APPENDIX H

Written Comments



[This page intentionally left blank.]



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Air Resources'Division

IN REPLY REFER TO: P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225

April 29, 2003

N3615 (2350)

Mr. Dan Olson

Air Quality Administrator
Department of Environmental Quality
122 West 25" Street

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Dear Mr_Olson:

The National Park Service (NPS) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on
Wyoming’s visibility long term strategy 2003 Draft Review Report (Report), dated
March 26, 2003. Our detailed comments below follow the format provided in the State’s
Report for those sections on which we have concerns.

The Report acknowledges many issues related to visibility protection of Federal Class I
areas in Wyoming, two of which are managed by the National Park Service: Yellowstone
and Grand Teton National Parks. We are also pleased to see the Report’s discussion and
general assessment of nearby Federal Class I areas outside the State (e.g., Badlands and
Wind Cave National Parks in South Dakota) that may be affected by emissions from
Wyoming sources. The NPS would be very interested in working cooperatively with the
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ) Air Quality Division in the
context of the current visibility State implementation plan (SIP) to better determine the
causes of existing impacts and potential visibility effects of emissions on these park units
from development activities in Wyoming, as well as to develop strategies to mitigate
these impacts.

Section 1.2. Long Term Strategy Review and Update

This section correctly refers to reasonably attributable impairment as the focus of the
State’s long term strategy but also uses the term “plume blight” to describe the scope of
its current Phase I visibility protection program. (The term is also used in Chapter 9,
Section 1(a) on page 9-1 of Appendix A, where it states “This chapter establishes
regulations to protect visibility. Section 2 addresses plume blight impairment in Class I
areas.”) There is no Federal definition for “plume blight” in the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) visibility regulations or in the State’s regulations, and without
a formal definition of the term, its use is confusing and open to interpretation.



In describing the scope of nationwide visibility problems in its December 2, 1980
visibility regulations, EPA includes “smoke, dust, colored gas plumes or layered haze
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as the basic types of 1mpa1rment intended to be addressed by the Phase I visibility
protection program. EPA’s regulations also envisioned the use of more sophisticated
modeling techniques and monitoring information for Phase I program implementation, as
well as the review and possible control of existing minor sources not meeting the source-
size requirements for existing stationary facilities.

In light of EPA’s 1980 rules and progress made to date in other states to address existing
impairment in mandatory Class I Federal areas, the NPS considers “plume blight” as a
simplified form of reasonably attributable visibility impairment. That is, a visible plume
may be easily identified by a human observer, much as defined in the text of the Report
as “...a distinct band or layer of visible air pollution.” However, the geometry or
perceived shape of a polluted air mass is related mostly to the “observer’s” frame of
reference (e.g., standing at an overlook, flying in a plane, or viewing satellite images),
and it is not the form of the polluting air mass that is important but the effect it has on
visibility.

There are, in fact, several instances around the country where the process of documenting
reasonably attributable impairment was focused on sources’ impacts on visibility (e.g.,
Centralia Power Plant in Washington State, the Navajo Generating Station in Arizona,
and the Craig and Hayden Power Plants in Colorado). Sophisticated analysis techniques
(including use of meteorological information, speciated particle data, and emissions data
from the suspect sources) were used to reasonably attribute existing impairment
contributions from these sources to the affected Class I areas. All of the aforementioned
sources have now been controlled or are in the process of installing controls for visibility
reducing pollutants as a result of cooperation among all affected parties.

It would be acceptable to use “plume blight” as an example of reasonably attributable
visibility impairment, and we believe that was probably the State’s intention. However,
if it is used to limit the scope of the State’s current visibility protection program, this
would be an indication that the State’s program may be substantively less stringent (i.e.,
less protective of mandatory Class I Federal areas) than what is required by Federal
visibility regulations. To further clarify this point, key definitions under 40 CFR 51.301
state that:

“reasonably attributable visibility impairment means visibility impairment that is
caused by the emission of air pollutants from one, or a small number of sources”,
and



“visibility impairment means any humanly perceptible change in visibility (light
extinction, visual range, contrast, coloration) from that which would have existed
under natural conditions.”

We note that the Wyoming visibility regulations (see Appendix A to the Report) found at
Chapter 9, Section 2(c) do not include a definition of “reasonably attributable visibility
impairment” and omit “light extinction” in the definition of “visibility impairment”. The
NPS recommends revisions to the State’s visibility SIP and regulations to address both of
these deficiencies.

Section 2.1 Requirement I

The progress achieved in remedying existing impairment of visibility in any of Wyoming'’s
Class I areas.

The Section states that Chapter 9, Section 2 of the Wyoming Air Quality Standards and
Regulations (WAQSR) “requires that any certification of impairment be accompanied by
an analysis and visibility data supported by visibility monitoring which may include
visual observations or any other technique the Division deems appropriate. On the basis
of what is required in the regulation, the Division does not believe it can certify
impairment on the basis of visual observations alone, which are anecdotal or empirical in
nature.”

The NPS is unclear about why the Division would constrain itself from certifying
impairment based on visual observations of existing impairment and what it would
require in addition to such observations for the Division to certify impairment. With
regard to any future NPS certification of impairment, as a practical matter we would
provide the State with all appropriate data and other relevant information, which may
include modeling results, supporting any claim of existing impairment in affected Class I
areas. We would consider that a submittal to the State, as such, would satisfy the
“analysis” requirement referred to in Chapter 9, Section 2. However, it should be noted
that there is no comparable EPA requirement for the Federal land manager (FLM) to
provide an analysis when making a certification of existing impairment.

In the final paragraph of this Section, the State asserts that a major reduction in sulfur
dioxide emissions prior to 1991 in southwest Wyoming has had a beneficial impact on
visibility in nearby Class I areas, although there was no monitoring in the area at the time
to verify visibility improvements. @The NPS believes that, based on scientific
understanding of visibility cause and effect relationships, such a claim is reasonable and
should be supportable through state-of-the-art modeling demonstrations.



Section 2.2 Requirement 11

The ability of the long term strategy to prevent future impairment of visibility in any
Class I area.

The Report discusses the State’s programs related to new source review, operating
permits, and monitoring as important aspects of the State’s long term strategy to prevent
future visibility impairment in any Class I area. We commend the State for its aggressive
approach to require best available control technology (BACT) on all new sources,
including minor sources, and agree that minimizing emissions from each new source is
appropriate. However, considering the number of new sources applying for State permits
annually (e.g., nearly 2000 minor sources per year since 1999, and an average of 5 major
sources per year), we have serious concerns about the ability of a BACT approach alone
to prevent future visibility impairment. There is little or no discussion in this Section
about assessing the visibility effects of this growth, existing or future potential, so we
have little information on which to judge the adequacy of this part of the long term
strategy by itself.

It is important to consider the data that relates to the emissions growth allowed under the
State’s permitting programs to help determine their effectiveness in preventing future
impairment. For example, considering visibility monitoring data for Yellowstone and
Badlands National Parks (see Appendix E), there has been increasing visibility
impairment occurring at both parks since 1999. Also, there appears to be some rather
significant increases in the permitted potential emissions for several key pollutants
through year 2002 (see Appendix G of the Report). This inventory is most appropriate to
use in assessing possible visibility impairment due to emissions growth in the State since
it is comprehensive in nature (i.e., new or modified, major and minor sources statewide)
as opposed to the AIRS database which only includes major stationary sources. Using
these databases and an appropriate modeling approach should yield better information on
which to judge the adequacy of the State’s long term strategy.

Part 2.2.1.5 of this Section, entitled Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit
Coordination, only discusses procedural aspects of major source permitting by the State
and contains nothing substantive regarding visibility protection under the program,
including stringent application of the BACT requirement. With respect to the
coordination process, there have been instances of procedural problems concerning FLM
notification of permit applications and providing available information in a timely
manner for meaningful FLM review. Although this Part discusses the required timing of
processes under PSD, the problems the NPS has encountered as the State implements the
program suggests there is some confusion about what the FLM needs and when it is
needed to ensure we meet our “affirmative responsibility” to protect park resources. The
NPS recommends that the DEQ consider working with affected FLMs through a
mechanism, such as a memorandum of understanding, in order to avoid future problems
coordinating the PSD program.



Beyond the past procedural issues experienced by the NPS in coordinating PSD permit
review with the Wyoming Air Quality Division, there are some substantive deficiencies
with respect to the ability of this major source permitting program to prevent future
impairment of visibility. Based on recent interaction with the State, the DEQ interprets
its PSD rule to require new sources to consider only their individual impact on Class I
area air quality related values (AQRYVs), including visibility. This approach is not
consistent with EPA’s interpretation of the visibility protection regulations which calls
for an assessment of whether a proposed source would have an adverse impact taking into
account the background conditions caused by both existing and previously permitted, but
not yet constructed or operating, sources. See 50 Fed. Reg. 28,548 (1985). The Federal
Land Managers’ AQRV Workgroup has adopted EPA’s interpretation in the FLAG
guidance by asking for a PSD cumulative visibility analysis of all relevant emissions
from all increment-consuming sources affecting an area if certain threshold levels are met
or exceeded by the proposed new source. In our view, the approach taken by the State’s
program only partially accounts for the total visibility effects associated with major
source permitting.

In Part 2.2.3.1 Wyoming Visibility Monitoring Network, the NPS would be interested in
knowing how the data from the network is being used operationally by the State. For
instance, is there any use of the data in the State’s new source review or PSD programs or
within the review process under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and if
so0, how is the data being used?

During the last periodic review of Wyoming’s long term strategy in year 2000, the NPS
had encouraged the State to incorporate the NEPA review process into its strategy as
another tool to use in helping assure “reasonable progress” toward the national visibility
goal. At that time, there was awareness of the potential for widespread development of
oil and gas resources throughout the region, and the current Report acknowledges the
tremendous workload and resource demands that have been placed on the State as a result
of this ongoing growth. We remain concerned that emissions from this activity may be
compromising visibility protection objectives for mandatory Class I Federal areas in and
near Wyoming.

Section 2.3 Requirement IIT

Any change in visibility since the last such report, including an assessment of existing
conditions.

The State has provided information primarily from the IMPROVE monitoring network in
and around Wyoming to describe trends in visual air quality based on eleven years of
data collection, from 1988 to 1998. There are some interesting points made with respect
to key pollutants responsible for contributions to impairment at various sites, but we note
that the Report is silent on the potential for in-State source contributions to visibility
impacts. Also, the purpose of requirement III is to report “any change in visibility since
the last such report, including an assessment of existing conditions” (i.e., since available



data were reported in the State’s year 2000 periodic review report), not necessarily to
only report on long term trends.

In this regard, some of the visibility monitoring data reported in Appendix E would be
useful for that purpose, perhaps in conjunction with emissions data, permitting activity,
and other relevant information that can help in assessing existing conditions and possible
causes. As this letter discusses in the previous section (re: Section 2.2 Requirement II),
there has been increasing visibility impairment in the past few years at Yellowstone and
Badlands National Parks (NPs). Other park units in and around Wyoming may not be
showing the same pattern of impairment. These changes and an assessment of these
conditions should be discussed in greater detail in this Section.

Section 2.4 Requirement IV

Additional measures, including the need for SIP revisions, that may be necessary to
assure reasonable progress toward the national visibility goal.

Given the short term “trend” in increasing visibility impairment at Yellowstone and
Badlands NPs, there could be a need to reassess the effectiveness of Wyoming’s visibility
protection program. Areas for program improvements, including the need for SIP
revisions, are: (1) the scope of the State’s Phase I visibility plan (i.e., “reasonable
attributable visibility impairment” versus the State’s “plume blight” limitation); (2)
consistency with Federal definitions that apply to Phase I (e.g., “reasonably attributable
visibility impairment” and “visibility impairment”); and (3) the need for new and
modified source review and permitting programs and NEPA process involvement that
will prevent future impairment of visibility — all of which we have discussed above.

We also believe it would much less confusing to most people if the outdated Wyoming
1987 visibility SIP was revised to be current and accurate. The NPS has raised this issue
during the previous two periodic reviews conducted by the State. We would like to
acknowledge the new cross-reference guide provided by this year’s Report as at least a
helpful stop-gap measure to refer to the current chapters and sections of the WAQSR.
We look forward to needed revisions within the SIP itself to eliminate reference to
obsolete monitoring methods, networks, and other elements of the plan that are no longer
relevant, as well as the substantive provisions that are needed to assure reasonable
progress toward the national visibility goal.

Section 2.6 Requirement VI

The progress in developing the components of the strategy.

The NPS recommends development of a more thorough discussion of the visibility
impact analyses conducted or required by the State in the context of its new source
review program(s). The Report contains detailed and lengthy discussion of the State’s
minor and major source permitting programs without much reference at all to the
visibility protection assessment methods used or mitigation measures considered or taken
as a result of any assessments that are conducted.



Thank you for considering these comments as you finalize the 2003 Review Report. The
NPS appreciates the DEQ’s efforts to consult with our agency during development of this
periodic review. We look forward to continued cooperation with the State on visibility
protection issues, including monitoring activities, developing the statewide smoke
management program, assessing NEPA documents, and developing Wyoming’s future
regional haze SIP. If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Mr.
Brian Mitchell (303-969-2819) of my staff.

Sincere}y,

Christine L. Shaver
Chief, Air Resources Division

cc:
Darla Potter

Air Quality Division

Department of Environmental Quality
Herschler Building 4 West

122 West 25™ Street

Cheyenee, Wyoming 82002

Richard R. Long

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region 8
Air and Radiation Program

999 18" Street, Suite 300

Denver, Colorado 80202-2466

Rick Cables

Regional Forester

USDA Forest Service

740 Simms Street

P.O. Box 25127

Lakewood, Colorado 80225-0127
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