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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On April 26, 2007 a Public Hearing for the “Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for
the Charlotte/Gastonia/Rock Hill, NC-SC Eight-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area” was held.
The hearing was held at the Charlotte Mecklenburg Government Building located at 600 East
Fourth Street, Charlotte, North Carolina. The purpose of this hearing was to inform interested
parties on the 8-hour ozone ozone attainment demonstration and to solicit comments from the
public. The public comment period closed May 15, 2007.

According to the Public Hearing Registration Forms, a total of eight (8) non-NCDAQ people
attended the Public Hearing and three (3) people registered to speak. Written comments were
received from the Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT), the Centralina Council of
Governments (CCOG), the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Lake
Norman Rural Planning Organization (LNRPO), the Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MUMPO), the Mecklenburg County Air Quality (MCAQ), and the North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT). ‘

Rebecca Yarbrough, Assistant Director of CCOG submitted written comments on three separate
occasions: written comments were submitted directly to the hearing officer the day of the public
hearing; a more formal revised version was received on May 3, 2007 dated April 26, 2007; and a
final shorter letter was received on May 15, 2007. Jim Humphrey, Director of the CDOT
submitted written comments dated May 15, 2007. Kay Prince, Chief of the USEPA Air Planning
Branch submitted written comments dated May 17, 2007. Steve Gutley, Transportation
Coordinating Committee Chairman of the LNRPO submitted written comments dated May 14,
2007. Patrick Mumford, Chair of the MUMPO submitted written comments dated May 13,
2007. Don Willard, Director of the MCAQ submitted written comments dated May 12, 2007,
The NCDOT submitted comments in bullet form. It is my opinion that the North Carolina
Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ) can adequately address the concerns raised by the interested
parties.

Based on the information contained in this report, I recommend the following:

I recommend that the “Fight-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for the
Charlotte/Gastonia/Rock Hill, NC-SC Eight-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area” be approved after
addressing the hearing officer’s recommendations as described in the body of this report.
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Hearing Officer’s Report
for
Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration

for the Charlotte/Gastonia/Rock Hill, NC-SC
Eight-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area

June 15, 2007
Patrick Butler

On April 26, 2007 a Public Hearing for the “Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for
the Charlotte/Gastonia/Rock Hill, NC-SC Eight-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area” was held.
The hearing was held at the Charlotte Mecklenburg Government Building located at 600 East
Fourth Street, Charlotte, North Carolina. The purpose of this hearing was to inform interested
parties on the 8-hour ozone ozone attainment demonstration and to solicit comments from the
public. The public comment period closed May 15, 2007.

Background (borrowed from the draft plan}

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) promulgated a new 8-hour ozone
NAAQS in July 1997, setting a standard at .08 parts per million (ppm) averaged over an 8-hour
period. An exceedance of the 8-hour ozone NAAQS occurs when a monitor measures ozone of
above 0.084 ppm (per the rounding convention). A violation of the NAAQS occurs when the
average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum 8-hour ozone values over three consecutive
years is equal to or greater than 0.085 ppm. This three-vear average is termed the design value
for the monitor. The design value for a nonattainment arca is the highest monitor’s design value
in the area.

In April 2004, the USEPA designated areas as nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone NAAQS
based upon air quality monitoring data measured during the 2001, 2002 and 2003 ozone seasons.
These designations became effective on June 15, 2004, In North Carolina, there were seven
areas designated as nonattainment.

The Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, North Carolina-South Carolina (the Metrolina area) 8-hour
ozone nonattainment area was designated under subpart 2 since the area’s 1-hour ozone design
value was 0.129 ppm. Areas with 1-hour design values at 0.121 ppm or greater were designated
under subpart 2, since this threshold was the low end of the classification table in section
181(a)(1) of the Clean Air Act. The USEPA determined during the designation process that this
was the appropriate treatment of the classification table under the 8-hour standard. With a
regional 2001-2003 8-hour ozone design value of 0.100 ppm, the Metrolina area was classified
as moderate. This nonattaimment area includes the entire counties of Cabarrus, Gaston, Lincoln,
Mecklenburg, Rowan, and Union Counties; Coddle Creek and Davidson Townships in Iredell
County; and the Rock Hill Metrepolitan Planning Organization boundary in York County, South

Carolina.
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Several control measures already in place or being implemented over the next few years will
reduce stationary point, highway mobile, and nonroad mobile source emissions. The expected
Federal and State control measures were modeled for the attainment year of 2009,

The Federal control measures that were modeled included the Tier 2 vehicle standards; the
heavy-duty gasoline and diesel highway vehicle standards; low sulfur gasoline and diesel fuels,
large nonroad diesel engines standards; the nonroad spark-ignition engines and recreational
engines standard; and the Clean Air Interstate Rule.

The State control measures that were modeled included the Clean Air Bill, in which the vehicle
emissions inspection and maintenance program was expanded from 9 counties to 48; the NOx
SIP Call Rule, which reduces summertime NOx emissions from power plants and other industrial
boilers; and the Clean Smokestacks Act, which will reduce NOx emissions beyond the
requirements of the NOx SIP Call Rule and will require coal-fired power plants to meet an
annual NOx emissions cap.

Summary of Public Hearing and Comment Period

According to the Public Hearing Registration Forms, a total of eight (8) non-NCDAQ people
attended the Public Hearing and three (3) people registered to speak. Written comments were
received from the Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT), the Centralina Council of
Governments (CCOG), the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Lake
Norman Rural Planning Organization (LNRPO), the Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MUMPO), the Mecklenburg County Air Quality (MCAQ), and the North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT). It is my opinion that the concerns raised by the
interested parties can be adequately addressed by the NCDAQ.

The public hearing comment period was open until 5:00 p.m. on May 15, 2007. Three people
spoke at the public hearing: Eldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist for the CDOT; June
Blotnick, Director of Carolinas Clean Air Coalition (CCAC); and Rebecca R. Yarbrough,
Assistant Director of the Centralina Council of Governments (CCOG). During the public
comment period the Hearing Officer did not receive any phone calls related to the public hearing.

Eldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist for the CDOT submitted a written version of the oral
speech he presented on April 26, 2007. Rebecca Yarbrough, Assistant Director of CCOG
submitted written comments on three separate occasions: written comments were submitted
directly to the hearing officer the day of the public hearing; a more formal revised version was
received on May 3, 2007 dated April 26, 2007; and a final shorter letter was received on May 15,
2007. Jim Humphrey, Director of the CDOT submitted written comments dated May 15, 2007,
Kay Prince, Chief of the USEPA Air Planning Branch submitted written comments dated May
17, 2007. Steve Gurley, Transportation Coordinating Committee Chairman of the LNRPO
submitted written comments dated May 14, 2007. Patrick Mumford, Chair of the MUMPO
submitted written comments dated May 15, 2007, Don Willard, Director of the MCAQ
submitted written comments dated May 12, 2007. The NCDOT submitted comments in bullet
form. The written comments referenced above are attached for reference.
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The three people that spoke at the public hearing all pointed out observations that will be
addressed in the body of this report.

The following is 2 summary of the pertinent comments. with regards to NCDAQ’s jurisdiction,
raised bv all narties invalved in the public hearing process along with the Hearing Officer’s
opinions and recommendations.

CCOG: The three page document submitted during the hearing that was further revised and re-
submitted on May 3, 2007 outlines several programs that have been undertaken to reduce air
pollution over the past several years. Additionally, the May 3, 2007 letter included a resolution
adopted by the Executive Committee of the CCOG supporting sub-area motor emission budgets.
The essence of the comments can be summarized in the following statement: “Centralina’s
governing Board of Delegates...believes that NCDAQ's decision to establish COUNTY
emission budgets detracts from the sense of the “regional” nature of the problem...” It is further
stated that CCOG would prefer a larger regional budget with informal county targets. They are
respectfuily requesting that the NCDAQ reconsider the creation of county specific Motor
Vehicle Emission Budgets (MVEBs).

Hearing Officer’s Response: The NCDAQ is pleased that many productive programs aimed at
Jowering air pollution have been implemented. The hearing officer supports the NCDAQ’s
position regarding the use of county specific MVEBs. The county specific MVEBs are based on
county specific information that was submitted. Additionally, the use of county specific MVEBs
should create a greater sense of responsibility as well as accountability among the various
counties and Metropolitan Planning Organizations in addressing their respective emissions. The
hearing officer recommends that the NCDAQ detail the rationale in using county specific
MVEBs.

CCOG: The two page letter dated May 15, 2007 enumerates specific non-modeled projects that
have contributed to an overall emissions reduction such as: Air Awareness education and
outreach programs, school bus diesel oxidation catalysts, school bus diesel particulate filers, use
of hybrid vehicles, reduction of energy consumption measures, anti-idling campaigns, truck stop
electrification, etc...

Hearing Officer’s Response: The NCDAQ supports these collaborative efforts in the reduction
of air pollution.

CDOT: CDOT has technical concerns with the MVERBs which have been proposed by the
NCDAQ for each county and partial county in the Metropolitan area. They also assert that the
NCDAQ “...has not provided technical documentation to show that county-level MVEB will
result in better air quality compared to a multi-county MVEB.” Their concluding request is that
the NCDAQ “...consider its choices for the county-by-county MVEBs, and allow the Metrolina
area a reasonable chance to avoid an upcoming transportation conformity lapse.”

Hearing Officer’s Response: The hearing officer supports the NCDAQ’s position regarding the
use of county specific MVEBs. The county specific MVEBs are based on county specific
information that was submitted. Additionally, the use of county specific MVEBs should create a

Hearing Report, Comments Received and Responses 5
The Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 8-Hour Ozone Appendix R
North Carolina Attainment Demonstration June 15, 2007



greater sense of responsibility as well as accountability among the various counties and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations in addressing their respective emissions. The hearing
officer recommends that the NCDAQ detail the rationale in using county specific MVEBs in
order to address the assertion by CDOT the NCDAQ has provided no technical documentation .
supporting to use of county specific MVEBs.

USEPA: Comments were submitted dated May 17, 2007 requesting clarification and/or
additional more detailed information be added to particular sections of the narrative and
appendices.

Hearing Officer’s Response: The majority of the comments contained in the letter from the
USEPA request more description or detail in the final report. Furthermore, the comments do not
highlight anything controversial that cannot be addressed by the NCDAQ prior to the final
submittal. The hearing officer recommends that the NCDAQ address all issues and concerns
prior to the final submittal.

LNRPO: Comments were submitted dated May 14, 2007. The following summarizes their
comments, “We believe the NCDAQ’s insistence on county-level budgets is putting our member
governments at unnecessary risk of failing the transportation conformity MVEB test. We
strongly encourage reconsideration of this approach, and continue to recommend the use of at
least the “subregional” approach that was suggested by the majority of the transportation
conformity partners in this region and that met with NCDOT’s acceptance.”

Hearing Officer’s Response: The hearing officer supports the NCDAQ’s position regarding the
use of county specific MVEBs. The county specific MVEBs are based on county specific
information that was submitted. Additionally, the use of county specific MVEBs should create a
greater sense of responsibility as well as accountability among the various counties and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations in addressing their respective emissions. The hearing
officer recommends that the NCDAGQ detail the rationale in using county specific MVERBs.

MUMPO: Comments were submitted dated May 15, 2007 and the following summarizes their
comments, “We support a multi-county MVEB as a appropriate methodology. County-by-
county MVEBs, as you propose, are unnecessary and appear to be without technical merit given
the lack of technical basis provided.”

Hearing Officer’s Response: The hearing officer supports the NCDAQ’s position regarding the
use of county specific MVEBs. The county specific MVEBs are based on county specific
information that was submitted. Additionally, the use of county specific MVEBs should create a
greater sense of responsibility as well as accountability among the various counties and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations in addressing their respective emissions. The hearing
officer recommends that the NCDAQ detail the rationale in using county specific MVEBs.

MCAQ: Comments were submitted dated May 12, 2007 and they recommend “...that to ensure
that the Metrolina region atfains the national ambient air quality standard for ozone by June 15,
2010, that the SIP submittal include the commitment that by June 15, 2008 ozone reduction
strategies that model within the margin of safety (82 ppb or below) at the County Line, Garinger,
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Enochville and Rockwell will be identified and analyzed and these strategies will be pre-adopted
so that they could be quickly implemented prior to the 2009 ozone season, if necessary.”

Hearing Officer’s Response: The hearing officer recommends that the NCDAQ examine the
request of MCAQ to see if this is reasonable and/or feasible.

CCAC: June Blotnick, Director of the Carolinas Clean Air Coalition presented oral comments
requesting mandatory NOx contrels during the summer months, more media efforts to promote
education, strategies for reducing diesel emissions and suppott by the State regarding light rail
systems.

Hearing Officer’s Response: NCDAQ supports media efforts and outreach to educate the
public about air pollution through our Air Awareness Program. NCDAQ is currently involved
with anti-idling initiatives throughout the State. Additionally, the NCDAQ has utilized the
Mobile Source Emission Reduction Grants to fund and promote the diesel retrofits and other
innovative emission reduction technologies. NCDAQ generally supports most emission
reduction programs that are economically viable and feasible.

NCDOT: The NCDOT submitted comments in bullet form. The comments mainly involve
incorporating the most recent traffic data, using an adequate margin of safety and combining the
MVEBs for at least the rural counties.

Hearing Officer’s Response: The NCDAQ should use the best traffic data available and should
discuss the margin of safety. Additionally, the hearing officer supports the NCDAQ’s position
regarding the use of county specific MVEBs. The county specitic MVEBs are based on county
specific information that was submitted. Additionally, the use of county specific MVEBs should
create a greater sense of responsibility as well as accountability among the various counties and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations in addressing their respective emissions. The hearing
officer recommends that the NCDAQ detail the rationale in using county specific MVEBs.

General Hearing Officer Comments: With regard to county-by-county MVEBEs, it is the
hearing officer’s understanding that NCDAQ detailed their rationale for this approach in a
September 2005 letter from the Director of NCDAQ. That letter invited the various
transportation partners to submit technical justifications for alternatives to this approach for
setting MVEBs. The transportation partners were given several months to submit such
information, i.e., until February 2006. NCDAQ reviewed the material provided by the
transportation partners and concluded that none of the additional information was a compelling
argument to jeopardize an area’s ability to attain and maintain the ambient air quality standards.
The transportation partners were informed of NCDAQ’s decision to set county-by-county
MVEBs in a June 2006 letter from the Director of NCDAQ. Itis the hearing officer’s opinion
that NCDAQ consulted with the transportation partners across the state, then made a decision
based on their obligation to meeting the public health standards in the state.

Additionally, several negative comments were directed toward the interagency consultation
meetings with inferences that the NCDAQ somehow bypassed the process by not doing exactly
what the localities requested. Tt is the hearing officer’s understanding that these meetings are
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consultative in nature, and are used as a tool to promote communication of thoughts and ideas.
These meetings are not a consensus-based process. Several of the localities seem confused that
if the NCDAQ disagrees with their opinion that somehow the interagency process has been
violated. The hearing officer believes that the NCDAQ staff acted appropriately in the spirit of
consultation.

Recommendation:

Based on the information contained in this report, I recommend the following:

I recommend that the “Eight-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for the
Charlotte/Gastonia/Rock Hill, NC-SC Eight-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area” be approved after
addressing the concerns received by the CDOT and the CCOG.
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Attachments to Report:

(1) FEldewins M. Haynes, Air Quality Specialist for the City of Charlotte Department of
Transportation copy of oral speech from April 26, 2007.

(2) Rebecca Yarbrough, Assistant Director of CCOG submitted written comuments on three
separate occasions:
= Written comments were submitted directly to the hearing officer the day of the public
hearing on April 26, 2007.

*  More formal revised comments were received on May 3, 2007,
» A final shorter letter was received on May 15, 2007.

(3) Jim Humphrey, Director of the CDOT submitted written comments dated May 15, 2007.

(4) Kay Prince, Chief of the USEPA Air Planning Branch submitted written comments dated
May 17, 2007.

(5) Steve Gurley, Transportation Coordinating Committee Chairman of the LNRPO submitted
written comments dated May 14, 2007.

(6) Patrick Mumford, Chair of the MUMPO submitted written comments dated May 15, 2007.
(7y Don Willard, Director of the MCAQ submitted written comments dated May 12, 2007,

(8) NCDOT bulleted comments.

Jab/rpb

cc:  Central Files (with original letters and registration information)
Laura Boothe, RCO
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Comments for SIP public hearing

My name is Eldewins Haynes, and I am the Air Quality Specialist for the Charlotte
Department of Transportation. On behalf of the City of Charlotte, I will begin by saying
that we appreciate the responsibility that DAQ has to develop a SIP that meets Clean Air
Act requirements.

The City of Charlotte has been very active in air quality and other environmental
initiatives in this region. On behalf of the Charlotte DOT, I will tell you that our
experienced staff is very aware of the technical issues affecting transportation conformity
and air quality.

We understand the basics of the air quality simulations that were done for the SIP, and
we understand how that work was used to develop the SIP. However, we do have a
technical concern with the motor vehicle emissions budgets which have been proposed by
DAQ for each county and partial county in the Metrolina area. We believe that, based on
the analysis we have done so far, one or more of the county motor vehicle emissions
budgets may be inappropriate. The details of this concern will be expressed in greater
depth in a letter we will send to you in the next two weeks.

As we have stated in previous communications to DAQ, motor vehicle emissions
budgets are not now, nor will they become, the decisive factor in attaining or not
attaining the ozone NAAQS. These budgets are critical only for the transportation
conformity process. Our comments should not in any way be construed to say we are
against clean air. We want the Metrolina area to meet both ozone aftainment and
transportation conformity requirements.
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Comments to NCDAQ Public Hearing on Metrolina SIP: April 26, 2007

On behalf of Centralina Council of Governments, thank you for the opportunity to comment
on the Draft State Implementation Plan. The COG also recognizes and thanks the NC
Division of Air Quality staff for their hard work to produce a SIP that meets Clean Air Act
requirements. We in the Metrolina region are committed to clean air—to demonstrate
attainment of the NAAQS for ozone, to meet transportation conformity, and to protect the
health of our citizens.

Our comments today should not be construed in any way as negative toward the findings and
technical demonstration of attainment included in the Draft SIP. We are pleased that in fact
our collective actions at the local, State, and Federal fevels are producing the NOx and VOC
reductions needed to do so. We commend our partners in this effort—local governments, our
school systems, the business community, the many citizens who choose to ride the bus or not
idle, and the State and Federal agencies who promote clean air through both regulation and
outreach. Our comments are oriented to some procedural issues and general approaches on
how local transportation and land use planning officials may be included more fuily in this
process, to ensure that we continue te make improvements and can meet possibly tighter
standards in the future despite rapid growth.

Elected officials in the Metrolina area have worked with air quality issues for the past four to
five years intensively, becoming educated about the issues and in many cases, undertaking at
their own expense actions that have resulted in emissions reductions by their jurisdictions.
Examples include Salisbury’s and Concord’s extensive air awareness programs, Charlotte’s
episodic ozone program and Environmental Focus Area, and the commitment of Cabarrus,
Gaston, Iredell, Lincoln Mecklenburg, and Rowan Counties to school bus diesel retrofits and
carpool anti-idling programs, as well as purchases of hybrids by a number of local
governments. Further, the “Clean Air Works!” program of the Charltotte Chamber and
regional partners engaged business leadership in working to reduce emissions during ozone
season in the bi-state airshed. All these actions have stemmed from regional commitment to
education and awareness, as well as support with implementation and applying for grants.
Centralina COG’s board is explicitly committed to continuing air quality programs after
SEQL, and reinforced that commitment at their meeting last month. In the course of
becoming educated about the air quality issue, local elected officials have become convinced
of one critical fact—it is NOT a county issue, i is a regional issue, and can only be addressed
by coordinated regional action,

Centralina’s governing Board of Delegates, made up of 74 elected officials from thoughout
the region, believes that NCDAQ’s decision to establish COUNTY emissions budgets
detracts from the sense of the “regional” nature of the problem, and may not do as much as
could be done to promote regional collaboration in addressing this issue. In dealing with Air
Quality issues, we consistently run into the following false premises:

¢ The struggle to keep air quality from being viewed as merely a “technical
problem” and rather one that affects everyone in the region. NAAQS attainment
and transportation conformity are viewed as a “technical demonstrations™ and it is
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certainly true that they are highly technical. We have finally gotten through that
although the work that goes into the demonstration is technical, the real way that
we address air quality is by everyone doing their part regionally—because air
travels. County MVEBs are counter-productive to this argument.

¢ “What we do as individuals or a region doesn’t matter because federal measures
and fleet turnover are going to take care of the problem.” If this is true, then no
one should care about air quality because the problem is going to go away. Do
we really think that this is going to happen, even given the doubling of population
in this region? If we are not SURE that these state and federal measures will
ensure improving air quality, then we need to keep regional and local attention
focused on local and regional measures. Anything that implics that one county by
itself can solve the problem is counterproductive to this effort.

¢ Frankly, we as a Council of Governments can use a regional MVEB as a reason
for everyone to work together and to be concerned about regional growth and
development patterns. As you all know, land development patterns DO atfect
VMT—and with the growth that is coming, and potential lowering of future
NAAQS for ozone—slowing the growth of VMT may matter a great deal in the
future. The more we can foster regional discussions intent on HOW we stay
within a regional emissions budget—even if we have informal county targets—
the better we will do in promoting the forms of development that make walking,
biking or fransit—anything that gets people out of SOVs. In fact, such an
approach may provide the region with additional leverage to get such discussions
going—but county-level budgets that promote a “go it alone” approach won’t do
so. In fact, data have shown that HALF of the employment fostered by the NC
Research Campus in Rowan and Cabarrus Counties will occur in Mecklenburg.

e Our Board of Delegates understands a regional MVEB as a pie, and county-level
MVEBs as slices of that pie. They also understand the massive undertaking of the
regional transportation partaners in doing their best to project growth. However,
they aiso understand that in a region growing as rapidly as ours, sometimes
“growth happens.” No county is going to turn down a Lowe’s or a North Carolina
Research Campus or a major employer coming to locate—it’s good for the region,
and it’s good for the community-—and no one would want to tell a community
that such a development would wreck their emissions budget. But such a
development in fact could be disastrous for a county-level emissions budget, and
what is the COUNTY supposed to do about it—particuiarly given the regional
impacts of such large developments? We would much prefer to have a larger
formal budget to work within, so that as a region we can engage in discussions of
how to address the multi-county impacts all of these size developments have,

We understand that Cabarrus-Rowan MPO has opted for county budgets, and they are
certainly within their rights to do so. Our Board also has been informed that NCDAQ is
concerned that too large a deviation from county projections may eventually affect the
attainment demonstration, because of air flows and how growth in certain areas may relate to
certain monitors. Nevertheless, they have gone on record as strongly supporting 2 regional
budget and respectfully requesting reconsideration of the creation of county budgets, for
regional well-being and to foster the regional collaboration necessary for clean air.
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On a more personal note, I would also like to say that as someone whose primary job is to
organize and promote local government action for air quality, I can virtually assure you that
county level budgets will not be nearly as beneficial in doing so, as would a single regional
budget with informal county targets. Such an approach would provide an excellent stimulus
for continued regional discussion about how and where development SHOULD take place, to
promote not only good air quality but a sustainable quality of life for the entire region.

Centralina will mail to the Division of Air Quality a resolution adopted by our Executive
Commiitee to this effect.

Submitted by:

Centralina Council of Governments
A. R. Sharp, Ir., Executive Director
PO Box 35008

Charlotte, North Carolina 28235

Contact:
Rebecea R. Yarbrough, Regional Initiatives Administrator
704-372-2416
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Centralina

Council of Govemments

April 26, 2007

Mr. Patrick Butler, CPM PE

Hearing Officer

North Carolina Division of Air Quality

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Raleigh Regional Office

3800 Barrett Drive

Raleigh, North Carolina 27609

Re: Comments on Draft Metrolina Area Attainment State Implementation Plan
Dear Mr. Butler:

On behalf of Centralina Council of Governments, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft State Implementation Plan. The COG also recognizes and thanks the NC Division of Aifr
Quality staff for their hard work to produce a SIP that meets Clean Air Act requirements. We in the
Metrolina region are committed to clean air—to demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS for ozone, to
meet transportation conformity, and to protect the health of our citizens.

Our comments should not be construed in any way as negative toward the findings and technical
demonstration of attainment included in the Draft SIP. We are pleased that in fact our collective
actions at the local, State, and Federal levels are producing the NOx and VOC reductions needed to
do so. We commend our partners in this effort—local governments, our school systems, the business
community, the many citizens who choose to ride the bus or not idle, and the State and Federal
agencies whe promote clean air through both regulation and outreach. Our comments are oriented to
some genecral approaches on how focal transportation and land use planning officials may be included
more fully in this process, to ensure that we continue to make improvements and can meet possibly
tighter standards in the future despite rapid growth.

Elected officials in the Metrolina area have worked with air quality issues for the past four to five
years intensively, becoming educated about the issues and in many cases, undertaking at their own
expense actions that have resulted in emissions reductions by their jurisdictions., Examples include
Salisbury’s and Concord’s extensive air awareness programs, Charlotte’s episodic ozone program and

Midtown Plaza Building - 1300 Baxter Sireet, Suite 450
PO Box 35008, Charlotte, North Caroling 28235
Phone: 704-372-2416 Fax: 704-347-4710
www.centralina.org
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Mr. Patrick Butler
April 26, 2007
Page 2

Environmental Focus Area, and the commitment of Cabarrus, Gaston, Iredell, Lincoln Mecklenburg,
and Rowan Counties to school bus diesel retrofits and carpool anti-idling programs. A number of
local governments have also purchased hybrids. Further, the “Clean Air Works!” program of the
Charlotte Chamber and regional partners engaged business leadership in working te reduce emissions
during ozone season in the bi-state airshed. All these actions have stemmed from regional
commitment to education and awareness, as well as support with implementation and applying for
grants. Centralina COG’s board is explicitly comrmitted to continuing air quality programs after
SEQL, and reinforced that commitment at their meeting last month. In the course of becoming
educated about the air quality issue, local elected officials have become convinced of one critical
fact—it is NOT a couniy issue, il is a regional issue, and can only be addressed by coordinated
regional action.

Centralina’s governing Board of Delegates, made up of 74 elected officials from throughout the
region, believes that NCDAQ’s decision to establish COUNTY emissions budgets detracts from the
sense of the “regional” nature of the problem, and may not do as much as could be done to promote
regional collaboration in addressing this issue. In dealing with Air Quality issues, we consistently run
into the following false premises:

o Air quality is a “technical problem” and NAAQS attamment and transportation
conformity are “technical demonstrations.” While it is certainly true that both processes
are highly technical, our staff have worked to promote the understanding that the way
that we address air quality is by everyone doing their part regionally—because air travels.
County MVEBs are counter-productive to this argument.

¢  “What we do as individuals or a region doesn’t matter because federal measures and fleet
turnover are géing to take care of the problem.” If this is true, then no one should care
about air quality because the problem is going to go away. Do we really think that this is
going to happen, even given the doubling of population in this region? If we are not
SURE that these state and federal measures will ensure improving air quality, then we
need to keep regional and local attention focused on local and regional measures.
Anything that implies that one county by itself can solve the problem is
counterproductive to this effort.

¢ Frankly, we as a Council of Governments can use a regional MVER as a reason for
everyone to work together and to be concerned about regional growth and development
patterns. As you know, land development patterns DO affect VMT—and with the
growth that is coming, and potential lowering of future NAAQS for ozone, slowing the
growth of VMT may matter a great deal in the future. The more we can foster regional
discussions intent on HOW we stay within a regional emissions budget—even if we have
informal county targets—the better we will do in promoting the forms of development
that make walking, biking, transit and anything that gets people out of SOVs. In fact,
such an approach may provide the region with additional leverage to get such discussions
going, but county-level budgets that promote a “go it alone™ approach will not do so.

*  Our Board of Delegates understands a regional MVEB as a pie, and county-level MVEBs
as slices of that pie. They also understand the massive undertaking of the regional
transportation partners in doing their best to project growth. However, they also
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understand that in a region growing as rapidly as ours, sometimes “growth happens.” No
county is going to turn down a future Lowe’s or a North Carolina Research Campus or a
major employer coming to locate—it’s good for the region, and it’s good for the
community-—and no one would want to tell a community that such a development would
wreck their emissions budget. But such a development in fact could be disastrous for a
county-level emissions budget, and what is the county supposed to do about it—
particularly given the regional impacts of such large developments? In fact, data have
shown that a considerable amount of both employment and housing fostered by the NC
Research Campus in Rowan and Cabarrus Counties will occur in Mecklenburg, We
would much prefer to have a larger formal budget to work within, so that as a region we
can engage in discussions of how to address the multi-county impacts these regional
developments have.

We understand that Cabarrus-Rowan MPO has opted for county budgets, and they are certainly
within their rights to do so. Our Board also has been informed that NCDAQ is concerned that too
large a deviation from county projections may eventually affect the attainment demonstration,
because of air flow patterns and how growth in certain areas may relate to certain monitors.
Nevertheless, they have gone on record as strongly supporting a regional budget and respectfully
requesting reconsideration of the creation of county budgets, for regional well-being and to foster the
regional collaboration necessary for clean air. They believe that county budgets will not be nearly as
beneficial in doing so, as would a single regional budget with informal county targets. Such an
approach would provide an excellent stimulus for continued regional discussion about how and where
development SHOULD take place, to promote not only good air quality but a sustainable quality of
life for the entire region.

Enclosed please find a resolution adopted by the Centralina Board of Delegates’ Executive
Committee to this effect.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment, and we look forward to continued collaboration to
improve our air quality.

Sincerely,

Regional Initiatives Program Administrator

ce: A.R. Sharp, Jr.,, Executive Director
Carol Lewis, Qutreach Coordinator
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Centralina

Council of Governments

Resolution in Support of Sub-Area Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets for the 8-hour Gzone Non-
Attainment Area for Purposes of Transportation Conformity Determination

Whereas, seven counties in North Carolina in the Centralina region have been designated as non-
attainment for the 8-hour ozone standard, and this area is known as the “Metrolina Non-Attainment
Area;” and

Whereas, one of the requirements placed upon non-attainment areas is establishment of a Motor Vehicle
Emissions Budger (MVEB) to limit the amount of pollutants that may come from mobile sources, which
in this region are a leading source of ozone precursors; and

Whereas, the agency charged with the establishment of MVEBs is the North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ), it being possible that the
geography of MVERBs could cover all or portions of the region; and

Whereas, NCDAQ had indicated that they would consider requests from MPOs and RPOs to use
county-by-county, sub-area, or a unified emissions budget; and

Whereas, the Centralina Council of Governments Execurive Commirtee discussed the original
recornmendations of motor vehicle emissions budget (MVEB) boundaries at their meeting in Qctober,
2005, and at that time rook a position in support of a single MVEB for the entire Metrolina non-
attainment area; and

Whereas, subsequent to that action, Cabarrus-Rowan MPO voted to endorse county-by-county MVEBs
for their area, but all other transportation planning organizations voted to support a single MVER for the
remainder of the non-attainment area, and made such recommendations to NCDAQ; and

Whereas, NCDAQ has announced that contrary to the recommendations of the majority of the region,
they will use county-by-county budgets for the entire area; and

‘Whereas, a more unified budget will require regional cooperation, but provide greater flexibility in
dealing with growth beyond that projected in modeling, and also reflects the approach of using a regional
framework to deal with a regional issue;

Now Therefore, Be It Resolved that the Executive Committee of the Centralina Council of
Governments reiterates its support for the recommendations of the transportarion planning
organizations supporting the more unified budget approach (recognizing the authority of the Cabarrus-
Rowan MPO to select a different approach), and commends reconsideration of this issue to NCDAQ on
the basis of using an approach that will foster the maximum regional cooperation and collaboration to
successfully address this regional issue.

Adopted this 11" day of October, 2006:

Y Haadin_

Dumont Clarke, Chairman
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Centralina

Council of Governments

May 15, 2007

Ms. Laura Boothe

North Carolina Division of Air Quality

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
1641 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1641

Re: Weight of Evidence Information for the Metrolina Area Attainment State Implementation Plan
Dear Laura:

We wish to write in support of the weight of evidence information assembled by the North Carolina
Division of Atr Quality to support the demonstration of attainment of the NAAQS for 8-hour ozone
for the Metrolina non-attainment area. :

Cenirzalina Council of Governments fully concurs in the State’s conclusion thai there are a number of
actions underway which will continue to reduce NOx and other emissions, that are not inctuded in the
model. We have been an active participant in stimulating these actions, along with NCDAQ’s Air
Awareness staff and many other organizations and local governments. 'We believe that these and
additional voluntary actions undertaken in the future will be key in helping us to continue to improve
" air quality as our region grows.

To enumerate some of the specific non-modeled projects:

¢ The Cities of Salisbury and Concord have adopted extensive Air Awareness programs for
their own employees, including specific actions such as telecommuting, teleconfersneing
etc. on ozone action days. '

s Six county school systems have committed to diesel oxidation catalysts on those school
buses that do not already have them and that have a useful life that makes such a step
cost-effective. These districts—Cabarrus, Gaston, Iredell, Lincoln, Mecklenburg, and
Rowan—have retrofitted 620 buses to date.

¢ Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools has also installed particulate filters and has made a
number of other improvements to their fleet.

Midtown Plaza Building - 1300 Baxter Street, Suite 450
PO Box 35008, Charlotte, North Carolina 28235
Phone: 704-372-2416 Fax: 704-347-4710
www,centralina.org
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e  Many local governments in the region have purchased hybrid vehicles and many have
begun using bicdiesel.

s The City of Chatlotte has adopted Environment as one of its five City Counci] Focus
Areas and has begun implementation of a massive planning effort to reduce energy
consumption and undertake emissions reducing actions.

e A program co-sponsored by Centralina COG and the Carolinas Clean Air Coalition, with
funding provided in part by NCDENR, has placed “Turn off your engine—Xids breathe
here!” signs at cach of the region’s schools, This “Clear the Air for Kids!"” program also
provides information for parents to discourage idling in carpool and drive-through lines.

o The “Clean Air Works!” program of the Charlotte Chamber and regional partners
engaged business leadership in working to reduce emissions during ozone scason in the
bi-state airshed.

e Through local land use plans and subsequent-ordinance changes, jurisdictions throughout
the region are adopting land use policics that promote more compact, walkable
development, a mix of uses that promote walking or bicycling as a means of
transportation, and that make transit more feasible.

» A significant number of jurisdictions are undertaking specific pedestrian planning
initiatives and sidewalk programs to make walking a viable form of transportation—over
pine jurisdictions have undertaken or completed pedestrian planning grants alone.

e We are working diligently to electrify a truck stop in Rowan County with ATSE
technotogy, but have run into problems with the vendor. Assuming that these problems
can be resolved, this project will reduce NOx and VOC emissions as well as PM2.5 from
idling heavy-duty diesel engines. If we are successful in resolving the issues that have
arisen, the project will be functional by the attainment date. If we are unsuccessful, these
emissions reductions will not be realized.

Through SEQL, our communities in the Metrolina airshed reported undertaking a cumulative total of
389 actions to promote air quality. Centraling continues fo seek funding to promote additional
emissions-reduction strategics, including prometing energy efficiensy through compact fluorescent
light bulb use and lawn equipment trade-outs. We also continue to work with partnering agencies on
other types of public education and outreach, and on the development of land use patterns that are
conducive to reducing the rate of VMT growth.

We commend the NCDAQ staff for their hard work on behalf of air quality, and look forward to
continued coliaboration.

istant Director

ce: A R. Sharp, Jr., Executive Director
Carol Lewis, Outreach Coordinator
Sheila Holiman, Planning Chief
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CHARLOTEE.

May 15, 2007

Ms. Laura Boothe
Division of Air Quality
1641 Mail Service Center
Raleigh NC 27699-1641

Dear Ms. Boothe:
Subject: Comments on the NC 8-Hr Ozone SIP Document

The Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT) wishes to thank the Division of Air
Quality for this opportunity to comment on the Ozone SIP draft document dated April 5,
2007. CDOT’s technical staff possess special, and perhaps unique, expertise among local
government staff because we prepare the regional travel forecasts which are used for the
emissions analysis and air quality conformity updates.

CDOT’s Air Quality Specialist attended the public hearing on this document on April 26,
and limited his comments to indicating that one or more of the county-level motor vehicle
emissions budgets (MVEBs) may be inappropriate, based on our preliminary
calculations. This letter expands upon that statement, and expresses related concerns.

High risk of conformity lapse with county-level MVEBs specified in draft SIP.

In both written and oral commamications CDOT staff have commented to DAQ on
several occasions, that if a county exceeds its MVEB, it will be very difficult for that
county to take corrective action significant enough to “fix” the problem. This condition
will be especially true in the short term, between early 2008 and the end of 2009. Since
each county will have to pass its budget test once the county-level MVEBSs are approved
by EPA, failure by any one county to pass could cause the entire Metrolina region to
lapse. In those cases where an MPOQ consists of more than one county, such as the
Mecklenburg-Union MPO (MUMPO), the failure of either county to meet its budget
would cause the entire MPO to lapse (the other county in the MPO would not be able to
help).

As soon as we received a copy of the SIP (on April 11}, we began to review the content.
We first focused on comparing the MVEB against the projections in our region’s most
recent conformity update. We then accomplished two other comparisons, as described in
the following paragraphs.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

800 East Fourth Street
Charlotte, NC 282062-2858
PH: 704/336-4119

FAX: 704/336-4400
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CDOT compared the proposed MVEB against the emissions projected in this region’s
February 27, 2007 draft conformity update (whose public comment period ended May 3).
Tn that latest update the region did pass the required tests for 2010, showing the new
transportation plan (and the “2007-2013 TIP") will be consistent with air quality goals.
To test the adequacy of the proposed county-level MVEB, the 2010 projected emissions
for each county would have to pass the budget test with the proposed county level
MVER.

The results of the comparison of 2010 emissions are presented in Table 1. Iredell (a
partial county) would fail the budget test and thus the “2007-2013 TIP” would have to
change in Iredell County, or else the entire Metrolina area would lapse and have Federal
transportation funding suspended. However, Iredell (a pariial county) had no proposed
project changes in the “2007-2013 TIP,” and it would be extremely difficult to design and
complete any transportation projects which would result in a 253 kg/day emissions
reduction by 2010. If the proposed county-level MVEBs had to be used for the current
conformity document, the Metrolina region would suffer a conformity lapse and a
suspension of Federal transportation funding. However, if there was a multi-county
budget {as the Metrolina area has recommended, in writing, to DAQ), the region would
pass the multi-county budget test in 2010. Would DAQ conclude that these county-level
MVEBs create a conformity problem, but the multi-county MVEB does not?

NOX Budget

TABLE 1§ NOX Model INOX NOX
Analysis year = 2010 (Kg/day) (Kg/day) Difference (Kg) [Pass/Fail
Cabarrus 7,768 6,088 1,700/PASS
Gaston 8,802 5,964 2,638|PASS
lredell 4631 4,886 -255 FAIL
Lincoln 3,317 3,042 275|PASS
Mecklenburg 28,270 25,101 4,169iPASS
Rowan 7,875 5,824 1,851|PASS
Union 5,070 4,878 3911PASS
Total 86,353 55,5564 10,768|PASS
Total Excl. Cabarrus & Rowan 50,860 43,672 7,218{PASS

After EPA’s approval of the MVEB, a new conformity analysis would be triggered, but
the test year would be 2009 instead of 2010. The results of the emissions comparison for
2009 are presented in Table 2. Iredell (a partial county) and Union Counties would fail
the budget test using county-level MVEBs. As in the previous scenario, the entire
Metrolina area would lapse and have Federal transportation funding suspended for capital
projects. This situation would be avoided if there was a multi-county budget covering all
counties except Cabarrus and Rowan; or if appropriate MVEB were specified for the SIP.
Does DAQ believe it would be prudent to ask EPA to approve county-level MVEBs that
would likely result in a transportation conformity lapse for the entire Metvolina area?
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TABLE 2 NOX Budget |NOX Model |[NOX NOX
Analysis year = 2009 (Kg/day) (Kg/day) Difference (Kg) |Pass/Fail
Cabarrus 7,788 6,797 991|PASS
Gaston 8,602 6,911 1,691{PASS
Iredell . 4,631 5,515 -884 | FAIlL.
Lincoln 3,317 2,776 541 PASS
Meckienburg 29,270 28,922 348|PASS
Rowan 7,675 6,507 1,168|PASS
Union 5,070 5,196 -126|FAIL
Total 66,353 62,623 3,730|PASS
Total Excl. Cabarrus & Rowan 50,890 49,318 1,571|PASS

The NOx emissions shown in Tables 1 & 2 result in part from using “time of day” VMT
and speeds (AM peak, PM peak, mid-day, and night). This procedure only began to be
used in the latest draft conformity document, and was not used by DAQ to make its
MVEB calculations. EPA indicated during the interagency consultation (in which DAQ
was a participant) that the time of day analysis is an improvement in planning
assumptions and would be expected in fusture conformity determinations for the
Metrolina atea.

Table 3 is the same as Table 2, except this time a single daily average VMT and speed for
each county was projected by CDOT, to be more comparable to DAQ’s proposed
MVEBs. The results still show Iredell and Union Counties failing, but by smaller
amounts. Once again, had DAQ used a multi-county budget, there would be no problem.
How did DAQ select the MVEB for the draft SIP document?

TABLE 3.

2009 Dally Aggregate NOX Budget |NOX Modei |NOX NOX
VMT & Speed (Kg/day) (Kg/day) Difference (Kg) |Pass/Fail
Cabarrus 7,788 8,444 1,344 PASS
Gaston 8,602 6,630 1,972!PASS
iredell 4,631 5,358 -T27 FAIL
Lincoln 3,317 2,763 554 PASS
Mecklenburg 28,270 28,215 1,055 PASS
Rowan 7.675 6,505 1,170{PASS
Union 5,070 5,167 -97{FAIL
Total 66,353/ £1,082 5,271|PASS
[Total Excl. Cabarrus & Rowan 50,890 48,133 2,757 PASS

Although the multi-county MVEB approach overcomes the obvious problems with
DAQ’s county-level approach, there is still very little room to spare. While DAQ used
data provided by the Metrolina arca, DAQ appears not to have allowed for possible (but
not yet quantified) causes for higher emissions calculations in the period immediately
after EPA approval of the MVEBs. Of particular concern are the next round of
population growth projections, which could exceed current projections for 2069; and the
unknown irpact of the new MOVES model on NOx emission estimates once it replaces
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MOBILE6. Other near-term, undefined changes to travel assumptions are possible, In
Table 4 below, CDOT re-evaluated the emissions projected for 2009 with higher
population projections for Mecklenburg and Union {based on State Data Center
projections), while the rest of the region was allocated a 2009 interpolated version of the
population projections for the Long-Range Transportation Plan. We also used MOBILE6
default start data, as a surrogate to using the as yet unavailable MOVES model. This
time, using the “time of day” VMT and speed inputs, Iredell, Union, and Mecklenburg
would fail a 2009 conformity budget test, Worse, the entire region would fail, even if
there was an arca-wide MVEB for the region. Table 4 shows the result of using the
single daily average (instead of “time of day™) VMT and speed for each county. The
outcome is still predicted to be failure, even for the Metrolina area as 2 whole. This is
why we believe that DAQ must revise its MVEB to reduce the risk of forcing a Metrolina
conformity lapse due to possible, but not yet quantified changes to travel assumptions.

TABLE 4.

2009 Daily Aggregate NOX Budget |NOX Model |NOX NOX
VMT & Speed (Kg/day) (Kg/day) Difference {Kg) |Pass/Fail
'Cabarrus 7,788) 6,684 1,104|PASS
Gaston 8,602 7,148 1,454 PASS
{redeli 4,631 5,749 -1,118 FAIL
Lincoln 3,317 2,870 347|PASS
Mecklenburg . 29,270 31,330 -2,080.FAIL
Rowan 7.675% 7,026 B49IPASS
Union 5,070 5,860 -790|FAIL
Total 66,353 66,767 -414{FAlL

CDOT regrets having to make these comments about the MVEBs. DAQ had months to
provide their calculations to the stakeholders. Having begun the process in October
2006, of discussing the MVEB, DAQ was supposed to hold a stakeholder meeting to
show the results in January 2007, based on the attached interagency meeting summary.
However, DAQ delayed the stakeholder meeting until April 17, 2007, six days after the
draft document was released to the public, and only nine days prior to the public hearing
in Charlotte. Had DAQ allowed the stakeholders to see the MVER calculations prior to
their release in the draft SIP document (as they said they would at the bottom of page 2 of
their September 16, 2005 letter), the problems mentioned would have been identified
sooner, and public comments about the inadequacy of the county-level MVEBs possibly
could have been avoided.

The Metrolina region, in its February 16, 2006 letter to DAQ, stated that it preferred a
multi-county MVEB, because it would be easier to manage the transportation conformity
process than would budgets for each county. The tables presented above confirm the
value of that recommendation. Furthermore, because conforming transportation plans
mmust also be fiscally constrained, and it is well established that there are no surplus funds
for any county or MPO to build more projects than are currently funded, there isno
chance that any county or MPO would be able to usurp the MVEB surplus,
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Therefore, CDOT strongly recommends DAQ replace the county-level MVEB approach
with the multi-county MVEB recommendation submitted by the Metrolina area partners,
as this choice would present much less risk for conformity lapse.

No documentation the county level budgets are critical

The analysis presented above does raise an additional issue very relevant to DAQ’s
decision to use county-level MVEBs over the preference of the Metrolina area to have a
multi-county MVEB. DAQ has identified that, while they agree it would be caster to
pass transportation conformity if there was one large budget, as opposed to county-by-
county budgets, “the purpose of conformity is to help ensure that transportation plans,
programs, and projects do not produce new air quality violations, worsen existing
violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS. Therefore, setting budgets in a way
that makes it easier to meet the transportation conformity requirements, without fully
considering the air quality objectives, is not consistent with the purpose of transportation
conformity.”

Unfortunately, DAQ has not provided technical documentation to show that county-level
MVEB will result in better air quality compared to a multi-county MVEB. Did DAQ
perform an analysis showing the multi-county MVEB requested by the Metrolina area
will result in worse air quality than county-level MVEB? Has DAQ evaluated the
potential impact of a given hypothetical redistribution of the total of MVEBs among the
counties in the Metrolina area (i.e., increased motor vehicle emissions from county A,
balanced by decreased motor vehicle emissions from county B), and are those projections
available for review? We believe that without any such technical documentation DAQ
lacks support for their conclusion on page 63 of the SIP draft, that

“It is important that the large counties in the area meet the county level NOx
MVEBs that closely represents the emissions that were modeled for the
attainment demonstration.”

If DAQ is lacking the technical foundation for their insistence for a MVEB for each
county, then would this mean that DAQ’s decision to refuse to create a multi-county
MVER was not based on any analysis? This question is important because DAQ’s
decision to use county-by-county MVEBs appears to be arbitrary. Of all the interagency
parties involved in the consultation process all agreed to the multi-county MVEB
distribution described in the February 16, 2006 letter (Appendix B of the SIP document),
except DAQ. DAQ overruled the preference of those parties most directly responsible
for maintaining transportation conformity, the MPOs. DAQ’s county-by-county MVEB
decision has not represented the true spirit of interagency consultation called for in the
SIP process. If DAQ’s choice is a technical one, DAQ should present the air quality
modeling analyses comparing the impact of county-tevel MVEBSs to the multi-county
MVEB.

Emissions crosses county boundaries,
CDOT staff have shown by applying the Metrolina Regional Travel Demand Model that
projected VMT growth is not restricted to the county with just the increase in jobs or
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other attractions, but county-level projections impact growth in VMT through a wide
geographic area, and thus increase motor vehicle emissions in multiple counties.
Therefore, utilizing a multi-county budget would be more consistent with the correct
relationship between growth, travel, and emissions. DAQ’s county-level MVEBs have
the potential to restrict population or economic growth in one or more counties, much
more readily than would a multi-county MVEB, Is this your intent and a reason for
proposing county-level MVEBs?

County level MVEBs rare outside of NC.

We have found no other comparable area in the nation that utilizes county-level MVEBs.
We found that multi-county MVEBs are common practice in EPA Regions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
and 9. Multi-county MVEBs appear to be the norm, generally broken only by state
boundaries. Multi-county MVERBs are being applied for multi-county, multi-MPO
maintenance areas and areas across the nation whose nonattaimment status ranges from
marginal to severe. Some examples of arcas with multi-county MVEBs are: Dallas-Fort
Worth; Houston-Galveston-Brazoria; St. Louis MO-IL; NY-NJ-CT; Battimore;
Washington DC-MD-VA; Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City; Clarksville TN -
Hopkinsville KY; and Atlanta. An exception is the San J caquin Valley nonattainment
area, which has 8 county budgets, but each county is an MPQ. What reasoning makes
DAQ’s choice of county-level MVEBs for the Metrolina area so unique?

Concluding request.

In conclusion, DAQ should reconsider its choices for the county-by-county MVEBs, and
allow the Metrolina area a reasonable chance to avoid an upcoming transportation
conformity lapse. No new calculations would be needed to accomplish this. Only some
minor text changes would be needed so that the SIP would become a realistic document.
We continue to be ready to assist you to resolve these difficult technical issues.

iregtor
ﬁt‘f&e‘}'nment: 10/20/06 Metrolina MVEB Interagency Consultation Meeting Notes

cee MUMPO members
Charlotte City Council
Centralina Council of Governments
Hank Graham, Gaston Urban Arca MPO
Robert Cook, Mecklenburg-Union MPQ
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10/20/66 __Metrolina MVEB Interagency Consuitation Meeting Notes

Attendees (in person): Mike Abraczinskas (NCDAQ), Eddie Dancausse
(FHWA), Phil Conrad (CRMPO), Eldewins Haynes
{CDOT), Joe McLelland (CDOT), Anna Gallup (CDOT),
Dana Stoogenke (Rocky River RPO), Dana Etherton (Meck
AQ), Leslie Rhodes (Meck AQ), Dawn Quu {L.ake Norman
RPO)

Attendees (via phone): Jonathan Parker INCDOT), Shannon Ransom
(NCDOT), Linda Doce, (NCDOT), Lynorae Benjamin
(USEPA), Hank Graham (GUA MPO), Randi Philbeck
(GUA MPQ), Vicki Chandler (NCDAQ), Heather
Hildebrandt (NCDAQ), Jack Flaherty (NCDOT)

Meeting Purpose: The objective of this meeting was for NCDAQ to provide an
overview of the proposed method for calculating the 2009 Motor Vehicle Emission
Budgets (MVEBs) in the Metrolina Attainment Demonstration State Implementation Plan
(SiP). Input data that must be used in the MVEB calculations was shared with the group.
Inputs to the MOBILE6 model that we have choices on were discussed.

Schedule: NCDAQ went over the Metrolina 8-hr ozone SIP schedute shown below.

Qctober 20, 2006 MVEB consultation meeting (how MVEBs will be calculated, not
geographic extent of MVEBs)
~October/November 20086 Modeling completed

~Early Winter 2006/2007 Modeling analysis {performance, attainment test, weight of
evidence}

~Late January 2007 Stakeholder meeting

~March 9, 2007 Draft documentation compiete

~March 26, 2007 Pre-hearing draft completed and made available to public,
comment period begins

~Week of Aprii 23, 2007 Public hearing

~Aprii 30, 2007 Public comment pericd ends

~June 1, 2007 Submit Attainment Demonstration to EPA*

“The absolute deadline for submitting the Metrolina Altainment Demaonstration SIP to USEPA is
June 15, 2007,

Adequacy or Approval: A question was asked about when the MVEBs might become
effective. The timing could depend on what is asked of USEPA. If MVEB adequacy is
requested, new MVEBs can be found adequate in 3-4 months (separate Federal Register
notice) but must not raise significant public comment. If there are significant comments,
this task can take up to 6-7 months. If we wait for full approval of the SIP, then MVEBs
will be effective no later than December 15, 2008. Lynorae provided “EPA s Timeline
for Adequacy Process for Newly-Established MVEB” following the meeting via e-mail.
Tt was suggested that we table this discussion of adequacy or approval until later in the
SIP process. At that time, one of these options may emerge as the most desirable based
on upcoming conformity schedules.
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MVEB calculation process: NCDAQ discussed how they would calculate the MVEB.
This would be done with MOBILEG.2 using many of the same input parameters as what
was used in the attainment demonstration modeling. All of the attainment demonstration
modeling began 2 surnmers ago. On-road mobile ernissions were generated vusing the
most recent data acquired from the transportation partners at that time. Now, as we get
ready to calculate the MVEBs for the Metrolina area, we have this opportunity to use
newer data (if any exists) as long as it is not significantly different from what was used in
the attainment demonstration modeling. if new data sets are available for MVEB
calculations, and do not reveal significantly different emissions than the modeling results,
then this data should be incorporated at this time.

The following MOBILEG.2 Model Input Parameters were discussed:

s  Temperatures/Relative Humidity: NCDAQ suggested using average
temperature and relative humidity profiles from Charlotte (KCLT) from July
2002. The question was raised how this compares to what was used in the 8-hr

. ozone modeling. In the modeling, grid specific temperatures and relative
humidity from the meteorotogical model were applied. 2002 was the base year
modeled. There was a question about how typical/average July 2002 was.
NCDAQ was not sure and commitied to do a comparison of 2002 temperatures to
“average” to see if July 2002 was abnormal in any way.

o Speeds: Travel Demand Model average daily speeds by county and facility type
will be used. A handout was shared with the set of 2009 speeds that NCDAQ is
working with. No new data is anticipated. NCDAQ asked to be notified by early
December 2006 if any new 2009 speed data would be forthcoming,.

o Vehicle Age Distribution: NCDOT has indicated that the 2005 vehicle
registration data will be available in the next couple of weeks. As long as the
new data is not significantly different than what was used in the attainment
modeling, it will be used to generate the vehicle age distribution in the MVEB
setting process. If the 2005 data is not available in time, the 2004 data will be
used, Also, it was noted that the Mecklenburg and Gaston Counties registration
data is used for developing the vehicle age distribution in those counties. The
registration data from NC’s less urbanized counties is used for the remainder of
the Metrolina Counties.

o VMT Mix: NCDAQ expects to receive new count data {2004.2006) from
NCDOT’s Traffic Survey Group (in December 2006) to develop a new statewide
VMT mix based on the methods outlined in the August 2004 USEPA Technical
Guidance. As long as the new data is not significantly different than what was
used in the attainment modeling, it will be used to generate the statewide VMT
mix in the MVEB setting process. The new statewide VMT mix will be adjusted
based on Metrolina local count data using methods also outlined in the August
2004 USEPA guidance. If the new count data isn’t received, the 99-01 count
data will be used to generate the statewide VMT mix using the same USEPA
methods. This statewide VMT mix would be adjusted with the Metrolina local
data. CDOT encourage the use of the newer data.

¢« VMT: A copy of the 2009 VMT that was used in the attainment demonstration
modeling was shared with the group. No new data is anticipated. NCDAQ asked
to be notified by early December 2006 if any new 2009 VMT data would be
made available.
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Other: It was suggested by CDOT that Iredell’s MVEB (partial county) be included
with Mecklenburg’s MVEB because the magnitude of the emissions would be small
and thus the margin of error would be small (high uncertainty). NCDAQ
acknowledged Iredell County is growing at a fast pace and to account for this growth,
the grawn 2009 HPMS VMT was adjusted by a factor of 1.4 based on prior feedback
from NCDOT and CDOT. NCDAQ noted they would consider the suggestion put
forth by CDOT by looking at data such as emissions, VMT, employment, population,
commuting patterns, etc.

USEPA asked if NCDAQ would pursue VOC insignificance as a precursor of ozone
in Metrolina area. NCDAQ indicated that is a strong possibility. NCDAQ explained
that if VOC insignificance is approved by USEPA in the SIP process, then there
would not be a MVEB for VOCs for conformity purposes, oenly a NOx MVEB.
NCDAQ will coordinate with SC on whether VOC insignificance will be pursued for
the Metrolina attainment demonstration SIP.
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Mz, B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director e VTSTON
Division of Air Quality m&}f?&éﬂs GEFICE

North Carelina Department of
Environment And Natural Resources

1641 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1641

Dear Mr. Overcash;

Thauk you for your letter dated April 9, 2007, transmitting a prehearing package
regarding the attainment demonstration for the North Carolina portion of the Charlotte-Gastonia-
Rock Hill, NC-SC 8-hour Ozone Nonattainment Area (NAA). These rules were the subject of a
public hearing held on April 26, 2007,

On December 22, 2006, the U.S. Court.of Appeals for the Disirict of Columbia Circuit
vacated and remanded Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Phase Lrule implementing the
1997 8-hour ozone national ambient air qualily standards (NAAQS). The Agency petitioned for
a rehearing of the Court's decision and the court has not yet responded to that petition. We do
not yet know how any issue related to 3-hour ozone will ultimately be affected by the recent
vacature of Phase 1 of the 8-Hour Ozone Iimplementation Rule. EPA continues te work with the
Department of Justice regarding this matter. As noted in a March 19, 2007, memorandum from
Bill Wehrum, Acting Assistant Administrator of the Office of” Air and Radiation to EPA
Regienal Administrators, we encourage states to continue with efforts to meet the 8-hour ozone
NAAQS as you are doing in the Charlotie arca.

We have completed our review of the prehearing submittal and have substantive
comnients regarding the Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM). Additional
comments are included in the enclosure.

Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACMY: Chapter 6.1, page 53, discusses the RACM
analysis for the Charlotte 8-hr NAA.

a. We understand that many of the nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds
" (YOC) point sources have undergone major reductions, but there still needs to bea .
\ wmp!eie discussion on why other available measures will not advance attainment. -
" Limiting the RACM analysis to only nonroad and on-road mobile sources. does not- .
provide sufficient analysis to comply with the RACM requirement and should include
any possible point source control measures not currently controlled. The RACM section

Interret Address (URL} e hilp/iwww epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable e Printed with Vegetable Dil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer)
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should reference the discussion that supports the assertion that the entire state is NOx
limited and that VOC controls do not need to be assessed. It is unclear if a demonstration
of insignificance (if provided) for VOC or any precursor poltutant can be used in a
RACM demonstration.

b. Further explanation regarding why the nonroad and on-road mobile sector control
measures cannot be implemented by May 2009 is necessary.

¢. The potential controls for all emission source categories and precursors should be
presented and discussed. The discussion should include the criteria that were used to
judge each potential control for RACM applicability. Such criteria could include
cconomical feasibility (with cost criteria), technical feasibility, authority to implement,
implementation by 2009 or sooner to advance the 2010 attainment date, potential
emission reductions (tons per year), etc. This information could be presented in tabular
form using the following:

[Emission | Control ; Emission | Cost | Lconomically
[ category ' measure | reduction feasible (y/n) | feasible 20097 {y/n | criteria | ves/no
: & : i i i}
5 | Gpys ] | fy/m) ] | 5
Point i 1 1
‘J Ared !
Nouroad
‘ mobile
{ On-road |
1 )
{ mobile | | |

Techmically | Implementation by \ Other RACM

We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff. If you have aﬁy
questions, please contact Mr. Dick Schutt, Chief, Regulatory Development Section at (404) 562-
9033, ot have your staff contact Ms. Nacosta €. Ward at (404) 562-9140.

Sincerely,

%d%;

Kay T. Prince
Chief
Alr Planning Branch

Enclosure
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ENCLOSURE
We have the following additional comments on the prehearing submittal for the
attainment demonstration of the North Carolina portion of the Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hili,
NC-SC 8-hour Ozone Nonattainment Area (NAA).

Executive Surmmary

I. Table 1 on page v presents the 2009 future design values developed through modeling for
each air quality monitor in the Charlotte NAA. Table 5.3.4-1 on page 51 presents air quality
design values for the past four vears at each NAA monitor, Please provide an explanation for
a predicted decrease in the design value for 2004-2006 at all monitors with the exception of
the Enochville Monitor in Rowan County.

2. In Section 2.54, please consider noting that the planning assumptions for the MOBILE inputs
were developed through interagency consultation with the transportation partners for this
area. Also, please note in this section if there were any differences for the MOBILE
assumptions and the travel related information used to develop the attainment demonstration
{(i.e., ASTP modeling) and the budgets. Although, these issues are discussed in Appendix F.3,
it may help the reader to know this information when they are reading the overview. The
reader should be referred to Appendix F.3 for the details since there is a detailed technical
discussion in this Appendix on these issues.

3. Section 4.2.5, “Clean Air Interstate Rule,” Page 45, typo — Annual 86 cap should be
137,342 tons for 2010-2014 and it should be 96,139 tons for 2015 and each year thereafier.

4. Section 6.2, Table 6.2-3,Page 58 ~ It would be helpful to inciude a reference to Appendix O
with Table 6.2-3.

5. Im Section 6.7 "Gasoline Vapor Recovery", there is discussion that the pre-piping
requirement for gasoline vapor recovery will be removed from the SIP. Please clarify in the
final submission how this will be done (i.e., through a rule change and separate SIP revision),
and discuss the impact on emissions (as a result of this change) for this area.

6. Insection 7.2, there is a discussion on the inspection and maintenance program and the
incidental reductions in VOC emissions as a result of this program. Please provide
quantification {as was provided for Rocky Mount) of the anticipated reductions in VOC
emissions as a result of the inspection and maintenance program for this submittal. Also, it
should be noted in the submittal that the VOC insignificance was discussed and agreed to
through interagency consultation.

7. The Metrolina SIP Narrative (SIP Narrative) mentions “USEPA guidance” in reference to
modeling guidance but does not identify the specific guidance. We recommend that the title
of the guidance (including the document date) that was used in the attainment modeling
demonstration be included in this narrative. It is assumed that EPA “Guidance on the Use of
Models and Other Analyses for Demonstrating Attainment of Air Quality Goals for Ozone,
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PM; 5 and Regional Haze” (see hitp://www.epa. gov/ttn/scramy/guidance _sip htm#8ozone) is
the guidance being referenced in the narrative.

8. Emission Inventory — Point Sources T _

a. Specific information on the point sources that are modeled and included m the modeling
for the Charlotte NAA is not presented. At a minimum, we recommend that this
comment be addressed with a list of the point sources with emissions by ozone precursor
pollutants, facility identification numbers, emission unit identifiers, emission rates used,
control applied, location (i.e., county, X, y, lat/long, etc.).

b. Summary tables of the emissions by area and nonroad mobile source category for the
NAA by emission process description (e.g., aircraft, locomotives, open burning (siash,
residential, prescribed, etc,), fires, degreasing, surface coatings, other various
combustions, dry cleaners, etc. should be provided to document the emissions in the
NAA. This information could be referenced in the discussion in section 2.5.2 and
Jocated in an appendix. ‘

¢. Appendix E - The tables in Appendix E that provide the 2002 and 2009 county totals for
the Charlotte NAA emissions should also include the total emissions by emission
category for all counties and for the NAA.

Appendix F -~ On Road Mobile Source Emissions Inventory

9. Section 3 “MOBILEG.2 INPUT ASSUMPTIONS FOR MOTCOR VEHICLE EMISSION
BUDGETS”: It is not noted as clearly as it is in section 2 "MOBILEG.2 INPUT
ASSUMPTIONS FOR VISTAS/ASTP” that interagency consultation was used to develop
these planning assumptions. For clarification, please provide this same notation so that it is
clear that consultation was used to-develop the budgets. This is done later in section 4 but
may be useful to the reader in this section as well.

10, Section 3.3 “Development of Vehicle Mix": There is a notation that the vehicle mix used in
developing the MVEBs is the Metrolina area vehicle mix discussed in 3.3.2. Please clarify
where section 3.3.2 can be located because there does not appear to be a section 3.3.2 in the
narrative or this Appendix that correspoinds,

11. Section 4.3 “Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets™; It would be more accurate to say for the
second sentence "By the time the MVEBs are found adequate or approved by the USEPA...."

12. VOC Insignificance Demonstration: For the VOC insignificance discussion, we suggest that
North Carolina include a statement that makes clear that an affirmative insignificance finding
from EPA only relieves the transportation partners from a regional emissions analysis for
VOCs for this area and does not relieve them of the other transportation conformity
requirements. The transportation partners should note the VOCs insignficance finding (if
found adequate and approved by EPA) for future conformity determinations.

Appendix L - Emissions Inventory Documentation

13. Section 2 “Monitored Attainment Test”;
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a. The first paragraph of section 2 states that the modeled attainment test is failed for
future design values (DVFs} greater than 87 parts per billion (ppb). The -
attainment test is failed for DVFs greater than or equal to 85 ppb.

b. The appendix discusses the BPA recommendations fof determining the néarby
grid cell to use in the modeled attainment test but does not state which array size
was used in“the modeled attainment test analyses for the Charlotte NAA monitors,

¢, Also, it is unclear how the future and current nearby concentrations were chosen
(highest, average, etc.).

d. Table 2-2, page 4, presents Metrolina attainment test results for 2009 for the
Charlotte NAA monitors and lists the number of days used developing the relative
response factors (RRFs). Please provide a list of the days and the corresponding
modeled concentration values that were used at each monttor in the development
of the relative reduction factor analysis in the monitor attainment test. The
submittal should also include this data.

14. Alternative monitored attainment test:

a. Section 3.1 presents alternative DVF calculations based on a straight average of
the 4™ highest daily ozone concentrations for the 2000-2004 vears. This approach
differs from EPA’s recommendation by not weighing 2002 as heavily in
developing the current year design value (DVQ).

b. The alternative test is proposed since 2002 was a “hot and dry year throughout the
Southeast resuiting ozone concentrations that were higher than normal and that
were much higher than in the surrounding years of 2000, 2001 It isunclear how
2002 was determined to be an anomalous year for ozone formation based on three
years. The rationale for this assumption should be presented if this alternative
approach is used. However, a much longer time period shouid likely be used in
the anomalous determination since meteorological fluctuations that can and do
randomly occur over short periods of time.

15. Section 3.4 and Executive Summary - Section 5.3.4; Section 3.4 discusses air quality trends
and additional reductions in emissions that will help to reduce the design values below the 8-
hr ozone NAAQS and towards attainment. It is unclear if the reductions discussed in this
section were modeled. If they were modeled, then their reductions would be reflected in the
predicted DVFs from the monitored attainment test. If they were not modeled, it is unclear
why they are not discussed in the section on local measures not modeled. Please explain,

16. Section 3.5 and Executive Summary - 5.3.5:
a. This section states that additional reductions that were not modeled are expected from the

Duke Energy Plant Marshall facility in Catawba County. Additional discussion on the
proximity of the power plant to the NAA and why reductions from this plant and location
are beneficial to improving air quality in the area is recommended. Existing local
modeling sensitivity analyses could be used n this discussion.

b. The impact of NOx emission reductions from nearby power plants on ozone formation in
the Charlotte NAA has not been discussed. As presented, it is unclear how reductions
from the Marshall plant would benefit Charlotte’s air quality problems. Please provide
an explanation.
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c. This section discusses reductions in volatile organic compounds (VOC) that were not
modeled but would likely results in decreasing ozone forming potential by 2009 such that
iower DVFs are achievable, If reductions are discussed in this section as contro} options,
they shoutd also be discussed in the RACM analysis.

17. Weight of Evidence (WOE) Analysis — Section 3.5:

a. The EPA recommended approach to develop the current year design value (DVC) for
the RRF analysis was not recommended by North Carolina for the SIP revision. An
alternative approach to develop the DVC was recommended that does not heavily
weigh 2002 air quality because may have been an abnormally hot/dry ozone season.
The alternative approach was recommended because it minimizes the impacts of
abnorma) conditions. The ozone forming potential for an area varies from year to year.
The three years that are used to develop a design value for an area could inciude any
number of combinations of meteorological conditions that could lead to or detract from
ozone formation. Whether or not abnormal conditions exist would need an examination
of more years than 3 to 5. As for EPA’s approach to develop the DVC, all five years of
air quality are represented and the impacts of meteorological fluctuations are addressed.
1t has not been sufficiently demonstrated in the NC SIP that 2002 or any of the years
being represented in the calculation and air quality data represents an abnormally
hot/dry or cool/wet year to support the NC alternative monitored attainment test.

b. The WOE analysis could benefit from the addition of a discussion and/or plot on the

“trend in 8-hour ozone exceedances days per year for a few selected monitor sites (e.g.,
County Line, Garinger, Enochville, Rockwell).

18. Unmonitored Area Aftainment Analysis:

a. An unmonitored area attainment test is recommended by EPA for attainment modeling
demonstrations. This test helps to identify potential problems within or near a
nonattainment area. Chapter 5 of the SIP Narrative should also discuss this part of the
attainment demonstration, even though it is mentioned in Appendix L.

b. Section 4 of Appendix L mentions that the “beta” (draft) version of the “Modeled
Attainment Test Software” (MATS) tool has been reviewed. It also mentions that the
tool will be used after it is final, peer reviewed and documented. We look forward to
receiving your unmonitored analysis upon completion of this work. However, any
preliminary results developed through the beta version could be presented with the
appropriate caveats about model uncertainty with the tool, its draft status, etc.

19. Conceptual description: The conceptual description of the problem to be addressed in the 8-
hr ozone SIP was not discussed in the STP Narrative as a part of the attainment modeling
demonstration. It is a part of this documentation. However, such a discussion is presented in
the modeling protoco! in Appendix D, We recommend that that discussion be referenced in
the SIP Narrative.

20. Emission Trends: There is little discussion on emission trends in the Charlotte NAA. Sucha
discussion should accompany air quality trends and analyses and should highlight
improvements in air quality that are associated with emission reductions.

Hearing Report, Comments Received and Responses 35
The Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 8-Hour Ozone Appendix R
North Carolina Attainment Demonstration June 15, 2007



21. Please provide additional information on how the freeway ramps were accounted for in the

MOBILES.2 modeling.
7
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May 14, 2007

Ms. Laura Boothe

North Carolina Division of Air Quality

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
1841 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1641

Re: Metroliina Attainment Demonstration

Dear Ms. Boothe,

The Lake Norman Rural Planning Qrganization (LNRPQ) Transportation
Coordinating Committee (the TCC) has been approved by our policy board
chairman, Commissioner Thomas Anderson of Lincoln County, to send this
letter on behalf of our membership. The LNRPQ includes Iredell, Lincoin, a
portion of Gaston, and afl of Cleveland Counties, and serves as the transpor-
tation planning organization for this area.

in January of 2006, we supported the establishment of official Motor Vehicle
Emissions Budgets (MVEBs) on a “subregional” (i.e., Gaston, Lincoln, Meck-
lenburg, Union and South lredell) basis, understanding that the Cabarrus-
Rowan MPQ wished to have its membership covered by single-county budg-
ets. We did so in the belief that such an approach increased our likelihood of
being able fo produce conforming transportation plans. We also had dis-
cussed the use of an interlocal agreement signed by the participating counties
to monitor VMT growth and projected emissions regularly against the pro-
posed county-level budgets, which would be used as unofficial targets to en-
sure that the attainment demonstration was not jeopardized by a growth pat-
tern significantly different from that included in attainment modeling. We be-
lieved then, and continue to believe, that such an approach is scund both
technically and politicaily, as it fosters the engagement of all our communities
in addressing this regional issue.

Upon release of the draft SIP, we were pleased to hear that Charlotte DOT,
as Regional Travel Demand Mcdel Custedian, had conducted a review of the
adequacy of the proposed county-level MVEBs., We are very concernad by
the results of this analysis. We understand that it appears that Iredell County
would fail the MVEB test in both a 2009 and 2010 conformity process, given
our current fiscally-constrained transportation plans, and that Lincoln County
would be ciose to doing so. We further understand that Union County also
would fail a 2009 MVEB test based on current plans. However, in all cases,
the region passes if either a singe regional budget, or the "subregional”

Ce “tm i ﬂa approach that we supported, is used.

Couneil of Govemments
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Ms. Laura Boothe
May 14, 2007
Page 2

We believe that NCDAQ's insistence on county-level budgets is putting our member governments

at unnecessary risk of failing the transportation conformity MVEB test, We strongly encourage
reconsideration of this approach, and continue to recommend the use of at least the “subregional” approach
that was suggested by the majority of the transportation partners in this region and that met with NCDOT's
acceptance.

This matter will be discussed by our policy board at their May 22 meeting and further communication may be
forthcoming from that group. However, we believe that this matter is sufficiently important that our comments
needed to be included as a part of the official SIP public comment process.

We look forward to working cooperatively with NCDAQ fo resolve this issue, in the interest of
improvements in air quality in our region.

Sincerely,

S s
Steve Gurley, AICP/Chairman
Transportation Coordinating Commitiee

ce Lake Norman RPO TCC
Lake Norman RPQO TAC Chairman
Centralina COG Chairman
Mr. Keith Overcash, Director, NCDAQ
Mr. Brock Nicholson, NGDAQ
Ms. Sheila Holman, NCDAQ
Ms. Terry Arrellano, NCDOT
Mr. Alpesh Patel, Metrolina Unit Head, NCDOT
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MECKLENBURG-UNION

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION

CHARLOTTE
CORNELIIS
DAVIDSON
HUNTERSVILLE
INDIAN TRAIL
MATTHEWS

MECKLENBURG
COUNTY

MINT HiLL
MONRCE
NCDOT
PINEVILLE
STALLINGS

UNION
COUNTY

UNIONVILLE
WAXHAW
WEDDINGTON
WESLEY CHAPEL
WINGATE

600 East Fourth Strest

Charlotte, North Carclina 28202-2853
704-336-2205

WWW.INUMPO.Org

May 135, 2007

Ms, Laura Boothe
Division of Air Quality
1641 Mail Service Center
Raleigh NC 27699-1641

Dear Ms. Boothe:
Subject: Comments on the NC 8-Hr Ozone SIP Document

On behalf of the Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization {MUMPO),
I want to thank the Division of Air Quality for affording this opportunity to comment
on the Ozone SIP draft document dated April 5, 2007. We believe these comments are
in the best interest of MUMPO in maintaining transportation conformity at minimal
risk of a lapse, and also doing our fair share to help achieve the ozone NAAQS by
20068.

We continue to support a multi-county MVEB as an appropriate methodology.
County-by-county MVEBs, as you propose, are unnecessary and appear to be without
technical merit given the lack of technical basis provided. Listed below are the
specific concerns expressed to me by Charlotie Department of Transportation (CDOT)
staff, who do the technical work for our conformity updates.

Increased Risk of a Conformity Lapse

MUMPO understands that with EPA’s approval of a MVEB for each county, each
county will have to pass a budget test. Failure by any one county 1o pass could cause
the entire Metrolina region to lapse. More narrowly focusing on the MUMPO, a
failure of éither Mecklenburg or Union County to meet its MVEB would cause a
lapse. Counties in North Carolina have no transportation planning responsibilities.
Only MPQs, such ag MUMPO, are designated to prepare conformity updates.

As soon as CDOT staff first received the SIP with the proposed MVEBs for each
county, they analyzed the MVEB with the results presented in Table 1. Two counties
would exceed the MVER and a lapse would occur that would cause the loss of federal
funding, even though the MUMPO as a whole would pass if the MVEBs were
combined. We feel county-by-county budgets unnecessarily expose the MUMPO to a
conformity lapse.
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Ms, Laura Boothe

Page 2
May 15, 2007

TABLE 1 NOX Budget {NOX Model [NOX NOX
Analysis year = 2009 (Kg/day) {Kg/day) Difference (Kg) |Pass/Fail
Cabarrus 7,788 6,797 991|PASS
Gaston 8,602 5,911 1,691 PASS
iredell ' 4,631 5,515 -884 FAIL
Lincoin 3,317 2,778 541{PASS
Meckienburg 29,270 28,922 348 |PASS
Rowan 7,675 8,507 1,168{PASS
Uinion 5,070 5,196 -126{FAIL
Total _ 66,353 62,623 3.730|PASS
Meckienburg & Union 34,340 34,118 222|PASS
Total Excl. Cabarrus & Rowan 50,880 49,319 1,5711PASS

No Documentation that County Level Budgets are Critical

Why county level budgets are better than a multi county budget has not been
quantified, even though we have committed to predict VMT and emissions for each
county to track how growth trends compare to projections.

County Budgets do not relate to VMT

VMT growth is not restricted to the county with the increase in jobs or other
attractions. Growth in one county affects VMT across a wide geography {multi-
county). Utilizing a multi-county budget would be more consistent with the
relationship between growth and emissions. DAQ’s proposed county-ievel budgets
would have the potential to restrict population and cconomic growth in specific
counties. This approach appears to be unfair and unnecessary.

MVER is 2 tool for conformity, not attainment

You have stated that county level MVEBs will help attainment. We assume you mean
that conformity is a teol for attainment. We are not aware that the MVEDs are an
attainment tool. If so, please explain why you think otherwise.

Spirit of Interagency Consultation Process Bypassed

The three MPOs in the nonattainment area, and NCDOT, all supported use of a multi-
county MVEB. DAQ was the lone exception.

Other Areas of the Country are nfilizing multi county MVEB

We have not found a similar area committing to county-level MVEB. The fact that the
EPA establishes regions in ozone nonattainment and requires regions to meet
conformity certainly implies that their focus is on regionwide air quality budgets, not
county-by-county budgets.
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Ms. Laura Boothe
Page 3
May 15, 2007

We appreciate the DAQ’s desire that the region remain in conformity and attainment.
The MUMPO has the same goals. Unfortunately, technical data has not been provided
fo support the necessity of county-level MVEBs to meet national air quality standards.
The county-by-county budgets proposed by DAQ will increase the risk of 2
conformity lapse and subject our region to unnecessary tribulations toward correction.
We therefore again request that a muiti-county MVEB be established and stand ready
to assist as necessary., :

MUMPO’s comments are intentionally brief to highlight our concerns. We ate
attaching the CDOT staff comments as they are more detailed and are made with our
support.

Sincerely,

Patrick Mumford, Ch:igaésli

Mecklenburg-Union MPO
Attachments

ce: Mr. William Ross, Secretary, NCDENR
MUMPO members
Charlotte City Council
Centralina Council of Governments
Hank Graham, Gaston Urban Area MPO
Robert Cook, Mecklenburg-Union MPO
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MECKLENBURG COUNTY
Land Use and Environmental Services Agency

-AIR QUALITY-
May 12, 2007

Ms. Laura Boothe

Air Quality Planning Branch

North Carolina Division of Air Quality
1641 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699 - 1641

Re: “Metrolina” Ozone Attainment Demonstration
MCAQ Comments

Dear Ms. Booth:

Mecklenburg County Air Quality (MCAQ) has attended a detailed presentation and explanation of the
North Carolina Division of Air Quality’s (NCDDAQ) modeling and ozone SIP submittal and has reviewed
in part the SIP document and provides the comments below. MCAQ recognizes and commends NCDAQ
for applying what we concur is a thorough, comprehensive, “state of the science” methodology towards
demonstrating ozone attainment for the “Metrolina” region. MCAQ staff recognizes that NCDAQ as well
as the local air quality program desires to achieve, not just demonstrate ozone attainment for our region.

Compliance Assurance Needed

The “state of the science” demonstration projects that one monitor will continue to be in violation of the
ozone NAAQS at the end of the 2009 ozone season {85 ppb at the County Line), The consequences of
continuing non-attainment are high and three other predicted ozone values only slightly model
compliance. MCAQ believes it is important to minimize our risk of not achieving aftainment by the end
of 2009, &t is understood that “worst case” is extreme and may require onerous and unnecessary measures;
however to be prudent, we should prepare for conditions to be nearer worst case rather than typical.

The Metrolina ozone attainment demonstration uses a recent USEPA method known as “Weight of
Evidence” (WOE). According to USEPA, a WOE determination is a supplemental or corroborating
analysis allowing one to draw a conclusion different from modeled attainment results. “Generally, those
modeling anlayses that show attainment will be reached in the future with some margin of safety (e.g.,
less than 80 ppb in the attainment year) will need minimal amount of supporting material (Guidance,
£.29).” The less the future margins of safety the greater the need for additional evidence. Four of the
2009 modeled ozone levels for Metrolina are greater than 80 ppb, indicating the need for compliance
evidence beyond the model.

Current USEPA methodology allows one to assert that a modeled violation is acceptable for an attainment
demonstration within certain bounds (82 ppb ~ 87 ppb), if accompanied by additional modeling analysis
and language describing qualitative programs that should contribute to reductions in ozone levels. It is our
interpretation of EPA’s Guidance that WOE allowances are qualitative discussions of multiple
“programs” that may or may not be useful and are not required or expected to be quantified as well as
comparison of the model used to resuits from other models. Alternately, USEPA guidance does not
require a discussion of WOE if modeled ozone levels are less than 82 ppb since concentrations modeled

PEOPLE ¢ PRIDE ¢ PROGRESS ¢ PARTNERSHIP _
700 N. Tryon Street # Suite 205 @ Charlotte, NC 28202-2236 ¢ (704) 336-5500 ¢ FAX (704) 336-4391
http://airquality. charmeci.org
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May 12, 2607
MCAQ Comments re: “Metroling” Ozone Attainment Demonstration

at these levels are within a margin of safety. Given the uncertainty of modeling, and the variability of
weather, MCAQ believes reliance upon this “weight of evidence” approach with four maedeled values
greater than 82 ppb and outside the margin of safety is madequate to assure compliance with the standard
for the Metrolina region.

MCAQ Recommendation

NCDAQs model, the calcuiated future design values (DVFs) and current USEPA guidance allow one fo
predict compliance with the ozone NAAQS for Metrolina relying solely on current control measures that
will be required prior to 2009. Mecklenburg County, Gaston County and now the region have been in
viclation of the federal eight hour ozone standard for many years. Observed ozone levels are improving
and modeling predicts they will continue to improve. The question and concern is, will they improve
enough and in time to ensure that the region achieves attainment by June 15, 20107 Science says we are
close enough; but common sense says we are too close for comfort. This region wishes to achieve the
standard and be relieved of the economic and health consequences of non-attainment. Given past
experiences in predicting the future, MCAQ believes it would be unwise not to be prepared for future
ambient ozone values that may not predicate compliance.

MCAQ recommends that to ensure that the Metrolina region attains the national ambient air quality
standard for ozone by June 15, 2010, that the SIP submirtal include the commitment that by June 15, 2008
ozone reduction strategies thar model within the margin of safety (82 ppb or below) af the

County Line, Garinger, Enochville and Rockwell will be identified and analyzred

and

these strategies will be pre-adopted so that they could be quickly implemented prior to the 2009
ozone season, if recessary.

(strategies such as identifying controls that would reduce NOx from non-road construction activity, idle
reduction programs, energy conservation programs and other controls of an episodic, temporary, or
seasonal nature)

The above comments and recommendations represent the opinion of MCAQ staff and have not been
approved or endorsed by the Mecklenburg County Air Quality Commission or the Mecklenburg Board of
County Commissioners. MCAQ recognizes and commends NCDAQ for its diligent and conscientious
efforts in conducting as thorough a modeling analysis as fechnologically feasible. We look forward to
continue working with you to achieve ozone attainment,

Don R. Willard
Director, MCAQ

Sincerely,

cc Cary Saul, LUESA Keith Overcash, NCDAQ
Bobbie Shields, Mecklenburg County Brock Nicholson, NCDAQ
Joan Liy, MCAQ Sheila Holman, NCDAQ
Leslie Rhodes, MCAQ
Jeff Francis, MCAQ

Randy Perkins, MCAQC
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I have the following comments with regard to Metrolina MVEBs (for NOx).

1-A: Activity Data (VMT and speed) used for MVEBs development is about six months old but is already
outdated. New time of the day data would be provided by CDOT to DAQ to update the MVEBs prior to
submittal to EPA. Please use these latest data to update the MVEBs,

1-B: New Vehicle Mix data (2006) and 2005 Vehicle age distribution was provided to DAQ on 05/01/2007.
by NCDOT. Please use these latest data to update the MVEBSs.

2- NCDOT has strong concern about the lack of safety margin and reservation about the setting of
geographic extent for MVEB about the setting of geographic extent for MVEB for the following reasons:

A- Without an adequate safety margin, shifts in VMT and speeds resulting from minor changes and updates
to the travel demand model may cause changes in the estimated emissions. This is evident in both the
Triangle and Metrolina regions where model improvements (to increase the accuracy of the model) have
resulted in emission estimates in the rural counties that exceed the budget (or proposed budget in
Metrolina).

B- Mobile model inputs other than Speed such as Vehicle age distribution and Vehicle mix would continue
to change.

C- Lower magnitude of budget { even with the safety margin) in rural counties, could cause extreme burden
for areas to show conformity when there is even a moderate change in data (i.e. speed).

D. Difficulty meeting the budget test in earlier horizon years such as 2009-2010 when no benefit could be
gained from modifying Transportation projects.

Remedy: Adequate safety margin and combined emission budget at least for the Rural counties need to be
considered in order to reduce significant risk to the Transportation Conformity in the Metrolina Area.
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Response to Comments:

Comments received by B. Keith Overcash, Director
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Comments received by Laura Boothe, Attainment Planning Branch Chief
Lake Norman Regional Planning Organization
Centralina Council of Governments
Mecklenburg County Air Quality
Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization
Charlotte Department of Transportation
North Carolina Department of Transportation
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NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Envirohment and Natura! Resources
Division of Air Quality
Michae! F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Kay T. Prince
Air Planning Branch Chief
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8909

Subject: EPA Comments on North Carolina Portion of the Charlotte-Gastonta-Rock Hill, NC-SC
8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Area

Dear Ms. Prince:

Thank you for your letter dated May 17, 2007, transmitting EPA Region 4’s comments on the pre-
hearing draft of the attainment demonstration for the North Carolina portion of the Charlotte-
Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 8-hour ozone nonattainment area. This letter is to provide the North
Carolina Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ) response to those comments.

Comments from the main letter;

EPA Comment: The Reasonably Available Conirol Measures (RACM) analysis needs to cover
" point sources in addition to nonroad and on-road mobile sources.

NCDAQ Response: The attainment demonstration also includes Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT) requirement for point sources with potential to emit 100 tons per year or
more of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or nitrogen oxides (NOx). Since this is a new
requirement for many of the counties in the nonattainment area, the NCDAQ believes that the
RACM requirement for point sources is met.

EPA Comment: The RACM section should reference the discussion that supports the assertion
that the entire State is NOx limited and that VOC controls do not need to be assessed.

NCDAQ Response: The conceptual description has been revised to reflect more of the details of
the NOx limited situation in North Carolina. Clearly, since man-made VOC emissions only
represent ten percent of the total VOC emissions inventory, confrols on those man-made emissions
will not advance attainment. In fact, sensitivity modeling has shown that the elimination of the

- man-made VOC emissions would not advance attainment.

EPA Comment: The NCDAQ needs to provide further explanation why the nonroad and on-road
mobile sector control measures cannot be implemented by May 2009.

1641 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1641

2728 Capital Blvd., Raleigh, North Carolina 27604 ) One .

Phone: 919-715-6232 / FAX 819-715-7175 / Intemet; wwww.ncair.org NorthCarolina

An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer - 50% Recycled/10% Post Consumer Paper af ”r d y
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Ms. Prince
June 15, 2007
Page 2

NCDAQ Response: The RACM section has been revised to show the schedule for additional rule
adoption for these sectors.

EPA Comment: The potential controls for all emission source categories should be presented and
discussed.

NCDAGQ Response: Through further discussions with your office it was learned that this was just
a suggestion but not a requirement. The NCDAQ does not believe that it is reasonable to try to
represent the information for all sources at the boarder source category level, i.e., point, area,
nonroad mobile, and on-read mobile, as suggested by the EPA comment. The control measures
vary by source and therefore the expected emission reductions, cost, economical and technical
feasibility, as well as implementation schedule will vary by source. The NCDAQ believes that the
way we have presented our RACM discussion is appropriate.

Enclosure Comments:

1. EPA Comment: Table 1 on page v presents the 2009 future design values developed through
modeling for each air quality monitor in the Charlotte NAA. Table 3.3.4-1 on page 51 presens air
quality design values for the past four years at each NAA monitor. Please provide an explanation
for a predicted decrease in the design value for 2004-2006 at all monitors with the exception of the
Enochvilie Monitor in Rowan County.

NCDAQ Response: This is a confusing comment as presented. The data in Table 5.3.4-1 is from
the actual monitored data. The future design value in Table 1 does in fact show a predicted '
decrease for the Enochville monitor, from the measured 2004-2006 design value of 0.085 ppm to
the predicted 0.084 ppm in Table 1 for 2009.

2. EPA Comment: Please note that the planning assumptions for the MOBILE inputs were
developed through the interagency consultation process. Also, note whether there are any
differences in the MOBILE modeling for the attainment demonstration and for the establishment
of the motor vehicle emission budgets. Please reference the reader to Appendix F.3 for a more
detailed discussion of the mobile emissions.

NCDAQ Response: These comments have been addressed in the SIP Narrative.

3. EPA Comment:; Please correct the typographical error for both the NOx and SO2 budgets for
CAIR in Section 4.2.5. '

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the STP Narrative,
4. EPA Comment: Please include a reference to Appendix O in Section 6.2, Table 6.2-3,

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the STP Narrative,
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Ms. Prince
June 15, 2007
Page 3

5. EPA Comment: Please clarify how the pre-piping requirement for Stage Il gasoline vapor
recovery will be removed (i.e., through a rule change and a separate SIP submission) and discuss
the impact on emissions as a result of this change for the NAA.

NCDAQ Response: These comments have been addressed in the SIP Narrative.

6. EPA Comment: Provide an estimate of the expected VOC emission reductions from the ¥M
program. It should be noted that the VOC insignificance determination for conformity was
discussed and agreed to through interagency consultation.

NCDAQ Response: These comments have been addressed in the SIP Narrative and Appendix F.3.
7. EPA Comment: Please provide the correct citation for the modeling guidance.

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the SIP Narrative.

8. EPA Comment: Provide specific information on the point sources in the NAA that were
modeled. Provide summary tables by area and nonroad category. Provide total emissions by
category for all counties and the NAA,

NCDAQ Response: These conuments have been addressed in Appendix E.

9. EPA Comment: Please note that the MOBILEG.2 input assumptions for VISTAS/ASIP were
developed through interagency consultation.

. NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in Appendix F.3.

10. EPA Comment: Please clarify where the Metrolina vehicle mix discussion can be found in
Appendix F.

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in Appendix F.3.

11. EPA Comment: It would be more accurate to say for the second sentence in the MVEB
discussion: “By the time the MVEBs are found adequate or approved by the USEPA...”

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the SIP Narrative and Appendix F.3.

12. EPA Comment: It should be made clear that at VOC insignificance finding only relieves the
transportation partners from a regional emissions analysis for VOCs for this area and does not
relieve them of the other transportation conformity requirements.

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the SIP Narrative and Appendix F.3.

13. EPA Comment: Please clarify wording on the attainment test. Clarify what array was used for
the nearby area analysis. Clarify whether highest or average concentrations were used for the
nearby area analysis. Please provide a list of which days and concentrations were used for the
RRF calculations.
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Ms. Prince
June 15, 2007
Page 4

NCDAQ Response: These comments have been addressed in the SIP Narrative and/or
Appendix L.

14. EPA Comment: The NCDAQ used an alternative calculation of the DVC in the alternative
monitored attainment test. A longer period than three years should be used in establishing whether
a particular year is abnormally hot and dry.

NCDAQ Response: These comments have been addressed in the SIP Natrative and Appendix L.
1t was the NCDAQ intention to use an alternative base design value (DVB) and the resulting
attainment test results as part of the weight of evidence demonstration, not as a substitute for the
official attainment test. The NCDAQ evaluated the five-year period (2000-2004), but also looked
at a longer period of record to determine that 2002 was indeed hotter and drier than normal. The
NCDAQ is not ciear where EPA got the impression that only three years were evaluated.

15. EPA Comment: The documentation needs to clearly indicate which controls were modeled in
2008, and which controls were not modeled.

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the SIP Narrative and Appendix 1.

16. EPA Comment: The NCDAQ needs to explain the proximity of the Duke Energy Marshali
Plant to the Metrolina NAA, and how the additional SCR contro} will benefit the NAA.

NCDAQ Response: These comments have been addressed in the SIP narrative and Appendix L.
17. EPA Comment: See item number 14 for the question and response.

18. EPA Comment: The NCDAQ should describe how unmonitored areas were addressed. EPA
recommends that the NCDAQ provide the preliminary results from the beta version of EPA’s
Modeled Attainment Test Software (MATS).

NCDAQ Response: The first comment has been addressed in the SIP narrative. With regard to
the second comment, the NCDAQ believes it is inappropriate to include preliminary results from
MATS since the version has not been fully peer reviewed, and there was not documentation
available in time for the NCDAQ staff to review and understand the software.

19. EPA Comment: The conceptual description should be referenced in the SIP narrative.
NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in the SIP Narrative.

20. EPA Comment: The NCDAQ should include a discussion of emission trends and the resulting
air quality.

NCDAQ Response: The only historic year for which the NCDAQ has emission inventories for all
source categories is 2002 and does not have emission inventories for multiple years in order to
present trends data for all source categories.
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Ms. Prince
June 15, 2007
Page 5

21. EPA Comment: The NCDAQ should provide additional information on how the freeway
ramps were accounted for in the MOBILEG.2 modeling.

NCDAQ Response: This comment has been addressed in Appendix F.3.
Thank you for your review of our pre-hearing draft. We look forward to working with EPA

Region 4 during your review of our official SIP submittal for this area. If you have questions,
please contact Laura Boothe of my staff at (919) 733-1488.

Smcerely,

AV S

Vercash P.E.
BKO:lab

cer Sheila Holman
Laura Boothe
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NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Air Quality
Michaet F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Qvercash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Steve Guiley

AICP Chairman

L.ake Norman Regional Planning Organization
1300 Baxter Street, Suite 450

Charlotte, NC 28235

Dear Mr. Gurley:

Thank you for your May 14, 2007, comments on the pre-hearing draft attainment demonstration
plan for the Charlotte-Gastonia, Rock Hill, North Carolina ~South Carolina, 8-hour ozone
nonattainment area. We greatly appreciate your agency taking the time to review and provide
comments on this document.

In your letter you reiterated your request from January 2006 for multi-county motor vehicle
emission budgets (MVEBs) and your concerns with Iredell County. The North Carolina Division
of Air Quality (NCDAQ) continues to believe that county level MVEBs is the best way to ensure
that the mobile emissions in this area are consistent with the emissions used in the attainment

~ demonstration modeling. This is especially true since the attainment demonstration is relying on
weight of evidence to support a showing that the region will attain the 8-hour ozone standards by
2009. The NCDAQ did increase Iredell County’s MVEB by 10% since this was consistent with
what was used in the attainment demonstration modeling.

, In its comments on the Metrolina attainment demonstration, the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) requested that newer VMT and speeds data based on the most recent
conformity determination be used in setting the MVEBs, so that the concern with areas not
meeting the proposed MVEBs could be addressed. Upon review of the data provided by the
Charlotte Department of Transportation, it was discovered that the new data had new population
growth data incorporated for Mecklenburg and Union Counties, but not for the rest of the region.
Additionally, the new data resulted in only Mecklenburg, Union and Iredell County emissions
increasing, while the remaining counties® MVEBs decreased. Since this new data was not
reviewed or agreed upon by the other transportation partners, the NCDAQ did not incorporate the
new data. However, the NCDAQ did commit to hold an interagency consultation meeting to get
agreement on new data. This commitment does not mean that the NCIDAQ will incorporate new
data into the MVEBs calculations, but rather assess if the new data will jeopardize the attainment
demonstration modeling. If all transportation partners agree on the new data and the new data stiil
supports a showing of attainment of the 8-hour ozone standard in the region, then the NCDAQ can
start work to revise the MVEBs.

Planning Section One
1641 Mail Service Genter, Raleigh, North Carolina 276991641 -
2728 Capital Blvd., Rateigh, North Caralina 27664 NorthCarolina

Phone: 910-715-7670 / FAX 919-715-7476 / Infemet: www.ncair.org thl/l‘ﬂlly
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Mr. Gurley
June 15, 2007
Page 2

You also mentioned in your letter that the region had discussed the use of an interlocal
agreement signed by the participating counties to monitor VMT growth and projected emissions
regularly against the proposed county-level budgets, An interagency agreement, between the
counties, NCDAQ and NCDOT, that outlines detailed contingency measures that would be
implemented if an area were to surpass proposed county level budgets might have gone along way
towards reassuring the NCDAQ that multi-county level budgets might work in this region,
However, the NCDAQ did not receive any commitment from this region to do this.

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (919) 733-1488. As always, we look
forward to continuing to work with you and your agency. ‘

Sincerely,

%2444&, a gp?%@

Laura A. Boothe
Attainment Planning Branch Chief

cc: Keith Overcash
Brock Nicholson
Sheila Holman
Patrick Butler
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NCDENR

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
: Division of Air Quality
Michael F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Rebecca R. Yarbrough

Assistant Director

Centralina Council of Governments
1300 Baxter Street, Suite 450
Charlotte, NC 28235

Dear Ms. Yarbrough:

Thank you for your May 15, 2007, comments on the pre-hearing draft attainment demonstration
plan for the Charlotte-Gastonia, Rock Hill, North Carolina —South Carolina, §-hour ozone
nonattainment area. We greatly appreciate your agency taking the time to review and provide
comments on this document.

In your letter you expressed your support of the weight of evidence information assembled to
support the demonstration of attainment of the 8-hour ozone standard for the Metrolina
nonattainment area. You also provided some specific non-modeled projects that are occurring in
your region. I wish to thank you for your support and for the additional information. 1have added
your letter as an attachment to the section where weight of evidence is discussed in detail.

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (919) 733-1488. As always, we look
forward to continuing to work with you and your agency.

Sincerely,

&’7/ 254:4;«7&1” C@ gﬁzﬁiﬁ%ﬁw

Laura A. Boothe
Attainment Planning Branch Chief

cc: Keith Overcash
Brock Nicholson
Sheila Holman
Patrick Butler

Planning Section One
1641 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, North Carolina 27698-1641 :
2728 Cagital Blvd., Raleigh, North Carolina 27604 NorthCarolina

Phone: 919-715-7670 / FAX 919-715-7476 / Intemet: www.ncair.org Nﬂflfl’ﬂ/@/
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NCDENR

North Carolina Depariment of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Air Quality
Michael F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Mr. Don R. Willard

Director, Mecklenburg County Air Quality
Land Use and Environmental Services Agency
700 N. Tryon Street, Suite 205

Charlotte, NC 28202

Dear Mr. Willard:

This letter is in response to your May 12, 2007, comments on the pre-hearing draft attainment
demonstration for the Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, North Carolina-South Carolina, 8-hour ozone
nonattainment area. We greatly appreciate your agency taking the time to review and provide
comments on this document.

Your comments basically indicate that the attainment demonstration for this area is too
marginal in nature, and your recommendation is that the North Carolina Division of Air Quality
(NCDAQ) pre-adopt such measures that would result in ;model results within a margin of safety
{82 ppb or below). Your recommendation is that the NCDAQ pre-adopt these measures so that
they could be quickly implemented prior to the 2009 ozone season, if necessary. The measures
you suggest include controls that would reduce nitrogen oxides (NOx) from non-road construction
activity, idle reduction programs, energy conservation programs, and other controls of an episodic,
temporary or seasonal nature,

Let me begin by saying that the NCDAQ believes that the attainment demonstration is
sufficient for this area. As discussed in the weight of evidence documentation, significant NOx
reductions will be occurring prior to the 2009 ozone season. These reductions wilt come primarily
from the electric generating facilities and the on-road mobile sectors. It should also be noted that
the 2002 ozone values are weighted three times in the calculation of the current air quality, to

~ which the model response is applied to predict future ozone level. The ozone levels in 2002 were
significantly higher than other years. In fact, for most of the Metrolina area monitors, 2002 levels
represented the highest ozone values since 1993. Since the 2002 values are used three times in the
calculation, the NCDAQ believes the predicted ozone levels using this approach are on the
conservative side.

The NCDAQ and the State of North Carolina are committed to all areas attaining the ozone
standard as expediticusly as practicable. This commitment is evidenced by the passage of the
1999 Clean Air Bill, which included one of the most comprehensive vehicle inspection and
maintenance programs in the country. The program was implemented in 48 counties across the

" State between 2002 and 2006. The commitment to cleaner air statewide can also be seen in the
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passage of the Clean Smokestacks Act in 2002. This landmark legislation placed annual NOx caps
on the electric generating facilities in the State. This legislation represents one of the first multi-
pollutant bills in the country. The NCDAQ and the State of North Carolina have moved
aggressively to address the 8-hour ozone standard and other air quality issues.

We remain committed to cleaner air, and will continue to monitor the ozone levels in the
Metrolina region. If we believe that further control measures are necessary, we will move quickly
to adopt such measures.

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (919) 733-1488. As always, we look
forward to continuing to work with you and your agency.

Sincerely,

/ 7

Laura A. Boothe
Attainment Planning Branch Chief

cc: Keith Overcash
Brock Nichoison
Sheila Holman
Patrick Butler
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Air Quality
Michael F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Patrick Mumford, Chair

Mecklenburg Union Metropolitan Planning Organization
600 East Fourth Strect

Charlotte, NC 28202-2853

Dear Mr. Mumford;

Thank you for your May 15, 2007, comments on the pre-hearing draft aitainment demonstration
plan for the Charlotte-Gastonia, Rock Hill, North Carolina —South Carolina, 8-hour ozone
nonattainment area. We greatly appreciate your agency taking the time to review and provide
comments on this document.

In your letter you reiterated your request for multi-county motor vehicle emission budgets
(MVEBs). The North Carolina Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ) continues to believe that county
level MVER:s is the best way to ensure that the mobile emissions in this area are consistent with
the emissions used in the attainmeat demonstration modeling. This is especially true since the
attainment demonstration is relying on weight of evidence to support a showing that the region will
attain the 8-hour ozone standards by 2009.

In its comments on the Metrolina attainment demonstration, the North Carcfina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) requested that newer VMT and speeds data based on the most recent
conformity determination be used in setting the MVEBs, so that the concern with areas not
meeting the proposed MVEBs could be addressed. Upon review of the data provided by the
Charlotte Department of Transportation, it was discovered that the new data had new population
growth data incorporated for Mecklenburg and Union Counties, but not for the rest of the region.
Additionally, the new data resulted in only Mecklenburg, Union and Iredell County emissions
increasing, while the remaining counties’ MVEBs decreased. Since this new data was not
reviewed or agreed upon by the other transportation partners, the NCDAQ did not incorporate the

- new data. However, the NCDAQ did commit to hold an interagency consultation meeting to get
agreement on new data. This commitment does not mean that the NCDAQ will incorporate new
data into the MVEBs calculations, but rather assess if the new data will jeopardize the attainment
demonstration modeling. If all transportation partners agree on the new data and the new data still
supports a showing of attainment of the 8-hour ozone standard in the region, then the NCDAQ can

. start begin the process of revising the MVEBs.

You also mentioned in your letter that the region has committed to predict VMT and emissions
for each county to track how growth trends compare to projections. An interagency agreement,
between the counties, planning organizations, the NCDAQ and the NCDOT, that outlines detailed
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contingency measures that would be implemented if an area were to surpass proposed county level
budgets might have gone a long way towards reassuring the NCDAQ that multi-county level
budgets might work in this region. However, the NCDAQ did not receive any written commitment
from this region to do this.

The final comment in your letter I need to address is that the NCDAQ bypassed the spirit of
interagency consultation since “The three MPOs in the nonattainment area, and NCDOT, all
supported use of a multi-county MVEB.” First, only two of the three MPOs supported multi-
county budgets, one of the MPOs requested county-level MVEBs. Secondly, the NCDAQ
strongly disagrees that the spirit of interagency consultation was bypassed. The NCDAQ
consulted with the transportation partners for data to be used in the attainment demonstration
modeling and in the development of the MVERBs. The setting of MVEBs is not a consensus
process and the NCDAQ continues to believe that setting the MVEBs at the county-level best
represents how the emissions were distributed in the attainment demonstration modeling,

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (919) 733-1488. As always, we look
forward to continuing to work with you and your agency.

Sincerely,

Laura A. Boothe
Attainment Planning Branch Chief

cc: Keith Overcash

Brock Nicholson

Sheila Holman

Patrick Butler
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Air Quality :
Michael F. Eastey, Governor ' William G, Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Jim G. Humphrey, Director

Charlotte Department of Transportation
600 East Fourth Street

Charlotte, NC 28202-2858

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

Thank you for your May 15, 2007, comments on the pre-hearing draft attainment demonstration
plan for the Charlotte-Gastonia, Rock Hill, North Carolina—South Carolina, 8-hour ozone
" nonattainment area. We greatly appreciate your agency taking the time to review and provide
comments on this document.

In your letter you discuss the high risk of conformity lapse with county level motor vehicle
emission budgets (MVEBs). As the North Carolina Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ) has stated
before, the purpose of conformity is to help ensure that transportation plans, programs, and
projects do not produce new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely
attainment of the NAAQS. Therefore, setting budgets in a way that makes it easier to meet the
transportation conformity requirements, without fully considering the air quality objectives, is not
consistent with the purpose of the State Implementation Plan or transportation conformity. The
NCDAQ continues to believe that county level MVEBsS is the best way to ensure that the mobile
emissions in this area are consistent with the emissions used in the attainment demonstration
modeling. This is especially true since the attainment demonstration is relying on weight of
evidence to support a showing that the region will attain the 8-hour ozone standards by 2009.

You mention in your letter that new data became available in February 2007 with the draft
conformity update and your concerns that this new data predicts that there may be areas that wili
not meet the proposed MVEBs. Had your agency shared the new data with the NCDAQ at that
time and requested that we consider using the new data in setting the final MVEBs, we would have
had more time to investigate the impacts of the new emissions on the attainsnent demonstration

- modeling, and perhaps may have been able to use the new data in setting the final MVEBs. Inits
comments on the Metrolina attainment demonstration, the North Carolina Department of
Transportation (NCDOT) requested that newer VMT and speeds data based on the most recent
conformity determination be used in setting the MVEBS, so that the concern with areas not
meeting the proposed MVEBs could be addressed. However, data was not provided until mid-

- May and it was discovered that the new data had new population growth data incorporated for
Mecklenburg and Union Counties, but not for the rest of the region and was not consistent with the
most recent conformity determination. Additionally, the new data resulted in only Mecklenburg,
Union and Iredell County emissions increasing, while the remaining counties’ MVEBs decreased.
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Since this new data was not reviewed or agreed upon by the other transportation partners, the
NCDAGQ could not incorporate the new data. However, the NCDAQ commits to hold an
interagency consultation meeting to get agreement on the new data. This commitment does not
mean that the NCDAQ will incorporate new data into the MVEBSs calculations, but rather assess if
the new data will jeopardize the attainment demonstration modeling. If all transportation partners
agree on the new data and the new data still supports a showing of attainment of the 8-hour ozone
standard in the region, then the NCDAQ can begin the process of revising the MVEBs.

You also meniioned in your letter that the MOVES model may result in even more countics
failing the county-level MVEBs. The NCDAQ has stated several times to the transportation
partners its commitment to investigate the MOVES model once it is released. All attempts will be
made to incorporate state-specific data, including the Metrolina region starts data if possible,
during this analysis. If the MOVES model results in significantly higher emissions, the NCDAQ .
commits to re-assess the effects of this increase of emissions on the attainment demonstration
modeling. If revised modeling utilizing emissions from the MOVES model resulis in a failure of
the attainment test, it may result in the State having to implement mobile source related controls,
such as mandatory VMT reduction programs or lowering highway speeds. However, if the revised
modeling, utilizing emissions from the MOVES model, results in continued demonstration of
attainment, then the NCDAQ can begin the process of revising the MVEBs.

The NCDAQ disagrees with CDOT’s contention that NCDAQ had months to provide
transportation partners with the MVEBs. The NCDAQ gave transportation partners until
December 2006 to provide revised speeds and vehicle miles traveled data. During January through
mid-March the NCDAQ staff prepared the Triangle and Great Smoky Mountains National Park
redesignation demonstration and maintenance plans, as well as worked on transportation
conformity for both the Triangle and Metrolina areas. It was not until late March — early April that
the calculations of the MVEBs were quality assured and finalized. However, CDOT could have
estimated the MVEBs since you have the ability to run the MOBILE model and estimate
emissions. The data to be used in calculating the MVEBs was discussed and agreed upon at the
interagency consultation meeting held in October 2006.

CDOT implies that the NCDAQ intentionally delayed having the stakeholders meeting until
after the draft document was released to the public. First of all, the NCDAQ was not required to
have a stakeholders meeting, but chose to have one. This meeting was not only for transportation
partners, but also environmental groups, industry, local governments and the federal partners and
was designed to provide an opportunity for stakeholders to ask clarifying questions about the
attainment demonstration modeling. Secondly, the attainment demonstration modeling was
conducted in conjunction with the Visibility Improvement State and Tribal Association of the .
Southeast (VISTAS) regional haze planning organization and the Association of Southeastern
Integrated Planning (ASTP). This modeling was not completed until mid-March 2007 and the data
was not available for the NCDAQ staff to analyze until late-March. Mid-April was the earliest
date this meeting could be held.

The final comment in your letter I need to address is that the NCDAQ has not acted
appropriately in the spirit of interagency consultation. The NCDAQ strongly disagrees with this
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comment. The NCDAQ consulted with the transportation partners for data to be used in the
attainment demonstration modeling and in the development of the MVEBs. The setting of MVEBs
is not a consensus process and the NCDAQ continues to believe that setting the MVEBs at the
county-level best represents how the emissions were distributed in the attainment demonstration
modeling.

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (919) 733-1488. As always, we look
forward to continuing to work with you and your agency.

Sincerely,

o 2 B

Laura A. Boothe
Attainment Planning Branch Chief

cc: Keith Overcash
Brock Nicholson
Sheila Holman
Patrick Butler
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North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Division of Air Quality
Michael F. Easley, Governor William G. Ross, Jr., Secretary
B. Keith Overcash, P.E., Director

June 15, 2007

Behshad Norowzi
North Carolina Department of Transportation
Statewide Planning Branch
1554 Maii Service Center
~Raleigh, NC 27699-1554

Dear Mr. Norowzi:

Thank you for your May 15, 2007 comuments on the pre-hearing draft attainment demonstration
plan for the Charlotte-Gastonia, Rock Hill, North Carolina —South Carolina, 8-hour ozone
nonattainment area. We greatly appreciate your agency taking the time to review and provide
comments on this document.

Your first comment requested that the North Carolina Division of Air Quality (NCDAQ) use
new vehicle age distribution and vehicle mix data that recently became available, as well as use
four times a day VMT and speed data based on the most recent conformity determination be used
in setting the MVEBSs, so that the concern with areas not meeting the proposed MVEBs could be
addressed. This data was provided by the Charlotte Department of Transportation (CDOT) in mid-
May. It was discovered that the data from CDOT had new population growth data incorporated for
Mecklenburg and Union Counties, but not for the rest of the region and was not consistent with the

" most recent conformity determination. It did not appear that the other transportation partners were
consuited about this request or the data provided, therefore, the NCDAQ has decided to not to use
the new data for setting the MVEBs. The NCDAQ will share this data with the transportation
partners in an interagency consultation meeting, o be set at a later date. If all transportation
partners agree that the new data should be used in setting the MVEBs, then the NCDAQ will
determine the effects of the new data on emissions, as well as on the attainment demonstration
modeling.

Your second comment requested safety margin and combined emission budgets for at least the
rural counties. Since this an attainment demonstration, safety margins cannot be added to the
motor vehicle emission budgets. However, the NCDAQ did adjust the Iredell County VMT by
10% since this increase was reflected in the attainment demonstration modeling. As for combined
emissions budgets for the rural counties, the NCDAQ continues to believe that county level
emission budgets are the most appropriate way 1o set the budgets in order to attain and maintain
the 8-hour ozone standard.

The NCDAQ is committed to work with our transportation partoers. Once the revised
Metrolina travel demand model has been run with updated socio-economic data for all counties in
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the region, and all of the transportation partners have discussed and approved the new travel
demand model data, the NCDAQ commits to evaluate the new data and its impacts on the air -
quality modeling. If the new data does not jeopardize the attainment demonstration and it is
deemed appropriate, the NCDAQ can begin the process of revising the MVEBs for this region.

If you should have any questions, please contact me at (919) 733-1488. As always, we look
forward to continuing to work with you and your agency.

Sincerely,

%M& ﬂ

Laura A. Boothe
Attainment Planning Branch Chief

cc: Keith Overcash

Brock Nicholson

Sheila Holman

Patrick Butler
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