United States Forest Superior 8901 Grand Ave. Place
USDA Department of Service National Duluth, MN 55808-1122
2 Agriculture Forest Phone: (218) 626-4300
Fax: (218) 626-4398

File Code: 2580-2
Date: December 20, 2007
Ms. Catharine Fitzsimmons
Chief, Air Quality Bureau
lowa Department of Natural Resources
7900 Hickman Rd Suite 1
Urbandale, 1A 50322

Dear Ms. Fitzsimmons:

On November 26, 2007, the State of lowa submittdchfi implementation plan describing your
proposal to improve air quality regional haze intpaat mandatory Class | areas across your region.
We appreciate the opportunity to work closely v State through the initial evaluation,
development, and, now, subsequent review of tlais.pCooperative efforts such as these ensure that
together we will continue to make progress towasdClean Air Act’'s goal of natural visibility
conditions at our Class | wilderness areas andspark

This letter acknowledges that the U.S. DepartméAoiculture Forest Service has received and
conducted a substantive review of your proposeddRagjHaze Rule implementation plan. Please
note, however, that only the U.S. Environmentat&stion Agency (EPA) can make a final
determination about the document's completenedsthanefore, only the EPA has the ability to
approve the document. Participation by the FdBestice in the State of lowa’s administrative
process does not waive any legal defenses or sgugyeights it may have under the laws of the
United States, including the Clean Air Act andibplementing regulations.

As outlined in a letter to the lowa DNR dated Oetob3, 2006, our review focused on eight basic
content areas. The content areas reflect prisrfitethe Federal Land Manager agencies, and we hav
attached comments to this letter associated wéabkelpriorities. We look forward to your response
required by 40 CFR 51.308(i)(3). For further imf@tion, please contact Superior National Forest Air
Resource Specialist Trent Wickman at (218) 626-487Rorest Service Regions 8 and 9 Air Resource
Specialist Chuck Sams at (414) 297-3529.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to work clgseith the State of lowa. The Forest Service
compliments you on your hard work and dedicatiosigmificant improvement in our nation's air
guality values and visibility.

Sincerely,

/9 James W. Sanders
JAMES W. SANDERS
Forest Supervisor

o
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cc: Charles E Sams
Robert Fenemore
Matt Rau
Bruce_Polkowsky
Tim Allen



Technical Comments on the Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (SIP) for

|owa

Below is a detailed list of comments from the USBdYest Service based on our review
of the draft SIP. We found the draft SIP to beckend well-organized.

Consultation and Contribution

1.

In their “ask” letter to lowa, Minnesota lists lowaa one of the states that are
“significant contributors to visibility impairmemt VNP (Voyagers National

Park) and the BWCAW (Boundary Waters Canoe Areal@¥iless).” Yet, lowa
states on page 40 of the draft SIP , “Collectividyya sources are responsible for
a minimal contribution to visibility impairment #te Northern Midwest Class |
area, and offer little in terms of potential vidityiimprovement.” Even though
lowa is some away distance from the Class | Ardnslatest Midwest Regional
Planning Organization (MRPO) PSAT analysis for 28h8ws it is the third
highest contributor state to the Minnesota Clem®as. As stated in the draft SIP
lowa “must demonstrate that its implementation phertudes all measures
necessary to obtaits shareof emission reductions needed to meet the RPG
(reasonable progress goal) for the area (40 CFR3DB(d)(3)(ii)).”

We feel the final SIP should discuss the consoltatbwa has had with
Minnesota regarding this apparent disagreementdegplowa’s approach to
reasonable progress in relation to their “sharedrafssion reductions.

The draft SIP states on page 38 that “When coaetihaith other State and Tribe
strategies, IDNR’s long-term strategy is sufficiemimeet anticipated RPGs
(reasonable progress goals) for states containiagsC areas which may be
affected by emissions from lowa sources.” Givendhtails of Minnesota’s
“ask” of lowa, we feel the SIP should address sleisming contradiction. We
also feel lowa should provide some explanationndigg the particulars of
Minnesota’s request, as detailed below:

a. Consider further reductions of S@Bulfur dioxide)from electric
generating units (EGU) in order to reduce28@issions by 2018 to a rate
that is more comparable to the rate projected ¥8Z06r Minnesota,
approximately 0.25 Ibs/mmBtu.

b. Conduct a more detailed review of potential emissaxluctions from
large Industrial, Commercial, and InstitutionalljiGoilers and other
point sources (such as reciprocating engines ahihes) with regulations
or permit limits developed by 2013 and includedha Five Year SIP
Assessment if control measures on these sourcgocae appear to be
reasonable.

c. The contributing states with higher emission ratesuld evaluate
potential control measures, and should, in thetiairSIPs or Five Year
SIP Assessments, show either enforceable plaresitace emissions or a
rationale for why such emission reductions arereasonable (e.g., an
overly high cost in $/ton or $/deciview, or lackwdibility improvement).



d. Any additional control measures found to be realslenaill be included
in each state’s SIP or Five Year SIP Assessmean ienforceable form.
This will ensure that the control measures argacktto be implemented
by the 2018 deadline for submittal of SIPs covetheysecond phase of
the Regional Haze process.

We did not find responses to these items in thé& &i&. lowa rejects additional
controls because additional controls “may not yeg significant improvement
at the Class | areas.” Without an assessmensdfiltly improvement based on
these specific measures, it is difficult to deter@nwhether these controls would
yield significant improvement.

It would be helpful for lowa to clearly state whawel of visibility improvement
lowa would consider significant and document caia$iain with Minnesota
regarding this level. Documentation of the coraidh process with the State of
Minnesota is particularly important as lowa’s réjea of their “ask” could affect
their achievement of reasonable progress for Qlaiss | areas.

. On Page 41 the draft SIP states that the decivaduesg in Table 11.3 averaged
over the 20% worst days demonstrate that " ...lowaisleled 2018 contributions
are imperceptible by a human observer.” We belieeedata presented does not
support that conclusion. Winds transporting palhis to each Midwest Class |
Areas on some of the 20 percent worst days mayitreng from other parts of
the country (i.e East or West) rather than fromddlecated to the South).
Averaging lowa’s impacts over days where the trartsig not from lowa would
underestimate lowa's impact. Also determining Weebr not visibility impacts
are perceptible requires an evaluation on a daifysh) not an average over
multiple days. To support the conclusion that Idwaa imperceptible impacts,
lowa should evaluate all the days in a year indigity to capture all the winds
that can transport pollutants from lowa. The I®¥eRT analysis in Appendix
9.1, Chapter 6 took this approach and found that® BART-eligible sources
alone show maximum impacts over 4 deciviews.

. Concerning the statement on page 49, “The CENRAPMinnesota/MRPO
modeling substantiate that lowa sources can nettfisibility improvement at
the Northern Midwest Class | areas without disprapoate and costly levels of
control.” We do not understand the basis for shegement. As stated in
comments 10 and 11 we feel the costs are commeaswith control costs
related to other EPA regulations. The latest MAFSAT analysis for 2018 for
the Minnesota CIAs shows lowa to be the third hggleentributor state.
Additional explanation in the SIP is warranted &phclarify lowa’s reasoning.

In the draft SIP, lowa focuses on their contribatio visibility impairment on the
20% worst days but does not discuss their confabub Class | areas on the
20% cleanest days. Please consider including sksmoi of the 20% cleanest days
in the SIP.



6. lowa cites participation in the RPOs as the prinragans for consultation with
the federal land mangers and other states. HoMWom continue to consult in
the future if one or more of the RPOs fail to éxigdeyond the RPOs, will other
consultation groups such as the Northern Clasga#\conference calls continue
and, if so, will lowa continue to participate?stf, with what frequency? If these
calls will not continue, who will consult with whgmvhen, how, and what
procedures will be followed? Since the majorityacfions relied on in the future
by lowa to reduce haze will be for BMand ozone, how will the FLMs be
consulted during that process? The SIP shouléhewl process for addressing
these consultation concerns.

Verification, Contingencies, and New Sources
7. We found no specific discussion in the draft Si& donsidered contingency

measures or procedures which could be triggerda itinexpected or unforeseen
occurs. For example, what would happen if progdteure emissions reductions
do not materialize or are distributed differentiyeo an alternate geographic area.
What would happen if emission inventories are fotmbe incorrect or flawed?
The history of the development of lowa’s emissioojgctions, as described in
the draft SIP, illustrate that there are many reaswhy the projected future
emission inventory could be wrong. Are there aslaphanagement strategies or
increased review strategies which could be impleeteim those situations?
What will be done in five-years if lowa is over ihprojected emissions
inventory? The SIP should provide a contingeney i address these concerns.

8. A similar issue is the addition of new sources. f#d it is important that lowa
include language in their SIP making the link bedwéhe Regional Haze and
New Source Review programs and continued FLM coatthn through these
measures. Currently there is no mechanism in lRddensure that the
emissions from new stationary sources and majorifiroations will be consistent
with making reasonable progress toward the natieisdility goal (40 CFR
51.307) in neighboring Class | Areas. This cowddebpecially important for new
sources that were not anticipated in the growthtastries used to generate the
2018 emission inventories.

We recently received notice of a permit applicafimna new 649 MW coal fired
unit at the Sutherland Generating Station. Thé &i& discusses that lowa is
already aware of two new sources not predicted”hy, Ibut suggests it is
“premature” to address the impact of their emission the RPGs in other states.
We believe there needs to be a clear mechanishei8iP to account for this
growth. How can lowa continue to permit new sosar@ich as the EGUs
mentioned) and not jeopardize the RPGs in the heighg Class | areas?

9. We believe it would be valuable to identify in tid#P the source categories
and/or individual emission units in lowa that akely to be able to add controls
most cost effectively in the future. This list dlwen be used as a starting point if



lowa finds in the future that its actual emissians in excess of its predictions
and thereby threaten its commitment to its neighlomder reasonable progress.
lowa could use the information in the Midwest RIMRPO) EC/R factor
analysis” report and the CENRAP Alpine Geophysics spreadgbd®lp identify
these sources.

Analysis of Potential Emission Controls

10.

11.

Control Costs — The draft SIP states that the obotrsts in the MRPO EC/R
“factor analysis’report and CENRAP Alpine Geophysics spreadsheet ar
unreasonable. Inthe “Scope” section of the E@fpdrt, it says that it is to be
used as “an initial analysis of the five factor&s such, its analysis was done
primarily on an industry-wide basis. The informoatiin the report can be used to
identify the likelihood of identifying cost-effes® controls at individual facilities
within the industrial category analyzed. The aasges included in the EC/R
report do indeed show that there are emission umégach source category that
have cost ranges that would be cost-effectivel(assterm is used for other EPA
regulations; several hundred to a couple thousatidrd per ton). In addition the
Alpine Geophysics spreadsheet shows many indivielndsion units in lowa
that could install nitrogen oxides (NOx) and/or.30ntrol equipment at less than
$1000 per ton. It would help our understandinigvfa would clarify what their
cost effectiveness threshold is.

lowa states that its industries do not agree tietost figures in the Alpine
Geophysics spreadsheet are accurate but failsaloade those claims itself in the
draft SIP.

Minnesota has clearly identified lowa sources asgoeeasonably contributing to
visibility impairment at their Class | areas. Téfere, lowa’s long term strategy
should address measures it could take to mediare ®f emissions reductions
necessary to meet the RPGs of these Class | al@aa. should consider all
sources, not just EGUs which were the focus indhadt SIP. For example the
Alpine Geophysics spreadsheet produced by CENRARtiites numerous
specific facilities in lowa that are not EGUs witist effective control scenarios
for NOx.

EGU Emission Inventories

12.

In many places in the draft SIP, problems witheéh@ssions predictions for

EGUs made by the Integrated Planning Model (IPMdendkscussed. This
discussion points to the fact that there is comalole uncertainty in the model’s
predictions. Due to this uncertainty, we feel tloata should discuss in this SIP
how it will address inconsistencies between theehadd the actual emissions in
the out years. We also feel a deadline for theduation should be included in
the SIP. The current language is vague — “The anpbCAIR can not be fairly
addressed untdufficient timehas been allowed for program implementation and
facility responses.”



13.We are unclear of the basis of the following staenon page 39, “Through
CAIR, lowa electrical generating units (EGUs) anéi@pated to reduce not only
ozone season NOx emissions, but annual emissice®dfand NOx.” If Tables
7.1 and 7.2 are compared, EGU NOx emissions go dm8Q emissions go up
(from 135,833 to either 160,733 or 151,354). Latehe draft SIP, Section 11
discusses that IPM 3.0 predicts 115,938 fop f&@n EGUs. If lowa is going to
rely on the IPM 3.0 projection as part of its baseinventory under Section 11.5,
we feel that point should be clarified.

Others

14.Under section 10.1.4, Energy and non-air qualityiremmental impacts of
compliance, we encourage lowa to include the envirental and health benefits
of installing additional controlsPage 102 of the ECR report statéésnust also
be noted that the health benefits of reducing &@ NOx emissions are generally
expected to outweigh the costs of control (as dised in Section 6.3). These
health benefits stem from the reduced ambient $edePM and ozone which
would result from the control of S@nd NOx.” Also on page 35 “When benefits
in the entire modeling domain were considered etenated values of these
benefits outweighed the projected costs of cofityahore than a factor of 10 for
both the EGU1 and EGU2 strategies.” This doesnuhtde other environmental
benefits of controls which are harder to quantifiy bonetheless important (e.g.
reduction in mercury deposition).

15.We sent a comment letter, dated June 20, 2007 eardy draft of the Best
Available Retrofit Technology (BART) section of t&¢P and have no further
comments at this time. We appreciate the effoederby lowa to model the
impacts of their BART-eligible sources at the ladigances involved.

16.Monitoring - Additional thought should be put irdéiernative resources for
supporting monitoring should federal funds be debr example, other
government and/or non-government partners, trdmed,non-profits should be
considered as possible funding sources.

17.Determination of adequacy of the plan — It is uaclkow lowa will make the
determinations listed in its “list of possible acts” on page 54. What data will
be looked at and what decision thresholds will #ed® How will lowa determine
if any inadequacy is due to emissions from lowatber states/areas?



