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Ro[ing, Chris [DNR]

From: Raling, Chris [DNR]

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 1:30 PM

To: Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov

Subject: FW: Information Request

Attachments: T T R -7 '
Bob,

Here is the Montana info.
Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Envirenmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242:5094

From: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Sent: Friday, October 24, 2008 7:44 AM
To: Arnold, Alan

Cc: Hillman, Timecthy M.; Byers, Andrew C, (Andy); Daniel, Chad; Phelps, Dave [PNR]; Hanson, Lori [DNR]; Spackman,
Christine [DNR]

Subject: Information Request

Alan,

As | mentioned in the conference call here is the information | need: .

1} A Form CE for any Low NOx burners associated with combustion units as they are considered controf equipment.

2} Potential emissions for the existing Sutherland Station. Please provide for all regulated PSD poltutants. The PTE
should be based on the regulations (i.e. permit limits, operating limits, default rutes). A table with the tpy rates
is fine as long as there are notes on how the emission rates were calculated.

3} The baseiine emissions for the existing Sutherland Station. Again, this should be for all reguiated PSD pollutants
and based on the regulations (i.e. average of 24 months, etc.}. Also, a table with the tpy rates is fine as long as
you list which years were used to calculate. The numbers should match up to past emission inventory
submittals.

Finally, attached are two documents that might be of interest to you. One is the decision made by the Montana Board
of Environmental Review and the other is a recent draft permit from Montana. The draft permit has a BACT analysis for
PMZ2.5. The permit does not have an emission limit on PM2.5, but rather requires the facility to submit a BACT analysis
to determine the emission rate once testing of PM2.5 has been conducted.

Let me know if you have any guestions,
Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5094
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Hanson, Lori [DNR]

Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 2:42 PM

To: Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov

Cc: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: Modeling report for IPL PSD project

Attachments: Attachment for 07-602.xls; PSD 07-602 12-02-08.doc
Hi Bob,

Chris Roling asked that | send you an electronic copy of the modeling report for the [PL Sutherland Generating Station
coal-fired boiler PSD project. The report and associated attachment have been included with the email. If you have any
guestions or need additional infarmation, just let me know. Lori
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Release Lateral
Total PM10 Height Dimension

Emission Unit Description (Ib/hr) {ft) (ft)
EP262 Transfer from Stamler to Conveyor* 5.07E-03 12
CCVY2_1-90 Belt Conveyor* 9.17E-02 3 5.58
CFDRS_1-7 Stamler Feeder*® 4.00E-03 varies 1.86
PRB1BD(1-29) Bulldozing - PRB Coal Pile 1* 1.92E-02 5.69 10.98
PRB2BD(1-25) Bulldozing - PRB Coal Pile 2* 1.92E-02 5.69 10.98
BLD1BD(1-16) Bulldozing - Eastern Coal Pile 1* 1.92E-02 5.69 10.98
BLD2BD(1-15) Bulldozing - Eastern Coal Pile 2* 1.92E-02 5.69 10.98
EP274 Transfer from Stamler to Conveyor® 2.58E-02 12 0.47
LFDR1{1-7) Stamler Feeder*® 2.00E-03 varies 1.86
LCVY1(1-25) Reclaim Conveyor*® 2.00E-03 3 1.86
LMSTBD(1-7) Bulldozing Limestone Pile* 6.42E-02 5.69 10.98
S -. | R ; i : Haul Roads . s
HR {001 - 231) Haul Roads™** 0.196 3.44 22.33

Dimension

nitial
Vertical

0.7
0.7
5.08
5.08
5.08
5.08

106

*Chemical dust suppressant to achieve 95% control.
**All haul roads have daily water flushing and sweeping to achieve 80% control.
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Initial

Release Vertical
PMI10 Height Y Dimension

Emission Unit Description (1b/hr) PM10 {Ib/hr/f12) {ft) () (R) (ft)
EP269A PRB Coal Stacker Reclaimer Pile 1% 0.031 3.30E-07 20 654.3 145 9.3
EP265B PRB Coal Stacker Reclaimer Pile 2* 0.028 3.54E-07 20 554.2 145 9.3
EP269C Eastern Coal Stacker Reclaimer Pile 1* 0.021 5.07E-07 20 2826 145 9.3
EP2650D Eastern Coal Stacker Reclaimer Pile 2* 0.021 5.07E-07 20 282.6 145 9.3
EP270 PRB Long Term Storage 0 o 215 NA NA 10
EP271A Eastern Long Term Storage 1 0 0 17.5 250 3445 8.14
EP271B Eastern Long Term Storage 2 0 o 12.5

EP276 Limestone Storage Pile* 0.007 6.82E-07 120 &0 3.72
EP277 Limestone Long Term Storage o 0 125 150 225 6.98

*Chemical dust suppressant to achieve 95% control.




IOWA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Environmental Services Division
Air Guality Bureau
Modeling Group

MEMORANDUM

DATE: 12-02-08

TO: CHRIS ROLING

FROM: LORI HANSON

RE: SUTHERLAND GENERATING STATION {(64-01-012), PSD PN 07-602
CcC: CATHARINE FITZSIMMONS, JIM MCGRAW, DAVE PHELPS

ANALYSIS RESULTS

X Passed/ Acceptable
[.]1 Changes required that affect the permits (see below for details)

[0 Does not pass / Not acceptable

ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Review of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) dispersion modeling analysis for the Interstate
Power and Light Company Sutherland Generating Station {SGS) facility located in Marshalltown, indicates
that the modeling analysis is acceptable.

This modeling analysis has been submitted in support of the PSD permit application to install a new 649
megawatt supercritical pulverized coal-fired boiler (Unit 4) at the existing SGS facility. This project also
includes supporting anciliary equipment and material handling equipment associated with Unit 4. The
praposed design will allow the existing coal uploading, storage and reclaim units to be retired once Unit 4
bacomes operational.

IETEFE 3T T

The permit application for this project was originally received November 1, 2007. Receipt of the original
permit application sets November 1, 2007 as the PM:; minor source baseline date for the "Remainder of
Marshall County” baseline area. The permit application was re-submitted April 3, 2008 with design
modifications related to the maximum blend of bituminous coal. The dispersion modeling analyses were
revised and resubmitted again on October 28 and November 10, 2008 to address increased PMyp emission
rates associated with matetial handiing sources and changes to several building heights.

Based on the proposed potential to emit, emissions of NOx, SO;, PMig, CO, volatile organic compounds
(VOQC), fluorides, and total reduced sulfur (TRS) trigger a PSD modeling review. Since the proposed VOC
potential to emit is below 100 tons per year, an ambient impact analysis is not required.



The emission rates and modeled parameters for emission units associated with this project are summarized
in Table 4 of the “Response to IDNR Request for Additional Information #8” submitted on September 24,
2008. Revised PMsp emission rates and stack parameters associated with changes fo the dust collectors
are summarized in the Table 4 of the modeling report dated October 27, 2008. For convenience, all
emission rates and stack parameters used in the modeling analyses are summarized in the attachment to
this document. Although several operating loads and fuel combinations were evaluated in the dispersion
maodeling, only the highest emission rates are listed in the DNR summary attachment.

The preliminary modeling analyses for emissions of NOx, SOz, PMip, and CO resulted in impacts below all
applicable PSD significant impact levels for these pollutants. Since the preliminary modeling analysis of
these pollutants resulted in predicted concentrations below the applicable PSD significant impact levels, full
{cumulative) impact modeling analyses are not required.

There are no established PSD significant impact levels for emissions of fluoride and TRS, however modeling
evaluations for these pollutants are still required. The worse-case predicted impacts from the Unit 4 project
are listed in Table 5 of the “Response to IDNR Request for Additional Information #13" submitted via email
on the November 7, 2008. Revised modeling for fluorides and TRS incorporating the downwash changes
were not submitted. The DNR conducted revised modeling for fluorides and TRS that included the
downwash changes. All submitted modeling results and the DNR modeling results are summarized in Tabile
1 of this document for convenience.

A PSD increment analysis is not required since all worse-case modeled impacts from this project were

below the applicable PSD significant impact levels. The worss-case impacts from the preliminary modeling
of NOx, 505, and PMyp can conservatively be used to estimate the maximum increment consumption
resulting from the Unit 4 project. Modeling results are compared to the applicable PSD Class |l increment
tevels in Table 2. This methodology is overly conservative for the short-term averaging periods. The
predicted concentrations from the preliminary modeling are ali the highest predicted impacts, whereas the
short-term increment levels should be the highest, second-high values. =

ANCILLARY EMISSION UNITS MODELING

The Unit 4 project includes several ancillary emission units that will only be operated when the rest of the
facility is not in operation, except for test and maintenance purposes. The ancillary sources associated with
this project include short-term operation of the auxiliary boiler, an emergency generator and two emergency
diesel fire pumps. Per DNR guidance, these ancillary sources were cumulatively modeled in separate
analyses to assure compliance with the applicable short-term NAAQS. The modeling results of shori-term
impacts from the ancillary sources are listed in Table 7 of the “Response to IDNR Request for Additional
Information #13” submitted via email on the November 7, 2008 and are summarized in Table 3 of this
document for convenience. All impacts are predicted to be below the applicable PSD Significant iImpact
Levels.

PRECONSTRUCTION MONITORING

All modeled impacts for the Unit 4 project are well below the applicable significant monitoring
concentrations. The DNR historically exempts applicants from the requirement for preconstruction
monitoring if the modeled concentrafions from the project are below the significant monitoring
concentrations, therefore no pre-construction monitoring will be required for the Unit 4 project. The modeled



impacts were compared with the significant monitoring concentrations in Table 1 of Appendix | in the March
3, 2008 submittal. The revised modeling results are compared to the significant monitoring concentrations in
Table 1 of this document.

ADDITIONAL IMPACTS

An additional impacts analysis evaluating the project’s impact on residential, commercial and industrial
growth, soils and vegetation, and visibility in the vicinity of the facility was conducted. These analyses are
discussed in detail in Appendix | of both the November 1, 2007 and March 3, 2008 submittals.

The addition of Unit 4 is intended to meet the current and existing projected electrical demands of the
surrounding area and is anticipated to result in little growth from its operation. The applicant estimates that
the project will result in approximately 85 full-time jobs. The project is intended to meet current electrical
demand and the number of permanent jobs resulting from the project is small relative to the population size
of the surrounding area, therefore the effects to ambient air quality from growth resulting from the project are
expected to be insignificant.

The soils and vegetation analyses indicate that there will be no adverse impacts to soils and vegetation in
the vicinity of the SGS facility. A thorough inventory of the soils and vegetation found within three kilometers
of the $GS facility was conducted. Appendix | contains this inventory along with a description of the
potential effects of the PSD applicable pollutants on the vegetation. In conjunction with the inventory and
description of potential effects, the IDNR soils and vegetation tool was used to evaluate the impact of the
emissions from the project on sensitive vegetation. Although the resuits from the IDNR tool resulted in a
value over the screening level for the 10-day averaging period for fluoride, the tool conservatively estimates
impacts based on the ton per year of fluoride emissions being emitted. The DNR modeled impact cof the 24-
hour averaging period (0.01 ug/m>) indicates that the 10-day screening level for fluoride (0.5 ng/im®) will not
be exceeded.

Class || visibility analyses were conducted to evaluate the potential for plume visibility at the Union Grove
and Rock Creek State Parks. Because there is no significant terrain within either park, only results for
INSIDE the state parks against a SKY background were reviewed. The submitted Level 2 screening
analyses of the incremental increase in emissions associated with the Unit 4 project indicated that the
visibility sereening criteria for INSIDE the state parks and against a SKY background would be exceeded
during meteorological conditions that are likely occur less than one percent of the time (about four days per
year).

The DNR conducted an additional evaluation to determine the net increase in the number the days with a
visible plume at the state parks that are likely to occur as a resuit of the Unit 4 project. This was
accomplished by executing the visibility analysis once with existing facility-wide emissions, and then again
with the proposed facility-wide emissions after the project. The net increase in days with a visible plume is
calculated as the difference between the numbers of days with a visible plume for each scenario. Again,
only results for INSIDE the state parks against a SKY background were reviewed because there is no
significant terrain within either park.

The DNR visibility analysis indicated that the emissions from SGS (both before and after the project) have
the potential to cause a visible plume at Union Grove State Park under all of the meteorological conditions




recommended to be evaluated in EPA’s “Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis
(Revised)’ October 1992. Since the plume is visible during all of the meteorological conditions reviewed,
this methodology is not useful in determining increased plume visibility. Any increase in the number of days
with a visible plume at Union Grove State Park due to this project is [ikely to be negligible.

The revised visibility analysis for Rock Creek State Park indicated that the emissions from the Unit 4 project
have the potential to cause a visible plume at Rock Creek State Park no more than an additional 0.3% of the
time, this equates to approximately one additional day per year. Again, any increased plume visibility due to
the proposed modification is likely to be negligible.

CLASS | AREA IMPACTS ANALYSIS

PSD projects for facilities that propose to located within 100 kilometers of a Class | area, and PSD projects
proposing to locate at a distance greater than 100 kilometers that have high enough emission rates to have
an impact on a Class | area, must conduct a Class | area impact analysis. There are currently no Class |
areas located within 100 kilometers of lowa’s borders. The closest Class ! areas to the proposed project are
the Rainbow Lake Wildemess Area (Wisconsin) and the Hercules-Glades Wilderness Area (Missouri)
located approximately 510 and 590 kilometers away, respectively.

In a letter dated November 5, 2007, interstate Power and Light notified the Region 8 USDA Forest Service,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Parks Service about the proposed project. In an email
to Interstate Power and Light sent November 5, 2007, the Forest Service stated that they had reviewed the
proposed project and that “Due to the emissions from the facility, in relation to its distance from the Forest
Service Class | areas, we are not requesting that any Class | modeling be done for this project.” The federal
land managers listed above will also be notified by the DNR during the public comment period for this
project.

o



Table 1. Worse-case Modsled Impacts from Unit 4 Project

Pollutant Averaging Period Year in which Worse-case PSD Significant Significant
event occurred Predicted impact Leve! Monitoring
Concentration® Concentration
(ug/m?®) {ug/m’) {ngim’®)
NOx Annual 2004 0.64 1 14
S0; 3-hour 2004 11.32 25 --
24-hour 2001 3.52 5 13
Annual 2002 0.29 1 -
PM1q 24-hour 2003 4.91 5 10
Annual 2001 0.87 1 -
co 1-hour 2000 48.09 2,000 -
8-hour 2002 18.63 500 575
Fluorides 24-hour 2002 0.01 - 0.25
TRS 1-hour 2003 0.54 - -

*  All modeled concenirations are the highest predicted values.



Table 2. Estimated Increment Consumption from the Unit 4 Project

Pollutant Averaging Period Worse-case Predicted PSD Class ll Increment Eséti(r];?‘tf: gfl\ﬁ::iigglrg
Conceniration™ Level Increment Used
(ug/m?) (ng/m®)

NOx Annual 0.64 25 2.6

80Q: 3-hour 11.32 512 22
24-hour 3.52 91 398
Annual 0.28 20 15

PM;g 24-hour 4.91 30 16.4
Annual .87 17 51

*

Note that the increment consumed for the short-term averaging periods is conservative since the predicted
concentrations from the preliminary analysis are the highest predicted concentrations, whereas the short-term increment
levels are the highest, second-high values. Annual concentrations are the highest predicted value.

Table 3. Modeling Results for the Angillary Sources®

Pollugant Averaging Period Year in which event Predicted PSD Significant
occurred Concentration™ Impact Level
{ug/m®) (ngim?®)

S0, 3-hour 2001 231 25
24-hour 2004 4.7 5

PMio 24-hour 2004 1.43 5

co 1-hour 2003 1101 2000
8-hour 2001 45.3 500

*

The ancillary sources include the short-term operation of the auxifiary boiler, an emergency generator and two
emergency diesel fire pumps.
** The modeled short-term concentrations are all the highest predicted values.

o
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Webber. Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 1:51 PM
To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Cc: Knodel. Jon@epamail .epa.gov
Subject: Sierra Club Letter

Attachments: Sierra Club letter to AWMD Director.pdf
Chris,

Here is the letter sent to my Division Director.
Thanks,

Bob Webber

Air Permitting & Compliance Branch

Air and Waste Management Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VII
901 North 5th Street

Kansas City, KS 66288

Phone: 913-551-7251

webber. robert@epa.gov

(See attached file: Sierra Club letter to AWMD Director.pdf)






SIERRA  1OWACHAPTER

118 3 Ave SE, Suite 326
LU B Cedar Rapids, lowa 52401

FOUNDED 1892

December 20, 2008

Ms. Rebecca Weber
Air Quality Division
U.8. EPA, Region 7
901 N.. 5™ st.

Kansas City, KS 66101

Re: PSD permit, Sutherland Generating Station
Towa permit No. 08-R-542-P

Deai Ms. Weber:

1 understand your office has received for review a
praliminary draft of the above permit. I would like to make
some comments on the permit on behalf of the Sierra Club
Iowa Chapter.

The permit contains no emission limits for FMa.s or
greenhouse gases. 1 realize that official EPA policy has
heen that these pollutants need not or cannot be regulated,
but I request that you reconsider this position as you

review this permit.

My analysis of the greenhouse gas issue is the following. A
coal-fired power plant, like the one proposed by IPL, is a
primary source of greenhouse gases that contribute to
global climate change. In recognition of this fact, the
Iowa Legislature passed legislation in 2007, S.F. 485,
mandating that air permit applications for electric power’
generating facilities quantify their potential greenhouse
gas emissions, specifically identifying those gases as
carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydroflourocarbons,
perflourccarbons, and sulfur hexaflouride. Then pursuant to
federal and state law and regulations, the permit must set
emission limits for greenhouse gases as part of the Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis. Although
current law and regulations do not specifically list
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greenhouse gases as air pollutants for which emission
1imits must be set, the regquirements of the current law and
regulations clearly include greenhouse gases. :

The federal Clean Air Act and Iowa air gquality regulations
require a new major stationary source of air pollutants or
a major modification of an exlisting source to comply with
prevention of gignificant deteriocration (P3D) reguirements.
42 U.S.C. § 7475{a); 567 IAC Chapter 33. Pursuant to these
‘requirements, a PSD permit must include BACT emission'
i1imits “for each pollutant subject to regulation under [the
Clean Air Act]” for which emissions exceed specified
significance levels. 42 U.5.C. §§ 7475(a), 7479;. 567 IAC §
33.3(10) (edopting 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(3)(1)). The Iowa '
regulations adopt by incorporation the EPA’s PSD
regulations set forth at 40 C.F.R. & 52.21. See, 567 IAC §
33,.3(10). The federal regulations provide that “lal new
major stationary source shall apply best available control
technology for each regulated NSR pollutant that it would
have the potential to emit in significant amcunts.” 40

C.F.R. § 52.21(4)(2). The federal regulations also provide -

that “[a] major modification shall apply best available
control technology for each regulated NSR pollutant for
which it would result in a significant net emissions
inciease at the source.” 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(3)(3}.

567 IAC § 33.3 defines “regulated NSR pollutant” to include
“any pollutant that otherwise is subject to regulation
under the [Clean Air] Act.” In addition, the definition of
BACT in 567 IAC § 33.3(1) makes clear that BACT
requirements apply to all air pollutants subject to _
regulation under thé Clean Air Act. That regulation states:

Best available control techneology means an emissions
limitation, including a visible emission standard,
hased on the maximum degree of reduction for each
requlated NSR pollutant which would be emitted from
any proposed major stationary source or major
modification which the reviewing authority, on a case-
by-case basls, taking into account energy,
environmental, and economic impacts and other costs,
determines is achievable for .such source or
modification through application of production
processes or available methods, systems, and
techniques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or
innovative fuel combination technigues for control of

" such pollutant.



Therefore, Iowa DNR must conduct for each pollutant subject
to regulation under the Clean Air Act a case specific
review of relevant energy, environment and econcmic
considerations based on detailed information submitted by
the applicant. Then, based on the BACT analysis, the permit
that is issued must set emission limits for the regulated
pollutants. : '

After the decision of the United States Supreme Court in
Massachusetts v. EPA, 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007), it is also
clear thal greenhouse gases are air pollutants subject to
regulation. Therefore, by virtue of the discussion above, a
BACT analysis must be performed for greenhouse gases ‘and
emission limits established. This conclusion has been
confirmed by the Superior Court of Fulton County, Georgia
in Friends of the Chattahoochee v. Couch, Docket No.
2008CV146398.. The court noted that several provisions of
the Clean Air Act and regulations address COz. The court
went on to cobserve that Congress used very broad language
in the BACT statute and that the definition of “regulated
NSR pollutant” in 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b} (50), includes “any
pollutant that otherwise is subject to regulation under the
Act.” The court then concluded that because COp is
“otherwise . . . subject to regulation,” it is subject to a
BACT analysis. ‘ ‘ :

Relevant provisicns of the Towa Code also lend support for
the argument that emission limits for greenhouse gases must
be included in a construction permit. Iowa Code §
455B.131(1) defines “alr contaminant” to include any gas.
Greenhouse gases are, obviously, gases and would therefore
be air contaminants. The permitting process is designed to
abate, control and prevent air pollution. Iowa Code §
455R.133. Iowa Code § 455B.131(3) defines air pollution as:

Presence in the outdoor atmosphere of one or more air
contaminants in sufficient gquantities and cof such
characteristics and duration as is or may reasonably
tend to be lnjurlous to human, plant, or animal life,
or to property, or which unreasonably interferes with
the enjoyment of 1life and property.

'Recent studies and reports have proven conclusively that
_ greenhouse gases “may reasonably tend to be injuricus to
human, plant, or animal life, or to property . . . .” The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, which won the
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Nobel Peace Prize, has issued repbrts throughout 2007
documenting the existence and effects of glcbal cllmate
change.

In February 2007,-a repoeri was issued by the Panel
concluding that:

¢ The gliobal atmespheric concentration of carbon
. dioxide has increased from a pre-industrial value
of about 280 ppm to 379 ppm in 2005;

s The atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide in
2005 exceeds by far the natural range over the last
650,000 years;

e The primary source of the increased atmospheric
concentration of carbon dicxide since the pre-
industrial period results from fossil fuel use;

¢ There is at least a 90% chance that the global
average net effect of humari activities since 1750
has been one of warming;

s Warming of the climate system 1is 'unequivocal, as is
now evident from observations of increases in global
average alr and ocean temperatures, widespread
melting of snow and ice, and rising globdl average
sea level;

s At continental, regiohal and ocean basin scales,
numerous long-term changes have been observed. These
include changes in arctic temperatures and ice,
widespread changes in precipitation amounts, ocean
salinity, wind patterns and aspects of extreme
weather including droughts, heavy precipitation, -
heat waves and the intensity of tropical cyclones;

e There is greater than a 90% likelihood that most of

the observed increases in global average
temperatures since the mid- 20*® century are due to
the observed inhcreases in anthropogenzc greenhouse
gas emissions; :

s TFor the next two decades, warming of about 0.2
degrees Celsius per decade 1is projected: for a range
of emission scenarios;
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» There is greater than a 90% likelihood that hot
extremes, heat waves and heavy precipitation events
will continue to become more freguent; and

e Anthropocentric warming and sea level rise would
continue for centuries due to the time scales’
associated with c¢limate processes and feedbacks,
even 1f greenhouse gas concentrations were to be
stabilized. : '

In April 2007, the Panel released another'report concluding
that: :

¢ Temperature increases have had effects on
agriculture and forestry management at Northern
Hemigphere higher latitudes;

e Drought-affected areas will likely increase in
extent. Heavy precipitation events which are vexy
likely to increase in frequency, will augment fiood
risk, and; ' :

e In North'America, major challenges are projected for
crops that are near the warm end of their suitable
‘range or depend on highly utilized water resources.

In May 2007, a third report was issued by the Panel %
concluding that: ‘ L

s Global greenhouse gas {GHG) emissions have grown =
_since pre-industrial times, with an increase of 70%
hetween 1970 and 2004;

s The largest growth in global GHG. emissions between
1970 and 2004 has come from the energy supply sector
{an increase of 145%);

e With current global climate change mitigation
policies and related sustainable development
practices, global GHG emissions will continue to
grow over the next few decades;

¢ There is substantial economic potential for the
mitigation of global GHG emissions over the coming
decades, that could offset the projected growth of




global emissions or reduce emissions below current
levels;

e There are mitigation opportunities with net negative
costs, in other words, for which the benefits such
as reduced energy costs and reduced emissions of
pollutants equal or exceed thelr costs to scoilety,
excluding thé benefits of av01ded climate change; '

® Fuel switching from coal to gas, renewable heat and
power (hydropower, solar, wind, geothermal and

bicenergy), and early applications of carbon capture
and storage (e.g., storage of removed carbon dioxide-

from natural gas) are key mitigation technologies
and practlces currently commercially available;

¢ Near-term health co-benefits from reduced air
pollution as a result of actions to reduce GHG
emissions can be substantial and may coffset a
substantial fraction of mitigation costs;

¢ Tt is often more cost-effective to invest in end-use
energy efficiency improvement than in increasing .
energy supply to satisfy demand for energy services.
Efficiency improvement has a positive effect on
energy security, local-and reglonal air pollutlon
‘abatement and employments; :

s Renewable energy genérally has a positive effect on
energy security, employment and on air gquality; and

e In order to stabilize the concentrations of GHGs in
the atmosphere, emissions would need to peak and
decline thereafter. ‘

 In addition, the Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. EPA
reviewed the evidence establishing that global climate
change will have serious impacts if efforts. are not
nndertaken to reduce greenhcuse gases.

Based on the foregoing, if your office simply approves this
permit without considering the regulation of greenhouse
gases, your decision will suffer the same fate as the
decisicn by Reglon § in In re Deseret Power Elec. Coop..,
PSD Appeal No. 07-03 (EAB 2008). In that case the '
Environmaental Appeals Board reversed approval of a permlt




and crdered Reglion 8 to consider the regulation of
greenhouse gases and to justify its decision.

With respect to PMs; s, a BACT analysis is also required for
that pollutant. PMy.5, a fine particle 2.5 microns and
smaller, is a “pollutant subject to regulation.” See 40
C.F.R. 52.21(b) (50) (1) which states that a regulated NSR
pollutant includes “[alny pollutant for which a-naticnal
ambient air quality standard has been promulgated and any

constituents or precursors for such pollutant identified by .

the Administrator.” The EPA has promulgated National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for PMs.s in 40 C.F.R.
£0.7. Therefore, best available control technology (“BACT”)
requirements apply to PMz.s under the definition of BACT.
There is no promulgated rule from EPA exempting PMs s as a
regulated pollutant subject to a BACT analysis.

Using PMyp a3 a surrogate for PMz s 15 not acceptable unless

the evidence clearly shows that modeling for PM, would also

‘include PM; 5. See Friends of the Chattahoochee, supra.
There is no indication in this permit that such modeling
was done,

Nor does the fact that Icwa is a SIP state relieve your .
agency of oversight. Your agency retains oversight
authority that allows you to object to a permit that was
improperly granted, 42 U.S5.C. § 7477, Alaska Dep’t. of
Envtl. Conserv. v. EPA, ‘540 U.5. 461 (2004), or to rescind
approval of the State’s SIP. 42 U.S5.C. § 7413. You must
exercise that authority in this case.

In conclusion the permit needs to have limits set for PMa.s
and for greenhcuse gases. :

‘Thank you for considering these comments.

Very,fruly YOurs,

el & W

Wallace L. Taylor
Legal Chair
Sierra Club Iowa Chapter
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Roling, Chris [DNR]
J

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Jon & Bob,

Roling, Chris [DNR]

Friday, January 09, 2009 8:30 AM

Knodel. Jon@epamail.epa.gov; Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Phelps, Dave [DNR]

BACT for SSM

We asked IPL to send us language for BACT for startup, shutdown and malfunction {S5M) for the main boiler permit.
After reviewing it and making a couple of changes here is what we have:

The following requirements are BACT work practices for startup, shutdown, and malfunction operations:

Startup:

Startup of the emission unit from cold conditions begins with the first introduction of natural gas fuel
and continues until the boiler reaches its minimum safe stable load while firing coal, taking
approximately 20 hours. Startup BACT work practice standards contained herein are applicable to
this emission unit until the completion of the following sequence, or 20 hours, which ever occurs
first. The emission unit shall be initially fired on natural gas.. When the emission unit reaches
approximately 10% load, or the minimum capacity of one coal mill, coal will be infroduced in
combination with natural gas for stabilization until the boiler load reaches approximately 25%. Once
the emission unit reaches approximately 25% load, a second coal mill will be introduced in
combination with continued natural gas for stabilization until the boiler load reaches approximately
35%. Once the emission unit reaches approximately 35% load, natural gas fuel will be reduced
until stable operation on two coal mills is established, at which time the natural gas fuel will be
discontinued and the boiler load will be increased while firing coal, with addition of coal mills as
necessary, until the completion of startup. The startup period ends when the boiler reaches its
minimum safe stable foad. Minimum safe stable load shall be defined as that operating condition
when two coal mills are in service, stabilizing natural gas fuel has been discontinued, and the
emission control devices have reached their effective operating condlt;ons as defined in the work
practice standards below.

During startup, the following work practice standards shall be followed for the air pollution control
equipment:

o The baghouse shall be used at all times.

o The WFGD system shall be used at all times when firing coal.

o The SCR system shall begin operation and ammonia shall be injected when the SCR system
reaches an operating temperature of 600 °F.

o The halogenated PAC injection system shall be used at all times when firing coal.
o The SO3 sorbent injection system shall be used at all times when firing coal.
o Good Combustion Practices shall be used at all times during startup.

Shutdown:

CWETTEA




Shutdown of the emission unit from full load requires approximately 4 hours to complete. Shutdown
BACT work practice standards contained herein are applicable to this emission unit until the
completion of shutdown. The shutdown period begins when the boiler reaches its minimum safe
stable load and stabilizing natural gas is introduced as previously defined under startup.

During shutdown, the following work practice standards shall be followed for the air poliution control
equipment:

C

o

o]

o}

The baghouse shall be used at all times.
The WFGD system shall be used at all times when firing coal.
The SO3 sorbent injection system shall be used at all times when firing coal.

The SCR system operation and ammonia injection shall not be discontinued until the SCR
system reaches an operating temperature of less than 800 °F.

The halogenated PAC injection system shall be used at all times when firing coal.

Good Combustion Practices shall be used at all times during shutdown.

s Malfunction:

During malfunction, the work practice standards shall be followed for the emission unit and its air
pollution control equipment as stated in 467 IAC 24.1(4).

We wanted EPA’s opinion as to whether or not the language was sufficient or if there are other changes that we should

make.

Thanks,
Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5094
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Knodei.Jon@epamait.epa.gov

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 9:15 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]; Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology
Chris,

Thanks for the update.

Jon
"Roling, Chris
IDNR]™
<Chris.Roling@dn To
r.iowa.gov> Jon Knodel/R7/USEPA/US@EPA
cc
11/06/2008 88:15 "Phelps, Dave [DNR]"™
AM <Dave,Phelps@dnr.iowa.gov>,
“Smith, Gary [DNR]"
<Gary.Smith@dnr.iowa.gov>, "Book,
Kelli [DNR]"
<Kelli.Book@dnr.iowa.gov>
Subject
RE: Coal plant invests in
emission reduction technology

T

T

W

Jon,

Here is the scoop on the IPL article and the changes they are doing. As I mentioned earlier
Gary had a project last year that was actually issued in January of 2888 for Boiler 3. IPL
proposed to install SNCR and overfire air to reduce NOx. The estimated reduction was 62% for
NOx on Unit 3. Due to improvements being made to their combustion controls CO emissions were
also estimated to be decreased.

Since there was no increase in emissions the project did not have to go through PSD.

The article did not have much on information, but it is a little deceiving when it says some
pollutants would be reduced by up to 60%.

It sounds like the plant is reducing that much when it is actually just one unit that will
have reductions.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE



Envigameeyag,Faginegsngenior
ph: 515-242-6002
fax: 515-242-5094

----- Original Message-----

From: Knodel.Jlon@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 86, 2008 7:28 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: RE: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

Chris,

Thanks for the quick reply. The only projects we show in our PSD spreadsheet for Sutherland
are a 2003 LNB project and the current Unit 4 application. If you hear any more, please pass
along.

Thanks...

Jon

"Roling, Chris

[DNR]"
<Chris.Roling@dn To
r.iowa.gov> Jon Knodel/R7/USEPA/US@EPA
cc
11/06/2008 97:03 "Phelps, Dave [DNR]"
AM <Dave.Phelpsdnr.iowa.gov>
Subject

RE: Coal plant invests in
emission reduction technology

Dave and I were talking about this just yesterday. We are pretty sure it is NOx control that
Gary permitted last year. I am going to check our records today and talk to Gary as Dave and
I think some of the numbers seem a little high.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-600@2

fax: 515-242-5894

————— Original Message-----

From: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 86, 2888 7:09 AM

To: Reling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

Chris,

Do you know what type of control technology Alliant is installing at Sutherland? Which
unit(s)?

m

i
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Jon

Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

MARSHALLTOWN, Iowa (AP) - Interstate Power and Light Co. says it's moving forward with a $3@
million investment to reduce emissions at the Sutherland Generating Station in central Towa.
The plant, located in Marshalltown, is a 143 megawatt coal-fired facility that produces
enough energy to power about 143,086 homes.

Company officials say construction began in August to install technologies that could reduce
some emissions up to 66%. They estimate that the peak work force will reach up to 30
workers.

Interstate Power and Light is a subsidiary of Alliant Energy Corp.



RoHng,Chﬁs[DNR]

From: Roling, Chris [BNR]

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 8:16 AM

To: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov

Cc: Phelps, Dave [DNR]; Smith, Gary [DNR]; Book, Kelli [DNR]
Subject: RE: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology
Jon,

Here is the scoop on the IPL article and the changes they are doing. As I mentioned earlier
Gary had a project last year that was actually issued in January of 20088 for Boiler 3. IPL
proposed to install SNCR and overfire air to reduce NOx. The estimated reduction was 62% for
NOx on Unit 3. Due to improvements being made to their combustion controls CO emissions were
also estimated to be decreased.

Since there was no increase in emissions the project did not have to go through PSD.

The article did not have much on information, but it is a little deceiving when it says some
pollutants would be reduced by up to 60%. It sounds like the plant is reducing that much
when it is actually just one unift that will have reductions.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-66062

fax: 515-242-5894

————— Original Message-----

From: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 26, 2888 7:28 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: RE: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

Chris,

Thanks for the quick reply. The only projects we show in our PSD spreadsheet for Sutherland
are a 2003 LNB project and the current Unit 4 application. If you hear any more, please pass
along.

Thanks...

Jon

"Roling, Chris

[DNR]"
<Chris.Roling@dn To
r.lowa.gov> Jon Knodel/R7/USEPA/US@EPA

cc
11/06/20088 07:03 "Phelps, Dave [DNR]"

AM <Dave.Phelps@dnr.iowa.gov>
1




RE: Coal plant invests in Subject
emission reduction technology

Dave and I were talking about this just yesterday. We are pretty sure it is NOx control that
Gary permitted last year. I am going to check our records today and talk to Gary as Dave and
I think some of the numbers seem a little high.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE

Environmental Engineer Senior

Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5694

----- Original Message-----

From: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 96, 2008 7:09 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

Chris,

Do you know what type of control technology Alliant is installing at Sutherland? Which
unit(s)?

Jon

=
i
3
3
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MARSHALLTOWN, Iowa (AP) - Interstate Power and Light Co. says it's moving forward with a $3@
million investment to reduce emissions at the Sutherland Generating Station in central Iowa.
The plant, located in Marshalltown, is a 143 megawatt coal-fired facility that produces
enough energy to power about 143,00€@ homes.

Company officials say construction began in August to install technologies that could reduce
some emissions up to 60%. They estimate that the peak work force will reach up to 390
workers.

Interstate Power and Light is a subsidiary of Alliant Energy Corp.



Roﬁng,Chﬂs[DNR]

From: Knodel. Jon@epamait.epa.gov

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 7:28 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: RE: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology
Chris,

Thanks for the quick reply.

The only projects we show in our PSD spreadsheet for Sutherland

are a 2803 LNB project and the current Unit 4 application. If you hear any more, please pass

along.
Thanks...

Jon

"Roling, Chris
[DNR]"
<Chris.Roling@dn
r.iowa.gov>

11/06/2008 07:03
AM

To
Jon Knodel/R7/USEPA/US@EPA

cc
"Phelps, Dave [DNR]™
<Dave.Phelps@dnr,iowa.gov>

Subject

RE: Coal plant invests in
emission reduction technology

Dave and I were talking about this just yesterday. We are pretty sure it is NOx control that
Gary permitted last vear. I am going to check our records today and talk to Gary as Dave and
I think some of the numbers seem a little high.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-60682

fax: 515-242-5894

————— Original Message-----

From: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov [mallto:Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 86, 2008 7:89 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

1



Chris,

Do you know what type of control technology Alliant is installing at Sutherland? Which
unit(s)?

Jon

Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

MARSHALLTOWN, Towa (AP) - Interstate Power and Light Co. says it's moving forward with a $30
million investment to reduce emissions at the Sutherland Generating Station in central Iowa.
The plant, located in Marshalltown, is a 143 megawatt coal-fired facility that produces
enough energy to power about 143,060 homes.

Company officials say construction began in August to install technologies that could reduce
some emissions up to 60%. They estimate that the peak work force will reach up to 300
workers.

Interstate Power and Light is a subsidiary of Alliant Energy Corp.
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Roﬁng,Chﬁs[DNR]

From: Roeling, Chris [DNR]

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 7:04 AM

To: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov

Cc: Phelps, Dave [DNR]

Subject: RE: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

Dave and I were talking about this just yesterday. We are pretty sure it is NOx control that
Gary permitted last year. I am going to check our records today and talk to Gary as Dave and
I think some of the numbers seem a little high.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE

Environmental Engineer Senior

Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6602

fax: G515-242-5894

----- Original Message-----

From: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November @6, 2008 7:89 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

Chris,

Do you know what type of control technology Alliant is installing at
Sutherland? Which unit(s)?

Jon

WETIF

Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

MARSHALLTOWN, Iowa (AP) - Interstate Power and Light Co. says it's
moving forward with a $30 million investment to reduce emissions a
Sutherland Generating Station in central Iowa.

The plant, located in Marshalltown, is a 143 megawatt coal-fired

facility that produces enough energy to power about 143,000 homes.

a 8 mi t the

Company officials say construction began in August to install
technologies that could reduce some emissions up to 68%. They estimate
that the peak work force will reach up to 308 workers.

Interstate Power and Light is a subsidiary of Alliant Energy Corp.



Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Knodel. Jon@epamail.epa.gov

Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2008 7:09 AM

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Subject: Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology
Chris,

Do you know what type of control technology Alliant is installing at Sutherland? Which
unit(s)?

Jon

Coal plant invests in emission reduction technology

MARSHALLTOWN, Iowa (AP) - Interstate Power and Light Co. says it's moving forward with a $30
million investment to reduce emissions at the Sutherland Generating Station in central Iowa.
The plant, located in Marshalltown, is a 143 megawatt coal-fired facility that produces
enough energy to power about 143,000 homes.

Company officials say construction began in August to install technologies that could reduce
some emissions up to 68%. They estimate that the peak work force will reach up to 300
workers.,

Interstate Power and Light is a subsidiary of Alliant Energy Corp.
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Coal Plant Invests In Emission Reduction
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UPDATED: 11:44 am CST November 5, 2003

Interstate Power and Light Co. says it's moving forward with a $30 million investment to reduce emissions at

the Sutherland Generating Station in central Iowa.

The plant, located in Marshalltown, is a 143 megawatt coal-fired facility that produces enough energy to power
about 143,000 homes.

Company officials say construction began in August to install technologies that could reduce some emissions

up to 60 percent. They estimate that the peak work force will reach up to 300 workers.

Interstate Power and Light is a subsidiary of Alliant Energy Corp.

Copyright 2008 by The Associated Press. All righis reserved. This malerial may not be published, broadcasi, rewritten or
redistributed.
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S J’ Doe Coda .
S N | STATE OF TOWA
CHESTER J. CULVER, GOVERNOR ' DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
PATTY JUDGE, LT. GOVERNOR RICHARD A. LEQPOLD, DIRECTOR

September 29, 2008
CERTIFIED MAIL

Mark Smith

EPA Region VI

301 N. 5" St.

Kansas City, KS 66101

Re: Plant Number 64-01-012, Project Number 07-602, PSD application for IPL-Sutherland Generating Station.

i

Dear Mr. Smith:

In November of 2007 the Department sent a copy of the IPL-Sutherland Generating Station PSD application to EPA Region VII.
Then in April of 2008 the Department sent two (2) discs to EPA with additional information that was submitted by IPL. Recently, (PL
submitted more additional information for the Sutherland PSD project. Aftached to this letter is a disc containing the additional
information recently submitted by IPL.

| am the engineer assigned to the project so if you have any questions, feel free to contact me by phone at {(515) 242-6002 or by
email at chris.roling@dnr.iowa.gov.

Sincerely,

Meither &AL,

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

7900 Hickman Road, Suite 1/ Urbandale, lowa 50322
515-242.5100 FAX 515-242-5094 http://iwww.iowacleanair.com/

-
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R. SERIES / initials /

FACILITY 1D

WK ACT / Doo Code _ e
CHESTER J. CULVER, GOVERNOR | ‘ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PATTY JUDGE, LT, GOVERNOR. RICHARD A. LEOPOLD, DIRECTOR

June 6, 2008
CERTIFIED MAIL

Mark Smith

EPA Region Vi

901 N. 5t St.

Kansas City, KS 66101

Re: Plant Number 64-01-012, Project Number 07-602, PSD application for IPL-Sutherland Generating Station.
Dear Mr. Smith:

In November of 2007 the Department sent a copy of the IPL-Sutherland Generating Station PSD application to EPA Region VIl.
IPL has recently submitted its 112(g) Case-by-Case MACT analysis. Attached is a copy of their analysis for your review.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me by phone at (515) 242-6002 or by email at chris.roling@dnr.iowa.gov.

Sincerely,

Che Pl CAL,,

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

... 1900 Hickman Road, Suite. 1./ Urbandale, lowa 50322 .
515-242-5100 FAX 515-242-5094 hitp:/ivww.jowacieanair.com/
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Sent: Friday, June 06, 2008 8:40 AM

To: Knodel. Jon@epamail.epa.gov; Webber. Robert@epamail.epa.gov;
smith.marka@epamail.epa.gov

Subject: IPL 112{g} analysis

Just a heads up that | put IPL’s 112(g) analysis in the mail today. Also, | will be sending the LS Power (Elk Run Energy)
application your way in the next couple of days as they just resubmitted.

Let me know if you have any guestions,
Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5094
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Sent: Monday, April 21, 2008 10:35 AM

To: Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov; Knodel. Jon@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: IPL - Sutherland Informational meeting

Attachments: o o ” S

Jon & Bob:

We are having an informational meeting in Marshalltown in May to explain the Air Quality Program and the permitting
process in regards to the IPL-Sutherland project. Here is a copy of the notice that is being sent.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax; 515-242-5094
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R, SZRIES/ Initials /

FACGILITY (D
Wi ACT / Dog Code £,
CHESTER J. CULVER, GOVERNOR DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
PATTY JUDGE, LT, GOVERNOR RICHARD A. LEOPOLD, DIRECTOR
gy \: ‘-‘E 2 oy s e pw \ L _
April 8, 2008
CERTIFIED MAIL
Mark Smith
EPA Region VIi
901 N. 5t St,

Kansas City, KS 66101

Re: Plant Number 64-01-012, Project Number 07~662, PSD application for IPL-SutHer!and Generating Station.

Dear Mr. Smith:

In November of 2007 the Department sent a copy of the IPL-Sutherland Generating Station PSD appiication to EPA Region Vil.
Over the last few months the Department has requested information and IPL has also made a design change associated with the
project. Due to the design change and the Department's requests, IPL has submitted an addendum o their application. Attached
fo this letter are two (2) discs. One disc has all of the updated information and the second disc has the updated modeling files.

F am the engineer assigned to the project so if you have any questions, feel free to contact me by phone at (515) 242-6002 or by
email at chris.roling@dnr.iowa.gov.

Sincerely,

et CHLL,

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

7900 Hickman Road, Suite 1 / Urbandale, lowa 50322
515-242-5100 FAX 515-242-5094 http:/fiwww.iowacleanair,com/

e |
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 10:32 AM

To: Knodel Jon@epamail.epa.gov; Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Subject: IPL

Attachments: Info request 1_12,19.07.doc

Bob & Jon,

I could not remember if | sent you a copy of the first request for information | sent so here is a copy of the letter.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5094

1/11/2008

-



CHESTER.J. CULVER, GOVERNOR DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

PATTY JUDGE, LT, GOVERNOR RICHARD A. LECPOLD, DIRECTOR
November 2, 2007
CERTIFIED MAIL
JoAnn Heiman
EPA Region VI
901 N. 5% 8t

Kansas City, KS 66101

Re: Plant Number 64-01-012, Project Number 07-6802, PSD application for IPL-Sutherland Generating Station.

Dear Ms Heiman:

Enclosed is a copy of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit application for new coal-fired utility biler (Uniit 4) at
the Interstate Power and Light Company {IPL) Sutherland Station in Marshalltown, lowa. The pre application meeting for this
project was held on September 24, 2007.

| am the engineer assigned to the project so if you have any questions, feel free to contact me by phone at (515) 242-6002 or by
email at chris.roling@dnr.iowa.gov.

Sincerely,

(Woitihen C- Ay
Christopher A. Roling, PE

Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau, IDNR

7900 Hickman Road, Suite 1/ Urbandale, lowa 50322
515-242-5100 FAX 515-242-5004 http:/iwww.iowacleanair.com/

it



Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov

Sent: Friday, November 02, 2007 10:01 A

To: Roling, Chris [DNR]

Cc: Phelps, Dave [DNR]; Heiman.JoAnn@epamail.epa.gov; Knodelon@epamail.epa.gov;
Smith.Marka@epamail.epa.gov

Subject: Re: IPL - Marshalitown

Chris,

buring the GPC pre-application meeting on Wednesday Dave had mentioned the anticipated
Sutherland permit application submital as cone reason you
would not have the lead for the GPC project. Thanks for the update.

Bob Webber

"Roling, Chris
[DNR] "
<Chris.Roling@dn
r.lowa.gov>

11/02/07 09:42
AM

Tc
Jon Knodel/ARTD/R7/USEPA/USBEPA,
JohAnn
Heiman/ARTL/R7 /USEPA/USREPA,
Rocbert
Webber/ARTD/R7/USEPA/USEEPA

cc
"Phelps, Dave [DHNR]™
<Dave.Phelpsfdnr.iowa.gov>

Subject

IPL - Marshalltown

Just wanted to give you all a heads up that we received the Sutherland (IPL -
Marshalltown) PSD permit application yesterday. I will be mailing a copy of it to EPA
later today so you should receive it sometime next week.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Alr Quality Bureau

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5094

-+
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Roling, Chris [DNR]

From: Roling, Chris [DNR]
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2007 9:43 AM

To: Knodel.Jon@epamail.epa.gov; Heiman.JoAnn@epamail.epa.gov,
Webber.Robert@epamail.epa.gov
Cc: Phelps, Dave [DNR]

Subject: IPL - Marshalltown

Just wanted to give you all a heads up that we received the Sutherland (IPL ~ Marshalltown) PSD permit

application yesterday. | will be mailing a copy of it to EPA later today so you should receive it sometime next
week.

Chris

Christopher A. Roling, PE
Environmental Engineer Senior
Air Quality Bureau

ph: 515-242-6002

fax: 515-242-5094

117272007
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