A R K A N 8 A S
Depariment of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Guy Donaldson

U.S. EPA Region 6

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Mailcode: 6PD-L

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Donaldson:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP and we would appreciate
your review. For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic

copy are enclosed.

We also would like to inform you, in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult
with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for Class I areas where visibility may be
impacted by Arkansas sources, and we have submitted to them also a copy of this draft SIP for
their revision. We expect to receive their formal comments by June 24, 2014, prior to ADEQ
holding a public hearing to solicit public comments.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mark McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at
mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.stale.ar.us



ADEQ

A R K A N S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Ms. Wendy Vit

Air Quality Planning Section

Air Pollution Control Program

Missouri Department of Natural Resources
P.O.Box 176

Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Ms. Vit:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP.

We also would like to inform you, in accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult
with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for Class I areas where visibility may be
impacted by Arkansas sources, and we have submitted to them also a copy of this draft SIP for
their review. We requested their formal comments to be submitted by June 24, 2014, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments.

In order to enhance interstate consultation, we are submitting this draft SIP for your information.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed. We would appreciate if you could send us any comments by June 24, 2014.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mark McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at
mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us



A R K A N S A 8
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Tim Allen, Meteorologist / Modeler
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Wildlife Refuge System
Branch of Air Quality

7333 W Jefferson Ave., Suite 375
Lakewood, CO 80235-2017

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Allen:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

w
7

Air Division Chiefl

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682.0880
vww.odeg.siote.ar.us



ADEQ

A R K A N S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Norm Wagoner, Forest Supervisor

U.S. Forest Service

Quachita: Caney Creek Wilderness Area
P.O. Box 1270

Hot Springs, AR 71902

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Wagoner:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(1), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,
Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us



ADEQ

A R K A N S8 A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21, 2014

Reggie Blackwell, Acting Forest Supervisor

U.S. Forest Service

Ozark/St. Francis: Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area
605 West Main Street

Russellville, AR 72801

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Blackwell:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

hH Dt

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us



ADEQ

A R K A N S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Reggie Blackwell, Acting Forest Supervisor

U.S. Forest Service

Ozark/St. Francis: Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area
605 West Main Street

Russellville, AR 72801

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Blackwell:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i1), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are

enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

hihi Dt
Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us



ADEQ

A R KA N S A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21, 2014

Bill Nightingale

U.S. Forest Service

Mark Twain Forest: Hercules Glade Wilderness Area
401 Fairgrounds Road

Rolla, MO 65401

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Nightingale:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,

sk

Mike Bates
Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us



A R K A N 8 A S
Department of Environmental Quality

April 21,2014

Pat Brewer

Regulatory, Policy, Smoke Management
NPS Air Resources Division

P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Re: Arkansas Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report State Implementation Plan (SIP)
Revision Draft

Dear Mr. Brewer:

This letter serves to notify you that the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ)
has prepared the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report draft SIP. In accordance with 40
C.F.R. § 51.308(i), ADEQ is to consult with the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible for
Class I areas where visibility may be impacted by Arkansas sources. We believe that such
consultation can be sufficiently accomplished via phone or written communication, including
email and/or letter. However, if your agency desires an in-person consultation or teleconference,
please advise us as soon as practicable, but no later than 30 days after receipt of this submittal.
For your convenience, a hard copy of the draft SIP and a disc with an electronic copy are
enclosed.

As part of the consultation process, FLMs have 60 days to review the draft SIP revision, prior to
ADEQ holding a public hearing to solicit public comments. Therefore, ADEQ requests you to
acknowledge April 25, 2014, as the formal commencement of the required 60-day review period.
We would appreciate your formal comments by June 24, 2014, via conventional mail, express
courier or by email to the address below. Should you have any questions, please contact Mark
McCorkle at 501-682-0736 or by email at mac@adeq.state.ar.us.

Sincerely,
\«&2@;
Mike Bates

Air Division Chief

Enclosure

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

5301 NORTHSHORE DRIVE / NORTH LITTLE ROCK / ARKANSAS 72118-5317 / TELEPHONE 501-682-0744 / FAX 501-682-0880
www.adeq.state.ar.us



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Air Resources Division
P.O. Box 25287
Denver, CO 80225-0287

TRANSMITTED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL - NO HARDCOPY TO FOLLOW
N3615 (2350)

June 23, 2014

Mike Bates

Air Division Chief

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72118-5317

Dear Mr. Bates:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Arkansas’s draft State Implementation
Plan Review for the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report. While the draft report
demonstrates that visibility is improving at Class I areas in Arkansas and Missouri, there is no
demonstration that Arkansas is implementing all the reasonable control measures necessary to
meet the 2018 reasonable progress goals for Class I areas in Arkansas and neighboring states. In
March 2012, EPA disapproved portions of Arkansas’ 2008 Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan (SIP) that addressed Best Available Retrofit Technology, the long term strategy, and
reasonable progress goals. Arkansas has not revised the 2008 Regional Haze SIP to resolve the
deficiencies identified by EPA. For reasons outlined below, we do not agree with Arkansas’
conclusion that the requirements of 40 CFR 51.308(g) have been met, nor can we support
Arkansas’ determination that no further actions are required.

Our specific comments follow:

Chapter 2.1: The description of pollutant contributions to haze on the 20% worst days at
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness Areas (WAs) is good. Figures 2.1 and 2.2
demonstrate that sulfate is the largest contributor to haze of the 20% worst days. Figure
2.3 demonstrates that Electric Generating Units (EGU) and non-EGU point sources are
the largest contributors to sulfur dioxide (SO,) emissions in Arkansas. Therefore we
would expect Arkansas to concentrate on reducing point source SO, emissions in the
long-term strategy.



Chapter 3.1: Table 3.1 indicates that annual emissions of SO, from EGU in Arkansas
actually increased between 2002 and 2011, while nitrogen oxide (NOy) emissions
decreased slightly. No information is presented about expected emissions reductions from
existing EGU between 2011 and 2018 to support the 2018 emissions projections in Table
5.1. The information presented does not demonstrate reasonable progress in reducing
point source emissions. Please identify any source specific controls planned and CAIR or
CSAPR caps that have yet to be met that would require controls on these sources.

Chapter 5: There is a typo in sentence on top of page 50: Tables 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 compare
2002 and 2011 emissions, not 2018 emissions. We recognize that emissions from area,
non-road, and on-road sectors are calculated by EPA. Our concerns focus on point EGU
and non-EGU facilities that are directly permitted by Arkansas and the lack of
information supporting 2018 emissions projections.

Chapter 7: In 2012 EPA disapproved Arkansas’s BART determinations and reasonable
progress goals for 2018. Arkansas has not yet corrected the deficiencies in the 2008 SIP.
Arkansas’ draft 5-year progress report addresses goals that have been disapproved.

Arkansas commits on page 50 to work with EPA as it performs the required 4-factor
analyses. We ask that Arkansas also consult with the affected Federal Land Managers.

Arkansas has not demonstrated that it is reducing emissions contributing to visibility
impairment at Class I areas in neighboring states. Section 7.4 does not explain why
Hercules Glade and Mingo WAs in Missouri were the only Class I areas reviewed.
Arkansas should cite the CENRAP source apportionment analyses that show the
contribution of Arkansas point, area, and mobile sources at neighboring Class I areas,
compared to sources in other states.

For the reasons above, we disagree with Arkansas’ conclusion that no additional actions are
needed as part of this five year review. We encourage Arkansas to complete revisions to the
2008 Regional Haze SIP before requesting EPA approval of the 5-year regional haze progress
report. If you have questions about our comments, please contact Pat Brewer of my staff at

(303) 969-2153.

Sincerely,

Susan Johnson,
Chief, Policy, Planning, and Permit Review Branch
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':‘.,%%ﬁ Departurent of Service P,0. Box 1270 Nationnf Forests
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479-964-7200

File Code: 2580
Date: lune 23, 2014

Teresa Marks

Direclor

Arkansas Depariment of Eaviconmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock. AR 72118-3317

Dear Ms. Marks:

The LS. Forest Service (FS) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the State
Implementation Plen Review for the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Repart prepared by the
Arkansas Department of Environmental Quatity (ADEQ).

We are providing these comments o ADEQ. and ask that they be placed in the official public
record, We look Forward to your response as per scction 40 CFR §51.308 (i)(3) st are willing o
work with ADEQ stafl towards addregsing any of the issues discussed in this letter.

Again, we appreciatc the opportunity fo work clasely with ADEQ to improve Arkansas’s air
quality and visibility. We thank you for the good working relations we have with you in our
preseribed burning progran.

if vou have any questions, nced claritication. or would like to discuss our comments, please feel
free w contact Judy Logan at 301-321-3341. You may ulso contact Mr. Blackwell or M. Wagoner
at the numbers listed sbove,

Sincerely,

C7! ‘; M?%m

NORMAN L. WAQONER SN“EEGGIE L. BLACKWELL

Enclosure

5 orest ..;U}JCY VISOY E'O! T AR YD L Gt Visﬂ?

\
JUN 25 20t

ce: Mark McCorkle, Guy Donaldson, Joe Kordzi, Mike Bates
Meredith Bond

3133 W, Jefferson Ave.. Suite 375
{akewnod, CO 80235 »m
Meredith_Bond@fws.gov BY: vrﬂM 4+ /38
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FS Comments regérding ADEQ’s Proposed Regional Haze Implementation Plan
Revision of June 23, 2014

‘The Porest Service (FS) appréciatad the opportunity 1o comment on the proposed Regional Haze
plan revision.

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) submitted a Regional Haze (RH) plan
to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on Septembser 23, 2008. On March 12,2012,
EPA took ection and partially approved and partially dxsappmved the Arkansas Regional Haza
State Implemematwn Plan (SIP). The FS submitted comments on June 6, 2008. We had several
areas of concern in 2008 that we again bring forward, Specifically, we aze still conoemed how
Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART) detisions are being handled as well as the treatment
of Reasoneble Progresa and Long Term Strategy. As you know, the inclusion of the complisnce
provision that would tequire Arkansas subject-io-BART sourees to install. and operate BART no
later than six years after the effeetive date of the Stare’s regulation was not, approved by EPA and
should be enforced as written in the Clean Air Act under Sec. 169A (g)(4).!

We would like to request that ADEQ summarize, on a facility-by-facility basis, levels of controls
congidered, final control selected, and information on how thie “five factors” were:considered in
making it decisions. Detailed information can be placed inn an Appendix, but BART
information submittd by the owrier or operator of a pollutant source is not a substitute for the
State decision processes,

‘We request that ADEQ look at our previous comments-on the Draft SIP dated June 6, 2008 as
some of these are still pertinent,

The original Reasonable Prapress chscussxon ln the Draft SIP bad several content deficiencies.
It does not appear that ADEQ has made the needed correction. The SIP or the SIP review for the
S-year Regional Haze Progress Report (5-year review) does not ideatify any procedire to
address single sources, ar combinations of sources, that are predictsd to continue to significantly
' impact visibility conditions in the future after implementing BART, CSAPR, (Cross State Air
: Pollution Rule) and any other on-the-books and on-the-way programs. Although the State

concludes that additienal eoutrols are ROt nectssary, we feel the following areas fieed further
consideration:

» Summarize ot-offer clarity on what cdﬁtrols the Central Regional Ku Planning
Association (CENRAP*)Regional Flanning Orgavizatien (RPO) utilized withm Arkansas

= —in theiromlyses($ge commentietter dated Itmrc 06,2008, Pags 7, #17).

* “Sec, 169A (g)(4) theterm *‘as expeditiously as practicafsle’” means as expeditiously as pragticable but in no
svent latet than five years after the date of approval of a plan revision under thissection-or the dats of promulgatisn
of suh a plan revision in the case of ection by the Administrator under section {10(c) for purposes of this section);”

‘ ? Cantra} Regional Air Planning Association CENRAP is-an organization of states; tribes, fedesaf agencies and other
interested parties thar [dentiflcs rogional haze and visibility lssues and dévolops strategias ta address them, CENRAP
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o A discussion of wliy model performance evaluation for the base year indicated significant
under predictions of visibility impacts from sulfate at the two Class I areas Jocated within
Arkansag (Sec-comment Jetter dated Junc 6, 2008, page 3, #7), and .

s A discussion of the significance of 2002 to 2018 projectians of increased point soutce
sulfir emission within Arkanssas. Although the motsl s used in a relative sense, o
additional disctssion or claiification is provided to address how model pcxformance or
model reaponse is adoquately addressing fssues that may arise from impasts fmtn
sulfates, (See comment lester dated June 6; 2008, page 3, #8).

» New Prevention of Significant Detcxium".ion permits (PSDs) that eze not vepresented in
the emissions inventory (i.c. Johin ‘W, Turk and Plum Point 1I) should be considered as
part of the Reasonable Progress Goals (RPG). Table 2.3 appearsto have s number of
gaps in the data. Please clatify if these sources were considered in the i mventory ¢
presented.

o The Draft SIP and the 5-year review document omitted the required four factors analysis
for establishing the Reugonable Progress Goals. Meeting the uniform vate. of progress
glide slope does not eliminate the need to analyze the four statutory factors of Reasonable
Progress. (See comment letier dated June 6, 2008, page 9, #20).

Again, we wish ta express qur appreciation for the appartunity to comment on the proposed
Regional Haze plan revision, i you have any questions or would like to firther diseuss or clacify
our camments please feel free to contact Judy Logan (501) 32145341, Mr, Blackwell (479)-964-
7200, or Mr. Wagoner (501)-321-5202. We look forward to continuing to work cloeely with you
At improving Arkansas’s valuable air resources.

is one of the five Reglonal Planhing Organizations RPOs across the U.S. and inclodes the states and tribal areas of
Nebriska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas,-Minnesota, Towa, Missour, Arkansas, emid Louisiana,
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USDA Unites States " Forest Ouachita Natlonsl Forest -~ Qeark-St. Francls
Department of Service P,0. Box. 1270 . Natipna( Forests
Agriculture Hot Springs, AR 71902 605 West Main
Coe 501-321-5202 o . ... -Busellville, AR 72801
o L wregeamate T
File Code: 2580-2
Date: June 6, 2008
Ms. Teresa Marks %
Director,

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive L
North Little Rook,, AR 72118-5317

Dear Ms, Marks:

On Febmary 25, 2008, the State of Arkansas submitted a drafy Regional Haze Rule State
implementation plan (SIP), purstant to the requucmems codifiéd in federal rule at 40 CFR
51.308(i)(2), desctibing its proposal to improvc aif quality regional haze impacts at mandatory
Class ¥ areas across your region. We appreciate the opportunity to work closely with'the State
through the inifial evsluatian, development, and, now, subsequantfreviéw GF s plan, ‘Cooperative
efforts such iis these ensure that, together, we will contime to make progress toward the Clean Air
Act’s goal of natural visibllity conditions at all of our most :pnstme Nahomﬂ Paﬂ&s‘anﬁ’Wﬂdemess
Areas for future generations, S AT

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, U.S, Forest Service, received antd has condiicted-a* - -
substentive review of your dreft Regional Haze Rule implementation plan, which you are’ =~ -
preparing in fulfillment of your requiretents urider the federal regulatioris 30 ’(!PR ‘SLI0TDE).
Please note the U.S. Environniental Protection Agency (EPA) mikes the finial deterinination

regarding the document’s ¢ompleteness and approval.

As outlined in a letter sent to each Swate in October, 2006, our review focused on sight basic ‘
content areas, The content areas reflect priorities for the Federal Land Matiager ageticiok, and we

‘have enclosed comments associated with these priorities. Note thafWe bave highlighied comments

in bold face that discuss what we conslder to be major concens of the profosed STP'that w

believe warrant additional consultation prior to final adoption of the Arkansas Regional Hazz Plan.
The Forest Service alr quality stafts stand rcady to work with you towards resolution of thesé
issues. 'We look forward to your response, as per section 40 CFR 51, 308(1)(3) Fcf furﬂxcr
information, please contaot Judith Logan at (501) 321-5341.

U4/ L0

“It’s Coo} to be Safe” Printedon Recyded Paper ﬁ
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Again, we zipptecia;e tﬁeppporfuﬂicy to work closely with ihé State of Arkansas and compliment
you on your hard work and dedication to significant improvement in our nation’s air quality values
and visibility,

Sincerely, ‘
MILBURN BREWSTER RON KLOUZEK

#e #

NORMAN L. WAGONER JUDITH L. HENRY
Porest Supervisor Forest Supervisor

Bm:iosuw .

M&ﬂ; Mccmkl& N R tosat i3
Ewimnm.enta! ngxms Managzr e
53%,&0:—&151!&:5 Drive -

North Little Rock, AR '?21 18-53 l?

Annette Sharp, Executive Dizecmr,

CENRAP - o )

10085 8: Pennsylvania, Ste. € . ... . . . e
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73159 T T FPT

Guy Donaldson, Chief

Alr Plansing Section. . :
U8, BPA Region 6, 6FD-1.
1445, Ross Avenue, Soite 1200 -
Dallas TX. 75262-:2733.

JOGK.O!’dZi . . : oL P TP TR L
&w?hmmgsemcn . P . S e
US BPA Region 6, 6PD-L e e
1445 Ross Avenng, Suite 1200
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i SIA United States Forest Ouschita Nattoual Forest  OravkeBt Famels
: Depar¢ment of Service P.0. Box 1270 National Forests
: Agriculrore Hot Springs, AR 71902 605 West Main
i , . 501-321-5202 Husseltville, AR 72808
3 " 4799641200
i Enclosure §ah oy B g ‘)

Forest Service Tecimlnal Commiengs-on  Arkansas* I)epaﬂmc{d an Envirpmental Quaw}v
(ADEQ) Drafi Regional Haze Sate ln@plemen{atiou Flan (SIP) . _

e tre P T v

- Lo o . To o008

ngrg! Comment

The Forest Service has & signn}mt conem ﬂm the in,iom;atmn p;ovided in the Arkansas’
Draft Régionnl Hm SIP falls to dnscribe or afd,gi;m content eieme}nts requfred' by the
Regional Haze Rule. In particilar, the State reliés 'on namerouy appendices Jii liou of
sufficient summary descnptlons to adequately address the content areas identified by the Act

L

or rule. Ry MBS o

Two specxﬁc content areas ate Yacking sufficient qnalysls, dmripﬂon, or comparjson to the
mandatdry tactors identified by the. Act and subsequeilt rnlq. ., These are ti;g presentaﬂan of
Best Availablemtroﬁt 'l‘echnology (BART) decisions maie by Aﬂmysp;, 1s well as fhe

treatmient of Reasqnably Progress ‘and Long Term. Strqtegg,, })etaﬂbd dlscusamns ni‘ ﬂzese
lssnes.are éxplained ini the techmical cohm;ents t,ﬁaf follow, . "

We are concerned that the apparent lack of sufficient sinpusry and regso) l?bh progress or
analyses of the statutory factors may make this draft wn-approvable. Thie Fovest Service
respectfully requests thst the ‘ﬁm of Arkansas recopsider the Draft § SIP in its pregent form
before release to the public. We ask that i?le State rav!:ew the eig.bt elemeuu idenified by the
Forest Service letter. (October, 2006) and expsndl ifs dlscumon ljl the ﬂocumtnt rcgardlng
how ADEQ approached, evalnated, and drew eonclumons oo the.se 1mpomntmle e‘!ements.

The remainifig comments provided h@re are qr%amzcd acco:dmg  the pﬂormes that we presented
in our October, 2005, letter.. Ma;;y of the ﬁ)llowiug commgnts wil ﬁlso pmvlde d:recthn towards
building the narrative of the Draft SIP to sansfy the dotuthentatlol and confent area. deficiencies
noted above., , 5, v e B e :

1. Sechons.S 3 smws thnt'basclmc vlslblhty condmons for the Caney CreekW'ldemws Ama wag
EP

- &stgbhsheq.ns' -dnd nof

leteness Grite ma for t’he five y year aver ?gmg p¢nod w Sectlon 6 mdmaws thia the Capey
m&IMPROVE ‘site Was. mstalled bp!w:en 2000 and 2003 wiuch is.the rcason‘fox not having
ﬂve yéars ﬁfmomtonng data a& thy; {itne f)asclinc was sef. Plcesc nntc fhat’ the Iieglohal Haze
Rulo tequires thiree of flvé years for baseline calcwlations, and 'ths the Caney Creek
monitoriog site dogs have, sufﬂclej‘tyanrs of vahddm to megt the completeness cntenon.

2. Sections $.1 and 5.2 of tho’Dr;aﬁ SIF discuss bqseﬁnc and natﬁrél'yjsibil{ty condmons for the
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Class | aféas. Oné minor distrepancy that we noted was with

‘“At's Caol to be Safe” Reéttad on Reoyclad Paper G
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Emgsmn lgvgntoﬂés

5.

" tH& 3002 Exhissian Biven

_mienttion RR¥s in co:guiicnon With'the ﬁ.\ﬁu;e year visthil progtcﬁons PIG&S# ldonﬁfy
' whcthéf“UmformR

e ba5ing 2% wist B Nitrate value in Appeindi’5.2, table .20~  should be 13.78
rother then 13.76.

Pigures 10.2 and 10:4 present & “Uniform Rate of Progress.for the Twenty Percent Best Days™
for both Arkansas Class | areas. Table 14.2 presents the information from thase figures.in
tabular for “Tha Regfonsl Has2 Rufe 5 2qifleEs that visthillty, mxpsirﬁwmmhrg Worst20%
days ba restored to natural conidifions Gverthe 60 year timéframe; fitwéver, the Rulé reqiires’
that at & minimim the cleanest 10% days sinnot be degraded. The ﬁgum 10.6 and 10.8
showing the Reasonable Progress Goals for the Best Days, which appear in the foﬂowing
section, ‘address the Regional Haze Rule Best-Days goal approptiately, Figites 0.2, 10.4, and
tablo 10.2 stiould be delated from the Diraft SIP because they are not pertinent 1o the SIP, In
‘addition, the actudl dediview Reasonable P‘rogrus Goals‘ for poth ‘Wgst--ahd bcst-days at eaoh
of thié Arkansas Class 1 a're‘ané rieéd fo'be exphc:ﬂy smed mthc SIP nasrative, not just: shown in
the graphlcs accompa:mng the drscussx?q o \

RO LA ROR L

Generally, Regianal Planning Orgamzatwn (RPO) future projections were based on applying
relativo response factors (RRF) to the modeled results, Howevcr, the Draft SIP does not

of Reaspu%lﬂe Progress Glide fqﬁt da 10.1 ¢ the.
Drafr SIP wiers prodilmd usmg aowat modcl p it pr’xfm &slﬁfss 0 ’kgpl&i §7e a_tive
resparise factor. 1f these nufnbert wefe fhe fegult of a relatxve re&ucﬂod, please provxde a
discussion in the SIP of how they wté Benerated,

PR ERTEN

.
FRES

Sedtion 7.0 ~ Tables 71, aﬁd 72 m zeoi anazcrr’x emiss'ién egtim?’tes by bas}c sqdrcc ? o
Category, r’é,spectw ety Higt ol g’t ém"i&gsré’ﬁnnc‘ _ ﬂv “g;nﬁfées — el first
is'a WEDEIRY fechiiical ri t&ﬂ‘p paftd' W oF, 8nd. {hie dé0nd is' o “Shioft Summary of
es Methodolagy X uiize&‘vy‘ﬂr indds™ Thé ampmié’n
indicates that the 2018 efissions inventory, wxl] be further dlscussed in the hext chapter,
Chnpter 8 coveis the modeling agsessthiénts cbnductécf for this SIF devalopment with’ seeﬂon
8.4.1 providing a one-paragraph dcscﬂptxoh of the bas:§ ﬂur the “2018 buse case”

Throughout all of these discussions, there is too much burden placed on the reader {0 review
large reports in the appendices, with no disousgion or conclusions pnmded by ADEQ except
for the unsupported numerical dats in the chaptér 7 tbles: For instétice, we Weréimablé to
determine whether the “2018 Emissipns Inventory Summary” presented in Table 7.2 represents
the' futuré base casc withaut additional controls, th *.}.;tun; pfblechod utilizmg CAIR and/or
mnmbwtwm@emmm -. r-shiouididentify

UetsLO

and describe the” dffi'cmnws bétween. the vanohs emlm 108 that ADEQ employed for
its Regionaf Hazé S[P anilyses.and decisions, iy udi;lg me/Pc?ﬁarmanéq Tygical 2002, Base
Jo1s, and apy ‘Alterfiate 2018 emnssmns mvenmn audhow it ls.ntlltzmg each Soenario.

. Thire are inconsistent emission discidsions starting with’ sidtion 8.1 leading info section 8.4,
Model pcrfonnanee ;honld not use typical base or futyrg gmxssxon mvmtory data. Section 8.3

" provides non-related infortsiation. on e:ﬁ:sswn dcveiopmmq for. cher purposés i the fmiddle of
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a performancs digeussion,. Ne information i3 providedto describe the performance invenitory.
Sectian 8:4-alse skips fram-one topic to another, with dxscuwonsnf fumm mveutory, tYPlcal
invemory, and ma&cl:pcrfarmmce mtemungled s TR e
g ea ogLe

2 Sect:on 8. 4 2 prescnte thmwum efmodckperfomanee ovaluatim#fer-tthpkannss Clus I

- aréas. The discussions forCaney Créek-and: Upper Buffalo suggest significant underestimation
of impactssdue:to sulfur, in the range-of 30%-50%. “These data are simply: stated, but their

- implicationsand-ADEQ’s conclusions based upon fhe inforimation ate-hot-explained: .RPO

final projestioris are generalfy based-on relative responsé facfors (RRF) corrections, \hich
allow that, while the mode) may be “off” in absolute terms, it still responds to incseases or
decreases inimpact.” There is no mesntion 6f RRFs or.-appropriate model regponse analyses.

8.  Thete is Significant nncettainty withthe. ﬁmue prajectien of sulfut dioxide-emissions. from the
Electric Generating. Utility (EGV)) sector: As currently-drafied; thie SIP-projects an overall
increase dit SO5 emissions between the baseline and. 2013, despite-intlision of BART controls
on- & significatamount of cdrrent emissions. ‘The:STP:should commiit:the State to review and
‘Tevise ernissiong. projeetions from:-2012-10:2018 a8 part of a $-year.revidw required by the

* regional liaze rafe. This commitment will assure thatdheprojected impyovements represented
by the reasonable progress goals 88t in Section 10 will be achieved. The commitment to
reviewmust inicluds-a coatniftmentto seek furthier controls or adjnss thé reasonable progress
goals though:a SIP revision Should the emissionsprojections vary substantially:from those
projected at thistime. Thosy revidions niay sesilt:in additidnal Impravenent in visibility if the
current projoction of ilew; power génetation: br:Arkansas:does not: mumahzn' ot 1’r' such
generation daoés: not yleld/the expeuwd amount-of new. emrssmnss feusiaie

Section 13- bneﬂypmv:des a bmad commmmem to penos:c- rcvwwanckrewsmn ef the SIPasa
whole. The Emission Inventory sections shotld discass the unvestainty. and<heri point to the
Section 12 commitment as ADEQ"S plan of action on that front, and:ensure that-the statement
provided in Section 12 adequatcly encompasses the scopc dbscnbed in thxs comment.

9. ‘Seetion 8.5 presents a sbert discussion and 2 féw figures abaut the“2018 Basc GCI Control
Strategy” that CENRAFP generated .- This seenatio involvetl examining the:pollytion seurces
- within-the -“areés.of&xﬂuence’-f of theé nearby Class I areas;dnd assuming that controls would
be appliedup 1.8 cost of §5,000/46n level-for'all such fazjlitios- that hada ratio .of emissions-to-
distance-from-Class-I-aréa of 5:ar more (tons per year/kilometers). -Resultingreductions to
visibility impacts‘are dasbribed-as significint, yet nowhete: dues the Draft SIP éxplain whether
Arkansad or any. other 'State identified in they scerario; has. oommmnd to er wm boneﬁt from
us,madn.mtmdmmjham 3 :

_spctran invenfory. Th
‘2018 Base G Cl sccnarin :
Best Avﬂgb_le gcﬁpgt Tecgnolog;g ( I_@ ”l> e .

U BART-clh515 orter uetthas soirce That i D18 YU (s vt 2505540 3 108 OF 0 ViUt tnolicy e polliar, ware ot n e or knies Eamstnation bénsess
Augost?, 1062 and Augusa 7, 1977, sad whocs operntions fall withia cow dc soore of 26 spécifically Bivted sonres catenories, Under CAA soutica 16SAGYANA), BART Tx roquiced
Do eny BART-ligible savrce whicki “smity anp i¢ pollttads that oty reasonsbly be uilleipased 1o cpua o 0 By impalruaent of viaibility in oy such wrea.”

uors LO
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10, BART, aithough partially describied, does nat offer a snfficient sumimary of process,
source identification; impacts, eontrols associated with exemption or-snbscquent
determinations. In Arkansas’s own statement, the Clean-Air Imterstate Rule (CAIR) does
not constitute sufficient confrois to be beiter than BART. This statément pldces an
additional burden-an Arkansas, as eompared to a typical CAER State, to develop-and
describe a BART provess: that-cleavly identifies; evaluates, and decides:levels ot control or
exemption for eligible singlesources. The State:appears to have tondncted much of the
necexsary steps; However, the SIP docomént does nat:adequately desccibe the analyses
and how slternatives associated with- contrnls were: conmdured by theState.

11 Spomﬁcal!y regardmg the BART cx::mptlonproocss, we have the. fbllowmg comments

«8. On page 46, at the end of section'9.2, Arkansas explains that, since it's BGU sources
are only required to participate in.ozone-season NOx reductions under-CAIR, that
‘heeting CAIR requitements:does not satisfy BART for these facilities. We concur
with. this decision. If would-behelpful tothe reader if thifs patagraph was relocated
carlier in the chapter, prior to BART examption discussions, to explain why so many
EGU emission sousees-are-included in the subsequent BAKr detammatwn/oxenmtton
precess In Arkatisas. -

b. Section 9.2 does riot provide sufﬁcwnt summazy ofADEQ’sBART ex:mptxon process
orresults, including the reasons why remaining BART sources werenatexampt.

¢c. Section 9.2, says.that tha State will exegapt BART=eligiblt: througly sourcedby-source -

* evaluation (thatiis; in accordince with: option 1. listed:om page 42), : Yoty the text that
follows suggests that g cumulative visibility analysis was'performed on the six.
remaining subject-to-BART sources. Readers are referred to Appendix 9.2C for

- description and methadalagy. Appendix2:2C decsnot inclode information from
. ENVIRON or Alpine, nordees:it-offer another cumulative: analysm. It ie not clear what
purpdSe or applicauon a oumulatwc -analysis servw forthe State; - o

12, Section 9. 4 (mgmher with Appeniix 9.2C) of the Draft SIP present& d:soussxon mlatmg to
post-control visibility improvettient at ten Class 1 areas as a'result of BART contipls on several
subjeci-to-BART facilities. It demonstrates significant improversent:wihich is:to bey .
commended, but also:shows that very significant wsnb:hty impairment still exdsts after BART
controls are in place. Thig issué isto be addressed in thie Reasonuble Progress portion of the
Draft SIP. Howevet, soe corsidération might be given as to-whether someofithe BART

- control technology chosen by the sources specifically to satisfy th¢ BART mquimnts might
preclude possibly more: .effeotive technology thit conld havé been deployed in ant overdil more
cost-effective thanner bs part of the Reasonable Progress phase. The ADBQ might determine
ifa-much-higher leveLof control-Geyond BART)-by-a BART source atthis time.might allow.

the ADEQ to not require further controls from that partlcular source as part of 1t's Reasonablc
Progress determination. LR ettt Tue

The attachment to this comment dociment provides source-specific recommendations
regarding control technology options that ADEQ should consider for its six “subject-to-BART
sources.
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13. S ifically vegarding the Draft SIP’s presentatmn of BART contml dﬁermmeuons, we have
followmg pomments

a. Secnen 9 3 is where thc Draft SIP should provxdc a simmary:of the EART
... . determinations forthe Subjest:-to BART sonirees. -Howeyier; the faw paragraphs and
. tablespresented are insufficieat,” ADEQ skould summarize; oh a faeility-by-faoility
basis, Icvels of controls considered, fits} comtrol selected, and information on how the

“five factors” were copsidered in making its decisions. Detailed information can be

placed in an Appendix, but company submitted BART inforntatieg igsnot:& sabstitute’

for State decision processes.

b. The information présented in the tables 9.3a through $:3d s difffcultto follow. - Earlier
in this chapter, the BART-eligible units are: identifted by nawte, with Facility [D, AFIN,
and Unit ID.noted (table %:1). Subsequently, the-Subject-to-BART source subset is
{istéd, again by name with Bacility ID and Bmission Uit -dasoriptians, but 10-AFIN

. Tumbers (table 9.2). :But, tables 9.3a ity 8,3d omit thesourcé names; list-the units
appareiitly with the AFIN number. (but in the column titled “Souree.and Unit”), and

include what appears to be a reference to a Stéte-issued operating permit aumber that

-presurdebly.contains the emission fimits provided in those:tables.” It-would be: vcry
helpfitl for the tebles throdghoutthis chiaptes to be.consistent in theisynitax of -
referéncing the specific BART units. - We suggest that the tablés do-lnehude the: source
nanies to help those uafamiliar with the syntax of the sir pollution saurce:TD listings
and ADEQ’s permit number assignments,

@, Tables-9.3athru: 9:3’d.ﬂw tn have some- SEFURS, and/or mﬁmuafion that may nocd
ﬁnﬁlBl’ﬁXpMﬁﬂﬂOﬂ" TR kel o
- @~ Table:9:3a, maatamwbwbeuevé fhat'thissourge’ AB'IN nnmber should be

“30-00011,” for the Bntergy-Lake-€athierine facility, ivsteat 0£430:00110.” The
tattér does ot appeer on the BART-¢ligible list of Table 9.1.. But, note that the unit
* listed-for this entry' in table 9.3a, “SN-03 b#/” does not matsh-any BART-cligible
. unit for the Bntéigy-Lake Catherine facility, per table 9-1, rt&oos ratch theumt

. descidptian for this facility in-table 0-2. :

e * We do not nnderstatid the infbrmation pwsented:in thm tdbleswwss the foltowmg
columins: “Base}in® Peak 24-hour Emisgions (Ihr), “BART Lavel of Control %,”
afid “Future Peak 24-hour Brission Rats ¢Ib/ht)** The first seveal entries in table

* 9.34, the caloulation of Future Peak 24-hour Bmission Rute iscansistert with
- applying'the: sted BART Level-of Coritiel-to the Baseline Peak:24-hout Emissions
valuss, Buf, theilistings for three:units with 0% control ‘arecotifuising ! Fhie
footnote indicates that the BART Level of Controd is “only Hsted If facliity is
— - sdding conitolidr ta_g'hmiw thigt wiitl reduee émisgion’pef BART requirements,

10710

i + Facilities Wihich are not dddingfooritrals of usIng: contetls Whichats dlready
¢ e instilled-have a:0% BAR T control officidncy:” | Yet; one of these three urits sliows
that, after applying-a-0% BART ebntrol devel, jtsemission swillatilh be retuced by
nearly hiaif. In addition, there are two entries that state the BART Lavel of Control
will be “up 10 95%;" bis that ‘orly Galcuidte a Futire Peak 24<hoit Bimission Rate
‘Tepreséfiting approximately 80% cohtrol edoh.’ Sirjlar canm{ﬂg daté-are presented
- ifi tablEs 936 (Ror thve four units With 69% NOX BART-control); dndl for the:eamries
of tabls 9.3¢.  The'sligle fostrote itdertable 9.3a: does fiot adequiatety éxplain the
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‘data that ADEQ intludes in these-tables, The added discussion of the: BART, -
deternminations that we recommend earlier in this commeat (see paragraphia, above)
will helpa lot, but ADEQ should ensure that the meaning of the dafa in the tables is
clear to the reader. :
d..: Section 9.4 introduces a statistically based test (TI‘BST in Emol) ag a vmy for the Stata.
- to evaluate BART oontral significance. This test: orcumulatxvo mode]mg isnota
substitute far the 5. factor anglysis,

Area 6£nlgguenceA1A0£)

14, The Consultation Plan and assoeiated information that is jncluded as Appendix-10.2 fo the
Draft SIP contains a general AOI map: for the combined Arkansas-Missouti Class I areas, and
several assorted graphics for each Class. Farea of interest: Hawever, e results of these
gtudies, concepts, and-gtaphics, ate not:presenited in the Draft SIP toxt. They should be integral
to the discussions of attribution of regional haze cavsing pollution, identifioation of reasonable
pmgress goals, and develnpmmt of long tenn stratogws fot this. RegnomLHaze Plan.

anums 9.1 and9:z of t‘ne Draf SIP prwent geogmphw mpresenwtmns ofAfkansas BART-
eligible and BART-subject sources with: rglation: touthe: Atkansas ahd: Missouri-Class T areas.
Howevet, {nstead ofoverlnymg AGI mfbrmahon;thé dnagxamsuse “809 km- buﬂhm” about
those Class kareas: ... . ¢ EHEH

In contrast, CENRAP conducted extensive AOI-analyses, andprdduc’cd»graphiccrepresentaﬁons
for each of the Class I areas within and nearto the CENRAP region. - However, the Draft SIP
doos not previde any of these graphics for the local Class I areas of concarn, nor does it discuss
any of the'work ornesults ﬁ'am thosc analyses.

- 15, Arkamds Saurces Impae:s on. Ou!-of-StaIe Class I Areas: Section.1.2 1dentxﬂes Class | areas
affected by visibility impairing emissions originating from the State of Arkansas. Specifically,
two such Class | areas are lacsted withtn Arkensas (the Caney(Creeleand Upper Buffalo
Wilderness Areas, both managed: by the Earast Service}; atid two avJocated in Missouri (the

‘Mingo Wilderness Arga managed by FIWS, and the Heraules Glades Clasg.Y area managed by
the Forest Servioe).. Although this section states that epissions from Atkiansas are likely to
cause or. contribute to.regional haze.in the identified outsof:State. Areas, Httla tono
consideration is afforded to the Missouri Class:Y areas and:Arkanses soumes lmpacts to
vxs'bmty lmpainnont ‘in them, for the. mmamder of thc Dnatt SIE: . -

Ovcmu, theDmIt SIP. ralh to uﬂ!he,appmpriaw Aroa. o,f Inﬂnenm (M)l) information

1447 L0

generated by CENKAY and.the Alysea O HOTh CORFTIDIIONS of ofher

 States” sources 10 Arkansas”Class I am,s .mxbxlity impairment a8 well as contributions:
of Avkansay’ ammpmmmna taout-ofps&teﬂau L arens .- n H

. The decumcms provxdad thh appenﬁtx, 10 2 ef tha nraﬂ:SIP mcludc an August 17, 2007,
Jetter-fram ADEQ Air Division Chiaf MikerBates:ta Oklahoina Department of Environmental
Quality (QDEQ)-Adr. Quality: Division:Dirgetor Eddic Tersil).« This. Jettezzasponds to ODEQ’s
initial consultation meeting regarding.the Regional Haze planning farits: Wichita Mountains
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Wilderness Area, Tn this letter, Arkansas.disagress with ODEQs “assestion that-sources in
Arkansas contribute sigdificantly t.an inability to achieve: reasonuhlmpmgross [at Wichita
Mountains].” Itjs wnolear whether ODBQ bias@ecepted Arkangas’ opinion.dn this matter: As
an additional note, while the discussion in Section 11.3 of Arkansas™ Draft SIP (quoted below
in comment #19) says that visibility projections for outside-of-Arkansas Class I arcas will meet
.~ or exceed the ymiform Tate df progress; thisTette¢ {6 ODEQ itidicates thit the projections for
. Wichita Mountdins “will not meet e glidepathrépresenting arretum tonaturat oonditions by
2064. In-addition, one of the BART appendicosidentifiththe:Slpssy Wilderness Area {Forest
Service: managed) in Alabama asmtennaltybéingmpmd by thttt gource’gemissions.
(5.% 8 FEPREPEEEES Fi IR O
The State should dxsanss An.more- detaﬂ how anatys)s of 1ts- wurw.: impm becams lhmteﬂ to
only the: Arkansas-and Missouri Cluss L.aveds, end why the sireas outside Arkansasteetf did not
appcaz to be part of ﬁxaccnsrdemnoh mnA*DBQ evaluamd emismrrcontmls foit rbs SOUICes,
RY SO HE D
- 16. OMSmm' Sm:raes Impam undrkanras CIas.s'l mas' Asan mmplc‘, thc datmcdntamrd
within both the Draft CENRAP TSD and, ALEQ s Consultation Pani(appendices 8.1 and 10,2
to the Dsaft ST, respectively)sindicata that the*atens ofinfluénee that affsck the Arkansas and
Missouri Class | areas extend across several syrrounding 8tatés:dnfacty the CENRAP YPSAT”
souirce apportionment modefing sesults for the Upper Buffalo Class | area, show that sulfur
emissians from elevited:poirit saurces:in Illinicis; Missouri; Tndians; Kentucky, and the
callective states to the ¢ast beyond those; arerallimore: significant then Arkansas' sulfate
sources in contribution ta the 2018 prajected-20% wotst visibility days. And;fdr-the-Caney
Creek Wildernoess Area, the-itapaét of all poltutant émissionis.otiginiating-in Texas outweighs
Arkdnsas* own impacts: to visibility frapaifment inthe 2018 -wbist 20% projections;: The Draft
SIP needs to diseuss: the attribution of hiaze-causing pollution and the resufts:of ADEQ's.
consultations with neiphboring smes regardmg achieving Reasona"blo Progres.s Goals at its
- localClass T areas, - P

17. The'Reasonable Progress discussion in:the Draft SIP Is a inajor conteat defiviency. The
SIP-document does uot identify any procedyre tisaddress Single sourcss; or: combinations
of soarces, that are predicted to continue to significantly impact visibility conditious in
the future after implementing BART, CAIR, and any ather on-the-books and on-the-way
programs. ‘Although.thie State coneludes thrat additionn) sondrols are not nedessary, -
Arkansas does not somimarize or offer atydevel-of clavity. on'What controls:tie CENRAP

- Reglonal Planaing Organization (RPO) ttilkced within-Avkaizas.iv theiranalyses. Model

+&/ LO

evaluation atsthe twe Clitsy Larens:locatediwithin Arkansas iudleatessignificait ander,
—predictions-of viaibility-impaets with-regard-tosufatesi and-frils-to-hddrary sy
significance.of 2002 ta:2018 projections bf increased polat sourer sdlfur¢mission wnltin
Arkansas. Although the'model is used in's relative sense; no.udditionsl almsaion or
slariffcation. is provuﬂed to hddress how modcl péntfnrm:nceor model rapnnseJI

e -

? Central Rn;mnalAu?lannlngAssodwongmwmnorgammon of stetns, mw and giner
ineteted pantteq ttint idendifies replbnal Raze and visibllity issubs end dwdoﬁssﬁﬂaghm 16 addiess thesii, CENRAP
is one of the five Régionat Flaifig Ofgimizdtions RECs acias¥ the LS. nid ikl ddes 46 sbales and'tribia) areas of
Nebraska, Kansas, Okishoma, Texas, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, Arkansas, and Louisiana.

7
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adequately addressing issuesthat-may srise frount impnets from sulfaics. We ars also
concerued with the ngmbier-of new PSDs:thatdo not-seem to be represented in the
entissions inventory (i:¢; John W. Turkand Plum Point I): Ttis going:te be-extremely
difficalt if not !mpossib!e to meet ﬂse RPG while adding: new suureesto the mix;

CENRAP (as well a&ﬂm VISTAS RPO in thb southeast Uliited Statesy pmdilccd: analyses
- to asslst States:in identifying:geographic areas which may represent the source area’most
- likely:for a.State'tp target additional-controls for Reasonnhle Progress ¢onsideration.
The State.appears to hive disregarded theése supporting docdments, and:in spife ¢f -
increasing sulfar emissions, did not discass whether additional BART (beyond
- presomptive levels) for sources subject to:BART,:or other conirols atunon-BART .
- pollution sources, may constitufe a reasonable control. Fhe SIP doesnat addréss the four
 statatory factors when making dedisiony to control-o¥ not:controladditionsl sources.
Analysis of all control alternatives of potentially significant sources is necessary in order
to folly evaluate reasonatiloness. when looking ag the factors: Althoughrit is possible for
ke State to arrive et the seme conclusions s presenfed in ihe draft SIP;:there is o
evidesice that the State had sufficlent $information to cunclude as-to.the reuouableness of
its strategy to: achievc the 2018 milutone& i :

18. In Sectxon 10, txtled "Rcasomhle Pregréss ‘Goals” the State does niot speéi,ﬂculty declare
reasonable progresa goals, inieciview, fotithe year 2018: Table 10.3,-0n page 59, speaks to an
amount of impraveaent fir-the mest Impaleed days from baseline vonditions. The’reasonable
progress goals should be clearly stated as.the prq;ect’ed»ZOlS average-of the 20 pesééat most

»impaired-days and asithe 20 peteent lsast impaired. detys: Fhese nusibers are-included in
Figutes 10.5 thirough 10.8 but-are. not:declared in the text. iPlease rovlse the text in Section 10
to clarify- ADRQ' choiee of tha 2018 veasonible.progresit goal-and reviss Table-10:3 to.
include a column indicating the goals for the least impaired days, as requived by the regional
haze rule.

19. Section 11,3 is very confusing, it switches back und forth betweon impacts at Arkansas’ Class
- I areas and impacts beyond the State’s borders, and deolaresthat atherwisé unspetified-

- emission: mduetmns will nchicvc the. RPG guals acmssmﬁmmgly both géographw: dmsmns of
Clas‘sIamas .o Ll uyd ixgy s
Tho sectlon opens with a’paragraph mdwaﬁng that thef aectxonw:ll cover: A:knnsﬁs‘

. domonstrating that its SIP includes “all mesisure ag.necessary to obtainilts falr shase of:
-emisslon reductions needed 1o ‘meeti fredsonabie- progeess goals]) in-athar Glass 1 ateas.” The
~ next paragraph identificsithio-categoties of-technical material that Arkansadreliedupon to
conducta-grossidentifipation-ofiothenstatesiwith-emissions-thatiuflusnes-Askansas-Class

‘areas, says that:those identified Statos-were.included in:the-cortiftatioti-process;-and: then
asserts that “CENRAP:modeled vigibility projections: indieatedhat the-emission reductions
planbed for these states are-sufficient tn achizve the [reasdsdiBle progrossgoals]far all Clasg 1
areas located in Arkansas and Missouti.,” Nowhere are the emission reductions further
described or quannﬁed. The next paragraph indicates that, sincé CENRAP dnd ADEQ
analysxs show that visibility  projectiong for the: ClassT atoas outsidé Arkansqs add Missouri
“will all:be,able 10 demansaﬁta a betw than umfomm of progress dnougb ﬂm s ¢
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implementation of existing:and fortheoming State and federal emission reduction frograms. ..
The omission redustions described olsewhere herein aré sufficlont ta constifute s fslr share of
em;ssionred\mngns needcdto meetRBGsm aﬁhcted Classi awas“ oL

This mhc bulk afA:kansas' evaluauon af 1ts Loug 'I‘dmn Siratcgy t(rach!c.vcleasomhlc
Progréss towards visibility improvement:both:forfs Class kareas and forthose outside of the
] State to-which Arkansas source emigsions-cantribute. - Fhis-diseussiois, bath:independeritly and
In.conjunction with the complete Dragt SIP nartative, f4ils to provide the reader withan
uriderstanding of thie causes of visibility impairment st either' Arkapsas’- Class I areds or those
i in nearby States, the confrol:strategies that were considered and: levels of control that ADEQ
: decided to require for this SIP, or the anticipated results of t’nose controis

20. At the beginning of Section 10 of the Drait SIP, ADEQ outlmcs the ﬁour statumry fac.tors that
: each State must consider in setting its Reasouable Progress Gouls; These fuctorsare intended
; ta be applied holistically; across alt-contributing sources of visitility impairing pollutants; to
£ inform the decision: béing made by the State, However,-the zomainder of the chapter never
‘conntects back to the four statutory Sicters; and in fact peints-taapgendx 10.1, “4nadysis of
: Conmrol Stravegies.and: Determifiation.of Reasonable Rrogress Goals; ""iwhlch argués-that
meefing the uniform rate of progress glide slope obviates any need for analyzing the four:
' statutory factors for Reasonabile Progress. Thus, the Draft SIP omits the roqulred fam*—ﬁwmc
analysis for establishing the Reasoiiable Progress Goals. Dol e oo Beptin
2}. In Section: 11.4.1.6, the Draft SIRddeifics “source retirement and replacement,” saying that:
“retitement and seplacenient iwillbe managed in:conformancs with existing SIPrequirenients
pertaining:to PSD and New Sounce.Review. Souree retizeracat-apd teplaceineit willbe
tracked thcough on-going point source inventories.” Pletise elabarate Qu Bow:the PSD-and
NSR pemmitting programs will be utilized by ADEQ as pmt of JtsLong Term Stmtegy for
mueﬁng Reasanable Progress'Goals

Fire

22. The Avkansas Smoke Management Pian (SMP) and the stirimary discussion in section:{14,1.8
ef the Draft SIP propetly identify Class I areas as being smoke-sensitive, and the SMI instructs
prescribed burners to apply fhe appropriate smoke. management techniques to minirdize
impacts. Overall, this is ane of the best pmmtauons of. ﬁre-emlsslommlamd Regienal Haze
considerations that we have seen to.date. L TP R T -

~

23, We reomnmami dmtADEQmmtbatttschmaLHmSIPMmmdmAkmwSMPma

whether Arkansas intmds to cemfy‘ its SMP as prowded for by the !998 EPA lmmm Air
Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fire.

i Regional Consistency

+ 24, Arkansas is sitnated geographically at the boundary betwéen three multi-state Regional
Planning Organizations (RPO); CENRAP running atang the west of the Mississippi River
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Best Availdble Retrofit Techrology (BART) Deterthlnations
Arkansas Draft Regional Haze Rule State [uiplementation Plan - -

Aprii 1, 2008
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This document is aft mixmmtte the U. S Porest Sctvide? QPS) camments an the Dta;ﬁ Regxcnnl
Haze Stite Implementation Plan pregared by Arkansas dndrecoived by the FS on Febraary 25
2008 If provides soiirde-speeific feeomtnendations: xegatdiné‘ the Basi Avanabla Rﬁﬁ‘é’ﬁt
’Ieclmemgy (BART) zfemmmmms oontained Wlthm thﬁf. p&tﬂkﬁge

ST R

Entergy Services, Yric BART Détepmivation for the Lake Catierind Mant

Table 9.2 of the ADBQ RH SIP shows that the Lachatlmnne Plantisa sub;ect«to-BART
sotitee, bt Tables 9.3 a:d 6 ot ihits Etifsilon fedultjons' i thé 3602 Baselines for this
saurée, Erthem the dm far tﬁz:: P}am shoald féa mc}m&:d &a m.’zsé;zf’?m‘ their dxc’msion sﬁould ‘Be
noted. g

The low w% pfant'uﬁhza&an mfe eausesany capxt&! eqmpment aiﬁemaﬁvc*tn mgmfyﬂw odst
pet ton or incremental cost per ton; thu$ elimindting standard alterdativés availlibleto other
BART determinstions. For this reason it is important-to. lmpose sirict emission limitations
comumensurate with 10% plant v utxhzanm inftheplant’spermit. .
Section 3.1 of the BART determination propoges that boiler tugting, BOOS and IFGR s NOy,
BART for gas firing. The'addition of gverfire aiv 1o thie abmze three eontwls fesults in an anppal
cost eﬁ&ﬁﬁvﬁﬁé&ﬁ 6f $1,700 per ton for NG, cgmtrol and g $1 3 mmieu éosf’ decdwew “Thigis
not. an unteagonable cost for BART and should be mnp.gi Thevalue oqu this staop Wmdd beto
dccrease the v;sibnity impact fmm 056 de[cmm to.0. 34 dmvxews ' ;

The Arkamsaa Regional Haze sIp aoknew!ad es tbs; BART u; are appligable
requirenients of the Cledn Air Actand thé wgﬂ} b incinded' ;?tuﬂz v pefmi} cgndstfong It
would.be lesirable that sys;egmbe mptaued tp au ,”&g _,omya ;@q t;g.gn wzygcn} and ﬁmfs

L L O

forpeak-peiformance-Emissior limilsreffotiog 3;
contiuous basis. Fora discussion of this topic pieasc refer to EPA’s BART Gmdalmm

& #

? Seo 40-CFR Part 51, Appendtx Y. 'The U.8. Environmental PmtﬁcnomAgcncy ﬁmlizzdﬁ‘s RAKT Gmdeimnn
June 18, 2005, and githlighed te W&dwm‘ﬁu&?nﬂemh&k%&wﬂw&)
July. 6,2008; Therolemakingaction-added-Appendix ¥ (o Part 51, tled ”Gﬁéﬁmﬁs &rﬁﬁﬂﬁ‘ Bm:mmnmms
Under the Raglons] Haze Rale.” See Section V.
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The costs of alternatives were stated by Entergy, but fliere was no dosumentstion or a detailed
break-out of the costs, The basis for equipment cost estimates.also should be documented either
with data supplied by an equipment vendos{i.e,, budpet:estimates or bids ) or by a teferenced
sowrce (such as the EPA@AQBS Coritrol Cost Maiual),:ihere:passible.” ;A digoussion of
amortization oficosts:is presented; but the: actual:amogfization, factors arenot given.

Eatergy Services, luc. BART Determination for the White Bluff Stediri Electric Station

Entesgy propases to install S0 and NG, eontro] équipment that will meet the presumptive
requirements of the EPA’s BART Guidelines. The. Atkansag:Ragional Haze SIP acknowledges
that BART requirements are applicgble requirements of the Clean Air Act.and they will be-
included as Title ¥ operating permit corditions. EmissionJimits suchas BART muyst bo meton
a.continuous basis. Although this prowslon does not necessarily requirethe use of: continuons -
emissions monitoring (CEMS), it is important that sources employ dechniques that ensure
cemphmce on a continuous basis: The only such reference fonnd in the BART determination
was in Section 3.1 relating to boller tuning; so further discusslon of mesting emissjon limits on &
continuouy bams should:be.included,.  For g.discpssipn of this.topie.please gefer 0. BPA’s BART,
Guidelines.’

Though,mmp:lvo BART 1s mutfor both NOX and SOz.ugmg thc pzopps;ﬂ pmgssxon conttols
Trble 5-] shows that the White BRiff Stetion will-still “cause” vistbility. impairment at the Caney
Creek Class I area. Yn considering its Long Term Strategy in the Regional Haze SIP for Caney
Creek, the State should hold discussions at this tinie with the source to determine the possible
negd. for addmonal ﬁzturc contmls Ente;gy mtght conmde: an alteredmxx of sapital

g L

Domiar Industries Inc. BART De‘temflaﬂon Tor thie Ashdbwn Wil

The costs of the NO contro} altemat‘zves ot Low NOx (LNB) bumerﬁ and Overt' irg Axr (OFA)
fhi oilers #1 afd #2'4t¢ presexitéd i ' Tiblé 4-3 and the, wnolusxon ié\hatthb Bvérage tost per
ton 6£NO, control iy cost-prohibitive,” Costs i Table 43 afe dérived feom total’coses shiown in
Appendix B. The total costs froim Appenidix B and the Total Annualized Cosf }‘mLNB aiid OFA'
shown in Table 4-3 seem excessive. For éxample, the total capital costs dte tiot generally
conslstent with those presented in Ap dix E ofthe National Council for Air and, Stream |
Improvemient mCASI) paper entitied pﬁiO, Cotsol in FowstP:qducta Industry B’oﬂers A
Review of Technbiogies, Costs, and Ingstry Experionic.™ Also, the amartization factors ot‘ 5%
Antuestmd.w_ye ‘:‘ ‘e ot gongisten f.mﬂuhul%mf 19y liﬂt{gqumdhy_ﬂ;

¢ See BPA’s BART Quidelines, Section TV.D.Stap 4.
# * Seo EPA's BART Guidelines, Section V. -

© Repost by the Nationel Council Far-Airgnd Stream lmpiovement entitled, "NO, Contm‘l in'Forest Froducts
Industry Boilers: A Review of Technalogies, Losts; and Industry Biyteniencé®; Speaisl Repart Np. 03-0d; August
2003, t:’y A;un V: Someshwar; PP, aud Ashok K- Jin NCAﬁSauﬂum ngmnal Emtu Gamwmb Fiorida, .
Appendix e e el L

407 10
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Coriteol Cast Manual.”. Fhe:basis fuc equipment.cost estimates should be.doouménted eithet with
data supplied by an equipment vendor (i.e., budget estimates or bxds) or:by-a referenced source-
(such as the EPA OAQPS Control Cost Manual, whero possible.! More reahstw ﬁgures may
make LNB and OFA oost—cﬁbctlve BART altbrnmves ted

Table 4+7 shaws that the Ashdown Mxll wﬂl suu “catme vis'bﬂity xmpaxrment atthc Caney
Creek Class 1.area after implementation of confrols. In considering’its Long Term Steategy in -
the Regional Haze SIP for Caney Creek, fie State shoold:hold:discussions atthis-time with. -
soutces 1o determine the need for.additional fiture controls, The spurces might consider an
altered mix of capttnl cxpend!turcs for emission control at tlns time given that mformatlon

I
P Voae T

Arkansas Electric Cooperatwe Corpmtmn BART Determinaﬁon for Bailey and
MeClellan ’Sfatiuns

Pages2 and 5 state that bccausc po'llmmtrspealﬁc modelmg for ﬂfasc &mlmes showed that NOx
did not cause or contribute to visibility itmpacts at anyClass I areas and since-the PM impact was:
less than NO,, only SO, BART controls would be considered. This is not correct. The EPA’s
BART Goidelines-describe statesvidecumulative; pollatant-Gyepollutant médeling atielysis of-
all BART<cligible.sources.? - Fsuofi-anranatysis showsinf Neif! farexrtiple; dogs noteause:or
cortributs tovisibility-impatrmpat, you-mayconclude thathont of the BAR Treligibleisonrces:in-
the state are subject to BART for NOg1 However, such-ant exommption isobdefived from the:
modekitig of a single, or even two sources: Therefore; NOxand PN $hould: havc been mcluded in
tthART detennmatlons for tho Builey and Mo@lellat{ Stnﬂerrs. SRR
AT R ST D

The. SO; BAR’I’ dctcmunntxun condudcd zhat ‘g !owcr-sulfar ﬁuel oil* shmﬂd bﬁ considercd as
BART. Qnly-a-footriote o table-indivated that. 1% low sulfui firel olk: was-used for mbddeling
the post-controliscenasto. First, the BART detormination should have-considerad 1% sulfur ﬁxel
oil along with other ultra-lew sulfur fuel oifsin'the analysis and thet-shiould have shown the -
economic viability of otte fuel over the others. This is especially true sincé:the: mble‘showing
post-control modeling results for the Bailey Plant for 2002 showed 8 days above 0,5 4V vmlnuty
imgiaceat Mingo using 1% sulfur fuel oil; Phis-indicates thiat the chossn BARE fuyi'the Bailey-
Plant still ‘canitributes’ to visibility.impairment at Mingo., Séritus:consideation should be-given
to & lower-sulfur fuel: Second; Amore definitive déscription of the chosen ﬁxsl should bestated
and ADEQ: should make nmmfetwableparmlt c.qﬁdmbn RN il gt

g e
Other BART" dete‘rmlhahons reviewcd by lhe’BS mnmm ntare. anpperﬁng documematmn than
the sibject Muwmwmmmommmﬁ_ -

scrubber cost estimates, fuel altornatives end the Scction 4.4 olaim that “. . . high capital cost
coatrol gﬁmc;ao_m_b_hgﬂmlgg@mﬁham add;d) muymxscrﬂ\e mﬂretncnt of thesc umts ”:

PRI R R R N RS 17 LT R | LI o JLE PRIt

71, 8. Environmencal Protection Agency, Office of Ajr Quality Planning aad. Stzndards, OAQPS Comxol Cost
Manual, Pifth Bdition, February 1996, EPA 453/8-96-001.

¥See EPA’s BART Guidelines, Section 1V. D.Step 4.a.5. ST pednd 0

9 Ses EPA's BART Guidelines, Section I11.A.3.Option 3, et e e
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The BPA’s BART Guidelines descfibe.an analysm to'be foﬂowu! when. vxabun:y «of coutiniied
plant operations is an issue, W

Fmally, since the Baﬂcy plant is cum:ntly nperated at only. 20% ofcapamty and since ﬂxc use of .
1% sulfur fuel oil results in a continuing “contribution™ to visibitity zmpmrmeut at Mingo;
ADEQ should place &permrt cordition-on the facility {o operate witk emission limitations
seflecting 20% of capavity. Of course; if technolagy with higher emissions commk efficiency
can be provided, then:such.a- pemut condition can berelaxed R :

AEP Southmtern Elcctric Power Company (SWEPCO) BART stcmons t‘or the' Fllnt
Creek Power Plant

A two-page letter from SWEPCO to the Arkan&ns Depamnant of Env;.ronmentak Quahﬁy. dawd
October 26, 2006, is the only information we have available regarding the subject Plant's effort
tomeet BART. The RH SIPandfar:appsndices should contain all of fhc BAR’I‘-mlamd data 50
that&neyareavaﬂablctothirdvpartyrcvxcmrs. ."-!5: EYERICHEE L t -

With- refqvenoc to Iwm l electrosmttc pmcxpitators may bc& BART ﬁyr pamculato matier (PM)
but not for the reason.cited. Por BART purposes it is: inappropriate for a source.to niodel for-a
single pollutant: (¢:g., EM) and if that single:poflitant dbes not impact a:Class. [area by mors than
the thresheld, t» sliminate emission units:which emit that polfatant. fioht- BART for that.
pollutant. - As discussediin EPA’s BART Buidelines, the total emissione(50,,MOy and PM)
from all emission units from the sonsce should be surmmed."’ If the potential td emitof anty
single visibility impairing poliutant exceeds 250 tons per year then that collection of emissions
units is 2 BART-cligible source. . Each emission unit is then.subiject 1o 8 BART seylow for each
of thc-visibiliby impairing pollutants, -Thus, 2 BART review should have ocourred forthe .
emission units that feed the-efectrostatic preeipitatars (ESP):: It is acknowledged thaton a cast
basis, t is likely that no orhoroontrol equlpmcnnwoulﬂ be mqmred oﬂlﬂ‘ than possxbly :
adjusunonfs to the EBSPs. - . .

Item 2 of the lettcr is nat c!earasto whethe: control equnpmenns almady functmnmg atthe
presumptive.limits 6£0.15. Ibe/mmBTUY for S0 and 0.23 lys/mmBTL for NOxot whether-auch:
equipment is proposed to-be added ba niget BART. : Ths record shogld coritain.information that
describes fhe control equipment that.is already eriwill be instailed, along with the data-that
demonstrates how it is desmed to meet BART. IfBART is met by the ctirrent plant
configuration then Item 3 sefecring to ‘post-oonn‘ol!' CALPLIFF modclmg should ﬁorshaw
visibility. knpfomxents oo s,

v
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Item:3 ofﬂw letter scems to nnplyr(but daes net.stato} that msxbnhty nnpamnmt stllLexists at.one
or move Class 1 areas. In considering its Long Term Strategy in the Regional Haze SIP, the State
should hold discussions at this time with sources to determine the negd for additional future
controls. The sowrces might consider an altered mix of eap&tal ex;:endimres fbr emiss:on control
at this tlmc glven that mﬁ:

1 oe EPA's BART Guldelines, Scction 1V.D.Step 4 k.
" geo BPA’s BART Guidelines, Section 1L.A.3 and 4.




United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
National Wildlife Refuge System
Branch of Air Quality
7333 W. Jefferson Ave., Suite 375
Lakewood, CO 80235-2017

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/ANRS-NRCP-AQ/

June 27, 2014

Mr. Mike Bates, Chief

Air Division

Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, Arkansas 72118-5317

Dear Mr. Bates:

On April 21, 2014, the State of Arkansas provided a draft 5-year progress report for the State’s
Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (SIP). Overall, the draft included several of the
necessary elements and information needed to adequately address regional haze progress.
However, we do not feel that a comprehensive review can be conducted prior to the State
completing the outstanding core elements of the SIP. At this time, we feel that additional
information is necessary prior to concurring with the State’s “negative declaration”. We
welcome further consultation regarding the following concerns:

e (Critical core elements of the State’s Regional Haze Rule SIP are not approved and
therefore cannot be evaluated. Elements include the evaluation and determination of Best
Available Retrofit Technology (BART) eligible sources, implementation of additional
control technologies related to BART, and the establishment of Reasonable Progress
Goals for Class I areas within State boundaries.

e Much of the report indicates emission growth through the year 2011, but then predicts
significant emission reductions by year 2018. We are unable to see how the State will
accomplish these significant emission reductions, and the report provides no explanation.

e Given the general rise in Arkansas’ air pollution emissions through 2011 for most
categories, the report does not explain why visibility impacts are improving at the State’s
Class I areas.

e The report declares that emissions generated within the State of Arkansas are not
significantly impacting Class I areas located in nearby States, but it does not provide
supporting information or explanation to substantiate the claim.



Mr. Bates, page 2

This letter acknowledges that the U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
has conducted a review of the submitted draft 5-year progress report for your Regional Haze SIP.
Please note, that only the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) can make a final
determination regarding the document’s completeness and, therefore, ability to receive federal
approval from EPA.

We appreciate the opportunity to review your draft Regional Haze SIP S-year progress report and
look forward to continuing consultations as you pursue approval of the original SIP and this
subsequent progress report. If you have questions of concerns, please contact Tim Allen at

(303) 914-3802. We appreciate your hard work and dedication to the significant improvement in
our nation’s air quality related values and visibility.

Sincerely,

1 - <
W@WW
Catherine Collins

Chief, Branch of Air Quality (Acting)
cc (via e-mail):

Mark McCorkle, Environmental Programs Manager, ADEQ

Guy Donaldson, Chief, Air Planning Section, U.S. EPA Region 6
Joe Kordzi, Air Planning Section, US EPA Region 6

Charlie Blair, Regional Refuge Chief, USFWS Midwest Region
Ben Mense, Refuge Manager, Mingo National Wildlife Refuge
Patricia Brewer, Air Resources Division, National Park Service
Judith Logan, R8 Air Resource Specialist, Quachita National Forest



Mark McCorkle

Environmental Programs Manager
ADEQ

5301 Northshore Drive

North Little Rock, AR 72118-5317

Guy Donaldson, Chief

Air Planning Section

U.S. EPA Region 6, 6PD-L
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas TX 75202-2733

Joe Kordzi

Air Planning Section

US EPA Region 6, 6PD-L
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Charlie Blair, Regional Chief
National Wildlife Refuge System
USFWS Midwest Region

1 Federal Drive

BHW Federal Building

Fort Snelling, MN 55111

Ben Mense

Refuge Manager

Mingo National Wildlife Refuge
24279 State Highway 51
Puxico, Missouri 63960

Patricia Brewer

Air Resources Division
National Park Service
P.O. box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Judith Logan

R8 Air Resource Specialist
Quachita National Forest
P.O. Box 1270

Hot Springs, AR 71502



Federal Land Manager Consultation

As required by the federal Regional Haze Rule (40 C.F.R. § 51.308), the Arkansas Department
of Environmental Quality (ADEQ, Department) prepared and submitted for review by regional
Federal Land Managers (FLMs) a draft document titled “State Implementation Plan Review for
the Five-Year Regional Haze Progress Report.” Comments submitted by the FLMs are
addressed here. Copies of the FLMs comment letters are included in this appendix. FLMs
comments were received from:

e United States Department of Agriculture — Forest Service - Ouachita National Forest,
e United States Department of the Interior — Fish and Wildlife Service, and
e United States Department of the Interior — National Park Service.

On September 23, 2008, the ADEQ submitted an initial Regional Haze State Implementation
Plan (SIP) to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). On March 12, 2012, the
Environmental Protection Agency published a Final Rule that partially approved and partially
disapproved the 2008 Arkansas Regional Haze SIP (2008 Arkansas RH SIP).

The Regional Haze Rule requires states to “submit a report to the Administrator every five years
evaluating progress towards the reasonable progress goal for each mandatory Class I Federal
area located within the State and in each mandatory Class | Federal area located outside the State
which may be affected by emissions from within the State.” The required elements of this five-
year review, which states must submit five years following the initial Regional Haze SIP
submission, are described at 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g).

The five-year Regional Haze Progress Report (five-year RHPR) also provides an opportunity for
public input on the state and the EPA’s assessment of whether the approved regional haze SIP is
being implemented appropriately and whether reasonable visibility progress is being achieved
consistent with the projected visibility improvement in the SIP. As of July 2014, ADEQ has
been unable to fully respond to the EPA with information sufficient to address those disapproved
elements of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP. The Department has been working with the EPA and
affected sources towards fulfilling EPA’s requirements for an approvable SIP. Therefore, this
required five-year RHPR cannot at this time fully address the goals and implementation
measures that the State of Arkansas originally identified as appropriate, but which are
disapproved by EPA.

All comments submitted by FLMs are addressed herein. However, ADEQ is currently unable to
provide the FLMs with some of the requested information because the comments are either not
relevant to this progress report or ADEQ has been continuing to work on the disapproved
elements of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP with EPA and affected sources and cannot provide



further information on this report. In this document, the responses to specific comments that are
affected by the ultimate resolution of the EPAs’ partial disapproval are identified. A response to
these comments would serve no useful regulatory purpose at this time. ADEQ has identified one
Comment from FLMSs that addresses portions of the Arkansas five-year RHPR draft that needs

revisions.



United States Department of Agriculture — Forest Service (FS) - Ouachita National Forest
Comments

Submitted by Norman Wagoner and Reggie Blackwell, Forest Supervisors

Comment 1: FS had several areas of concern in the Arkansas 2008 Regional Haze SIP (2008
Arkansas RH SIP) that they still would like to bring forward, specifically how the BART
decisions are being handled as the treatment of Reasonable Progress and Long Term Strategy.
FS requests ADEQ to summarize, on a facility-by-facility basis, levels of controls considered,
final control selected, and information on how the "five factors" were considered in making its
decisions.

Response: Any concerns that the FS has with regard to the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP, for the
purposes of this five-year RHPR, are moot in view of the previous partial approval / partial
disapproval action issued by EPA on March 12, 2012. The majority of the BART determinations
as well as Reasonable Progress Goals and Long Term Strategy submitted in the 2008 Arkansas
RH SIP were disapproved by EPA. Work with EPA and the affected facilities continue in an
effort to revise the disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP. Attempting to address
such matters in this five-year RHPR would be premature.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 2: FS requests ADEQ to look at their previous comments on the draft SIP dated June
6, 2008, as some of those comments are still pertinent. The Reasonable Progress discussion in
the 2008 Arkansas RH draft SIP had several content deficiencies and it does not appear to FS
that ADEQ has made the needed corrections. The five-year RHPR draft does not identify any
procedure to address single sources, or combinations of sources, that are predicted to continue to
significantly impact visibility conditions in the future after implementing BART, CSAPR, and
any other on-the-books and on-the-way programs.

Response: Comments previously submitted with regard to the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP have been
taken into consideration. ADEQ is working closely with EPA to resolve any issues that remain
after the partial approval and partial disapproval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 3: FS does not agree with Arkansas’s conclusion that additional controls are not
necessary and points out the following areas that need further consideration:



a) Clarification on what controls the Central Regional Air Planning Association (CENRAP)
Regional Planning Organization (RTO) utilized within Arkansas in their analysis (see
comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p.7 #17);

b) A discussion of why model performance evaluation for the base year indicated significant
under predictions of visibility impacts from sulfate at the two Class I areas located within
Arkansas (see FS comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p. 3 #7); and

¢) A discussion of significance of 2002 to 2018 projections of increased point source sulfur
emission within Arkansas. Although the model is used in a relative sense, no additional
discussion or clarification is provided to address how model performance or model
response is adequately addressing issues that may arise from impacts from sulfates (see
comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p.3 #8).

Response: These comments are based on the content of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP submittal
and are not relevant to the five-year review.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this comment.

Comment 4: FS states that new Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits that are
not represented in the emissions inventory (i.e. John W. Turk and Plum Point II) should be
considered as part of the Reasonable Progress Goals (RPG). Table 2.3 appears to have a number
of gaps in the data. FS requests clarification if these sources were considered in the inventory
presented.

Response: The RPGs were established in 2008. The CENRAP modeling inventory did not
include emissions from these facilities as they were not permitted at that time. The five-year
review does not require revision to the previously established RPGs. Emissions from the John
W. Turk and Plum Point facilities are included in current inventories and subject to consideration
when establishing any future additional control strategies that might be required to maintain
reasonable progress. To date, the RPGs established and committed to by Arkansas have been
met.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this comment.

Comment 5: FS states that the draft 2008 Arkansas RH SIP and the draft RHPR omitted the
required four-factor analysis for establishing the RPG. Meeting the uniform rate of progress
glide slope does not eliminate the need to analyze the four statutory factors or Reasonable
Progress. (See comment letter dated June 6, 2008, p.9 #20.)



Response: A four-factor analysis is not required for the five-year RHPR. The inadequacy of the
four-factor analysis is an element of the EPA's partial disapproval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP
and is under consideration by both ADEQ and EPA Region 6.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.



United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Comments
Submitted by Catherine Collins, Branch of Air Quality

Comment 1: FWS expresses that additional information to the Arkansas five-year RHPR draft
is necessary for them to concur with the State's "negative declaration.”

Response: Ultimate approval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP or supplemental SIP revision, or the
possibility of new requirements in the form of a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP), will result in
more certainty regarding what is considered to be a reasonable rate of progress. The current
negative declaration is supported by evidence that visibility in the affected Class I areas is
improving.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 2: FWS believes that the critical core elements of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP are not
approved and therefore cannot be evaluated. Elements include the evaluation and determination
of best available retrofit technology (BART) eligible sources, implementation of additional
control technologies related to BART, and the establishment of Reasonable Progress Goals and a
Long-Term Strategy for Class I areas within the State boundaries.

Response: FWS correctly states that unapproved elements of the SIP cannot be readily
evaluated. Despite the disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP, visibility is
improving in the affected Class I areas. As of September 2014, ADEQ is still working with EPA
and affected BART sources for an approvable RH SIP.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 3: FWS states that much of the Arkansas five-year RH Progress Report draft
indicates emission growth through the year 2011, but then predicts significant emission
reductions by the year 2018. FWS is unable to see how the State will accomplish emission
reductions as the draft report does not provide an explanation.

Response: The documentation for 2018 emissions is contained in the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP.
Expected emission reductions from BART sources have not been achieved to date.
Implementation of BART controls at affected facilities has been delayed by the federal review
that resulted in a partial disapproval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP. BART reductions at least as
stringent as those described in the SIP will be recognized at a future date yet to be determined.
Other federal measures will also result in future emission reductions.



No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 4: FWS states that, given the general rise of Arkansas's air pollution emissions
through 2011, for most categories, the draft report does not explain why visibility impacts are
improving at the State's Class I areas.

Response: The many possible causes for improvement at affected Class I areas cannot be
readily determined. Emission reductions achieved through other state and federal programs may
account for some of the observed improvement.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 5: FWS points out that the draft report declares that emissions generated within the
State of Arkansas are not significantly impacting Class I areas located nearby states, but it does
not provide supporting information or explanation to substantiate the claim.

Response: ADEQ does not find this declaration within the five-year RHPR. At the top of p.5,
ADEQ describes the EPA determination that “Arkansas did not show that the strategy will
adequately achieve the RPGs set by Arkansas and by other nearby states.”

At this time, all Class I areas identified as affected by Arkansas sources are meeting the RPGs
that were established by the States. Regarding SIP elements and strategies, the report does state
that “based upon relevant data (i.e. projected emissions and modeling results) they are sufficient
to enable Arkansas and other states with Class I areas affected by emissions from Arkansas to
meet all established reasonable progress goals. This appears to be the statement that FWS has
misinterpreted.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.



United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS) Comments

Submitted by Susan Johnson, Air Resources Division, Chief Policy, Planning and Permit Review
Branch.

Comment 1: In Chapter 2.1, the description of pollutant contributions to haze on the 20% worst
days at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Wilderness Areas is good. Figures 2.1 and 2.2
demonstrate that sulfate is the largest contributor to haze of the 20% worst days. Figure 2.3
demonstrates that Electric Generating Units (EGU) and non-EGU point sources are the largest
contributors to sulfur dioxide (SO,) emissions in Arkansas. Therefore, NPS would expect
Arkansas to concentrate on reducing point source SO, emissions in the long-term strategy.

Response: ADEQ will take actions to make necessary reductions to haze precursors based on
the ability to make a demonstrable improvement in haze-related air quality values. SO,
reductions will be achieved when BART sources are required to reduce SO,. Other SO,
reductions will be achieved through implementation of the SO, NAAQS, federal Tier 111 gasoline
standards, New Source Performance Standards, and Emission Guidelines for existing facilities.
Arkansas will continue to evaluate overall SO, emissions in an effort to determine which non-
BART sources to consider for additional controls that might be needed to continue to meet the
RPGs that have been established for Arkansas.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 2: In Chapter 3.1, Table 3.1 indicates that annual emissions of SO, from EGU in
Arkansas actually increased between 2002 and 2011, while nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions
decreased slightly. No information is presented about expected emissions reductions from
existing EGU between 2011 and 2018 to support the 2018 emissions projections in Table 5.1.
The information presented does not demonstrate reasonable progress in reducing point source
emissions. NPS requests that ADEQ identify any source specific controls planned and CAIR or
CSAPR caps that have yet to be met that would require controls on these sources.

Response: The emissions presented in Table 3.1 are historic. No point-source emission
reductions associated with the Regional Haze Rule have been realized to date. The 2018
projections contained in Table 5.1 are from the future-year inventory developed by the Central
Regional Air Planning Association (CENRAP). Arkansas developed RPGs that included
specific emission reduction requirements for BART sources. Because EPA has not yet approved
the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP in its entirety, these reductions have not yet been realized. Any
source-specific control associated with the implementation of CAIR or CSAPR caps are, or will
be, reflected in annual emission inventories.



No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 3: In Chapter 5, there is a typo in the sentence on top of page 50: Tables 5.2, 5.3, and
5.4 compare 2002 and 2011 emissions, not 2018 emissions. NPS recognizes that emissions from
area, non-road, and on-road sectors are calculated by EPA. NPS concerns focus on point EGU
and non-EGU facilities that are directly permitted by Arkansas and the lack of information
supporting 2018 emissions projections.

Response: The sentence at the top of page 50 has been revised to correctly identify the
information contained in Table 5.2, Table 5.3 and Table 5.4. The documentation for 2018
emission projections is included in Appendix 7.2-E of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP submittal.

Comment 4: In Chapter 7, NPS states that in 2012, EPA disapproved Arkansas's BART
determinations and reasonable progress goals for 2018. Arkansas has not yet corrected the
deficiencies in the 2008 SIP. Arkansas’s five-year Progress Report draft addresses goals that
have been disapproved.

Response: The progress goals that Arkansas identified in the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP submittal
are based on emission reductions that were identified and modeled on a regional scale. Without
re-conducting or otherwise updating the regional-scale modeling effort that was conducted by
CENRAP, it is not possible to establish new progress goals. Arkansas is satisfied that its
previously identified RPGs are currently being met regardless of the fact that BART controls
have yet to be implemented. Having a regulatory requirement to submit a progress report,
regardless of whether or not the original SIP submittal has been approved in its entirety by the
EPA is problematic; however, ADEQ is attempting to meet that requirement notwithstanding
partial disapproval. Goals other than those already disapproved have not been established at this
time. As of this date, ADEQ is uncertain what EPA might accept as RPGs.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 5: In Chapter 7, Arkansas commits on page 50 to work with EPA as it performs the
required four-factor analyses. NPS asks that Arkansas also consult with the affected FLMs.

Response: The referenced commitment is expressed in the fifth paragraph on page 55. There is
no regulatory requirement or express need to consult FLMs in the development of a four-factor

analysis.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.



Comment 6: In Chapter 7, Arkansas has not demonstrated that it is reducing emissions
contributing to visibility impairment at Class 1 areas in neighboring states. Section 7.4 does not
explain why Hercules Glade and Mingo in Missouri were the only Class I areas reviewed.
Arkansas should cite the CENRAP source apportionment analyses that show the contribution of
Arkansas point, area, and mobile sources at neighboring Class I areas, compared to sources in
other states.

Response: The Arkansas point source emission reductions envisioned in the 2008 Arkansas RH
SIP have not been implemented as of this date. No additional assessment is ongoing at this time.
Visibility impairment in affected out-of-state Class I areas has improved. The Class I areas
addressed in this five-year review are those identified in the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP and
approved by the EPA.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 7: NPS disagrees with Arkansas's conclusion that no additional actions are needed as
part of this five-year review. NPS encourages Arkansas to complete revisions to the 2008
Arkansas RH SIP before requesting EPA approval of the five-year RHPR.

Response: The Regional Haze Rule requires submission of a progress report within five years
of the original submittal of a Regional Haze SIP. Whether or not the submitted SIP has been
approved does not alter this requirement. Additional actions to be taken will be established upon
approval of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP or through federal action in the form of a FIP.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 8: NPS states that while the Arkansas five-year RHPR draft demonstrates that
visibility is improving at Class I areas in Arkansas and Missouri, there is no demonstration that
Arkansas is implementing all the reasonable control measures necessary to meet the 2018
reasonable progress goals for Class I areas in Arkansas and neighboring states.

Response: The most recent assessment of visibility conditions in affected Class I areas in
Arkansas and Missouri shows that RPGs established by Arkansas in the 2008 RH SIP are being
met. ADEQ anticipates that as BART controls are established and implemented in Arkansas,
additional progress will be demonstrated.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.

Comment 9: NPS states that Arkansas has not revised the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP to resolve the
deficiencies identified by EPA, in the disapproved portions of the SIP, in March 2012.
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Therefore, NPS does not agree with Arkansas's conclusion that the requirements of 40 C.F.R. §
51.308(g) have been met nor that they can support Arkansas's determination that no further
actions are required.

Response: ADEQ acknowledges that the disapproved portions of the 2008 Arkansas RH SIP
have resulted in a situation where less than desired progress can be achieved at this time.
Resolution of the deficiencies identified by the EPA is underway. 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(g) requires
only a periodic progress report. ADEQ disagrees with the assertion that the required elements
described in 40 CFR 51.308(g) have not been addressed in the five-year RHPR draft.

No revisions to the final report are necessary due to this Comment.
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