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Draft List of Class | Areas Located Within
(or Impacted by) Midwest RPO States

The purpose of this paper is to provide a dratft list of Class | areas located within or impacted by
a Midwest Regional Planning Organization (MRPO) State. A variety of technical analyses were
considered in developing the draft list, including base year (2002) and future year (2018)
modeling, back trajectories, and other data analyses. This information shows that every MRPO
State impacts multiple Class | areas in the eastern U.S.

Regulatory Requirements

EPA'’s regional haze rule requires a state to “address regional haze | each mandatory Class |
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.” (40 CFR Part
51.308(d)) EPA has interpreted this provision as requiring a table identifying each mandatory
Class | Federal area located within the State and each mandatory Class | Federal area located
outside the State affected by emissions from within the State (see Draft EPA Checklist for
Regional Haze SIPs Submitted Under 40 CFR 51.308 - 7/13/06 Staff Draft ).

Discussion

Technical analyses conducted by the RPOs were consulted to obtain information on areas of
influence and culpability for Class | areas in the eastern U.S.! A summary of this information is
provided below and in Table 1.

For the MRPO analyses, a state was assumed to affect visibility impairment in a Class | area if it
contributes 2% (or more) to total light extinction. This criterion was selected based on a review
of the back trajectory and modeling results which showed that states contributing 2% (or more)
make-up about 90-95% of total light extinction, whereas states contributing 5% (or more) make-
up only about 75-80% of total light extinction. For the other RPO analyses, deference was
given to the criteria established by each group to identify contributing states.

(1) MRPO Back Trajectory Analyses

An initial trajectory analysis was conducted using data for 1997-2001 (all sampling days), a start
height of 200 m, and a 72-hour (3-day) trajectory period (Cite: “Quantifying Transboundary
Transport of PM,s: A GIS Analysis”, May 2003, LADCO). By combining trajectory frequencies
with concentration information, the average contribution to PM, s mass and individual PM, 5
species was estimated (which, in turn, was used to estimate the average contribution to light
extinction). The results for 17 Class | areas in eastern U.S. were examined to identify those
Class | areas where an MRPO state had at least a 2% contribution to total light extinction
(based on all days).

! Back trajectories and modeling conducted by the WRAP indicate that the Midwest RPO States are not important
contributors to visibility impairment due to sulfates and nitrates in western Class | areas (Cite: “Attribution of Haze
Phase | Report, Geographic Attribution for the Implementation of the Regional Haze Rule”, March 14, 2005). The
analyses show only five groups of western Class | areas with at least 5% contribution from states outside the WRAP.
The outside-WRAP contribution is generally small (on the order of 0-15%), and is likely due mostly to nearby
CENRAP states.
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A second trajectory analysis was conducted using data for 2000-2003 (20% highest and lowest
days), a start height of 200m, and a 120-hour (5-day) trajectory period (Cite: “Sensitivity
Analysis of Various Trajectory Parameters”, June 2005, LADCO). Back trajectory plots were
prepared for each of the four northern Class | areas in Michigan and Minnesota for the high
extinction days (see Figure 1 — note: areas in orange are mostly likely upwind and the areas in
green are least likely upwind on poor visibility days). Although somewhat qualitative, these
results provide additional information in identifying states impacting the northern Class | areas.

Voyageurs Boundary Waters

Figure 1. Contoured trajectory plots for poor visibility days for Class | areas in northern
Minnesota and Michigan

(2) MRPO PSAT Modeling

A photochemical grid model (CAMXx) was applied to provide source contribution information for
2018 conditions. Specifically, the model estimated the impact of 18 geographic source regions
and 6 source sectors (EGU point, non-EGU point, on-road, off-road, area, and ammonia
sources) at Class | areas in the eastern U.S. Example results for four Class | areas (Seney,
Mammoth Cave, Mingo, and Shenandoah) are presented in Figure 2. The results for 13 Class |
areas in eastern U.S. were examined to identify those Class | areas where an MRPO state had
at least a 2% contribution to total light extinction.
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Figure 2. Source region contributions to light extinction based on MRPO PSAT modeling for

select Class | areas: Seney, Mammoth Cave, Mingo, and Shenandoah

(3) MANE-VU Contribution Assessment

A weight-of-evidence report was prepared by NESCAUM (on behalf of MANE-VU) to
understand the causes of sulfate-driven visibility impairment at Class | areas in the northeastern
and mid-Atlantic portions of the U.S. (cite: “Contributions to Regional Haze in the Northeast and
Mid-Atlantic United States”, August 2006) The report provides information on the relative
contribution of various emissions sources and geographic source regions. The analytical and
assessment tools considered include Eulerian and Lagangian air quality models, and data
analysis techniques, such as source apportionment analyses, back trajectories, and
examination of emissions and monitoring data. Sulfate impacts were quantified using five
analytical techniques based on 2002 conditions: REMSAD, Q/d, CALPUFF (w/ NWS data),
CALPUFF (w/ MM5 data), and percent time upwind (based on trajectory analyses). Figure 3
summarizes the five sets of results for three MANE-VU Class | areas. Although no specific
criteria were identified in the report to determine a significant contribution, the States of
Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, and New Jersey assumed a 2% sulfate impact in recent
letters to other states inviting them to consult on reasonable progress goals. The MRPO States
identified as contributing to a MANE-VU Class | area were lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio
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Figure 3. Percent contribution results using different techniques for ranking state contributions
to sulfate levels at MANE-VU Class areas (cite: “Contributions to Regional Haze in the
Northeastern and Mid-Atlantic Portions of the U.S.”, August 2006)
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(4) Missouri-Arkansas Contribution Assessment

The draft Consultation Plan for the two Missouri and two Arkansas Class | areas provides
information on source regions affecting these Class | areas (i.e., areas of influence) using a
variety of data and analyses. (cite: “Central Class | Areas Consultation Plan”, States of Missouri
and Arkansas, February 2007) A decision on whether a given state is a contributor to visibility
impairment in these Class | areas was based on the combined results of three approaches:
areas of influence (see Figure 4), PSAT modeling (based on 2018 conditions), and monitoring
data analyses (PMF and back trajectories). According to the draft plan, if a state was a major
contributor for at least two of the three approaches (for either sulfate or nitrate), then it was
determined to be a significant contributor. The MRPO States identified as contributing to a
central CENRAP Class | area were lllinois, Indiana, and Ohio.

NOx Emissions (TPD) 502 Emissions (TPD)
[ ]S04 AOI Level 1
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® -0 ® =100

Figure 4. Areas of Influence for Central CENRAP Class | Areas (cite: “Central Class | Areas
Consultation Plan”, States of Missouri and Arkansas, February 2007)

(5) VISTAS Area of Influence Analysis

Areas of influence (AOI) were identified for Class | areas in the southeastern U.S. using
residence time plots based on wind trajectory direction and frequency, and weighted by visibility
impact (light extinction by ammonium sulfate, ammonium nitrate, or elemental carbon).

(Cite: “VISTAS Areas of Influence Analysis”, Draft, February 28, 2007). These extinction-
weighted residence time analyses were overlaid on gridded emissions (for both 2002 and 2018)
to define emission sources in the areas of greatest influence for each Class | area. Figure 5
shows the plots for two VISTAS Class | areas. AOIs were defined on the basis of residence
times greater than 10%. The MRPO States identified as contributing to a VISTAS Class | area
were lllinois, Indiana, and Ohio.
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Figure 5. Areas of Influence for Shenandoah (left) and Mammoth Cave (right) for 2018 conditions
(cite: “VISTAS Area of Influence Analyses” PowerPoint presentation, November 28, 2006)

Note: green circles indicate 100- and 200-km radii from Class | area, red line perimeter indicate
AOI with residence time > 10%, and orange line perimeter indicate AOI with residence time > 5%
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Table 1. Draft List of Class | Areas Impacted by MRPO States - References

AREA NAME IL IN Ml OH Wi
81.401 Alabama.
Sipsey Wilderness Area (2) (1)
81.404 Arkansas.
Caney Creek National Wilderness Area (2), (4) (2), (4) (2), (4)
Upper Buffalo National Wilderness Area (1),(2),(4),(5) (2), (4) (2), (4) (2)
81.408 Georgia.
Cohotta Wilderness Area
Okefenokee Wilderness Area
Wolf Island Wilderness Area
81.411 Kentucky.
Mammoth Cave National Park (1), (2),(5) | (1),(2),(5) 1), (2) (1), (2), (5)
81.412 Louisiana.
Breton Wilderness Area
81.413 Maine.
Acadia National Park (3) (3) (3) 3)
Moosehorn Wilderness Area. (3) (3) (3) 3)
81.414 Michigan.
Isle Royale National Park (1), (2) 1), (2) (1), (@) 1), @
Seney National Wilderness Area (1), (2) 1), 2 1), (2 1), 2 1), (2
81.415 Minnesota.
Boundary Waters Canoe Area National
Wilderness Area @) ) ) (1), ()
Voyageurs National Park (2) (2) 1), (2
81.416 Missouri.
Hercules-Glades National Wilderness Area | (2), (4), 5) | (2), (4), (5) (2), (4) (2)
Mingo National Wilderness Area (2, @), (6) | (2,4, ) (2) (2, 4 2
81.419 New Hampshire.
Great Gulf National Wilderness Area (3) (3) (3) 1), 3

Pres. Range-Dry River National
Wilderness Area
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AREA NAME

Mi

OH

Wi

81.42 New Jersey.

Brigantine National Wilderness Area

®)

©)

1), 3)

1), 3

81.422 North Carolina.

Great Smoky Mountains NP{1}

1)

1)

1)

Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock Wilderness Area{2}

Linville Gorge Wilderness Area.

Shining Rock Wilderness Area.

Swanquarter Wilderness Area

81.426 South Carolina.

Cape Romain Wilderness

81.428 Tennessee.

Great Smoky Mountains NP{1}.

1)

1)

1)

Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock Wilderness{2}

81.431 Vermont.

Lye Brook National Wilderness Area

). (3)

). (3)

). (3)

1), 2, B)

81.433 Virginia.

James River Face National Wilderness
Area

)

)

@)

(), (5)

Shenandoah National Park

). (3)

1), (2), B3

(2, (3)

(1),(2),(3).(5)

81.435 West Virginia.

Dolly Sods/Otter Creek National
Wilderness Area

(), (3)

1), (2, )

1), (2), )

(1),(2),(3),(3)

Key

(1) MRPO Back Trajectory Analyses

(2) MRPO PSAT Modeling

(3) MANE-VU Contribution Assessment

(4) Missouri-Arkansas Contribution Assessment

(5) VISTAS Areas of Influence
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Letters requesting Participation by States with Class | Areas

As a result of the various analyses performed by the MRPO and other RPOs, Indiana was invited
to participate in a number of consultations regarding contributions to Class | areas. The states
and organizations include Michigan, Minnesota, Arkansas and Missouri, Vermont, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, and MANE-VU, also including Vermont, New Hampshire, and New
Jersey. Copies of letters from Arkansas and Missouri, Vermont, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
and MANE-VU follow.

Indiana participated in these processes, attending meetings and calls as appropriate.
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Initial letter from Missouri and Arkansas reqguesting Indiana participation in their regional
planning process for Mingo Wilderness, Hercules Glades Wilderness, Upper Buffalo

Wilderness, and Caney Creek Wilderness areas.

ENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

www.dnr.mo.gov

,STAT

DE

~HECEVED

STATE OF INDIANA

FEB 2 6 2007

Ms. Kathryn Watson, Branch Chief

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Office of Air Quality

100 North Senate Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46206

MAR -~ 12007

1T G NV HANAGEHENT [
TMENT OF EMVRORSENTAL

DEPATTIE e OF A Y |

s

E——e

Dear Ms. Watson:

As you are probably aware, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated the
federal Regional Haze Rule on July 1, 1999. The federal Regional Haze Rule and the Clean Air
Act require consultation between the States and the Federal Land Managers (FLMs) responsible
for managing federal Class I areas. This consultation process provides an opportunity for us to
work together to achieve a common goal of protecting the visibility of Class I areas.

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources’ Air Pollution Control Program and the Arkansas
Department of Environmental Quality would like to officially begin this consultation process for
the following Class I areas located in Missouri and Arkansas:

Mingo Wilderness Area (Missouri)

Hercules Glades Wilderness Area (Missouri)
Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area (Arkansas)
Caney Creek Wilderness Area (Arkansas)

To do so, we are requesting your participation in a “kick-off” conference call to initiate this
multi-state planning effort. We would like to schedule this conference call in March 2007.

Enclosed is a draft Consultation Plan that includes the objectives, timelines, activities, and
technical information to facilitate the consultation. Please review this draft plan so that we can
discuss it and consider any changes that might be beneficial on the call. Participants in the central
Class I Areas consultation process will include States and Tribes that have been identified by
modeling and technical analysis to have an impact on visibility at these four Class I areas. A list
of the invitees that have been requested for the consultation is included in the draft plan.

Regional Planning Organizations, FLMs and the EPA will also have the opportunity to participate
in this process. The Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality may also provide additional
information before the consultation call. ;

Recycled Paper
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Ms. Kathryn Watson
Page Two

At this time, the modeling analysis shows that we are very close to meeting the reasonable
progress goal at the four central Class I areas. It is our hope that through the consultation
process we will be able to obtain additional information on the controls currently being
implemented or planned by the participating states and tribes, and that we will be able to use that
information in the model to demonstrate that we will be able to meet the first progress goal for
these areas.

We look forward to working with you on this important effort and request that you please .
respond to this letter by advising who will be participating in this call for your organization along
with their contact information. We will be working with them to develop an agenda and date for

the “kick-off” conference call.

If you should have any questions about this letter or the consultation process, please contact
either Calvin Ku of the Missouri Department of Natural Resources’ Air Pollution Control

Program at (573) 751-4817 or Tony Davis of the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality
at (501) 682-0728. Thank you.

Sincerely,

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROK

es L. Kavanaugh
rector

ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Mike Bates
Chief — Air Division

Enclosure
JLK/MB:ckt

c: Mr. Daniel R. Schuette, Missouri Department of Natural Resources
Ms. Annette Sharp, CENRAP .
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Initial letter from Vermont requesting Indiana's participation in regional consultations.

7

" I
~ VERMONT et

_in December 2007.

v

" State of Vermont AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Department of Environmental Conservation
' AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION
~ Building 3 South
103 South Main Street
Waterbury, VT 05671-0402

TEL 802-241-3840
Dept. Ci Environr.nem?; fvianagEA802-241-2590
Commissioner’s Office

MAR 12 2007

February 23, 2007

Thomas Easterly, Commissioner »
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
100 North Senate Avenue, P.O. Box 6015
Indianapolis, Indiana 46206-6015

Dear Commissioner Easterly:

Thiis letter has two purposes. Its first purpose is to present a brief summary of results of analyses which
the State of Vermont , in conjunction with the Regional Planning Organization (RPO) MANE-VU, has
conducted to fulfill requirements for the protection of visibility in federally managed areas of the United

States known as Class I afe‘aS'(Secﬁon_l69A of the Clean Air Act). The analyses. indicate that sources of

. visibility impairing air pollutants in the State of Indiana are »cor_m'ibutingisignjﬁ'cantly.to regional haze in

he Class I Lye Brook Wilderness ’airea located in Vermont.

Its second purpose is to invite you-and/or representatives from the departmént/agency responsible in' your
‘state for regulatory:air matters; to participate in a consultation process to determine an appropriate
‘mitigation strategy for Lye Brook ‘Wilderness. . The consultation process will develop a recommendation
for the most cost-effective strategy, agreeable to all jurisdictions involved, for implementation of long-
term measures and controls which demonstrate that reasonable progress goals for the Class I area, to be
established in Vermont’s State Implementation Plan (SIP), will be achieved.

Background: '

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) final regional haze rules promulgated on July 1, 1999 require
every state, whether containing a Class I area or not, to develop a SIP describing that state’s control
commitments (if any) to a long-term strategy for achieving reasonable progress goals (RPGs) in all Class
T areas by 2018. 2018 is the end of the first 10 year period in a series of periodic SIP submittals that are
required by the rules. The first SIPs under the regional haze rules (40 CFR 51 .300) must be submitted to
EPA by December 2007. Individual state plans that are developed need to be consistent with each other
for them to be effective in achieving the RPGs. The regulations at 40 CFR 51 -308 (d) (1) (iv) require a
documented consultation process between all states involved in any multi-state strategy aimed at - _
achieving the RPGs. This consulfation record is one element required-in the SIP of any state such.as’
Vermont whiich contains ong or midre Class I areas.. This letter serves to initiate the formal consultatiori *
pfocess between our two states regarding ‘the strategiés to. bé.incorporated-in our state SIPs for submi’ttal'i

Regional Offices - Barre/Essex Jet. /Rutland/Springfield/St. Johnsbury

Appendix 2 - 4




Because the development of an effective strategy for mitigation of regional haze will be regional in

. nature, several.other states have also been.invited to participate in this consultative process to develop a .
- SIP strategy that demonstrates the RPGs for visibility.will be met in Lye Brook Wilderness Area by 2018.

Vermont is a member of the Regional Planning Organization MANE-VU which is comprised of the New

England States and New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and the District of

- Columbia. All other MANE~VU member states are being invited to consult with Vermont on our SIP

strategy. In addition, a total of eleven other states outside of MANE-VU have been identified as having a

level of impact on regional haze in the Lye Brook Wildemess area which is considered “significant” for

this first round of regional haze SIPs with a 2018 target for RPGs. The attached Table 1 identifies all of

the states with which Vermont believes it must consult during this planning period.

Table 1 summarizes the specific analytical results for-each state which lead us to believe sources of haze-
causing air pollutants in your state contribute significantly to the regional haze experienced at Vermont’s -
Class [ area. Over the past three years MANE-VU has conducted a number of studies and used several
accepted scientific methodologies to identify the sources of impacts on visibility at all of the Class I areas
in the northeast. These have been collected into a technical document entitled “Contributions io Regional
Haze in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic United States™” dated August 2006-(http://manevu.crg). This
information will be available along with other technical study results during our consultative process. All
MANE-VU states.have determmed that they will participate in each of the consultation processes for each
of the MANE-VU Class I areas. In.that context if your state is a member of MANE-VU, staff from your
state will already be aware of the consultatmn that has;been ongoing internally through committees.and
woricgroups involved in M_ANE-VU RPO. planmng eﬁ'orts

If your state is not a  member-of MANE-VU you are also invited and encouraged to send a represéntative
to fiture consultation meetings which will be scheduled through contacts between our respective RPOs
{MANE-VU, VISTAS, MRPO). These meetings will be held over a period of months in the near future,
At the meetings, establishment of the 2018 RPGs for each of the Class I areas in the northeastern U.S.
will be discussed and strategics intended to achieve the RPGs will be proposed and defined. Please send
us the name, address and contact phone number and/or email address of the appropriate person within
your organization to contact when details of the first cbnsultation meeting have been finalized.

The Vermont contact for this consultatlon process is Paul WlShlnSkl, A1r Quality Pianmng Ch1e f for the
25

Paul. Wmhlnslq@state vt.us. Please contact h:m if you have any qlmuons about the. reglonal haze
planning consultatlon prooess that we are formally proposing with this letter. -

Sincerely,

Justin Johnson, Deputy Commissioner
Department of Environmental Conservation
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources
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% VERMONT

State of Vermont
Department of Environmental Conservation

AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
TABLE 1

States to be Consulted on Establishing Vermont’s Class I Area 2018-Reasonable Progress Goals and
T . Strategies for Achieving Them : ~ o

© State Name Primary Haze-Causing Significant Impact®"
and/or Other Reason for Inclusion
Connecticut MANE-VU member
Delaware MANE-VU member
District of Columbia MANE-VU member
Georgia Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Illinois Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Indiana Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Kentucky Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Maine MANE-VU member
Maryland Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
* . Massachusetts Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Michigan - Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
" New Hampshire - MANE-VU member- -~ -
« o~ o Newlersey . - - " ‘MIANE-VU'member- "~ - '
) New York .Sources-impact > 2%-Sulfate Contribution
North Carolina Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Ohio Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Pennsylvania - Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Rhode Island MANE-VU member
Tennessee Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Virginia Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
West Virginia Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution
Wisconsin Sources impact > 2% Sulfate Contribution

@ From the report entitled “Contributions to Regional Haze in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic United
‘States”, prepared by NESCAUM for the Mid-Atlantic / Northeast Visibility Union (MANE-VU), August

_ 2006. The primary criteria Vermont used to identify a state as having a significant impact on Vermont’s
Class I area was the modeled basc-year 2002 state-wide sulfur oxide emission impacts on the ambient -
sulfate levels predicted at receptors in the Class I area. Any state with a modeled annual average sulfate
ion impact greater than 2% of all modeled sulfate ion mmpacts was considered to have “significant
impacts” for purposes of consultation on long-term strategies and reasonable progress goals.
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Initial letter from New Hampshire requesting Indiana's participation in regional
consultations.

The State of New Hampshire

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL |SE VED
STATE OF INDIANA

APR 9 4 2007

DEPARTMENT 07 ENVIRON

NHDES

Thomas S. Burack, Commissionér

i
April 4, 2007 OFHEEGFA’“(’::&'}:#AHAGEMEHT
~Thomas W. Easterly Dept. Ci Environmentai fianagement
Commissioner ~ Gommissiener’s Office
IN DEM
100 N. Senate Ave., Mail Code 50-01 “APR 18 2007

Indianpolis, IN 46204-2251

JEXN
Dear CWW:

As you are aware, New Hampshire is home to two Class I areas as designated under
Section 169A of the U.S. federal Clean Air Act. The Great Gulf and the Presidential
Range — Dry River Class I areas are located on the beautiful slopes of Mt. Washington,
the highest point in the Northeastern United States. While this area is renowned for
having some of the most challenging weather in the world, it also is known for providing
very impressive vistas, that is, when visibility is not impaired by air pollution.
Fortunately for those who visit this region and for those who live and work there, the
Regional Haze rule requires that these areas and 154 others nationwide gradually improve
visibility, with a goal of achieving natural conditions by 2064. While this ultimate goal is
decades away, we begin today by taking reasonable actions and by partnering in
consultation with states and Canadian provinces, as needed, to begin planning to take the
first steps toward meeting this goal. I write today because we have identified your state
or province as one that needs to be part of our collective solution to regional haze in New
Hampshire.

According to the Clean Air Act, all U.S. states must submit State Implementation Plans
(SIPs) by December 2007 for regional haze, regardless of whether they are home to a
Class I area. Under the Act’s section 169A (including regulations at 40 CFR 51.300), the
regional haze SIP must demonstrate that reasonable progress will be made at nearby
Class I areas at 10-year intervals, beginning in 2018. The regulations of 40 CFR
51.308(d)(1)(iv) specify that states with Class I areas should develop reasonable progress
goals for their Class I areas and associated measures to meet those goals, in consultation
with any jurisdiction that may reasonably cause or contribute to visibility impairment in
those areas. The Federal Land Managers for the Class I area are also required to be
consulted in this process.

While it is believed by the scientific community that every U.S. state contributes in some
way to air pollution in The Great Gulf and the Presidential Range — Dry River Class I
areas, we have limited our requests for consultations to only those states and Canadian
providences that our analyses indicate have the potential for contributions over certain
thresholds for PM; 5 and/or sulfate to regional haze in our Class [ areas. Beyond this, we
are asking all states within our own Regional Planning Organization, the Mid-Atlantic

DES Wéb site: www.des.nh.gov
P.O. Box 95, 29 Hazen Drive, Concord, New Hampshire 03302-0095
Telephone: (603) 271-1370 » Fax: (603) 271-1381 « TDD Access: Relay NH 1-800-735-2964
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Northeast — Visibility Union (MANE-VU) to consult with us. Because we have asked
you to join us in consultation does not necessarily imply that we will be asking for air
pollution control beyond measures you may have already identified as necessary for your
own state for ozone and PM; s ambient air standard attainment. By joining us, you can
help us shape our regional haze progress goals for 2018 and help play a part in
determining the best way to meet those goals for the New Hampshire Class I areas.

We, or a representative from MANE-VU, will be contacting you soon to arrange a
consultation meeting. Thank you for your anticipated participation in this consultation
and we look forward to working with you and your staff. Should you have any questions,
please contact Jeff Underhill of my staff at 603-271-1370 (or email:
junderhill@des.state.nh.us).

Sincerely Yours,
Thomas S. Burack
Commissioner

cc: Robert Scott, NHDES Air Resources Division
Jeffrey Underhill, NHDES' Air Resources Division
Anna Garcia, OTC
Arthur Marin, NESCAUM
Susan Weirman, MARAMA
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Initial letter from New Jersey requesting Indiana's participation in regional consultations.

MAR 15 28087 12:55 FR 6096336198 TO 913172335367 P.02-04

State of New Jersey
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
PO Box 402
TreENTON, NJ 08625-0402
TeL. # (609) 292-2885

Jon S. CORZINE Fax # (609) 292-7695 ' Lisa P. JACKSON
Governor Commissioner

March 15, 2007

Thomas Easterly, Commissioner

Indiana Department of Environmental Management
100 North Senate Avenue

Iridianapolis, Indiana 46204

Dear Mr. Easterly,

Néw Jersey is home to an area designated as a Class I area under Section 169A of the
federal Clean Air Act, namely the Brigantine Wilderness area of the Edwin B. Forsythe National
Wildlife Refuge. This area is one of 156 Class I areas located throughout the United States.
Among the Class I areas in the eastern United States are the Otter Creck Wilderness area in West
Virginia, Shenandoah National Park in Virginia, the Cape Romain Wildemness area in South
Carolina and Acadia National Park in Maine. States with Class I areas are required to maintain
and improve visibility in these areas to achieve natural background conditions by the year 2064.
Existing visibility impairment in these Class I areas, also cailed regional haze, is caused by many
sources located over a wide region.

All States, regardless of whether they are-home to a Class I area, must prepare a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for Regional Haze by December, 2007, to meet the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) rules implementing Section 169A of the Clean Air
Act (40 CFR 51.300). This Regional Haze SIP must demonstrate that reasonable progress
towards improved visibility at the nearby Class I area will be made by certain milestone years,
The first milestone year is 2018. The regulations at 40 CFR 51.308 (d) (1) (iv) require States
with Class I areas to develop reasonable progress goals in consultation with any State that may
reasonably cause or contribute to visibility impairment in the Class I area. This letter 1s part of
New J crsey s consultatxon process for improving visibility at Brigantine.

Thus we are seekmg your consultation on the reasonable progress goal and develoPment
of a.coordinated emissions mariagement strategy. For the purpose of establishing reasonable
progress goals for the first Regional Haze SIP, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection has identified several Statcs that may reasonably contnbute to visibility impairment at
Brigantine' or

! From: the report entifled “Contributions 1o Regional Haze in the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic United States”,
prepared by NESCAUM for the Mid-Atlantic / Northeast Visibility Union (MANE-VU), August 2006,
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