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Executive Summary

In February 2015, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) conducted the third
round review of the South Dakota Department of Environment & Natural Resources” (DENR)
Title V operating permits program. This review was accomplished via a conference call with
DENR as opposed to the site visits conducted during the first two reviews. The first round of the
program review was conducted in fiscal year 2006. EPA issued the final report for the first
round in September 2006. The second round review was conducted in fiscal year 2012. EPA
issued the final report for the second round in December 2012. The third round evaluation (like
the previous evaluations) consisted of a discussion of DENR’s responses to the program
evaluation questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed during the second review and
revised slightly for the third round (the first round questionnaire was more expansive than the
second and subsequent third round evaluation questionnaires). The evaluation also consisted of a
Title V program fee audit questionnaire.

The goal of the third round evaluation was to review any concerns raised by DENR or EPA in
the prior evaluation (second round), to determine how any unaddressed concerns might be
addressed, to identify any good practices developed by DENR that may benefit other permitting
authorities and EPA, document any areas needing improvement, and learn what assistance EPA
can provide.

EPA Concerns from the Second Round Evaluation:

Public Participation - EPA recommended that DENR include language indicating the date of the
last day comments will be accepted in its public notices. The EPA believed this would avert
potential issues if DENR made it clear that public comment periods end on a date certain. The
DENR clarified the issue by explaining that South Dakota’s newspapers vary on publication
dates and may not publish on the days requested by DENR resulting in multiple public comment
periods. The DENR now updates its website to reflect the public notice end date to help relieve
the confusion. Since 2012, the DENR has also included the webpage link that provides the
closure date on public notices currently printed in the local papers. A brief review of the notices
indicated that some of the public notices are released without the link. The DENR is aware of
this and is correcting the notices as they arise.

Permit Format - EPA recommended that DENR format permits for large facilities with several
large emitting units be more reviewer-friendly, particularly for average citizens without formal
training in the technical field. For example, large units could be reviewed for all pollutants at
one section of the permit to prevent untrained reviewers from having to search for specific
pollutant emission limits for a particular unit throughout the permit. The DENR stated that this
comment revolved around the Hyperion Energy Center’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration
permit and the “form letter” comments DENR received during those public notice periods. The
DENR does sympathize with the difficulty in understanding an air quality permit, especially in
this case where they are dealing with a large complicated facility. Since 2012, the DENR has
continuously attempted to improve the permit program and Statement of Basis to enhance the
public’s ability to understand the process. An example of one such improvement involves permit



conditions related to the federal requirements. Instead of having emission limits, recordkeeping,
reporting, etc. located with state limits, the DENR has combined the federal requirements in their
separate chapters. DENR also prepares a “statement of basis” which explains which state and federal
rules are applicable and how compliance will be determined. DENR believes the statement of basis
and recent changes to the air quality permit results in a permit both the facility and public can
understand. Tt is also worth noting that there has been no public comments on this issue since it
was first raised during the Hyperion Energy Center’s Prevention of Significant Deterioration
permit.

Inclusion of Underlying Applicable Construction Permit Requirements in Title V Permits — The
EPA recommended that DENR include all applicable construction permit requirements into Title
V permits whenever the Title V permits are issued. This issue was highlighted because of the
past practice, allowed by ARSD 74:36:05:02, to use Title V permits in-lieu of a construction
permit. The EPA believed that the new construction permit chapter 74:36:20 would resolve this
issue. In 2010 the DENR did modify the permitting process to require construction permits as
requested by the EPA.

Need to Expand Review of Modified Permits - EPA recommended that DENR expand the scope
of review of a modification to other parts of the permit that may be indirectly affected by the
modification. For example, a source operates two units controlled by two separate bag houses
for Particulate Matter (PM ) emissions and one of the units undergoes a modification (i.e.
increase in capacity resulting in corresponding increase in PM emissions). The source submits
an application for modification of the unit undergoing the expansion resulting in increased
capacity and DENR limits the review and comment to this unit only because it is the only unit
being modified. Although, this issue originates during underlying construction permit
modification, the EPA believed all the permit conditions related to the baghouses at the source
are subject to review including the baghouse for the unmodified unit. The DENR position was
that, for a modification, the DENR only opens for public comments existing permit conditions
being revised to reflect the modified operations and any new permit conditions added to the
existing permit. DENR limits the public comments just to what is being revised since the
unchanged existing permit conditions have already been through a public comment period.
DENR considered EPA’s interpretation to be too broad and could be interpreted as having every
condition of the Title V permit continuously re-opened for comment during every modification
to the permit because they could be tied in some form or another to that modification. The source
being discussed (Pacer Corp. Permit No 28.1107-21) was appealed to the EPA’s Administrator
on May 18, 2007, the Administrator has not taken any action. DENR has not modified their
process related to this concern. There have not been any additional public comments on this
issue since it was first raised during the Pacer Inc. permit.

Conclusions

DENR has provided all of the necessary information to EPA during this review and has
responded to issues raised by EPA. DENR’s field experience and knowledge of air permitting
has assisted EPA in understanding the challenges faced by the state. No significant deficiencies
were noted during this review.

ii



Introduction

EPA conducted this program evaluation as part of its obligation to oversee and review state
programs that have been approved by EPA, and in response to recommendations from an audit
conducted in July 2002 by the Office of Inspector General.

The state of South Dakota operates a fully EPA approved program that allows it to implement
the requirements of Title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA), including the issuance of operating
permits. EPA has a statutory responsibility to oversee the programs it approved by performing
oversight duties, including occasional program reviews. Such responsibilities include overseeing
the activities of the State program to ensure that local, regional, and national environmental goals
and objectives meet minimum requirements outlined by the federal regulation.

Objective of the Program Review

Following the completion of the first and second round reviews for states in Region 8, EPA
nationally committed to a third round of reviews. While the questionnaire used for the first
round reviews was developed by a “national workgroup” for national consistency, the second
and third round review questionnaires were developed by the Regions to emphasize Regional
priorities that were identified during the first round reviews.

Region 8 consulted with other Regions about the approach and format of the questionnaire and
the extent of the follow-up review of state programs. Region § concluded that the follow-up
reviews do not need to be as extensive as the first round reviews, but should build on the findings
and recommendations of the first round review.

The main objectives of the third round reviews are to conduct a follow-up to the first and second
round reviews by: 1) ensuring that areas of concern identified by EPA during the first and second
rounds have been addressed or are being addressed satisfactory; 2) ensuring that the DENR
concerns have also been addressed or are being addressed to DENR’s satisfaction; 3) identifying
and documenting new good practices that can benefit other permitting authorities; 4) identifying
and documenting areas of concerns that need improvement; and 5) getting feedback on how EPA
can be of service to the permitting authorities.

Program Review Process

In February 20135, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) conducted the third
round review of DENR’s Title V operating permits program. This review was accomplished via
a conference call with DENR as opposed to the site visits conducted during the first two reviews.
The first round of the program review was conducted in fiscal year 2006. EPA issued the final
report for the first round in September 2006. The second round review was conducted in fiscal
year 2012. EPA issued the final report for the second round in December 2012,

The first round review was conducted in response to the 2002 Office of Inspector General audit
recommendations that EPA: examine ways it can improve permitting authorities’ Title V
operating permit programs and expedite the permit issuance rate; note and document good



practices which other agencies can learn from; assess deficiencies in the program; and to learn
how EPA can help the permitting authorities improve their overall program. In meeting these
goals, EPA developed a questionnaire that was sent to each permitting authority and followed up
with on-site visits to conduct interviews and file reviews. The findings of DENR Title V
operating permit program’s review were outlined in the September 2006 final report with the
main categories as follows: a) Summary of Good Practices b) Recommended Improvements; and
¢) Title V program Fee Audit.

The second round December 2012 final report focused primarily on: a) Recommended
Improvements; b) Second Round Findings and Comments; and c) Title V program Fee Audit.

The format of the third round review differed than the first two rounds. EPA provided a standard
Title V questionnaire (Attachment 1) and fiscal tracking questionnaire (Attachment 2) to DENR
as has been done in the previous two reviews. The EPA did not perform a site visit, but did
coordinate a conference call with the DENR.

As mentioned above, a separate questionnaire was provided by EPA to DENR for the Title V fee
audit (State/local Title V Program Fiscal Tracking Evaluation Document). The purpose of the fee
audit is to determine whether the following are satisfied:

e Sources are being billed in accordance with fee requirements and are paying the
required fees;

e Division of expenses is identified by DENR between Title V and non-Title V programs;

e Features are integrated into DENR’s accounting/financial management system which will
identify Title V revenue and expenditures separate from other funding, and which certify
the disposition of Title V funds;

e Title V fees collected from sources are used by DENR to pay for the entire Title V
program; and

e No such fees are used as CAA Section 105 grant matching.

During the third round review, EPA found that DENR had addressed the major issues identified
by EPA as needing improvement during the first two reviews. The issues addressed included: a)
public notices b) permit formats c) inclusion of applicable construction permit requirements; and
d) expanded review of modifications.

Program Review Procedure

EPA sent the third round review questionnaire and the Title V fee audit questionnaire to DENR
on February 26, 2015. DENR submitted an electronic copy of the completed questionnaires to
EPA on April 7, 2015. After the review of DENR’s responses to both the Title V program
review and Title V fee audit questionnaires, the final conference call was held on September 3,
2015.

During the final conference call, EPA’s South Dakota Air Permit Coordinator (Robert Duraski)
spoke with DENR’s staff. DENR’s staff in attendance was Kyrik Rombough (Air permitting and
Enforcement Manager).



During the conference call, EPA staff began the review by briefly stating that the purpose of the
review was to conduct a follow-up to the previous reviews. EPA informed DENR that EPA’s
main objectives of conducting an on-going review of States’ program are twofold. First, EPA
seeks to continue to effectively perform its regulatory oversight obligation under the Clean Air
Act. Second, EPA hopes such periodic reviews will improve communication and the
relationship between the agency and DENR and thus continue to improve state’s Title V
operating program. EPA and DENR then discussed topics as listed in the follow-up
questionnaire.

Follow-up to Second Round Review

As described in the Executive Summary, all the following EPA recommendations made during
the second round review were resolved:

Public Participation

Permit Format

Inclusion of Underlying Applicable Construction Permit Requirements in Title V Permits
Need to Expand Review of Modified Permits

Third Round Review’s Findings and Comments

e When reviewing DENR documents, it was noted that some of the public notices
published in the local papers were missing the link to the webpage that provides the
closure date for public comments. This was discussed with DENR and is being
corrected.

e The DENR’s practice of assigning a new EPA Facility Wide ID Number, also called the
AFS number, to each new owner of a facility should be reconsidered. The AFS number
is plant specific and changing numbers with each new owner could lead to confusion.
For example, when responding to a FOIA request for a site’s history, the AFS number is
a common search term.

e The DENR’s reason for assigning a new number is that the public is not aware that other
companies previously owned both the facility and the AFS number and that violations
committed by previous owners do not reflect the current owner’s operating practices.
This confusion can result in both the DENR spending excessive time explaining the issue
and the public being misinformed about a facilities” operating history. It must be noted
that the AFS number is not a mandatory entry in the AFS database. If an AFS number is
entered, the procedures in the AFS User’s Guide AF3 AFS Data Storage Version 8.1
(EPA-456\B-95-001) should be followed.



Issues affecting the Title V program that DENR considered particularly important.
DENR stated in the questionnaire that:

“DENR is still concerned with the process EPA developed for finalizing Title V air
quality operating permits. EPA allows individuals to submit comments on a Title V
air quality operating permit during the state’s public comment period and does not
require that individual to exhaust the state’s permitting process before being allowed
to petition EPA on a Title V air quality operating permit. This allows individuals to
bypass the state’s process which are designed to give the public an opportunity to
revise draft Title V air quality operating permits they are concerned aboult.

For the petitions in South Dakota, the individuals are simply repeating objections
made during the comment period in their EPA petitions. In a February 18, 2005
decision, the Environmental Appeals Board for the United States Environmental
Protection Agency denied a petition for this same reason by a facility petitioning its
Title V air quality operating permit issued by EPA (i.e., Peabody Western Coal
Company CAA Appeal No. 04-01). This same logic should hold true for individuals
petitioning Title V air quality operating permits.

By requiring the individual to exhaust the state’s permitting process before being
allowed to petition EPA on a Title V air quality operating permit will reduce the
state’s and EPA’s workload because it would eliminate frivolous petitions.

Another EPA process that can be improved upon is EPA’s 45-day review period. EPA
does not have the resources to review every Title V air quality operating permit
during its 45-day review period and must pick and choose which ones to review. The
proposed permits not reviewed are essentially allowed to sit on EPA’s desk until the
45-day review period ends. This process can delay economic development in a state.
Therefore, DENR recommends that EPA develop a process in which if it decides a
proposed permit will not be reviewed, EPA should notify the state there are no issues
and allow the state to issue the Title V air quality operating permit.”’

If the DENR wishes to accelerate a 45 day review, they can contact the EPA and request the
permit become a high priority. The other issues, while valid, will likely require a change in the
applicable federal rule.

Permit issuance

The following data was provided by the DENR on the questionnaire.

Percent of Title V initial permits issued within the regulatory timeframe specified in 40 CFR
70.7(a)(2)- DENR reviewed the time frame from 2010 to 2014 to respond to this question. During

that time frame DENR issued three initial Title V air quality operating permits. All three (i.e., 100%)
were issued within the regulatory timeframe specified in 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2).



Percent of Title V significant permit modifications issued within the regulatory timeframe
specified in 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2) and (e)(4)(ii)- DENR reviewed the time frame from 2010 to 2014
to respond to this question. During that time frame DENR issued 26 significant permit
modifications (i.e., modification) for Title V air quality operating permits. Twenty-four of the 26
or 92% were issued within 9 months of a complete application as specified in 40 CFR
70.7(e)(4)(ii). Therefore, a majority were issued within 9 months of a complete application. Of
the remaining two, both were issued with 18 months of a complete application which is in
compliance with 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2).

Percent of Title V permits expire before they can be renewed- From 2010 through 2014, there
were 85 Title V air quality operating permits up for renewal. Of those 85, 76 or 89% were
renewed within the time frame specified in 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2).

DENR Organization and Staffing

The DENR is currently fully staffed. There is a challenge with the high employee turnover rate.
In the last three years the DNER has had to replace four of their six permit engineers. The
current DENR organization chart is provided as Attachment 3.

Training

The DENR stated in their questionnaire that currently, the available training has been sufficient.
However, EPA should continue to provide funding to WESTAR for training and training through
the long distance learning network.

Fee Audit

EPA did not conduct a formal Title V operating permit fee audit during the first round review. A
fee audit was conducted during the second round review. A fee questionnaire was submitted
during the third round, but no audit was performed. In the fee questionnaire, DENR noted their
concern regarding the state’s sole coal fired power plant (Big Stone) could be shut down under
the Clean Power Plan. This plant pays an annual fee of $220,000 to the Title V program, which
is 40% to 50% of the DENR’s revenue from Title V fees. Should this plant close, there could be
insufficient funding in the future. The fee review indicates DENR’s is currently meeting the fee
requirements of Part 70.

Conclusion

In conclusion, DENR implements an effective Title V program that continues to evolve as
challenges arise. DENR continues to communicate with EPA staff to address issues in proposed
permits. The Title V fee review demonstrates DENR’s ability to continue to operate a program
that meets the fee requirements of Part 70. DENR has provided all of the necessary information
to EPA during these reviews and has discussed issues raised by EPA. DENR’s Title V program
continues to meet the requirements of the Part 70 regulations. No significant deficiencies were
noted during this review.



Attachment 1

Title V Third Round State Program Review Questionnaire and Responses by DENR



Title V Third Round State Program Review Questionnaire

I.  General Questions and Responses to First and Second Round Program
Reviews

A. What has been done in response to EPA recommendations for
improvements from the second round program review?

EPA Region VIII conducted the second round of South Dakota’s Title V air
quality operating permit program review in 2009. DENR received EPA’s final
report on December 26, 2012. EPA provided five recommendations EPA
believes will improve DENR’s Title V air quality permit program. The
following are EPA’s recommendation and what DENR has implemented to
improve its Title V air quality operating permit program:

1. Continue to improve public participation by specifically noting in public
notices when the public comment period ends.

DENR provides the public with several avenues for the public to
participate in the public comment period. Those avenues depend on the
type of permit.

For an individual permit, the first method is the method DENR has used
since DENR took over the Air Quality Program from EPA and involves
publishing a public notice in a local newspaper where the facility is
located. The public notice identifies the public has 30 days from the date
the public notice is published to submit comments on DENR’s draft
permit. In addition to placing the public notice in the local newspaper,
DENR places a copy of the statement of basis (i.c., DENR's review of the
facility’s application), public notice, and draft permit on its website and
solicits comments from the public. Since there is no publication date, the
website identifies the date comments need to be submitted. In both cases,
the public is given two options. First the public can submit comments
electronically or through the mail on the draft permit. In this case, DENR
would respond to the comments and change the draft permit if appropriate.
If the individual that commented was not satisfied with DENR’s response,
the individual has the ability to request a contested case hearing in front of
the Board of Minerals and Environment. In the second option, the public
can simply request a contested case hearing in front of the Board of
Minerals and Environment. DENR believes its public participation process
provides the public with every opportunity to provide comments on
DENR’s draft permits.

For a general permit, the public participation process is similar to the
individual permit with two exceptions. First, since a general permit covers
that industry statewide, state law requires the public notice to be published



in at least three newspapers. DENR exceeds this requirement by
publishing the general permits in South Dakota’s 11 daily newspapers.
Second, DENR is required to submit the public notice to county officials,
city officials, and tribal officials on a general permit.

Continue to improve permit format to make the permils more
understandable for reviewers, particularly interested citizens.

DENR continues to strive to make its air quality permits understandable
and easy to understand by both the public and the individuals complying
with the permits. The most recent change involves the permit conditions
related to the federal requirements. Instead of having emission limits,
recordkeeping, reporting, etc. located with state emission limits,
recordkeeping, reporting, etc., DENR has combined the federal
requirements in their separate chapters. Essentially a chapter for each
federal rule the facility is applicable to. DENR also writes what is called a
“statement of basis” which is a narrative about the facility, what state and
federal rules are applicable, how compliance will be determined, etc.
DENR believes the statement of basis and recent changes to the air quality
permit result in a permit both the facility and public can understand. Even
with that DENR is always striving to make its permits better and will
make changes when appropriate.

Continue to ensure that all underlying applicable requirements are
included in Title V permils that are being used as construction permits

When EPA conducted this review, DENR’s Title V air quality operating
permit was both a construction permit and an operating permit. Since then,
DENR has developed a separate air quality construction permit for new
facilities and existing facilities modifying their operations and not subject
to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration preconstruction permit
program. Once the facility completes construction, they have one year
from initial startup to submit an application for an operating permit. The
requirements in the construction permit are then incorporated in the
operating permit. This process ensures requirements in the construction
permit are incorporated in the operating permit and if not, the statement of
basis identifies the reason for not including the requirement. In this case,
the construction permit is modified at the same time the operating permit
is issued and follows the same permitting process which includes an
opportunity for public comment before the permits are issued.

Continue to expand review of modified permits to other parts of the permit
that may be indirectly impacted by the modification.

DENR’s statement of basis identifies all applicable changes that need to
be made to a permit when a modification is requested by the facility.



5. Continue to improve the accounting system for demonstration of
appropriate use of Title V fees for the Title V program implementation
only.

DENR strives to accurately track the Title V air quality operating permit
program fees to ensure the fees collected cover the expenses related to the

program.

DENR has several checks and balances in its accounting system. For the
collection of fees, the air quality program obtains the operational data
from each Title V facility, calculates the annual air emission fee, and
submits a bill to the facility. The facility submits the payment to South
Dakota’s Department of Revenue, which in turn informs both DENR’s air
quality program and DENR’s Division of Financial and Technical
Assistance on how much was received and by who. DENR's air quality
program reviews to make sure what was billed matches what was
received.

For the tracking of expenses, DENR uses a computerized timekeeping
system. In the timekeeping system, the air quality program has generic
funding sources identified (e.g. Title V fees, air grants). The air quality
program identifies the number of hours each days spent on a project
covered under one of the funding sources. Twice a month, the supervisor
of the program reviews and signs off on information in the time keeping
system,

DENR’s Division of Financial and Technical Assistance tracks both fees
collected and expenses. This division provides the air quality program
with a monthly summary of the air quality programs funding sources,
which the air quality program then checks for accuracy.

B. What key EPA comments on individual Title V permits remain
unresolved (EPA to determine this)? What is the State’s position on these
unresolved comments?

DENR is not aware of any unresolved issues related to EPA’s comments on
individual Title V air quality operating permits, except for those Title V air
quality operating permits environmental groups submitted petitions on and are
unresolved. There are three Title V air quality operating permits that have
been petitioned and unresolved. The following is a list of the facilities
associated with the petition and DENR’s status of the permits that were
petitioned:

1. Pacer Corporation — White Bear Mica Plant: DENR revised the Title V air
quality operating permit six times without any additional petitions and



renewed the Title V air quality operating permit on February 2, 2010. The
renewal went through the appropriate permitting process for a Title V air
quality operating permit without another petition. Therefore, DENR
recommends EPA close this case.

2. American Colloid Company — Belle Fourche: DENR revised the Title V
air quality operating permit eight times without any additional petitions.
On February 3, 2011, American Colloid Company reduced its operations
and was issued a minor air quality operating permit. Therefore, DENR
recommends EPA close this case.

3. Otter Tail Power Company — Big Stone: The petition was related to permit
conditions in the Title V air quality operating permit which were related to
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration preconstruction permit issued
for Big Stone I1. Since Otter Tail Power Company elected not to build Big
Stone 11, the permit conditions in the Title V air quality operating permit
are essentially null and void since Otter Tail Power Company is no longer
authorized to construct or operate the equipment associated with Big Stone
I1. DENR is currently in the process of reviewing Otter Tail Power
Company’s application to renew its Title V air quality operating permit
and those permit conditions will be removed. Therefore, DENR
recommends EPA close this case.

C. Have any procedures in Title V changed (e.g., public participation,
petitions, communication with EPA) since the second round program
review?

No changes to the procedures related to the Title V air quality operating
permit program has changed since the second round program review.

Originally, South Dakota’s Title V air quality permitting program was a
combined construction and operating permit program. In 2010, South Dakota
developed an independent construction permit program. Therefore, the
construction permit activities are included into the Title V air quality permit at
a later date. ‘

1. Ifso, which ones?
Not applicable.

D. What does the state think it’s doing especially well in the Title V
program?

DENR believes its statement of basis, which is a written narrative review of
the facility’s application, helps the facility and the public understand what
state and federal rules are applicable to the facility, how DENR determined
the facility is currently in compliance with the requirements, and how the
facility will demonstrate compliance in the future. In addition, the changes to



the permit format will also make it easier for the facility and the public to
determine which are state and federal requirements in the permit which will
make it easier for both to determine if the facility is in compliance with those
permit conditions.

DENR is also developing templates for each federal regulation under the New
Source Performance Standards and Maximum Achievable Control
Technology Standards. Each template identifies what the criteria are for using
the template. This has helped speed up the process in drafting a permit since
the permit conditions are already written and all the permit writer has to do is
ensure the criteria is met and then cut and paste the permit conditions in the
draft permit.

Are there any issues affecting the Title V program in your state right now
that you consider particularly important?

DENR is still concerned with the process EPA developed for finalizing Title
V air quality operating permits. EPA allows individuals to submit comments
on a Title V air quality operating permit during the state’s public comment
period and does not require that individual to exhaust the state’s permitting
process before being allowed to petition EPA on a Title V air quality
operating permit. This allows individuals to bypass the state’s process which
are designed to give the public an opportunity to revise draft Title V air
quality operating permits they are concerned about,

For the petitions in South Dakota, the individuals are simply repeating
objections made during the comment period in their EPA petitions. In a
February 18, 2005 decision, the Environmental Appeals Board for the United
States Environmental Protection Agency denied a petition for this same reason
by a facility petitioning its Title V air quality operating permit issued by EPA
(i.e., Peabody Western Coal Company CAA Appeal No. 04-01). This same
logic should hold true for individuals petitioning Title V air quality operating
permits.

By requiring the individual to exhaust the state’s permitting process before

being allowed to petition EPA on a Title V air quality operating permit will
reduce the state’s and EPA’s workload because it would eliminate frivolous
petitions.

Another EPA process that can be improved upon is EPA’s 45-day review
period. EPA does not have the resources to review every Title V air quality
operating permit during its 45-day review period and must pick and choose
which ones to review. The proposed permits not reviewed are essentially
allowed to sit on EPA’s desk until the 45-day review period ends. This
process can delay economic development in a state. Therefore, DENR
recommends that EPA develop a process in which if it decides a proposed



permit will not be reviewed, EPA should notify the state there are no issues
and allow the state to issue the Title V air quality operating permit.

1. Which one would you rate as the most important?

They are all equally important. Each of these topics requires significant
resources for South Dakota’s small program and its limited resources.

DENR would like to see EPA initiate a policy in which they notify states
that they can issue a Title V air quality permit prior to the end of the 45-
day review period if EPA is not going to review it or object to its issuance.

DENR would also like EPA to maintain an open mind and dialogue as
DENR reviews and tries to streamline its permitting programs.

2. Are there any EPA policies or regulatory issues that are causing
concern? '

See above.
3. How can EPA help?
See above.
I1.  Permit Issuance

A. Since the second round program review, what percent of Title V initial
permits have you issued within the regulatory timeframe specified in
40 CFR 70.7(a)(2)?

DENR reviewed the time frame from 2010 to 2014 to respond to this question.
During that time frame DENR issued three initial Title V air quality operating
permits. All three (i.e., 100%) were issued within the regulatory timeframe
specified in 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2).

B. Since the second round program review, what percent of Title V
significant permit modifications have you issued within the regulatory
timeframe specified in 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2) and (e)(4)(ii)?

DENR reviewed the time frame from 2010 to 2014 to respond to this question.
During that time frame DENR issued 26 significant permit modifications (i.e.,
modification) for Title V air quality operating permits. Twenty-four of the 26
or 92% were issued within 9 months of a complete application as specified in
40 CFR 70.7(€)(4)(ii). Therefore, a majority were issued within 9 months of a
complete application. Of the remaining two, both were issued with 18 months
of a complete application which is in compliance with 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2).



C. What percent of Title V permits expire before they can be renewed?

DENR does not understand the relevance of this question. The federal rule
along with the state requires a Title V facility to submit its renewal application
at least 6 months prior to its expiration, and gives DENR 18 months to renew
the application. Based on this timeline, DENR prioritizes its application to
ensure new facilities and modifications to existing facilities have the highest
priority since the facility that is renewing its operating permit already has an
permit in place to ensure South Dakota is able to maintain its attainment status
for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

From 2010 through 2014, there were 85 Title V air quality operating permits
up for renewal. Of those 85, 76 or 89% were renewed within the time frame

specified in 40 CFR 70.7(a)(2).

1. For those permits that could not be renewed before they expired, what
are the reasons they could not be renewed prior to their expiration?

Of the nine facilities that DENR has not met the deadline, 2 have been
issued and one is in EPA’s hands under its 45-day review period. The
other six are being worked on but again, the highest priority for DENR is
working on new facilities and modifications to existing facilities because
facilities with expired operating permits still have permits they need to
comply with provided the applications were submitted in a timely manner.
As demonstrated in subsection “A™ and “B” of this section, DENR is
getting these application processed in a timely manner.

Probably the biggest reason for not processing these applications in a
timely manner relates to turnover. DENR in the last three years has
replaced four permit engineers, one of which has already resigned and
DENR is in the process of replacing. The fact that the permit engineers
they replaced were not here that long either compounds the problem
because it takes time to get them trained and able to review facilities with
Title V air quality operating permits.

D. Have unresolved violations created any delay in issuing Title V renewals?
No
E. Have permittees requested a hold in renewal for any reason?

No



F. CAM

1.

Are CAM plan requirements slowing the renewal process?
No
a. If so, what is it about CAM that’s problematic?
Not applicable
Where CAM plans have been inadequate, what have been the main
types of inadequacies that have caused difficulties or delays in permit

issuance?

DENR has not observed any issues with inadequate Compliance
Assurance Monitoring plans.

What difficulties have you had in getting better plans to be
submitted?

DENR has not had any issues with Compliance Assurance Monitoring
plans.

Have you had to supplement the CAM technical guidance document
(TGD) with state-issued guidance?

No

Is CAM training adequate?

Yes

Are CAM applicability determinations resource-intensive or difficult?
DENR has not had any issues with Compliance Assurance Monitoring
plans because very few sources require Compliance Assurance Monitoring
plans and the majority that do are subject to a New Source Performance
Plan or Maximum Achievable Control Technology Standard that already

has the Compliance Assurance Monitoring plan requirements in the
federal rule.



G. What improvements does the State believe it has made to the
management of the Title V permit program, since the second round
program review, that could be described as best practices and could be of
interest to other States?

When a facility is subject to a federal rule, DENR does not reference the
federal rule in the Title V air quality operating permit because it makes it
difficult for inspectors and the facility to determine compliance since the
federal rules are complicated with a variety of options for demonstrating
compliance.

DENR has implemented a process of developing templates for each federal
rule to speed up the permitting process. The difficulty with this is the federal
rules are complicated with multiple scenarios in which the permit conditions
related to the rule can be written. In addition, some of the federal rules are
changed frequently which requires the template to be revised. Even though
these are issues, the templates are helping speed up the process for several
reasons. First the permit writer does not have to write permit conditions; the
permit writer just has to cut and paste the correct template in the draft permit.
Second, DENR always has another more experienced individual review the
draft permit and if the template has already been approved, all the individual
has to do is make sure the correct template is used. Using the templates has
also resulted in the permit engineers being consistent with the permit
requirements,

H. What improvements does the state plan to make, if any, in the
management of the Title V permit program within the next five ycars?

DENR is not anticipating any changes but is always looking for ways to
improve the Title V air quality operating permit program.

1. Does the state have a set period of time for planning cycles?
No
III. Public Participation

A. What forms of news media do you use to maximize public participation,
for implementation of 40 CFR 70.7(h)?

DENR uses both the normal form of public notice which is a local newspaper
in the county seat in which the facility is located and each public notice is
posted on DENR’s website. In fact, all environmental public notices have
been centralized to provide the public one location to find all public notices
dealing with all environmental media.



1. How is the form of media chosen?
DENR uses both forms no matter the situation.
2. How do you believe public participation should be improved?

DENR believes the federal process for public participating should be
improved by requiring those that wish to petition EPA on the issuance of a
Title V air quality operating permit to first exhaust all of the state’s
options for public participation (i.e., comment during the public notice
period and contest the draft permit in front of the Board of Minerals in
Environment or whatever process each state has for providing public
participation) before they are allowed to petition EPA to not issue the Title
V air quality operating permit.

DENR goes through a lot of work with the public and the facility to come
up with creative solutions that work for both parties and are within the
boundaries of the state and federal regulations. However, in some cases
there are individuals that are not satisfied with the results and the state has
a process in which they can take it in front of the Board of Minerals and
Environment to get their issues heard and possibly resolved. These
individuals should be required to go through this process before being
allowed to petition EPA.

B. Do you have a mailing list for Title V public participation for
implementation of 40 CFR 70.7(h)(1)? If so, please provide it.

DENR has not received much interest in individuals wanting to be on a list to
receive all public notices. They are occasionally specific requests for certain
type of facility in a certain area. Probably one of the main reasons for the lack
of interest is more individuals are using internet to view public notices. DENR
has established the capability for individuals to be alerted to public notices
posted on DENR’s webpage.

C. Is there a policy which outlines the response to comments procedure or
process, such as which comments are responded to, the time-frame for
responding, how the permitting authority will respond, to whom, ete.?

DENR'’s procedures for responding to comments are outlined in DENR’s
regulations at ARSD 74:36:05:18 through 74:36:05:20.01.

1. If written, can you provide a copy? If not written, could you describe
the policy?

EPA has a copy of this already since DENR submitted as part of the
package for EPA’s approval of DENR’s Title V air quality operating



permit program. However, if EPA cannot find the rules they are out on our
webpage at: http://legis.sd.gov/rules/DisplayRule.aspx?Rule=74:36:05

IV. Petitions

A,

Since the second round program review, to what extent have Title V
petitions:

1. Changed how permits are written;

DENR has not had a petition in the 2010 through 2014 timeframe.
2. Resulted in re-openings of other permits;

DENR has not had a petition in the 2010 through 2014 timeframe.

3. Resulted in an amended permitting process, to address any issues
settled through petitions granted in full or in part?

DENR has not had a petition in the 2010 through 2014 timeframe.

V. EPA Relationship

A,

Is there any EPA policy, on Title V, that is causing problems or
confasion?

NOTE: Answer may or may not be the same as L.E.2.

The only issue DENR has with EPA’s policies is when EPA considers them
equivalent to federal regulations.

Has the state developed any tools, strategies, or best practices that have
assisted in the inclusion of MACT subparts in Title V permits?

As stated earlier, DENR is developing templates for MACT subparts and in
some cases there are several templates for a subpart. This has helped speed up
the process and provided consistent permit conditions throughout the state.

Is the issue of startup-shutdown-malfunction (SSM) emissions causing
problems or confusion in Title V permit writing?

No, South Dakota has not had issues with startup-shutdown-malfunction
emissions in its Title V air quality permits. The only issue related to startup-
shutdown-malfunction is in the development of the emission limit for a certain
unit. As noted in DENR’s comments on EPA’s SIP call on South Dakota’s
opacity exceptions for the startup, shutdown, and malfunctions, the state



emission limits were based on the unit operating during normal operations;
not during startup-shutdown-malfunctions. Therefore, EPA cannot just
arbitrarily assume that a unit may comply with the limit during these periods
and should not try to resolve these issues through the Title V permitting
program. Granted, there are certain units in which startup and shutdown do
not impact the emission rate and the unit should be able to meet the emissions
limit during this type of operation. But it is unrealistic to assume a unit can
meet the emission limit during a malfunction.

When EPA develops emission limits under the New Source Performance
Standards and Maximum Achievable Control Technology Standards, EPA
needs to start taking this into account and have emission limits for normal
operations and emission limits for startup and shutdown and need be
malfunctions and develop testing methods that can provide accurate
information during these types of operations for determining compliance.
These startup, shutdown, and malfunction issues should be brought up during
the development or revision of these rules and not during periods when the
rules are being incorporated into a Title V air quality permit program.

1. Has the state developed any tools, strategies, or best practices that
have alleviated problems or confusion if either exist?

No, South Dakota includes the regulations as they currently exist into the
Title V air quality permit.

. Do you have any unaddressed training needs? What can EPA do to help?

No. Continue to provide funding to organizations like WESTAR for training
purposes.



Attachment 2
State/local Title V Program Fiscal Tracking Evaluation Questionnaire and DENR
Responses



‘(mo12q
‘waisAs urunodoe
99S) WSHIBYDW
gunyoen Joqe| 19901p
3WOS 3q POYS 219y}
‘AJmoy 1 $39] JWOos
JI "SYIV ut 2q Aew
BJBD UOISSIW "SPI0d31
KoYy SuIIdg
‘syuswAe/3ut[fig

s1ep-0}-dn

ST oJul Jeq) Auoyiny
Sumuog /m AJlI0A
Ut} pue ‘renraqns
wreidord A sy
[eooperElg (s)erey 99

vdd

0} POPIUIqOS/USTILIM
sey 2181s

SIS JoI HULSJ

suote[ndal 2p uoneSIS9]
wesdord A apiL
[220]/21B1S yny/s bay

s[qisuodsal o] -Ieak yoea JO | YoIBJN Aq AIeja109§ 211 0} Modal feuonerado ay) Juqns pue
o19]dwiod Jreys 107813dO 10 ISUMO 3], ‘Tedk yoes Jo Arenuef ui Jodal euonerado [enuue ue
i Joje12do 10 19umo a3 AJddns [[im A1e)a1098 3U) 90:10:LE v/ ASYV PIm S0UBpIoddR U]
11odar feuoye.rodo [enuuy a4

1°86-1-V{e TOAS
(ILM SOUEBPIOOOE UL SUOISSIIS [eNJOB UO PIseq SI 29] 9] °99) [BRUUR UB PUE 93] SANRNSIUIPE

[enuue UB TUIGNS [[eYS Y07e1ad0 10 19UMO 3 1(°90:50:9E: L ASYVY YIm S0UBpIOddE Uf
:peejsul aendue] sty asn Jueld jouryd UL 10§ S SUY) I

LEYL ASEV
)M 20URPIOIOE UI SUOISSIWID [RNJOB UO PISeq SI 99J o], "99) [ENUUER UB PUEB 39] SANRLSIUIpPE

[enUUER UB JIWANS [[eys 10je1ado 10 IOUMO 33 ‘10°90:50:9¢ ¥L dSYV Yim 20UepIodoe U]
PaJIINbax 99) IIk [ERunyY 1T

so9 puIdd T

ISUOTITPU0D
yuiad jerouad se syusurarmnbai Sumofjof o sey yuued Surrerado Atjenb 1 A SpLY Yord

"(T07LE P L=PTY X ASE S ARTASI(]/SS[IU/A0S PS SI53]//:AnY)
$99,] UOISSTIIg X1y — [0:4 £ b/ 191deyD) (SYV Ul pepiaoid ST AJLOYmE JANRNSIUILDY

(T8 1

Vi =o1mEISIoyuelS=odA T / Xdse animiSAR[USI(J/SMBT  PSTIPOD/So1MIE]S/A08 PS SIS //.A1Y)
1'85-1-ved

pue (85T

VrE—olme)Spanielq=a0h | /,XASe JeISAR[ASIC/SME] PatJIp0))/So1MIeIS/A03 PSSISa]//-dNY)
8S-1-Ves

SMET] PILJIPOD) BIONE(] YINOS Ul papiaoid st Ayuoyne Alojnelg

(syuuad A opLY SH Ul sjuatrormbal 99F 95911 07 25UdISJaI Furpnioul uoymy
Summumod o1 S| ¢peiytoads (S)a3e1 99f oy pue AJLIOYINE UOIOS]|0d 39 JU) I8 IaYM

{parmbaz

se s29] Surfed ore s20mos
ey pue ‘(s)uswarmbar
99J S)L [}IM JOURPIOIDL

ul paffiq Sureq 218 $32mMos
161} MOUS AJLIoyIny
Summueag oy ue)

anuaAdY 394 A L 1

(sas®o e uy Ajdde 30U 1M SEIPI 31OS PUE VAISR[PUI-[[& JOU 1B IS3Y) JON])

Jqe[reay suonsang) Jisey saLIOYINY SupiwId
$32.IN0SIY QIS0 I3 03 Jamsuy s ALoyiny Suruniag € yioddng 03 siejoe] — suonsang) pI(IeId(f 30l | IV 10] suonsan() diseg
S10T ‘7 1dquiaydag JUDUINDO(] HONEN[BAY SUDOEL] [BISL] WEIS01J A 1] [8I0[/338]1S




"0ST$ JO 997 [enuue WA ‘¢
pUe ‘SUOISSIWID [EMdE JO U0} »pdosi$ T
“‘o10W JO JBo4 Jad SUO1 (j(3] UOISSIIUS [BIIOR IO]
000°1$ pue ‘Teak 10d suol QO] UBY SSI] pUB (S UeaMISq UOISSTWS [erdr IO (9%
‘reak 1od SuO} (S URY} SS9 HOISSILID [eNJOB JOJ GT{§ JO SISISUO0D 39 DATIBLSIUTWPY [
:Iedk
snoraaxd 91} WOIJ SUOISSTIS [BNIOR UO PIseq 33) U0} 13d ¢ puB SADRNSIUTWDE [BOUUY e

6T1s
10 997 uoneosijdde ue Aed s[emata1 pue SUOLEIYIPOUT ‘592mM0s M3U 10] 99J uoneoyddy e

:Sunmorjoy oy Aed senijroey Ayifenb Ire A SNLY, PO
"000°0TCEJORF ;LS o
:(auorg S1g) syueqd xomod parg-1eo)
“1eak sno1adid oy
w101y SUOISSTWS Ite [emoe Jo uo) 1ad pg snid 23] aAnensIuIwIpe 000°1$ JO 39] [enuUy o
PUE $SONI[IOR] OUBY}d MOU 0] 93] uoneorjdde 000° 1§ SWH-UO  »
:gummofjoy ot Aed sanijioe} [ouey

(-919 “s99 Surssaooxd Aoy ‘s33§ woneotjdde ‘sa9f paseq
UOISSIUID Spnouf) "pamatasi uraq pourad swm oy 10§ s[qeotjdde senuLio} (S)syex 99 oY) IST]

-reak yoen Jo 1¢ Anf Aq anusasy Jo jusunrede( o 01 a1qefed are pue | A|nf UO SNIOOE

[reys s99 oy, “Teak yoes Jo | Sunf Aq 39) SANBSIUTUWIPE PUE 30J UOISSITS JIe [entiue paimmbai
a1 30 107215d0 10 J3UMO ST AJNIOU [TIM A1e1e10dg A1 “"8S-1-VHE TOS (i 20UBPI0dIE U
:peasur a8enduey siqy asn ‘Jue[d [OURYS Ue 0] ST ST} I

“1B9A o3 JO [¢ Anf Aq SnUSATY jJo jusunreda(y oY) 01 djqeked aIe pu | A[nf WO SnIddE

[[2YS $09] 9y ], "YeaA yoea Jo | un{ Aq 99§ SANBISIUIUIPE pUE 9] UOCISSITIS IIE [ENile pannbai
a1 JO 101210d0 10 30UMO 31} AJHoU [[im 18121098 91 ‘g0 10:LEvL ASYV UMM 2OUBPIOII. U]
Py e enudy  ¢¢

-orjqnd Arejou e Jo 2ouasaid ay3 ut podal [euonexado o1 usis [[eYS [BIOIJO

s[qrsuodsal oy ], “Teak yoea Jo | YoreJA Aq A1e1aioag o 0} yodaz [guoneiado o1 Hwqns pue
2191dwon [jeys J0ye1ado 10 1oumo Sy, Teak [oe? jo Amnuer ur podax jeuoeIado [enuue Ue

mim 101232d0 J0 JoUmo a4 Afddus [[im A1e101095 94} “1°85-1-V¥E TOAS Y 20UEBPIOIJE U]
-peajsul adenSuey s asn Jueld joueyle ue Jof St S1q) J]

-a1jqnd A1ei0u © Jo 9ouasad ot ul podar [euonexado a1 udss jjeys Ewoﬁo

PINUIIU0)) - INUIAIY F A ANL I




“Teak yoea Jo 1 ¢ Anf Aq 99 Jre oy Aed 0] aary Aoy wIaY) SALIIOU JUI[[iq
oy pue AII[108] Yoes 03 Juas st (Sul[[1q) S99 1B JO Junoure 3y ‘redk yoes Jo AR punory

Juawied
10] SO2p ONp PUE PIMO SI9] 211 JO Se0mos JuAou Auoyny JUNHULS oY) ST MOH e
~3uing
aqeorjdde 10N

“STUSTURYDST 99 JO SadA] JoY10 10] UOTRIUSWNOOP JB[IIS MITATY

*A[[Bo1U01129]3 paulelure
aIe suoIsSTwS Ik Surrejnoes 10§ seonpoxd YNAQ S1eayspeaids pue spodai feuoneredo oy,

(5397 paseq Aoy Aue 10J (pasn pue) 1doy SpI0d21 2Ty -
"SUHOISSIUID I8 [BN}oR J1B[NO[ed 01 SPadu YNIJ
UOT)RTLIOTUI 5T} JO [[8 SUTRIUOO Yomjm podar [euonerado [enuue e Jruqns 0} parmbar ST 1opjoy
yunad ay qransd Suneiado Aenb Ire A o] A1oA9 Jo 77 UONIpuod Juwad Ul pojels sy
¢sesodmd
99] 10 SUOISSIUIS [enjoe SUIUTULIAISP S90MOS S)1 pue AJLUOYINY SUNULD] oy 3re

MO] (S99] Paseq Uoy/§ 10 Pasn SPI0oaT UOISSIWS (fenusjod Jo [emyoe) djetdordde ary o

*KoBINOoR 10] S[Iq ,S90IN0S
[RI9A3S PRy "POUIULISISP 218 SIDINOS 10§ §99] [BNUE 13 M0Y JO UONEUSWNIOP SUIRXH

"3NSST UE JON

¢(-912 ‘sa} Jo oFe10A0 Aue ojeqel Jsnw <o'T) Ajfenuue wesdold A SpL] A JO saxmipuadxo
29 SWIOOUT 30UE[eq O} SJUSWSIMbAT YIIM S[BI0[/S31eIS UT STR]S JUSLING S} ST JBYM

‘Jred 10mod PI-[e00 SUO S BIOYE(] YINOS WMOP SINYS TR[J Jomod ues[) s.Vdd J1 £[u0
JImonns 93] st 03 sadueyo juedkjiudis Lue sjedonue Auoyginy Jumuiad a1 s30(q

00£$ JO 297 181} ® Aed pue Ajoyeredas panruuad am sjued jeydsy o
00p$ Jo 297 1ep & Ked pue £[ojeredos ponnuiisd ore SIOYSMIO YOOy o

PanuUII0]) - INWIANY 394 A 3L

1




"SpOTf}oul UOURHUSISYIP
I0Qe[ 19311p S3RUINE
JIOJ SpI0931 JusfeAnbd
‘soakojdms 03 UsAId
SUOTIONISHI PUE §)99US
owy ojdures ‘urexdoxd
[200]/21R1S AQ Pasn J]

“J0Qe[ 10211 A O[M]-UOU pue A S[IL] 912LUSIAMIp 0} sasn wierdoid [edof/31elS 18 Poiowt
51231SOAUT “PISN J0U 1. SI9YS W) J] “199YS SWN Y} OJUT UONBULIOJUT SPOJ 0) MOY 0}
s $90£0]duwa 0] USAIZ SUOONNSUI PUR S1O0YS SWT M31AS] ‘wrexdoid [edo|/aiels Aq pasn | e
:10qR] 30211(J

{SPWIATIoR A SPILL
-UOU WOI] SSNIANOE A SIL], SILNUSISYIP 0) Suisn QLIOGNY UMD o1 ST XLNeu 12gM

ssureidoxd A apty

-UOU pue A 2[IL] U93Mm1aq
s9sUadXa JO UOISIAID
3mAmuapt Loy
Jumauag a1 S|

sa.mpuadxy A 9L, T

ON

£,S1Unoooe
A DL 91 0} paypa1d SuIaq $99) 18] SY) SIe “0S J| (PISSIsSe Fuloq $39] B[ AT @

“29] 9y}
109][05 0} Pasn SI £oUsFe UOKOA[[0d © “YI0M 10U S0P T8y} JI pue 93] 3y} Led 0 SIINOU [RIIASS
sanruuad 21 spuss YNHQ “oum Uo 397 e oY) pred jou sey ssptunad Aijenb Jte A SPIL B J]

1 Buissaippe ALoyny Surniiag Sy st moy ‘ws[qoid uonos[jod e s 211 Jf e
“Jou op e s oonruuad A1enb Ie A S ST SI5Y) SISO SWOS Ul jnq ‘swn o Led Auofewr v
;oum uo Suiked Loy oIy .

S9X

1eak yoea padreyo 997 [10] oy} Fulked SI0INOS SYP ATy ®
" SIUOWAR ]

“Teak yoes 59 e srendordde sy Aed s senruuiad

£yipenb are A apr] [[& smsu2 0 sjuowded sy sxjorn YNHJ urpm werdoxd Ljrend

1Ty pue puuosiad [2oSy 94} Yi0g “JUNO29E 9] IIe AU} OJuI pajisodap axe Spunj 3y 9sed Yorgm
W YN 0 Apoanp apew s1 justuked 99) Ire oy} ‘s35ed SW0S U] 'SISeq APjRam B U0 YNFA

01 Juotred JO S010U § SPUSS YOTiM NUSASY JO 1usunIeda(] ag; 03 ojqeded st 29y 1re o,

(Bupyoen
Swiare091) spumoooe sjeudordde aq; 01 papr0oay a1e sjuswied FUIOOUT MOY SSNOSI(Y o

PInUU0)) - INUIAIY 994 A L I




¥661 ‘1€ K&eIN “voneIpey
% v JO 04O

< JEOUMOO(] UOHjewIOU]
‘SanIAIOY A[qIBIH
-Jue1s) 11V pue paje[ay
-A 9L JO XA,
*sapnoul 22ueping vdd

A SBLL 01 PIIiq

s1 wontod g pue Uolyse]
JUWIOS Ul JO] PSjUnodoe
are ("912 ‘51802

soeds so1jo “quawdmbs
‘[2ARD) SISCI IOqR|-UoU
1) SulMOYS SPI0d3aI
walsAs Jumumosdy

weadoxd A ST

S Ul J0J PIJUnodde
ore 51509 [ouuosiad
JRILIS]O /AATIRNSTHTUIPE
21} SUIMOYS SPI003aT
WIYSAS FUIUN0OY

"$90] Ajienb
e A S[IL] 01 poSIeyp SI 1500 Joge[-uou Jo aSepusoiad & pue 10qe] 10911pul JO 93ejuso1ed 195 Y

{(zoqej-uou;roqe|
100XIP SE PISSIIPPE 10U ST 1By} “0)0 ‘siojnduwos pazierousd ‘sentjnn ‘ooeds ‘sarddns
29 1oded ‘peayIans [eUSSeURW 7p [ELIEIAI09S JO Sired SPNIOUT §1S00 JO2IIPU]) (SKMO0R
A SPIL-UOU "SA A O[] U99m13q pauoiodde s3so0 I0Ge[-UoU 79 I0QR] JOIIPUL 318 MOH
:10qE[-uou 29 I0qe] 1981IpU]

-K[3urpiodoe padreyo s11sa13Y ], 'S99} Apenb Ire A
OPILL 01 210 “PIBOQ PUR WOOI ‘3[o1yaa Sy} a3reys 0y pasn st ofeiusciad oy, yuired Suneiado
Knenb ne A op1] e saajoaut din oy Jo 93vusoiad yeyM SOHIUSPT I9[9ART Y} [IARI} JO]

(-219YM3UIOS PassaIppe
2q 0] SPasU J0QE[-UOU J0o1i(]) (SIS00 102IIPUL JO 1red S8 POPRIOUT 3SOY} 918 10U J] @

Juoreredas AjAoR A
S[ILL-UOU /A 3[IL] S AILOYIMY SUNIIULIS S} Yiim SOUBPIOdTR Ul SUONEBOO[[e Y3 9Ie ‘0S J] e

ZSuond/unj A SPLL-UOU puE A LY, I0] §1509 Juowdmba
pue [9ARY] $oTeredas 1oy} WoySAS UONEIO[[R UB SZI{HN ALYy SUIIILIS] oY) S30(]
110qE]-UOU JodII(]

W
QUL $39,] 1Y — $33 11, ay3 0} ytuwrad Surperado Lienb 1 A 3[i1] & SUIA[OAUL SIDIADOR Kue
a8reyo 01 paronnsut axe [auuosiad wexSo1d Aend) Ay [[V "S99f Lifenb e A SpLL syuasaxdal
YOI 39 1Y — S99, 1Y/, ST SWISJE SUI[ 3507} JO AU() "0} 3FTeyd UWed [ENPIAIPUL e SWa)l

SUI| [RISASS SEY 133YS WD Yoy "WISAS J0YS S B PUR IO]e] 091IP SasT BlONe(] INog

$SaNIALOR A O[T 3[qeIda00R JO XLORW Y} Im S0URUIIOJH0D
10J (POYIOW UONRHUAISYJIP J0qR] 103IIP JSY)O 10/pUR) SUOLINLISUL/SIOYS ST} ZA[RUY o

-uonRULIOYUI UIPOO SNOLIRA 97} 3ZI[IIN 03 dn 198 ST WIISAS SUNUNOIIE Jet) 2MSUF o

panuuoy) - saANUPUIdXH A IPLL

T




[20-L6-ddHD-DS-WN
I2quImN U0ULoIqnd]
‘L661 Axenuef ‘Ty/0T

QAN Sied 3391[0D

‘Tley 1ouunS Z110
‘pUBJATBIA] JO A}ISIOATU(Y
“2331]0)) 1RID

B2G PUB[ATRA ‘191U3)
S0URUL] [BJUSTIUOIAUT
‘SI9ZEUEIA] WEId0Ly pue

UI21SAS JusmIeSeuR [RIOURUT]/SUTIUNOI0E UE OJUI pareidajul
2q A[[enus1od UOHBILIONUI Yons PO (SO A 3] -UOU wioy oeredss saruow
A 2piL Amnuspr yeyy spiooal steredss Aue daoy Ayuoginy Sumuing 4} Ss20p ‘ou J]

soruonI
A 9[I1-U0U WoIj 31eredss SOIUOW A S[IL], orN O} pasn 3ulaq SAmM]ed) 5ol 2Ie ‘s3k J1

&SPy

A PPILY Jo uonisodsip
a1 01 SB AJ1I30 0] asn
3[qe 2q [ Auoyny
JumruLiag Ay Yorym
‘paisenbai se pue
Kjreorpouad ‘suodex
Justusgeuewr sonpoid

(sasuadxa 1210 woxy
areredas samypuadxd

SIS [BloGeuL] 10] A ML Aynuspt e
Yooqpue[] v Buioday sasuadxs pue
DU JUSWIIZEUE]y | SuIpunj A S} -UOU pue A d[1L] 10} uonezLI03a)ed djeredos oAy WaSAs FuNUNoIse Ay SO ¢ 3urpuny 970 woxy
[Eueul] A oL A1V oreedss SSTUSASI
NVATO JO MIIAIAQ 30 A ODLL AJNUSpl e
:punoIdorq 104 [ gOTM
WISAS JuseFeurul
‘PMOIAD] [elouRUI]/3Ununoode
Bursq pouad swm oY 10y [-odax QN JO S) OJUI S2INJBYJ
spodai oyroads/sptodar | ) atp 295 ‘suondo uo [rejep aIoW 10§ ~- *319 ‘puny asudious ‘puny 1403 “9'1] spuny 1oGj0 Woy pareiSaut Ajuoginyg
ojdures ma1Ady | § A 9[L] S1BDUSISYIP 0} sasn Ljnomny Fumnus S} 1BY) SINIONIS SURUNOIIL 3 qHISA( Fumrued 9y sey
(da0qe

Pa1oy1Es uoyRuULION] JAnIPuIdxd UL SNUIASL weiSoad A apiy, 3y Jo sisk[eue 10 sapiaoad yey) wa)sAs oy “37)

wdsAg Sununodny

€

_




SOITAT}OR JOUI0
pue eI ‘A SLL 103
SoLIEWNS 2INIpuadxa
pUR SNUSAI

Guimoys suodax
wo1sAs Sununoade
Auoyny Jugnuus

(Jye1s JoSeueiu

108f01d 29 Juei3 Uo1ZoY
vd4q sreudordde

20Q) s1eak 91qeorjdde

10J $ S - SI1Y WeID

esd wrerolg Iy 6o oy woy sjeredes sIe s93f Aifenb 1re A SILL

(Sunaoddns 3pes st wreidord A S[IL
——o71) ureidoxd A oL, a3 0] Aed 01 J[qR[IRAR 21oM SPUTY A ST JUSTDLINS BT JINSUH

“Juei3d [BISPIY S} O} Yojew
paumbai apraoid 03 9jqe[IRAR 9IoM SPUTY [BOO]/318IS A S[HLL-UOU ajenbape eyl amsuy

‘pamaiasi Suteq powted atuf o SULMp soImIpuAdxs A SPLY, SUMLIRR(

-pamaraal Suteq poued st 9 SuLmp (SuonRINGaX [2I0]/78IS Kq pamoiJe St $39]
A S[ILL JO JOADALIED JI “O[GR]TEAR SPUTY A S[ILY, PUE) PIIS[0 $397 A SPLL 2 SUIMLISI(

‘pamaradl Guroq potad swiy 9yl SULInp pasn
SPUN [290/37¥1S JO JUNOWIE AU} PUE ‘PIAIOAI PIeme JUeI3 GO1§ [BI9Pa] SY UL

AL

weIdo1d Iy GO HOKo9s
YV 93 01 yorew

S Pasn aIe $39] A O[T
ou jey) pue ‘urerdoxd

A O[ILL 2113us 3y 107 Aed
0} POsn 9Ie SIVINOS WO
PA1097]02 S39] A ST o1
1B ULIJU0D AJIOInyY
Sunyuua g ayi ue)

Suipunj qojewr Juess pue JuLxs 1§ woay A PLL IO uozeaedag b




=== == | ' {
55 w Please make check or money order payable to:

Black Hills Power
BLACK HILLS POWER
PO BOX 1440
RAPID CITY, SD 57709-1440
[JCheck if changes to meiling address, email or
phone number entered on back of form Current amount
due 05/04/09: $76.56
m—— lli!lI[Ill'!l!ll“llllll“ll“llIII“II'lllll”|l|l!llll”Ill]
. DEPTOFENV NATRES Account balance: $76.56
SCHULTZ BRAD
523 E CAPITOL AVE | AMOUNT ENCLOSED:
PIERRE SD 57501-3182 ‘Web ID: 311507
Account Number: 08 01 070085 01
Please return top portion with payment. If paying in person please bring entire bill.
Energy Usage Billed 04/13/09 Statement Date; April 14, 2009
Service From: 03/11/09 TO 04/13/09 Billing Period: 33 days
Service Address: 5627 PEACEFUL PINES RD Web ID: 311507
BLDG 1/2 BLACK HAWK SD Account Number: 08 01 070085 01
Service For: AIR QUALITY PROGRAM
Meter Rate Present Previous Difference Multiplier Usage Units
Number  Code Reading Reading
98344 20 47726 47037 689 1 689 kWh
Account Billing Information
Previous Billing $35.29
Credits
Payment-~-March 26, 2009 35.29-~
Balance Forward .00
Charges . :
Bnergy Charge-~-kWh ’ 74.28
Energy Cost Adjustment 2.28
$76 .56

ACCOUNT BALANCE

Pay account balance before May 09, 2009 to avoid a late payment charge.

Customers are responsible for payment of their electric bill. Please call us at (605) 721-2660, or visit
your locel BHP office when you have questions or concerns.

Thank You For Being Our Customer!

)
Sl Alr Gront RECEIVED
APR 1% 7089

Bl Jlldy /5772 g
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SOUTH DAKOTA TRAVEL REQUEST Bureau or Department Program
BOA FLEET & TRAVEL MANAGEMENT Dr R AQ
SFN 01239.0002 .| Bivision Circla One:
i Conior Gode (L% Twa Dighs Optoral] Method of Trave £ (oSimey ___Ouot Smg
Y = O A Shole. Vebile_ o i
T b hoele Kok W GaS 773 -5708 | Gos-eed =g
e - 8 l-Q‘ 8"{’&%?— 2/2) j"('—. /Liéél" I‘n{’ NG Nurket
= JOURNEY INFORMATION
Joumey Number Origin Qdometsr Reading Departre Oate Dopartare Time | Girdo Ones
' Lrovee. July 6 ze0%
Bagrreri Dosiisin gyt 300 | gD
1 M:lbank Ku[y M.2088 500 | D
2 AM/PM
3. AM/PM
4, AM/ZEM
5, " AM/PM
6. AM/PM
7. AM/PM
8. AM/PM
REQUIRED: Return to Origin P I K A A W
Comments/Vehicle Problems/Repairs f _bg i e

Brv’OV‘\

White - Flest an

W&M e
Tty

COST ESTIMATES FOR OUT OF STATE TRAVEL

Transportation Maals Lodging l;llsa Foes Totat =F
$ H $ $
General Funds Federal Funds Othar Funds Non-State Funds
' § b $ ) $
NOTE: Driver MUST sign to certily he/she hold:
\ SIGNATURES vai?; ’drim Sks;ﬁa S aeds
Travelec Signg \ & Date Gmefﬁcm'Nm fn,,olaye‘la * Exphation Date
%{fﬁ Y ALl _To)f=er L /0bI0S :
Approving Officer ale a5 pproving Oate
pﬁ&s‘do)p'__ > i1 08
' AGENCY THAVEL COORDINATOR USE
Coordinator Name Date of Entry Mode
Comments
[ Ride Shara Contact Qffica Phons Home Phone
FLEET AND TRAVEL MANAGEMENT USE - FOR HIGH MILEAGE REQUEST ONLY
Approvel Signatures Date Comments i
Authorizaion Number
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SOUTH DAKOTA TRAVEL EUERT e o Goparinant o 0%
BOA FLEET & TRAVEL MANAGEMENT R DENE, wmﬂﬁ _50% Erant
‘ . D@S (S Out.of-Stats ‘

SFN 01233-0002

(LastTwoDx" Opsomi Mmdonmet '.
: Aﬁgc& Cars

Hifés (Personal Vehicle)'

R it A T S sioe
‘Wdfmr)M szcm_ﬂ/M 7 n/LQﬂ( & A ' ""i”"""m’/’%w L
=  JOURNEY INFORMATION - ' =
Journ umber _ Torn Ocoetr Rooding Deperure Tima | Cirde One:
P26 Y Pinn | Z?g/oq c .
Segmam ; Destingion . : CS}?PM
1. i o / ..).Q /O __[Cahm
2 ’7/&? /2. 60D
3 /29 € |
2 7/Q_q L/‘ ONE
2 Tfan | g B
3 220 B | mEp
. L N e AM/APM
; 8 A i . o ) =L ' _ AM/PM
‘ RE&UIREB‘ Return to Origin F“"_"OW'F”&"" ”7’/!;/276'0”@“"“” o A&@‘ '

] CommentsNehche Pmblems/Repalrs

Whits - Float and Travel Memgameht

Yelk:w Agency

COST ESTiMATES FOR, OUT GF STATE TRAVEL

il Lo

Transpum»m Lodghhg . [Misc Faos Total
$ A 5. ks LA e $ $ S
geqm'l Funds i Federal Funis Dther Fu‘nds Nun-Stam Funds '
an . o] s . : $ : )
Uy NOTE Drivar MUST sign to comfv ha!xhe holds n .
o f SIGNATUHES ;. _-walid driver liconse '
Dmet? | Drver, Licanse, Nt N raon/Det -
/410G m&ﬁ%/lfn =S
Data ! Appmvmg g foatw =

Aitrorzation Namber

ey S e AGgNQ‘( TRAVEL COORDINATOR USE " e b
. | Covnowr Nams. L7 ' e Dte fEnw ',, Wods TR E
;mmmg. ‘ 3 ‘ e
e e ot ' s Prans : Home Phore
i FLEET AND TRAVEL MANAGEMENT Usﬁ FOH HiGH MII.EAGE REO.UEST BNLY
| Approvl Signaures Do ‘ Cummems e '




Attachment 3
South Dakota Air Permitting Section Organization Chart
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