Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking

NOTICES OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

Unless exempted by AR.S. § 41-1005, each agency shall begin the rulemaking process by 1st submitting to the Secretary of
State’s Office a Notice of Rulemaking Docket Opening followed by a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that contains the prearnble
and the Full text of the rules. The Secretary of State’s Office publishes each Notice in the next available issue of the Register
according to the schedule of deadlines for Register publication.

Under the Administrative Procedure Act (A.R.S. § 41-1001 et seq.), an agency must allow at least 30 days to elapse after the pub-
lication of the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the Register before beginning any proceedings for adoption, amendment, or
repeal of any rule. ARS. §§ 41-1013 and 41-1022.

NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING
TITLE 18. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CHAPTER 7. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
REMEDIAL ACTION

PREAMBLE

1. Section Affected
Article 4 New Article
R18-7-401 New Section

Authorizing statute: AR.S. §§ 49- 104(AX17), 49-104(BX17), and 49-104(C), and Laws 1997, Ch. 296
Implementing statute: Laws 1997, Ch, 206, $§ 3(E) and (G), 10, and 11

Ame. 2 ; > gen €
Name: George Tsiolis or Martha Seaman

Address: Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
3033 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Telephone: (602) 207-2222
Fax Number; (602) 207-2251
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The purpose of this proposed rulemaking is to implement Laws 1997, Ch. 296, which requires the Department to establish on an
expedited basis a fee to support the processing and reviewing of submittals pertaining to remedial actions performed under the
Greenficlds Piiot Program. This proposed rulemaking is exempt from the requirements of A R.S. Tifle 41, Ch. 6; however, Laws
1997, Ch. 296 requires this proposed rulemaking to include a preamble with a preliminary summary of economic, small business,
and consumer impacts, and one public hearing on the proposed rulemaking preceded by two weeks’ advance notice.

A. Background for this Proposed Expedited Fee Rule

In recent years, the Arizona Legislature has made efforts to encourage the redevelopment of underutilized properties located
in urban or industrialized areas (so-called “brownfields” sites). These efforts include the authorization of risk-based soil
remediation standards using nonresidential exposure assumptions (Laws 1995, Ch, 232), the qualified exemption of lenders
and fiduciaries from lability for WQARF and LUST sites (Laws 1996, Ch. 177), and the authorization of the Departrent to
enter into qualified agreements with prospective purchasers of brownfields sites which provide the purchaser with a written
release, covenant not to sue, and immunity from contribution claims for any potential liability for existing contamination
(Laws 1996, Ch. 177).

Laws 1997, Ch. 296 establishes the Greenfields Pilot Program, which is intended to encourage the voluntary remediation of
up to 100 soil-contaminated brownfields sites. The pilot program provides this encouragement by removing direct departmen-
tal involvement in the voluntary remediation in favor of a delegated approach with limited departmental oversight. Under the
program, a remediation specialist certified by the Arizona Board of Technical Registration performs the remediation, ensures
that applicable remedial action criteria are met, and certifies that no further remediation work is necessary at the site through
the submittal to the Department of a “no further action” letier. The Department, in tum, supervises the program by ensuring
the specialist is eligible for participation in the program, by ascertaining that the site is eligible for remediation under the pro-
gram, and by auditing a percentage of the Greenfield’s sites 1o determine whether the remediations are consistent with appli-
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cable remedial action criteria.

Laws 1997, Ch. 296 requires the Department to finance its involvement in the program through the collection of a fee. Based
on the effective date of Laws 197, Ch. 296, the Department anticipates that iz will begin receiving Greenfields “no further
action” letters requiring processing and review as early as August 15, 1997, The Depantment intends, therefore, to file a final
expedited fee rule by that date. The final expedited fee rule will be based in part on comments regarding this proposal
received in writing or orally at a public hearing (ses Question #8 below). According to Laws 1997, Ch. 296, the final expe-
dited fee rule will be effective until a permanent fee rule is filed in accordance with A.R.S. Title 41, Ch. 6.

The Department intends 1o formally propose the Greenfields permanent fee rule by mid-September 1957, The Department
does not intend at present to propose additional rules relating specifically to the Greenfields Pilot Program, as the Department
believes that the Greenficlds session law is largely self-executing. However, the Department currently is examining the possi-
bility of a single voluntary remediation program to address Greenfields remediations as well as voluntary remediations con-
ducted pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 4928205 and 48-285(B). The Department may propose rules governing all voluntary
remediations, as well as addressing the balance of the WQARF program amendments enacted in Laws 1997, Ch. 287, by late
1997 or early 1998.

, iom of This E |

Laws 1997, Chapter 296, § 10{A) establishes a Greenfields program fund that is to be financed through legislative appropria-
tions and from the fee that is the subject of this proposed rulemaking, Section 10(B) identifics the legislative appropriations as
being $170,000 from the general fund into the Greenfields fund through fiscal year 1999, Section 1G(E) requires the fee 1o be
sufficient to finance the cost of implementing and administering the Greenfields Pilot Program. Based on the language of
these provisions, the Department has determined that the initial $170,000 are for start-up development of the Greenfields pro-
gram, whereas the fee must cover the cost of implementing the program site-by-site.

Development of the program will include formulating procedures for ensuring the specialists and sites are eligible for partici-
pation in the Greenfields program, and for selecting remedial actions for auditing by the Department based upon the type of
site and the level of contamination. Development also includes devising standard specialist certification forms, reporting
forms, and notification forms to be used during a Greenfields remediation. Finally, development includes the rulemaking nec-
essary to implement the Greenfields program.

Implementing the program site-by-site consists largely of departmental reaction to actions taken by the property owner and
certified remediation specialist. At least 15 days prior to the performance of the voluntary remediation, the property owner
and remediation specialist must submit an application to the Department which shows that the specialist is properly certified
by the Board of Technical Registration and has adequate financial assurance based on the proposed scope of work. The appli-
cation must also certify that the site in question has soil contamination that has not impacted groundwater and is one of the
first 100 Greenfields sites. The property owner or specialist also must notify the public of the proposed remediation and sub-
mit a copy of the notice to the Department. The Department must process and review these submittals. If the Department
determines that the specialist is qualified to perform the remediation and that the site is eligible for remediation under the
Greenficlds program, then the Department must notify the property owner or specialist not less than fifteen days after receiv-
ing the copy of the public notice that the specialist may begin the remediation. The Department must also identify which state
environmental permits or approvals the property owner is not required to obtain during the performance of the remediation.

Following the performance of the remediation, the specialist must submit a “po further action” letter to the Department, a
copy of the remediation report, and corresponding laboratory data packages. The Dapantment must process and review this
submittal. The specialist also must submit the Greenfields fee at this sime, which the Department must process irto the Green-
fields program fund. Based on its review of the submittals, the Department must determine whether to conduct an audit of the
remediation and, if necessary, must perform the audit within 180 days. The audit may include field inspection and soil sam-
pling. The purpose of the audit is 1 determine whether the remediation was consistent with applicable remedial action crite-
ria, as well as gather information generally to determine the efficacy of the pilot program. Based on the results of the audiy,
the Department may have to record 2 notice of revocation of the specialist’s “no further action™ letter and, if so, notify the
Board of Technical Registration of the deficiencies in the remediation.

The Department has determined the fee for participating in the Greenfields Pilot Program will be $2,200 per site. This fee is
near the lower end of the range of fees charged by other states for participation in programs similar to the Greenfields pro-
gram. The Department’s assumptions behind the calcuiation of this fee and the reason for selecting one flat fee are presented
in the preliminary summary of economic, small business, and consumer impacts below.

Laws 1997, Ch. 296 requires the Department 1o finance its involvement in the Greenfields Pilot Program through the collec-
tion of a fee. The Department has determined that the tasks involved in reviewing and processing Greenfields submittals and
in performing ar audit on 2 portion of the Greenfields sites is $2,200 per site. The Department proposes 1o recover this cost by
charging an equivalent fee of $2,200 per Greenfields site, because charging one flat fee that spreads the cost of the site audits
among all the sites will provide predictability which is necessary to encourage voluntary remediations of soil-contaminated
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brownfields sites. The alternative, which involves recovering the costs of performing a siie audit only from those sites being
audited, up to six months after the specialist’s submission of the “no further action™ letter, would result in an unplanned-for
additional, significant financial burden on those persons who eventually are audited. The financial unpredictability in such an
approach could discourage persons and small businesses in particular from performing a voluntary remediation under the
Greenfields program.

The economic impact of this proposed rulemaking is positive. The benefits of the program’s facilitation through the charging
of the fee cutweigh the cost of the fee, because the program provides an avenue to redevelopment and economic revitalization
of a property that is expected to be faster and less costly than already-existing routes to remediation which iavolve more
extensive departmental oversight and review.

a. Identification of persons who will be directly affected by, bear the costs of, or directly benefit from the proposed rule-
making

1.

Owners of the brownfields site - These persons incinde individuals, private businesses, municipalities, and other
political subdivisions of the state who desire to remediate a brownfields soil-contaminated site using a certified
remediation specialist under the Greenfields Pilot Program. These persons will benefit from the proposed rulemaking,
because it provides an avenue toward obtaining a “no further action” letter that is potentiaily faster, involves less
departmental oversight, and therefore involves less deparimental review cosi as compared to performing the
remediation under A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05(B) or 49-285(B).

State agencies that are involved in the implementation of the program -- The Department will assign staff to react o
actions taken and submittals received from the certified remediation specialist, as described in Question 4 above. The
Office of Administrative Hearings and the Attorney General’s Office may be involved in challenges to aciions taken
by the Department pursuant to the Greenfields program, such as a challenge to the Department’s auditing of a
Greenfieids site or its revocation of a “no further action” letter based on the audit.

Responsible parties as defined under A R.S. § 49-283 -- These parties are persons who are responsible for the existing
soil contarnination at the brownfields site that is being remediated under the Greenfields Pilot Program. The exient
of these persons’ Hability will be determined in part based on the remediation costs incurred by the property owner.

Newspapers of general circulation in the county where the brownfields site being remediated under the Greenfields
Pilot Program is located -- These entities will benefit from the requirement that the remediation specialist publish a
notice of the planned remediation in their newspapers.

General public -- Members of the general public will receive a substantial benefit from this rulemaking’s facilitation
of the redevelopment of soil-contaminated brownfields sites that are cumrently vacant, abandoned, or otherwise not
realizing their full economic potential. Members of the public residing or working in the area of such sites will
particularly benefit from the economic revitalization of the sites, from economic and quality-of-life standpoints.
Taxpayers will benefit because facilitating private remediations under the Greenfields program will diminish the
taxpayers’ burden associated with public-financed remediations,

b.  Cost-benefit analysis

This cost-benefit analysis necessarily examines the costs and benefiss of the program being financed by the fee that is the
subject of this rulemaking, in addition to the costs and benefits of the fec itself.

L
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Implementing agency — The costs to the Depariment, the implementing agency, will be the costs of reacting and
responding to submittals from the property owner and certified remediation specialist, the performance of audits on
a portion of the sites remediated under the Greenfields program, and interaction with the Board of Technical
Registration. The costs for implementing the Greenfields program are estimated as follows:

TABLE | - ESTIMATED TOTAL COSTS TO IMPLEMENT THE PROGRAM

Cos: per Site Extension
100 Sites - Review and Processing $509 {see Table 2} $50,900
15 Audits by ADEQ, no Samples $2,461 (see Table 3} $36,215
10 Audits w/Contractor CRS, no Samples $3,363 (see Table 3} 333,360
10 Audits by ADEQ, w/Samples $6,352 (see Table 4} $65,520
5 Audits w/Contractor CRS, w/Samples $8,356 (see Table 4) $41.780
ESTIMATED TOTAL $228,745
ESTIMATED TOTAL AVERAGED PER SITE $2,200

CRS = certified remediation specialist

Page 1914 July 18, 1997




Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Proposed Rulemaking

TABLE 2 - ESTIMATED COST TO REVIEW AND PROCESS SUBMITTALS PER SITE
(NOT INCLUDING A SITE AUDIT)

Staff Rate Hours Exiension
Section Manager $59 0.25 $15
Unit Manager $54 1.0 $54
Project Manager $45 8.0 $360
Clerk Typist HI $20 4.0 380

ESTIMATED TOTALS 13.25 $509

Hourly Rates are based on 66% utilization for manager/technical personnel and 72% for clerical as Laws 1997,
Ch. 266 reguires implementation of the program to be self-financed.

TABLE 3 - ESTIMATED COST TO PERFORM A FIELD AUDIT WITHOUT FIELD VERIFICATION (SAMPLES)

Staff Rate Hours Extension
Section Manager 359 1.3 $80
Unit Manager $54 6.0 $324
Hydrologist IV(CRS) 856 8.0 $448
Hydrologist I $50 8.0 $400
Project Manager $45 24.0 $1,080
Clerk Typist ITE 320 4.0 2120

ESTIMATED TOTALS 53.5 $2,461
(Substituting Contractor CRS) : (57.5) {$3.363)

CRS = ceriified remediation specialist
Hourly Rates are based on 66% uiilization for managerftechnical personne! and 72% for clerical as Laws 1997,
Ch. 296 requires implementation of the program to be self-financed.

TABLE 4 - ESTIMATED COST TO PERFORM A FIELD AUDIT WITH FIELD VERIFICATION (SAMPLES)

Staff Rate Hours Extension
Section Manager 359 2.0 $118
Unit Manager $54 8.0 $432
Hydrologist IV(CRS) $56 16.0 $896
Hydrologist I $50 24.0 $1,200
Project Manager 345 320 $1,440
Cletk Typist III 320 80 5160

ESTIMATED LABOR TOTALS 90.0 $4,246

Analytical: 4 samples for metals, PCBs, VOCs $2,180
Travel & Per Diem 3126
ESTIMATED TOTAL $6,552

{Substituting Contractor CRS) (98.0) {$8,356)

CRS = certified remediation specialist
Hourly Rates are based on 66% utilization for manager/technical personnel and 72% for clerical as Laws 1997,
Ch. 296 requires implementation of the program to be self-financed.
The Department has elected to recover the estimated per-site cost of $2,200 through an equivalent flat review fee of
$2,200 for each Greenfields site remediation. The one-flat-fee approach was selected over approaches that involve
site-specific billing based on unit rates, because those approaches do not provide the predictability that is necessary
to encourage voluntary remediations of soil-contaminated brownfields sites.

For instance, the Department examined the possibility of charging (1} a flat fee for the administrative work associated
with reviewing an initial Greenfields submital to determine the eligibility of the site and the specialist, reviewing
the public notice of planned remediation, notifying the specialist that it may begin the remediation, identifying which
other approvals or permits the property owner will not be required to obtain, and reviewing and processing the “no
further action” letter and supportive documentation; and (2) charging only those sites audited for the actual costs of
the audit using unitrates for staff time, sampling equipment, and laboratory anatyses. Using this approach to financing
the program would have meant charging a flat fee to all participating property owners, and then, up fo six months
later, surprising some of the owners with 2 notice that the Department has decided 1o audit their site and will be
requiring the owner to pay an additional $3,000 or more for an audit without field verification, or an additional $7,000
or more for an audit with field verification. Such an approach is not only unpredictable, in that it would result in an
unpianned-for additional, significant financial burden on the property owner but also may give rise to the appearance
of unfaimess 10 the owner of the site selected for the audit. The property owner likely would challenge the audit based
on a feeling of unfair surprise and a desire to avoid the additional cost. In general, any approach that does not inform
the property owner of its Hability to the Department up-front may discourage smaller businesses from performing 2
voluntary remediation under the Greenfields program. For these reasons, the Department proposes an up-front,
predictable, flat review fee of $2,200 which spreads the projected cost of audits over all of the property owners
participating in the Greenfields program.
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"Fhete are no incremental benefits to the Department as 4 result of this rule, Fees to be paid by the certified remediation
specialist or its employer are merely to reimburse the Depariment for the above costs; no profit margins are
contemplated.

Other agencies directly affected by the proposed rulemaking -- An administrative appeal by the participating property
gwner concerning an action taken by the Department pursuan: to the Greenfields program, including 2 decision to
perform an audit or revoke a “no further action” letter, would result in costs to the Office of Administrative Hearings
for convening the formal adjudication on the procedural or substantive validity of the appeal, and costs to the Attorney
General’s Office for representing the Department in the matter. These costs would, as usual, be covered by the
tespective budgets of those offices. These costs do not result from the charging of the fee itself.

There are no incremental benefits to the Office of Administrative Hearings and the Attomey General's Office as a
result of this rule.

Political subdivision of this state directly affected by the proposed rulemaking -- If a political subdivision of this state
desires 10 perform a remediation under this program, then its costs and benefits deriving from this rulemaking will
be those costs and benefits discussed for private persons who are directly affected by the proposed rulemaking.

Businesses directly affected by the proposed rulemaking ~- If a business desizes to perform a remediation under this
program, then its costs and benefits deriving from this rulemaking will be those costs and benefits discussed for
private persons who are directly affected by the proposed rulemaking.

Newspapers will be not be impacted by this rule; rather, newspapers will be impacted by the requirement in Laws
1997, Ch. 296 to publish the notice of planned remediation in the county where the brownfields site in question is
lacated. There are no costs 1o these newspapers resulting from this rulemaking. Newspapers will derive the benefit
from charging a fee for publishing the notice.

Private persons and consumers who are directly affected by the proposed rulemaking -- The cost to persons who are
directly affected by the fee will be the cost of the fee itself. This fee should be outweighed by the benefit of being
able to elect to perform a voluntary remediation through the use of a certified remediation specialist with minimal
deparimental oversight and less departmental review cost as compared to performing the remediation under AR.S.
§§ 49-282.05(B) or 49-285(B).

Consumers probably will not be directly affected by the charging of the fee. Such consumers may be indirectly
affected, as businesses performing a Greenfields remediation likely will pass the cost of the remediation, including
the cost of the fee, onto persons consuming the business” products and utilizing the business’ services. The indirect
benefit to consumers, which is a cleaner environment and improved quality of life, will outweigh the disbursed impact
felt as a result of the fee.

¢.  Probable impact on private and public employment

L

Businesses directly affected by the proposed rulemaking -- There is little impact on private employment at businesses
directly affected by the proposed rulemaking, Presumably, a business would have to divert $2,200 of its revenues (o
finance its involvement in the Greenfields program; however, such a business would already have made the decision
to expend substantial amounts of money, which might otherwise be used 1 compensate its employees, in the
remediation of a brownfields site, so that the additional cost of the Greenfields fee wouid be relatively minimal.

Agencies directly affected by the proposed rulemaking -- There is no impact on public employment in the agencies
affected by this proposed rulemaking. As previously indicated, the Department is reguired to finance its involvement
through the collection of the fee; therefore, there are no additional costs to the Department that would diver revenues
used to compensate its employees. Any impact of the Greenfields program on the Office of Administrative Hearings
or the Attorney General’s Office, discussed above, is the result of Laws 1997, Ch, 296, and not the fee used to finance
implementation of the program established by that law,

Political subdivisions directly affected by the proposed rulemaking -~ There is little impact on political subdivisions
directly affected by the proposed rulemaking. Presumably, a political subdivision that desires to perform a remediation
under the Greenfields program would have to divert $2,200 of its revenues to finance its involvement in the
Greenficlds program; however, such an entity would already have made the decision to expend substantial amounts
of money, which migh: otherwise be used to compensate its employees, in the remediation of a brownfields site, so
that the additional cost of the Greenfields fee would be relatively minimal.

d. Probable impact on small businesses

1

Volume 3, Issue #29

Identification of small businesses subject to the proposed rulemaking -- Small businesses subject to the proposed fee
would be those that elect to undertake & voluntary remediation under the Greenfields program. Having made the
decision to engage in a possibly costly voluntary remediation, it is likely that such a small business will benefit from
the proposed rulemaking, because the rulemaking enables the business to perform the remediation through the use
of a certified specialist with minimal departmental oversight and with less review cost as compared to performing
the remediation under AR.S. §§ 49-282.05(B) or 49-285(B).
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2. Administrative and other costs required for compliance with the proposed rulemaking -- The only cost required for
compliance with this proposed rulemaking is the paying of the fee which is necessary to finance the sought-after
program.

3. Description of methods the agency may use to reduce the irapact on small businesses -- Laws 1997, Ch. 296 requires
the Department to receup all of its costs of implementing the Greenfields Pilot Program through the collection of the
fee. The Department, therefore, does not have the discretion to exempt small business who wish to participate in the
program from having to pay a fee. In order 1o lessen the impact to small business, however, the Depantment has
elected 1o charge one flat fee for every Greenfields site, which spreads the cost of performing audits on a portion of
those sites over all of the sites. This approach, as indicated above, will eliminate the possibility of an unexpected
additional, significant financial burden on small businesses whose sites have been selected for an audit.

Statement of the probable effect on state revenues

There may be a positive effect on the general fund, as any money received through collection of the fee that is not uti-
lized in the implementation of the Greenfields program must be returned to the general fund on an annual basis. The
Department, however, does not forecast any surplus in the near future, based on the projected demand for participation in
the program.

Descriptior of any less intrusive or less costly alternative methods of achieving the purpose of the proposed rulemaking

The purpose of the proposed rulemaking is to finance the implementation of the Greenfields Pilot Program through the
collection of 2 reasonable fee, as required under Laws 1997, Ch. 296, For reasons discussed above, the Department
believes that the least costly alternative of achieving this purpose is to average the cost of implementing the program,
including performing the required audits on a percentage of the sites, over all of the sites that may be remediated under
the program. This approach will eliminate the possibility of an unexpected additional, significant financial burden on
persons whose sites are selected for an audit.

7. vith whom _persor
Name: George Tsiolis
Address: Department of Environmental Quality
. 3033 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85012
Telephone: (602)207-2222
Fax: (602)207-2251
&

Persons mterested in submntmg Wwritten comments on tius proposed expedited fee rule shouid mail them or fax them to George
“Tsiolis, at the address shown above, no later than 5 p.m. on Tuesday, August 5, 1997,

The Department will hold a public hearing to receive public comments as required in Laws 1997, Ch. 296, § 11. The time, place,
and location of the hearing is listed below:

‘Date:

Time:

Location:

August 1, 1997
I pm.

ADEQ Public Meeting Room
3033 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona

The Department is committed to complying with the Americans with Disabilities Act. If any individual with a disability needs spe-
cial accommodation, please call (602)207-4795. Persons interested in presenting verbal comments, submitting written comments,
or obtaining more information on the proposed rule may do so at the meeting. The Department will respond to these comments in
the preamble accompanying the final expedited fee rule.

July 18, 1997
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TITLE 18. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CHAPTER 7. DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
REMEDIAL ACTION

NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING
TITLE 19. ALCOHOL, HORSE AND DOG RACING, LOTTERY, AND GAMING

CHAPTER 3. ARIZONA STATE LOTTERY COMMISSION

L Secti Affected Rulemakine Acti
R19-3-401 Repeal
Article 9. New Article
R19-3-901 New Secton
R19-3-902 New Section
R19-3-903 New Section
R19-3-904 New Section
R19-3-905 New Section
R19-3-906 New Section
R19-3-907 New Section
R19-3-908 New Section
R19-3-80% New Section
R19-3-910 New Section
R18-3-911 New Section
R19-3-912 New Section

&

3 ZENCY.PE
Name: Mr. Jody Spicola, Executive Director
Address: Arizona State Lottery Commission
4740 East University
Phoenix, AZ 85034
Telephone: (602) 921-4514
FAX: {602) 921-4488
4. ¢xplanation of the e including the agency’s reason for initiating the rule:
A A.C. RI19-3-901 through R19-3-912 sets forth provisions unigue to the conduct of the Arizona Lottery’s on-line games. These
rules explain the common components of on-line games: game profiles, how to play an on-line game, ticket characteristics and
restrictions, drawings, ticket ownership and responsibilities, how to identify 2 winning ticket, the procedures required to claim
prizes and the claim period, ticket validation requirements, prize paymenis, and disputes concerning a ticket. This rule replaces
R19-3-401.
i
[

3 3
A. The Arizona State Lotte

These rules allow the Lottery to introduce new on-line games and modify existing on-line games in a more timely manner,
thus providing the state and retailers with a potential increase in sales revenue.

B. Politica! Subdivisions.

Political subdivisions of this state are not directly affected by this rule.
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C. Businesses Directly Affected by this Rulemaking.

Lottery retailers are the only businesses affected by this rule. The only impact this rele has upon Lottery retailers is to specify
how they determine if a ticket is a winning ticket, and, if so, the prize amount. These rules allow the Lottery to introduce new
on-line games and modify existing on-line garnes in a more timely manner, thus providing retailers with a potential increase
in sales revenue. Retailers currently receive $.06 for each $1 on-fine transaction. This will increase to $.065 in July 1997,

D, Private and Public Employment,
Private and public employees are not directly affected by the adoption of this rule.
E. Consumers and the Public.

There are no costs to the public associated with the adoption of this rule. These rules will provide players with additional or
enhanced on-line games from which to choose.

F.  State Revenues.

These rules allow the Lottery to introduce new on-line games and modify existing on-line games in a more timely manmner,
thus providing the state with a potential increase in sales revenue.

7.
Name: Mr. Jody Spicola, Executive Director
Address: Arizona State Lottery Commission
4740 East University
Phoenix, AZ 85034
Telephone: (602)921-4514
Fax: (602) 921-4488
8

Date: - Augusi22, 1997

Time: 10:00 am.
Location: Arizona State Lottery

4740 E. University
Phoenix, AZ 85034

Nature; Oral Proceeding (Close of the record is 5:00 p.m., M.3.T., Thursday, August 21, 1997, for written comments
and at the end of the oral proceeding for verbal comments.)

151 IFF G
Not applicable.

|

Multi-State Lottery Association Game Rules located in subsection R19-3-912(D3.
11. The full tex he riles follows:

TITLE 19: ALCOHOL, HORSE AND DOG RACING, LOTTERY, AND GAMING

CHAPTER 3: ARIZONA STATE LOTTERY COMMISSION
0-3:006  Ticket Validation Requi

ARTICLE 4. ON-LINE LOTTERY GAMES R19:3:909  Prize Paymenis
R19:3:010  Disputes Concerning a Tickes
Ri%-3-401.  AdzonaQOn-line Games-General-Provisions R19-3911  Prize Fund
ARTICLE 9. DESIGN AND OPERATION OF ON-LINE ARTICLE 4. ON-LINE LOTTERY GAMES.
GAMES . . o . .
S.QQ.&QH A 100 hi Iy a yalass - ine..conts Hina
RI9:3-902  Game Profile . ituation-in-which-the-§
R10:3:94  Drawings 2, & y :
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H. Ticketownership and responsibility.

Fop-Brize)
Eous Wingi Division 2 $500 L Usal | i the tich | b its phyeical
MNumbers {Second Place) POSSESSOL.
.. Divisiond  $5 9 : , .
*I "1"5 !Ih:ee inning Thizd P! : m.‘*is"g’.’gd’ t’.hg ;’la’“;’a‘“ whose s;,g_ RAUESAPPEsrs-on
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Prior 1o payment of . prize., 4-claimant who has signed the v
ticket may designate another claimant 1o receive the. prize by Jinqaist f olai D.
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henefici fosi ) cate iudi-
cial order,
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Tuly 18, 1997




