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NEIGHBORING STATES’ COORDINATED EMISSIONS MANAGEMENT 
STRATEGIES EMAIL #1: 
 

From: Henrikson, Craig 
To: amber.potts@wyo.gov; leah.mckinley@wyo.gov; aislinn.johns@deq.idaho.gov; 
Pascale.Warren@deq.idaho.gov; 
carl.brown@deq.idaho.gov; pgen461@ECY.WA.GOV; allen.philip@deq.state.or.us; 
jeffrey.g.stocum@state.or.us; 
deStroh@nd.gov 
Cc: Payne, Rhonda 
Subject: Montana’s Regional Haze Determination on Impact of Facilities On Montana’s Class I Areas 
Date: Friday, June 4, 2021 3:24:45 PM 
Attachments: Top Ten Idaho Only.xlsx 
Top Ten North Dakota Only.xlsx 
Top Ten Oregon Only.xlsx 
Top Ten Washington Only.xlsx 
Top Ten Wyoming Only.xlsx 
Top Ten All States.xlsx 
 
Dear All, 
 
In order to satisfy the Regional Haze requirements of 40 CFR 51.308 (f)(2)(ii) and 40 CFR 
51.308(f)(3)(ii)(B) for state-to-state coordination, Montana is reaching out to neighboring states 
regarding their emission management strategies for sources affecting Montana Class I areas so 
that we may document those efforts in our SIP as supporting information. Montana also plans 
to reference the numerous meetings, calls and coordinated discussions through WRAP and 
other forums that have occurred as part of state Regional Haze SIP development. 
 
Montana would also like to confirm (via documented correspondence) whether your state has 
reached any conclusions regarding specific facilities in Montana that may be impacting Class I 
areas within your state. More specifically, whether your state is recommending any additional 
controls for facilities located in Montana for the second round of Regional Haze planning. 
Montana reviewed the Rank Point/Weight Emissions Potential (WEP) and Area of Influence 
(AOI) results for each Class I area and focused on the top 10 facilities, whether in Montana or a 
nearby state, and made a determination regarding that specific facility's impact. This analysis 
took into consideration each facility’s WEP/AOI ranking and any additional control analysis that 
was required to be completed for those facilities located in Montana. 
 
For example, if a Montana four-factor source ranked high in the Rank Point file, and it was 
determined that no additional controls were needed for that facility, then the decision followed 
that facilities located in other states that were lower in ranking would not be recommended by 
Montana for additional controls. In the case of any out of state facilities that may be on the list, 
Montana will also give consideration for any four factor analyses that may have been 
conducted by that state specific to that facility. We have attached a sorted spreadsheet which 
just highlights facilities in your state which show up by Class I area on this Top Ten Facility list. 
Could you verify for those facilities whether a four-factor analysis was conducted for those 
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facilities for SO4 and NOx by filling in that detail on the spreadsheet and returning it? There is a 
spreadsheet for each state. We have also included the master spreadsheet in case you might 
find the additional information useful for your own SIP planning. 
 
Montana modeled a long term strategy that included emissions reductions from large facility 
closures during this planning period. Based on the review of these modeled 2028 projections, 
source apportionment data, and taking into account emissions from prescribed fire and 
international emissions, Montana concluded that the emission reductions realized from 
requiring additional controls would not have a meaningful impact on the 2028 visibility 
projections. Therefore, Montana has determined that requiring additional controls this 
planning period is not reasonable. This determination will be revisited in the third planning 
period, as many control options proposed this round have not been sufficiently demonstrated 
in practice but will likely be in the next 10 years. 
 
Would it be possible to review this information and populate whether a four factor analyses for 
the facilities in your state was completed; no later than June 14? And also include any 
statements you are able to make about any recommendations for Montana facilities which may 
be impacting a Class I area in your state? 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or feel free to reach out to Rhonda as well. 
 
 
Thanks, 
Craig Henrikson  
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EXAMPLE SOURCE SCREENING LETTER: 
 
 
[DATE]  

  
Sent electronically via email to: [EMAIL]  

  
[ADDRESS]  
  
RE: Regional Haze Source Screening Analysis  
  
Dear [NAME]:  
  
The Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Bureau (AQB), is working on a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for the second planning period of the Regional Haze program, which is 
codified at 42 U.S. Code §7491 – Visibility protection for Federal class I areas.  This planning period 
focuses on making reasonable progress toward national visibility goals.  
  
As discussed during our phone conversation on [DATE], the AQB has completed an initial Regional 
Haze screening analysis of [SOURCE] and determined that the facility needs further review of 
process controls specifically related to [nitrogen oxides (NOx) and/or sulfur dioxide (SO2)].   
  
Monitoring data indicate that sulfates and nitrates are the main contributors to anthropogenic haze 
in Montana. The primary precursors of nitrates and sulfates are emissions of NOx and SO2. The AQB 
based its initial analysis on the annual emission inventories submitted by [COMPANY] to the AQB 
for the years 2014-2017, which are compiled in Table 1 below. The initial screening analysis also 
considers the distance from the facility to the boundary of the nearest Federal class I area ([CLASS I 
AREA]). Taken together, emissions and distance provide a screening tool to identify facilities that 
may be contributing to haze and that therefore may require further analysis.  
  
Table 1 – Facility-Level Emissions and Screening Analysis  
  
  
Table 2 – Existing Process Controls  
  
  
At this time, the AQB requests your review of the emissions and control equipment information the 
AQB has on file for the facility. Following this initial review, the AQB will be asking that you prepare 
a detailed review of additional process controls, specifically considering (1) the cost of control, (2) 
the time required to achieve control, (3) the energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of 
control, and (4) the remaining useful life of the source of emissions. The AQB will be contacting you 
shortly to schedule a call to discuss the initial screening analysis in more detail.  
  
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me by phone at [PHONE] or by email at 
[EMAIL].  
  
Sincerely,  
[NAME]  
Air Quality Bureau  
Cc: [FSS STAFF NAME], AQB  
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EXAMPLE REASONABLE PROGRESS GUIDANCE LETTER: 
 
 
  
April XX, 2019  

Sent electronically to: [EMAIL]  
  
[ADDRESS BLOCK]  
[ADDRESS BLOCK]  
[ADDRESS BLOCK]  
  
  
RE: Regional Haze Reasonable Progress Analysis  
  
  
Dear [CONTACT NAME]:  
  
As you are aware, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Bureau (AQB), is 
in the process of developing a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the 
second implementation period of the federal Regional Haze program, which is codified at 42 U.S. 
Code §7491 – Visibility protection for Federal class I areas. This implementation period focuses on 
making reasonable progress toward national visibility goals by analyzing progress to-date from the 
2000-2004 baseline and considering whether additional emission reductions are necessary to 
continue a reasonable rate of progress.  
 
The reasonable progress analysis involves assessing potential emission control technology against 
four statutory factors, including cost of controls, time necessary to install controls, energy and non-
air quality impacts, and remaining useful life. Through this process, DEQ is also working with the 
Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) to prepare regional air quality modeling of visibility 
conditions associated with current emissions, projected future emissions, and potential future 
control scenarios. DEQ will work with you to ensure the accuracy and representativeness of 
emissions data for modeling.  
 
Now that we have completed initial calls and discussed the screening process 
for [FACILITY NAME], DEQ is formally requesting assistance from [COMPANY NAME] 
in developing information for the reasonable progress analysis. In order for this information 
to be included in the regional modeling analyses, we request that it be submitted to DEQ 
no later than September 30, 2019.  
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide additional clarification to help you prepare information 
associated with the reasonable progress analysis. We understand that confirming as many details as 
possible early in the analysis will reduce the chance of repeating or re-doing calculations later in the 
process. We hope these clarifications will help define the analysis, but please contact DEQ if you 
have any further questions.  
 
In reviewing reasonable progress analyses, DEQ will rely on the following three resources to ensure 
accuracy and consistency. All information prepared as part of the reasonable progress analysis 
should be prepared using the guidance provided in these documents.  
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1. EPA Draft Guidance on Progress Tracking Metrics, Long-term Strategies, Reasonable Progress 

Goals, and Other Requirements for Regional Haze State Implementation Plans for the Second 
Implementation Period (“Draft Guidance”)i  

  
2. EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual (“Control Cost Manual”)ii   
  
3. EPA Modeling Guidance for Demonstrating Air Quality Goals for Ozone, PM2.5, and Regional 

Haze (“Modeling Guidance”)iii  
  
Guidance for Developing Cost of Control Estimates for Reasonable Progress Analysis  
For the purpose of the requested reasonable progress analysis, a 20-year planning horizon should be 
assumed. The only exception to this horizon is if there is a unit shutdown date identified that will 
cease operations before 20 years has expired. Additionally, the generally accepted accuracy in the 
Control Cost Manual is within plus or minus 30%. Facilities using technical experts and consultants 
may have more accurate projections due to their previous hands-on experience. DEQ requests that 
you please explain any deviations from the 20-year planning horizon or the presumed 30% accuracy 
in your estimates.   
 
The latest guidance from EPA points to the interest rate that is most appropriate for your facility 
based on previous project engineering experience at your facility.  This most likely will result in the 
selection of an interest rate between 3% and 7%. In the absence of a more specific interest 
rate, EPA recommends that you use the current bank prime rate, which is 5.5% as of the date of this 
letter, as a default.iv  
 
DEQ also requests that capital and annual costs be estimated as if the project will be constructed at 
the time the cost estimate is prepared. The annualized cost of the project should be presented by 
annualizing the capital cost and adding that to the annual operating costs. Please also calculate the 
cost in dollars per ton of emission reduction for each evaluated control alternative by dividing the 
uniform annual cost by the tons of annual emission reduction anticipated.  
 
Additional Guidance for Preparing Reasonable Progress Analyses  
 
As part of the reasonable progress analysis, DEQ will consider additional information provided by a 
facility, including supplemental visibility modeling. This modeling is not required. In lieu of 
supplemental visibility modeling, DEQ will use the information provided by WRAP to assess 
visibility impacts from a facility. Please note, a visibility modeling demonstration can support but not 
replace the four-factor analysis described in this letter. If you choose to prepare your own 
modeling demonstration, DEQ requests that it be prepared in accordance with EPA’s modeling 
guidance cited above and Appendix W to Title 40, Part 51 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations.v DEQ also requests the opportunity to review your modeling protocol to ensure 
consistency with EPA guidance.  
 
Thank you in advance for your support in this analysis effort. Again, please submit any reasonable 
progress analysis information by September 30, 2019. We are working closely to meet regional 
timelines for visibility modeling and this due date will allow adequate time for review and discussion 
of the analysis in advance of regional deadlines. If you have any questions, please contact [Rhonda 
Payne/Craig Henrikson] at 406-444-1472 or by email at [EMAIL].  

https://www.epa.gov/visibility/draft-guidance-second-implementation-period-regional-haze-rule
https://www.epa.gov/visibility/draft-guidance-second-implementation-period-regional-haze-rule
https://www.epa.gov/visibility/draft-guidance-second-implementation-period-regional-haze-rule
https://www.epa.gov/economic-and-cost-analysis-air-pollution-regulations/cost-reports-and-guidance-air-pollution#cost%20manual
https://www.epa.gov/scram/state-implementation-plan-sip-attainment-demonstration-guidance#8ozone
https://www.epa.gov/scram/state-implementation-plan-sip-attainment-demonstration-guidance#8ozone
https://www3.epa.gov/ttn/scram/appendix_w-2016.htm
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Sincerely,  
  
Rebecca Harbage   
Regional Haze Project Manager  
Air Quality Bureau  
  
Cc: [Craig/Rhonda], AQB  

[INSPECTOR NAME], AQB  
David L. Klemp, Chief, AQB
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EXAMPLE REPRESENTATIVE BASELINE EMISSIONS EMAIL REQUEST: 
 
 
From: Payne, Rhonda 
To: Peterson, Todd 
Subject: FW: Regional Haze Baseline Emissions Request 
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 2:26:00 PM 
 
Hello Todd, 
 
Thank you for the work you have conducted thus far toward submitting the requested Four 
Factor Analysis. As you are aware, Montana used an average of your facility’s 2014-2017 
emissions as a screening mechanism to determine if the facility would be required to perform a 
Four Factor Analysis. We are now seeking your input regarding emission scenarios to be used in 
regional modeling demonstrations. Over the next six months, DEQ will be working closely with 
the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP) to provide emissions information for several 
modeling 
demonstrations. These demonstrations include: 
 

1. A “representative baseline” scenario, 
2. A future year “2028 on the books/on the way (2028 OTB/OTW)” scenario, and 
3. A future year “2028 controls” scenario. 

 
The “representative baseline” scenario will be based on emissions information that is 
representative of the current level of emissions from normal operations at the facility today. 
Representative baseline emissions must be confirmed now so that this modeling demonstration 
can be conducted in June 2019. 
 
Future year emission scenarios will be built using the “representative baseline” scenario as a 
starting point. These future year scenarios include the “2028 OTB/OTW” scenario, which will 
incorporate any changes in emissions between the baseline (now) and 2028 that are expected 
to result from rules and regulations already adopted or anticipated. Modeling for this scenario 
will be conducted in August 2019. The second future year emission scenario is the “2028 
controls” scenario, which will incorporate reductions that result from any additional controls 
required as a result of the Four Factor Analysis. This round of modeling will be conducted in 
December 2019. 
 
The purpose of this email is to confirm the representative baseline emissions for your facility 
that will be used for the June modeling effort. Having reviewed your recent annual emissions 
inventories, we are proposing to use an average of 2017-2018 as your representative baseline 
emissions. We need concurrence that this two-year period generally represents normal 
conditions at your facility currently. If you feel that the two-year period of 2017-2018 does not 
represent your baseline emissions, our second proposal is to use an average of 2014-2017, 
which would be identical to the data used in the Q/d analysis. 
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Please respond to this email to confirm whether the two-year average (2017-2018) or the four-
year average (2014-2017) is more representative of your current baseline emissions (see 
below). We request that you confirm this information no later than June 7, 2019. Later this 
summer, we will be contacting you to share results from the baseline modeling and confirm 
future year emissions for the “2028 OTB/OTW” modeling scenario. 
 
Below are the two “representative baseline” options that we propose you select from. 
 
MDU – Lewis and Clark Station 
4-year average (2014-2017) = 604.67 tpy NOx, 447.60 tpy SO2 
2-year average (2017-2018) = 579.39 tpy NOx, 22.55 tpy SO2 
 
 
Rhonda Payne 
Montana DEQ – Air Quality Bureau 
Permitting Services Section 
Phone: 406.444.5287 
Fax: 406.444.1499 
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EXAMPLE 2028 OTB/OTW EMISSIONS EMAIL 
 

From: Payne, Rhonda 
Bcc: "Tessa Damuth"; "Peterson, Todd"; Harbage, Rebecca; "Leu, Mitchell"; Paul W Liner; 
trevorkjensrud@stoltzelumber.com; "Ruth Jensen" 
Subject: Regional Haze Clarification and Data Request 
Date: Tuesday, July 09, 2019 3:21:00 PM 
 
Thank you for confirming the representative baseline emissions for your facility. DEQ provided 
these emissions numbers to the regional modelers for use in the first phase of the Regional 
Haze modeling. As a reminder, three separate regional modeling scenarios will be analyzed 
over the next six months. These include: 
 
1. A “representative baseline” scenario: 

• Representing the current level of emissions from normal operations at the facility 
today. This baseline modeling will help us evaluate progress since initial implementation 
of the Regional Haze Rule. Modeling began in June 2019. 

2. A future year 2028 on the books/on the way (“2028 OTB/OTW”) scenario: 
• Representing anticipated future emissions and incorporating any changes in 
emissions between the baseline and 2028 that are expected to result from non-Regional 
Haze rules and regulations already adopted or anticipated. Depending on your operations, 
this may or may not be different from your representative baseline emissions. Modeling 
will begin in August 2019. 

3. A future year “2028 controls” scenario: 
• Representing anticipated future emissions and incorporating any changes in 
emissions that may result from the addition of selected reasonable controls for Regional 
Haze. Modeling will begin in December 2019. 

 
An important point to keep in mind is that, when analyzing potential improvements in visibility 
that may result from additional reasonable controls, DEQ will compare the two future year 
scenarios: 2028 OTB/OTW and 2028 controls. In other words, we will be looking at anticipated 
future year emissions if no additional Regional Haze controls are required and comparing 
them to future year emissions with additional Regional Haze controls to determine whether 
reasonable controls will be required. We hope you will clearly express this comparison as part 
of your four-factor analysis (still due no later than September 30, 2019). In short, please 
document how your future year emissions, as represented by the 2028 OTB/OTW scenario, 
would differ if the identified control options were implemented. 
 
What this means is that planned emission changes at the facility that are unrelated to regional 
haze (for example, due to increased demand, change in operations, or other reason) between 
the baseline and 2028 will be accounted for in the 2028 OTB/OTW scenario, separate from the 
2028 controls scenario. The possible impact of additional regional haze controls will be 
assessed in the context of the anticipated 2028 OTB/OTW scenario. For some facilities, 2028 
OTB/OTW emissions may be equal to the representative baseline. For others with anticipated 
changes in production levels, it may be possible to estimate 2028 OTB/OTB emissions by 
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multiplying the current emission factor per production unit by the expected 2028 production 
level. Still others may wish to account for planned improvements that are expected to reduce 
the emission factor prior to 2028. 
 
DEQ requests that you please submit your future year 2028 OTB/OTW emissions no later than 
August 1st. We strongly recommend that all assumptions and decision points regarding 
emission projections be well documented and justified in this submittal and match-up with 
your assumptions in your four-factor analysis. This is especially true if your 2028 OTB/OTW 
emissions differ from your previously-submitted representative baseline emissions. 
Please contact me directly with any questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
Rhonda Payne 
 
Rhonda Payne 
Montana DEQ – Air Quality Bureau 
Permitting Services Section 
Phone: 406.444.5287 
Fax: 406.444.1499 
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MONTANA Q/D SOURCES SCREENED FOR REASONABLE PROGRESS ANALYSIS 

 

#
AIRS_NUM
BER MAILING_COMPANY FACILITY_NAME

PM10 Avg. 
2014 - 2017

NOx Avg. 
2014-2017

SO2 Avg. 
2014-2017

VOC Avg. 
2014-2017

2014-2017 
Average 
Emissions
NOx+SO2 Nearest ClA

Distance 
to ClA 
(km)

2014-2017 
Q/D
Q = 
NOx+SO2

087-0008 TALEN MONTANA LLC COLSTRIP STEAM ELECTRIC STATION #1-4 517.59         13,969.55   8,895.52      307.43         22,865.08   U.L. Bend 198.9 114.96
1 087-0008 TALEN MONTANA LLC COLSTRIP STEAM ELECTRIC STATION #4 197.61        4,149.53     2,327.78     115.01        6,477.31     U.L. Bend 198.9 32.57
2 087-0009 TALEN MONTANA LLC COLSTRIP STEAM ELECTRIC STATION #3 186.82        3,983.48     2,255.78     108.65        6,239.26     U.L. Bend 198.9 31.37
3 029-0008 WEYERHAEUSER NR - COLUMBIA FALLS WEYERHAEUSER-CFALLS 202.78         969.60         14.77           561.65         984.36         Glacier 13.3 74.01
4 043-0001 ASH GROVE CEMENT COMPANY ASH GROVE CEMENT 44.50           1,029.91      205.21         3.79              1,235.11      GATES 30.6 40.36
5 083-0003 MONTANA DAKOTA UTILITIES CO MDU - LEWIS & CLARK STATION 64.01           604.67         447.60         5.36              1,052.28      Teddy Roosevelt 51.8 20.31
6 031-0005 OLDCASTLE MATERIAL CEMENT HOLDINGS, INC. TRIDENT 135.67         1,473.87      14.52           0.37              1,488.39      Yellowstone 97.4 15.28
7 111-0023 YELLOWSTONE ENERGY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP YELLOWSTONE POWER PLANT 19.83           404.32         1,732.01      11.00           2,136.33      Absaroka 143.8 14.86
8 063-0002 ROSEBURG FOREST PRODUCTS CO ROSEBURG FOREST PRODUCTS 142.96         299.28         3.33              180.35         302.61         Selway Bitterroot 26.6 11.38
9 087-0007 COLSTRIP ENERGY LTD PARTNERSHIP COLSTRIP ENERGY LTD PARTNERSHIP 23.01           811.68         1,123.92      6.06              1,935.61      U.L. Bend 188.7 10.26

10 111-0014 MONTANA SULPHUR & CHEMICAL CO MONTANA SULPHUR & CHEMICAL 0.41             4.74              1,305.53      0.30              1,310.27      Absaroka 137.5 9.53
11 007-0002 GRAYMONT WESTERN US INC GRAYMONT WESTERN US INC 93.83           363.06         161.17         1.85              524.23         GATES 57.1 9.18
12 111-0013 EXXONMOBIL FUELS & LUBRICANTS COMPANY EXXONMOBIL BILLINGS REFINERY 73.28           435.75         598.65         578.93         1,034.41      Absaroka 143.7 7.20
13 111-0012 CENEX HARVEST STATES COOPERATIVE INC CHS INC REFINERY LAUREL 43.36           420.60         208.13         1,114.77      628.73         Absaroka 113.5 5.54
14 029-0010 F H STOLTZE LAND & LUMBER CO F.H. STOLTZE LAND AND LUMBER CO 60.12           68.62           6.60              23.41           75.22           Glacier 14 5.37
15 083-0002 SIDNEY SUGARS INC SIDNEY SUGAR FACILITY 48.03           210.75         58.04           3.63              268.79         Teddy Roosevelt 51.9 5.18
16 085-0006 NORTHERN BORDER PIPELINE CO N. BORDER PIPELINE CO STA. 3 1.47             91.50           4.25              10.98           95.76           Medicine Lake 19.8 4.84
17 111-0011 PHILLIPS 66 CO BILLINGS REFINERY 57.17           540.05         104.87         534.35         644.92         Absaroka 143 4.51
18 029-0005 WEYERHAEUSER NR - KALISPELL WEYERHAEUSER-EVERGREEN 41.64           129.45         4.87              64.04           134.32         Glacier 30.5 4.40

Total Average Annual Emissions 1,569.64     21,827.41   14,889.00   3,408.27      36,716.41   

Total NOx+SO2 from all  Montana Permitted Stationary Sources 40,594.17   
% of Total Represented by Selected Sources 90%

87% of Avg Annual NOx
96% of Avg Annual SO2

Total PM10+NOx+SO2 from all  Montana Permitted Stationary Sources 48,428.30   
% of Total Represented by Selected Sources 79%

Totals from all Montana Permitted Stationary Sources 7,834.13    25,057.47  15,536.70  5,411.65      
% of Total Represented by Selected Sources 20.0% 87.1% 95.8% 63.0%

Total NOx in MT 2014 NEI 112,521.59 
Total NOx in MT 2014 NEI from Fuel Comb & Industrial 34,762.09   

Total NOx in MT 2014 NEI from Industrial - O&G (4,453.56)    14,782.62  SO2
Total NOx in MT 2014 NEI from Fuel Comb - Corette (786.14)        95% % of total SO2

Total NOx in MT 2014 NEI from Fuel Comb & Industrial (w/o O&G or Corette) 29,522.40   21,822.67  NOx
Total NOx from Permitted Stationary Sources (2014) 19,662.26   87% % of total NOx

% of MT 2014 NEI Fuel Comb & Industrial (w/o O&G or Corette) NOx from Permitted Stationary Sources 67%
% of 2014 Permitted Stationary Source NOx from Selected Sources 83%

Total SO2 in MT 2014 NEI 24,612.25   
Total SO2 in MT 2014 NEI from Fuel Comb & Industrial 22,525.15   

Total SO2 in MT 2014 NEI from Industrial - O&G (285.18)        
Total SO2 in MT 2014 NEI from Fuel Comb - Corette (1,433.13)    

Total SO2 in MT 2014 NEI from Fuel Comb & Industrial (w/o O&G or Corette) 20,806.84   
Total SO2 from Permitted Stationary Sources (2014) 11,881.25   

% of MT 2014 NEI Fuel Comb & Industrial (w/o O&G or Corette) SO2 from Permitted Stationary Sources 57%
% of 2014 Permitted Stationary Source SO2 from Selected Sources 93%

Montana Permitted Stationary Sources with Q/d > 4 (where Q= Avg NOx + Avg SO2)

Total emissions from those selected for 
potential control analysis
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MONTANA Q/D LISTMONTANA SOURCES WITH Q>0.1 

 

 

AIRS_NUMBER MAILING_COMPANY FACILITY_NAME PM10-FIL NO2 SO2 VOC
Q(A)

PM10+NO2+SO2
Q(B)

NO2+SO2 Nearest CIA
Distance to 
Nearest CIA 

(km)
Q(A)/d Q(B)/d

1 087-0008 TALEN MONTANA LLC COLSTRIP STEAM ELECTRIC STATION #1-4 517.59 13969.55 8895.52 307.43 23382.67 22865.08 UL Bend 198.9 117.6 115.0
9 029-0008 WEYERHAEUSER NR - COLUMBIA FALLS WEYERHAEUSER-CFALLS 202.78 969.60 14.77 561.65 1187.14 984.36 Glacier 13.3 89.3 74.0
6 043-0001 ASH GROVE CEMENT COMPANY ASH GROVE CEMENT 44.50 1029.91 205.21 3.79 1279.61 1235.11 Gates of the Mountains 30.6 41.8 40.4
1 087-0008 TALEN MONTANA LLC COLSTRIP STEAM ELECTRIC STATION #4 197.61 4149.53 2327.78 115.01 6674.92 6477.31 UL Bend 198.9 0.0 0.0
2 087-0008 TALEN MONTANA LLC COLSTRIP STEAM ELECTRIC STATION #3 186.82 3983.48 2255.78 108.65 6426.08 6239.26 UL Bend 198.9 0.0 0.0
7 083-0003 MONTANA DAKOTA UTILITIES CO MDU - LEWIS & CLARK STATION 64.01 604.67 447.60 5.36 1116.29 1052.28 Teddy Roosevelt 51.8 21.5 20.3
4 031-0005 OLDCASTLE MATERIAL CEMENT HOLDINGS, INC. TRIDENT 135.67 1473.87 14.52 0.37 1624.06 1488.39 Yellowstone 97.4 16.7 15.3
2 111-0023 YELLOWSTONE ENERGY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP YELLOWSTONE POWER PLANT 19.83 404.32 1732.01 11.00 2156.16 2136.33 North Absaroka 143.8 15.0 14.9

17 063-0002 ROSEBURG FOREST PRODUCTS CO ROSEBURG FOREST PRODUCTS 142.96 299.28 3.33 180.35 445.57 302.61 Selway Bitterroot 26.6 16.8 11.4
3 087-0007 COLSTRIP ENERGY LTD PARTNERSHIP COLSTRIP ENERGY LTD PARTNERSHIP 23.01 811.68 1123.92 6.06 1958.61 1935.61 UL Bend 188.7 10.4 10.3

12 007-0002 GRAYMONT WESTERN US INC GRAYMONT WESTERN US INC 93.83 363.06 161.17 1.85 618.06 524.23 Gates of the Mountains 57.1 10.8 9.2
5 111-0014 MONTANA SULPHUR & CHEMICAL CO MONTANA SULPHUR & CHEMICAL 0.41 4.74 1305.53 0.30 1310.67 1310.27 North Absaroka 143 9.2 9.2
8 111-0013 EXXONMOBIL FUELS & LUBRICANTS COMPANY EXXONMOBIL BILLINGS REFINERY 73.28 435.75 598.65 578.93 1107.68 1034.41 North Absaroka 143.7 7.7 7.2

11 111-0012 CENEX HARVEST STATES COOPERATIVE INC CHS INC REFINERY LAUREL 43.36 420.60 208.13 1114.77 672.08 628.73 North Absaroka 113.5 5.9 5.5
25 029-0010 F H STOLTZE LAND & LUMBER CO F.H. STOLTZE LAND AND LUMBER CO 60.12 68.62 6.60 23.41 135.34 75.22 Glacier 14 9.7 5.4
18 083-0002 SIDNEY SUGARS INC SIDNEY SUGAR FACILITY 48.03 210.75 58.04 3.63 316.82 268.79 Teddy Roosevelt 51.9 6.1 5.2
10 111-0011 PHILLIPS 66 CO BILLINGS REFINERY 57.17 540.05 104.87 534.35 702.09 644.92 North Absaroka 137 5.1 4.7
21 029-0005 WEYERHAEUSER NR - KALISPELL WEYERHAEUSER-EVERGREEN 41.64 129.45 4.87 64.04 175.96 134.32 Glacier 30.5 5.8 4.4
13 005-0001 HAVRE PIPELINE COMPANY, LLC, A TEXAS LIMITED LIABI BLAINE COUNTY #1 3.78 512.12 0.09 12.93 515.99 512.21 UL Bend 134.1 3.8 3.8
14 003-0018 ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER INC ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER 34.28 230.39 262.39 2.34 527.06 492.78 North Absaroka 183.6 2.9 2.7
15 111-0007 WESTERN SUGAR WESTERN SUGAR COOPERATIVE 37.11 237.91 120.85 5.15 395.88 358.76 North Absaroka 138.2 2.9 2.6
20 013-0004 CALUMET MONTANA REFINING LLC CALUMET MONTANA REFINING 34.46 141.72 29.34 146.37 205.52 171.06 Gates of the Mountains 76 2.7 2.3
28 095-0001 STILLWATER MINE STILLWATER MINE 79.13 63.23 0.92 1.14 143.28 64.15 Yellowstone 39.3 3.6 1.6
24 093-0009 MONTANA RESOURCES INC CONTINENTAL PIT 666.38 70.14 12.49 0.02 749.01 82.63 Anaconda-Pintler 51.9 14.4 1.6
22 025-0001 ONEOK ROCKIES MIDSTREAM, L.L.C. (ORM) BAKER PLANT 1.02 55.96 70.87 47.22 127.85 126.82 Teddy Roosevelt 80.2 1.6 1.6
16 087-0004 WESTERN ENERGY CO ROSEBUD COUNTY WESTERN ENERGY MINE 1457.41 280.82 30.65 1.66 1768.87 311.46 UL Bend 199.7 8.9 1.6
27 097-0001 STILLWATER MINE - EAST BOULDER MINE STILLWATER EAST BOULDER 38.37 65.04 0.10 0.10 103.52 65.14 Yellowstone 50.7 2.0 1.3
19 003-0003 SPRING CREEK COAL LLC SPRING CREEK MINE 1058.06 160.26 18.85 0.00 1237.17 179.11 North Absaroka 202.9 6.1 0.9
26 065-0003 SIGNAL PEAK ENERGY LLC SIGNAL PEAK ENERGY - BULL MOUNTAIN MINE 348.71 71.41 0.00 0.00 420.12 71.41 UL Bend 137.9 3.0 0.5
29 003-0002 WESTMORELAND RESOURCES INC ABSALOKA MINE 537.95 50.23 11.81 0.58 599.99 62.04 UL Bend 192.9 3.1 0.3
30 003-0004 DECKER COAL CO DECKER MINE 793.33 39.40 4.64 0.00 837.36 44.03 North Absaroka 205.9 4.1 0.2
31 043-0002 BARRICK GOLDEN SUNLIGHT MINE BARRICK GOLDEN SUNLIGHT MINE 245.36 8.57 0.74 0.05 254.67 9.31 Anaconda-Pintler 90.7 2.8 0.1

Sum Emissions 1-31 (PM10+NOx+SO2>100) 6,903.53 23,723.12 15,448.46 3,614.86 46,075.10                39,171.58  10 8
NOx+SO2>100 % of Total MT Stationary Source Emissions 88.1% 94.7% 99.4% 66.8% 95.1% 96.5% % Total Emissions 71.3% 78.8% 68.5%
PM10+NOx+SO2>100 13 10

Sum Emissions 1-22 (NOx+SO2>100) 4,134.18 23,286.47 15,411.17 3,589.55 42,831.83                38,697.64  % Total Emissions 77.9% 83.3% 72.4%
% of Total MT Stationary Source Emissions 52.8% 92.9% 99.2% 66.3% 88% 95.3% 19 14

% Total Emissions 86.6% 88.3% 77.0%
Total # Stationary Sources 271 20 16

Total Q(A) from all  Stationary Sources  48,428.30                                                              % Total Emissions 88.3% 90.2% 78.9%
Total Q(B) from all  Stationary Sources 40,594.17                                                              29 20

% Total Emissions 94.9% 94.0% 82.3%
Sum Emissions (Q/d>4) 1,568.17 21,735.91 14,884.75 3,397.29 38,188.82                 36,620.66   30 24

% of Total MT Stationary Source Emissions 20.0% 86.7% 95.8% 62.8% 79% 90.2% % Total Emissions 95.1% 95.4% 88.0%

Montana Stationary Sources with Total Emissions of PM10-FIL+NO2+SO2>=100 TPY

# Sources with Q/d >10

# Sources with Q/d >8

Facility Identification Average TPY (2014-2017) Sum TPY Class I Area Analysis

For sources 
selected 

using Q(B), % 
Total Q(A)

# Sources with Q/d >4

# Sources with Q/d >5

# Sources with Q/d >2

# Sources with Q/d >1.5
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MDU – LEWIS & CLARK DOCUMENTATION 
 UNIT 1 RETIRMENT NOTIFICATION, TITLE V REVOCATION, AND MONTANA AIR QUALITY PERMIT 
(MAQP) UPDATE TO REMOVE BOILER 
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Air, Energy & Mining Division 

 
 
February 24, 2022 

 
Todd Peterson, CHMM 
Environmental Specialist 
III Montana-Dakota 
Utilities 400 North 4th 

Street Bismarck, ND 58501 
 

SENT VIA EMAIL: todd.peterson@mdu.com 
 

Re: Revocation of Title V Operating Permit #0691-08 
 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 
 

Title V Operating Permit (OP) #0691-08 have been deemed revoked as of February 23, 2022, by 
the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) in accordance with ARM 17.8.1220. Once 
an operating permit is revoked, an operating permit application must be submitted if the source 
implements a change in operation that would result in the facility becoming subject to the Air 
Quality Operating Permit Program (ARM 17.8.1204). 

 
For the Department, 

 

   
Julie A. Merkel                         John P. Proulx 
Permitting Services Section Supervisor            Environmental Science Specialist II 
Air Quality Bureau                       Air Quality Bureau 
(406) 444-3626                         (406) 444-5391 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Greg Gianforte, Governor I Chris Dorrington, Director I P.O. Box 200901 I Helena, MT 59620-0901 I (406) 444-2544 I www.deq.mt.gov 

mailto:todd.peterson@mdu.com
http://www.deq.mt.gov/


D-3 
 

Montana Air Quality Permit (MAQP) 0691-07 that removed Boiler #1 and associated conditions and emissions from 
air quality permit can be found here:  https://deq.mt.gov/files/Air/AirQuality/Documents/ARMpermits/0691-07.pdf 

 

TALEN MONTANA – COLSTRIP UNITS 1 & 2 DOCUMENTATION 

 

https://deq.mt.gov/files/Air/AirQuality/Documents/ARMpermits/0691-07.pdf
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The purpose of this appendix is to outline a method that was used to “normalize” the 2028OTBa2 CAMx 
model source apportionment results to the overall 2028 visibility projections for each Federal Class I Area. 
When normalized, the sum of all regional and state/sector apportionment model outputs will correspond to 
the overall 2028 visibility projections when reviewing the species-specific or total light extinction. As 
presented on the TSS, the regional (high-level) and state/sector (low-level) model apportionment results are 
determined solely from the CAMx model output, and they will not correlate to the 2028 visibility projections 
until they are scaled to do so. 

Annual average modeling results were used to provide a reasonable representation of the normalized 
regional, state, and/or sector-specific contributions to light extinction in 2028. The normalization procedure 
is outlined below. 

A summary plot of the various modeling scenarios and IMPROVE monitoring data for MONT1, is shown 
in Figure E-1 below. As can be seen comparing the modeled 2028OTBa2 and the three projections 
(2028OTBa2 EPA, 2028OTBa2 EPAwoF, and 2028OTBa2 ModMID), the species-specific annual averages 
do not align due to the fact that the projections are scaled from the IMPROVE data using the RRFs, which is 
described in more detail in section 2.2.4 of Montana’s Regional Haze SIP. 

FIGURE E-1 – MODELING SCENARIOS & IMPROVE DATA FOR MONT1 

 

 

The first step is to determine the species-specific normalization factors, which are the factors that scale the 
annual modeling results to the annual projection results. As discussed in section 2.2.4 of Montana’s Regional 
Haze SIP, Montana chose to use EPA’s default methodology with the addition of removing those MIDs 
impacted by wildfire (EPAwoF). 
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TSSv2 Model Product 1 contains the annual modeling results (“Model 2028OTBa2”). Product 3 contains the 
projection results (“2028OTBa2 EPAwoF”). The scaling factors were determined as the ratio of the annual 
projection results to the annual modeling results for each species: 

𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠_𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 =
2028𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂2 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸
𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 20208𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂𝑂2

 

Table E-1 below displays the combined datasets and the resulting species-specific scaling factors for 
MONT1. The numerical results are in light extinction units, inverse megameters (Mm-1). 

TABLE E-1 – SPECIES-SPECIFIC SCALING FACTORS 

SiteCode ParamCode DatasetCode.x value.x DatasetCode.y value.y scaling_factor 

MONT1 AmmNO3 Model 
2028OTBa2 

2.002 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

0.54 0.270 

MONT1 AmmSO4 Model 
2028OTBa2 

3.717 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

3.27 0.880 

MONT1 CM Model 
2028OTBa2 

0.526 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

1.48 2.814 

MONT1 EC Model 
2028OTBa2 

0.943 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

1.23 1.304 

MONT1 OMC Model 
2028OTBa2 

9.293 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

9.54 1.027 

MONT1 SeaSalt Model 
2028OTBa2 

0.050 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

0.04 0.799 

MONT1 Soil Model 
2028OTBa2 

0.171 2028OTBa2 
EPAwoF 

0.43 2.515 

 

TSSv2 Model Product 9 contains the low-level source apportionment results, applicable only to ammonium 
sulphate and ammonium nitrate from U.S. anthropogenic emissions. Product 10 contains the high-level 
regional modeling results, applicable to all species and the broader source apportionment categories. See 
section 2.2.3 of Montana’s Regional Haze SIP for more details on the source apportionment modeling 
simulations. These two datasets are combined to form a dataset in which the more detailed low-level results 
are substituted for applicable high-level data (AmmNO3/AmmSO4 U.S_Anthro). This was done to build 
one dataset that leveraged all available source apportionment results. 

The scaling factor determined above can be applied to the modeled source apportionment results, to 
determine the “normalized” source apportionment results: 

"normalized" 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 = 𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚𝑚 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 × 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠_𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓𝑓 



E-3 
 

Table E-2 below displays a subset of the normalized combined source apportionment data for the MONT1 
site, and the resulting “normalized” light extinction, in Mm-1. This subset only shows coarse mass 
concentrations along with ammonium nitrate U.S. anthropogenic concentrations due to MT sources. 

TABLE E-2 – NORMALIZED SOURCE APPORTIONMENT & LIGHT EXTINCTION (MM-1) 

ParamCode CatCode Source Region value scaling 
factor 

value 
scaled 

CM US_Anthro US_Anthro US_Anthro 0.345 2.814 0.970 

CM International_Anthro International_Anthro International_Anthro 0.057 2.814 0.160 

CM Natural Natural Natural 0.082 2.814 0.231 

CM US_WildFire US_WildFire US_WildFire 0.038 2.814 0.106 

CM US_RxWildlandFire US_RxWildlandFire US_RxWildlandFire 0.034 2.814 0.096 

CM CanMexFire CanMexFire CanMexFire 0.006 2.814 0.017 

AmmNO3 International_Anthro International_Anthro International_Anthro 0.964 0.270 0.260 

AmmNO3 Natural Natural Natural 0.438 0.270 0.118 

AmmNO3 US_WildFire US_WildFire US_WildFire 0.033 0.270 0.009 

AmmNO3 US_RxWildlandFire US_RxWildlandFire US_RxWildlandFire 0.136 0.270 0.037 

AmmNO3 CanMexFire CanMexFire CanMexFire 0.017 0.270 0.005 

AmmNO3 US_Anthro RemainAnthro MT 0.020 0.270 0.005 

AmmNO3 US_Anthro OilGas MT 0.004 0.270 0.001 

AmmNO3 US_Anthro NonEGU MT 0.012 0.270 0.003 

AmmNO3 US_Anthro Mobile MT 0.080 0.270 0.022 

AmmNO3 US_Anthro EGU MT 0.000 0.270 0.000 
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Source_Cat_combine
d 

AmmNO
3 

AmmSO
4 

CM EC OMC SeaSalt Soil Total 

CanMexFire 0.03% 0.64% 0.11% 0.82% 1.73% 0.00% 0.02
% 

3.35% 

International_Anthro 1.58% 9.03% 0.97% 0.91% 0.98% 0.00% 0.40
% 

13.86% 

MT_EGU 0.00% 0.01% - - - - - 0.01% 

MT_Mobile 0.13% 0.03% - - - - - 0.16% 

MT_NonEGU 0.02% 0.07% - - - - - 0.09% 

MT_OilGas 0.01% 0.00% - - - - - 0.01% 

MT_RemainAnthro 0.03% 0.30% - - - - - 0.33% 

Natural 0.72% 5.74% 1.40% 0.19% 18.22% 0.25% 0.00
% 

26.52% 

US_Anthro - - 5.88% 1.36% 4.15% 0.00% 2.07
% 

13.46% 
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Source_Cat_combine
d 

AmmNO
3 

AmmSO
4 

CM EC OMC SeaSalt Soil Total 

US_Anthro_nonMT 0.52% 1.17% - - - - - 1.69% 

US_RxWildlandFire 0.22% 1.17% 0.58% 2.39% 15.06% 0.00% 0.16
% 

19.58% 

US_WildFire 0.05% 2.14% 0.64% 2.41% 15.55% 0.00% 0.14
% 

20.94% 

Total: 3.30% 20.31% 9.58% 8.08% 55.70% 0.25% 2.79
% 

100.00% 
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