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F0719 Project Level PM Quantitative Hot-Spot Analysis – Project of Air 
Quality Concern Questionnaire

Project Setting and Description 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has initiated a project to construct 
improvements to State Route (SR) 24 between SR Loop 202 (SR 202L) and Ironwood Drive. The 
project is located on SR 24 between milepost (MP) 0.00 and MP 5.64 and SR 202L between MP 31.57 
to MP 37.70 within the City of Mesa, Town of Queen Creek, Town of Gilbert, and unincorporated 
areas in Maricopa County and Pinal County, Arizona (see enclosed Figure 1).  

In 2014 the initial segment of SR 24 between SR 202L and Ellsworth Road was opened to traffic. In 
2023 the second segment of SR 24 between Ellsworth Road and Ironwood Drive was completed in 
an interim condition. The purpose of the project is to widen SR 24 to accommodate two additional 
general-purpose lanes between Ellsworth Road and Ironwood Drive, resulting in three new bridges 
over existing crossroads at Williams Field, Signal Butte, and Meridian Road and widening the 
existing SR 24 bridge over Mountain Road. Roadway and bridge widening over Power Road and 
the East Maricopa Floodway is proposed along SR 202L to provide lane continuity and additional 
traffic capacity to and from the SR 24/SR 202L system traffic interchange (TI). The need for the 
project is to construct improvements to accommodate increased traffic demand.

The scope of work for the project consists of:

• Adding two additional travel lanes on SR 24 in each direction between Ellsworth Road and
Ironwood Drive (3+ auxiliary)

• Adding new three-lane approaches and traffic interchange overpass structures (TIOP) at
Williams Field Road, Signal Butte Road, and Meridian Road

• Widening the existing grade separated structures at Mountain Road

• A new four-lane bridge over SR 24 along the Crismon Road alignment

• Adding ramp connector roads between SR 202L and the Ellsworth Road intersection including
structures over Ray and Hawes Road, a service ramp, and the Powerline Floodway

• Restriping portions of the directional system TI ramps from one lane to two lanes

• Adding an outside general purpose travel lane on the northbound SR 202L between SR 24 and
Guadalupe Road

• Reconstructing NB SR 202L exit and entrance ramps at the Elliott Road TI and the exit ramp at
Guadalupe Road TI

• Modifying existing on-site roadway drainage system to accommodate additional lanes

• Installing and upgrading signing and pavement markings

• Installing ITS/FMS, traffic signals, and lighting

• Placing seeding on SR 24

• Restoring landscaping and irrigation on SR 202L

• Upgrading sidewalks and ramps to be ADA compliant on Ellsworth Road

• Removing existing SR 202L AR-ACFC and resurfacing by diamond grinding the roadway
surface on both directions between Recker Road to Guadalupe Road

• Widening WB SR 202L from the Power Road WB exit ramp to Recker Road including both
Power Road ramps

• Widening EB SR 202L between the Power Road entrance and exit ramps including both Power
Road ramps



Project Name: SR24, SR202L (Santan) – Ironwood
Federal Project No�s.: 024-A(201)T
ADOT Project No�s.: 024 MA 000 F0719 01D/02D

8/4/2025 Page|2

• Widening the existing SR 202L structures over Power Road and the Eastern Maricopa
Floodway

• Replacing deck joints on existing SR 202L structures within the project limits
• Constructing new retaining and sound walls and screen walls if needed

• Conducting geotechnical investigations consisting of structure and roadway borings

• Replacing sign panels and removing sign lighting at three SB SR 202L locations north of 
Guadalupe Rd

• Reconstructing the existing half-diamond intersection of SR 24 at Ironwood Drive to a half 
diverging diamond intersection (DDI)

• Repairing a pavement crack on the system TI NW Ramp

Permanent project improvements would occur within the existing ADOT right-of-way (ROW). New 
ROW is not anticipated. Temporary construction easements are anticipated to construct sound walls 
along the existing ROW. Wall agreements between ADOT and adjacent landowners for maintenance 
purposes are anticipated. Construction is anticipated to begin in Fall 2026, and is expected to take 
approximately 28 months. Traffic restrictions are anticipated during construction with temporary 
advanced-warning signs extending approximately 1-mile in advance of the work limits. Night work 
and temporary lane closures along the SR 24 and SR 202L mainline, ramps, and crossroads will be 
required during construction. Lane closures will occur during off-peak travel times with the existing 
number of lanes maintained at all other times. Formal detour routes on local streets will not be 
designated during construction. Traffic delays should be expected during construction efforts. 

These projects are within the Phoenix PM10 nonattainment area. The proposed project is included in 
the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) MOMENTUM 2050. 
In addition, the combined project is included in the FY 2022-2025 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program.  



Project Name: SR24, SR202L (Santan) – Ironwood
Federal Project No�s.: 024-A(201)T
ADOT Project No�s.: 024 MA 000 F0719 01D/02D

8/4/2025 Page|3

Figure 1. Project Vincinity Map
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Project Assessment
The following questionnaire is used to compare the proposed project to a list of project types 
in 40 CFR 93.123(b) requiring a quantitative analysis of local particulate emissions (Hot- 
spots) in nonattainment or maintenance areas, which include:

i) New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, and 
expanded highway projects that have a significant increase in the number of 
diesel vehicles;

ii) Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a 
significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-
Service D, E, or F because of an increase in traffic volumes from a significant 
number of diesel vehicles related to the project;

iii) New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number 
of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location;

iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly 
increase the number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; and

v) Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified 
in the PM10 or PM2.5 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan 
submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation.

If the project matches one of the listed project types in 40 CFR 123(b)(1) above, it is 
considered a project of local air quality concern and the hot-spot demonstration must be 
based on quantitative analysis methods in accordance to 40 CFR 93.116(a) and the 
consultation requirements of 40 CFR 93.105(c)(1)(i). If the project does not require a PM 
hot- spot analysis, a qualitative assessment will be developed that demonstrates that the 
project will not contribute to any new localized violations, increase the frequency of severity 
of any existing violations, or delay the timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required 
emission reductions or milestones in any nonattainment or maintenance area.

On March 10, 2006, EPA published PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in Project-Level 
Transportation Conformity Determinations for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10 National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards; Final Rule describing the types of projects that would 
be considered a project of air quality concern and that require a hot-spot analysis (71 
FR 12468- 12511). Specifically on page 12491, EPA provides the following clarification: 
“Some examples of projects of air quality concern that would be covered by § 93.123(b)(1)(i) 
and (ii) are: A project on a new highway or expressway that serves a significant volume 
of diesel truck traffic, such as facilities with greater than 125,000 annual average daily 
traffic (AADT) and 8% or more of such AADT is diesel truck traffic;” ..” Expansion of an 
existing highway or other facility that affects a congested intersection (operated at Level-
of-Service D, E, or F) that has a significant increase in the number of diesel trucks;” These 
examples will be used as the baseline for determining if the project is a project of air 
quality concern.

New Highway Capacity

Is this a new highway project that has a significant number of diesel vehicles? Example: total traffic 

volumes >125,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT) and truck volumes >10,000 diesel trucks per day (8% of total traffic).
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NO – This project is not a new highway project that has a significant number of diesel 
vehicles. 

Expanded Highway Capacity

Is this an expanded highway projects that have a significant increase in the number of diesel 
vehicles? Example: the build scenario of the expanded highway or expressway causes a significant increase in the number of diesel 

trucks compared with the no-build scenario, truck volumes > 8% of the total traffic.

YES – This project is an expanded highway project that has a significant number of diesel 
vehicles. The AADT and truck percentage for the Build alternative were compared to the 
No Build alternative on roadway segments and intersections along the project corridor 
for SR24 project, as summarized in Tables 1 and 2 below. As can be seen in Table 1, total 
truck AADT would be 3,965 to 17,875 on  SR202 segments and  3,564 to 12,756 on SR24 
segments in 2050 Build alternative, and truck AADT would increase -699 to 8,248 vehicles 
on SR202 segments and 3,564 to 12,317 on SR24 segments in 2050 Build alternative, 
compared to the No-Build alternative. As shown in Table 2, total truck AADT at 
intersections would be 645 to 3,205 vehicles in 2050 Build alternative, and truck ADT 
would increase -1,522 to 531 vehicles at 18 intersections. 

Table 1 – Roadway Annual Average  Daily Traffic and Truck Volumes

    Source: Traffic data provided by Stanley Consultants on February 22, 2025.
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Table 2 – SR202 and SR24 Intersection AADT & Truck Volumes

    Source: Traffic data provided by Stanley Consultants on February 22, 2025.
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Projects with Congested Intersections

Is this a project that affects a congested intersection (LOS D or greater) that has a significant 
number of diesel trucks, OR will change LOS to D or greater because of an increase in traffic 

volumes from a significant number of diesel trucks related to the project?

YES. This project is a project that affects a congested intersection of LOS D or will change 
LOS to D or greater which has a significant number of diesel trucks, see Table 3. The 
intersection operation analysis shows 7 intersections have a LOS of D or E , with total 
truck AADT at intersections 645 to 3,205 vehicles in 2050 Build alternative, as shown in 
previous Table 2. 

Table 3 – Intersections LOS and Peak-Hour  Volumes

  Source: LOS data provided by Stanley Consultants on February 22, 2025.

New Bus and Rail Terminals

Does the project involve construction of a new bus or intermodal terminal that accommodates 
a significant number of diesel vehicles?

NO – This project does not construct any new bus or rail terminals.

Expanded Bus and Rail Terminals

Does the project involve an existing bus or intermodal terminal that has a large vehicle fleet 
where the number of diesel buses (or trains) increases by 50% or more, as measured by arrivals?

NO – This project does not expand any bus or rail terminals.

Projects Affecting PM Sites of Violation or Possible Violation
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Does the project affect locations, areas or categories of sites that are identified in the PM10 or 
PM2.5 applicable plan or implementation plan submissions, as appropriate, as sites of 
violation or potential violation?

NO – The project location is not listed in MAG’s 2012 SIP as a site of violation or 
potential violation.

POAQC Determination

SR24 project is an expanded highway project that has a significant increase in the number of diesel 
vehicles on roadway segments and at TIs/intersections. Therefore, ADOT is recommending this  
project for interagency consultation in accordance with 40 CFR93.105 as a Project of Air Quality 
Concern and thereby will require a PM hot-spot analysis.

The SR 24 and SR 202L system TI has the largest combined volumes within the project area in 2050 
Build alternative, including volumes from SR 202L mainline and Ramp N-E, Ramp N-W, Ramp W-
S, and Ramp E-S. Between SR 24 Ramp to Hawes Ramp along SR 202L mainline, the 2050 Build 
AADT is 61,797 vehicles. Directional ramps N-E and N-W would provide traffic flow from SR 24 to 
SR 202L with AADT of 47,675 and 27,450 vehicles respectively. Directional ramps W-S and E-S 
provide traffic flow from SR 202L to SR 24 with AADT of 45,646 and 27,593 vehicles respectively.

The Guadalupe Road and SR 202L TI and adjacent Elliot Road and SR 202L TI show greater AADT 
volume and truck volume in 2050 Build alternative. The AADT volume and truck volume on SR 
202L between SR 24 ramp to Elliott ramp would be 162,557 and 15,744 vehicles respectively, the 
truck AADT difference would be 2,814 from 2050 No Build alternative to Build alternative. The 
AADT volume and truck volume on SR202L between Guadalupe ramps would be 161,081 and 
16,325 vehicles respectively, the truck AADT difference would be 8,248 from 2050 No Build 
alternative to Build alternative. Elliot Road and SB 202L intersection would operate at LOS D in 
2050 Build alternative. 

The Power Road and SR 202L TI shows large AADT volume and truck volume in 2050 Build 
alternative. The AADT volume and truck volume on SR202L between Power Road ramps would 
be 89,862 and 9,027 vehicles respectively. The AADT volume and truck volume on SR 202L between 
Power Road ramp to SR 24 ramp would be 116,840 and 10,105 vehicles respectively. Power Road 
and EB 202L intersection would operate at LOS E in 2050 Build alternative. 

The Ellsworth Road and SR 24 TI shows large AADT volume and truck volume in 2050 Build 
alternative. The AADT volume and truck volume on SR 24 between Ellsworth Road ramps would 
be 115,568 and 12,317 vehicles respectively, the truck AADT difference would be 12,317 from 2050 
No Build alternative to Build alternative. Ellsworth Road and EB SR 24 intersection would operate 
at LOS D in 2050 Build alternative. 

The Merdian Road and SR 24 TI shows moderate AADT volume and truck volume in 2050 Build 
alternative. The AADT volume and truck volume on SR 24 between Meridian Road ramps would 
be 75,414 and 6,312 vehicles respectively, the truck AADT difference would be 6,312 from 2050 No 
Build alternative to Build alternative. Meridian Road and WB SR 24 intersection would operate at 
LOS E in 2050 Build alternative. 



Project Name: SR24, SR202L (Santan) – Ironwood
Federal Project No�s.: 024-A(201)T
ADOT Project No�s.: 024 MA 000 F0719 01D/02D

8/4/2025 Page|9

Based on the greater AADT and truck AADT volumes, as well as the worse intersection LOS and 
delay, the intersection modeling analysis will be performed for the following six TIs/intersections’ 
for SR24 project:

• SR24 and SR 202L system TI

• Ellsworth Road and SR 24

• Meridian Road and SR 24

• Guadalupe Road and SR 202L

• Elliot Road and SR 202L

• Power Road and SR 202L

Section 3.3.2 of EPA’s PM Hot Spot Guidance indicates the geographic area to be covered by a PM 
hot-spot analysis is to be determined on a case-by-case basis. The guidance states that it may be 
appropriate to focus the PM hot-spot analysis only on locations of highest air quality concentrations, 
and that if conformity requirements are met at such locations, then it can be assumed that 
conformity is met throughout the project area. 

Based on the above reasons, we believe the six TIs/intersections selected for PM hotspot analysis in 
the consultation document are the locations that would result in highest air quality concentrations. 
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Project Level PM Quantitative Hot-Spot Analysis – 

Consultation Document for Project of Air Quality Concern

Completing a Particulate Matter (PM) Hot-Spot Analysis
The general steps required to complete a quantitative PM hot-spot analysis are outlined below 
and described in detail in the EPA Office of Transportation and Air Quality guidance document 
“Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 

Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas” EPA-420-B-21-037, October 2021.

- Described in the previous section (Air Quality Concern Questionnaire).
** These Steps will be described and documented in a final air quality analysis report.

Step 2: Determine the Approach, Models, and Data
• Describe the project area (area substantially affected by the project, 58 FR 62212) and 

emission sources.
• Determine general approach and analysis year(s) – year(s) of peak emissions during the 

time frame of the transportation plan (69 FR 40056).
• Determine  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS)  and  PM  types  to  be 

evaluated.
• Select emissions and dispersion models and methods to be used.
• Obtain project-specific data (e.g., fleet mix, peak-hour volumes and average speed).

Step 3: Estimate On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions
a.   Estimate on-road motor vehicle emissions using MOVES.

Step 4: Estimate Dust and Other Emissions
□ Estimate road dust emissions using AP-42 Paved Roads.

□ Do emissions from other sources (e.g., locomotives) need to be considered?

Step 9 
Document Analysis **

Step 1
Determine the Need for 

Analysis*

Step 4 
Estimate Dust and Other

Emissions

Step 7
Calculate Design 

Concentrations and Compare 
Build/No-Build Results **

Step 2 
Determine Approach,

Models and Data

Step 3 
Estimate On-Road Motor

Vehicle Emissions

Step 5
Set Up and Run Air 

Quality Model 
(AERMOD)

Step 6 
Determine Background

Concentrations

Step 8 
Consider Mitigation or 
Control Measures **
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Step 5: Set Up and Run Air Quality Model (AERMOD)
● Obtain and input required site data (e.g., meteorological).
● Input MOVES and AP-42 outputs (emission factors).

● Determine number and location of receptors, roadway links, and signal timing.
● Run air quality dispersion model and obtain concentration results.

Step 6: Determine Background Concentrations
a.   Determine   background   concentrations   from   nearby   and   other   emission   sources 

excluding the emissions from the project itself.

Step 7: Calculate Design Concentrations and Compare Build/No-Build Results
* Add step 5 results to background concentrations to obtain values for the Build scenario.
* Determine if the design values allow the project to conform.

Step 8: Consider Mitigation or Control Measures
a. Consider measures to reduce emissions and redo the analysis. If mitigation measures are 

required for project conformity, they must be included in the applicable SIP and be 
enforceable.

b. Determine if the design values from allow the project to conform after implementing 
mitigation or control measures.

Step 9: Document Analysis
a.   Determine if the project conforms or not based on the results of step 7 or step 8.

To support the conclusion that a project meets conformity under 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123, at a minimum 
the documentation will include:

- Description of proposed project, when it is expected to open, and projected travel activity data.

- Analysis year(s) examined and factors considering in determining year(s) of peak emissions.

- Emissions modeling data, model used with inputs and results, and how characterization of project links.

- Model inputs and results for road dust, construction emissions, and emissions from other source if needed.

- Air Quality modeling data, included model used, inputs and results and receptors.

- How background concentrations were determined.

- Any mitigation and control measures implemented, including public involvement or consultation if needed.

- How interagency and public participation requirements were met.

- Conclusion that the proposed project meets conformity requirements.

- Sources of data for modeling.
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Table 1. Proposed Inputs, Parameters and Data Sources
Estimate On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions (Step 3)

MOVES3.1 Input Data Source/Detail
Scale Onroad, Project Scale and Inventory MAG Regional Conformity Data 

(Fall, 2024)

Time Spans 2050, 16 runs
PM10 emission factors were developed for an 
analysis year of 2050, which represents the year 
peak emissions from the project are expected.
Vehicle emissions of PM10 are a combination of 
vehicle exhaust, brakewear, tirewear, and road 
dust. Road dust is the largest contributor to the 
overall emissions. Because road dust is highly 
dependent on vehicle volumes, the analysis year 
of 2050 was selected as the year of peak 
emissions because it was the year with the 
greatest vehicle volumes. This has been reflected 
in the 2021 MAG Conformity Analysis budget 
test, which resulted in highest PM10 emissions 
in 2050 due to largest VMT and the most 
surrounding PM emissions.

4 seasons (Jan, Apr, July & Oct) x 4 
weekday time periods (6-9AM, 9AM- 
4PM, 4-7PM & 7PM-6AM)

Geographic Bounds Maricopa County EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 4.4.4

Onroad Vehicles All Fuels and Source Use Types EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 4.4.5

Road Type Urban Restricted and Urban Unrestricted 
access

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 4.4.6

Pollutants and Processes Primary Exhaust PM10-Total(for Running 
Exhaust and Crankcase Running Exhaust), 
Break Wear Particulate, Tire Wear Particulate

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Sections 2.5, 
4.4.7

General Output and Output 
Emissions Detail

Output Database TBD EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 4.4.8, 
4.4.9 & 4.6

Create Input Database Input database will be created and modified for 
Project level using required Regional Inputs 
from latest Regional Conformity Analysis.

MAG Regional Conformity Data 
(Fall, 2024)

Project Data Manager Database will be created and MOVES3.1 
templates will be created to include local project 
data and information provided by MAG, e.g., 
Fuel, Age Distribution, Meteorology Data, to 
be consistent with the regional model. Links 
and Link Source Type will be specific to project 
as provided by the traffic study, any missing 
information will use default MOVES3.1 data.

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Sections 4.5
&Appendix D

Meteorology Calculated from current ADEQ Phoenix 
AERMET  data based on 4 seasons and 4 
weekday time periods from year 2017 to 2021. 

16 meteorology data set, 4 seasons (Jan, 
Apr, July & Oct) x 4 weekday time 
periods

Age Distribution MAG local specific data (sourceTypeID: 11 – 
62, yearID: 2050, ageID:  0 -30)

MAG Regional Conformity Data 
(Fall, 2024)

Fuel MOVES default EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 4.5.3
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I/M Programs Not used. Check the box labeled “No I/M 
Program” in MOVES

MAG Regional Conformity Data 
(Fall, 2024)

Retrofit Data Not used

Links Please see attached the link maps.

Link Source Types Option 2 in the EPA’s PM Hot- spot Guidance 
Section 4.5.7 will be used. Per EPA and 
FHWA, ADOT will change the current 
calculations to cars (11,21,31,32) and trucks 
(41-62). 

MAG Regional Conformity Data 
(Fall, 2024)

Link Drive Schedules, 
Operating Mode Distribution

Options 1 in the EPA’s PM Hot-spot Guidance 
Section 4.5.8 will be used. Average speeds and 
road types through the Links Importer will be 
used. Detailed information through the Link 
Drive Schedules of Option 2 and Op-Mode 
Distribution Importers of Option 3 is not 
available by MAG. MAG provided travel 
demand model (TDM) supplied traffic data for 
PM hotspot analysis. This detailed information 
is normally used/generated  by traffic micro-
simulations, which is not the intent for this 
exercise.

Off-Network, Hoteling Not used

Estimate Dust and Other Emissions (Step 4)

AP-42, Fifth Edition, 2011 Parameter Data Source/Detail

Average Weight Vehicles Freeways 3.95 tons in 2025, 4.00 tons in
2030, 4.12 tons in 2040, and 4.27 tons in
2050. Arterials 2.65 tons in 2025, 2.65
tons in 2030, 2.65 tons in 2040, and 2.65
tons in 2050

MAG Regional Conformity 
Data (Fall, 2024)

Silt Loading Section 13.2.1 Paved Roads from AP 42 will 
be used, consistent with the Regional analysis 
from MAG. Emission factors for road and 
construction dust should be added to the 
emission factors generated for each link by 
MOVES. Ex. Silt loading – Freeways .02 
g/m^2, Arterials >10,000 ADT .067g/m^2, 
Low traffic roads <10,000 ADT .23g/m^2.

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 6, 
When estimating emissions of re- 
entrained road dust from paved roads, 
site-specific silt loading data must be 
consistent with the data used for the 
project’s county in the regional 
emissions analysis (40 CFR 
93.123(c)(3)).

Construction Dust Construction Emissions will not be addressed 
because the construction of this project is not 
expected to last longer than 5 years.
There are no other sources (e.g., locomotives) 
that need to be considered for most projects.

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 6.5

Precipitation In 2008-2012 SIP/Regional Conformity used 
average of 32 days with at least .01 inch of 
precipitation County.

The MAG 2012 Five Percent Plan for 
PM-10 (used for the Conformity 
Analysis for the FY 2022-2025 MAG 
TIP and the Momentum 2050 RTP, 
dated December, 2021).

Set Up and Run Air Quality Model (AERMOD) (Step 5)

AERMOD v.24142 Parameter Data Source/Detail
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Model Setup (CO Pathway) EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 7.1,
7.2 & Appendix J,
AERMOD User’s Guide Section 2.3.2 
& 3.2

TITLEONE TBD

MODELOPT CONC FLAT. Initial modeling will be done 
with all sources and receptors at grade.

Modeling Concentrations and Flat 
Terrain

AVERTIME 24 Average across each 24-hour period 
from the available met data

URBANOPT 1,650,070 Population of Phoenix, AZ
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact
/table/phoenixcityarizona/PST045222

FLAGPOLE Receptor height in meter, 1.8

POLLUTID PM10

Source Types and 
Characters (SO Pathway)

LOCATION Srcid Srctyp (VOLUME)

SRCPARAM Srcid Vlemis Relhgt Syinit Szinit VOLUME Source 
parameters  See EPA Hot 
Spot Guidance Appendix 
J.3.1URBANSRC ALL All urban source

EMISFACT Emission rate=1, Use SEASHR (season by 
hour-of-day)

As directed by the PM Hot Spot Guidance, 
emissions were input in a manner to reflect 
changes in emission factors and vehicle volumes 
throughout the day. This was represented in 
AERMOD by specifying an emission rate of 1 
g/s/m² with the variable emission rate option to 
specify the emission rate of 96 emission factors 
(4 seasons/24 hours per day) for each emission 
source. Excel files that outline this process are 
included with MOVES and AERMOD 
modeling files for agency review.

Total 16 MOVES run=4 
seasons x 4 time periods to 
96 factors (4 seasons/24 
hours)
See PM hot-spot training 
slides (FHWA, 2022)

SRCGROUP ALL

Meteorological Data (ME 
Pathway)

SURFFILE Phoenix2017-2021.sfc
ADOT followed up with ADEQ on the 
AERMET files- the Phoenix Sky Harbor 
Airport dataset. ADEQ provided a document 
detailing the AERMET data completeness, their 
representativeness of meteorology of the project 
area, and QA/QC.

ADEQ Phoenix AERMET files
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PROFFILE Phoenix2017-2021.pfl
ADOT followed up with ADEQ on the 
AERMET files- the Phoenix Sky Harbor 
Airport dataset. ADEQ provided a document 
detailing the AERMET data completeness, their 
representativeness of meteorology of the project 
area, and QA/QC.

ADEQ Phoenix AERMET files

SURFDATA 23183 2017 ADEQ Phoenix AERMET files

UAIRDATA 23160 2017 ADEQ Phoenix AERMET files

PROFBASE 0 ADEQ Phoenix AERMET files

Run Met Pre-Processor Not used

Urban or Rural Sources Specifications for URBANSRC (SO Pathway). 
The emission sources are SR 202L and SR24 
mainlines, ramps, frontage roads, and cross 
streets. No nearby emission sources other than 
the roadway links included in the model run 
would be affected by the project.
All emission sources used URBANOPT to 
specify urban dispersion coefficients. The
PM Hot-spot Guidance recommends “in urban 
areas, sources should generally be treated as
urban.” Appendix W recommends multiple 
procedures to identify an area as urban. Using 
the Auer land use procedure described in 
Section 7.2.1.1(b)(i). Based on aerial maps, this 
project is in the urban fringe of Phoenix that is 
partially developed. Currently, residential takes 
13% of the land use, transportation takes 32%, 
and vacant land takes 41%, other minor land 
use includes industrial and agriculture. 
Therefore, the use of urban dispersion 
coefficients is appropriate for the project area.

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 7.5.5
& Appendix J.4,
AERMOD Implementation Guide, 
Section 7.2.3 of Appendix W to 40 
CFR Part 51
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Receptors (RE Pathway) Please see attached receptor maps on pages 19 to 
24. Guadalupe Road and SR 202L TI, Elliot 
Road and SR 202L TI, Power Road and SR 
202L TI, Ellsworth Road and SR 24 TI, and 
Meridian Road and SR 24 TI, SR 202L and SR 
24 system TI were selected for PM hotspot 
analysis that were ranked by AADT volumes 
on mainline and at intersections, and LOS and 
delay at intersections.
The receptor placement is consistent with the 
guidance. Receptors were placed 5m from the 
edge of the roadway. Receptors were placed at 25 

meters spacing. (total 1175 receptors for 

Guadalupe Road and SR 202L TI, 1073 

receptors for Elliot Road and SR 202L TI, 1055 
receptors for Power Road and SR 202L TI, 996 
receptors for Ellsworth Road and SR 24 TI, 
1148 receptors for Meridian Road and SR 24 TI, 
and 3216 receptors for SR 202L and SR 24 
system TI). the highest PM concentration 
would normally occur at receptors near the 
roadway sources. the PM concentrations would  
decrease further away from the roadway 
sources, and receptor placements further away 
from the source would not affect the highest PM 
concentration design value for the intersection 
and analysis results.  

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 7.6, 
AERMOD User’s Guide Section 
2.3.4
& 3.4,
Section 7.2.2 of Appendix W to 40 
CFR Part 51,
See PM hot-spot training slides

DISCCART X Y (Z) Z is optional if FLAGPOLE is already 
defined in CO Pathway.

GRIDCART Not used

Output (OU Pathway)

RECTABLE 24 6th Since PM should be one or less 
exceedance per year, with 5 years of 
met data, the 6th highest 
concentration at each receptor

PLOTFILE Not used

POSTFILE Not used

Model Runs

Determine Background Concentrations (Step 6)

Source Type Description Data Source/Detail

Nearby Sources No nearby sources 
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Other Sources (Ambient 
Monitoring Data)

Please see the selected monitor’s location map 
and monitoring data with wind rose 
information. Higley (HI) monitor was selected 
as PM background monitor. The background 
concentration data of Higley (HI) monitor is 
representative for the project area. 

1. Similar characteristics between the 
monitor location and project area 
including density, mix of emission 
sources, land use, terrain, etc.

2. Distance of monitor from the project area. 
HI monitor is closer  
to the project and have concentration 
most similar to the project area.

3. Wind patterns between the monitor and 
the project area. ZH monitor shows 
significant upwind patterns.

Draft Atypical Events Report was prepared. 
See Atypical Events Report for detailed 
monitor data, calculations, and resulting 
recommended background concentrations.

For the design concentration, the highest 
sixth-highest value among all receptors 
should be added to the fourth highest 
background monitor value (Section 9.3.4 of 
PM Hot-spot Guidance). The design 
concentration will then be compared to 
NAAQS threshold for conformity 
determination.

EPA Hot Spot Guidance Section 8.3, 
PM hot-spot training slides Module 5
& 6
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Figure 1. PM Links and Receptors Placement for Air Quality Modeling
(Guadalupe Road and SR 202L)

PM receptors were placed on the Guadalupe Road sidewalks above the freeway mainline. Additional  
receptors were placed for the retirement community on Guadalupe Road.
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Figure 2. PM Links and Receptors Placement for Air Quality Modeling
(Elliot Road and SR 202L)

PM receptors were placed on the Elliot Road sidewalks under the freeway mainline. Additional receptors 
were placed for the hospital on Elliot Road.
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Figure 3. PM Links and Receptors Placement for Air Quality Modeling
(Power Road and SR 202L)

PM receptors were placed on the Power Road sidewalks under the freeway mainline.
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Figure 4. PM Links and Receptors Placement for Air Quality Modeling
(Ellsworth Road and SR 24)

PM receptors were placed on the Ellsworth Road sidewalks under the freeway mainline.
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Figure 5. PM Links and Receptors Placement for Air Quality Modeling
(Meridian Road and SR 24)

PM receptors were placed on the Meridian Road sidewalks under the freeway mainline. Additional 
receptors were placed for houses located north SR24 on Meridian Road. 
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Figure 6. PM Links and Receptors Placement for Air Quality Modeling
(SR202 and SR 24)

PM receptors were placed on the Hawes Road sidewalks under the freeway mainline. Receptors were 
placed along R/W on SR202 EB north of Warner Road due to restricted public access area by the ADOT 
R/W fence, as indicated on Figure 6. 
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Figure 7. PM Monitoring Sites adjacent to the Project Area
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Number of complete monitoring days at Higley:

2022 2023 2024 Total

362 333 359 1054

4th Highest 24-hour readings at Higley Without removing atypical events (in red number):

2022 2023 2024

1 160 164 141

2 99 143 110

3 88 122 106

4 86 114 104

Based on the background PM10 concentrations and preliminary modeling results, the  potential 
dates (based on comments from EPA on June 18, 2025) of the atypical events to be removed for 
Higley are: 9/2/2022; 7/21/2023; 7/26/2023; 7/14/2024. These dates have been flagged as 
atypical events because of PM10 exceedances at varies PM10 monitors per Maricopa County Air 
Monitoring Network Plans. 
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4th Highest 24-hour readings at Higley after removing atypical events (in red number). Pending 
EPA approval.

2022 2023 2024

1 99 143 110

2 88 122 106

3 86 107 104

4 83 103 103

Source: https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/download-daily-data

Source: email from Ron Pope (AQD) Thu, Dec 1, 2022
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Percentages were added to the land use/terrain row below. Wind rose figures were added in the 
Wind pattern row below, which include the wind speed in each direction and wind percentages 
for each wind direction.
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Interagency and Public Response to Comments

No Public comments.
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Interagency Consultation Comments

Project Name:  Name: Lindsay Wickersham, Zach Menzo, Laura Barry
Project Number(s): Agency: US EPA
Document Name: 
Document Date: COMMENT RESOLUTION 

For ADOT USE
Page Number Paragraph Table Other Comment Response Notes EPA Comment 7/16/25 ADOT Response 8/4/2025

General

We are aware that source type 32 (Commerical vehicles) are being characterized 
and modeled as heavy duty trucks. However they should be characterized and 
modeled the same as source type 31. We would like to request a follow up meeting 
with the relevant team members to address this issue before we continue with this 
hot spot analysis.

ADOT agrees on the recommendation that the source type 32 (Light 
Commercial Truck) belong to the Light Vehicle category as a more conservative 
methodology. ADOT will change the current calculations to “cars (11,21,31,32) 
and trucks (41-62)” for the future projects including this F0719 project. 

General

2024 Design Values were certified before the starting modeling date of this project, 
and therefore should be used for this PM hot spot analysis. This means that 2022, 
2023, and 2024 monitoring values should be used. We recommend adjusting the 
atypical events report to remove 2021 days as they are no longer relevant in this 
time frame.

Will adjust the atypical events report to use 2022, 2023, and 2024 monitoring 
values. 

9 4
We would like to see an additional four Tis/intersections be modeled as part of this 
hot spot analysis in addition to the 5 Tis/intersections already listed: Williams Field 
Road, Signal Butte Road, Ironwood, Hawke

Will include the whole SR202/SR24 system TI for modeling, including the 
Hawes Rd intersections. The traffic volumes and truck volumes of Williams 
Field Road intersection, Signal Butte Road intersection, and Ironwood Rd 
intersection are far less than Elliot Rd intersection and Guadalupe Rd 
intersection, and are not likely to result in higher PM concentrations. 
Therefore, they were not included in the analysis.

9

 In selecting the intersection/modeling domain, it is recommended to engage in a 
detailed discussion of the factors that lead to your conclusion, rather than relying on 
a ranking system. Additionally, it is important to provide a rationale for why sections 
of the project located between the primary interchanges/intersections are expected 
to have lower concentrations, thereby not necessitating evaluation. The default 
approach should be to assess the entire project. To justify the exclusion of these 
intermediary sections, further discussion is required, such as examining the lower 
emissions density between interchanges, which is likely to result in reduced 
concentrations.

Will engage in a detailed discussion of the factors that lead to intersection 
modeling domain selection. 
Section 3.3.2 of EPA’s PM Hot Spot Guidance indicates the geographic area to 
be covered by a PM hot-spot analysis is to be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. The guidance states that it may be appropriate to focus the PM hot-spot 
analysis only on locations of highest air quality concentrations, and that if 
conformity requirements are met at such locations, then it can be assumed 
that conformity is met throughout the project area. 
For PM hotspot analysis, we placed receptors around the concerned 
TI/intersections and extended receptors along the on and off-ramps to the 
mainline gore area. The reason is because high PM concentrations normally 
occur adjacent to the intersections because of greater traffic volumes, worse 
LOS, and close proximity to public. 
Becuase of above reason, freeway segments between the ramp gore areas 
were not modeled becuase receptors in these areas are likely to result in 
reduced concentrations. 

14 Modelopt

Assuming all terrain is flat is a conservative approach. However, please provide a 
rationale behind selecting either "flat" or "flat & elevated" terrain for the 
intersections. For instance, Power, Elliott, and Guadalupe Roads are designated as 
"flat & elevated," yet the terrain and hill height are set to 0 meters for Power and 
Elliott Roads, while Guadalupe Road has the terrain height set to 6 meters, despite 
all these locations featuring overpasses. Additionally, Ellsworth and Meridian Roads 
are designated as "flat" terrain, even though Ellsworth has an overpass while 
Meridian does not.

When selecting "flat & elevated" terrain, we assigned some roadway source 
base elevations (For example, in Elliot run, 6 meter for freeway mainline 
bridge section above cross street ground elevation) to represent the real 
elevation difference in reality. If we use "flat" terrain, the analysis would be 
too conservative and the results would exceed limits.

Thank you for your response. We understand that this approach is 
conservative, but it is inconsistently applied to the intersections. Please see 
the following table (to the right) comparing the values for the various 
intersections, and provide further explanation for why Guadalupe road was 
modeled differently than the others. 

Thanks for the question. The SR202L mainline is 
depressed going under the Guadalupe cross street. So we 
modeled the ground level at assumed elevation of 6 meter, 
that way we could modeled the SR202 mainline beneath 
the Guadalupe cross street at 0 meter elevation (no 
negative elevation can be assigned in AERMOD). For other 
TIs (Elliot, Ellsworth, Meridian, Power), the SR202 or SR24 
mainline are elevated going above the cross streets, so we 
can just assume ground elevation at 0 meter. In the 
Ellsworth and Meridian TI runs, we modeled just with flat 
terrain because the traffic volumes are relative low on 
SR24, and using flat terrain would not trigger the 
concentration exceedance. However, in the Elliot, 
Guadalupe, or Power Rd TI scenarios on SR202 mainline, 
using flat terrain would trigger concentration exceedances, 
so we refined the models and used different elevations at 
the TI to represent the real situation. Hope this explanation 
help!

14 UrbanOPT
The website that is linked to the population of Phoenix AZ states that the population 
is 1,673, 164 in 2024. We recommend updating this number to reflect the most 
recent data.

will revise the population to 1,673,164.

14 1
Please provide an explanation of how the initial lateral dimension (7 meters) was 
determined, ensuring that the approach aligns with one of the methodologies 
outlined in the Transportation Conformity Guidance (p. J-5).

We used 7 meter for the volume source plume width for two lanes. The initial 
lateral dispersion coefficient (Syinit in AERMOD) is calculated by dividing the 
initial width by 2.15. see highlighted calculated Syinit of 3.26, which is derived 
from 7/2.15 =3.26

15
Urban or 

Rural 
Sources

It is stated that the emission sources are "SR 303L and I-17 mainlines, ramps, 
frontage roads, and cross streets," however these highways are not near this 
project. Is this a typo?

Thanks for pointing that out. It is a typo, will revise. 

15 Receptors

Several receptors are positioned within 5 meters of a roadway edge, likely due to 
the use of a standardized network function, as per the PM Hot-spot guidance (p. 
79). It is recommended to relocate these receptors further from the road edge or 
ensure their values are excluded from design concentration calculations or use area 
sources. This recommendation applies unless the receptors are located on public 
sidewalks, bus shelters, or bike paths.

Will make sure the receptors are placed 5 meters from the roadway edge 
unless the receptors are located on public sidewalks, bus shelters, or bike 
paths.

15  Receptors

Several receptors are within the exclusion zone of sources, including 2 near Elliot 
Road, 7 near Ellsworth Road, 4 near Guadalupe Road, 3 near Meridian Road, and 1 
near Power Road. The PM Hot-spot guidance (p. J-5) requires source-receptor 
spacing in AERMOD to be longer than the distance between adjacent volume 
sources, as emissions within this exclusion zone will not be measured.

Will move receptors outside of exclusion zone of sources, some receptors 
within exclusion zones are because they are on the sidewalks.

15 Receptors

Several receptors are positioned within 5 meters of a roadway edge, likely due
to the use of a standardized network function, as per the PM Hot-spot
guidance (p. 79). It is recommended to relocate these receptors further from
the road edge or ensure their values are excluded from design concentration
calculations or use area sources. This recommendation applies unless the
receptors are located on public sidewalks, bus shelters, or bike paths.

Will make sure the receptors are placed 5 meters from the roadway edge 
unless the receptors are located on public sidewalks, bus shelters, or bike 
paths.

15 Receptors

 Please provide imaging of the no-build receptor layout to ensure that receptors are 
placed in the same geographic locations in both the build and no build scenarios. 
This alignment allows for direct comparisons between the design concentrations 
calculated at each receptor, as per PM Hot-spot guidance (p. 80).

Our modeling is only for build scenario, no-build scenario is not needed if we 
can demonstrate the project is in compliance in build scenario.

15 Receptors

There are several locations where receptor grids do not include adjacent sensitive 
populations and locations. For example, the hospital on Elliot Road, the retirement 
community on Guadalupe Road, and the house located north of SR 24 on Meridian 
Road. Although the maximum concentrations are within the current receptor grid 
configuration compliant with PM Hot-spot guidance (p. 80), extending the receptor 
grid to include these key locations ensures that potential impacts on sensitive areas 
are adequately assessed and any variations in pollutant concentrations are 
accurately captured.

Will include receptors in these areas with larger spacing due to further 
distances to the sources  in the next submittal.

SR24, SR202L to Ironwood Road
F0719
F0719_SR24_Project Level PM Interagency Consultation_05192025; Mode
5/19/25
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16
Background 

Monitor

 The monitor selected to measure background concentration is strategically 
positioned near and upwind of the proposed project site. Additionally, it is a 
conservative choice, as the wind rose (page 24) indicates that 15% of the wind 
originates from the east, where the Mesa airport is situated, thereby reinforcing the 
conservative nature of the selection. However, Table 1 (page 16) mentions that the 
monitor has similar characteristics to the project area, including density, mix of 
emission sources, land use, terrain, etc., and exhibits concentrations most 
comparable to the project area. Please provide detailed information to substantiate 
these observations.

Thanks for providing additional justification. Detailed information is provided 
below.

Thank you for including adding this information. Is there a windrose for the 
project area that could be used for comparsion purposes and/or another 
monitor in the area that could be compared? We would like to ensure that the 
best monitor was selected and would like to see additional rationale/data for 
why this monitor was selected

We double checked, and unfortunately there is no 
windrose for the project area or other PM monitor within 
10 mile radius of the proeject boundary. Higley monitor is 
the closest and most representative of the project 
characteristics. We included this comparision table in the 
consultation document for addtional justification.  

Modeling Files

Please provide a possible explanation for the unusual concentration gradient 
simulated south of the Guadalupe Road intersection. It could be related to the 
presence of the empty lot to the west of SR-202. However, a justification would 
provide assurance that the source was captured adequately.

This could be the related to the traffic volume and speed variations on 
different SR202 segments, along with the meteorological effect on the 
analysis.

If this pattern persists in the next round of modeling files, we would like to see 
a more detailed elaboration on the cause of this analomy that is supported by 
data.

We looked into this issue more deeply.  The reason is 
becuase concentratin contours may not be so accurate 
until we place more receptors in that concerned area for 
calculation; so we modeled more receptors between NB 
SR202 mainline and NB Guadalupe Rd offramp, as shown 
in the red cloud area for additional receptors on the right 
figure. As you can see from the figure, this unusual 
concentration gradient is fixed after we modeled more 
receptors in the unsual concentration gradient area.  

Modeling Files
Please describe whether the upgraded sidewalks and ramps on Ellsworth Road were 
accounted for in the modeling, including accurate receptor placement.

Yes, they were accounted for in the modeling, we worked directly in the CADD 
design files. There are a few receptors are within exclusion zone because they 
are placed on the cross street sidewalks.

Atypical Events Document

Upon reviewing the draft atypical events report, the evidence for Oct 1, 2023 is not 
very compelling as currently written. We recommend switching out this atypical 
event analysis with July 14, 2024. This switch would keep the design concentration 
at 107 and has more compelling evidence (Concentration spiked to 1423 µg/m3 at 
20:00 and remained elevated for the remainder of the day, Peak wind speed on the 
14th was 42 mph, Average wind speed for 20:00 hour was 26 mph and gusts were 
41 mph. Visibility at this time dropped from 9.94 to 1.00, The METAR reports 
blowing, dust, rain, and thunderstorms, Following 20:00, wind gusts remained >25 
mph for the remainder of the day,  The NWS issued a dust storm warning for 
Maricopa County on this day. There is ample news coverage of this event to add as 
supporting evidence)

Will switch out Oct 1, 2023 with July 14, 2024.
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Interagency Consultation Comments

Project Name:  Name: Chris Dresser
Project Number(s): Agency: FHWA
Document Name: 
Document Date: COMMENT RESOLUTION 

For ADOT USE
Page Number Paragraph Table Other Comment Response Notes

6 General

The overall truck percentages reported in Table 1 of of the consultation document 
seem to be quite low. The truck percentage for the mainline freeway is 
approximately 10 percent of the total volumes. When the truck percentages are 
pulled for the restricted road type (freeway) from the regional conformity analysis, 
the truck percentage is calculated to be 23 percent. Is there a reason this particular 
project has less than half the typical freeway truck percentage in Maricopa county? 
(This is relevant since truck fractions are being adjusted down for the MOVES 
linksourcetype input to account for these project specific truck percentages). I recall 
for El Mirage, the project-specific truck percentages were much higher than the 
regional mix and were actually adjusted up. 

Per MAG email "below is a screenshot of the truck volume(heavy + 
median truck) percentage across our modeling region. We can see 
interstate normally carry more truck and it will boost up the average 
truck volume percentage. I found the similar patterns in different years’ 
model result and I can confirm that there was no special changes to the 
scenario model, so we think the lower truck percentage in your project 
area is valid. "

6 General

I agree with EPA that a conversation is needed about why it is necessary to group 
light commercial trucks (source type 32) with medium duty trucks. Our latest 
understanding is that they are mapped to this category during the vehicle assignment 
process in the TDM... In any case, the principle impact of this misclassification is that 
the  "total truck AADT Difference (buid-no-build)" in the final column of Table 1 
significantly overestimates the diesel trucks being added from the project. Since light 
commercial trucks (32s) are being defined as "medium trucks" and then summed 
together with heavy trucks to determine the total truck AADT difference, these 
values would overestimate the actual diesel trucks being added (nearly all 32s use 
gasoline fuel, as well as some of the other "medium duty" vehicle categories.) I think 
in addition to getting clarifcation on why 32s are being defined as medium duty, we 
should discuss if there's a better way to report the added truck volumes from the 
project in the consultation document. For this project, the actual diesel trucks being 
added is significantly less that what is reported.

ADOT agrees on the recommendation that the source type 32 (Light 
Commercial Truck) belong to the Light Vehicle category as a more 
conservative methodology. ADOT will change the current calculations to 
“cars (11,21,31,32) and trucks (41-62)” for the future projects including 
this F0719 project. 

General

I reviewed the modeling files and everything appears to be correct, consistent with 
the consultation document, and consistent with relevant EPA guidance. Additionally, 
the AERMOD emission rates appear to be correctly calculated from the MOVES 
rates/roaddust and source characteristics. 

Thanks for the comment

SR24, SR202L to Ironwood Road
F0719
F0719_SR24_Project Level PM Interagency Consultation_05192025; Model
5/19/25
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General

As mentioned in EPA's comments, please review AERMOD input files and correct any 
receptors that fall within the receptor exclusion zone. This can be addressed by 
either adjusting the size of the volume sources or moving the receptors (if 
appropriate).

Will double check and move the receptor outside of exclusion zone.

General

Please add additional discussion and justification for excluding the other 
intersections/sections of the project from modeling. Specifically, I'm especially 
concerned about why the interchange of 202 and 24 is not being modeled. This will 
likely be the area of highest concentration since you have the highest AADT roadways 
in the project area converging.    

Will add additional discussion and justification for excluding the other 
intersections/sections of the project from modeling. That is mainly 
because the AADT volumes and truck volumes are less in those 
intersections than selected intersections for analyis. 
Will include SR202 and SR24 TI and associated Hawes Rd intersections for 
analysis.

14 AERMOD
Consultation document indicates 1.0 would be used as the base rate. Volume sources 
in the modeling files actually used a unique rate as calculated by AERMOD view - 
based on number of volume sources and applied to the EMISFACT factors.

Will revise to say "use a unique rate as calculated by AERMOD view - 
baased on number of volume sources aandd applied to the EMISFACT 
factors"
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Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>

RE: Interagency Consultation: SR 24, SR202L to Ironwood Drive 024-A(201)T | 024
MA 000 F0719 01D/02D
2 messages

Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov> Thu, Aug 7, 2025 at 12:44 PM
Draft To: "Wickersham, Lindsay" <wickersham.lindsay@epa.gov>, "Dresser, Christopher (FHWA)"
<christopher.dresser@dot.gov>, Matthew Poppen <mpoppen@azmag.gov>, "FHWA, Arizona (FHWA)"
<arizona.fhwa@dot.gov>, "Johanna.Kuspert@maricopa.gov" <johanna.kuspert@maricopa.gov>, Transportationconformity
<transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>
Cc: Dean Giles <dgiles@azmag.gov>, "axia@azmag.gov" <axia@azmag.gov>, "kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov"
<kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov>, "Ron Pope (AQD)" <Ron.Pope@maricopa.gov>, "Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov"
<Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov>, "Oconnor, Karina" <OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>, Caitlyn Zaremba
<zaremba.caitlyn@azdeq.gov>, ADOTAirNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>, David Shu <DShu@aztec.us>, Simran
Singh <ssingh@aztec.us>, "Justin S. Hoppmann" <JHoppmann@aztec.us>, "Melita, Gary" <MelitaGary@stanleygroup.com>,
"Lastovica, Cole" <LastovicaCole@stanleygroup.com>, Julia Manobianco <jmanobianco@azdot.gov>, Tricia Brown
<tbrown2@azdot.gov>, Katie Rodriguez <krodriguez@azdot.gov>, MPD Programming - ADOT
<mpdprogramming@azdot.gov>, "Seeds, Amy" <Seeds.Amy@epa.gov>, "Barry, Laura" <Barry.Laura@epa.gov>, "Menzo,
Zachary" <Menzo.Zachary@epa.gov>, "Foster, Anissa" <Foster.Anissa@epa.gov>

Interagency Consultation Emails below

[Quoted text hidden]
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Wickersham, Lindsay <wickersham.lindsay@epa.gov> Wed, Jul 16, 2025 at 6:56 PM
To: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>, "Dresser, Christopher (FHWA)" <christopher.dresser@dot.gov>
Cc: "FHWA, Arizona (FHWA)" <Arizona.FHWA@dot.gov>, Matthew Poppen <MPoppen@azmag.gov>,
"Johanna.Kuspert@maricopa.gov" <Johanna.Kuspert@maricopa.gov>, Transportationconformity
<transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>, Dean Giles <dgiles@azmag.gov>, "axia@azmag.gov" <axia@azmag.gov>,
"kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov" <kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov>, "Ron Pope (AQD)" <Ron.Pope@maricopa.gov>,
"Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov" <Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov>, "Oconnor, Karina" <OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>, Caitlyn Zaremba
<zaremba.caitlyn@azdeq.gov>, ADOTAirNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>, David Shu <DShu@aztec.us>, Simran
Singh <ssingh@aztec.us>, "Justin S. Hoppmann" <JHoppmann@aztec.us>, "Melita, Gary" <MelitaGary@stanleygroup.com>,
"Lastovica, Cole" <LastovicaCole@stanleygroup.com>, Julia Manobianco <jmanobianco@azdot.gov>, Tricia Brown
<tbrown2@azdot.gov>, Katie Rodriguez <krodriguez@azdot.gov>, MPD Programming - ADOT
<mpdprogramming@azdot.gov>, "Seeds, Amy" <Seeds.Amy@epa.gov>, "Barry, Laura" <Barry.Laura@epa.gov>, "Menzo,
Zachary" <Menzo.Zachary@epa.gov>, "Foster, Anissa" <Foster.Anissa@epa.gov>

Hi Beverly,

Thank you for the responses to our comments. At this time the modeler assigned to this project has finished
reviewing your responses and has a few follow ups. This will not impact the modeling, but we are still requesting
responses and that this also be included in the documentation for this project.

I have included our follow up questions to the attached IAC form.

Thank you and please let me know if you have any questions,
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Caution: This email originated from outside EPA, please exercise additional caution when deciding whether to open
attachments or click on provided links.

Lindsay

 

 

Lindsay Wickersham | 415-947-4192

Physical Scientist | Planning Section | Air and Radiation Division | US EPA - Region 9

 

From: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, July 7, 2025 11:47 AM
To: Dresser, Christopher (FHWA) <christopher.dresser@dot.gov>
Cc: Wickersham, Lindsay <wickersham.lindsay@epa.gov>; FHWA, Arizona (FHWA) <Arizona.FHWA@dot.gov>;
Matthew Poppen <MPoppen@azmag.gov>; Johanna.Kuspert@maricopa.gov; Transportationconformity
<transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>; Dean Giles <dgiles@azmag.gov>; axia@azmag.gov;
kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov; Ron Pope (AQD) <Ron.Pope@maricopa.gov>; Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov;
Meek, Clifton <meek.clifton@epa.gov>; Oconnor, Karina <OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>; Caitlyn Zaremba
<zaremba.caitlyn@azdeq.gov>; ADOTAirNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>; David Shu
<DShu@aztec.us>; Simran Singh <ssingh@aztec.us>; Justin S. Hoppmann <JHoppmann@aztec.us>; Melita,
Gary <MelitaGary@stanleygroup.com>; Lastovica, Cole <LastovicaCole@stanleygroup.com>; Julia Manobianco
<jmanobianco@azdot.gov>; Tricia Brown <tbrown2@azdot.gov>; Katie Rodriguez <krodriguez@azdot.gov>;
MPD Programming - ADOT <mpdprogramming@azdot.gov>; Seeds, Amy <Seeds.Amy@epa.gov>; Barry, Laura
<Barry.Laura@epa.gov>; Menzo, Zachary <Menzo.Zachary@epa.gov>; Foster, Anissa
<Foster.Anissa@epa.gov>
Subject: Re: Interagency Consultation: SR 24, SR202L to Ironwood Drive 024-A(201)T | 024 MA 000 F0719 01D/02D

 

 

Hi all,

 

Please see the attached responses to the comments for the project, SR 24, SR202L to Ironwood Drive, for interagency
consultation, per 40 CFR 93.105.

 

If additional clarifications are needed the project team will be available on Thursday, meeting link included below.

 

ADOT Transportation Conformity Coordination
Thursday, July 10 · 11:00am – 12:00pm
Time zone: America/Phoenix
Google Meet joining info
Video call link: https://meet.google.com/usc-ivuz-eof
Or dial: ‪(US) +1 585-667-0052 PIN: ‪813 049 123#
More phone numbers: https://tel.meet/usc-ivuz-eof?pin=9640464285692
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Beverly Chenausky

Assistant Environmental Administrator

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

 

205 South 17th Ave.

Phoenix AZ 85007
  480.390.3417  |  azdot.gov

 

 

 

On Tue, Jun 24, 2025 at 8:30 AM Dresser, Christopher (FHWA) <christopher.dresser@dot.gov> wrote:

I have completed my review of the consultation document and modeling files - please see the attached comments.
Looking forward to discussing.

 

-Chris

From: Wickersham, Lindsay <wickersham.lindsay@epa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2025 9:39 AM
To: bchenausky azdot.gov <bchenausky@azdot.gov>; FHWA, Arizona (FHWA) <Arizona.FHWA@dot.gov>;
Matthew Poppen <MPoppen@azmag.gov>; Johanna.Kuspert@maricopa.gov; Transportationconformity
<transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>
Cc: Dresser, Christopher (FHWA) <christopher.dresser@dot.gov>; Dean Giles <dgiles@azmag.gov>;
axia@azmag.gov; kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov; Ron Pope (AQD) <Ron.Pope@maricopa.gov>;
Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov; Meek, Clifton <meek.clifton@epa.gov>; Oconnor, Karina
<OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>; Caitlyn Zaremba <zaremba.caitlyn@azdeq.gov>; ADOTAirNoise - ADOT
<adotairnoise@azdot.gov>; David Shu <DShu@aztec.us>; Simran Singh <ssingh@aztec.us>; Justin S.
Hoppmann <JHoppmann@aztec.us>; Melita, Gary <MelitaGary@stanleygroup.com>; Lastovica, Cole
<LastovicaCole@stanleygroup.com>; Julia Manobianco <jmanobianco@azdot.gov>; Tricia Brown
<tbrown2@azdot.gov>; Katie Rodriguez <krodriguez@azdot.gov>; MPD Programming - ADOT
<mpdprogramming@azdot.gov>; Seeds, Amy <Seeds.Amy@epa.gov>; Barry, Laura
<Barry.Laura@epa.gov>; Menzo, Zachary <Menzo.Zachary@epa.gov>; Foster, Anissa
<Foster.Anissa@epa.gov>; FHWA, Arizona (FHWA) <Arizona.FHWA@dot.gov>
Subject: RE: Interagency Consultation: SR 24, SR202L to Ironwood Drive 024-A(201)T | 024 MA 000 F0719 01D/02D

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do not click on links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 

Hi Everyone,

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project and the associated modeling files and draft atypical events
report. At this time EPA has finished our review and have compiled the attached suggestions for your consideration.
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Caution: This email originated from outside EPA, please exercise additional caution when deciding whether to
open attachments or click on provided links.

 

We would like to request a separate technical meeting to address source type 32s being grouped in with diesel
vehicles. We would like to correct this before we finalize the modeling. Please also note the last row of the table
suggesting a change in the dates to the draft atypical events report. We are happy to provide more information on
this, as well as any of our suggestions.

 

Thank you again and we look forward to working together on this project. Please do not hesitate to reach out with
any questions or follow ups.

 

Lindsay

 

 

Lindsay Wickersham | 415-947-4192

Physical Scientist | Planning Section | Air and Radiation Division | US EPA - Region 9

 

From: Beverly Chenausky <bchenausky@azdot.gov>
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2025 4:04 PM
To: Arizona FHWA <arizona.fhwa@dot.gov>; Matthew Poppen <MPoppen@azmag.gov>;
Johanna.Kuspert@maricopa.gov; Wickersham, Lindsay <wickersham.lindsay@epa.gov>;
Transportationconformity <transportationconformity@azdeq.gov>
Cc: Dresser, Christopher (FHWA) <christopher.dresser@dot.gov>; Noel, George (FHWA)
<George.Noel@dot.gov>; Dean Giles <dgiles@azmag.gov>; axia@azmag.gov;
kimberly.butler@maricopa.gov; Ron Pope (AQD) <Ron.Pope@maricopa.gov>; Kristi.Beck@maricopa.gov;
Meek, Clifton <meek.clifton@epa.gov>; Oconnor, Karina <OConnor.Karina@epa.gov>; Caitlyn Zaremba
<zaremba.caitlyn@azdeq.gov>; ADOTAirNoise - ADOT <adotairnoise@azdot.gov>; David Shu
<DShu@aztec.us>; Simran Singh <ssingh@aztec.us>; Justin S. Hoppmann <JHoppmann@aztec.us>; Melita,
Gary <MelitaGary@stanleygroup.com>; Lastovica, Cole <LastovicaCole@stanleygroup.com>; Julia
Manobianco <jmanobianco@azdot.gov>; Tricia Brown <tbrown2@azdot.gov>; Katie Rodriguez
<krodriguez@azdot.gov>; MPD Programming - ADOT <mpdprogramming@azdot.gov>
Subject: Interagency Consultation: SR 24, SR202L to Ironwood Drive 024-A(201)T | 024 MA 000 F0719 01D/02D

 

 

To All:

ADOT, in coordination with the City of Peoria,  is presenting the following project, SR 24, SR202L to Ironwood
Drive,  for interagency consultation, per 40 CFR 93.105. The Purpose of the attached document (F0719_SR24_Project
Level PM Interagency Consultation_05192025.pdf)  is to describe the methods, models and assumptions used for a
quantitative hot-spot analysis as required in 40 CFR 93.105(c)(1)(i)(ii), 93.123, and 93.116.  It is requested that the
consulted parties provide comments or questions on the methods, models and assumptions within 30 days, a non-
response will be interpreted as concurrence with the planning assumptions as described in the attached PM10
modeling document.  
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This project will also include an atypical events report, due to email size limitations, additional links to supporting
material is provided in a separate attachment (F0719 Resource Links.pdf). The project team will be available to answer
any questions and concerns on the planning assumptions, June 5th, 11am AZ Time as provided on page 2 of the
"links" document.  An optional consultation comment form is also attached, please let me know if you have any
additional questions.  Thank you,

 

Beverly Chenausky

Assistant Environmental Administrator

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING

 

205 South 17th Ave.

Phoenix AZ 85007
  480.390.3417  |  azdot.gov
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