demonstratiqu1iihif{st show that elevated 
concentrations were caused by dust entrained by high ~$i1me sources of dust implicated by 
the CCR demonstration should be shown to be not r&asbrl~bly ~~iitj:ollable or preventable as part 
of the nRCP demonstration. If the CCR implicat~~iiW or not re1S~i!~bly controlled sources, 
nRCP should be re-evaluated. The CCR demo~l1'~fl~n is expected tif~~l.llblish causality between 
the event and a portion of the ambient concentf~1'!pn, which cannot be~m,qnstrated by simply 
showing that high wind was coincident with higR?(lPpentratiqns. A correrafI91~ between high 
wind and high concentrations is imp~~ant but doe;1f9tjn4~~4d:ently demoli:s~tr that the high 
concentrations were caused by win4~!ltrained dust fr0lW'!!i,~'rsources that were alldIessed as part 
of the nRCP demonstration. This sec£i.o~'~~~,aE:ts in qmlHt~11ye terms the types of analyses that 
would support a CCR demonstration. E:&aniplt;$i'9f the quantitative analyses that could be 

\' ,~,t " .. m;-, ,~1l .'~:: 'c. 
performed are included in Section 6.2.4.~I?emorisl$:t;i,{)ns for C~Rshould ultimately support the 
conceptual model. Tab~!:4!:Jli\)yides eXan1pffes ofth~~!\~oFp;lfltiori1l{J)i!lyses that support the CCR 
demonstration. DelIl~n;itrlrtlOiiS~th<lt support;th.eit;,cBttb~p'fiiiatmodei by using the analyses listed 

<If:" it·,' ... .--~" .",' -._, ,.,-.);.,,,." ..... ,;"",.,-.@: 

below and possibly o1!li,i')t;~ are likel}i:!o be mot~~p~Vincing thari:those that employ fewer 
analyses'~;;JL,':,'" <,i'''':'', 

'" A'--I''''"' ~':\i; 

,~c: .~-:,.v~~ % '.~"" ", .. ,i¥i~~~":i> ·"41t~i;;.~~Ejh\~~;G;·-~,,,, "m!' :>'.; 
Table 4.,:&i4Il~Iic~:Il!).d Anilly~e's,Reconllnended foj.CCR Demonstration 
CCR EVid~nce,·,.!,jd:;. ' ;~t", """"",,Types of Analysesllnformation to Support 

";'\~";~}~.':i:;;',, Evidence 
1. Occurre~f~\j.and geograpli~5Xtent61'1fT' Special weather statements, advisories, news 
event ' "':~'''',f''. '"',i' reports, nearby visibility readings, 

',~,;, ",. measurements from monitoring stations, 
'\,,'j~"i satellite imagery 

2. Transport of emissioiiJl.Iel~t~:to the event Wind direction data showing that emissions 
in the direction of the nloIl1t§r0;Y'Where from sources identified as part of the nRCP 
measurements were recor&i8" demonstration were upwind of the monitor(s) 

in question, satellite imagery 
3. Spatial relationship between the event, 
sources, transport of emissions, and recorded 
concentrations 
4. Temporal relationship between the high 
wind and elevated PM concentrations at the 
monitor in question 

Map showing likely source area, wind speeds, 
wind direction, and PM concentrations for 
affected area during the time of the event 
24-hour time series showing PM 
concentrations at the monitor in question in 
combination with sustained and maximum 
wind speed data at area where dust was 
entrained 
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CCR Evidence 

5. Chemical composition and/or size 
distribution of measured pollution that links 
the pollution at the monitor(s) with particular 
sources or phenomenon 
6. Comparison of event-affected day(s) to 
specific non-event days 

,g(~~; 

i/:,' 7. Comparison of concentration and wind 
speed during the period of the event to '. 
historical (e.g., 3-5 years) data (i.e., analyses 
from historical fluctoations section)i;;)1>~", 

22 

Types of AnalyseslInformation to Support 
Evidence 
Chemical speciation data from the monitored 
exceedance(s) and sources; size distribution 
data 

Comparison of concentration and wind speed 
to days preceding and following the event; 
comparison of concentration data to specific 
days that are limilar to the event day with 
respect to~§i1ons and meteorology except 
for the h~Wlnd; comparison to high 
conc.~J1l:i'l!tfQtt'Qays in the same season (if any) 
wigi'b~tjhigh'Will~; comparison to other high 
,\~¢l days wi~d1i\~l~vate~ concen:r~tions (if 
iiaJl.Y); companson oj(chenucal speciation data 
~'Time series over entiitJength of time with 
':~1>tential ideJ;ltification 01~i4er claimed events; 
p~JJi!fJlti!~tf€l'iftive to annmll·~~t~ percentile 
relatikie.~tOiiseasonal data . ~" 

~, "-"."--

'~rtk~:{~f;~~::,~"," ~/~::::. 

A demonstration will be less compelldi&;i{tlfbi'~:1~ .• !l,videnc~~tl1~1is not consistent with the 
conceptual model of how J;1l~,event cause<f;the ex'2e~1-!,rynce. Forieitap1ple, a hypothesis that an 
exceedance was causedQy~a),1iitg,,-scale w'hl1'l.jevent ii'fuc\w§istent~th a sitoation where an 
isolated monitor exc~s~~Jille~kjJy momtqfJ'.'i(j:fY~f. 'Cbfupapso';; of concentrations and 
conditions at other ll1Q1litqrs could;'tjills be very)wffi6rtant for the demonstration of a clear causal 
relationship. AltematiV:~1Y1:~limin,~gplausible~1l'gn-event causes supports the claimed causal 
relationshipJ{,tt11e~igh wiiid?eytm~:~i€d'±iblusivelyprqving the absence of all possible or plausible 
other cau~~~ii~hl:iiW~q!!Ved ~f~;~f<:t~d:'~'t~j~!i)cti6~i6.2.4.8 for an example of eliminating 

altem!f~~~!~otheseS'~;~j;~(~'j . '~"':'i:~, '(j~i" 
3.4 Affell~ Quality(~Q) 'j<i'~ 

"");~ ';'~;;r,{;~;;,. '"'<~:':' 

The AAQ ele~efll.j~~. ~enerally~p~orted by historical fluctoations in concentration data (HF) 
and demonstrated as,'PJ!l1: ofthe,o.t*,ar causal relationship (CCR). Submitting agencies that 
provide HF analyses th~t:E:P A.1£.fin finds show the HF element is met and that demonstrate the 
CCR element will geneiaffy;b.Ydefault, have also satisfied the "affects air quality" (AAQ) part 
of the defmition of an exc~pfi()nal event. To avoid any misperception that a rule reqnirement 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 (HAURLlNatnral Event) 

3.5.1 Consideration of High Wind Dust Events as Natoral 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 natoral event." The 
distinction between an event caused by human activity versus a natoral event is critical for high 
wind dust events because only natoral events can be likely to recur and still be eligible for data 
exclusion. Events caused by human activity that are likely to re~ur do not qualify as exceptional 
events. A natoral event is defined as "an event in which hum;Pi;a'Ctivity plays little or no direct 
causal role" (40 CFR §50.1(k».25 .,,!,ld!~' 

4~~~lkf~&~:~,~~~~~ 
An event involving wind-entrained dust solely froIll)mqi$turbeutnatoral sources is clearly a 
natoral event. However, many high wind dust evej).tRiaffecting thel'~IqjJient monitoring network 
include significant contributions from anthropqg(~!'rsources of dust;f~rl\:jtheir treatment under 
the EER is more complicated. In these cases,;~tlll£h wind dust event c~\~,!l.considered a natoral 
event, even when a portion of the wind-driven eiD)~si?ns are!JllSIrropogenTcr~§,Jong as those 
emissions were detennined to be not reasonably conf'\'PI!aqle:(Q~j\reventable.;Bjt~"edances that 
include a significant contribution bX~Jtr9pogenic so~~~~\?fWindblown dust fll:at were not 
reasonably controlled will not be corrsidh!ed'as due to a iill¥Jral high wind dust event. In 
addition, high dust concentrations ou~itfll:th~;n'eri9d ofhigir:'*ind (e.g., dust from rock-crushing 
or tilling that precedes the period ofhigh;~dr6~ijjj~tbe conti'd~red as due to a natoral event 
and therefore could not,Jile..,SI\p,sjdered as ~~igh wind,'lit)l;t;'f:l(ent.·fK~oth of the above cases, it 
would be assumed f\)\l~~furi';;it~~tiiyity plaY~4':il,l¥(~~iFllii'~litliausal role and therefore these 
exceptional events cliMpis could oruybe consld~r#'itUnder the criterion of "human activity 

=:2;;~~;~~qei'"~:~~ 
Since wiil:~1.blown anthroPQ~llf1ic diistji¢lust be reasonably controlled for the event to be 
considered4inatoral event IDider the EE~ the state would need to show that the criterion for 
nRCP is met<~ell.Section 3.1)'~:~urther,i&~atisfy the EER it must also be demonstrated that the 
windblown dusfg~ll!Jfated by li~glt. wind has a clear causal relationship (CCR) to the event. In 

. ,~- ill:;:~~ "," l:;':,j 
""'<.;- ,:or, '_""'.,-f .. 

25 Human activity would be'c(;)p~i.d,¢re:d;ro have played little or no direct causal role in causing the entrainment of the 
dust by high wind if contributiifg~htfuopogenic sources of the entrained dust are reasonably controlled, regardless 
of the amount of dust coming frorri 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 ilid 
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. 
26 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 adilition to those that were in place would 
not have been reasonable, the event can be treated as a natural event and must 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 to EPA's satisfaction. 

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

40 CFR 50.l4(b)(1) directs EPA to exclnde 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 "[tJhere 
would have been no exceedance or violation but for the event." , These two statements express 
the same criterion for EPA approval. The following figure dep\~~s the NEBF concept: 

.,#} .".- ," 

.-,_~g:,~~:lf 

"But for" Not Satisfied "But For" Satisfied 

JIll Non-Event Contribution III Event Contribmion 

'~}~clli:, -c' :i~~;~""-, '< '<ii "B •• 

. .,- '. ·if .. ~. _:~.'.': ....• 
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~'~.,:::~i ;~,:T;':~~.,' -__ 
. "'<}¥!,-",' 

This analysisge#!i~ally does n6t~!'led a sifigle or precise approximation of the estimated air 
quality impact fro%~e event. tty,ould generally be sufficient to develop a reasonably likely 
range of concentrai:i8ns .contribJ1ieg by the event itself, and then assert that NEBF is satisfied for 
all concentrations in th~tt,\\ll$~~;~p A is not prescribing the type of analysis that needs to be done 
to satisfy this regulatory ieqmrtiment, 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 pollution 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 
flg/m3

), 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. 

25 

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 reco=ends conducting the NEBF analyses after all other analyses have been 
completed. 
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4. Mitigation 

26 

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: 

.. r':~~.::fj.;, 

(1) Provide for prompt public notification whenevSi . uality concentrations exceed or 
are expected to exceed an applicable ambient aiff~ .. ,i§tandard; 
(2) Provide for public education concerning,itc£.ons that~~dividuals may take to reduce 
exposures to unhealthy levels of air quali~Unng and folld\Ving an exceptional event; 
and .ti-~~!.:/~;- ·i;r:~;J~., 

(3) Provide for the implementation of':~~i~priate measures to~f~r~~!PUblic health from 
exceedances or violations of ambient airqf!.iili,ty standl!TQs caused by;e!.ceptional events." 

),';N;::~ _ . #\i't~~} ·-(,*·~X~ .. 

The mitigation requirement does not~~-qui.Fe the stat~'i~ip~~~f~ and submit a ~'¥igation plan, per 
se, but the state is required to put in ptaT;:i1l!llgrams that fdt1re~s the three actions listed above. It 
should be ~oted t.bat.the regulatory mi~~~i,OIr'(e~u!l;~ment is'~1jg~ate ~om the nRCP . 
demonstration cntenon. The nRCP cnten~w. states<tli'!!t,the dem()nsp-ation package must mc1ude 
documentation showing,llilt~lnissions du~lohigh ~itfmlll sotitces were not reasonably 
controllable or prev\l1it,!!]fl't·ru~~tigation'~~t~ri&~ttilS~~;;S)9i1'l,,sp;;~ific measures and actions to 
protect public health;'''l'~ther than 6"hJ'!neasures ~~tjJCintrol or prevent emissions. In addition, any 
controls related to nRCP'~pply to liigh wind-gerie~!!ted dust emissions, whereas mitigation 
control me~ure~Aan applyf~'an£sO:Ui'l!¢'",()fparti~wa!e matter. A mitigation plan may also 

"'~A'i\._ .. w:_,:,."...... """li"~'"- ":, .. " -"' ":_:_:'~-, _ .,,(.,,-" 
include PrPf~dtiIe~{iil4rf!sp6ii&i1f1li1:ies fori~~lt9, aleFts and sheltering advisories. 
Implen;!efation of emc~¥~ mitig!l~,~~ measuhis.'tj}afreduce d~t emissions from w!nd may 
becomep.at:t. of the nRCP dpc,pmenratl,<)'\l for future event submIttal packages, espeCially when 
high windupst,events recur,'!jut,this is'nptnecessarily the case. 

':liS-: iim \.,(i>.. ""~i£_/;,iI 
~ ;~;-> *" ,. .. . :,r 

'.$)' -;~ .~:'.r;';;. 

'~:E<0_i! "~~itt· 
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5. Process Issues for Exceptional Events Including High Wind Dust Events 

5.1 Demonstrations Package Submittal and Review 

27 

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:\J;lat the requirements have been 
met, and EPA reiterates that discussions of potentially sufficieri'j;'snowings in this document are 
guidance only and may vary for specific cases. Upon ini1;jiL!,$iej{ew of a package, EPA will alert 
the state if additional information is required and provil;i(Mtli'i*'dline by which the supplemental 
•• • • ",;~:;;.d:;. '~:_'i'hll 
informatIOn should be submItted for EPA' s consIdep~tIon; It W:tl),iP~ necessary that the state 
provide all supplemental information requested by;,~lIA prior to Eji>~;s final decision. 
Determinations on Exceptional Event demonsJt#~9tis do not constit1ife'i~al agency action until 
they are relied upon in a regulatory decision SU~~;!l1l a finding of attainifii\~~!;)r nonattainment 
which will be conducted through notice-and-coriJ;npgt rulema.lciPg procedUi'esl,.,EP A does not 
generally intend to consider additionllLinformation:£1,t~£ .. ~<§ln~urrence deCi§i(j1J"p.as been 
made, except in the context of such ~~~Waking proceqtiE,~:i/ ,,. 

5.2 Timeframes '~~~,~'@~:~{~~{j,.,."i*~;:~~>~I'., 
EPA recommends the :f'oU~Wifrg,timefram~~"fpr exc~pti~4jl:t~ve~ts:~rocesses: 

;:';i~:t#j"~:""<'~'~'i'1~)L_ "~i~t:,~ .. >kP!:;ft';··''''< ~t~ili~~ " .. ~, ' 
Exceptional Everit(!:,~,,:~.')1iPifug T 

Demonstration ActioD:qti1!..k5~ "'.~j\ 
1. State plaClces.;f\lI$§,in Ftil'w ,1!P'il:;ii:t;t~!t\al event4escription should be 
AQS .. ~i~t".::d;;".i;;:j;: ... plaE~Uiifi AQS 'lli'llgcqrdan,pe with the schedules 

"'·""?!;:f'or sublliill,sion of dlttii,cto.the AQS database (i.e., 
'ii",,. '. i\lYhin 9ttq~~s of the end of the previous 

c~~'". q1ia\1!'l!) but'itp'tJater than July 1 st of the calendar 
. ~~","" yeaN'911owinitife event in which the flagged 

. '~:ii . measW~-!llent occurred. Note that for data 
" certifiyfltion purposes, it is recommended to flag 

" .. dataprtor to submittal of data certification (May 

2. State submits letter 
of intent to submit a 
package (optional) 

'1~~1/t" 
Recommended within 12 months of event. 

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 

Timing Specified 
bvEER? 

Yes 

No 
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Exceptional Event 
Demonstration Action 

3. EPA responds to 
notice of intent to 
inform the state 
whether EPA will 
review package or 
defer. EPA provides 
timeframe for review if 
needed for regulatory 
action. 
4. State submits 
exceptional event 
package to EPA 

Timing 

wasted resources from a state preparing a 
package that EPA does not intend to review. 
Anticipated to be within 60 days of receipt of 
letter of intent to submit a package from state. 

EPA will generally give priority to exceptional 
event decisions that affect near-term regulatory 
decisions and may need to defer review of ,s''',,,,, 
exceptional event packages that aJ;e'I,rQ:lii 
associated with near-term or antj.tl~<ltt,'d 
regulatory decisions. /n)'~:",~"i1>. 

28 

Timing Specified 
byEER? 

No 

Yes The EER allows states to,,~Jl1rJ.illt pac1&i'~s up to 
3 years following the e;fil!\'lfthe calendiili"Y~fiIter 
in which the event op:!;~~d, or 12 monthsJ?'qor 
to the date that a regqI)itory decision must be';"i~i , 
made by EPA. '''''::i,'';4'''·';('' iJ'J' .. 

5. State submits High 
Wind Action Plan 
(optional) 

6. EPA completes '~~#i Anticipat'eli! within lZ~}lays of recelptby EPA. 
initial review of <;~ li~;;:m ,~~~t. -:r?(;J,.\ 
exceptional . .eveIlt,,; " , NQte:lfiifute'di<l not sdl:da notice of intent 
packag~,,~,~~~d§;lg~~ ... '" (st~p;~~t~'EpA':S"m~g~"i~~ letter will address 
to stat\l,6lilt1inmg (l)'~":Whetlilir;EJ::A mtendS'1q,reVlew the package or 
timingof'J;j,Aal review, ''WW,defef'(§eEstep 3). EPA will address 
and (2) preliminary coiIij;lletene!;s;~d timing only for those packages 
assessment o£~'" , thaf @l be re~e\ved by EPA in the near term. 
completeness o(~;''; ,:",' 
pac~ge/need for ""ii:;~" 
addltional:J ",,{, ";" 

information27 ' '~,:,,~ , 

7. State provides Requested within timeframe identified by EPA 
slilPplemental 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 
EEpackage 

The timing of EPA's final decision will depend 
on the regn\atory impact of the data and will be 

27 EPA may request additional infonnation as part of the final review (step 8). 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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Exceptional Event Timing Timing Specified 
Demonstration Action byEER? 

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. 

5.3 Public Comment ,1;~'. ___ , 

.~;~~~~r:'· 
If supple~ental info~ation submitted to EPA afte.r the s!p~~~;~itial oppo~ity for pu~lic 
comment IS substantial, the state may need to provIde !l1p~ddi~"qp.al OppOrtUOlty for public 
comment. EPA will inform the state if public c()mw~n1'iiineede~fllr supplemental information; 
~tates ,:"ishing to s~bmit unsolicited ad~i:ional ~9~a~on should:c~w:?lt with. EPA to determine 
if pubhc comment IS needed. If an addltionalgpp.,9rttmlty for pubhcc(jmwent IS needed, the 
state should submit the additional informatiori.~tgl:P A within the timefr~~'.f?utlined in step 7 
above and then post the information for public ci'iIlim!lnt. Once,the oppo~itY,for public 

'.-. q'l"). $/fL • -:' -:" 

comment has closed, the state should,~ubmit the puol~¢~90.!];ftpJ!i1ts along with·tli,~,.,tate's 
responses, if any, to EPA within lO'AAYs"-,()fthe close il'f.l'P'ilJ'puolic comment periZld. Ifnot 
submitted as part of the exceptional~\ie'1i'ti'4ilJ;p.onstration 'p~qkage, the High Wind Action Plan 
should also have an opportunity for puh;il.~ c8J1tfij~!l.t provide(fi~" 

,:,t.~·<~~"~·\:ii".,,':i~~;~; 
" {:~):~~f~;~;:;J·';J~~i~.~;i 

-'<it; . 
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6. Recommendations for the Preparation of High Wind Dust Exceptional 
Event Demonstrations 

30 

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;o 

"it/~~;,;il-~'. 

6.1 Framework for Preparing Evidence in Suppo 
Event 

'~!High Wind Dust Exceptional 
{i;~l~~~~~. 

.::.'~~_ "~'\¥TI:~~:.:-
While the technical elements outlined in the EE~~i.!¥gest that eacil''<t!~ent can be demonstrated 
independently, many of the elements are linke~j~~P A suggests the fdll~~g approach to a 
demonstration, as depicted in Figure 2. "ii;~,;·'\:;';t~ 

~::i:~;':k. .::_:;0: '~$Jj~~"i'!, 
Step 1. Develop a conceptual model.qfhow the ev2ift,:imf()la~~'imd resultedi1~tlie. 
exceedance( s). '\;;~I:!it~;:,.;.·1i,j~Z~;;:.. '~.' 
Step 2. Address not Reasonably ContrdlJf!ple'dr.i~1i!lyentable@R;S::P). 

., "iL"_. -V."i'<"··<l! '<P;",':,fu 
o Calculate sustameg, WJlld speed' ,e', '~;". . '0 ~o>. 

~ Wind speedwlh1MoI:m wheth~r1ll.basic~t;;CdinW'ehedil'iY) controls analysis is 
needed . . ~l.t;~ir· --··\\>:··~t:;~~L '~{:~,~ .),~~J~c.fr ''''''':., .... }i:··t~ 

o Determine recUiF~nce frequjfD.cy .q"; . 
~ Recurrence ~lV;~er'iIffopn how cdwplex the controls analysis will need to be. 

o~~~i~~:~·~t;~I:.:rihlY~~~'~·;'!'i'~'·;~:~'~C, .. ~ .. :~;t:" 
Step 3;"\t~~sent Historlca:l,Jlluctu'atiolls analyses'f(Jr EPA's assessment of whether the event was 

":::':-;1,:':, .;:_ ":""."'-_ ~ ",~" 

in excess'Xifnormal historicrol.fiuctuat16ll$ (HF). 
"";h~.-:'.:_~:,,:, '~:; 'E. ~-,-'~ .. ... """-. .~ ",._.;p. 

Step 4. Adcb-e;:si~!ear Causal'R~lationshl~'(CCR). 
o ConductGt~analyses 'i'" 

~ Consider'\vhether CGItidentified sources not addressed in nRCP . 
.. :,L", ,-$,i·-'W.· 

o Once sufficient Hij,@ll!yses have been completed and CCR has been demonstrated, then 
Affects Air QualitY'(UQ) will generally have also been satisfied. Prepare statement that 
AAQ has been met by providing HF analyses and demonstrating CCR. 

o 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 
have also been satisfied. Prepare statement that HAURL / 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 iliat ilie conceptual model be reviewed and revised as needed. 

Figure 2. Suggested order for preparing teclmical elements for demonstration packages for high 
wind dust events. 

Basic Controls 
Analysis 

• wspd ;:::25 mph 

Step 2 
nRCP 

Extensive Controls 
Analysis 

• wspd < 25 mph 

Step 1 
Develop a Conceptual 

Model 

HAURL/Natural I 

Event 
(derived from 

I 

I 

Step 3 
HF 

Step 4 '{~i~,,: nRCP and CCR) 1 

.... ___ c"'c"""R __ ...",..,.-!l
iC
-- - - --!'"~\f;:):"i?:'~C:~~j;~.~::~~~~-=~·--

, , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , Step 5 
NEBF 

_______________________________ 1 

(derived from HF 
andCCR) 1 

L .. _ .. _ .. _ .. _ .. _ .. _.",,_ .. 
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6.2 Recommended Methods for the Technical Elements of a High Wind Dust 
Exceptional Events Package 

32 

This section contaios reco=endations for preparing and demonstrating the teclmical elements 
for high wind dust events. These reco=endations 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 high wind dust exceptional event 
demonstration packages that were submitted to EPA Region IX;;~ 

,.j:.?w~~~ti'. 
• Anaheim: South Coast Air Quality Management :p~[tti~((SCAQMD) 

:ff 'T.~"-\'O.1h 
• Las Vegas: Clark County Department of Air Qu:ality''ll)14 Environmental Management 

(Clark County DAQEM)_ ":i"~' 'Ell!.::",,, 
.~G'".. ;'-:'; '::. 

• Phoenix: Arizona Department of EnviroI)li!'fjri,1:al Quality (ADgQ) 
0W~f~':~~;' . :,.~: 

6.2.1 Step 1: Develop a Conceptual Model ')I(), '",i~" 
·f1-t .. ~., ."",._ 'Cr~~~~:'. 

A demonstration packa~e f?r a high:.~d ~ust ev~~t~e2~1~jg~riide a ~o~cep~l!podel of how 
the event occurred. In Its sunplest fo,!!fi\~s could be a l!lJtF&1'tive descnption of Bow the event 
unfolded to result in the exceedanceQ :if Thf):Cc9nceptual m~!l,eJ should help tie the various rule 
criteria together into a cohesive explanll . '. '(jf~E'.t<yent Tii@J()l1owing information is 
suggested to be included ~n.!~,e conceptultl!w.odet.,?:~."\, '::~~{;t 

:_;~i~~~l~_~:~~~;t,_~., _ '~itt,;,,_ , ,.;,~~t!iJ~i:~':": _ ';'j~;> 
• Description Qt:W~~Theip4~omena ti?~~oes!1I~pa';;;"bi~~w:ind 
• Description o1's'pUfces (1aIi~!Jreas, indrtsjfial sources, other anthropogenic sources, 

natural sources,'tYIl~ ofPWatlst) likely·tntrained by the high wind 
', ....•. ,. -':"'~'~;-':''i:'' y, _,~ 

• E:pJ~j;~t2~~()E the pli~J~:w~f6l!;~~~ust re%~ped the monitor(s) 
• ~esl:$ptionq~~dmap:~,Ji.~w:mg rele>;iJIl!momtors, topography, and other relevant 

':~~dg;.aphic feii¥ute~"that a~§i~t)n understal\cling how the event developed and resulted in 
th~:exceedance. "ib. ..'i"'l':" 

• Defartptjon of how t1i~~;:ent d~y,gif.Fers from non-event days 
• Descrip'ijol;lof concentr(it,i~qn and wind patterns for the exceeding monitor(s) and for 

surroundJftgi;ar;a ,:.:.;'j, 
.;; ".-" - ~~ 

The following is an e~~p~e gfiP~ type of narrative EPA suggests for the conceptual modeL 29 
'j, <:.f :';::c 

Y:,:"I! 

28 Full exceptional event demonstration packages are available as follows: 
• Anaheim (SCAQMD, event date: October 13,2008) at 
bttp:llw~vw.agmd.gov/pub eduinotice exceptional events 2009,hhnl 

• Las Vegas (Clark County DAQEM, event date: February 13, 2008) at 
http://www.clarkcountynv.govlDepts/daqemlPageslExceptionalEvents.aspx 

• Phoenix (ADEQ, event date: April 30, 2008) at http://www,azdeq.gov/environ/air/plan/reear_2008,html 
29 Letter dated November 22, 20 I 0 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEP A Region 9, from 
Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Branch California Air Resources Board, transmitting final report dated 
Angust 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 Basiu (Basiu) consists of 10,743 square miles and 
consists of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San 
Bemardiuo Counties. The population of the Basiu is approximately 16 million people, 
with approximately 11 million gasoliue powered vehicles and 300,000 diesel vehicles. 
The coastal plain contains most of the population of the Basiu, which is surrounded by 
tall mountaius, iucluding the San Gabriel Mountains to the north, the San Bernardiuo 
Mountaius to the northeast, and the San J aciuto 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 Basiu. 'Th~ mountaius also have a 
significant impact on the wind patterns of the Basiu.,~J.'l;'~ore wiuds flow down slope 
and are warmed and dried by compressional heatiugiljlifuiug momentum through the 
passes and canyons. Northeasterly wiuds, kno\Vl'f,'*'S>5'~ta Ana wiuds, typically account 
for the highest wind events iu the Basiu, occ~g-revet~l'litpes each year. Onshore 
high-wiud events also occur with the strOl1M~t'wiuds typi2a~lY'(lccurring iu the mountaius 

and deserts.~:~C;'l'i.i~J~,.;. 
Violations of the PMIO NAAQS were red6fllll~ at the~p:uth CoastXilJ3.flsiu Anaheim 
monitoring station on October13, 2008, du~ii\high,;;Wiil{!s. The 24-noftf,;ll1ass 
concentration at Anaheim wg$~\l~sured with jt:fed¢tal" equivalent meth;il"(FEM) 
Tapered Element Oscillatiug~i~o~fll~ce (TEO'N1)~fkontiuuous monitor, with a 
midnight-to-midnight 24-hour a~er.age,l;9ilS(lntratiorrQ&499 Jlg/m3

• This was not a 
sampliug day for the federal Refe~\lnce Mtitb:9d£!<,RM)1il,ti'lI measurements iu the Basiu. 

While no. othey)~ij1~~~~uremeni~P!~~eed9~;tIi~1fe,i:~al s~iG.tdard level (1 ~O Jlg/m
3
), 

other station~,~.;t11e Bas~,1m:d elevate,dJ<P5~p:cp1trat!O~jiwmg the same penod. 
:4§lJ~<~_ .,~~_;~;%. ~\~~~:?f . .-.;} 

A strong Santa Mi~,~,iud e~n~develop€Q!~p. October 13th, causing very high northerly 
thr9)}~~~~~~ly wihg~;,*.~,!)~§~)~ius an:~~4eserts: especially throug~ and below the 
~¥!'4ffaVbfed"'p<\Sses ana,&!l:I1yonS·lii'tl;!,~J.:lasTIt;' NatIOnal Weather ServlCe (NWS) 

c1yeiTher statiohs:w1':lsur~d~~emely hfgl(jileak wiud gusts throughout the day iu areas 
ilp~d of the hig1i.$lf,{I.Q~;t¥1O stations, iucludiug: 87 mph by iu [sic 1 the Santa 
Alla:Mountaius of Or~g~ COl.lntY;;;(Freemont Canyon RAWS); 87 mph iu the San Gabriel 
MOullt~iu~ of Los Angd~s Count)i;(Chilao RAWS); 79 mph iu the Malibu Hills of Los 
AngelesQ<,>1/P.ty; 61 mp1);~~, Ontario International Airport iu San Bernardino County; 55 
mph at Corbn,i;Airport il:!'~verside County; 51 mph at Chino Airport iu San Bernardiuo 
County and 41 mphatth~~Santa Ana - John Wayne Airport iu Orange County. 
Due to the widespfl:~~,Y;mds, sources of the wiudblown dust were both natural areas, 
particularly from themountaius 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, iu conjunction with the hourly TEOM 
and BAM PMIO measurement data from nearby monitors iu the Basiu, when available. 

The followiug maps support the conceptual model: 
• Map of the South Coast Air Basiu Showiug Air Monitoring Stations and Forecast 

Areas 
• Map of South Coast Air Basiu with Selected Cities and Topography 
• Map of South Coast Air Basiu PM IO Monitors 
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6.2.2 Step 2: Address not Reasonably Controllable or Preventable (nRCP). 

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 
":;:,0i1:, 
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EPA recommends that the first step of the nRCP demonstrati!11£1;l>to identify the likely source 
area and source categories expected to have contributed t9.·t!i~;:~ent. The source areas and 
categories can be general, such as, "The area upwind 0~;~~ill;9~itor includes portions of the 
S~ta Ana Mountains to the NE of the statio~ and eJ'ie'rl9ilig dd~~t? the Basin. Sources of the 
wmdblown dust were both natural areas, partlcul£ll:!*,om the mofilttap:1s and deserts, and 
BACM-controlled anthropogenic sources.,,3°lt>ifiti!IlOrtant to identi~d:Qe geographic references 

on a map.~~,~~~.~ .. ~ •. ~ •. ~·;!"'~;~~}0~. 
6.2.2.2 Calculate sustained wind spefe''.iijfu .j;;.}·~W":j 
Sustained wind speed is generally c~~Wf)1ed as the wfu(l)sJ:l,(lea averaged over a p'~riod of at least 
one minute: typical averaging timesf~~'ii~~!)§!l!ined wind~pl:ll:ld are one to five minutes.31 EPA 
will not consider any average less tharicl'Il~'m\n~te!o represintasustained wind speed. 
Packages should include the maximum J4il!ainea~d\§Peed f6~'~iilCh hour of the event and also 
the n:unber ?f periods~~%¥.~~~i1:ft?h (as P~:9f the~~f¥!'i%}I~~ rH~\ions~p a time series with 
sust~ed wmd ~pee~~i~unng th\($~fnt shoul~)~~~~~l<imclua,e+~;.~ee Se~tlOn 6.2.2.4». The 
maxunum sustamed'l'l(i;qd speed dqe!l.not neces~ar!ly have to ofl'at the site of the exceedance, but 

"",; .. :,'~ __ :'"'.. <\--"lif': 
it should represent the Sd-gJ;c.~ area,j]:f the sustainsd:.wind speed provided is not at the exceeding 
monitor theI.J,.t1J,e. C.cR dein~tistrat.i:6:b:.W4lJ'lieneral1~;ibe expected to support this claim Sustained 
wind sP~~4:~~ta:~:~jcallY!l\V~libl~fr~tiI~~,pHIC~~'lj;Lch as local air monitoring stations and 
National'!y,r'eather Sernt;¢:Stati6:i(s::;;The deriio~tf~tion should indicate what the expected 
entraiIirlleht threshold i; fJithe 108at'area and wIi~iher the sustained wind speed exceeded this 

, -:;t:.,: '-'",~.>- 'c,.;. ~'j)' 

level. Ifth~.:q,efault entrainD:i.eilJ.thresh:QI4 of25 mph is used then this guidance document should 
be cited and a.statement shou14.pe madei:i(dicating that this threshold is appropriate for the local 
ar ''': .,<\iii..; _" _ ",(" f. 

ea. . .,,:"\~: '. ·~:~,J:;;.4 

:j.",i·,. d:~.;: 
6.2.2.3 Determine recUl,!;g"cefi:f!quency 
EPA intends to consider tltlj.i'~~llirence frequency for high wind dust exceptional events to be the 
number of events flagged ill AQS as high wind dust exc~tional 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, 

30 Letter dated November 22, 2010 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEP A 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." 
31 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., l-in-l) 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 l-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 l-in-l day sampling, and then divide by three years. For both l-in-
1 and l-in-3 day sampling schedules, if the three-year average recurrence frequency exceeds one 
then high wind dust exceptional events within that period will ~~, treated as recurring. In the case 
of l-in-6 day sampling a different approach is necessary since~yen one high wind dust event 

.,tf.:, . ..,\~: 

would result in an expected recurrence frequency greater t,1l~'aiie and it is illogical to call one 
exceedance recurring. In this case, one flagged high wj!l4,juS1!"event will be considered non
recurring. If there is more than one flagged high wiJ:ldJatilit evil'nt,iI). three years then events 

during that period will be treated as recurring. ,,'#t~fHr';I~:}~'~~il 
6.2.2.4 Prepare basic controls analysis'~t;~;""J!::Jtk 
If the sustained wind speed calculated in Sectioii"'o/i;4 •. 2.2 is at or above 25 nlRl:i! or an altemative 

fg;" "'''''f"''-''' -'-",-c:" 

entrainment threshold approved by EPA) then generlt)Jy: th,,\,'Sbi,ie can providea~ba.sic controls 
analysis to show that the event was jle:i.:~@a.sonably cojitf~rl~~te or preventable (sfle Section 
3.1.5.1). The level of de~ail in the ba~~~,cfi»$~J;s an~lysis'W;iRbe informed by.the recurrence . 
frequency and level of Willd speed aboy;etS1hl?A:(Flgure 1 ),c:,'9;e;perally, a basIC controls analYSIS 
will identify likely sources in the expecte41l!ourc~.¢:QijltI:ibutioii.;iifea., describe the controls in 
place for anthropogeniq§:o1'll'g¢~,and indiJil,{~wheth\)!tm~'Il!ltunJ:fQwces were reasonably 

~"'··-<~r::;;".4""1:>"-":"-':, ".':':-",.'., .•.. l>-'f! ;;;;,.", .• ",,~~;,_ "., 'l' 

controllable and WhY!"'JFl1ebalnc',~ntrols an:!l1xsi§,t,1(girrdl'e~,'09{,pomplexity, generally does not 
need to include back"ffi;.aj~ctories,'§~jJcific emia:@ilf!imventones,cbr detailed reports of controls 
implementation and erif'oW~J11ent. j~'·li;\f .. 

Cases w~~€$~~~t;&Y~:~f1~Jl~~:~~5!t~~~'1;in:~;*~,ove 25 mph upwind of the monitor and 
subseqJ,l:ell,!ly transp6rt~_d~,at lowe(~jjld speeds'J6;tJ:ie monitor could still qualify for the basic 

c",- ,;" ' _ >"~;' •• _" _ '_ :",._. '" J.:;c" 
controlli;I'"a lysis category,i!~ong a~itlJ.};) state shows that sustained winds were above 25 mph in 
the expec'~ s9urce area. Ca§es., oflong-range transport (e.g., >50 miles) could still qualify for a 
basic controlS;,iin"ljlysis, but a t01tllst trajeCtfiry analysis and/or satellite imagery should be 
included as paTfi6f;i;l;1e CCR deib,6)1stration. 

"",is::,::'''' ;\'1"!l'. 
"§:):re "";;::,.',) 

Basic controls analys'iiLfoI noncreCurring cases 
The basic controls analy§i~~fl?tdibn-recurring cases should discuss in general terms the controls 
on the sources identified iD."S¢ction 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 oflocalJupwind 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 overwhehned by high wind). 
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An example of a basic controls analysis for the anthropogenic sources in a non-attainment area 
is:32 
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This requirement is met by demonstrating fuat despite reasonable and appropriate 
measures in place, fue October 13, 2008 wind event caused the NAAQS violation. 
During this event, fuere were no ofuer unusual PMw-producing activities occurring in the 
Basin and anthropogenic emissions were approximately constant before, during and after 
fue event. SCAQMD has implemented regulatory measures to control emissions from 
fugitive dust sources and open burning in fue South Coast Air Basin. Implementation of 
Best Available Control Measures (BACM) in fue Basin has been carried out through 
SCAQMD Ru1e 403 (Fugitive Dust), as well as source-~pecific rules. Wifu its approvals 
of fue Soufu Coast PMlO Attainment Plans in fue Stat~·,j@plementation Plan (SIP), EPA 
has concluded that this control strategy represents}'!'t\'RN1 and Most Stringent Measures 
(MS~). for each si~ficant source category, ru:l~~)t~j .. tmplementation schedu1e was as 
expeditious as practIcable. "':;i' 'i''',~" 

<~i,i~.!i '\;~j~f'~~" 
• SCAQMD Ru1e 403 establisheffi!;>:¢s~"Kvailable fugitivecd't!st control measures to 

reduce fugitive dust emissionsa~~'§:ciated wifu agricu1tura'1.i~1'7rations, 
construction/demolition activities'\iIl,i::luding gr!!ding, exca"a'Qi9:p., loading, 
crushing, cutting, plalJlljng, shaping~o~fgro1,ll:l!1:bJil\aking), earthd~qying activities, 
n:ack-out of bulk ma((i1t~f"P;£.to public pa~~~Jioadways, and open~lorage piles or 
disturb d sur"ace "eas' • .:'jjf,.~ ',' ''co •• ' e ~; LU ":.,:"" . ~ .. ;:,_:;;;"\,... ::r; .::; 

",;': :_~til_ ",,_-::_~.:-:, _ '""'"""'""_" 
• SCAQMD Rille 1156, Fij,rt11efR!~clJ,lCtions of'E$;ticillate Emissions from Cement 

Manufac~&Facilities, i~·:~.SO~b;;~~.RYF\fic nil.e.~~F applies to all operations, 

inc~~~i1tw~.ii!;~~~~?~g".ka~e.~~:~§jl~r:t iI§eme~t manufacn:rmg 
faC1h!llfs.~'It resl'rigtfrYlslble eID1~s!pIll!.:from'facili!Y operations, open plIes, 

~; .l:\"" .,0 '-Ii'" 7<',!',';'~":_'"'' """.",," 

roadwa,¥§.:~d unpiL~~.1.l areas llIlq.~\iires enclosed systems for loading, unloading 
and transftjfl;\lf mate,t;i~ls. Ofuer op'~r,ations must employ wind fencing and wet 

"':~ilJcl.ppr~ssi01i."s~~1~ll?~1\)1;l~,¢:~~~losed~ith permitted control equipment. 
~i",:;W>:8'(§A~;MP Rill~~~.:?7, PMjo'1?$~sjo1\§iReductions from Aggregate and Related 

;,,~.:~ Operati6n~'ll\s a sO¥f.,~cspec~ficrill.~applicable to all permanent and temporary 
," ,.:,'" aggregate an!1~\llatea2p~erations that produce sand, gravel, crushed stone or 

,?";:quarried rockS~:;;;L,ike Rhti!;l.156, this rule restricts fue discharge of fugitive dust 
'~iJl:issions into thp'fJ:tmosplrere through plume opacity tests and limiting visible 

pi'Ql\\1p,travel to ~}t);!in 100 feet of fue operation. This rule requires: prompt 
remO'~"lof mate)ia:I.spillage; stabilization of piles with dust suppressants; fue 
control o~iJ.Qadill'g';"unloading, transferring, conveyors, and crushing or screening 

" , " ~;'" $l: "\l;!.:"" 

activities Wj.tlllq.ust suppressants or ofuer control mefuods; stabilization of 
unpaved roadS; parking and staging areas; sweeping of paved roads; and fue use 
of track-out control systems. 

• SCAQMD Rule 1158, Storage, Handling, and Transport of Coke, Coal and 
Sulfur, is a source-specific rille fuat applies to any facility fuat produces, stores, 
handles, transports or uses fuese materials. This rule restricts visible emissions 

32 Letter dated November 22, 20 I 0 to Matthew Lakin, Manager Air Quality Analysis Office USEP A Region 9, from 
Karen Magliano, Chief Air Quality Data Branch California Air Resources Board, transrnitting final report dated 
Angust 5, 2010 entitled, "Analysis of Exceptional Events Contributing to High PMIO 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, PMIO 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 Sweeper,s,requires procurement of 
alternative-fueled equipment when govemme)J;t~lf~gencies replace street 
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sweepers. /if;i!il' 
• SCAQMD Rule 444, Open Burning, ensp1-~§,iWit;,open burning is conducted in a 

manner that minimizes emissions an~i1nSa:cts, ~~;that smoke is managed to 
protect public hea:lth and safety. WS~:r;\Jle requires·~~~.?rization for agricultural 
and prescribed fire, limited to ~~~j;li~t are predicted to;p~,meteorologically 
conducive to smoke dispersionrana that will not contribut~jitQ.air quality that is 
unhea:lthy for sensitive groups orW'orse. It also.restricts re'Sid:~;!J;tial and waste 

burning. _4:'",~, _ "~t~j:i~,~~,_ '~i~:~~~~ ';~~~~1~~~ 
• SCAQMD Rule 445l'~9!?4,Buming Dev!~e,~'reduces pollution from wood

burning fireplaces and;~ttrer)d~yices throtigJJ.'!~quirements for new construction, 
curtailment of wintertnrii\:'Y06a£~'urging in speilti,ed areas when poor air qUa:lity is 
forecast and restriction ofth¢ saleot\iAAsyasonedWmewood. The SCAQMD 
HealthY}i~~y!pgram phS~des p¥~~p·~,g!J.eatiolii~h how to reduce air 

.. "._ •.... ~" .. ' '",",",-:.,-, .. ', ',{'iwl __ ,ill: ,:)!- -"i-_'c-si<<k 

pollu!i§l!iJrom wtiRg.bumingli?,~en<fg;utages,t!refonversion to natural gas 
burnihg"Jjreplaces'tl!i-Qugh an ingeiltive program! 

';:<:;:~:'.- ;~ .. -<;: '*., 
~''.1.~'J;",_ /~::::~.,,.. _ _ ·:t::~~~i:> 

Oct91:l.~r!iJ~. 2008 w~s,de!iJl.iI~t&,hw agric1l:1.ttJra:l and prescribed wildland "no-bum" day, 
in,:~¢,~,ofdilh~~'~i)h se.t~~ ruI@~~,;.,:TIieJ.lM2.5 24-hour averages at all stations in the 

,j\!3.~sm, ~cludilig~aheimi~}¥ere weHli~IQw the 24-hour ~M25 NAAQS and the PMlO 
~a~estimated to;"])e,compo~ed of 87% PM-Coarse particles (PMlO,2.5) and only 13 

f2 .. 0;. .i .. L ""'''''''''' 
perC:.\?~tPM2.5. ThissP2;Ws thal~W.!?stly crusta:l material comprised the PMlO mass and not 
transpol,~~ or locally g~J?:~rated tirblin pollution or combustion sources. 

:t':;h":~~_ '-ii;~;:;. 

A survey ofi1;):!t;.SCAQ:ryw;complaint records and inspection reports for Anaheim and all 
other areas o1.C;tpe J3i¥'ip: indicated no evidence of unusual particulate emissions on 
October 13, 200g'6~~l'cthan related to the strong winds. The complaints are summarized 
in Table 2-7 from"tIie 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 Bernardino 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 generiilly 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 in 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 statns. 

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 enough 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 detriroefrtal effect on the natural 

&~:.,<Il.:. 

ecosystem that could result.",~ji;';fjF 
.. !iJ.~ :~}~f~~ib' 

Basic controls analysis for recurring cases ..... ,~;L(r· ;i!.i;'~, 
When sustained wind speeds are at or above 25 lIl,pJi;$d there is"tt(~t('l~ than one high wind dust 
event in the year, a controls analysis can be ba&iil'J:i\\twill need more~rmation than the most 
basic case. This kind of controls analysis will'P.id to include identific£t{9'J;l.~f specific sources 
in the upwind area and a discussion of specific CQ:lik()ls on th()~('l sources; 'ili~'4pes not require 

-,,,," ,-". c;iW'~'_" . -y-: .. 

trajectories or specific inventories. The purpose ofia,l;ntifyjtig'~pecific source-~'i'r1the upwind 
area for recurring cases with wind s~i~,l!bove 25 rriP1l;ii~:~9Morm both the stllM and EPA 
about whether reasonable control of s9,*~~~iludes inCf~.~~~g controls that would be effective 

above 25 mph. .. . .{~t~ .~';~';~~C;.:ii'J ·'~~t~~\~ 
An example of a basic <;£i~9.1$.W,lalysis fClFthe anthri'lpegellic soUfC¢s in a non-attainment area 
for recurring cases '};jw@,&;;ncbI~r~r&ted in ~§.,g09~hl:ii1fi;:llR.el1e~omes available. 

~.i~)r\" '\~~( o~~11:~~.;:j;f" '-:"~?::i"'-
Similar to the basic coatt:Ql~.analysiii'·for non-rec]iitring cases, it is important that a subnritting 
agency indic.~J~.w!tether th~ti!~tu,r~yt§W~!l§ could~~ye been reasonably controlled. As with the 
anthropo$;~g;~g1ij'~~~;f.or re~g'everits;':~'j~imp?J!ant to specifically identify natural sources 
that ar~JjNiected to be'9~l1tributiil.t~p the eventesll1.othat the state and EPA can consider 
whethe1.b'bntrols such as"iifud breaksl):J.ear the nil1:iiral sources nright be reasonable. For 

'''~'':'-", .,;.: .. -.-;,. "'--".' 

example, 1:h6,(ollowing type:of'llssessm'eilt and statement could fulfill this need: 
Wind~P~.~ds were high~~ough{d'~ptrain dust from natural areas upwind of the monitor, 
in particill3:r~at the Mojay~~Tortoise Natural Preserve which is five nriles upwind of the 
monitor. WiJ;Ig breaks ali~other control measures are prolnbited in this area because it 
interferes witbii!1.tj patula\:landscape movement required by the endangered Mojave 
Desert Tortoise. 'Qusj':ti:0m this source was not reasonably controllable due to the cost of 
applying controls ovei' 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 to 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 
generally address whether control improvements were by EPA as part of a 
previous high wind dust exceptional event review. If had been previously 
recommended then the controls analysis should address controls improvements have 
been implemented. 

Comprehensive controls analysis for non-recurring/6'1ises 
States will generally need to prepare a comprel;tnii§j~ controls non-recurring events 
with wind speeds below 25 mph. Because dus:f¥t5m stable surfaces is not entrained 
below the 25 mph, this analysis should considerWfL.~!her all ()<?,Mtributing are reasonably 
controlled. The comprehensive cont;~ls analysis f&,p,~-~~~g cases , '", back-
trajectories indicating specific sourci,)~]:l,~e upwind ifr#1l:<f~''fuventory of the " for 
the significant sources, and detailed 'd~sprmtions of contf61Siland their effective implementation 
and enforcement. Although EP A exp~t~j,a!;ofuprehensive"~blitrols analysis for these cases, 

t;ig: t - ~,,' ':i1'~: ""_):1.0: 
EPA does not expect analyses for non-reCi.irring'6aii~~Jo be as'cQ4IPlex as analyses for recurring 

• ,00" "" __ ,,;.~,;::, ,.~~,,,:,..'-"¥,: -.--?- . 

cases with wmd speeds,ai;ej.Q(:~W 25 mph:,!,!!" ::i~d~i'i{~i! 
.:.ii;:~j;¥·~~-~"~':'\(~~~,_,_ '-'~~> "J-,f,;i,'K~ ~ ~~,g~~:it-., -~ 

An example of a cOllll?I,!l,hensive c9~:tr0ls analY~j~,'(.or non-recUffi:i:tg cases will be incorporated in 

this docume:~::,:ne beq9~~;~a:~~~~~::!,,~;<~,~ 
Detailed,~e~~\~p¥J:'lIfenforc,eieni: effort~~.~~ nbJ:t(;e of violations, and evidence of proper 
impleWentlttion of c6ritFQI~ shoUliJ:l1e included:;;t"" 

-'. ~{~:;~;:; - - '::\~;/':'~:: '- '~\}~~:-. . ~-.:" 

Finally, lri'\~§ition to ide~fi~g cOliti:~lSt ~n anthropogenic sources, it is important that a 
submitting agllJ,1py indicate wh\l~er the n~tural sources could have been reasonably controlled. 
For example, tfie!91}0wing state!jJent could fulfill this need: 

Wind speed~;\Yf:re high 4tdugh to entrain dust from natural areas including undisturbed 
mountain andae~,ert ar~~S;,lipwind of the monitor. Dust from these sources was not 
reasonably contiol~i!~U::due to the cost of applying controls over such a large land area 
and because of the 'liemmental effect on the natural ecosystem that could result. 
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Comprehensive controls analysis for recurring cases 
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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 concurrable 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..~~l)j; 

,':1:~~f~i~' . 
For comprehensive controls analysis for recurring eve:g,t~;i~P~?'Yill place significantly more 
weight on the meteorological data associated with 1il.e n;,~iisur~~ll.igh particulate matter 
concentration. A state may be required to provid~.~s·oU;ce contriBiihon analysis, similar to the 
analysis presented below, for multiple hours ~til:~:.cdY, as a single B'a~:i!lajectory does not 
account for wind direction fluctuations during~¢::event and may not aC~l!tely capture all the 
sources that may be contributing to the exceedalit~A1so, Wl:tl:!l moderatef\y:I!).ds are responsible 
for high levels of measured particulate matter, congj~erJ:bl>,;!~le attention s1i~~ld,a1so be placed 
on the hours of the day preceding th t to adequafely;@§~i!'ss the sources contributing to the 
exceedance that may have influenced Bulate matter Bi5ftcentrations before the arrival of the 

claimed event. '. . ,,;~:':~;lf;;iitSJi;)",;'';j';~D;t~ 
Following is an exampl~u~.~!~thodologJ:§( a bac~"tr'!lectoriesllll:q;inventori3 for a 

comprehensive con~~itRh~rysTs;t~~:ecurriiri~{t~~}~f""""ii0;~;" ' 

Back-~ajec:ori~if;~~~e plo~~~jn 5-minui~tipksr~ased on 5-m~ute average w~d speed 
and wmd d,rrectlOridsta reC.(!1J;!l,ed'at the West 4 3 Avenue station. The back -traJ ectory 

.<:f''S( ~/"':;_.\_~:"_~~_ '"-""_",.\"h,:;,i"if:,~;"" "'''''': c =::."'~ ;'-:. ,.41' 

pJ9tfQt<Aprt~i~9,2008'i.ll"8,);i'bwn in1i\le;,follo~g figure. These back-trajectories revealed 
.~'th~t·Wnds acci)~l?'lRyiriir~~~PMlOc~ff',?~ptrati?ns typical~yb1ew ~om the wes~- . 

sQu1ilwest to the w:~st43 A"v~nue station, crossmg a mOS31C of agncultura1, reSIdential, 
illaU;stria1, and riverb~a:'lands:"@lS files were used to determine the zoned uses of all 
lan&~i~in Y, mile of~~~h back~ti:itjectory track over which wind parcels travelled 
during tHe.Nro hours prl<ir1!o delivering the peak PMlO concentration to the West 43rd 
Avenue mom1or. Lands iillder active construction on each exceedance day were identified 
from earthm~'ViiigpeIlI)1~:r~cords. Parcel areas were aggregated within seven general 
categories for wlllR.l!l[iri:it'ed emission factor data were available: vacant, agriculture, 
construction, openlfiistncted 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; 
Agricultirre - represents lands under agricultirral cultivation; 

33 Assessment of Qualification for Treatment under the Federal Exceptional Events Rule: High Particulate (PMI0) 
Concentration Event in the Phoenix Area on Apri130, 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 pro't~,S,ted from windblown dust 
generation by elements such as paving, landscaping. 

PMIO emissions for each back-trajectory hour using emission factors 

41 

derived from the Nickling and Gillies data, 5-minute wind speed averages recorded at the 
West 43,d Avenue monitoring station, and the land use acreage along each back-trajectory 
computed by MAG staff. The emission factor equations were used to compute PMIO 

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 PMIO 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 PMIO emissions in units of grn!CID2-
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sec. Emissions for each 5-rninute period within each hour and within each land use 
category were converted to units of 1b/acre-hr and then summed to produce hourly 
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average PMlO 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 PMlO emissions for each back-trajectory hour by land use 
category. The PMlO 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 asse!, the relative contribution of 
nonanthropogenic sources to exceedances recorded,t "!,,. "'" 43rd Avenue monitoring 

station during 2008. A summary of the resul~~¥;~~~;~;;,~ >!, for the Apri130, 2008 
exceedance day is presented in the following . 

Table 11 
Anthropogenic and Noilil1lthropogenic WindbloWn PMIO Emissions F:l'om 

'Vest 43rd AT~~u,.l\fOnitOl' R .... 1<_TT"'1 '" Lands on Apl'il30, 2008 

PMro Emissions (lb) %of 
LandUseC: ',)1"}, ,;~ '" ' 

.L . , ALl: ., 
Vacant/Undisturbed - 0 

v: ..•. , 1501 20.7% -
.,1,.0-1';, IT 0 - 0.0% 
Ao-ri, "I .. ,r! 0 - 0.0% 

,u ' iOlliTJll' 
, 

0 0.0% -
'--( '.urhed 277 - 3.8% 
-p, n _.. .• 

0 ,~'" -
Passive~Reslrieted!Di5tllrhed 0 - 0.0% 

.K1'. ,~v,~ - 8,234 

RiverhediDisturhed 2,408_ - 33.3% 

Saud & ~.~~; c,., -' 0 - 0.0% 

Sand & ~,a . 3,053 - AJ-:>%, 

Other -
Total 7,240 8,134 

% of Grand Total 46.8% 53.2% 

[EPA Addendum: After 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 
statements that there were no other control measures that were reasonably available.] 
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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 eXIle,'lI~~to be contributing to the 
event( s) so that the state and EPA can consider whether coIitr~llsuch as wind breaks near the 
natural sources might be reasonable. For example, the fQl1~~rng type of assessment and 
statement could fulfill this need:, ":~ii' '\'~(, 

Wind speeds were high enough to entraiuA~~t'from natuffit&;e,jis upwind of the monitor, 
in particular at the Mojave Tortoise Na.1flH;lt~;J''i:eserve which is;ij;y,~ miles upwind of the 

,,···,:,,'f,)'··'P , ..... ,"_. 
monitor. Wind breaks and other contrO!,ilieasures are prohibited~"~is area because it 
interferes with the natural landscape move#lent requir~gby the endlyl~ered Mojave 
Desert Tortoise. Dust from ~is source wa~"li$)l~~~~~1tly controllabl~~!lr to the cost of 
applying controls over such!ll1:iIi'ge, land area an.<i:'R~~ii1lse of the detrimenfal effect on the 
natural ecosystem and health iQf!fu~,desert tortois~,tll'at could result. 

~~:.~,~·;'~~~:;-~,~.';·\t , "~~~!~~'~~1 
6.2.2.6 Prepare High WindAction Plan (Op,£ionab~l;~"!i' ,":i:;~" 
If a state di~covers (anl~~~~tr~l1ed source,~J of ~~,~t~4~8 th~ 6tiJlrse of.the event 
demonstration, the sta!e!ill1ay chO,()~~ to subm,I'I:;&l HIgh,Wm:d~t\pn PIan, eIther separately or 

/i,. _';;' -f.'c:'-";' .,.0 .. .6'.",,'_",_" .. ,-""'.,~, 

along with the demoj\fstt~tion pacl{'age, so the '$}¥ly!discovered'source(s) can be considered 
reasonably controlled If't!i~Hbseqwf~tevent occU)i§~ Alternatively, EPA may identify a source 
previously uni.dentified b:ftla~,.stat~~'tJiat!ilI'A consi,g'ers to be reasonably controllable. In this 

",.~,!'g:_ml" 1j; _ . ".c'-"" ... ,., .,""? "$ .,,,,. -k. "":'~~ 

case, a S!~1~f~piild;fi:l'P!'9.it a Higp",\\yfud Act\gnllail'~QJlowing the submission of the 
demon~f!:~:tion packag~;::~High:W¥!d Acticifr Pl~isdeveloped to address sources that could 
reasontfulyobe control1ed''tolminimiZ~;tl:le occurrenbe of future events. As such, the following 
informatl~ri~\oV~uld be incluli~~;\ '\il!}. ' 

:'~~:jill,-.. \j%::,it' ~;'i¥:~> 

• Source(SjJkgeted for cb#£rols 
• DescriptioJi<?~tfpntrols A'~'; 
• OversightJen£&c~ment4ilan for event days 
• Implementation t'll:n~lwe! 
• Documentation of effective implementation and enforcement 

6.2.3 Step 3: Present Historical Fluctuations CRF) 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.tfi 

lID 

llX-

.!l 
~ H) 

~ 
~ 
g. 
:I: 

ffj ..., 
;g 

o 

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 figures34 show the type of information EPA is seeking, 
except that in these cases the time series includesoli'n:I'>'l'one year rather than the longer 
timeframe expected by EPA and other high wi,W~~ll,iist events were not specifically 
identified. Additionally, EPA would preferfJi\t~t:ii'ttation statistics rather than AQI 
statistics. Finally, wind statistics shou1d,/~h6w/a m~iw:wn for each day or month 
rather than averaged data. oo\,,"\"Q" ... 

;ljl;1j~'r· :"'~'~~~?'~> 
Year 2008~~~g~entration '~~1~;;,~ 

1·151£;'( 1fD: 18:1 Hl~ %!i:?17?;;9 M1 ?!i?; :'f.fi ~'IT7$ ~:)1 r;t?i ::!.'!i :c,,'~1 :'1.1fr'$'1 

CovJ ct 'fhA. "":!lim' 

''Exceptional Event Documentation for February 13, 2008, PMl 0 High-Wind Exceedance Event. Technical report 
prepared by the Clark County (Nevada) Department of Air Quality & Environmental Management. February 8, 
2011. 
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I . -H~l'lUY' -IUl, :rg.Zl2llt!;211 ,~:l24'1: 2M 2&~;E.H:ZU~ ~l ;11::;' ;'~,:J3t:J4~ j.lj.~ 
Dily. 'OlIt the few 

• M:c.,IJ~a ~X1UIJIIIINn,.~ G~I!= I 
'~1l:,,! ~'.",\l'~_\;~;:_:~ "~\i~ 
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j~:~[·jt:~_~!~i!~~_.'~j, -'1;~i~;:~:'l £t}::,t !~~m;"~~' ''\~'~~F 
2. Percentilt',:~f;foncenfr"a,(iPn relathi~\t1:Ja~iJt1al datre,\0th and without all high wind dust 

events: Tlf~i~rcentile ;ai'4:he 24-hdur;ft~erage PM concentration should be provided 
for the event 1I4'Yq:elatiy¢;t.o,all measrtrpment days over the previous 3-5 years. EPA 
,eJ(p,ec~t>,all1iniDl~pj;~{jTitd'ati:p,pints ti~rr included in this calculation. If the 

,!i~~sfuiiplihg$q~~~ule i~W7jp.-6 daY's\i~lJ'lMPg,then this percentile should include five 
:~':;""years of data{§,q, . .sampl¢!,iiays/year fdf ;five years provides 300 data points). Higher 
., ;"i~;if[()quency sanipljlig can tt~jze fewer years of data but not fewer than three years. If 

'three years is noi'aVhllable,lt6iiJ.sult with EPA. 
""~~i;~> ':~'_j':\_ '-'-<{'~:: 

3. Percentile Of concenh"(!tion relative to seasonal data with and without all high wind 
dust evelii~'·.The p()rc~tile of the 24-hour average PM concentration should be 
provided f&'1:hE\l,y~~t'day relative to all measurement days for the season (or 
appropriate alte#l~tive 3-month period) of the event over the previous 3-5 years. It is 
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: 
• Occurrence and geographic extent of the event 
• Transport of emissions related to the event in the direction of the monitor(s) where 

measurements were recorded 
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• Spatial relationship between the event, sources, transport of emissions, and recorded 
concentrations 

• 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) to specific non-event days 
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• 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. Not\l:\l;!at information generated in this 
portion of the demonstration submittal may result in revisioJ;1§'!.q,tlle conceptual model and 
controls analysis. As the flow diagram (Figure 2) sugge~~~j;*l~aration of a high wind dust 
exceptional event package is not necessarily a step-wi§~';p!'9cess,;, 

A:;;~, '{tii">' ·\\:~~~k.,~ 
6.2.4.1 Occurrence and geographic extent ofthel(ie~t;tc'·., 
The following information can be provided to,Ji~"establish the occuJ:teJ;l~e and geographic 
extent of the event: special weather statemenfi;!:~\i,Yisories, news reportS1it~ill'by visibility 
readings; measurements from monitoring statiOJ;S~,~PDIS a~Rther satellH~iwaps; and 
description of weather conditions th~"ffeated the hi~~~~~;;' '.~,:¥: 

¥~~:~;n\1f;;:~ ... _ ~~C'&;\~{ 
• Special weather statements, adVis,bFie~;~news report~~i. 

The following information was'pr~yidild)WY',~CAQMPtfor an exceptional event showing 
for Anaheim (Not€ {b,qt Appendiie'from tife.t~84(2MD'de'nlOnstration submittal are 
referenced in tlJtt~~(;j;p~JJelow, bu"i.tqey a/:e;~qlp'Q.l£ided"Jltpart of this document or the 

example). ~i~,~~r::'~ ~:~~~,~,',~,~"~,t"., ..• ,.,, ~:~~:.~"",~,iC,·",',J,:t;~~~-:t- :-~:~~;:~:~; 
\~:~.~~~, '" ., ". 

The National WeatheJ'"service,ll'34 predicted this first strong Santa Ana event of the season 
well in advance and G~V~iD?rS'(jh\v&cz~egg6fiis'sued a press release on October 10 to 
prep¥di.iift~t~te:~oI".sant~A&'a';vind; iri'i:~J;h,j:,~~~Ciated wildfire potential (see Appendix 

A. i)?:~,·'t2!'""i.~~~;~h;;':: 
The Ap'ii~ll(yx to this do~~ent (S~~tf,!lI!S A.2 through A.6) contains the forecast discussions, 
short-temiI~r\lcasts (nowc'¥l'!l), fire weather forecasts, warnings and sigoificant wind 
reports, as av!lj,laple from th~.iNWS Los Angeles/Oxnard and San Diego Forecast Offices, 
whose areas ofl'~sponsibilitj!'~'over the Basin and much of southern California. These show 
that the strong SaD.la:~a.M'Wd event was well predicted in advance, warning the public of 
potentially damagingwjnds' and windblown dust and sand, along with reduced visibilities . 

. ;c, 

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 Wamings were in place for most 
of the South Coast Air Basin and much of southern California to warn 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 tree;l~bs and downed power lines. 

1,-+~~i~~~?':: 
The AQMD Meteorology Section predicted high win,aitiji~Qctober 13 in the Coachella 
Valley for AQMD Rule 403.1, which requires s:t?.Ed{tlhictl~~i.ciJI. this area when wind gusts 
exceed 25 mph. While there are no other AQ~'mlle requireJn,~t\!s to forecast winds in the 
Basin, the daily forecast discussion by AQJy!l';!;ilSsued on Octobet'12tfor Monday, October 13 
predicted the strong winds. A smoke advi~~~was already in effecr~:~e morning of 
October 12 and the strong winds were promjll~tin the f9J,?~ast discussi.§~ .. as follows: 

• SMOKE ADVISORY for suni1t,yl;,roncen;~~~~~~:ljl:~articulates:~~each 
Unhealthy for Sensitive GroUpjfqfii:pgher in aredi::~Z:I-os Angeles County directly 
impacted by smoke from a wildfitfJiri~¢c~n¥eles Niit'Fg,'1f!1 Forest north of Pacoima. 

:'Th",) , '+~1f;: ;._ _ " \it.':,)~¢[::~> , "::':t\f~,~ 
• Monday will bejlfl~~tjY.9!ear, windliIn.d warfjitf'iJ§;lh.e offil'j'Qre Santa Ana winds 

strengthen. (JiJytfiWitzdj"1Ht;pugh andYJ.clqWlJf:ihYiJ'fri;''Qnr;lpa;ses will cause elevated 
particulate cofz?e!1trations1'4ide to winaTi(0wz'dust andp'dssibly continued wildfire 
activity. 'i+;>;;W;\>:_ iiY';" :\~!~._~ ...... , 

·'.;·-gij,;·" L-:':~:~:.;:~~;~'~,:.:.,~ " ~ -
";'; i\i(·}g"~>t:- _,_", -''-·,'~'~J .. t-':>-';'.;y;;;:;;:;.:)i,': o;d.C:._"-. ~~)'~ 

PMIQRftiPicti9ii§o;y,e,re iirct~a,§,ed thr01i!?;!;(qp.tthel1,asin for October 13 and agricultural and 
presptIo6d bumfi:ig'~~s.prolilbj~~li with a NO::!l,pril declaration for the entire Basin. AQMD 
issilecLa Smoke and Wi!;i4blownc]Y)lst Advisory in the morning of October 13, reproduced in 
the App~~wx, Section );4o, that W~"d ofthe likelihood of strong Santa Ana winds causing 
high P:MI'O)90ncentrationiw."~everai '~~'as of the Basin, including Central Orange County 
(Forecast AIea'.l7, includin~J\naheim), as follows: 

1Il--' -:" . "1#' 

In addition, st1-oiig,§anta A1J!i!,winds will likely cause P M1 0 concentrations to reach 
Unhealthy for Seil"sifiyr; GrQ.q"Ps concentrations or higher in areas throughout the Basin 
downwind of the wiilE1I{'r:J.r.~as. This includes any areas where windblown dust is visible, 
especially through and''biilow 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 (Areas 2 and 4). 
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• Nearby visibility readings: 
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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. 

• Descriptionl ~~~~~~~(iif~~~~::~that created the high wind: 
SCAQMD p description of weather conditions around the time of 
the event 

An upper level trough oflow 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.ll. The winds over California at 
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the 500 ME 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 
border of New Mexico and high pressure was builditJ,,~,,~yer northern Nevada, increasing 
the northerly gradients. By 0100 PST on October Jj~~tIl'ilhigh pressure over Nevada had 
increased to 1033 ME, strengthening the gradient'~[;across California. By 0700 PST, 
the area of high pressure had expanded and~i{{e'aat I~~Z"~' The strength of the high 
pressure remained nearly the same throuW1h¢"rest of theaaS~,JVhile the broad area of 
high pressure slowly moved to the ea~~~~\;g the winds to~~om n?rtherly to 
northeasterly, then easterly throughouttl1.Ii,day. The strong presstl!liigradients caused 
strong winds, especially in southern CaIifQtwa as the flow of colcfa'(1tom the area of 

:ed~~:~:~e~~:::::~~e:~;~~o~~;t~~~~li!;o:c:::~:~Ni&r~b~;:~~ty 
early morning of October 13:~i[~:~~;:;:'~~i!is","":~~:;h', 
This is the classic Santa Aoa wind,iiJatterll.th'li1;prings sttllng winds to southern California. 

High pres~ure ~~!;tt~§:~~Yk ~e ?rea~~~sin d~~~~,!'&!~n ~f~}~ wester,n Un,ited States ~ 
the cold arr P"liiiiid.'the fiiO,l:J,t,Wlth low\tl!iiPreS'sUj:e off.;\he,southern Cahfornla coast. This 

"",," '1:~' 4;; .,~:, .,_Y._:., '''''0;:'"-,'' ,,-,,l!.O:,:"~\t<. 

pressure gradielit,preates s'Jtgng north ~~iigh northeasferly winds, enhanced by thermal 
gradients due td'ti'~1l,~~r cola~a'ir over the'tti&at Basin. The relatively cool air from the 
GreaW~iII desertS:'!1£~,~~~YiWt1}e,s?utherq.~",alifornia mountains, gaining momenturo on 
tg~J~~~id~t,[I1,~ dOWn'loRtl:low'Ca~s~scoi¥~.ressional warming and drying of the air in 
;11'l~"Sbuth Coast~Basln;;f'JPis com1ifu~1i-(m'of strong wind, high temperatures and low 
'T6'!ative huroiditi~s..j):uUce thes.e;Santa Aniicbnditions highly conducive to wildfIres in 
sclhtll.ern Ca1ifornia~'~k"',ii"" 

ff:,,~;:t~,;~, '\~!~:;,_; ·~'4::;}' 
The AQN,V'!>Jv[eteorolo~'''$ection routinely analyzes sea-level pressure gradients in 
southern Cfilitgrnia to a8S~$S winds aod air pollution potential The Summation Pressure 
Gradient (SPG~jS.icl g()id;!ridicator of the strength of the flow and whether it is onshore 
(positive) or offshi)il<.(iiegative), where 

;1:; .. )' 
.,,,," 

SPG = (SAN_LAS)35 + (LGB-DAG)36 + (RN_DAG)37 

In the morning of October 12, the 0700 PST SPGwas -5.5 ME, indicating moderate 
offshore flow. At the same time in the morning of October 13, the SPG strengthened to 

35 Sea Level Pressure difference between San Diego and Las Vegas 
36 Sea Level Pressure difference between Long Beach and Daggett 
37 Sea Level Pressure difference between Riverside and Daggett 
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-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 morning of October 13. 

• Measurements from monitoring stations: 

,~ .. 
"i)o » ~. 

iI!' iC't •••• 

.. II, 

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?8 

6.2.4.2 Transport of emissiofjsrelated to the event in the direction of the monitor(s) where 
measurements were recorded 

50 

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 
monitor(s) in question. 

• Example 1: map showing local sources and wind direction39 
- note that the topography 

gives an indication of sources in this map. Ideally, the likely significant sources such as 

38 EPA Region IX 
" EPA Region IX 
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agriculture fields, desert areas, mountains, and industrial sources would be identified (see 
next example). 

(~~f{+:~'~ik'- -, -" _ 'I'. 

• Example 2: trajectories focuse4~on.'.~A,in . " .' . 
Even if extensive compr~tensiV~.eoJ1trols <til,a"J,:),,"!" is not needed, a back-trajectory 
analysis as.§hown in Secti~.ft6.2.z':5:~q~11i be ' as part of the CCR 
demons1:rjt{L(j~;~~()te that If¥!~PLITtJ;i!j?s!or!es hundreds of miles are 

--.",:,C":.-.Jf-"" - .. ..", •.. ,"" _', .~. '., __ ,'1:' ,_:~.. ": '·Sf ,(h 
oflimitcWnse ifm~;sources ofidustar¢:locaL.i." 

• Example 3: ~ii.roses'\':.".;;~·~~Jt·~,;· 
A wind ~&~e."~()r per.lp~§,of the evb)itJday showing wind speed and direction at or 

J.; •• jJ,e.ilJ;Jhe coifc.@trl!,.trqit~il!'Q,f!it()r, coupl€(.d with a description of the area suggested 
,"~i':'!l'Yo:th~·~tn"~ ros¢i'ff~~d pr(jvI~~;;~v1~e~e~ of where the dust was transported from. 

~;j'\" ThIS apPr~iq~ maYf1~t suffice for~ltuations where the sources of dust are not 
'"iii. proximatetojJ1e molliJor., 

'-i!('~:" \';,~,_ .e\,::;~ 
6.2.4.3 Spatia/relationship b~tween th~ ;Vent, sources, transport of emissions, and recorded 

, '':'t\i' "'1: . 

concentrations "';~~:~" "i""':' 
The type of infonitat!oA that woWd support this evidence could be a map showing likely source 
area, wind speeds, willd'directi9Ji; and particnlate matter concentrations for the affected area 

, ',"tf ,,~:_-J,!. . 40 
during the time of the evei:jJ:.s~e the example figure below. 

40 EPA Region IX 
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PM-W CONCENTRATIONS, WIND SPEED, AND WIND DIRECTION 
WlrnlN THE SOUTH COAST AREA 

52 

October 13.2008 9:00AM 

o PM-10monl'torlocatjlln NWSHout1Y~5ervation t A~,H~~r~~~~:;~~"111 with 9 AM eoneenlrafuln with '9 AM willd speed wlI 

Evideiic!~i[()r eiltal)lishiD'ffile tE:mj)'or!¥..!elatiolusbiip'cao include 24-bour time series sbowing PM 
'.;' 

m(mit6!i;mqul~stii~njn combination with sustained and maximum wind 
speed data ent~aine,i. As sbown below, it is most informative to 
include the wind spl~6~kd:ita area of dust entrainment and tbe concentration data 
on the same figufe(~ 

ft 

- ~ 
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~ 
"'" 0 

" :;: 
~ 

:;: 
0 
~ 
E 
'0 
~ • ~ 
" 

6.2.4.5 Similqri...!),of chemitgl.co.11'ifJ1Jfi!i~~ ofm~d!1f1:ed pollution with that expectedfrom 
sources il,¢;tjf1~'ifit~;iJ.lfWind~;~:*,0;,;;C""""'5(;"; '\l. 
Infonn!!v<jpsuch ils!iI1l1.il¥cal specIation datl'iilI0I1l1l1e'monitored exceedance(s) and sources, or 
size diS'@bution data, c5cl&be parl;bt,~his type'dfevidence, These data are not always available "'., _ • __ ,-. ·ru .<. 

but shouWb,eincluded whej'eY(Jr possibJe'L An example of this type of analysis will be 
incorporate1i'ilt:tjris documen'tl¥s, one bectitnes available, 

" ']~'jji': "';j"- .• 

6.2.4.6 Compariidn,of event-a~9ted day(s) to specific non-event days: 
The following types~fl/Ilalyse§~(;uld be part of this piece of evidence: 

• comparison of ciiQ'c()n,jiaiions and wind speed in the area to days preceding and following 
the event "';:~'.~' 

• comparison of concentration 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 figore is an example of a comparison of concentrations and wind speed in the area 
to days preceding and following the event,41 

4lLetter dated November 22, 201 0 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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6.2.4.7 Comparison of go.Q£e.ntratf(j~'P!Jd wind}J4~~d during the period of the event to historical 
(e.g., 3 to ~:ye.at~;,tfc1ta: See;$fcit,1Jfiffi6:'7i2~()r disc~s,§ion and example: 

:lot~t'~'~~"""*~\;~~~{:~J':;' " <i,:~:.~ "__ "'~::~':~¥{~':;'" ,~:;~w 
6.2.4.8"1Hiernative Hypotheses ">". ',"3',' 

{~':"'" _C,;)Ii ,I,'",:: "-"-::"':', , .. 

Elimina'tiligpther possibl(j'l;lQ)),-event,causes supports the claimed causal relationship to the high 
wind eve:ritt~~though conchisl\i1:ly pro\q~g the absence of all possible or plausible other causes is 
not required ofie;wected. Fore~li1TIple, S€AQMD provIded the following: 

Three w1ldfii~s~ere rel?~!ied in southern California on October 13, fanned by the strong, 
dry Santa Ana WiilE~~tW0·in the San Gabriel Mountains north of the San F emando Valley 
and one at CampR,i:;l;\4Ieton in the north coastal part of San Diego County. Only one of 
these, the Marek Fire, was active during the early morning hours when the hourly PMlO 
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 
PMlO measured at Anaheim. Crustal material from windblown dust was the primary 
component of the measured PMlO, as confirmed by comparing with the PM2.5 measured 
on this day. Prescribed, agricultural or residential burning did not appear to have added 
any significant amount of PMlO to the concentrations measured in the Basin; these 

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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activities were not permitted on this day. The PM2.5 portion of PMIO, which would 
indicate combustion sources, was very small throughout the Basin. PMIO 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 PMIO, particularly the upwind mountain 
and desert areas. 

6.2.5 Address Mfects Air Oualitv CAAO) 

Once sufficient HF analyses have been provided and CCR has been demonstrated the event will 
,~. , 

generally have been considered to have affected air quality a1;,thl:i"exceeding monitor, and thus 
the AAQ element will have been met. Prepare statement :\ha,~;~Q has been met by providing 

'l;--""'" " 
HF analyses and demonstrating CCR. ,;.p!:;,~'i~'7.:;. 

",~: C:'~1'{;;~~" ~~4::~';~'f~ 
6.2.6 Address Human Activitv Unlikely to Recur.3'fa'Particular r::8.C'ation / Natural Event 
(HAURr:: / Natural Event)i~,~\" 'ii;;'~'i'" 

'~~f~1~~:,. . --~t'~~it_~ 
Once both CCR and nRCP have been demonstrate'd!:':\he evenlwll generallY~b:~considered a 
natural event, thus fulfilling the HA~ / NaturafE~~teJ~iji5tit. Prepare sta~~.~nt that 
HAURr:: / Natural Event has been met;b}; •• g.emonstratihg,~~p and CCR. . .... 

1(~(~~~:~~;~:~h~:::~~_ G~~J,i#~)i: .. 
6.2.7 Step 5: Address No Exceedanc~'ButFbf\the.Event ~BF) 

__ ~" , . \'ti~:i~_ . :,o;?i]Q~.~~~:> '_ <:<~~~::,',\ 
The NEBF demonstrati()~;~~lff?~lly builds'~1i\}nforw,~!!I'W~~fI;thereat:O support other elements of 
an exceptional event.!<l~~6nsfra:ti~e: . Further~':~tt)l.e'\~*cepfioJ't~;events demonstration fails on a 
different element thelFJh!',NEBF il1lll1ysis becoifr;ie~)noot since'tnere is no portion of the 
concentration than call byfiijjributdl.f!> an exceptfo'1!al event. For these reasons, EPA suggests 
that states cOlllRle!,e the NEJ3,J<g.eW0'Bsi:!:ation las1:'4~ addressing all other EER elements. 

_.<~~:':~:~~;:!l;~~~~~::~~::\,t. _ _ '-.'~~i"~;:;:;:'- -~;J~\~~l::~ .. ~;:._< -'.f:;~~;:, 
6.2. 7.]cQt}ailtattve NHE1.!".:L+ . ,~; 
If non~'l\V~J;ltpollution le~ers.;:rre typi¢i1I~y significantly below the NAAQS during the season of 

i;%' . <", . ~. ,.<. ',CO;""'-":' 42 
the event tli~l1~ qualitative N$1?F maYll>f,.a,dequate. The following is provided as an example : 

~"j,\~~~.~"," ·'$1'.;h' .. ;''':'!~;' 

Activiti6'~;that generate fuithropogenic PMIO were approximately constant in the Basin 
~. ".1.. . ,Sf" 

immediatel)iiprepeding"d:gi::ing and after the event. Activity levels in the Basin were 
typical for the ~e ofy:e(u-and PMIO emissions control programs were being 
implemented, nofo*l~fdr fugitive dust-generating activities, but also for agricultural 
burning in the Basm."Purthermore, due to the forecasts for high winds on October 13, the 
SCAQMD compliance teams were ready to act quickly to fugitive dust complaints to 
minimize emissions and to enforce mitigation methods like watering and soil 
stabilization. 

42Letter 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 PMlO 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 PMlO 24-hour 
NAAQS violations in the Basin .. Activity levels in the Basin were typical for the time of 
year and PMlO emissions control programs were being implemented, for fugitive dust
generating activities, as well as open burning. With the unsettled conditions on October 
13, such emissions would not contribute significantly to the PM10 measured. There were 
reasonable and appropriate measures in place to control PM10 in the Basin on October 13, 
2008, including SCAQMD Ru1es 403, 444, 445, 1156, 1157, 1158 and 1186. 

Examining the make-up of the PMlO in the Basin on this day using PM2.5 data, the coarse 
particles (pMlO.2.5), which are associated with windblov.;pdust, represent well over 75% 
of the total PMlO mass collected in the Basin. The thJ:@e;,wildfrres that were burning in the 
Basin, one of which started on October 12 aud tw9,":lj;h\lfafter the high hourly PMlO 
concentrations started, were not the primary ca\l~{di'ife,high PMlO. PM2.5 remained 
relatively low throughout the Basin on this 9l!Y"Wi1h n6~eigll,edance of the 24-hour 
NAAQS. While there were no PMlO filteli~tcgllected on ilii%dlly for laboratory analyses 
for soluble potassium, an indicator of~p~~'kmoke, the preddlliililUlce of coarse particles, 
the timing of the fires and the lack of saitp,~rting wind directionS":fq;,~J;ing smoke to 
Anaheim provide support the conclusion thiltyvhile t1'!ert< could have;be§n a minor 
contribution from the wildfires" it was relaif'$~ly.fJll,g,iifibrtion of the PMtomeasured. 

'~;~J:~~~~~, .. ~: _ ·\;?tj;-(t*,;j.>/ ""~tI:' 
Based on the data provided iJrtllis'teppf!, SCAQMllt'90ncludes that there would not have 
been exceedances ofthe PMlO NAAt}S~ill:the Basm61tOctober 13, 2008 if high winds 
were not present. Even if the extt~Irte 9!J:5~¢~fentile cb~~(Jlltration for the Basin, 139.5 

ti!i"j', ''''''''''_ ··:r"·_::F1.i~" ",!<;i<;-~' 

flglm
3

, we~e uS~~~~~*~fR,~ckgromi~,:P8~ce~~~?~~y,)xomp~e to the measured PMlO 
concentratlO~~:tp:e partlci\lW,e co~tnb~):iR~89m t1ib:J!tlg]J.,wmd event clearly .caus~d these 
exceedances.~e causal cp'np,ection o~tli'i;,:measured PMlO and the strong wmds m the 
Basin, and thrort~llt soutll¢.m CalifoniBl,,~~ong with the high contribution of fugitive 
dust"t?~,~~~lO ni'a.~,ip!!i~~{61tli:~t.?~t for~fl,:high wind event this NAAQS violation 
~&lTU(tiibt;liil,y~ pccurreAlti ' ,me,to",,";' 

.}·:lI_~.i}!E- .. , :, .. ~.r.;K:'~. ': ~/,,~, ,';"':i-, ."';~. 
':, ,,-,0",,< '<.-- ,c;l:),"j ~ , .. : " ",-

6.2. 7.2 QUCjptitative NEBR"~,,;'';::,j~ 
A quantit~tiV~NEBF will ger(eta1ly b6 ~*pected if concentrations on days without events during 
the same se~s6h"~:xceed the standard or nearly exceed the standard andlor if the contribution of 
non-event polhitiqn,produces cOFc!lntrations near the applicable NAAQS. An example of a 
quantitative NEBF an~ysis wilUJe incorporated in this document as one becomes available, 

,'- .:;t ,di :'"&'. 
"c. _. , 

~·t'f .'"il-t ~m·" 
.;.. ~ .~ . 

'" :~.:C', :' 
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Appendix A. Summary of Studies on Windblown Dust Emissions 

57 

Windblown dust is a controllable and preventable form ofPMIO 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 speegs above 25 mph will be 

4!,_,":l') 

assumed to have the potential ability to raise dust emissions;from;.imme stable surfaces in arid, 
semi-arid, or seasonally dry regions. Wind speeds below tJli~;t!freshold will be assumed to 
entrain dust emissions primarily from disturbed anthr~,~~~fii'i;";;~ources that have not been 
reasonably controlled. The following summary of p~rti4eht information provides technical 
justification for the proposed threshold wind speegi;~·i''''·:.'~'';, 

. ~<)~l~;5':w "--£~~'~h-:' 
The Clark County D~artment of Air Quality!iJ;t'tilJlnvironmental Manage~.~t (DAQEM) 
contracted with the Department of Civil and EnV'li'slI1!nental Ellgineering, U~'v.ersity of Nevada, 
Las Vegas (UNL V) to conduct field§tndies to genili'~i~efui~"q}'t\oind-blown P~i~cemissions 
f~ctors for stable natural, disturbed s~a,~-,:~that ha~ £e,:;~~~"t~tabi1ized, and ~stlibilized, 
disturbed surfaces. The latest stndy w<\~;pet~orrned m 2004~l'l§p1g a portable wmd tunnel at 31 
locations in the Las Vegas valley that tej1F~senfep:wpe diffet~tJloil groupS.43 All of the test sites 
were determined to be stable through the's.m:ne metlio.d§.as outlined. in DAQEM's fugitive dust 

;<ill':' -." •. "::-' "',- -'-"""_ ".'' .. ,')i\ 

rules for open areas ani~y~c~~.~~!8 and thu~lP;ovid(fA!C"oJl~i~!~nt In~asure of "stable" 
conditions.44 These~,\!l:!l&test slte§.:were theil;mtenti9JiallY'~¢~1l!.\Jilized and subsequently retested 
using the same wincfbX~;~1 appr~iI.~1:t that had 'be'ep:iused on thepreviously stabilized surfaces. A 
summary of the 2004 fi~idistndy re~illts can be s{eil, in Figure ES-1. The 2004 data show that 
non-linear ip.~t:easq8 in PMr;'fl1JX,g~n~ra!lybegin-t1\ioccur at sustained 10 meter velocities 
exCeedi~g~~::'t~Fh1~!(~p dat'!i.4p~ed th'e"blr§i~f?r'j~!,A's selection of a 25 mph ,threshold for 
naturak~"eli.ts.4 Nofeth~!;!he Cla,t;.lc.founty sfuJl)!;found small amounts of entramment below 25 
mph. TJiiltp.all PMlO fluke,tQbseiv'~~~t lower winds speeds coilld be attributed to aerodynamic 
entrainment;wjrich occurs p]1i1:i!arily wl:!,~fine particles are lifted directly off the ground and 
remain elevatell..yvhile it is exp~.cted th~t..~mall amounts of aerodynamic entrainment could 
occur when willd"sP(leds are belq\ir,25 mph, these are not expected to result in exceedances in 

~ "TI .!_ ._, '.~ 

most western areas, plpiicularlyt1te desert areas such as in Clark County. 
-1' iI$,,;* 

ol;; _,'''' • 

···.'.~l;;"c%li:.-,& '.' 

j·',i·:{;i' 

43 Sites were characterized in tenns of Wind Erodibility Gronps (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 PMlO Aeolian Emission Factors for Native Desert and Disturbed Vacant Land Areas. Final Report, June 
30,2006. 
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FIR1U~ 1'5. ~ !\mnmal'Y uf "inil hlBwn ~fo/lImf\trl(". mf'.IIn fl'\.f 10 F.,rn1~~on:';. fjH~tnr'c" 'n~f:I'a~f'(l (}-VfJ':lIn wind f!!'Odl1l1Ufy ~llp",~ 
t~'1.V 2aM v.-intl t1mnpl field ~tn(ly. 'Rl'I'OI' baJ'~ (l.mUtf!d to/') flal'I,t)- dl,IYi'l'f'U.r,e-.'" bf'fl'R"~f1 \l1nd S{H!'lPcl bandl\, 

~ 

'); 

j ,'"" 
a . 

CDmpi:lI,j5an of Clark CDU-n.'i)' Ui:!car..t IlInd r.t~;iined P1\'!.10 l!'mi5!Oian:s. hld.ars, UilIILV .2064 s.tudy 

* 'i,o.n·) +----------,-- .. --,------------ ---.--.--------- ---.--.--------- t'.;~,--·-----;'''l---·--··'(},J--- ---'.'1 II--··--·-+".J--
~ 

(.I.cu~ +----------.-- .. --.------------ ---.--.--------- ---.-.,.:;,~----

\\!Ind spa;d hind ~Mphl; 

58 

~'~~;~~r-~\f~~~,:, _ _ ,j::~:~~~::~,. 
Studies conducted by the Desert Research Iril;.tlbJ.t~ (DRI) iJi'.G1lark County, NY have concluded 
that windblown desert dust contributes t~~J?proltTIl2:~wlY 20%~f1;n~asured PM10 in urban areas 
and that only desert soi!§!1;l!:ii!;;~'1e been dl$~bed bYI~%~pogehii;~ctivities are large emitters 
under c~=on high~!l·coh1iitJ.j,1&s.46 ~e~~~~dJ~,~:alio;~~9l;?det~at windblown PMlO from 
urban/dIsturbed surfac~s are not S~f:!lc until 1 O'welerJiourly average wmd speeds are greater than 
7 mls (16 mph), whilenci:D.u,rban de~6rt show a sigilificant increase in PMJO emissions only when 

A.:,-'-i. _1*,:_ '-':'-hJ 
hourly avera~\l, ~ind speed'ij£I!f$l g)"e£l~el.;tl1'!llll mI~(25 mph). See Figure 3-1 for a graphical 
represen~aJ1~~;o.f~e,~~~ata.Th~,~~tlfdfS:,il'o,;r,tpat th~~e results refute the argunrent that most 
urban dustilenves from.natural'surfaces.''''''', " 

"'-~:·'\~t '''~7,'t ~ '~;\;-~~> iI. ~. ,~"i~':Y: 
'-\;~-!~:.~ '\{ '~;ii 

"~·r'.'\-," -"":~::"" 
"{:-, 

',".-1£ 
-,;', .. "'" ',Wo_.i1-

46 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. DR! Document No. 6110.4F, 
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Figure- 3-1_ Average .PM}!,! c1assifed by wind speed from hourly beta attenulltion monitor 
(BAM) measurements at an Urban!Construction site and a Non~UrtmnlDesert site near Las 
Vegas. NV during 1995 (Chmv and W'atson. 1997b; Chow et aI.~ 1999). Wind -speed..,,> were
measured at 10 m nbovc ground .leveL 
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These results are also consistent with:ie~ts:'QRt!iined fr~ri1~~md tunnel studies performed 
throughout the state of Arizona. 47 Thes~~rudi't!'sj~ggest that\\;W~blown dust emissions from 
scrub desert and dune fl<lt:n:~~coccur wb:'~fi;Wind sp"e'e'Ji~;,a;:e gre4!~~.than 11.3 mls (25 mph) and 
18.31 ( 41 mph), respecfi.yel~"':FI).~ same srii~,rev~!!J~p~'\is,.\l,ffucell:hat had been disturbed by 
anthropogenic activit~~;:i1egan t~~I.o.duce erlli~~j()~R:when\vhi~:speeds rang~d from 5.11 mI s (11 
mph) to 8.11 mls (18 mtlll} The eJW:~t of surfac~"~:sturbance on threshold wmd sReeds was 
further examined for a nfu:fiber ofMfUraJ desert soils by a number of researchers. 8 The main 
conclusion.:wiiSJh~t,Wsturb'~QI:),@ti()lltp:rofoundi1.31bwers the threshold friction velocity of 
desert ~~}~ic~r:""'';i,;'''',t'' ' ~:ii\:': '''';'f;.~~~.~\.;i 

t" :,\,~~'d,:- ".' :;:.,~:.,. ~:'~~~~~,::~~,-" 
"-~,', ,',' \\.~\" - , .... ' - "~' ~ 

:,ii(',:~" . ~\il 

;.",.

. 'It . iii '\6" '. 

47 Nickling, W.G. and Gillies, J.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: 9003-9015; 
Belnap, J. 2007. Wind Eroilibility of Soils at Fort Irwin, California (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 Dnst Exceptional Events. 

Instructions: This checklist is to be submitted with the exceptional events package fur EPA 
review. 
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Note that completion of this checklist does not indicate that in question is concurrable 
nor does this reflect the entire universe of information th~;at'~~~~ require to satisfy the 
demonstration requirements. This checklist represents tt information that must be 
included in a package and serves to identify rather than show that a 
package is complete. In some cases (e.g., very' ',.. all parameters under each 
criterion will need to be included. EPA will not . failure to submit a 
complete package prior to regulatory dec:isi()n:\Y' 

Site Name/AQS ID: ------;r'';;;;;-;;:-----'''6~~''------''':+''_----

Pollutant: ----------"*~~~--"""";t~----------

Date(s): ----~~;::::---~ ::--A~;;;-----'~;::::--------

co=ents responses 

years of the of the quarter in [YIN] 
which the event l7'jpcllltlb.s prior to the date that any 
regulatory decision mu.stt~etli(j,ple EPA? [Note: In all cases, EPA 

of when the event 

(over) 
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-description of weather phenomena resulting in [YIN] 
wind 

-explanation of the path by which the dust 
reached the 
-map 
other 

relevant topography, 

event day differs from 

-were time-series analyses for concentration 
wind data 

data (wind 
and 

[YIN] 

[YIN] 

[%ile] 
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-vvere a 
spatial relationship betvveen the event, sources, 
transport of emissions, and recorded 

-vvere temporal analyses a [YIN] 
temporal relationship betvveen the high vvind and 

PM concentrations at 
-comparison of event-affected day(s) to specific [YIN] 

-vvas the dust shovvn to be from the sources 
the 

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