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Bechtel, Chen

From: Missouri DMR <M ODMNRE public.govdelivery.com =

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 3:49 Ph

To: Alexander, Jennifer; Bechtel, Cheri; Bungart, Renes; Moore, Kyra; Lovejoy, Victona;
Archer, Larny; Vit Wendy, Terlizzi, Gena

Subject: Courtesy Copy: CORRECTION: Missoun Air Conservation Commission - April 30, 2015

Public Heanng

This is a courtesy copy of an email bulletin sent by Wendy Vit.
This bulletin was sent to the following groups of people:

Subscribers of Air Public Wotices (729 recipients)

B missoun
DEPARTMENT OF
8 4 NATURAL RESOURCES

Having trouble viewing this ernail? View it as a Web page

£ SHARE
The location of the April 30, 2015 public hearing for the Jefferson County S02 Nonattainment Area Plan was
incorrect in the notice we orginally sent out. The correct location is:

April 30, 2015 Missouri Air Conservation Commission Meeting
Lewis and Clark State Office Building
1101 Riverside Drive

LaCharrette and Nightingale Creek Conference Rooms
lefferson City, MO 65101

This information has been corrected inthe complete public hearing notice below as well. | apologize for any
confusion. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thanks.

WWendy Vit

Ajr Quality Planning Section Chief

Air Pollution Contral Program

tiissouri Department of MNatural Resources
(573) 526-3167

w2 nchy viliEdnr mo ooy
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MISSOURI AIR CONSERVATION COMMISSION
WILL HOLD PUBLIC HEARING

JEFFERSON CITY, MO -- The Missouri Air Conservation Commission will hold a public hearing on
Thursday, April 30, 2015 beginning at 9 a.m. at the Lewis and Clark State Office Building, 1101 Riverside
Drive, LaCharrette and Nightingale Creek Conference Rooms, Jefferson City, Missouri. The commission will
hear testimony related to the following proposed action(s):

* Missouri State Implementation Plan Revision - Nonattainment Area Plan for the 2010 1-Hour Sulfur
Dioxide National Ambient Air Quality Standard - Jefferson County Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment Area

The main purpose of this State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision is to address Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1990 (CAAA) section 172(c¢) and section 191(a) plan requirements as applicable to the Jefferson County
2010 1-Hour Sulfur Dioxide (80O2) Nonattainment Area (NAA). The plan’s main control strategy is the
permanent shutdown of operations at the Doe Run Herculaneum primary lead smelter in December 2013, as
required by federal consent decree. The plan also relies on new SO2 emission limits for the Rush Island,
Labadie and Meramec Energy Centers, which will be enforceable through a 2015 Consent Agreement
between the Missouri Department of Natural Resources and Ameren Missouri. The 2015 Consent Agreement
also includes provisions for Ameren Missouri to install and operate ambient SO2 monitors and
meteorological stations around its Rush Island plant.

This SIP revision also addresses CAAA required elements, including a reasonably available control measures
(RACM) analysis. a reasonably available control technology (RACT) analysis. reasonable further progress
(RFP) requirements and contingency requirements. Multiple air dispersion modeling scenarios were evaluated
in the determination that the area will demonstrate compliance with the 2010 1-Hour SO2 National Ambient
Air Quality Standard no later than October 4, 2018.

If the Commission adopts the action(s), it will be the Department’s intention to submit the action(s) to the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to be included in Missouri’s State Implementation Plan.

Documents for the above item(s) will be available for review at the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources, Air Pollution Control Program, 1659 Elm Street, Jefferson City, (573) 751-4817 and in the Public
Notices section of the program web site http://dnr.mo.gov/env/apcp/public-notices.htm. This information will
be available at least 30 days prior to the public hearing date.

The Department will accept written or email comments for the record until 5 p.m. on May 7. 2015. Please
send written comments to Chief, Air Quality Planning Section. Air Pollution Control Program, P.O. Box 176,
Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176. Email comments may be submitted via the program web site noted above.
All written and email comments and public hearing testimony will be equally considered.

Citizens wishing to speak at the public hearing should notify the secretary to the Missouri Air Conservation
Commuission, Missour1 Department of Natural Resources, Air Pollution Control Program, P.Q. Box 176,
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0176. or telephone (573) 526-3420. The Department requests persons
intending to give verbal presentations also provide a written copy of their testimony to the commission
secretary at the time of the public hearing.

Persons with disabilities requiring special services or accommodations to attend the meeting can make

arrangements by calling the Program directly at (573) 751-4817, the Division of Environmental Quality's toll

free number at (800) 361-4827. or by writing two weeks in advance of the meeting to: Missouri Department
2
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of Natural Resources, Air Conservation Commission Secretary, P.O. Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102,
Hearing mmpaired persons may contact the program through Relay Missourt, (800) 735-2966.

Update your subscriptions. modify your password or email address. or stop subscriptions at any time on your
Subscriber Preferences Page. You will need to use your email address to log in. If you have questions or
problems with the subscription service, please contact subscriberhelp.govdelivery.com.

This service is provided to you at no charge by Missouri DNR.
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Iissouri D epartm ent of N atur el Resources

. 2 MISSOURI
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On Public Notice | Proposed for Adoption

State Plan Actions
g # » Air Pollution Control Program
b Get Updates
ﬂ on this
. . I
On Public Notice ssue
Nonattainment Area Plan for the 2010 1-Hour Sulfur Dioxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standard — Jefferson County Sulfur Dioxide
Nonattainment Area

The main purpose of this State Implermentation Plan (SIP) revision s to address Clean Air Act
Amendrments of 1990 (CAAA) section 172(c) and section 191{a ] plan requirements as applicable to
the Jefferson County 2010 1-Hour Sulfur Dioxide (505) Nonattainment Area (NAA), The plan’s
main control strategy is the permanent shutdown of operations at the Doe Run Herculaneum
prirary lead smelter in Decermber 2013, a5 required by federal consent decree, The plan also
relies on new S0z emission limits for the Rush Idand, Labadie and Meramec Energy Centers,
which will be enforceable through a 2015 Consent Agreement between the Missour Departrnent of
Matural Resources (department) and Amearen Missouri, The 2015 Consent Agreerment also includes
provisions for Ameren Missouri to install and operate ambient 50z monitors and meteorological
stations around its Rush Island plant.

This SIP revision dso addresses CARA required elements, induding & reasonably available control
measures (RACM) analysis, a reasonably available control technology (RACT) analysis, reasonable
further progress (RFP ] requirements and contingency requirements, Mulple air dispersion
modeling scenarios were evaluated in the determination that the area will demonstrate compliance
with the 2010 1-Hour SCs National Amblent Air Quality Standard no later than Cetober 4, 2018,

Jefferson County S02 Nonattainment Area Plan [}
Appendices A thru J [}

The rmodeling performed in support of the Jefferson County Monatta nment Plan takes into account
federally enforceable 505 armisdon reductons from the closure of the Doe Run Harculaneum
primary lead smelter. The dosure of the smelter was required by the Congent Decree between
Doe Run, the department and the LS. Emvironmental Protection Agency filed in the United States
Disfrict Court in the Eastern District of Missour, Case Mo, 4:10-cv-01895-1CH, and entered on
Decermber 21, 2011, We are providing a link to this document for reference;

http:/ /www.epa.gov/region? /cleanup/doe_run/pdf/consent_decree.pdf [}

Submit Comments Now

& public hearing is scheduled for this plan action on April 30, 2015, Comments sbout this plan
action will be acceptad through the dose of business on May 7, 2015,

Proposed for Adoption

Missouri State Implementation Plan Revision — Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)
NOx Annual Trading Program

The Missouri Department of Matura Resources’ Air Pollution Control Program is proposing a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revision to reallocate four WO annual allowances under the LS,
Environmental Protection Agency's Cross-State Air Pollution Rule, Two NOx annual alowances
each would be distributed to the City of Chillicothe and the City of Higginsville, These two
municipalities would have received zero allowances under the federal allocation method. Al other
existing unit budaget allowances will be distributed following the federal allocation methed,

This SIP rendsion redistributes emission dlowances for the 2016 control perod only, The Air
Program is pursuing & separate rulemaking and SIP resdsion to reallocate allowances for the
control period 2017 and bevond,

hitpodidnrm o, gowlenv/apepfstateplanrevisions htm[32 57201 5 4:.20:44 PI]

W Follow Us

Program Home Page

Air Conservation Commission
Air Pollutants

Air Program Advisory Forum
Air Quality

Asbestos

Forms and Applications

Gateway Vehicle Inspection
Program

Laws and Regulations

NAAQS Boundary Designations
Ozone

Permits

Publications and Reports

Public Notices-Comment Periods
QAPP Template

Small Business Assistance

State Plans

Vapor Recovery Information and
Compliance Requirements

Contact Information

Air Pollution Control Program
P.0. Box 176

Jefferson City, MO 65102
800-361-4827

573-751-4817

Contact Us

Report an Environmental Concern

Meet the Air Pollution Control
Program Director
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Missowri Department of Natural Fesources

CSAPR SIP-NOx Annual [}
Appendix A [}
Response to comments [/}

A public hearing was held for this plan action on January 29, 2015. Comments about this plan
action were accepted through the close of business on February 5, 2015.

Mi i State Impl tation Plan Revision — Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR)

|

NOx Ozone Season Trading Program

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources’ Air Pollution Control Program is proposing a State
Implementaticn Plan (SIP) revision to realccate two NOX Ozone Season allowances under the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Cross-State Air Pollution Rule. One NOX ozone season
alowance each will be distributed to the City of Chillicothe and the City of Higginsville. These two
municipalities would have received zero dlowances under the federal allocation method, All other

existing unit budget allowances will be distributed following the federal allocation method.

This SIP revision redistributes emission allowances for the 2016 control period only. The Air
Pragram is pursuing a separate rulemaking and SIP revision to reallocate allowances for the

control period 2017 and beyond.
CSAPR SIP-NOx Ozone Season [}

Appendix A [}

Response to comments [}

A public hearing was held for this plan action on January 29, 2015. Comments about this plan

action were accepted through the close of business on February 5, 2015.

By Division
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Environmental Quality
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Missouri Geological Survey
Missouri State Parks

Water Resources
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http://dnrmo, Py

Explore by Topic

Asbestos Information
Drinking Water

Ecycle

Education and Interpretation
Online Searchable Databases
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Historic Preservation
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PUBLIC HEARING 4/30/2015

Page 1 Page 3
1 BEFORE THE MISSOURI AR CONSERVATION COMMISSION MEETING 1 you testify, please state your name, business address and
g 2 your occupation or affiliation. If you have a prepared
4 Missouri State Implementation Plan Revision - Non-attainment 3 statement, it will be helpful if you will provide a copy to
5 Area Plan for the 2010 1-Hour Sulfur Dioxide National 4 the Staff Director, court reporter, and members of the
[ Ambient Air Quality Standard - Jefferson County Sulfur 5 Commission. Ms. Kyra Moore.
; Dievdide Nanzabtaioment:Area 6 KYRA MOORE, having been first duly sworn, testifies as
7 follows:
9 PUBLIC HEARING 8 MS. MOORE: Chairman, members of the
10 April 30, 2015 9  Commission, my name is Kyra Moore. I am the Director of the
Lewis and CI'.ark S.tate O.fﬁce Building 10 Air Pollution Control Program within the Department of
11 1101 Riverside Drive
LaCharrette /Nightingale Creek Conference Room 14, Natural Resources for the Air Conservation Commission, I
12 Jefferson City, MO 65101 12 work at 1659 East Elm Street in Jefferson City, Missouri
i: Before: 13 63101,
15  Gary Pendergrass - Chair 14 The Air Program posted the proposed state plan
Jack Baker - Member 15 for public review and comment on the Department of natural
16 Mark Gamett - Member 16 Resources' website at least 30 days prior to the public
David Zimmermann - Member .
17 17 hearing.
18 18 In addition to making the proposed plan
19 THE COURT REPORTER: 19 available for viewing and comment, the Air Pollution
20, Jenna Petree 20 Control Program distributed the public hearing notice to
MIDWEST LITIGATION SERVICES . L. .
21 401 Locust Street 21 nearly 700 citizens, organizations, corporations,
Columbia, MO 65201 22 associations, and elected officials. Finally, we notified
22 573-449-0561 23 the Kansas City, St. Louis County, and Springfield local
;: 24 air pollution control agencies; Illinois, Kansas and other
25 25 surrounding states; and the U.S. Environmental Protection
Page 2 Page 4
1 MR. ZIMMERMANN: The hearing will come to 1 Agency of this public hearing.
2 order. Let the record show the following Commissioners are 2 Chairman, this concludes my testimony.
3 present Jack Baker, Mark Garnett, Gary Pendergrass, and 3 MR. ZIMMERMAN: Thank you. We know have
4 David Zimmermann. The Air Conservation Commission of the 4 speakers that wish to speak on this issus. Oh, I'm sorry.
5  State of Missouri has called this public hearing pursuant 5 Emily Wilbur, please.
6  to Section 643.070, Revised Statutes of Missouri; EPA 6  EMILY WILBUR, having been first duly sworn, testifies as
7  promulgated rule 40 CFR 51.102, for the purpose of hearing 7 follows:
8  testimony relating to: Missouri State Implementation Plan 8 MS. WILBUR: Good moarning, Mr. Chairman,
9 Revision: Nonattainment Area Plan for the 2010 1-Hour 9  members of the Commission. My name is Emily Wilbur. Tam
10 Sulfur Dioxide National Ambient Air Quality Standard - 10 employed with the Planning Section of the Air Pollution
11 Jefferson City Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment Area. 11 Control Program located at 1659 East Elm Street, Jefferson
12 The hearing record will close at 5:00 p.m. on 12 City, Missouri. I am here today to present testimony for
13 May 7, 2015, 13 the proposed State Implementation Plan revision to address
14 Anyone who has not been scheduled to appear, 14 the federal Clean Air Act Section 172(c) requirements for
15 but who wishes to be heard, should indicate that you wish 15 the Jefferson County sulfur dioxide {or SO2) nonattainment
16 to speak on the sign in sheets available at the door. 1 16 area. Excerpts from the plan revision start on page 93 of
17 would just ask, we have a number of different groups here. 17 your briefing document.
18  We don't need 20 people from the same group saying the same | 18 In June 2010, EPA revised the primary SO2
19 thing. So, I would like to consolidate and make a 19 standard to 75 parts per billion on a 1-hour basis to
20 spokesman for each group, but that's your right to do 20 reduce exposure to short-term high concentrations of S02.
21 otherwise. 21 This was the first revision since the initial SC2 standard
22 Section 643.100 of the Missouri Statutes 22 was issued in 1971, At the same time, EPA revoked both the
23 provides that all oral testimony be given under oath. 23 existing 24-hour and annual standards. This proposed plan
24 Accordingly, when you are called to testify, please present 24 addresses the 2010 1-hour SO2 standard.
25  yourself to the court reporter first to be sworn in. When 25 The Air Pollution Control Program currently

www.midwestlitigation.com

1 (Pages 1 to4)

MIDWEST LITIGATION SERVICES

Phone: 1.800.280.3376
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Fax: 314.644.1334
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Page 5 Page 7
1 oversees the operation of 8 SO2 monitors throughout 1 atthe violating monitor dropped from the second highest
2 Missouri. This map depicts these monitors and the existing 2 502 readings in the country at the time of the designations
3 S0 2 monitors located in neighboring states. 3 to concentrations typically considered background levels
4 For the initial round of designations per the 4 for SO2. SO2 emissions from the lead smelter had a
5  1-hour SO2 standard, EPA designated two partial-county 5  considerable impact on public health due to the fugitive
6 non-attainment areas in Missouri, which are also shown on 6 nature of these emissions that were generally emitted lower
7  this map. Portions of both Jackson County and Jefferson 7 to the ground and more directly impacting people in the
8 County were designated non-attainment based on 2007-2009 8  area. The impacts of these fugitive SO2 emissions were
9 monitoring data that showed these areas were exceeding the 9  most prevalent near the violating Mott Street monitor.
10 1-hour S02 standard. The information presented today 10 This chart shows the projected three-year
11 addresses only the proposed plan for the Jefferson County 11 design value for the Mott Street monitor based on the
12 non-attainment area. We are preparing a separate plan for 12 extrapolation of the current conditions in the
13 the Jackson County SO2 non-attainment area to be presented | 13 non-attainment area. As shows, this monitor is expected to
14 at a future air commission meeting. 14 be in compliance with the health-based 1-hour SO2 standard
15 This slide includes the current schedule for 15 by the end of 2015, which is over two years earlier than
16 the Jefferson County SO2 non-attainment area plan. The 16 the attainment date of October 2018, When the requirements
17  plan was made available for review and comment March 25, 17  for a formal clean data determination from EPA are
18 2015, and the comment period doses May 7, 2015. The 18  satisfied, the Air Program plans to pursue such action as
19 proposed plan will be presented for adoption May 28 and 19 we have under similar circumstances for other criteria
20  submitted to EPA by the end of May. Due to many factors, 20  pollutants.
21 the department did not meet the April 6th deadline required 21 This map depicts the location of the area's
22 of plan submissions to EPA for initial round non-attainment 22 three largest remaining SO2 emitting sources, specifically
23 areas. EPAisaware of this delay and we are working to 23 the three Ameren Missouri Energy Centers. The map also
24 submit the plan as soon as possible. 24  indicates their location with respect to the violating Mott
25 Affected facilities must comply with the 25  Street monitor and the permanently closed lead smelter.
Page 6 Page 8
1 control strategy requirements included in the proposed plan 1 The Rush island Energy Center is located within the
2 no later than January 1, 2017, The control strategy 2 southeastern comer of the non-atainment area boundary,
3 implementation date is intended to ensure the violating 3 and Labadie and Meramec are located north of the
4 monitoris in compliance with the 1-hour SO2 standard by 4 non-attainment area.
5 the attainment date of October 2018. Note, that the late 5 The required control strategy for the
6  submittal of the plan to EPA does not impact or change any 6  Jefferson County non-attainment area consists of two
7  of these compliance dates. 7  elements. The main element is the closure of the Doe Run
8 This map depicts the Jefferson County 8  Herculaneum primary lead smelter through a 2011 federal
9 non-attainment area boundary and the violating Mott Street 9  consent decres. As mentioned previously, the primary SO2
10 monitor. Since SO2 is a localized pollutant, monitors are 10 source contributing to the violating monitor was the Doe
11 typically source-oriented, which is the case for the 11 Run Herculaneum lead smelter, which closed in December
12 violating monitor in Jefferson County. The Mott Street 12 2013. This closure resulted in a decrease in S02 emissions
13 monitor is approximately a quarter of a mile from the Doe 13 of over 19,000 tons per year for the area. Once the
14 Run Herculaneum primary lead smelting facility. The 14 smelter closure was complete, it became clear that the
15  monitor is so close to the lead smelter that on this map 15  surrounding sources in the area had little to no effect on
16  they are essentially both represented by the black 16  the violating monitor and the main source of concem was
17  asterisk. 17  indeed the lead smelter.
18 The 1-hour SO2 standard violations at the Mott 18 Recognizing that the Ameren Rush Island Energy
19  Street monitor were predominantly attributable to the Doe 19  Center and other Ameren facilities near non-attainment area
20 Run Herculaneum primary lead smelter. While the lead 20 emit substantial levels of SO2, the Air Program is placing
21  smelter was operating, the Mott Street monitor values were 21 additional requirements on these facilities to protect air
22 among the highest in the nation. In December 2013, the 22 quality throughout the non-attainment area. The second
23 smelter ceased operations, and since then recorded 23 control strategy element is the reduction of potential
24 monitored values are dramatically lower. Almost 24  emissions through new SO2 emission limits for Ameren's Rush
25 immediately upon closure of the smelter, SO2 concentrations 25  Island, Labadie, and Meramec Energy Centers and the

www.midwestlitigation.com

2 (Pages 5to 8)

MIDWEST LITIGATION SERVICES

Phone: 1.800.280.3376

1-9

Fax: 314.644.1334



APPENDIX | — Public Participation Documents

PUBLIC HEARING 4/30/2015

Page 9 Page 11
1 installation of new ambient SO2 monitoring sites around 1 Meramec Energy Centers and requires the installation of SO2
2 Rush Island. This SO2 emission limits for the 3 Ameren 2 ambient air monitors near the Rush Island facility to
3 plants are established in a 2015 Agreement between Ameren 3 confirm the plan's analysis that this approach is
4 Missouri and the Air Pollution Control Program. These new 4 protective of public health and in compliance with the 1-hour
5  limits are intended to prevent future exceedances of the 5 502 standard.
6 1-hour SO2 standard at the Mott Street monitor, The 2015 3] The proposed Jefferson County S02
7  Agreement also requires the installation of the new ambient 7 non-attainment area plan utilizes a common sense approach
8  SO2 monitors near the Rush Island plant. The 2015 8 for the area's unique situation while including all
9  Agreement is a key component of the proposed non-at@inment 9 required elements to submit a complete 1-hour SO2
10 area plan and serves to make the emission limits and 10 non-attainment area plan to EPA. As the new 2015 Agreement
11  monitoring requirements permanent and enforceable, 11 requirements are implemented, the Air Program plans
12 Modeling results presented in the proposed 12 additional evaluation of data from the new SO2 monitors as
13 plan and in the next slide indicates no violations of the 13 well as additional modeling analysis. These additional
14 1-hour SO2 standard throughout the non-attainment area. In 14  data and analysis may result in revisions to this plan as
15  addition, the analysis is further supported by the low 15  appropriate in the future.
16  monitored values recarded at the monitor after the closure 16 If the Commission adopts this plan, the
17  of the lead smelter. For reference, the 1-hour SO2 17 department intends to submit it to the EPA for inclusions
18  standard of 75 parts per billion is equivalent to 196.73 18 in the Missouri State Implementation Plan.
19  micrograms per cubic meters. 19 Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I
20 The modeling analysis includes the evaluation 20  will be happy to address any questions you may have
21 of several scenarios, which were necessary to more 21 regarding this non-attainment area plan.
22 accurately determine the actual conditions occurring in the 22 MR. ZIMMERMAN: Any questions? All right. We
23 non-attainment area near and farther away from the monitor. 23 have a number of people here speaking for the Commission.
24  The results demonstrate that there are no other actual 24 The first is Steven Whitworth, Senior Director
25  modeled violations of the 1-hour standard in the 25 Environmental Policy and Analysis, Ameren Services.
Page 10 Page 12
1 non-attainment area. In addition, no modeled violations 1 STEVE WHITWORTH, having been first duly sworn, testifies as
2 are seen even if emissions from all smaller sources in the 2 follows:
3 non-attainment area are increased to their allowable 3 MR. WHITWORTH: Good morning, Commissioners.
4 emission rates. The color gradient in the map shows the 4 My name is Steve Whitworth, and I am employed by Ameren
5 concentration gradient in the non-attainment area, but all 5  Services Company as Senior Director, Environmental Policy
6  receptors shown are below the 1-hour SO2 standard of 75 6  and Analysis. Ameren Services provides business services
7 parts per billion or 196.73 micrograms per cubic meter. 7  to Ameren Corporation's operating companies including
8  All three Ameren facilities are shown on the map for 8  Ameren Missouri. I am here this morning representing
9 reference, as well as the violating Mott Street monitor. 9 Ameren Missouri in support of the proposed revisions to the
10 The intent of the plan's requirement for new SO2 monitors | 10 Missouri State Implementation Plan for the Non-attainment
11 near the Rush Island facility is to confirm our assessment 11 Area for the 2010 1-hour Sulfur Dioxide National Ambient
12 that the non-attainment area is in compliance with the 12 Air Quality Standard for the Jefferson County. I have
13 1-hour S02 standard farther away from the violating 13 worked in the electric power business for nearly 35 years
14 monitor. 14 and I have been employed with Ameren Services Company since
15 The proposed Jefferson County So2 15 1998 following the merger of Central Illinois Public
16  non-attainment area plan relies on the substantial early 16 Services Company and Union Electric Company. During the
17 reduction of SO2 emissions through the closure of the Doe | 17 course of my career, I have worked in the environmental air
18 Run Herculaneum primary lead smelter. Based on current 18  quality and permitting arena since 1989, I have worked in
19 conditions in the non-attainment area, the Mott Street 19 Ameren's Environmental Services Department for over 16
20 monitor is expected to attain the standard by the end of 20 years, and since 2007 I have managed and directed that
21 2015. Furthermore, modeling of actual conditions in the 21  department.
22 non-attainment area show that there are no modeled 22 Ameren is committed to clear air. Ameren has
23 violations of the standard. In addition, the new 2015 23 and will continue to be good environmental stewards. As
24  Agreement included with the plan establishes new SO2 24 many of you already know, since 2007 Ameren Missouri has
25  emission limits for Ameren's Rush Island, Labadie, and 25  spentabout a billion to comply with EPA mandates. These

www.midwestlitigation.com
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON
PROPOSED REVISION TO

MISSOURI STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN -

Nonattainment Area Plan for the
2010 1-Hour Sulfur Dioxide National Ambient Air Quality Standard -
Jefferson County Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment Area

The public comment period for the proposed revision to the Missouri State Implementation Plan
(SIP) for the Nonattainment Area Plan for the 2010 1-Hour Sulfur Dioxide National Ambient Air
Quality Standard - Jefferson County Sulfur Dioxide Nonattainment Area opened on March 25,
2015 and closed on May 7, 2015. Revisions to the proposed plan were made as a result of
comments.

The following is a summary of comments received and the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources’ Air Pollution Control Program’s (Air Program’s) corresponding responses.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: During the public comment period for the proposed plan, the
Air Program received comments from the following sources: Ameren Missouri, AECOM, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Washington University School of Law
Interdisciplinary Environmental Clinic on behalf of Sierra Club (Washington University), Sierra
Club and two citizens. All commenters testified or were represented during the public hearing
before the Missouri Air Conservation Commission (MACC) on April 30, 2015. Written
comments were also received on May 7, 2015 from Ameren Missouri, EPA and Washington
University. In addition, the Sierra Club submitted postcards and signatures from about 240
citizens.

COMMENT #1: Washington University commented that the draft Jefferson County
nonattainment area (NAA) plan does not meet the requirements of the federal Clean Air Act
(CAA) because it fails to show, based on legally allowable limits for all sources within the
nonattainment area and for contributing sources nearby, that the entire nonattainment area will
comply with the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) by the October 2018 deadline.

RESPONSE: The Jefferson County SO, SIP provides for attainment of the standard by the
attainment date of October 2018, is administratively complete, and addresses the elements required
in Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 172(c). CAA section 172(c) specifies that nonattainment area
plans comply with certain requirements (e.g., attainment demonstrations, emission inventories and
contingency measures) but does not prescribe how the attainment demonstration must be done.
EPA interprets the CAA requirement for an attainment demonstration through non-binding
guidance, which varies depending on the particular pollutant and available modeling tools. For
example, EPA’s latest guidance for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM,s) indicates that
attainment demonstrations for these pollutants should show compliance at the monitoring
locations, not necessarily throughout the entire nonattainment area. In addition, EPA’s guidance

I-11
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recommends using actual emissions, as opposed to maximum allowable emissions, for ozone and
PM 5 attainment demonstration modeling. Though EPA’s 1-hour SO, nonattainment SIP guidance
(April 23, 2014) recommends modeling attainment throughout the NAA based on allowable
emissions, the EPA also states that this guidance “imposes no binding or enforceable requirements
or obligations.” This guidance recognizes that each NAA “may pose unique case-specific
questions relating to factors such as the characteristics of the contributing sources, meteorology,
jurisdictional factors, etc.” Further discussion of Jefferson County’s unique situation is in the
response to comments #3 and 4. No changes to the plan were made as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #2: Washington University, the Sierra Club, and several citizens commented that the
proposed plan does not adequately protect public health in the nonattainment area. In addition, the
Sierra Club provided postcards and signatures from about 240 citizens calling upon the DNR to
create a plan that ensures protection of public health.

RESPONSE: As demonstrated by the violating monitor coming into compliance by the end of
2015, the closure of the Doe Run lead smelter protects the public in the Herculaneum area from
health impacts associated with SO,. In addition to bringing the monitor into compliance, the
Jefferson County SO, SIP includes a mechanism to ensure that air quality throughout the
nonattainment area attains and maintains the standard. The overall SIP approach will protect the
health of those living throughout the Jefferson County nonattainment area as demonstrated by an
accurate assessment of air quality based on current conditions in the area. The Air Program’s
analysis shows that the Jefferson County plan protects air quality throughout the nonattainment
area, and the strategy includes an expanded SO, monitoring network to confirm those results and
allows for future plan adjustments if needed. No changes to the plan were made as a result of this
comment.

Due to the similarity in the following two comments, one response is presented.

COMMENT #3: Washington University commented that the Jefferson County SO, nonattainment
SIP lacks a valid attainment demonstration. The following paragraph summarizes this comment:

The attainment demonstration must contain two critical elements. First, the modeling that supports
the demonstration must use legally allowable emission limits for all sources within the
nonattainment area and all sources outside but affecting attainment in the nonattainment area.
Second, the demonstration must show that the entire nonattainment area will reach the NAAQS by
the deadline. The Jefferson County SIP reflects a faulty assumption that its attainment
demonstration can contain either of these two requirements but need not contain both. The SIP’s
“main scenario” addresses the entire nonattainment area but impermissibly uses actual, not
allowable, emissions for the most significant SO, sources. The second “monitor centric” scenario
impermissibly limits its attainment demonstration to a tiny area comprising 0.4 percent of the
nonattainment area. For these reasons, the proposed emission limits for Ameren’s Rush Island,
Meramec, and Labadie power plants are insufficient as a control strategy for attaining the NAAQS
throughout the nonattainment area. In addition, allowable emissions from non-Ameren sources
outside the nonattainment area must be reduced to limits sufficient to support a valid attainment
demonstration for the entire nonattainment area.
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COMMENT #4: EPA commented that part of the state’s analysis does not follow EPA’s April 23,
2014 Guidance for 1-hour SO, Nonattainment Area SIP Submissions. One key concern is that the
current analysis does not appear to ensure that the entire area within the nonattainment area
boundary will attain the standard. In addition, EPA has concerns with the appropriateness of the
emissions rates used in the air quality modeling. EPA provided data illustrating the variability in
annual actual SO, emissions from Ameren’s Labadie, Meramec and Rush Island Energy Centers.
EPA recommended providing additional explanation as to why the hourly rates modeled for these
sources are protective of the NAAQS in the entire nonattainment area and how the actual hourly
rates modeled relate to the rates proposed on the consent agreement.

RESPONSE: The “requirement” that attainment demonstration modeling should show the entire
nonattainment area will reach the NAAQS by the deadline and use legally allowable emission
limits is found in guidance, and thus is non-binding as mentioned previously. The Jefferson
County SO, SIP does contain an attainment demonstration showing the entire nonattainment area
will attain and maintain the NAAQS by the deadline.

As mentioned in the response to comment #1, the Jefferson County SO, nonattainment area is in a
unique situation in that the violating monitor will be in compliance with the standard well before
the attainment date of October 2018. The Jefferson County SO, SIP accounts for this unique
situation. The Doe Run lead smelter that was operating during the 1-hour SO, NAAQS boundary
designation process contributed to some of the highest ambient SO, concentrations in the country
at the nearby Mott Street monitor. In December 2013 (after the nonattainment area was finalized
but before the SIP was due), the smelter ceased operations permanently, and the monitor
subsequently dropped dramatically to nearly background levels. The monitor is expected to be in
compliance by the end of 2015.

Since the main contribution to the violating monitor has been addressed, the Air Program shifted
focus to Ameren’s Rush Island Energy Center, the other large SO, emissions source in the
nonattainment area. Rush Island is located over 10 miles from the monitor. Air dispersion
modeling results, which rely on emissions and meteorological data, are most accurate near the
source of emissions; moving farther away from the source, modeling results are less certain due to
changing terrain and meteorological conditions over a larger area. The plan’s modeling analysis
includes the evaluation of several scenarios, which were necessary to more accurately determine
the actual conditions occurring in the nonattainment area farther away from the Mott Street
monitor. The combined results from multiple modeled scenarios demonstrate that there are no
actual modeled violations of the 1-hour SO, standard in the nonattainment area. However, because
of changing terrain and meteorological considerations, additional on-site monitoring is needed to
true-up modeling results farther away from the Mott Street monitor. The intent of the plan’s
requirement for new SO, monitors near the Rush Island facility is to confirm our assessment that
the nonattainment area is in compliance with the 1-hour SO, standard farther away from the
violating monitor. No changes were made to the plan as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #5: Washington University commented that the Air Program started out developing a

valid SIP but changed course for unknown reasons. The following paragraph summarizes this
comment.
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In October 2013, the Air Program’s modeling using actual emissions showed that the Rush Island
and Meramec facilities individually caused very high SO, concentrations. Then in April 2014, the
Air Program’s compliant modeling showed a 90% reduction in Rush Island’s current allowable
emission limit would be needed to demonstrate attainment in the SIP, along with 85% reduction in
Meramec’s current limits and 75% reduction in Labadie’s current limits. After that, the process
veered off course. The department appears to have abandoned CAA requirements for the Jefferson
County SIP, but not for the Jackson County SIP as far as we can tell (yet to be published for
comment). The effect of this SIP ensures Ameren’s plants don’t have to reduce their actual SO,
emissions.

RESPONSE: Air dispersion modeling is a detailed, complicated process that typically involves
multiple iterations and adjustments. The commenter references preliminary exploratory modeling
runs from October 2013 and other runs from April 2014, all of which were performed well before
any final decisions were made. We continued to refine modeling inputs and assumptions as we
gained a better understanding of the air quality issues in the Jefferson County nonattainment area
throughout the SIP development process. Of particular note, modeling runs performed later in the
process were based on actual continuous emissions monitoring (CEMS) data where available. The
October 2013 preliminary modeling showing exceedances from Rush Island and Meramec Energy
Centers individually was based on the use of a static emission rate derived from the annual actual
emissions and evenly distributed over each hour of the year. This static method does not account
for fluctuations in normal operations and eliminates peaks and valleys in the emission rate. Using
more representative hourly varying emissions from CEMS data is a better predictor of actual air
quality. For both Rush Island and Meramec, modeling done later in the process based on actual
hourly CEMS data shows no violations of the 1-hour SO, NAAQS within the nonattainment area.
As discussed in previous responses to comments, the unique situation in Jefferson County called
for a different approach than outlined in EPA’s non-binding SIP guidance. In contrast, the Jackson
County SO, nonattainment area is different in that the primary contributing source is still operating
(Veolia Energy) and the violating monitor is still well above the 1-hour SO, NAAQS. The Ameren
Labadie and Meramec Energy Centers will be addressed further in future implementation phases of
the SO, standard. No changes to the plan were made as a result of this comment.

Due to the similarity in the following two comments, one response is presented.

COMMENT #6: Washington University commented that the new emission limits for the Ameren
plants are based on a 24-hour block averaging period, but the SIP provides no information as to
how DNR adjusted its modeled 1-hour emission rates to obtain the 24-hour block average limits in
the SIP.

COMMENT #7: EPA recommended including in the SIP appendices the variability analysis
performed to inform the actual hourly emissions used in the modeling.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The SIP describes the technique used to
derive the 24-hour block average limits in Section 6.1. The Air Program followed the methods
outlined in the EPA’s SO, NAA guidance for determining longer averaging times for new
emission limitations. To establish longer averaging time limits for the three Ameren Missouri
Energy Centers, the Air Program used recent hourly recorded emissions (CEMS) to determine
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variability on the desired averaging time basis and applied the resulting ratio to the modeled
compliant value to arrive at the final longer averaging time emission limit. As a result of these
comments, the Air Program has added summary tables in Section 6.1 detailing the variability
analysis used to set these longer averaging times in order to clarify and support the emission limits
in the agreement for each of the three Ameren sources.

COMMENT #8: Washington University commented that the SIP states DNR performed a
Reasonably Available Control Measure (RACM) analysis in compliance with the RACM
Guidance but does not indicate which guidance. Moreover, the SIP merely recites that an analysis
was performed; it does not include that analysis for the public or EPA to review and comment
upon.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The Air Program followed EPA’s 1-hour SO,
nonattainment area guidance regarding the RACM analysis requirement that “Air agencies should
consider all RACM/RACT that can be implemented in light of the attainment needs for the
affected area(s).” RACM consists of the closure of the primary lead smelter and the SO, emissions
limits for Ameren’s Labadie, Meramec and Rush Island facilities. As part of satisfying this
requirement, the Jefferson County SO, plan relies on federally enforceable and permanent
measures and does not rely on federal rulemakings that are anticipated to yield additional SO,
reductions but are not yet SIP creditable without further state action. As a result of this comment,
we added clarification to the RACM discussion in the Jefferson County plan.

COMMENT #9: Washington University commented that the SIP lacks effective contingency
measures. The SIP lists the new Rush Island monitors as both a control strategy and contingency
measure. The new monitors do not qualify as a control strategy. The monitors are also not
appropriate contingency measures because they do not comport with the CAA, which requires
nonattainment SIPs to contain control measures designed to bring an area into attainment by the
deadline, and contingency measures to take effect afterwards if the area fails to attain the NAAQS
by the deadline. Further, the consent agreement does not contain any “specific measures to be
undertaken” or measures that would “take effect...without further action.”

RESPONSE: Based on the plan’s modeling results under current conditions, there are no
violations of the 1-hour SO, standard in the vicinity of the Rush Island facility. Therefore the plan
meets CAA requirements to provide for attainment of the standard by the attainment date. The Air
Program has placed limits on the Rush Island facility as part of the plan’s control strategy to
reduce the potential emissions of the facility in the future. To ensure the air quality farther from
the Mott Street monitor is in compliance with the standard, the Air Program is requiring the
installation of a new ambient SO, monitoring network near the Rush Island facility. The 2015
Consent Agreement allows for adjustments of the emission limits in the event the monitors
indicate an exceedance of the NAAQS. According to the EPA’s SO, NAA guidance, “contingency
measures can mean that the air agency has a comprehensive program to identify sources of
violations of the SO, NAAQS and to undertake an “‘aggressive’ follow-up for compliance and
enforcement, including expedited procedures for establishing enforcement consent agreements
pending the adoption of the revised SIP.” The Air Program’s approach for the implementation of
contingency measures is consistent with this guidance. No changes were made to the plan as a
result of this comment.
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COMMENT #10: Washington University commented that DNR failed to make the following
provisions available for public review and comment: 1) number and locations of Rush Island
monitors; 2) 24-hour block average emission limits; and 3) RACM analysis.

RESPONSE: CAA 110(a)(1) and (2) and 40 CFR 51.102 require states to make SIP revisions
available for reasonable public review and comment and offer opportunities to request a public
hearing on these actions. The proposed Jefferson County SO, SIP included discussions of the 24-
hour block average emission limits and RACM analysis, and the complete SIP revision package
was made available for public review and comment from March 25-May 7, 2015 with a public
hearing on April 30, 2015. The Air Program posts an annual monitoring network plan for public
inspection. The Air Program follows federal monitor siting criteria in 40 CFR 58. The new SO,
Special Purpose Monitors (SPM) near the Rush Island facility will be included in the Air
Program’s next annual monitoring network plan. The 2015 Monitoring Network Plan will be made
available for a 30-day public inspection period in the June 2015 timeframe. No changes were made
to the plan as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #11: Several citizens commented that MDNR has not done enough outreach to
ensure citizens living in the Jefferson County nonattainment area are aware of the public health
issue.

RESPONSE: As mentioned in the previous response, the CAA and EPA’s associated regulations
require states to provide the public with reasonable opportunity to review and submit comments
and request public hearings on SIP revisions. Though additional outreach about air quality issues is
not required, the Air Program strives to keep stakeholders and interested citizens informed about
air regulatory efforts as time and resources allow. For instance, early in the process of determining
appropriate nonattainment area boundaries for the 1-hour SO, standard, the Air Program conducted
an open public meeting in each of the potentially affected areas in the state, including the
Herculaneum area, in order to educate citizens and gather input. The Air Program has also held
several special meetings on implementation of the 1-hour SO, standard and provides regular
updates on this issue through the Air Program Advisory Forum listserv email bulletins, for which
any interested citizen can register. No changes to the plan were made as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #12: A citizen commented that holding the public hearing in Jefferson City at 9:00
a.m. does not allow citizens living in the Jefferson County nonattainment area sufficient
opportunity to participate.

RESPONSE: For proposed SIP revisions, the Air Program gives consideration to both written
comments and oral testimony provided at public hearing. Anyone can submit written comments.
The Missouri Air Conservation Commission sets their next calendar year’s meeting dates and
locations at the end of each year. Though we try to coordinate public hearing locations for SIP
revisions based on communities that are affected, it isn’t always possible due to project timelines
and regulatory deadlines. No changes were made to the plan as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #13: The EPA commented that the SIP states “Sources with an impact on the
nonattainment area were explicitly included in the analysis.” However, the term “impact” is not
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defined, so it is unclear which sources may have been excluded.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The Air Program evaluated all sources of
SO, emissions identified in the Missouri Emissions Inventory System (MOEIS) that are located
within 50 kilometers from the border of the NAA. MOEIS contains annual actual emissions
reported by all Missouri sources with an air permit as required by 10 CSR 10-6.110 Reporting
Emission Data, Emission Fees, and Process Information. A 100 ton-per-year emissions
threshold was used to determine inclusion in the model. Sources with actual emissions greater
than this emissions threshold were included in the model inventory. As a result of this comment,
additional language has been added to Section 4.3 of the plan to further detail the evaluation
process performed to determine which sources were ultimately included in the model inventory.

COMMENT #14: EPA commented that the inventory year of emission data used for this
modeling analysis is not specified and should be clearly provided in the state’s demonstration.

RESPONSE: The discussion of the modeled source inventory is discussed in Section 4.1 and
identifies 2012 as the inventory year. No changes were made as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #15: EPA pointed out several technical issues with the meteorological data used in
the modeling and suggested additional information and documentation in several areas: 1)
whether onsite data used was collected under an approved QAPP and whether quality assurance
procedures and audits were followed; 2) why an onsite meteorological dataset is more
representative of the entire nonattainment area than National Weather Service (NWS) Data; and
3) how the determination that two meter winds were not representative was made. EPA also
stated the meteorological dataset should be corrected to meet the completeness requirement for
regulatory modeling.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The Herculaneum onsite meteorological
data used in the modeling analysis was the same dataset that was used in the Herculaneum
nonattainment area SIP addressing the 2008 lead standard (approved by EPA on October 20,
2014, 79 FR 62572). Similar to the current SO, modeling analysis, the lead attainment
demonstration relied on AERMOD. Therefore, no further analysis was performed on this
meteorological data set for this SIP.

Surface meteorological data used in regulatory modeling is highly dependent on the local surface
conditions and terrain. Meteorological input data should be selected based on it
representativeness of the area of concern, which in this case is the area represented by the Mott
Street monitor. Representativeness is dependent on proximity to the area under consideration,
complexity of the terrain, exposure, and the time period of data collection. Off-site data
collected by nearby NWS stations, such as Cahokia/St. Louis Downtown, which is 27 km from
the nonattainment area, were evaluated. However, it was determined that the Herculaneum
onsite meteorological data met these representativeness criteria for the Mott Street monitor better
than data collected at distant NWS stations. This is discussed in the Section 4.6 of the plan. In
addition, it was determined that the two meter winds were not representative. Documentation
was added to Section 4.6 of the plan text to justify why the two meter wind speed and wind
direction measurements were excluded from the meteorological data used in the modeling
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analysis.

Lastly, the Air Program resolved the meteorological data error described by the EPA. The Air
Program determined that an error was made in the processing of the data from its raw form to its
model-ready form. One line of processing options invoking the Bulk Richardson number option
for processing in Stage 3 of AERMET had been inadvertently left out of the input file. These
corrections were made to the final modeling runs in the plan. The corrections do not change the
department’s conclusion that the control strategy ensures attainment throughout the Jefferson
County nonattainment area based on an evaluation of current conditions. An explanation of these
corrections was added to the SIP.

COMMENT #16: EPA commented on the background concentration analysis performed on the
East St. Louis monitoring site. In particular, EPA noted that the sector chosen (east winds) as
representative of background rarely has winds from this direction. EPA recommended that the
latest monitoring data period without an impact from SO, emissions from Herculaneum lead
smelter be further analyzed to determine if the 9 parts per billion (ppb) background concentration
is reasonable for the entire area. EPA also recommended performing back trajectories on the
highest monitored days after the smelter shut down to determine the direction from which the
higher readings are originating.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Additional documentation was added to
Section 4.9 of the plan text detailing the representative wind sector chosen to set the background
concentration for the area. In addition, a cursory evaluation of the Mott Street monitor as a
representative background site was performed to further support the reasonableness of the
background concentration used in the modeling analysis. Please see Attachment #1 for the
evaluation of the Mott Street monitor. This additional analysis further justifies the
reasonableness of the background concentration of 9 ppb for the entire area; the background
concentration of 9 ppb relied on in the plan’s modeling evaluation was not changed.

COMMENT #17: Referencing the Ameren consent agreement, EPA recommended that any
performance analysis follow EPA procedures and noted that the use of beta options or other non-
default options must be approved by the EPA regional office for use in regulatory applications.

RESPONSE: The Air Program acknowledges that EPA must approve the use of beta options or
other non-default modeling options, as well as any performance analysis. The consent agreement
provisions allow for the expeditious evaluation of such analyses and consideration of non-default
options. The department will not allow non-default modeling options to be used for regulatory
purposes without EPA oversight and approval of such activities. No changes were made to the
plan as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #18: EPA recommended that the limits for the Ameren facilities in the consent
agreement be on a unit-by-unit basis or grouped by like stacks assuming those stacks have the
same potential impacts. As an alternative, MDNR should demonstrate that potential unit-by-unit
variability of emissions that could occur under the facility-wide limits would still be protective of
the SO, NAAQS in the nonattainment area.
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RESPONSE: The modeling demonstration yielded the “critical values’ for each unit that allows
for the area to model compliance. These values are the hourly emission rates. Hourly recorded
emissions were used to perform the variability analysis for each individual unit separately. This
analysis follows the EPA 1-hour SO, nonattainment area SIP guidance for setting longer term
averaging limits. Once the longer averaging time limit was found for each unit, they were
summed to yield a facility total; this does not affect the stringency of the limits but rather seeks
to decrease complexity of determining compliance with the limits. No changes were made to the
plan as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #19: EPA commented that MDNR should model plants outside the nonattainment
area at their respective allowable emission rates or provide sufficient justification that these
sources are not modeling a significant concentration gradient in the nonattainment area.

RESPONSE: In conjunction with the Air Program’s response to Comment #14, the background
concentration for the NAA was re-evaluated using the Mott Street monitor values after the
closure of the primary lead smelter. Based on this analysis, it was determined that the impact of
Missouri sources inside and outside the nonattainment area are being captured in the background
concentration. Sources not included in the background must be explicitly modeled. Therefore,
the inclusion of these sources in the modeling inventory at their allowable emission rate is overly
conservative. No changes to the plan were made as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #20: EPA commented that the 2018 emissions summary in Appendix C is
incorrect. EPA stated that the draft plan suggests actual SO, emissions are expected to be
reduced by over 20,000 tons per year; however, the only “enforceable” controls proposed for the
Rush Island plant, which by the terms of the consent agreement would allow the plant to increase
their actual emissions up to 50,633 tons per year at an 85% capacity factor.

RESPONSE: For the attainment year of 2018, the emissions inventory was taken from the 2018
emissions modeling platform developed by EPA. The point source emissions inventory was
modified to include the actual reductions of emissions from the Doe Run smelter, which was a
decrease from 2011 reported emissions of 20,000 tons per year. Based on allowable emissions at
the Rush Island plant, the 2018 emissions inventory would be higher. Allowable emissions are
based on the emission rate of a source calculated using its maximum rated capacity, subject to
enforceable permit conditions or other enforceable limits and any applicable federally
enforceable emission standards. However, the 2018 emissions inventory included in this SIP
reflect what the expected actual emissions will be in the attainment year of 2018. As noted in
EPA’s comment, the average high 3-in-10 year actual occurs in 2008-2010 with 27,996 tons of
actual emissions per year, which is considerably lower than the 50,633 tons of allowable
emissions per year noted by EPA. Furthermore, based on the trend of emissions in recent years,
Rush Island’s actual emissions have been decreasing as illustrated in the chart below. Although
the trend is not expected to keep decreasing at the same rate as recent years, it is also not
expected to increase at a rate indicated by EPA.

Ameren Rush Island Energy Center
SO, Emissions Trend
Emission Year | SO, Emissions (tons per
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year)
2014 17,444.4
2013 19,587.1
2012 20,423.6
2011 28,035.6
2010 29,069.5
2009 28,327.3
2008 29,593.0
2007 22,058.5
2006 28,673.1
2005 28,384.8

In addition, based on modeling results of actual conditions, the Rush Island plant is in
compliance with the standard. Additional monitors being installed near the plant will ensure the
standard is being attained. Therefore, the use of actual emissions in the 2018 inventory is
appropriate. No changes were made to the plan as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #21: Ameren Missouri supports the proposed revisions to the Missouri State
Implementation Plan for the Jefferson County SO, nonattainment area. Ameren has entered into an
agreement to lower SO, emission limits at the Rush Island, Labadie and Meramec Energy Centers
and install and operate an SO, monitoring network around the Rush Island Energy Center. Unless
a good quality data set with representative SO, measurements and meteorological information is
available, air quality modeling simulations are generally inaccurate and produce higher values than
actual monitored SO; levels. Based on geographical and meteorological qualities unique to the
Jefferson County nonattainment area, and taking into consideration the localized impact inherent to
SO, emissions, the use of air quality monitoring will most accurately measure the ambient
concentrations of SO, in the NAA. Any future emission limitations should be based on solid
defensible characterizations.

RESPONSE: The Air Program appreciates Ameren’s comment in support of the SIP revision for
the Jefferson County SO, nonattainment area. No changes to the plan were made as a result of
this comment.

COMMENT #22: Ameren Missouri commented that reliance on both monitored and modeled
emissions to develop an attainment plan is permitted under the CAA and EPA guidance. The
CAA affords states with the authority and responsibility to implement SIPs to demonstrate
attainment of a NAAQS. Notwithstanding the states’ primary role in developing SIPs, EPA
guidance instructs states to consider both modeled and monitored emissions to determine
attainment of a NAAQS and develop attainment plans. EPA has a long-standing policy of
allowing the use of actual emissions to demonstrate attainment of NAAQS.

RESPONSE: As discussed in the response to comment #1, EPA’s 1-hour SO, nonattainment
SIP guidance is non-binding and allows for states to develop other approaches due to unique
local considerations. No changes were made as a result of this comment.

COMMENT #23: Ameren Missouri commented that the proposed SIP for the Jefferson County
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nonattainment area is the right approach for the state of Missouri. The SIP properly relies on
monitored ambient air quality levels to determine air quality in Jefferson County. MDNR should
continue to rely on monitored SO, ambient air quality as part of the SIP because Ameren has
committed to installing a robust network of monitors. The use of monitoring is in the best
interest of the state of Missouri since decisions as to whether to mandate emission reductions
through costly control equipment installation should be made based on the best available data.
This is particularly true when such equipment installation costs could reach over $1 billion and
based on current data is not needed to meet the NAAQS. The use of actual emissions data in air
quality modeling is supported by EPA and is most effective for the Jefferson County NAA.

RESPONSE: This comment outlines the rationale for the particular approach taken in the
Jefferson County SIP. The SIP approach requires new SO, emission limits at Ameren’s facilities,
while adding ambient SO, monitors and meteorological stations at the Rush Island Energy
Center in order to accurately characterize air quality. The department expects results from both
existing and new SO, monitors to demonstrate attainment with the 1-hour SO, NAAQS, but if
they do not, the consent agreement allows for adjustment to the SO, emission limits. No changes
were made to the plan as a result of these comments.

COMMENT #24: AECOM identified several aspects of the Jefferson County SO, plan’s
modeling evaluation that would tend to overstate predicted SO, concentrations: 1) allowable
emissions are used for some sources (e.g. ‘intermittent sources’); 2) the modeling of merged
stack flues as separate stacks; and 3) the modeling did not use more accurate low wind options.

RESPONSE: The AERMOD model is EPA’s preferred model and was used in this
demonstration. All sources in the modeling inventory, including ‘intermittent sources’ referenced
in the comment, are represented using actual emissions. Since hourly emission rates were not
available for these sources, static actual emission rates were used in the modeling analysis.
However, allowable emissions were not used as a part of this analysis. Secondly, the emission
units that share a stack were modeled as separate emission points with the same parameters.
This situation was discussed with EPA Region 7 modeling staff early in the modeling analysis
development, and the stacks were modeled separately to avoid using prohibited dispersion
techniques in the modeling demonstration. In EPA’s August 2010 guidance memorandum
concerning implementation of the 1-hour SO, NAAQS for the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Program,’ such dispersion techniques as combining gas streams, adjustments to
source release parameters, etc., which could apply in this case, are only allowed under an
exemption for sources whose plant-wide allowable SO, emissions do not exceed 5,000 tons per
year (tpy). Neither facility that AECOM recommended should be modeled using these
dispersion techniques qualify for this exemption, therefore, the units were modeled as separate
release points. Lastly, the AERMOD beta options, such as accounting for low wind speed, were
not utilized because EPA approval is needed prior to the application of non-default modeling
options in SIPs and obtaining that approval can be a timely process. No changes were made as a
result of these comments.

! http://www.epa.gov/region07/air/nsr/nsrmemos/appwso2.pdf
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Attachment #1

In response to comment #16 where EPA recommended the Air Program evaluate the Mott Street
Monitor as the background monitor for the area, the following cursory analysis and evaluation
were performed. The original background concentration analysis remains an element of the main
plan text and submittal package. As shown below, the main scenario modeled impacts are low
enough that both levels of background concentrations continue to demonstrate compliance with
the NAAQS. Since the option of including an established background concentration directly in
the AERMOD maodel run script was just recently added, background concentrations can be
linearly added to the modeling output plotfile. The plotfile consists of the 4™ high modeled
concentration at each receptor that is then comparable to the NAAQS.

The Mott Street Monitor would have been a prime candidate to use as a representative
background monitor for the area as it is centrally located within the area and is near the
meteorological station where the data used in the modeling analysis was recorded. However,
before the Herculaneum smelter shutdown, the Mott Street monitored values were
overwhelmingly influenced by the smelter due to the close proximity and magnitude of
emissions, particularly fugitive emissions. Therefore, the analysis performed here to evaluate
Mott Street as a representative background monitor for the area is solely focused on the complete
year of available data since the shutdown, 2014. Due to the lack of three full years of
uninfluenced monitoring data, this analysis will not replace the background analysis contained in
the plan, but instead acts as a cursory analysis in response to the EPA comment received.

The Mott Street meteorological data and monitoring concentrations were paired and evaluated.
As all major sources located in the state of Illinois are already explicitly included in the model
analysis, the wind directions originating from Illinois were removed from the background
concentration evaluation. A map is included below to indicate the exact degree markers for the
excluded sector. As shown, any measured concentrations on hours that originate between 25 and
135 degrees were removed. Sources that are now accounted for as part of the background
concentration could be removed from the model analysis. However, to be conservative, sources
within the NAA, close proximity sources, and the largest sources are still included in the model
inventory.

Excluding winds that originate in Illinois, a representative background concentration was found.
The 99" percentile of daily maximums of the remaining data yields a background concentration
of 12.3 ppb. The analysis initially performed and included as part of the proposed SIP resulted
in a background concentration of 9 ppb.

The modeled impacts for the main NAA Plan scenario are included below without any
background concentration for ease of reference. Both background concentration levels continue
to demonstrate compliance.

It should be noted that two episodes were removed from the analysis that were identified as
originating in Illinois but outside the established excluded sector. Back trajectories for these
episodes as well as the highest concentration days are included as part of this analysis.
Trajectories for all days over 10 ppb were evaluated but not all the trajectories are included here.
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Main NAA Plan Scenario:
Table 3 — Main NAA Plan Compliant Scenario Results by Subsector not including
Background Concentration

Subsector Highest Modeled Impact
i pg/m’® ppb

1 164.04 62.54

2 157.93 60.21

3 89.44 34.10

4 142.37 54.28

Figure 1: Map of wind sector degrees at the Mott St Monitor with excluded Illinois Sector (25-

135 degrees)
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Back Trajectories:

The Air Program ran 24 hour back trajectory analyses using two sets of meteorological data
(EDAS 40km and NARR 32km) for two days (March 24" and May 24", 2014) showing
concentration readings of 14.3 ppb and 13.3 ppb, respectively, in order to demonstrate who is
contributing to the readings. Table 1 depicts that the majority of higher monitored values
originated in the excluded sector, from Illinois. This is based on onsite meteorological data and
the attached back trajectory figures included in Attachment A of this document. The Air
Program used three trajectory heights of 500m (green), 50m (blue), and 10m (red) above ground
level (AGL). The 500m level is less indicative of surface flows but more overall atmospheric
movement. The 10m and 50m levels are more significant for ground level monitoring analysis
such as this. The analysis showed that on the two mentioned episode days, the 10m and 50m
trajectories originated in Illinois as shown in the figures. Therefore, these two episodes were
also excluded from the background concentration evaluation for the year 2014.

Table 1: Exclusion Analysis Using Onsite Meteorological Data

Date Start Time Sample Value Exclusion
(ppb) (y/n)
12/11/2014 9:00 23.3 y
3/6/2014 12:00 21.7 y
8/1/2014 12:00 21.7 y
3/6/2014 11:00 21.3 y
2/24/2014 13:00 18.2 y
2/3/2014 11:00 18.1 y
12/11/2014 10:00 17.7 y
5/22/2014 17:00 17.4 n
10/26/2014 11:00 17.1 y
2/28/2014 9:00 16.8 y
2/7/2014 16:00 15.8 y
5/22/2014 16:00 15.6 n
5/22/2014 9:00 15.5 n
11/7/2014 12:00 15.1 y
3/18/2014 13:00 14.3 y
3/24/2014 15:00 14.3 n
10/26/2014 12:00 14 y
3/5/2014 20:00 13.6 y
5/24/2014 11:00 13.3 n
3/5/2014 13:00 13.2 y
12/21/2014 20:00 13.2 y
3/24/2014 16:00 12.5 n
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NOAA HYSPLIT MODEL NOAA HYSPLIT MODEL
Backward trajectories ending at 0500 UTC 25 Mar 14 Backward trajectories ending at 0500 UTC 25 Mar 14
EDAS Meteorological Data NARR Meteorological Data
= = \
[o5] o] A\
] ™
915 -91.0 S-J1.5 -91.0
= =
[(s] {o]
o N
[eo] {oe]
(2] (2]
I Ll
* *
[ @ —
e o -
=1 =1 No
o ]
5] )
N N
y@- i
375 V

3 @
< 1500 | 1500
L;-: /— . s 1000 E 1000
g 500 500 g 500 i—\.\'\—‘—/_" 500

10— e ———n —_— TS — -— - z

00 18 12 06 00 18 12 06
03/25 03/25

Job ID: 190883 Job Start: Tue May 12 12:54:03 UTC 2015 Job 1D: 128480 Job Start: Wed May 13 16:18:16 UTC 2015

Source 1 lat.: 38.260000 lon.: -90.380000 hgts: 10, 50, 500 m AGL Source 1 lat.: 38.260000 lon.: -90.380000 hgts: 10, 50, 500 m AGL
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NOAA HYSPLIT MODEL
Backward trajectories ending at 0500 UTC 25 May 14
NARR Meteorological Data
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Job ID: 191015 Job Start: Tue May 12 13:02: ‘\U UTC 2015 Job 1D: 128495 Job Start: Wed May 13 16:23:47 UTC 2015
Source 1 lat.: 38.260000 lon.: -90.380000 hgts: 10, 50, 500 m AGL Source 1 lat.: 38.260000 lon.: -90.380000 hgts: 10, 50, 500 m AGL
Tra ectory Direction: Backward Duration: 24 hi Tra ectory Direction: Backward ~ Duration: 24 hrs
ical Motion Calculation Method: Mcdel Vemcal Velocity ical Motion Calculation Method: Model Vemml Welocity
Meleumlugy 00007 16 May 2014 - EDAS4: Metecm\ugy 0000Z 1 May 2014 - NARR

Note: The time zone in the figures is in Coordinated Universal Time (UTC). The time of 0500
UTC 25 May corresponds to the end of the day of May 24, 2014.
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