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Handrick, Diane

From: Steven M Jorgensen [Jorges @execpc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 10, 2001 3:21 PM

To: Rep.Jeskewitz @legis.state.wi.us

Cc: Jorges @execpc.com

Subiject: Dept. of Natural Resources - Air Program Audit

Rep. Jeskewitz:
This email message is somewhat of a follow-up to a phone conversation | had with you within the past year or so.

I have been a staff employee of the DNR for 10 years now, 9 of which have been in Southeast Region (SER). The SER -
Air Program is currently involved in its' 3rd teambuilding effort during this time. | have already interviewed with the
mediator hired for this teambuilding effort, and told him that he can not help me given the current management | report to
in SER and what they have done (first-line supervisor, second-line supervisor, and regional director).

Over the past 2+ years, | have been openly expressing my concerns about DNR operations in SER (incl. those of the Air
Program & regional director) in particular, and statewide in general, with ever increasing levels of DNR managers in the
hierarchy, including, 2 inquiries | sent directly to Sec. George Meyer in August of 2000.

As a result, | have been harassed, ignored, and, attempts have been made to intimidate me, depending upon the particular
circumstance. Throughout all of this, | have made it known to some of the applicable parties that there would be a
proportionate response to any further "negative action" which may be taken against me. On December 5, 2000, | was
given a "bizarre” verbal reprimand by my first- line supervisor. In response, on January 4, 2001, | filed a grievance against
Gloria McCutcheon, the SER - Regional Director.

For some time, | have been aware of a Legislative Audit which is planned for the DNR - Air Program. As my state
representative, | am asking you to urge your colleagues on the Legislative Audit Committee, to make the DNR - Air
Program audit a top priority for early in this fiscal vear.

Fyi, | have already talked to Don Bezruki two times about this matter, and intend to continue contacts with him. When my
opportunity comes to speak during the actual audit, | intend to focus on actions and statements | attribute, either directly or
indirectly, to SER Regional Director, Gloria McCutcheon, as | believe an investigation of her conduct is warranted.

I would appreciate a reply to this email message from you (email would be fine).

Thank you for your attention to this matter.







Joseph K. L;ibham

STATE REPRESENTATIVE « 26 TH DISTRICT

Co-Chairman of the Joint Legislative Audit Committee
2001-2003 Legislative Session

January 25, 2001

State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz
314 North, State Capitol

Madison, WI 53708

HAND-DELIVER

W
Dear Represengétive Jeskewitz,

I am in receipt of your letter requesting an audit of the Department of Natural Resources Air
Management Program, dated January 24, 2001. Your interest in this important subject is
understood and appreciated.

On January 10, 2001 I received the same request from Representative Richards and Senator
Grobschmidt. I will meet with the Senate co-chair, Senator George, soon to discuss all pending
audit requests. A copy of your request has also been forwarded to State Auditor Jan Mueller
and the Assembly members of the Joint Audit Committee.

Thanks again for contacting my office. I will contact you personally in the near future to further
discuss the status of your audit request. Please contact me in advance if I can answer any
guestions or provide any additional information.

Thank you for your service to the State of Wisconsin.

Sincerely,

A
\‘096(’ q L. (0wt
Joseph K. Leibham

Co-Chafrman
Joint Legislative Audit Committee

State Capitol P.O. Box 8952 + Madison, W1 53708-8952
(608) 266-0656 * Toll-Free: (888) 529-0026 - Fax: {608) 282-3626 + E-Mail: Rep.Leibham@ legis.state.wi.us
i6¢h District: 60 Lincoln Avenue « Sheboygan, W1 53081 - Phone/Fax: (920) 457-7367
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State ior Wisconsin \ LEGISLATIVE AUDIT BUREAU

JANICE MUELLER
STATE AUDITOR

22 E. MIFFLIN ST, STE. 500
MADISON, WISCONSIN 53703

(608) 266-2818
FAX (608} 267-0410

JUly 10, 2003 Leg Audit.Info@legis.state.wi.us

Mr. Steve Jorgensen
W181 N8279 Destiny Drive
Menomonee Falls, Wisconsin 53051

Dear Mr. Jorgensen:

Thank you for the information contained in both your February 14 and June 10, 2003
correspondence. At the request of the Joint Legislative Audit Committee we are currently
conducting an evaluation of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) air management
programs. Included as part of our evaluation is a review of DNR’s compliance and enforcement
activities.

Because we are already undertaking an evaluation of DNR’s air management programs, and
because you have already notified other relevant federal and state governmental agencies about
your concerns, we will not be conducting a separate investigation based solely on your
correspondence. However, we appreciate you sharing this information with us as we continue in
our audit fieldwork. We also will furnish you with a copy of the final report when it is completed
later this year.

Sincerely,

nice %a///)

Janice Mueller
State Auditor
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Matthews, Pam

From: Bott, Eric

Sent:  Friday, October 31, 2003 1:56 PM
To: Sue's Home (E-mail); Matthews, Pam
Subject: FW: Lasee's Notes 10-30-03

————— Original Message-----

From: Lasee, Frank

Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2003 4:32 PM
To: Lasee, Frank

Subject: Lasee's Notes 10-30-03

Lasee'’s Notes
October 30, 2003
DNR Chief Has Right Idea

Nobody likes getting pulled over. Admit it: you've cursed under your breath at the officer who gives you a ticket
even when you deserve it.

s

But that doesn't mean you hate the police. In fact, most of us are happy they're around. And when an individual
officer misbehaves, there's a procedure for complaining. Police officers get investigated for complaints.

Contrast that with the DNR. Not only are the DNR's regulatory enforcers among the most disliked of state
bureaucrats, they take pride in being the "black hats" of Wisconsin government. Too frequently, judging by the
calls | get, the DNR has developed an adversarial relationship with the Wisconsin residents and Wisconsin
businesses they are supposed to serve.

This isn't how it should be. True, sometimes environmental protection and economic growth are going to butt up
against each other. Sometimes the DNR will have to make a ruling that an individual doesn't like.

But the system has evolved into one in which one side has all the power, knows it, doesn't care whether anyone
likes it, or them, or the system. Service to the public is no longer the goal. The needs of the citizenry and the
economy are secondary to sometimes strict, sometimes subjective adherence to administrative rules. The power
of the bureaucracy is preeminent.

Enter Scott Hassett, the relatively new DNR Secretary, appointed by Governor Doyle. Secretary Hassett has been
hearing the complaints since he took over the department - if from no one else, from offices like mine.

Earlier this month, Hassett gave a speech at a Rotary club. He said he intends to create "the new DNR." He said
he wants to set up a telephone line so individual property owners, business owners, and citizens - the public,
whom the DNR is here to serve - can call to complain when a DNR employee behaves badly.

The employees didn't like it. They're afraid the complaint line will become a way for people to slander them, and
‘that the Secretary's intent will mean abandoning environmental regulation entirely.

In a letter to his own employees (as quoted in the Wisconsin State Journal), Hassett wrote: "Reform does not
mean sacrificing environmental standards of quality. Reforming does mean an honest, introspective look at
ourselves to see where we can improve and can meet business needs without compromising our mission.”

I say amen to that. Perhaps the DNR employees who don't like Mr. Hassett's comments need to be reminded of
where their paychecks come from. They come from the taxes and fees paid by businesses. They come from the
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taxes and fees paid by the employees of those businesses. The DNR is here to serve, not to fight, the public.

Secretary Hassett wants his agency to be more responsive to the needs of business. Not to ignore their
responsibilities, not to ignore the environment, and not to stop regulating altogether, but to be more willing to work
with, rather than against, business owners. To give the needs of business weight in the decision making process.

In the eyes of many business owners, that would be a welcome change from the current system - a system in
which the decisions of DNR regulators are made without consideration of the people they affect. A system in
which a single bureaucrat has the power to ruin a family's lifeblood, and in which that bureaucrat may or may not
do so, seemingly at a whim, and without thought for the real people who have to deal with the aftermath.

Perhaps I'm overstating the reality, but to many Wisconsin citizens, that's the honest truth.

Secretary Hassett wants to change that. As far as I'm concerned, he's doing just the right thing.

Lasee's Notes is a weekly column by Representative Frank Lasee, 2nd Assembly District, covering events in the
Legislature and statewide.

If you know of anyone else who would like to receive Lasee's Notes, please send an email to
LaseesNotes@yahoo.com with the person's name and email address, and we'll add them to the list.

If you would like to stop receiving Lasee's Notes, email us at LaseesNotes@yahoo.com with "unsubscribe” in the
subject line.
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DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES

~ State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Jim Doyle, Governor 101 S. Webster St.

Scott Hassett, Secretary Box 7921

Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

WISCONSIN Telephone 608-266-2621
FAX 608-267-3579

TTY Access via relay - 711

August 18, 2005

Mr. Thomas Skinner

Region V Administrator — R-19J

United States Environmental Protection Agency - Region 5
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604-3507

Subject: Wisconsin DNR Response to USEPA Notice of Deficiency Related to the “Title V
Program”, dated March 4, 2004

Dear Mr. Skinner:

I am very pleased to provide you with Wisconsin’s official response to EPA’s Notice of Deficiency (NOD)
regarding the state’s operation permit program. I believe our response clearly addresses the issues raised in
the NOD published in the Federal Register, Volume 69, Number 43, on March 4, 2004, and demonstrates
that Wisconsin does indeed have adequate resources to run an effective Title V program. I trust you will
reach the same conclusion after Region V reviews these materials. I’d like to draw your attention to a few
highlights of our submittal: ' :

* the Air Management Program processed the state’s entire Title V Federal Operation Permit backlog
for major air pollution sources by December 30, 2004,

* the backlog of federally enforceable state operation permits is scheduled for completion by
December 31, 2005, ’
we have finalized rules for expanded use of general permits and the use of registration permits,
the state budget bill included financing for the information technology system we need to further
streamline the air permitting program, and

e the state budget bill also established a new non-Title V fee that will provide the air program with a
revenue stream to-support non-Title V work and will clarify accounting and proper fee expenditure
for the permitting programs. ' ' '

Of course our official submittal is quite extensive and will cover each of these points and all of the issues
raised in the Notice of Deficiency. Attachment A provides a table itemizing the main components of the
Notice of Deficiency, the source of the issue, how the Air Management Program addressed the issue and a
reference to applicable attachments.

Completion‘ of Permit Work

US EPA identified within Section C. of the NOD that Wisconsin had not issued Title V permits to its
sources in a timely fashion. While US EPA did acknowledge Wisconsin’s schedule to complete these
permit reviews by December 31, 2004, US EPA included this matter in its NOD based upon the totality of
facts and circumstances that were associated with the State’s Title V program at the time of the NOD.

dnr.wi.gov Quality Natural Resourges Management
_ wisconsin.gov ' Through Excellent Customer Service Pritad on
Paper




As of October 2003, Wisconsin had 148 Title V permits yet to issue. Through Governor Jim Doyle’s Grow
Wisconsin Plan, Wisconsin was successful in issuing the remaining Title V permits. The last of the
remaining Title V permits was issued on December 30, 2004 (Attachment B). As a result, Wisconsin has
addressed this issue raised by US EPA in its NOD.

US EPA identified several programmatic issues of concern with Wisconsin’s permit programs within
Section D of the NOD. Although some of these matters are in regard to the State’s Title I construction
permit program and the procedures and effect of inclusion of terms and conditions from Title I permits into
Title V permits, US EPA determined it was appropriate for these issues to be raised in the context of the
NOD. These programmatic issues are addressed in detail below.

Expiration of New Source Review Permits

At the time of the US EPA’’s issuance of the NOD, Wisconsin law stated that construction permits expire 18
months after permit issuance. US EPA asserted that this legal construct would allow the basis of the
construction permit terms and conditions to expire and could cause Wisconsin to lose authority to include
such conditions in a renewed Title V permit. Since Wisconsin construction permits expired after 18 months,
EPA was concerned that the state would not have the authority to include expired construction permit
conditions in Title V permits. EPA stated in the NOD that because Wisconsin’s laws do not ensure that
construction permit conditions exist independently of Title V permits, the State’s program does not meet the
program approval requirements of Title V and 40 CFR Part 70.

2005 Wisconsin Act 25 included the following amendment to the law governing this matter (the text of the
law is included in section 2192p of the Wisconsin Budget Attachment): :

- Section. 285.66(1), Wis. Stats. CONSTRUCTION. Unless otherwise specified in a construction permit,
the authorization to construct, reconstruct, replace or modify a stationary source is valid for 18 months
from the date of issuance of the permit unless the permit is revoked or suspended. The department may
extend the term of the authorization in the construction permit for the purposes of commencing or
completing construction, reconstruction, replacement, or modification. Unless otherwise specified in a
construction permit, the department may only extend the term of the authorization in the permit for up
to 18 additional months beyond the original 18-month period. If construction, reconstruction,
replacement, or modification is not completed within the term specified in the permit or any extension
granted by the department, the applicant shall apply for a new construction permit. Notwithstanding the
fact that authorization to construct, reconstruct, replace, or modify a source expires under this
subsection, all conditions in a construction permit are permanent unless the conditions are revised
through a revision of the construction permit or through the issuance of a new construction permit.

With the revisions to s. 285.66(1), Wis. Stats. Wisconsin has addressed US EPA’s concern that Title 1
construction permit conditions may expire by clearly stating in the law that such conditions are permanent
unless the construction permit is revised or a new construction permit is issued. As a result, only a Title I
permit action may change the construction permit conditions. : ’

Combined New Source Review and Title V Permits

US EPA raised a concern that Wisconsin’s Title V permits must specify the origin of and authority for each
term or condition in a Title V permit. US EPA states in the NOD that “Wisconsin does not identify NSR
conditions or specify the origin and authority of the NSR conditions in combined permits.”

To address the matter of origin and authority of NSR conditions that are included in Title V permits, .
Wisconsin issued guidance to permit staff on June 3, 2004 (Attachment C). This guidance requires staff to
identify pre-construction permit conditions that are included in Title V permits by referencing the pre-
construction permit in which the term or condition originated, along with the referenced authority for the
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term or condition. Wisconsin issued additional guidance on October 28, 2004 (Attachment D) to staff in
regard to the interface between pre-construction and Title V permits further clarifying procedures for
combining these types of permits. Further support for this effort is provided in informational materials
prepared for the May 2005 Natural Resources Board Meeting (Attachment X) and in a summary of work
being conducted by the Air Permit Improvement Initiative Workgroup 4 (Attachment Y). As a result of the
implementation of the procedures required by these guidance memorandums, the Department has addressed
US EPA concerns over this issue.

Federal Enforceability

US EPA stated in its NOD that “(all) terms and conditions of a permit issued pursuant to a program
approved into a state’s SIP are federally enforceable. 40 CFR 52.23. Wisconsin, however, does not identify
all terms and conditions of its construction permit as federally enforceable. Instead, Wisconsin currently
identifies permit requirements in title V permits originating from Wisconsin’s non-SIP toxics program
(Wis. Admin. Code NR 445) as enforceable by the state only, even when the requirements were established
in a permit issued pursuant to a SIP-approved program. Wisconsin’s failure to include the terms established
in a permit issued pursuant to a SIP-approved program into the federally enforceable side of its title V
permits is contrary to 40 CFR 70.6.”

To address this matter, Wisconsin issued guidance to permit staff on June 3, 2004 (Attachment C) directing
that conditions included in Title V permits that had originated in pre-construction permits should not be
flagged as “state-only” conditions. As this guidance has been implemented in all Title V permits issued
after June 7, 2004, Wisconsin has addressed US EPA’s concerns over this issue.

Insignificant Emissions Units (IEUs)

, US EPA stated in its NOD that “Wisconsin’s regulations contain criteria for sources to identify IEUs in -
‘their applications, (Wis. Admin. Code NR 407), and require that permit applications contain information
necessary to determine the applicability of, or to impose, any applicable requirement. Although
‘Wisconsin’s regulations are consistent with EPA’s regulations at 40 CFR Part 70, the State is not properly
implementing its regulations because it is not including these applicable requirements in its title V permits.
Therefore, Wisconsin’s implementation of its regulations is inconsistent with part 70.”

To address this concern, Wisconsin has amended its Title V permit template to include a listing of
insignificant emissions units within the preamble of the permit. The State has also modified Part 2 of its
permit to include the terms and conditions that may apply to these insi gnificant emissions units, noting, as
US EPA had within its March 5, 1996 White Paper 2, that insignificant emissions units typically are
associated with inconsequential environmental impacts and present little potential for violations of the
generally applicable requirements contained within Part 2 of the permit. Thus if there were no observed,
documented or known instances of non-compliance, certification of compliance with the generally
applicable requirements is appropriate. Attachment E contains the amended permit template and Part 2 of

the permit. '

With this change to Wisconsin’s Title V permit content, the State has addressed US EPA’s concern about
this issue. '

Completion of FESOPs by March 4. 2006

US EPA stated a concemn in its August 5, 2004 letter responding to Wisconsin’s June 4, 2004 letter entitled
“Wisconsin DNR 90-Day Response to USEPA Notice of Deficiency Related to the Title V Program, dated
March 4, 2004” over the State’s schedule to issue remaining FESOPs by July 2008. US EPA stated “(it) is
important to note that sources without issued FESOP permits are Title V sources, and are counted in the
Title V universe until the FESOP permit is issued. Further, sources that have submitted FESOP applications
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are not protected by application shields as they are under Title V permit applications, making them ,
vulnerable to enforcement actions. Because of the importance of issuing these FESOP permits, Wisconsin
must complete issuance of all initial FESOPs in order to resolve the NOD.”

To address US EPA’s matter of concem over initial FESOP issuance, Wisconsin has developed a strategy to
issue these remaining FESOPs by March 4, 2006. The strategy was finalized on April 21, 2005 and is
included as Attachment F. On January 1, 2005, Wisconsin had identified 159 FESOPs to complete, and as
of July 28, 2005 had completed necessary review of 49 of these permits. A memo to permit staff directing
the completion of this work effort by December 31, 2005, or at the latest, by March 4, 2006, is included in
Attachment G. By following this strategy and schedule, Wisconsin will address US EPA’s concem in
regard to FESOP issuance.

Workload Analysis and Fee Sufficiency

As part of its response to EPA’s March 4, 2004 Notice of Deficiency (NOD), the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resource Air Management Program has prepared a Workload Analysis (WLA) and a companion
fee analysis for state fiscal years ‘05-’08. The purpose of these analyses is to evaluate the staff resources,
and corresponding funding needs, that would be required to operate a complete, balanced stationary source
regulatory program over this time period. The analyses do not cover all parts of the Air Program, but rather
focus on the portions of the program related to regulating stationary sources, the parts of the program
impacted by the NOD. '

Operation of the Air Management Program has evolved over the past several years in response to a number
of factors. o
¢ Govemor Doyle’s Grow Wisconsin initiative. A
® The Air Permit Improvement Initiative (APII), launched by DNR Secretary Scott Hassett in the ;
fall of 2003, which responds to Grow Wisconsin and seeks streamlined ways to issue permits to
regulate air emission sources in Wisconsin. ‘
® 2003 Wisconsin Act 118, state legislation that called for the development of a registration
permit program and expanded use of general permits within the Air Program, and established
timelines for permit issuance, among other things.
* EPA’s Notice of Deficiency, which calls for correction of a number of permit, programmatic,
and funding issues within the DNR Air Program.

The Air Management Program developed a strategy to respond to these factors. Key points in this strategy
are summarized below. :
¢ Develop detailed and focused plans to issue Title V permits to major (FOP) and synthetic minor
(FESOP) sources according to NOD deadlines. Work on other permitting activities (renewals,
revisions) will be very limited until issuance of initial permits is completed.
® Invest staff resources in the APII effort. Streamlined permitting procedures and information
technology improvements would be identified and developed that would reduce permitting
staffing needs in subsequent years.
Implement the changes called for by 2003 Wisconsin Act 118 through the APII effort.
Later in the FY ‘05-’08 period, as initial permit issuance and APII efforts are completed,
redirect staff from permitting activities to compliance assistance, compliance assurance, and
enforcement activities. This would enable the Air Program to fully implement the EPA CMS
policy (currently projected to occur in FY *07).

This program strategy and details are reflected in both the workload analysis (Attachment H) and fee
analysis (Attachment I), and forms the foundation for those analyses. In addition, the draft FY06-07
EnPPA agreement (Attachment W) provides further documentation.




In the workload analysis that Air Management developed shortly after receiving the Notice of Deficiency
and at the beginning of the Air Permit Improvement Initiative, we estimated a need for 33 FTE in FYO07 and
32 FTE in FY08 for non-Title V activities. As the permit streamlining activities have taken longer than
anticipated and the program was not able to request information technology funding to support the
streamlining before the biennial budget for FY06 and FY 07, the Air Program will not be able to shift as
many FTE into the non-Title V funding account quite as quickly as initially planned. To ensure that we
meet our Title V commitments, conservative assignment of staffing resources to the new non-Title V
account seems appropriate. The state budget funds 10 FTE in FY07 for non-Title V work and we will
request an additional 14 FTE be assigned to this account in FY08 in the 2007-09 Biennial Budget.

These analyses show that Wisconsin does indeed have adequate staffing and funding levels to support a
well balanced Title V program through state fiscal year 2008 (FY 08). The workload analysis identifies the
staffing levels required to meet our Title V commitments; while the fee analysis demonstrates we have
adequate funding to support those staff and related expenditures. In addition, the fee analysis demonstrates,
based on the balance projected for the Title V account, that the Air Management Program will have
sufficient funding through FY08 without restoration of the consumer price index. As the adequacy of state
funding is evaluated in each biennial budget process, the Air Management Program will be closely
watching funding levels so future adjustments can be made if needed.

Changes to Fee Structure Instituted in Biennial Budget

The Wisconsin 2005-07 biennial budget bill has been enacted into law as 2005 Wisconsin Act 25. While
the entire budget bill may be obtained on the Wisconsin State Legislature website, located on 4
http://www,legis.state.wi.us/2005/data/acts/05Act25 .pdf, the pages pertaining to the Air Program are
included in Attachment J. Act 25 will be incorporated into existing statutes by the Wisconsin Revisor of
Statutes Bureau. Current statutes (updated through May 12, 2005) may be found on their website:
http://www.legis.state. wi.us/rsb. ‘

The budget bill includes funding for the first two years of the information technology (IT ) portion of permit
streamlining, the creation of a new appropriation to separate Title V from non-Title V funding and
expenditures, and a new fee structure for the non-Title V program that takes effect on January 1, 2006. In
anticipation of securing the IT permit streamlining funding, the program worked with a consultant for the
past six months to develop a systems design. The design provides a comprehensive roadmap to move our
separate database systems into an integrated, streamlined system. The details of the IT portion of the permit
streamlining project are outlined in Attachment K. A compact disk is also included to provide all the links
of supporting material in the attachment. The timeline included in the report is two years. However, the IT
project will be developed and implemented over a four year period. The funding for the third and fourth
years of the effort will be requested in the 2007-2009 biermial budget. '

The expenditure authority for the Title V program is included in s. 20.370 (2) (bg). Language has been
mcluded to clarify the fees collected from this account are to be imposed on “owners and operators of
stationary sources for which operation permits are required under the federal clean air act”. Similar
language was included in the DNR programs outside the Air Program that received funding from this
account. These programs have initiated changes to their activity codes to ensure staff code their time
appropriately: Title V vs. non-Title V as reflected in Attachment L.

The expenditure authority for the non-Title V progfam is included in s. 20.370 (2) (bh). This account is for
“stationary sources of air contaminants for which an operation permit is required under 285.60 but not-
under the federal clean air act”. L

The changes to the stationary source fee structure will be programmed into the émission fee and permit
databases in the fall of 2005 to assist with the new billing structure that will be implemented in Spring




2006. The flowchart of the structure is included in Attachment M. The fee analysis has also been updated -
to reflect the final budget bill.

The budget bill also includes a requirement that the Department of Natural Resources submit a report to the
Joint Committee on'Finance. Two of the items the agéncy must report on are: 1. the progress on the
development of an information technology system for the air pollution permitting program, and 2. an
analysis of the costs of the air pollution permitting program and the revenues necessary to run the program
after the information technology system is implemented.

Since the non-Title V fee established in s. 20.370 (2) (bh) was just established , there is some uncertainty
about the amount of revenue that it will receive in the biennium. In addition, the stationary source funding
account previously received emission fees from both Title V and non-Title V sources. To ensure that the
non-Title V fee account would be solvent in its first two years, the state Legislature included a one time
transfer of $175,000 from the existing emission fee account as starter funds.

Therefore, we believe adequate fee structures and funding are in place to separate accounts to prevent co-
mingling of funds, to assure Title V fee collected will be used for their intended purpose, and to produce the

. e
Internal Management Systems

The Wisconsin State Management Accounting and Reporting Tool (WISMART) is the financial system the
DNR utilizes. The system requires separation of duty, is based on Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles (GAAP) and has several checks and balances built into the procedures. The Bureau of Finance
has financial oversight responsibility for the DNR and each program is assigned a management accountant.
The management accountants work closely with their programs to ensure proper financial procedures of the
DNR and state are followed. Management accountants must also follow the DNR Internal Control Plan
(Attachment N). The five sections of the internal control plan are: control environment, risk assessment,
control activities, information and communication, and monitoring. The plan is reviewed and updated
annually with significant changes to the plan reported to the Wisconsin State Controller’s Office.

A budget code is established for each funding source or appropriation. One key component of the budget
code is the activity code. The activity code is also used by staff when completing timesheets. The Air
Program works closely with the Bureau of Finance to define activity codes, the funding sources of the
activities and developing budgets for the funding sources. Examples of communication between the Air
Program and Bureau of Finance are included in Attachment O. :

The Activity Code Handbook is malntamed by the Bureau of Fmance and updated monthly It is available
to all staff on the DNR’s Intranet site. Attachment P provides more information on the handbook. As the
program updates activity codes, emails are also sent to staff to notlfy them of the changes or additions
(Attachment Q). :

In addition to the financial management systems, the WDNR utilizes a work planning system for planning
resources to meet Department objectives according to funding constraints. Attachment R provides
information on the work planning process and provides the FY05 work plan. The program managers
evaluate the implementation of the work plan on a quarterly basis and adjust resources accordingly.
Attachment S is an example of the Work Plan to PALSs report and a quarterly performance measure report
on funding commitments. PALs is the Payroll and Leave System (tlmesheet data) the agency uses.

As part of a Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) approach to addressing program management, the Air

Management Program developed a Management Response Plan, Attachment T, utilizing scenario planning.
It was adopted to enable the program to be more strategic in work planning and budget development.
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The redeployment of the Air Program in October 2003 used the Management Response Plan and work
planning data to make sound decisions to meet funding constraints. Information on the redeployment is
included in Attachment U. :

The program reported to the Legislative Audit Committee last Fall on the progress made on each of the
recommendations in the Audit Report of the Air Management Program. The report also highlighted the
relationships of our response to the Legislative Audit Bureau recommendations to the permit streamlining
effort and the NOD. The committee was quite impressed with the report and commended the Air
Management Program on their diligence and progress.

As clearly demonstrated by all of these materials, the Wisconsin Air Management Program has accounting
and management controls in place to adequately administer the fees and resources of the Title V program,
prevent the improper use of this funding source, and prevent the use of Title V funds as match for the EPA
105 Air Pollution grant.

In conclusion, after your review, I believe you will concur with my assessment that Wisconsin’s Air
Management Program has adequate authority and fiscal and staffing resources to implement the Title V
provisions of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. During your review, please feel free to contact Lloyd
Eagan (608-266-0603 or lloyd.eagan@dnr.state.wi.us) or Sheralynn Stach (608-264-6292 or

sheralynn.stach@dnr.state.wi.us) if you have questions about the materials in the attached package.

Sincerely,

Scott Hassett

Secretary

Attachments

cc:  Pat Henderson — Governor’s Office (no attachments) Al Shea— AD/5 (no attachments)
Joint Legislative Audit Committee (no attachments) Lloyd Eagan — AM/7 (w/attachments)

Steve Rothblatt — EPA, Region (w/attachments) Jeff Hanson — AM/7 (w/attachments)
Cheryl Newton-EPA, Region 5 (no attachments) Sheralynn Stach - AM/7 (w/attachments)
Pamela Blakely — EPA, Region 5 (w/attachments) Marcia Penner -LS/5 (w/attachments)
Air Management Team (no attachments) Dan Derr ~ FN/1 (no attachments)

Bruce Nilles - Sierra Club (w/attachments)
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Operation Permit Issues

Attention has recently been focused on the DNR’s Air Bureau performance relating to
the issuance of Title V Operation Permits. Misleading comments about facilities
“lacking permits” has led to the mistaken impression, at least by some, that these
facilities are not subject to the same environmental standards as other facilities that
have been issued operation permits. This is simply not true.

All facilities in the state must meet the same environmental standards, whether or not
they have an operation permit. As the critics of DNR’s performance point out in their
own background information, “Title V does not impose new requirements on major
sources...”. An operation permit simply organizes all of the existing requirements in one
place. This has advantages for DNR, the regulated facilities, and the general public, but
it has little to do with air quality.

Pemit Fee Issues

The DNR Air Bureau received a significant increase in fees as part of the 1899-2001
state budget. Two other important changes were made in the 1999-2001 budget bill
relating to fees and Air Bureau performance.

» First, the legislature shifted to a “performance-based” fee system for both air
emissions and wastewater discharges. Previously, both fee programs
included automatic fee increase mechanisms (in the air program it was an
annual consumer price index increase). The result of these automatic fee
increase mechanisms was that, very often, facilities would reduce emissions
or discharges, only to see fees increase. The legislature recognized that this
created a financial disincentive for reducing emissions and discharges, and
eliminated the automatic increase mechanisms for both the air and water
programs. As a result, when companies reduce emissions or discharges,
fees will decrease, creating a direct financial incentive for better
environmental performance. This is a sound policy that must be maintained.

» Second, the legislature adopted s.285.11(18), Wis. Stats., requiring DNR to
“Adopt and apply objective performance measurements, for the subunit of the
department that administers this chapter, relating to the issuance of permits
under subch. VIl and to overall performance of the subunit.” (Subch. Vi
covers both air operation and construction permits.) This provision was
adopted because there was no connection between funding levels and Air
Bureau performance. More funding was always assumed to be the solution




and the performance of the Air Bureay (efficiency and effectiveness) was
never systematically reviewed or questioned. In the nearly four years s

the legislature imposed this requirement on DNR, the Air Bureau has done
nothing to adopt and apply objective performance measures. In these difficult
times — for both the State and its manufacturers - the state simply cannot
increage fees and funding for a program that is unwilling to examine its own
performance.

Construction Permit issues

Of most concern to manufacturers is the issuance of construction permits. These
permits are important for obvious reasons — businesses must constantly improve and
upgrade equipment to remain competitive in a global marketplace and these
improvements must be undertaken quickly to respond to competitive pressures.

Under Wisconsin law, a wide variety of projects must be approved by DNR before the
project can even be started. It is the perception of the business community that
construction permits issued in Wisconsin are subject to a level of “micro-management”
that is not present in most other states. This leads to permitting requirements that are
either not present in other states or that are easier to comply with in other states. The
results are longer parmitting times, more expensive permits (because of additional
requirements), and more restrictive operating conditions (that limit flexibility and
increase the need for additional pemitting). We are not aware of any significant
benefits in environmental quality that result from these additional permitting
requirements.

The ultimate result is that the level of investment in Wisconsin is limited. Wisconsin is
not an island. Many companies have the ability to invest in plants throughout the
country and world. These companies invest where they will get the best retum on this
investment. More and more, we are hearing that it is difficult for Wisconsin facilities to
obtain needed investments because of the frustration and costs associated with the
construction permit process.

Specific Audit Components

Others have suggested specific issues that should be addressed in an audit that rejate
to the general program workload and cost. While these general issues are important
and should be evaluated, they may miss significant differences in the impacts on
permittees from varying permitting approaches. The Legislative Audit Bureau should
also examine the following specific permitting issues. Although seemingly very detailed,
the answers to these questions are critical to a proper assessment of the DNR'’s



For both construction and operation permits, what are initial permit application
requirements compared to other states?

How do the thresholds that trigger the need for a permit in Wisconsin compare to
other states? If there are differences, what are they?

What is the average time between when an initial permit application is received and
when the Department determines that it has a complete application? if thereis a
difference between Wisconsin and other states, why is there a difference?

What is the average time between when a permit application is determined to be
complete and when a final permit is issued? If there is a difference between
Wisconsin and other states, why is there a difference?

What is the average time for the total permitting process, from initial application
submittal to final permit issuance? If there is a difference between Wisconsin and
other states, why is there a difference?

What is the average cost to the pemnit applicant for obtaining a construction or
operation permit, including internal and external staff, legal, and engineering costs,
as well as state permit fees? If there is a difference between Wisconsin and other
states, why is there a difference?

How do recordkeeping requirements contained in operation or construction permits
compare between Wisconsin and other states? If there are differences, what are
they?

For operation and construction permits, how do source testing requirements
compare between Wisconsin and other states, both as part of the permit application
and permit compliance? If there are differences, what are they?

What is the average cost to the permit holder for complying with a construction or
operation permit, including recordkeeping, monitoring, testing, and reporting costs?
If there is a difference between Wisconsin and other states, why is there a
difference?

How much operational flexibility is provided in permit operating conditions in
Wisconsin compared to other states? For example, if a facility has several machines
that can perform the same task, do permits allow the task to be performed on any
machine or is the task restricted to a single machine? Similarly, if a limitation applies
to a process, does the permit allow changes in the inputs to the process without
further state review, as long as the limitation is met, or are input changes subject to
reporting or other state review/approval, even if the changes would maintain
compliance? If operational flexibility is restricted in Wisconsin compared to other
states, does this result in more permit applications (for projects that would be
covered by the additional flexibility in other states) than in states with greater
operational flexibility?

Do other states allow regulated facilities to begin construction on a project prior to
final issuance of a construction permit? If so, how has this approach worked for
other states? :

To the extent that differences exist between permit requirements in different states,
is there any association between certain program characteristics and environmental

protection? In other words, for the more costly programs (for permittees), is the
benefit worth the cost?
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Air program audit called bad idea

Some critics fear industry is behind it

By Peter Rebhahn
prebhahn@greenbaypressgazette.com

Environmentalists who petitioned the federal Environmental
Protection Agency last month over deficiencies in the state’s air
management program are uneasy about a Northeastern
Wisconsin legislator’s request for an audit of the program.

What's Title V?

Title V of the 1990
amendment to the federal
Clean Air Act directed
states to develop programs
to issue operating permits
to all large sources of air
pollution by 1998. The state
Department of Natural
Resources is Wisconsin's
permitting authority.

If approved by a vote of the Legislature’s Joint Audit Committee
at a public hearing Wednesday, the audit requested by
committee member Sen. Robert Cowles, R-Allouez, would
investigate backlogs in the issuance of air pollution permits to
businesses.

“There are a lot of questions in this program that need answers
before we can move forward with a solution,” Cowles said.

A petition filed in December with the EPA by environmental
groups correctly claimed that nearly half of the state’s biggest air polluters are operating
without permits.

But the audit is a bad idea, the environmentalists said.

"We've been waiting for seven years for the permits, and this audit may just delay things
further,” said Melissa Scanlan, an attorney and director of the Madison-based Midwest
Environmental Advocates.

Sierra Club attorney Bruce Nilles, who worked with Scanlan on the EPA petition, also dislikes
the audit.

*I hate to be cynical, but that’s exactly what Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce was
asking for as of last week,” Nilles said.

True. WMC asked the Legislature’s Joint Audit Committee for the audit in a letter dated Jan.
20.

02/03/2003
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"We wanted to have an objective third party give us some analysis and perspective on what
the problems are,” said Jeff Schoepke, director of environmental policy for WMC.

According to the most recent data from the EPA, 54 percent — 330 of 612 — of the state's
pollution sources covered under the Title V permitting requirement of the federal Clean Air Act
are operating with permits, the lowest percentage among Midwestern states.

Scanlan’s group and the Sierra Club spearheaded the EPA petition — a step they said they
took in part to focus attention on overdue increases in permit fees.

“"What we need is an increase in the fees so that this issue is addressed immediately,” Scanlan
said.

Fees paid by polluters fund the permit program, not tax dollars. Polluters pay a permit fee of
$35.71 per ton in Wisconsin up to a 5,000-ton cap, and nothing over the cap.

"So you have the large paper mills and power plants getting all this free pollution and your
smaller operator — the bakery in Madison — paying $35 bucks per ton,” Nilles said. “These
(large) facilities are paying, if you do the math, less than $10 per ton.”

The 5,000-ton cap means, in effect, that no polluter pays more than $178,550 ($35.71 times
5,000) for any one annual permit, though some pay for more than one permit.

According to DNR data, there are 16 pollution sources — most are power plants — that
benefited from the 5,000-ton cap in 2001 for the two biggest smoke-stack pollutants, nitrous
oxide and sulfur dioxide.

Arithmetic shows that if the cap had been eliminated for 2001, the 16 polluters would have
paid an additional $6.6 million for their permits, and that’s nearly the additional amount the
permit program needs to add inspectors to do the job right, said Lloyd Eagan, who directs the
DNR’s Bureau of Air Management.

“I'd really love to run a Cadillac program, and right now I feel like I'm running kind of a Chevy
Nova program,” Eagan said.

Schoepke concurs with environmentalists who say the state’s program is out of whack.

“There are companies that should have had their five-year permit renewed by now that
haven't gotten the first permit to begin with,” he said.

But Schoepke, whose group opposes an increase in the permit fee or elimination of the 5,000-
ton cap, said he expects the audit will find management problems within the program are
causing the DNR'’s lagging performance “despite the fact that the resources they have are on
par with the region, and higher than a lot of states that have issued a lot more permits.”

Cowles said he wouldn't “presuppose” the outcome of an audit, which would take four to six
months. But he bristled at the suggestion that the audit was simply an attempt by industry to
blur the need for fee changes.

"The audit bureau cannot be controlled by WMC, or any other business group or any
environmental group,” Cowles said. "We don’t put a collar on them and say, ‘You shall do
whatever.” They are going to do an independent analysis.”

http://www.greenbaypressgazette.com/news/archive/local 8382449 .shtml 02/03/2003
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Cowles also said the audit isn‘t an “attack” of the DNR.

“It may well be that they don’t have the resources,” he said. “It may be they can manage the
resources better and get the permits done quicker. Who knows? We'll look at all that.”

Eagan, who’s watched her staff fall to 167.5 full-time-equivalent employees statewide from a
high of 202 in 1996, thinks the permit program can withstand tough scrutiny.

“While an audit is never pleasant, I think it will allow us to set the record straight as to what
we have and how limited we are,” Eagan said.

Nilles said the state’s permit program will never help clean the air as it was intended to do
without elimination of the 5,000-ton cap because, under the cap, a large operator that knows
its emissions will exceed 5,000 pounds no matter how much it spends to cut emissions may
decide its best option is to do nothing.

“If you don't pay per ton, then you don't have the right incentive to reduce your pollution,”
Nilles said, adding that Gov. Jim Doyle has an opportunity to address the fee changes in the
budget he intends to deliver to the Legislature on Feb. 18.

“From a public health-environmental perspective, this is probably the most important budget
decision he will make,” Nilles said.

Discuss this topic in our forums

Back to Top
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“The state has the worst issuance rate in the nation and the
Lo governor’s cuts will make it worse,” said Brett Hulsey, a
GANNET Sierra Club Midwest representative.

Doyle doesn’t believe an increase in permit fees is
warranted.

CLICK HERE

“I have not been convinced that the problem in getting air
permits issued quickly enough calls for fee increases,” Doyle
said. "That’s one that I would like to look at and be far more
convinced in my own mind that what needs to be done
before we throw it into the budget
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*I hope there are ways, administrative adjustments we can
make and other ways of doing things that we may be able
to speed up that process.”

A recent count by the DNR indicated there were more than
500 companies that had applied for, but not yet received,
air quality permits. The state Legislative Audit Bureau is
auditing the program, officials from the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency have been reviewing the situation and the
Sierra Club has threatened legal action if the matter is not
resolved.

“Our assessment is that program is on life support and
desperately needs more positions, more staff and more
resources to perform it's basic function to protect us from
the dangers of air pollution,” said Bruce Nilles, a
representative of the Sierra Club.

Jeff Schoepke, Director of Environmental Policy, at the
Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce, applauded Doyle’s
move to not raise fees on business.

“That's great to hear from the governor and I couldn't agree
more,” Schoepke said.

Lloyd Eagan, director of the Bureau of Air Management at
the DNR, said she is prepared to do the best she can with
the resources she is given.

“I understand the governor has a very large challenge and
we are feeling the pain that everyone else is,” she said.

Eagan said the EPA has the option of issuing the state a
statement of deficiency that would give the state 18 months
to correct the problem.

If the state could not come into compliance, the EPA could
take control of the program and set new permit fees.

An EPA spokesperson could not be reached for comment.

Ben Jones can be reached at 608-255-9256 or by e-mail at
bjones@postcrescent.com

http://www.wisinfo.com/postcrescent/news/archive/local—8839092 .shtml 02/24/2003
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DNR air management audit finds big errors

By Anita Weler ,\\/
February 28, 2004

A state audit of the Department of Natural Resources' air management program has
found huge backlogs in air pollution control programs and some astounding record-
keeping and billing errors.

The report issued by the Legislative Audit Bureau on Thursday follows a notice of
deficiency issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency earlier this week
that hit the DNR for permit backlogs, insufficient staffing and fees too low to
finance enforcement.

Al Shea, administrator for the DNR's Division of Air and Waste Management since
September, agreed with the criticisms, though he said much has been done in the
past year to correct problems.

"We have made a lot of adjustments and corrections and redirection of the program.”
Shea said. "We are well on our way to addressing the issues they've raised. We are
viewing this audit as an important part of our continuous quality improvement
efforts. We will take the recommendations to heart."

Sen. Carol Roessler, R-Oshkosh, co-chair of the Legislative Audit Committee that
requested the audit, praised the quality of the audit. "The concerns raised by both
business and environmental groups about the air management program were well
founded and a good cause for this thorough and excellent review," she said.

What she didn't mention was that state budget limits and staff cuts have hit the
DNR's Bureau of Air Management hard. The bureau had 180 full-time equivalent
employees in 1996-97 and 157 during the current fiscal year.

"The audit unfortunately focused on the symptoms, not the causes," said Caryl
Terrell, director of the John Muir Chapter of the Sierra Club. "The program has been
underfunded for years. The program has lost 20 percent of its staff in 10 years. The
Legislature is the only one that can solve this problem. They should, at a minimum,
reinstitute inflationary CPI indexing of permit fees."

The DNR is required to ensure that the 2.219 utilities, factories and other stationary
facilities it regulates are complying with the terms of their permits and to monitor air
quality throughout Wisconsin.

The Audit Bureau found that as of last June 30, the DNR had issued operation
permits to just over half of the facilities required to obtain them. Although 1,128
permits had been issued since 1995, backlogged facilities totaled 1,091.

"Wisconsin is among the slowest states in the nation to issue operation permits, and




it is the slowest among Midwestern states," State Auditor Janice Mueller said in a
letter accompanying the audit.

"The Legislature recently passed 2003 Wisconsin Act 118 to streamline the
permitting process and increase the number of permits issued in a timely manner.
We have included additional recommendations for streamlining the operation permit
process."

Regarding permits for new construction and facility modifications, the audit found
that 40 permits - 29.2 percent of all pending applications - had been backlogged at
least two years.

As for enforcement efforts, the number of facilities the agency inspects annually has
declined from 470 in the 1994-95 fiscal year to 276 in the 2002-03 fiscal year.
Fifteen percent of facilities have never been inspected, the audit found, and the DNR
is not consistently enforcing a requirement that facilities submit annual compliance
reports.

The agency also had failed to issue 113 operation permits even though they had
completed a public comment period and could have been issued.

And the DNR had no explanation for why 232 facilities have not reported emissions
or paid emission fees, why it billed 11 facilities that should not have been billed
about $21,000, and why it failed to bill 13 other facilities about $27,000, the audit
said.

"DNR program management will need to be improved if Wisconsin's air
management goals are to be obtained," the audit said. "The DNR does not have the
basic, accurate data needed for effective program management."

Shea said the DNR refunded the wrongly billed fees this week and has issued 90 of
the 113 operating permits that the audit cited.

And the air program has reduced a backlog of major permits from 250 in January
2003 to 140 in January 2004. There will be no backlog by January 2005, he said.

A computer-based permitting program is being developed, in order to change from
an old-fashioned paper-based system. Shea said the change could reduce permit
issuance time by 45 percent. Additionally, changes made recently by what is known
as the "Job Creation Act" will allow more flexibility in permitting, so less time will
be spent on permits for minor activities and more time on major ones.

E-mail: aweieri@madison.com
Published: 8:50 AM 2/28/04

madison.com is operated by Capital Newspapers, publishers of the Wisconsin State Journal, The Capital Ti
Agri-View and Apartment Showcase. All contents Copyright ©, Capital Newspapers. All rights reserved.
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Editorial: Mismanagement program
From the Journal Sentinel
Posted: March 15, 2004

No one much likes the state's Air Management Program. Captains of industry - and lesser ranks as well - think the state takes
too long to issue operating permits for facilities that emit air pollutants. They're right. Environmentalists argue that the
program doesn't adequately oversee air quality standards. They're right, too.

Just how right both sides are was shown when the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the state Legislative Audit
Bureau issued reports ripping the program on enforcement and process issues. The feds went so far as to set an 18-month
deadline for the state to comply with the federal Clean Air Act. If the Department of Natural Resources fails to meet the
deadline, the EPA may take over the program. Wisconsin also could lose federal highway money and environmental grants.

The basic problem in the Air Management Program is a lack of staffing. Yes, some procedures could be streamlined and
simplified, as groups such as Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce have argued. Streamlining will occur under the
recently passed Jobs Creation Act, and more may be warranted.

Still, promises of improved efficiency have been made before. At the end of 2002, a DNR official said it would take about a
year to issue 90% of the outstanding permits. Thirteen months later, fewer than 74% had been issued.

But the untimely issuance of permits that plagues business and undercuts the ability of firms to be flexible in Wisconsin isn't
the only problem. According to the EPA, only 33% of the 578 major sources of air pollution in the state were inspected in the
past two years. The Legislative Audit Bureau found that 15% of the state's 2,219 sources of air pollution had never been
inspected.

The Sierra Club argues that "inspections are the cornerstone of any meaningful compliance program,” and it's hard to see how
anyone could disagree. Industry, especially, should be on the same page as the Sierra Club on this. After all, without adequate
inspections, companies that take shortcuts and violate the Clean Air Act have an advantage over responsible companies that
obey the law.

The Thompson administration estimated in the mid-1990s that it would take 300 employees to adequately administer the
program. Last year, according to the EPA, 66 employees were working on it. And in his first budget, Gov. Jim Doyle further
cut the program by $1.1 million and 111/2 positions.

Under the Clean Air Act, fees paid by business are supposed to cover the cost of the entire program. Back in 1999, the EPA
urged the Legislature to raise the fee for issuing permits. The Legislature failed to do so and has continued in that failure ever
since.

The result has been the degradation of an air pollution program that was once a model for other states. That's a real shame.

It doesn't have to be that way. The DNR clearly has work to do in making sure the program is run efficiently and fairly, but
the heavy lifting has to be done by the Legislature and the governor in making sure that the DNR has the tools and the
personnel it needs to do the job. They can start by raising the fees.

From the March 16, 2004 editions of the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel

http://www.jsonline.com/news/editorials/mar04/214790.asp?format=print 03/18/2004
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Doyle eliminates backlog of
permits to state’s polluters

Actions set limits for air emissions; move may boost economy

Gannett Wisconsin Newspapers

MADISON — Gov. Jim Doyle’s administration has cleared a backlog of 342 air operating
permits, some of which had been awaiting state action for several years, state officials said
Tuesday.

Doyle had set a goal to eliminate the backlog at the state Department of Natural Resources’
Bureau of Air Management when he took office in January 2003.

The backlog of federal air operating permits dropped to 148 permits in January 2004 and
was gone by the end of the year, Doyle press secretary Melanie Fonder said.

The permits are part of the Title V portion of the air-management program, under
which the DNR manages its biggest air polluters.

The permits set forth emission limits and spell out monitoring requirements for various
facilities. Currently, an expedited review process includes a target of 180 days for the
permits to receive action, Fonder said.

Fonder said the backlog elimination was a goal in Doyle’s Grow Wisconsin plan, a series of
initiatives to help improve the state’s economy.

The DNR ended the backlog by reallocating resources, agency Secretary Scott Hassett said.
Other factors that fueled the push to end the backlog includes a “notice of deficiency” issued
early last year by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for the Title V portion of the
DNR’s air-management program, as well as a state audit that looked at the DNR’s air
management program, agency officials said.

Filed by the Green Bay Press-Gazette



m
<
N
=
O
-
=
=
vl
Z
[
N
Z
Q
O
n.b
_W




(\\AA. % & (\QQ} .
\ e Thoa bruas gasean u){l:&i Necead Cﬁ\r\/\ lo tha MM@ %l/v\ran/;?

PSP

Q{\ ( YY\C;‘MJ( - / Kinvike PA o heading N
R \ S )
BDQZCO&QQV\ P11 TN N —
v ) Thes Rada 7
2) Constoudt v ghas
5 vVehide € pwnd as}bf\s"’&\(emb\u\ A 5\\@
Q{(mi)ﬁ N
v m}‘g\(‘l - ?t&?(c\uq‘ (cogied red {,r\y(\)"'&k
N ( U ,C\W )
5\1\1\1’\'\&»‘(, mmn(é- - ‘?@A((O&\\{ (ﬁcboi(d Cegol A &
Whinol = State _
O X
’TNQ&’)\P 2 (L{»Q- "’\Q/\A)L(Mﬂ ADM e fY\uQ ot.ak A P

: ‘35\3
e O Pppendip 3 (o lnadl ) = MA NS & AZ - oy Moo the W7

K—é%ﬁ,\, OMW ﬂ than /\Qh(\ﬁ’d(
%WM/D\&DMAMHMM [vad " /V\DW
L5 Nasthor- sfacTane o MML

M.;_&‘ﬁ%&ww%_%ﬂm (o QPM C(;JN\/‘Q A OCQJ
D) N oncean wmb\ o

97 L\-y/\,\) /VY‘ff\f\I\JR ‘dvu-»f\ ﬁ\w\ﬂ \@A’\LLLO Ty \)&\c) M5
: ax " Ron Seely ?) RS
i&c@%&t ).}J\«(/»Q JOJ\O’W\ EQP\ A 4 B

° Wi ‘.%M mak Q&xl‘uc.):\ {DMWM
° 1% =24 mo. 70?}&& oy (oc; &9’7




Conste. *Qcﬁ 55 "LMW /WL@M

(w0

SRl PIREN Aavab u:—pw—«
MW\J o-pp-

Conot s Btsaman o)) Ot “‘4.

o Convenad o oot (g 62) | Uio abord box -

o Lﬁﬂcmwgt\w Lo~ (JCJ/W\Q bcf\ \gxzwmf/))
0

L Sakke L @Cﬁ 623 ? SRINDTY wLMdl ..OKDLA&.

o bt bt
O% 39 — Dp W%W

LS, /\xcég,yv\"mm NIdes

- Tefferson




I RN P 2 U VA

e A O bm/\cJIe'vx Cormmt Y}Q/,w\
L

| ] -
e T el D Ayneollniad
~ &SSO
= Pomssoredl e Sigle otk

SSeated MN\pioae - m w{Mx AWN)

W@n( § \J\ \/\kcf” \/




Ocded

Bsge mly
Seskewrr. VvV
ooket
Kerkmoon
Colten
Docsn -

CALIHR
v’
v
v’

S@cgl‘:alnca
Sonn. Muelle

(méX

— ?o( vabo

.S

| \AMMQLlLﬁ( . ,_‘_‘ggo( Tnfs QLQG j

Ocol Sieilaec

= £og

:\(\;Q

 Sec. Hosaer

__Beks Schoepke —

aSe ConfD |

nd) |

o (DL )
Qbmgﬁ

(@A)

- (er)
(&
T _tmlbyeefol DHFS

Sﬁ’“’\ 6 ((.0@6 ,A*Er ,Jlgo

SQJ aln Vyﬂcé

LAY

-~

L

LD\((\&

@ ﬂ (\)u\

| Z 3%@\\051_

1



'; eass néy Netes  9S[Y , D‘(
D
,f -4

ﬁ%@— LJ\N LO‘O O L*U‘__, L/\,\_O\io\nx )g\.), : .

__’_%m:lg&w - o\ \ C\Qm S TN b\\L /AAQA VA) —

- g,b\n A AY W\Mk\n e ,&Mh > -

7_____,@3&‘3@ te loak Chm_@)\ ‘}Vb Aa Q ann LAMI &rT m,\nm L/\,\__CJ\Q QA D -

,&%“77 ahea v“g,r\mmDAD = O/J m&m&/) oo o Cl/\h\/) .
N}

L)M&MQ, cAdan b\({\ »Oj:b./\./\\w 6(\3‘@4 MC}\A—«LDJ\M A 2%V i %8 |

Qﬁ%_’-— e X d/\cx cf%) mem Jej\)\&w\ ans_ Johen vasaaen |

Y o\;\%;\lc Sreaanr®a —0ax. A \QQA "’\:ﬁb NG Ao %xvn q(L\ —

5
& drenon d MM/\ ANALA TVRES QE\W,TW

CSan - Hea QaneeX Qasho )l Lo Maad c\m,‘bﬁ O da
Do o “\D x ol LW@ m@&mi%
Lo U Uoairigy = /%0 At dqatk 2 O Comdia Qrred O N
A0 a CM&)MQ Dufweé’\ m NI PPNy oo Lisan 0]

ﬁmncﬁisr\g L0 d;\mx\wx/\rv\f:\i U»M @]er\,@?(/\ ‘\%b\rw\dﬂ JR. C{%))l/\
mm&/x (25%% o\mm\ud\ _
gnx)mmm - Q,L%{IMU Laoaes . <S8 LOT
Dedame — ik\y\c} ST S T o L N e s s RS o SN - Y QLM,\

(ot To NISEWN A Love ot woed odo e lng (QW

4& (‘(m~9\ &Aﬂt Pasaemt ) CL?O/)/QJL Wa's Al /MM’\QNO —Tn rrr\r\uj’ quu:)\?

e Sole ¢ 1;..);” r‘n\ﬁ’\ ?nllmrog N SP(}{-I/(\”' ,,,,,,,

) N | o

-7 ‘
_,ﬁ_-l:q;m&u o lie. 51 9 (equest - ~ 5
O ) ?

,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 5 Elione M, Conndpe G \&%W T“m(f,q _
| -,*_w ,,,,,,,,,,,,, oo\ WA%/&,’CQ ,,,,,, c&,%_u‘ ,,,,, JEVE IV SR

% WQ) TS QQA& %)CY'\ l).s)_’ _<ﬁl€\b&.ﬁ,3g\mﬁ_




e o panaligy % a0l Qun /&@A th o anf)
& Aol QMM\) e LJ\(M\QL\&/\/\ u o

s *‘J,Q)M e X Q% bM(Ls /‘/H)oa?\ lo -

. i mg\ m G T\ ai (aed
m\ NM .D/Y\ﬁ/\/\a_[(/\ M(‘Jrl K‘b %(\,x (l)r\rvvxa (lb’M -
tb r&o MMN \.k t(\_h,\/) Tl\ C\A‘* Tgr\-k O AG‘N? Ddzu/\¢
to do L — bR CL“T\

Mib*yki:&w«ﬂ\ - Brve ropde e WL . O»LA@ ‘DN(L

Do the EFALA mwm/%émw A
%& e
e /W\QWW VNG m}@ W\QM\J 6%/.»&»«3&




CD \
| M%@ e VD ’\Q)nx,:,_, MMM RSN -
% &mr\\:&' b . (el \&w\u Vo S,Ln;\ m Ll ojU\-U ﬂ
: \M\[\R/\r\,\j—«’—om S -
"Q.____‘;,_s,&,.»é M o ek e SR lox s b apial Tot
| _ﬂw&%;&w,@@m el fecyn
Ly Nt anoh & Unrc o
.- Qmwmw Prend WL Audd —oal sud s
CMMM& ﬁv?‘ma UMAA Md TR TVIN tl)\»\ aXe |
| X e Copara her a\d /w\qm\wm A Gl
a&(\)@vﬂwf\ — Foot ok ‘ux)\/\ PO s e
55 P leate o bond ot ade b (i) ban hend Chads
mmxé\w DO’\L (Q—P/\a& 1,0'\5\_\./\ /\xc.AL,bcjx Act 11g m,QJ C\.M{T’L) ﬂ
(oD LD do .AMM‘LD\.&/\(\QA DCQ\A ﬂmhﬂ Carns rDva\.x P NV VS

: 0
oﬂ\»f\mﬂ);&nb{l ) lw v oth o Aedan vaMﬁ VO -\

i 100 dunog e sonlis A0

L Qi ameped s ascpemel s Wod"b epg TL,IN ML G el
(/bO’\MITDC.AT’Q. RN . T/ VSUNTV- W_armme o/l th lasad /Mcrb,@,«/;v(\i
Mnx VA YO Dlmr\ \Q“AD‘\ \A\&Mo J s CQ/\W
2OA Xun to CQRONAY ofans /‘(Ymﬁ*uwl AL O A/JEAQ
—_oR o 0'\3\ \1 mfm,\w,\ J(\\A(\—VQ {bm boded Aroopnd

T Bod thean AXT\WMM\N\.M S\ ‘/)\JW 5

U Seaovmenbe }
D fsts plosea (»N@@nm% sy €011, L. |

— L3 ekt ONRS Hm\cdjf
S¥GoM  BEO0 mae T
7<r \Q}\m s (08 mem\) AD /\-«v\&_uu OQAXN\)E b= G ,Q\\M 0 Cm\j

% [62XY \A\\f\ (&M ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,




S, € - S e Cﬁam& swmmzkts wac@/vd “vbam
M b; mu@h;@,\.m@paumlw fh'ux‘:xi ag MJ

Lb BNWM&W ,,,,, /\EJJ_&;X)\A@ ““&&&1%\/@—,« QWA |
_to mwwwmammm o bockoabide
— HD’\.J ()\0&0 NTRY /\oinZ_
| L>u\..\jw\ M&M*‘WWM b%\%mmv\&
,L\ — £0A (Lﬂ A&Mﬂm Asnresoats € «(-%%—QJ\NLT;‘LM/)

)’3 /‘ﬂ“(.;&\& C,.Nx:;(\«u\f\ O\CCJ’\/\j "'Mm,hx/am Lo LXD QA O%WW 'F:{

!




?ng\, Aq

Bodie sroms thad SasQ sQerdls Mmore,
time on ew Pe(mit wvn ST T
Han in obhe ¢ {e:){bng, @ ven Yot

Wy s RO00(ek S e oFher
(COQ§0Y19.

“/3 of all Yoot lihicy, 1n State
27, of (cSoorcey

e s >

P T

_,-»—~~‘/A ‘
PCZ)‘ L:ILL/_ (661‘0:’19 /(% Qﬁ \}}O\{;ﬂzs

Ce e S5Sie = 3%, of Skt
L) Whege (2.500(€c 5 \SQQHJC—T



