ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
40 CFR Part 51

[ EPA-R09-0AR-2011-0130, FRL- ]

Approval and Pronul gation of Air Quality Inplenentation Plans;

State of Nevada; Regional Haze State |Inplenmentation Plan

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA)

ACTI ON:  Proposed rul e.

SUMVARY: EPA is proposing to approve a revision to the Nevada
State Inplenentation Plan (SIP) to inplenment the regional haze
program for the first planning period through July 31, 2018.

The Cean Air Act (CAA) requires states to prevent any future
and renedy any existing man-nade inpairnment of visibility in 156
nati onal parks and w | derness areas designated as C ass | areas.
Regi onal haze is caused by em ssions of air pollutants from
numer ous sources |ocated over a broad geographic area. States
must submt SIPs that assure reasonabl e progress toward the

nati onal goal of achieving natural visibility conditions in

Class | areas.

DATES: Witten comments nust be received at the address bel ow

on or before [insert date 30 days fromthe date of publication

in the Federal Register]




ADDRESSES: Submit your comments, identified by Docket |D No.
EPA- R09- OAR- 2011- 0130 by one of the follow ng nethods:

1. Federal Rulemaking portal: http://ww.regul ations.gov. Foll ow

the on-line instructions for submtting coments.

2. E-mail:  Webb. Thomas@pa. gov

3. Fax: 415-947-3579 (Attention: Thomas Webb)

4. Mail: Thomas Webb, EPA Region 9, Planning O fice, Ar

Di vision, 75 Hawt horne Street, San Francisco, California 94105.
5. Hand Delivery or Courier: Such deliveries are only accepted
Monday t hrough Friday, 8:30 AM - 4:30 PM excluding federa
hol i days. Speci al arrangenents should be made for deliveries of
boxed i nformation.

Instructions: Direct your cormments to Docket | D No. EPA-R09-
OAR-2011-0130. Qur policy is that EPAw Il include all conments
received in the public docket w thout change. EPA may nake

comments available online at http://ww.regul ations. gov,

i ncl udi ng any personal information provided, unless the coment
i ncludes information clainmed to be Confidential Business
Information (CBI) or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. Do not submt information that you
consider to be CBlI or otherw se protected through

http://ww.regul ations.gov or e-mail. The

http://ww.regul ati ons.gov web site is an “anonynous access”

system which neans EPA w il not know your identity or contact
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i nformation unl ess you provide it in the body of your comrent.
I f you send an e-mail coment directly to EPA, w thout going

t hrough http://ww.regul ati ons. gov, EPA wi Il include your e-nmai

address as part of the comment that is placed in the public
docket and nmade available on the internet. |If you submt an

el ectronic comment, EPA recommends that you include your nane
and other contact information in the body of your comment and
with any disk or CO-ROM you submt. [|f EPA cannot read your
comment due to technical difficulties and cannot contact you for
clarification, EPA may not be able to consider your comrent.

El ectronic files should avoid the use of special characters, any
formof encryption, and be free of any defects or viruses. For
addi tional information about EPA s public docket visit the EPA
Docket Center honepage at

http://ww. epa. gov/ epahone/ dockets. ht m

Docket: All docunents in the docket are listed in the

http://ww.regul ati ons.gov i ndex. Although listed in the index,

sonme information is not publicly available (e.g., CBl or other

i nformati on whose disclosure is restricted by statute). Certain
other material, such as copyrighted material, will be publicly
available only in hard copy form Publicly avail abl e docket
materials are available either electronically at

http://ww.regul ations.gov or in hard copy at the Pl anning

Ofice of the Air Division, Air-2, EPA Region 9, 75 Hawt horne
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Street, San Francisco, CA 94105. EPA requests you contact the
individual listed in the FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT section
to view the hard copy of the docket. You may view the hard copy
of the docket Monday through Friday, 9:00 — 5:30 PST, excluding

federal holidays.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Thomas Webb, U.S. EPA, Region
9, Planning Ofice, Air Division, Air-2, 75 Hawt horne Street,
San Francisco, CA 94105. Thonmas Wbb can be reached at

t el ephone nunber (415) 947-4139 and via electronic mail at

webb.thomas@epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:
Thr oughout this docunent wherever “we,” “us,” or “our,” is used,

we nean the United States Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).

Tabl e of Contents
|. State Submttals
1. Background
A. Description of Regional Haze
B. History of Regional Haze Regul ations
C. Roles of Agencies in addressing Regional Haze
I1l. Requirements for Regional Haze SIPs

A. Regional Haze Rule


mailto:webb.thomas@epa.gov

B. Determ nation of Baseline, Natural and Current Visibility
Condi ti ons
C. Determ nation of Reasonabl e Progress Goal s (RPGs)
D. Best Avail able Retrofit Technol ogy (BART)
E. Long-Term Strategy (LTS)
F. Coordination of the Regional Haze SIP and Reasonably
Attributable Visibility Inpairnent
G Mnitoring Strategy
H SIP Revisions and Progress Reports
| . Coordination with Federal Land Managers (FLMs)
EPA' s Anal ysis of Nevada’s RH SI P
A. Affected Cass | Areas
B. Visibility Conditions and Uni form Rate of Progress (URP)
1. Baseline and Natural Visibility Conditions
2. Uniform Rate of Progress Estimte
C. Nevada Em ssions Inventories
1. Em ssions Inventories for 2002 and 2018
2. Analysis of Statew de Em ssions by Pol | utant
3. Analysis of Natural versus Anthropogeni c Em ssions
D. Sources of Visibility I npairnment
1. Sources of Visibility Inpairnment at Jarbidge

2. Nevada’'s Contributions to Visibility Inpairnent in C ass
| Areas Qutside of the State



E. Determ nation of Best Available Retrofit Technol ogy
1. Sources eligible for BART
2. Sources subject to BART
3. BART Determ nations
a. Tracy Generating Station
b. Fort Churchill Generating Station
c. Reid Gardner Generating Station
d. Mohave Cenerating Station
4. EPA' s Assessnent
F. Determ nation of Reasonabl e Progress Goal
1. Visibility Projections for 2018
2. Establishing the Reasonabl e Progress Goal
3. Interstate Consultation
G Long-Term Strat egy
1. BART Controls
2. Ongoing Air Pollution Control Prograns
3. Construction Activities
4. Source Retirenment and Repl acenent Schedul es
5. Snoke Managenent Prograns
6. Ot her Measures supporting the LTS
7. Interstate Transport Requirenents for Visibility
H Monitoring Strategy
1. Coordination of RAVI with RHR

2. Additional Mnitoring Sites

6



3. Using and Reporting Mnitoring Data
4. Statewi de Em ssions Inventory
|. State and Federal Land Manager Coordi nation
J. Periodic SIP Revisions and 5-year Progress Reports
V. EPA' s Proposed Action

VI. Statutory and Executive O der Reviews

|. State Submttals

The Nevada Division of Environnental Protection (NDEP)
adopted and transmtted its “Nevada Regi onal Haze State
| mpl enent ation Plan” (Nevada RH SIP) to EPA Region 9 in a letter
dat ed Novenber 18, 2009. EPA determ ned the plan conplete by
operation of |law on May 18, 2010. The SIP was properly noticed
by the State and available for public coment for 30 days prior
to a public hearing held in Carson Cty, Nevada, on May 20,
2009. There was a separate public notice and hearing on the
proposed Best Available Retrofit Technol ogy (BART) controls for
four stationary sources, which the State adopted on April 23,
2009. The State submtted to EPA additional docunentation of
public process and adoption of a nore stringent emssion limt
for one of the BART sources on February 18, 2010. Nevada
included inits SIP responses to witten coments from EPA

Region 9, the National Park Service, and a consortium of



conservation organi zations. As a result of the State's
participation with 13 other states, tribal nations and federal
agencies in the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP)

Nevada’s RH SIP reflects a consi stent approach toward addressing

regional visibility inpairment at 116 Class | areas in the West.

1. Background
A. Description of Regional Haze

Regi onal haze is the inpairnment of visibility across a
broad geographi c area produced by numerous sources and
activities that emt fine particles and their precursors,
primarily sul fur dioxide (SG) and nitrogen oxide (NQ), and in
sone cases, amonia (NH) and vol atil e organi c conpounds (VCC).
Fine particle precursors react in the atnosphere to formfine
particulate matter (PM.s), primarily sulfates, nitrates, organic
carbon, elenental carbon, and soil dust, which inpair visibility
by scattering and absorbing light. Visibility inpairnent
reduces the clarity, color, and visible distance that one can
see. PM.s can al so cause serious health effects and nortality
in humans and contributes to environnental effects such as acid
deposi tion and eutrophication.

Data fromexisting visibility nonitors, the “Interagency
Monitoring of Protected Visual Environnments” (I MPROVE) network,

indicate that visibility inpairment caused by air pollution
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occurs virtually all the tinme at nost federally protected

nati onal parks and w | derness areas, known as Cl ass | areas.

The average visual range in many Cass | areas in the western
United States is 100 to 150 kil oneters, or about one-half to
two-thirds of the visual range that woul d exi st w thout man-nmade
air pollution®. In nost of the eastern Class | areas of the
United States, the average visual range is |less than 30

kil oneters, or about one-fifth of the visual range that would
exi st under estimated natural conditions. 64 FR 35715 (July 1,

1999) .

B. History of Regional Haze Regul ations
In section 169(A)(1) of the 1977 Amendnents to the CAA,
Congress established as a national goal the “prevention of any
future, and the renmedying of any existing, inpairnment of
visibility in mandatory class | Federal areas which inpairnent
results fromman-made air pollution.” Visibility was determ ned

to be an inportant value in 156 nmandatory C ass | Federal areas?

Y Visual range is the greatest distance, in kilometers or niles, at which one
can view a dark object against the sky.

2Areas designated as mandatory Class | Federal areas consist of national parks
exceedi ng 6000 acres, wi |l derness areas and national menorial parks exceedi ng
5000 acres, and all international parks that were in exi stence on August 7,
1977. 42 U.S.C. 7472(a). |In accordance with section 169A of the CAA, EPA,
in consultation with the Departnent of Interior, pronmulgated a |list of 156
areas where visibility is identified as an inportant value. 44 FR 69122
(Novenber 30, 1979). Although states and tribes nmay designate as O ass |
addi ti onal areas which they consider to have visibility as an inportant

val ue, the requirenents of the visibility programset forth in section 169A
of the CAA apply only to “mandatory Cl ass | Federal areas.” FEach nandatory
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as listed in 40 CFR 81.400-437. 1In the first phase of
visibility protection, EPA promul gated regul ati ons on Decenber
2, 1980, to address visibility inpairnment in Cass | areas that
is “reasonably attributable” to a single source or snall group
of sources, i.e., “reasonably attributable visibility
inmpairment” or RAVI. 45 FR 80084. EPA deferred action on

regi onal haze that emanates froma variety of sources unti

nmoni toring, nodeling and scientific know edge about the

rel ati onship between pollutants and visibility inpairnment were
i nproved.

Congress added section 169B to the CAA in 1990 to conduct
scientific research on regional haze. This legislation
established the G and Canyon Visibility Transport Comm ssion
(GCVTC), which issued its report, “Recommendations for |nproving
Western Vistas,” on June 10, 1996. These reconmmendati ons
informed the regul atory devel opnent of a regi onal haze program
and provided an option for certain western states to address
visibility at 16 Class | areas on the Col orado Pl at eau under 40
CFR 51. 309.

EPA pronul gated a rule to address regional haze on July 1,
1999 known as the Regional Haze Rule (RHR) (64 FR 35713). The

RHR revi sed the existing visibility regulations to include

Class | Federal area is the responsibility of a “Federal Land Manager.” 42
US. C 7602(i). When we use the term“Class | area” in this action, we nmean
a “mandatory C ass | Federal area.”
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provi si ons addressi ng regional haze inpairnment and established a
conprehensive visibility protection programfor Cass | areas.
The requirenments for regional haze, found at 40 CFR 51. 308 and
51. 309, are included in EPA's visibility protection regul ations
at 40 CFR 51. 300-309. Sone of the major elenents of the RHR
requi renents are sunmari zed in section IIl of this notice. The
requi renment to submt a regional haze plan revision applies to
all 50 states, the District of Colunbia, and the Virgin Islands.
States were required to submt the first inplenentation plan
addressing regional haze visibility inpairnment no |ater than
Decenber 17, 2007. 40 CFR 51.308(b). Since nobst states,

i ncl udi ng Nevada, did not submt SIPs prior to the deadline, EPA
made a Finding of Failure to Submt that extended the deadline
to January 15, 2011, for EPA to approve a SIP or publish a
Federal Inplenmentation Plan (FIP). 74 FR 2392 (January 15,

2009). EPA is publishing this proposal to neet this obligation.

C. Roles of Agencies in addressi ng Regional Haze
Successful inplenmentation of the regional haze programw ||
require long-termcoordinati on anong states, tribal governnents
and various federal agencies. As noted above, pollution
affecting the air quality in Cass | areas can result fromthe
transport of pollutants over |ong distances, even hundreds of

kil oneters. Therefore, states and tribal nations need to devel op
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coordinated strategies to take into account the effect of
em ssions fromone jurisdiction on the air quality in another.
To support a regional approach to the planning process, EPA
founded five regional planning organizations (RPGs) to assi st
states and tribes in addressing regional haze and rel ated
issues. The RPGs first evaluated technical information to
better understand how em ssions inpact Cass | areas across the
country, and then pursued the devel opnent of regional strategies
to reduce pollutants contributing to regi onal haze.

The Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP), one of five
RPCs nationally, is a voluntary partnership of State, Tribal,
Federal, and | ocal air agencies focusing on inproving visibility
at 116 Class | areas in the Wst. WRAP nenber states include:
Al aska, Arizona, California, Colorado, |daho, Mntana, New
Mexi co, North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah, Washington and
Wom ng. WRAP Tribal nenbers include Canpo Band of Kuneyaay
| ndi ans, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Cortina Indian
Rancheria, Hopi Tribe, Hual apai Nation of the G and Canyon,
Native Village of Shungnak, Nez Perce Tribe, Northern Cheyenne
Tri be, Puebl o of Aconma, Pueblo of San Felipe, and Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall. Wile Nevada is not a fornal
menber of the WRAP, State representatives participated fully in
the WRAP and relied on its technical services and products as

the basis for its plan.
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Wiile EPA regulates visibility at Cass | areas, Federal
Land Managers (FLMs) fromthe National Park Service, Fish and
WIldlife Service, and Forest Service have a special role in the
program because they have primary jurisdiction over O ass |
areas. FLMs may submt comments and nmake recommendati ons on a
state’s plan, and states are required to coordinate and consult
with FLMs on nost major planning and inplenmentation

requirenents.

I1l. Requirements for Regional Haze SIPs
A. Regional Haze Rule

Regi onal haze SIPs nmust establish a long-term strategy that
ensures reasonabl e progress toward achieving natural visibility
conditions in each Class | area affected by the state’s
em ssions. For each Class | area within its boundaries, the
state nust establish a reasonabl e progress goal (RPG for the
first planning period that ends on July 31, 2018. The long-term
strategy nust include enforceable emssion [imts and ot her
measures as necessary to achieve the RPG State inplenentation
pl ans must al so give specific attention to certain stationary
sources that were in existence on August 7, 1977, but were not
in operation before August 7, 1962. These sources, where
appropriate, are required to install Best Available Retrofit

Technol ogy (BART) controls to elimnate or reduce visibility
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inpairnment. The specific regional haze SIP requirenents are

summari zed bel ow.

B. Determ nation of Baseline, Natural and Current Visibility

Condi ti ons

The RHR establishes the deciview (dv) as the principal
metric for measuring visibility. This visibility metric
expresses uni form changes in haziness in terns of common
increnents across the entire range of visibility conditions,
frompristine to extrenely hazy conditions. Visibility
expressed in deciviews is determned by using air quality
measurenents to estimate |light extinction and then transformng
the value of light extinction to deciviews using a |logarithmc
function. The deciviewis a nore useful neasure for tracking
progress in inproving visibility than |light extinction because
each deciview change is an equal increnental change in
visibility as perceived by the human eye. Mst people can
detect a change in visibility at one deciview?

The deciview is used to express reasonabl e progress goals;
define visibility conditions; and track changes in visibility.
To track changes in visibility at each of the 156 Class | areas

covered by the visibility program (40 CFR 81.401-437), and as

3The preanble to the RHR provides additional details about the deciview 64
FR 35714, 35725 (July 1, 1999).
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part of the process for determ ning reasonabl e progress, states
must cal cul ate the degree of existing visibility inpairnment at
each Cass | area and periodically review progress m dway

t hrough each ten-year inplenmentation period. To do this, the
RHR requires states to determ ne the degree of inpairnment (in
deciviews) for the average of the 20 percent |east inpaired
(“best”) and 20 percent nost inpaired (“worst”) visibility days
over a specified tinme period at each of their Class | areas. In
addition, states nust develop an estimate of natural visibility
conditions for the purpose of conparing progress toward the
national goal. Natural visibility is determ ned by estimating
the natural concentrations of pollutants that cause visibility
i npai rment and then calculating total |ight extinction based on
those estimates. EPA has provided guidance to states regarding
how to cal cul ate baseline, natural and current visibility
conditions in docunents titled, EPA's Guidance for Estimating
Natural Visibility Conditions Under the Regional Haze Rul e,

Sept enber 2003, (EPA-454/B-03-005 | ocated at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttncaaal/t1l/ nenoranda/ rh envcurhr gd. pdf),

(hereinafter referred to as "EPA's 2003 Natural Visibility
Gui dance"), and Quidance for Tracking Progress Under the
Regi onal Haze Rul e (EPA-454/B-03-004 Septenber 2003 | ocated at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttncaaal /tl/ menoranda/rh tpurhr gd. pdf),
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hereinafter referred to as "EPA' s 2003 Tracki ng Progress
Qui dance").

For the first regional haze SIPS that were due by Decenber
17, 2007, "baseline visibility conditions" were the starting
points for assessing "current” visibility inpairnment. Baseline
visibility conditions represent the degree of visibility
i npai rment for the 20 percent |east inpaired days and 20 percent
nmost i npaired days for each cal endar year from 2000 to 2004.
Usi ng nonitoring data for 2000 through 2004, states are required
to cal cul ate the average degree of visibility inpairnment for
each Cass | area, based on the average of annual val ues over
the five-year period. The conparison of initial baseline
visibility conditions to natural visibility conditions indicates
t he amount of inprovenent necessary to attain natura
visibility, while the future conparison of baseline conditions
to the then current conditions wll indicate the anount of
progress. In general, the 2000-2004 baseline period is
considered the tinme fromwhich inprovenent in visibility is

measur ed.

C. Determ nation of Reasonabl e Progress Goal s
The vehicle for ensuring continuing progress towards
achieving the natural visibility goal is the subm ssion of a

series of regional haze SIPs that establish two RPGs (i.e., two
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distinct goals, one for the “best” and one for the “worst” days)
for every Class | area for each (approxi mately) ten-year

i npl enentation period. The RHR does not mandate specific

m | estones or rates of progress, but instead calls for states to
establish goals that provide for “reasonabl e progress” toward
achieving natural (i.e., “background”) visibility conditions. In
setting reasonabl e progress goals (RPGs), states nust provide
for an inprovenment in visibility for the nost inpaired days over
the (approximately) ten-year period of the SIP, and ensure no
degradation in visibility for the | east inpaired days over the
sanme peri od.

States have significant discretion in establishing RPGs,
but are required to consider the follow ng factors established
in section 169A of the CAA and in EPA's RHR at 40 CFR
51.308(d) (1) (i)(A): (1) the costs of conpliance; (2) the tine
necessary for conpliance; (3) the energy and non-air quality
envi ronnental inpacts of conpliance; and (4) the remaining
useful life of any potentially affected sources. States nust
denonstrate in their SIPs how these factors are consi dered when
selecting the RPGs for the best and worst days for each
applicable Cass | area. States have considerable flexibility
in how they take these factors into consideration, as noted in
EPA' s QGui dance for Setting Reasonabl e Progress Goals under the

Regi onal Haze Program July 1, 2007, nenorandumfrom WIlIliam L.
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Wehrum Acting Assistant Adm nistrator for Air and Radiation, to
EPA Regi onal Adm nistrators, EPA Regions 1-10 (pp. 4-2, 5-1)
(“EPA's Reasonabl e Progress Guidance”). In setting the RPGs,
states nust al so consider the rate of progress needed to reach
natural visibility conditions by 2064 (referred to as the
“uniformrate of progress” (URP) or the “glide path”) and the
em ssion reduction neasures needed to achieve that rate of
progress over the ten-year period of the SIP. Uniform progress
t owar ds achi evenment of natural conditions by the year 2064
represents a rate of progress that states are to use for

anal ytical conparison to the anmount of progress they expect to
achieve. 1In setting RPGs, each state with one or nore C ass |
areas (“Class | state”) nust also consult with potentially
“contributing states,” i.e., other nearby states with em ssion
sources that may be affecting visibility inpairnent at the C ass

| state's areas. 40 CFR 51.308(d)(1)(iv).

D. Best Avail able Retrofit Technol ogy
Section 169A of the CAA directs states to eval uate the use
of retrofit controls at certain |larger, often uncontroll ed,
ol der stationary sources in order to address visibility inpacts
fromthese sources. Specifically, section 169A(b)(2)(A) of the
CAA requires states to revise their SIPs to contain such

measures as nmay be necessary to make reasonabl e progress towards
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the natural visibility goal, including a requirenent that
certain categories of existing major stationary sources* built
bet ween 1962 and 1977 procure, install, and operate the “Best
Avai |l abl e Retrofit Technol ogy” as determ ned by the state.
Under the RHR, states are directed to conduct BART
determ nations for such “BART-eligible” sources that may be
anticipated to cause or contribute to any visibility inpairnment
ina Cass | area. Rather than requiring source-specific BART
controls, states also have the flexibility to adopt an em ssions
trading programor other alternative programas |ong as the
alternative provides greater reasonabl e progress towards
inmproving visibility than BART.

EPA published on July 6, 2005, the Cuidelines for BART
Det erm nations under the Regional Haze Rule at Appendix Y to 40
CFR Part 51 (hereinafter referred to as the “BART Quidelines”)
to assist states in determ ning which of their sources should be
subject to the BART requirenents and in determ ning appropriate
emssion limts for each applicable source. |In making a BART
determ nation for a fossil fuel-fired electric generating plant
with a total generating capacity in excess of 750 negawatts, a
state nust use the approach set forth in the BART Cuidelines. A

state is encouraged, but not required, to follow the BART

*The set of “mmjor stationary sources” potentially subject to
BART is listed in CAA section 169A(Qg) (7).
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Gui delines in maki ng BART determ nations for other types of
sour ces.

States nust address all visibility-inpairing pollutants
emtted by a source in the BART determ nation process. The nost
significant visibility inpairing pollutants are SO,, NO and PM
EPA has indicated that states should use their best judgnent in
determ ni ng whet her VOC or NH; conmpounds inpair visibility in
Class | areas.

Under the BART Quidelines, states may sel ect an exenption
threshol d value for their BART nodeling, bel ow which a BART-
el igible source woul d not be expected to cause or contribute to
visibility inmpairment in any Cass | area. The state nust
docunent this exenption threshold value in the SIP and nust
state the basis for its selection of that value. Any source
W th em ssions that nodel above the threshold val ue woul d be
subject to a BART determ nation review. The BART Cui del i nes
acknow edge varying circunstances affecting different C ass |
areas. States should consider the nunber of em ssion sources
affecting the Class | areas at issue and the nmagnitude of the
i ndi vi dual sources’ inpacts. An exenption threshold set by the
state should not be higher than 0.5 decivi ew.

In their SIPs, states nust identify potential BART sources,
described in the RHR as “BART-el i gi bl e sources”, and docunent

their BART control determ nation anal yses. |In making BART
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determ nations, section 169A(g)(2) of the CAA requires that
states consider the following factors: (1) the costs of
conpliance; (2) the energy and non-air quality environnental
i npacts of conpliance; (3) any existing pollution control
technology in use at the source; (4) the remaining useful life
of the source; and, (5) the degree of inprovenent in visibility
whi ch may reasonably be anticipated to result fromthe use of
such technology. States are free to determ ne the wei ght and
significance assigned to each factor.

A regional haze SIP nust include source-specific BART
em ssion limts and conpliance schedul es for each source subject
to BART. Once a state has nade its BART determ nation, the BART
controls nust be installed and in operation as expeditiously as
practicable, but no later than five years after the date EPA
approves the regional haze SIP. CAA section 169(g)(4). 40 CFR
51.308(e)(1)(iv). In addition to what is required by the RHR
general SIP requirenents mandate that the SIP nust al so include
all regulatory requirenents related to nonitoring, recordkeeping
and reporting for the BART controls on the source. States have
the flexibility to choose the type of control neasures they wl|

use to neet the requirenents of BART.
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E. Long-Term Strat egy

Consistent with the requirenent in section 169A(b) of the
CAA that states include in their regional haze SIP a ten- to
fifteen-year strategy for maki ng reasonabl e progress, section
51.308(d)(3) of the RHR requires that states include a |long-term
strategy (LTS) in their regional haze SIPs. The LTS is the
conpilation of all control neasures a state will use during the
i npl enentation period of the specific SIP submttal to neet
applicable RPGs. The LTS nust include “enforceable em ssions
[imtations, conpliance schedul es, and ot her neasures needed to
achi eve the reasonabl e progress goals” for all Cass | areas
within and affected by em ssions fromthe state. 40 CFR
51.308(d) (3).

When a state's em ssions are reasonably anticipated to
cause or contribute to visibility inpairnment in a Class | area
| ocated in another state, the RHR requires the inpacted state to
coordinate with contributing states to devel op coordi nat ed
em ssi ons managenent strategies. 40 CFR 51.308(d)(3)(i). In
such cases, the contributing state nust denonstrate that it has
included inits SIP, all neasures necessary to obtain its share
of the em ssion reductions needed to neet the RPGs for the O ass
| area. The RPGCs have provided forunms for significant
interstate consultation, but additional consultation between

states may be required to sufficiently address interstate
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visibility issues (e.g., where two states belong to different
RPQs) .

States shoul d consider all types of anthropogenic sources
of visibility inpairment in developing their LTS, including
stationary, mnor, nobile, and area sources. At a m ninum
states must describe how each of the foll ow ng seven factors
listed bel ow are taken into account in developing their LTS:

(1) em ssion reductions due to ongoing air pollution control
prograns, including nmeasures to address RAVI; (2) neasures to
mtigate the inpacts of construction activities; (3) em ssions
limtations and schedul es for conpliance to achieve the RPG (4)
source retirenent and replacenent schedul es; (5) snoke
managenent techni ques for agricultural and forestry nanagenent
pur poses including plans as currently exist within the state for
t hese purposes; (6) enforceability of emssions |limtations and
control neasures; and, (7) the anticipated net effect on
visibility due to projected changes in point, area, and nobile
source em ssions over the period addressed by the LTS. 40 CFR

51.308(d) (3) (V).

F. Coordination of the Regional Haze SIP and Reasonably
Attributable Visibility Inpairnent
As part of the RHR, EPA revised 40 CFR 51.306(c) regarding

the long-termstrategy for RAVI to require that the RAVI plan
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must provide for a periodic review and SIP revision not |ess
frequently than every three years until the date of subm ssion
of the state's first plan addressing regional haze visibility

i npai rment, which was due Decenber 17, 2007, in accordance with
40 CFR 51.308(b) and (c). On or before this date, the state nust
revise its plan to provide for review and revision of a

coordi nated LTS for addressing RAVI and regional haze, and the
state nmust submt the first such coordinated LTS with its first
regi onal haze SIP. Future coordinated LTSs, and periodic
progress reports eval uating progress towards RPGs, nust be
submtted consistent with the schedule for SIP subm ssion and
periodic progress reports set forth in 40 CFR 51.308(f) and
51.308(g), respectively. The periodic review of a state's LTS
must report on both regional haze and RAVI i npairnent and nust

be submtted to EPA as a SIP revision.

G Mnitoring Strategy
Section 51.308(d)(4) of the RHR requires a nonitoring
strategy for nmeasuring, characterizing, and reporting on
regi onal haze visibility inpairnment that is representative of
all mandatory Class | areas within the state. The strategy nust
be coordinated with the nonitoring strategy required in 40 CFR
51.305 for RAVI. Conpliance with this requirenent may be net

t hrough “participation” in the Interagency Mnitoring of
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Protected Visual Environnents (I MPROVE) network, i.e., review
and use of nonitoring data fromthe network. The nonitoring
strategy is due with the first regional haze SIP, and it nust be
reviewed every five years. The nonitoring strategy nust al so
provide for additional nonitoring sites if the | MPROVE network
is not sufficient to determ ne whether RPGs will be net. The

SIP nmust al so provide for the foll ow ng:

Procedures for using nonitoring data and other information
in a state with mandatory Cass | areas to determ ne the
contribution of emssions fromwithin the state to regi onal haze
visibility inmpairment at Cass | areas both within and outside
t he state;

Procedures for using nonitoring data and other information
in a state with no mandatory Cass | areas to determ ne the
contribution of emssions fromwithin the state to regi onal haze

visibility inmpairnment at Class | areas in other states;

Reporting of all visibility nmonitoring data to the
Adm nistrator at |east annually for each Class | area in the
state, and where possible, in electronic format;

Devel oping a statewi de inventory of em ssions of pollutants
that are reasonably anticipated to cause or contribute to
visibility inmpairment in any Class | area. The inventory nust
i nclude em ssions for a baseline year, em ssions for the nost

recent year for which data are avail able, and estimtes of
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future projected em ssions. A state nust al so nake a conm t nent

to update the inventory periodically; and,

Q her elenents, including reporting, recordkeeping, and

ot her nmeasures necessary to assess and report on visibility.

H SIP Revisions and Progress Reports

The RHR requires control strategies to cover an initial
i npl enmentation period through 2018, with a conprehensive
reassessnent and revision of those strategies, as appropriate,
every ten years thereafter. Periodic SIP revisions nust neet
the core requirenments of section 51.308(d) with the exception of
BART. The requirenent to evaluate sources for BART applies only
to the first regional haze SIP. Facilities subject to BART nust
continue to conply with the BART provisions of section
51.308(e), as noted above. Periodic SIP revisions wll assure
that the statutory requirenent of reasonable progress wll
continue to be net.

Each state also is required to submt a report to EPA every
five years that eval uates progress toward achi eving the RPG for
each Class | area within the state and outside the state if
affected by emssions fromwithin the state. 40 CFR 51.308(Q).
The first progress report is due five years fromsubmttal of
the initial regional haze SIP revision. At the sane tine a 5-

year progress report is submtted, a state nust determ ne the
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adequacy of its existing SIP to achieve the established goals
for visibility inmprovenent. 40 CFR 51.308(h). The RHR contains
nore detailed requirenents associated with these parts of the

Rul e.

| . Coordination wth Federal Land Managers

The RHR requires that states consult with Federal Land
Managers (FLMs) before adopting and submtting their SIPs. 40
CFR 51.308(i). States nust provide FLMs an opportunity for
consultation, in person and at |east sixty days prior to holding
any public hearing on the SIP. This consultation nust include
the opportunity for the FLMs to discuss their assessnent of
inmpairment of visibility in any Class | area and to offer
recomendati ons on the devel opnent of the RPGs and on the
devel opnment and i nplenentation of strategies to address
visibility inmpairment. Furthernore, a state nust include in its
SIP a description of how it addressed any coments provided by
the FLMs. Finally, a SIP nust provide procedures for continuing
consul tation between the state and FLMs regarding the state's
visibility protection program including devel opnent and revi ew
of SIP revisions, five-year progress reports, and the
i npl enentati on of other prograns having the potential to

contribute to inpairnment of visibility in Cass | areas.
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V. EPA's Analysis of Nevada’s RH SIP
A. Affected Class | Areas

Nevada has one Class | area, the Jarbidge WI derness Area
(hereinafter referred to as Jarbidge), |ocated within the
Hunbol dt National Forest in the northeastern corner of the
State. NDEP identified 24 other Class | areas® | ocated outside
the State that may be affected by its em ssions. These other
Class | areas are in Arizona (5), California (11), Idaho (2),
Oregon (3) and Utah (3). In Arizona, the Class | areas are
Grand Canyon National Park (NP), Sycanore Canyon W/ derness Area
(WA, Pine Mountain WA, Mazatal WA, and Sierra Ancha WA. In
California, they are Desol ation WA, Done Land WA, Hoover WA,
Joshua Tree NP, Kaiser WA, Lassen Vol canic NP, Lava Beds WA, San
Gabriel WA, San Gorgonio WA, Sequoia NP, and Yosemte NP. In
| daho, the areas are Craters of the Moon WA and Sawtooth WA. In
Oregon, the areas are Crater Lake NP, Hells Canyon WA and Eagl e
Cap WA, In Uah, the areas are Bryce Canyon NP, Capitol Reef NP
and Zion NP. EPA is proposing to find that NDEP has identified
all affected Class | areas within and outside the State that are

potentially affected by its em ssions.

°> These Class | areas were identified using Particle Source Apportionment
Tracki ng (PSAT) nodeling results for sulfate and nitrate extinction. Tables
4-3 and 4-4 in the Nevada Regional Haze SIP identify the rank and percentage
of the total nobdel ed concentration due to SO, em ssions and NQ, enmi ssions from
sources in Nevada to the I MPROVE nonitors representing Class | areas in the
five adjacent states. Where a nonitoring site is not located within a
specific national park or wilderness area, the closest Class | area is

listed.
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B. Visibility Conditions and Uni form Rate of Progress

NDEP devel oped the visibility estimates in its RH SIP using
air quality nodels and anal ytical tools provided by the WRAP.
Based on EPA' s review of the WRAP' s techni cal anal yses and
products, we found that the nodels were used appropriately, and
were consistent with EPA guidance in effect at the tinme of their
use. The nodels used by the WRAP were state-of-the-science at
the time the nodeling was conducted, and nodel perfornance was
adequate for the purposes that they were used.®

1. Baseline and Natural Visibility Conditions

Baseline visibility conditions represent the degree of
visibility inpairnment for the 20 percent |east inpaired days and
20 percent nost inpaired days for each cal endar year from 2000
to 2004. Using nonitoring data for 2000 through 2004, states
are required to calcul ate the average degree of visibility
inpairnment for each Class | area, based on the average of annual
val ues over the five-year period.

NDEP cal cul ated that on the 20 percent worst days at
Jar bi dge, the baseline visibility condition is 12.07 dv and the
natural visibility conditionis 7.87 dv. The natural visibility
condition represents the |ong-termnational goal of no man-nmade

inpairnment. Since a state must ensure visibility inprovenent on

® For our detailed review and discussion, please see “ Technical Support Document for Technical Products Prepared
by the Western Regional Air Partnership in support of Western Regional Haze Plans’, Final, February 2011 (WRAP
TSD).
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t he worst days, a baseline of 12.07 dv and an endpoint of 7.87
dv are used to neasure progress. On the 20 percent best days,
the baseline visibility condition is 2.56 dv and the natural
visibility condition is 1.14 dv. The baseline visibility
condition on best days is a value that nust be maintained in
future years.

2. Uniform Rate of Progress Estimte

NDEP cal cul ated the uniformrate of progress (URP) estimte
for Jarbi dge using the deciviews for the 2000-2004 baseline and
natural background conditions on the 20 percent worst days. The
URP is represented as a straight line between a Class | area’s
basel i ne val ue and natural conditions in 2064. 40 CFR Section
51.308(d)(1)(i)(B). This line is linear and assunes the sane
i ncrenment of progress every year for 60 years.

NDEP cal cul ated the URP for Jarbidge in 2018 as 11.09 dv.
This is listed belowin Table 1 and illustrated below in Figure
1 fromNevada’s RH SIP. G ven baseline conditions of 12.07 dv
and an estimate of natural conditions of 7.87 dv, the overall
visibility inprovenment necessary to reach the national goal is
4.20 dv. As the regional haze rule requires the URP to be
cal cul ated over a 60-year period from baseline to natural
conditions (2004 to 2064), the URP is an average annual
i nprovenent of 0.07 dv (4.20 dv divided by 60 years). A uniform

rate of progress in the first planning period (2004 to 2018)
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woul d result in an inprovenent of 0.98 dv (14 years tinmes .07

dv). Therefore, the URP in 2018 for Jarbidge is 11.09 dv (12.07

dv m nus 0.98 dv).
NDEP produced the followng visibility estimates in
deciviews for its one O ass |

area: baseline visibility

conditions, uniformrate of progress estimate for 2018, and

natural conditions estimate for 2064. W propose to find that

these estimates are consistent with the requirenments of the RHR

particularly the requirenments at 40 CFR 51.308(d)(2)(i) and

(iii).
TABLE 1-VI SI Bl LI TY CALCULATI ONS FOR JARBI DGE
(in deciviews)
Cl ass | 2000- 20004 2018 2018 2064 2000- 2004
Ar ea Basel i ne Uni form Reducti on Nat ur al Basel i ne
Condi tion Rat e of Needed Condi tion Condi tion
(20% wor st Progress (20% wor st (20% wor st | (20% best
days) (20% wor st days) days) days)
days)
Jar bi dge 12. 07 11. 09 0. 98 7.87 2.56
W | der ness
Ar ea
Source: Table 2-1, page 2-7, Nevada RH SIP
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FI GURE 1-UNI FORM RATE OF PROGRESS FOR JARBI DGE

Uniform Rate of Progre:s Glidepath
Jarbidze Wilderness Area - 20 Percent Best and Worst Days
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C. Nevada’s Em ssions | nventories
1. Emssions Inventories for 2002 and 2018

The RHR requires a statew de em ssions inventory of
pol lutants that are reasonably anticipated to cause or
contribute to visibility inpairment in any mandatory C ass |

area. 40 CFR 51.308(d)(4)(v). NDEP provides a statew de

em ssions inventory for 2002, representing the m d-point of the
2000- 2004 baseline period, and a projected em ssions inventory
for 2018, The

the end of the first 10-year planning period.

2018 inventory is based on visibility nodeling conducted by the
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WRAP' s Regi onal Mbdeling Center using the Comunity Milti-Scale
Alr Quality (CMAQ nodel. The em ssions inventories for 2002
and 2018 provi de estimtes of annual em ssions for haze
produci ng pollutants by source category as summari zed by EPA in
Tables 2 and 3 based on information in Chapter 3 of Nevada's RH
SIP. The inventoried pollutants include sul fur oxides (SO),

ni trogen oxides (NO), volatile organic conpounds (VOCs), fine
particul ate matter under 2.5 mcrons (PM. s5), coarse particul ate
matter under 10 m crons (PMyp), ammnia (NHy), primary organic
aerosol (POA)’, and elemental carbon (EC). The emissions are
divided into six source categories: point, area, nobile on-
road, nobile off-road, natural and other. Natural sources

i nclude natural fire, biogenic and w ndbl own dust. O her

i ncludes oil and gas, road dust, fugitive dust and ant hropogenic
fire. EPA is proposing to find that the em ssion inventories in

Nevada’s RH SI P were cal cul ated usi ng approved EPA net hods.

" Instead of using the category of Organic Carbon, Nevada used the PQOA primary
organi c aerosol that includes organic nol ecul es or conpounds that are
directly emtted fromthe conbustion of organic material. These organic
conmpounds i ncl ude organi c carbon, hydrogen, oxygen as well as other organic

at onrs.
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TABLE 2—SuvvaRy OF 2000- 2004 AVERAGE BASELI NE EM SSI ONS FOR NEVADA
( TONS PER YEAR)

SO NO, VOC PM. 5 PMo NH; PCA EC
Poi nt 50,947 | 59,873 2,215 | 2,158 4,093 339 256 13
Area 13,037 5,728 | 28,592 830 897 | 8,009 687 96
Mobi | e 510 | 41,089 | 36,257 0 245 2,030 314 235
On- Road
Mobi | e 1,672 | 32,565 | 18,094 0 0 22 572 | 1,354
O f - Road
Nat ur al 2,784 23,103]811,745] 11,844 99,122 1,684 | 22,501 | 4,674
Q her 28 117 199 | 6,138 | 56,786 8 405 37
TOTAL 68,978 | 162,475 | 897,102 | 20,970 | 161,143 | 12,092 | 24,734 | 6, 409
PERCENT (5) (12) (66) (1.5) (12) (1) (2) (0.5)

TABLE 3—SumvaRY OF 2018 EM SSI ONS FOR NEVADA
( TONS PER YEAR)

SO NO, VOC PM. 5 PMo NH; PCA EC
Poi nt 28,320 | 67,632 3,866 | 2,211 4,717 864 168 13
Area 14,280 7,418 | 53,014 | 1,150 1,012 | 8,535 776 115
Mobi | e 336 | 15,049 | 17,085 0 360 | 3,385 422 121
On- Road
Mobi | e 473 | 22,182 | 11,784 0 0 30 393 668
O f - Road
Nat ur al 2,784 23,103]811,745] 11,844 99,122 1,684 | 22,501 | 4,674
Q her 30 114 213 | 8,928 | 83,076 5 561 47
TOTAL 46,223 | 135,498 | 897,707 | 24,133 | 188,287 | 14,503 | 24,822 | 5,638
PERCENT (3.5) (10) (67) (2) (14) (1) (2) (0.5)

2. Analysis of Statew de Em ssions by Poll utant

NDEP' s anal ysis of each pollutant in its em ssions
inventory, as sunmmarized below, inforns the relationship between
the State’s em ssions and visibility inpairnment at Jarbi dge as
well as Class | areas outside the State.

Sul fur D oxide: SO em ssions are nostly from coal
conbustion at electrical generation facilities, but smaller
anounts are from natural gas conbustion, nobile sources and wood

conmbustion. In Nevada, SO em ssions are predom nantly from
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poi nt sources (61 percent) and area sources (31 percent).

St atewi de em ssions of SO, are projected to decrease 33 percent
by 2018 as conpared to the baseline due to planned BART controls
on power plants and to reductions in nobile source em ssions due
to federal diesel fuel standards. Conparing 2018 projections to
t he baseline, SO em ssions from point sources decrease 44
percent; area sources increase 10 percent; off-road nobile

decrease 72 percent; and on-road nobil e decrease 34 percent.

Nitrogen Oxide: NO is generated during any conbustion
process where nitrogen and oxygen fromthe atnosphere conbine to
formnitric oxide and to a | esser extent nitrogen dioxide. NGO
em ssions are predom nantly from point sources (50 percent) and
nmobi | e sources (27 percent). Statew de em ssions of NO are
expected to decrease by 17 percent by 2018, primarily due to an
estimated 36,423 ton reduction in em ssions from nobile sources
due to new federal vehicle em ssion standards. While NO from
poi nt sources is projected to increase by 13 percent, the 2018
em ssions inventory data does not include NO: reductions fromthe
installation of BART controls in Nevada. The projected increase
of 29 percent in area sources by 2018 is largely due to
forecasted increases in activity from popul ati on grow h.

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds: VOCs are gases emtted by a
wi de array of man-made products and sources, but in Nevada are
mostly fromliving organisnms (90 percent), a natural source

35



categorized as a biogenic. VOCs inpact visibility as em ssions
condense in the atnosphere to form an organi c aerosol.

Projected em ssions of VOCs are not expected to change by 2018.

PMs: PMfine em ssions are conposed of fine particul ates
that can renmai n suspended in the atnosphere for |ong periods of
time and travel long distances. |In Nevada, these em ssions are
generated nostly by natural fires (49 percent) and area sources
(37 percent) such as woodst oves. St atewi de em ssions of PM s
are expected to increase by 15 percent by 2018. Most of the
increase is associated with fugitive dust related to increases
in population. Overall, PMsis arelatively small part of the

visibility problem conpared to other pollutants.

PMo: PM coarse em ssions are larger particles that trave
shorter distances, but still contribute to regional visibility
inpairnment. I n Nevada, PM coarse em ssions are predom nately
due to wi ndbl own dust (50 percent) and fugitive dust (36
percent). PMyp enm ssions are expected to increase about 17
percent by 2018 due nostly to projected increases in road dust
and fugitive dust linked to increases in population. W ndblown
dust is not projected to change by 2018, and remains the primry
source category for these em ssions.

Amonia: NH; em ssions are froma variety of sources
i ncludi ng wastewater treatnment facilities, |livestock operations,

fertilizer applications and nobile sources. NH; em ssions are
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predom nantly from area sources (59 percent) and on-road nobil e
sources (23 percent). The 2018 projections indicate a net
i ncrease of 20 percent, nostly fromon-road nobil e sources due
to projected increases in population, and by extension,
vehicular traffic. Wiile emssion estimates for NH are hard to
quantify, these pollutants are inportant because they react with
SG, and NO to form amoni um sul fate (SQy) and anmoniumnitrate
(NG;) particles that are very effective in inpairing visibility.
Primary Organic Aerosol: PQOA includes organic nol ecul es or
conpounds directly emtted fromthe conbustion of organic
material. Natural fire em ssions (91 percent) domnate this

category of statew de em ssions.

El enental Carbon: EC particulates are emtted as a primry
aerosol fromfossil fuel conbustion (vehicles, boilers, and
ot her industrial processes), wild fires and other types of
burning. In Nevada, the primary source of EC em ssions is
natural fire (83 percent) followed by off-road nobile (12
percent). Total EC em ssions are projected to decrease 12
percent by 2018, nostly from nobil e source em ssions reductions
resulting fromfederal regul ations.

3. Analysis of Natural versus Anthropogenic Em ssions

NDEP di sti ngui shes between natural and ant hropogenic
sources of statewide em ssions to indicate the type and | evel of
em ssions within the State that are anenable to controls. Table
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4 provides a summary of anthropogeni c and natural em ssions
based on the 2018 em ssions inventory. The |last colum provides
t he percentage change in total em ssions fromthe average

em ssi ons basel i ne.

TABLE 4- - NATURAL V. ANTHROPOGENI C SOURCES

Em ssions Summary in 2018 (tons per year)

Ant hr opogeni c Nat ur al Change

Tons/ % of Tons/ % of Total in from

Year Tot al Year Tot al 2018 Basel i ne
SO 43,440 | 94% 2,784 6% 46, 224 -33. 0%
NO, 112,394 | 83% 23,102 17% 135, 496 -16. 6%
EC 964 | 17% 4,674 83% 5, 638 -12. 0%
PM. 5 12,289 | 51% 11, 845 49% 24,134 15. 1%
PMo 89,165 | 47% 99, 122 53% 188, 287 16. 8%
NHs 12,819 | 88% 1, 684 12% 14, 503 19. 9%
POA 2,321 9% 22,501 91% 24,822 0. 4%
VOC 85,962 | 10% 811, 745 90% 897, 707 0.1%
Tot al 359,354 | 27% 977, 458 73% | 1,336, 811 -1. 3%

Source: Table 3-6, page 3-14, Nevada RH SIP

NDEP estinmates that about 73 percent of its statew de
em ssions in 2018 are projected to conme fromnatural sources
(i.e., natural fires, w ndbl own dust and bi ogenics). Natural
sources contribute nost of the em ssions of EC, POA and VOC, and
about half the em ssions of PM.s and PMo. Wil e anthropogenic
sources conprise only 27 percent of the projected inventory in
2018, these sources are inportant contributors of SO, NO and

NH; as well as half of PM s and PMy.
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D. Sources of Visibility Inpairnment

NDEP used baseline nonitoring data presented in Table 5 to
anal yze the contribution of pollutants to |ight extinction
(i.e., visibility inpairment) on the worst days at Jarbidge.
The pol lutants causing the highest levels of light extinction
are associated with the sources causing the nost visibility
inpairnment. The primary contributors to |light extinction at
Jar bi dge are organic matter carbon (40 percent), coarse matter
(22.3 percent), and sulfates (16.7 percent). Elevated |evels of
organi c carbon and its seasonal pattern suggest these particles
are fromw | dfires and bi ogenic sources. Two conponents of
organi ¢ carbon, POA and VOCs, are each 90 percent from natura
sources as listed above in the 2018 em ssions inventory. VWile
ant hr opogeni ¢ em ssions contributing to organi c carbon may
i nclude fossil fuels conbustion and wood burning, these are not
i kely sources at Jarbidge, which is an isol ated national park.
Simlarly, coarse matter, also known as PMy, is due nostly to
natural ly occurring events of w ndbl omn dust and fugitive dust
based on the 2018 em ssions inventory. Amonia sulfate (SQ)) is
the third highest contributor to light extinction on the worst
days (16.7 percent), and the one nost closely associated with
ant hr opogeni ¢ sources. Soil (PM.s) and el enental carbon (EC)
are nostly fromnatural fire, and ammonia nitrates (NO) have

only a mnimal contribution to Iight extinction at Jarbidge.
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This anal ysis indicates that nost of the |light extinction at
Jarbidge is due to natural sources.

TABLE 5—PERCENTAGE OF LI GHT EXTI NCTI ON AT JARBI DGE
( BASELI NE PER orf)

Year | SO | N | o | EC | Soil | CM |[Sea Salt
20 Percent Worst Days

2001 14.6 3.5 38.6 8.4 10. 4 24.2 0.3
2002 11.5 5.6 48.4 6.5 10.9 17.1 0.0
2003 17.3 3.1 40. 8 6.3 7.7 24.8 0.0
2004 23.6 5.7 32.4 5.0 9.7 23.0 0.7
Aver age 16. 7 4.5 40.0 6.5 9.7 22.3 0.3
Source: Table 2-2, page 2-19, Nevada RH SIP

1. Sources of Visibility Inpairnment at Jarbidge

NDEP relied on source apportionment nodeling® conducted by
the WRAP to determ ne the sources of sulfate and nitrate
particles at Jarbidge since these pollutants are commonly
associ ated w th ant hropogeni c sources. The source apportionnent
nmodel ing results for the WRAP regi on on the worst days at
Jarbidge in 2018 indicate that the relative contribution of
particul ate sulfate concentrations is primarily from point
sources and natural fires in Idaho, O egon, Washi ngton, Nevada

and California (in descending order). |[|f one expands the

8 Wile the baseline period is from 2000 to 2004, the monitoring data for 2000
at Jarbidge was invalid because it failed to nmeet EPA’'s data conpl et eness
criteria.

® The WRAP' s Regi onal Modeling Center used the Particulate Matter Source
Apportionment Technol ogy (PSAT) algorithmin the Conprehensive Air Quality
Model with Extensions (CAMK) to attribute particle species, particularly
sulfate and nitrate, fromspecific source areas and source categories wthin
the WRAP regi on. The PSAT al gorithm applies nitrate-sul fate-amonia

chem stry to a systemof tracers to track chem cal transformation, transport
and di ssipation of eni ssions based on a 36 kiloneter grid cell within a
speci fied source area.
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nodel i ng domain to include all areas outside the WRAP region
the areas of greatest sulfate contribution are Qutside Donai n'°
(43.8 percent), Idaho (10.3 percent), Oregon (7.2 percent), and
Pacific Ofshore (6.9 percent). Based on this analysis, Nevada
contributes a relatively small anount (less than 5 percent) of
sul fate at Jarbidge, which primarily conmes from outside the
United States.

Source apportionnent nodeling indicates that the areas of
greatest nitrate contribution in the WRAP regi on on the worst
days at Jarbidge in 2018 is primarily fromarea and nobile
sources in lIdaho, and nobile sources in Uah and Nevada. Poi nt
sources in all three states are also significant contri butors.

I ncluding all areas outside the WRAP region, lIdaho is the

| argest source of nitrates on the worst days (30.3 percent),
foll owed by Qutside Domain (27.5 percent), Nevada (13.1
percent), and Utah (10.6 percent). This analysis indicates that
Nevada contributes a small amount of nitrates at Jarbi dge.

In sunmary, the analysis of light extinction indicates that
organi c carbon and coarse matter from natural sources account
for nost of the visibility inpairnment at Jarbidge. Wile
sulfates are an inportant contributor to light extinction, the

vast majority of sulfate particles are from outside of Nevada.

10 Qut side Domain represents the background concentrations of pollutants that
enter the nodeling domain fromsources outside the United States as well as
portions of Canada and Mexico that are included in the nodeling domain.
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2. Nevada’'s Contributions to Visibility Inpairnment in C ass
| Areas Qutside of the State

NDEP identified the rank and percentage of sulfate
extinction and nitrate extinction due to Nevada's em ssions at
| MPROVE nonitors in each of 24 Class | areas in the five
adj acent states.'* The results for the best and worst days in
2002 and 2018 indicate that Nevada is responsible for a very
smal | part of visibility inpairnment in Class | areas in Arizona,
California, lIdaho, Oregon and Utah. The hi ghest concentration
of sulfate extinction from Nevada’s em ssions in 2018 on the
best days is 7.2 percent at Sawtooth W/ derness Area in |daho,
and on the worst days is 5.6 percent at Zion National Park in
Utah. For nitrate extinction in 2018, Nevada' s highest
contribution on the best days is 12.4 percent at Joshua Tree
National Park in California, and on the worst days is 20 percent
at Desolation Wlderness in California. The next highest
contribution of nitrate extinction is significantly |lower, 8.8
percent at Bryce Canyon National Park in Utah. The |evel of
Nevada's contributions to other Class | areas, nostly well bel ow
10 percent, indicate that the vast majority of sulfates and
nitrates in other Class | areas are from sources outside of

Nevada. In conclusion, NDEP relied on source apportionnent

! See Table 4.3 Nevada' s Sulfate Extinction Contribution to Class | Areas Outside of Nevada (page 4-15) and Table
4.4 Nevada' s Nitrate Extinction Contribution to Class | Areas Outside of Nevada (page 4-17).
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nodeling to determne the relative contributions of haze causing
pollutants in Class | areas inside and outside Nevada. W found
t hese anal yses to be valid and technically correct. W propose
to find that the State has net the requirenents of CFR

51.308(d)(3)(iii) and (iv).

E. Determ nation of Best Available Retrofit Technol ogy (BART)
Nevada is required to evaluate the use of BART controls at

26 types of major stationary sources!? built between 1962 and
1977 that have the potential to emt 250 tons or nore of any
pol l utant and may reasonably be anticipated to cause or
contribute to any inpairnment of visibility in any Cass | area.
CAA Section 169A(b)(2)(A and 40 CFR 51.308(e). The state nust
submt a list of all BART-eligible sources within the state, and
a determ nation of BART controls, including em ssions
limtations and schedul es of conpliance, for those sources
subject to BART. Each source subject to BART is required to
install and operate BART as expeditiously as practicable, but
not later than five years after EPA approval of the state’'s
regi onal haze SIP revision. CAA Section 169(g)(4) and 40 CFR

51.308(e) (1) (iv).

12 The set of “major stationary sources’ potentially subject to BART islisted in CAA section 169A(g)(7).
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1. Sources eligible for BART

The first phase of the BART evaluation is to identify al
the BART-eligible sources within a state’s boundaries. NDEP
identified fourteen units at seven facilities as eligible for
BART controls as listed belowin Table 6. The seven facilities
are Nevada Energy’s Tracy (Miustang, NV), Fort Churchill
(Yerington, NV), Reid Gardner (Mdapa, NV) and Sunrise (Las
Vegas, NV) electrical generating stations; Southern California
Edi son’ s Mbhave generating station (Laughlin, NV); Nevada Cenent
Conpany’s Portland cenent plant (Fernley, NV); and Chem cal Linme
Conmpany’s Portl and cenent plant (Apex, NV). Mistang, Yerington,
Moapa and Fernley are in eastern Nevada. Las Vegas, Laughlin
and Apex are in southern Nevada. A map |ocating BART sources in
relation to Class | areas is provided as Figure 1, page 5-5, in

Nevada’'s RH SIP



TABLE 6—SOURCES ELI G BLE FOR BART I N NEVADA

Sour ce Uni t Sour ce Dat e Facility Potential to
(Locati on) Cat egory in Emt (tons per year)
Qper ati on NG, G, PNio
Boiler 1 ) 1963
Tracy i El ectric
( Must ang) Boiler 2 | Generating 1965 1,167 21 125
Boiler 3 Station 1974
Fort Boiler 1 El ectric 1968
Churchi Il Cenerating 2,221 9 41
(Yeri ngton) Boiler 2 Station 1971
. Boiler 1 El ectric 1965
Re%%wifzgner Boiler 2 | Generating 1068 7,045 | 1,020 | 1,343
P Boiler 3 Station 1976
. El ectric
Sunri se . .
(Las Vegas) Boiler 1 GEnergtlng 1964 851 1 13
Station
Boiler 1 Electric 1969
nghﬁrfn Generati ng 20,267 | 40,347 | 1,958
(Laughlin) | goijer 2 | station 1969
Nevada Cement | Kiln1 Port | and 1963
Conpany K 2 Cement 2,065 96 80
(Fernley) Pl ant 1967- 68
Chemi cal Line Port | and
Conpany Kiln 3 Cenent 1968 1,121 178 241
(Apex) Pl ant

Source: Table 5-1, page 5-3, Nevada RH SIP

2. Sources subject to BART

The second phase of the BART determ nation process is to
identify those BART-eligible sources that one may reasonably
anticipate to cause or contribute to visibility inpairnment at
any Class | area. These subject-to-BART sources are required to
anal yze what control neasures, if any, constitute BART for the
applicable SO, NO. and PMp em ssions. A state nmay exenpt a

BART-eligible source fromfurther BART review if the source is
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not reasonably anticipated to cause or contribute to any
visibility inpairnment at any Cass | area. As described in
EPA' s BART Guidelines'®, a state may chose to use dispersion
nodeling to estimate a source’s contribution to visibility

i npai rment, an approach which requires the State to establish a
threshold for contribution. Nevada established a 0.5 deciview
threshol d for exenpting BART-eligible sources based on the
results of dispersion nodeling*.

NDEP determ ned that four of the seven eligible facilities
are subject to BART since these facilities contribute to
visibility inpairment higher than 0.5 deciviews in one or nore
Class | areas. |Information on the four subject-to-BART

facilities is listed belowin Table 7.

13 EPA's Quidelines for BART Deterninations under the Regional Haze Rule are
at 40 CFR Part 51 Appendix Y or 70 FR 39104 (July 6, 2005). For information
on setting the contribution threshold refer to 70 FR 39161 (July 6, 2005).
YWRAP's RMC used the CALPUFF nodel ing systemto assess whet her Nevada’s
eligible sources were subject to or exenpt from BART by estimating inpacts
froma single source on each Class | area within 300 km of any BART-eligible
facility. The highest nodeled inpact in the fourth colum is the nmaxi mum
annual 98'" percentile delta deciview (8" highest value) of the three years
anal yzed.
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TABLE 7—SOURCES SUBJECT TO BART I N NEVADA
(Based on data from 2001-2003)

Facility Cass | Areas Di st ance H ghest Days

wi thin 300 km to | npact on | npact

C ass | Class | Area exceeds

Area (km (dv) 0.5 dv
Tracy Desol ati on 81 1.20 47
Mokel ume 101 0. 88 32
Hoover 142 0.52 11
Yosem te 153 0.50 11
Cari bou 170 1.03 48
Lassen Vol canic 175 0.94 44
Sout h War ner 189 0.99 62
Lava Beds 286 0.74 25
Fort Mokel utme 78 1.24 69
Churchill | Desol ation 85 1.25 72
Hoover 99 1.00 32
Em gr ant 100 0. 68 25
Yosem te 112 1.00 29
Ansel Adans 132 0.70 28
John Muir 169 0. 56 24
Cari bou 226 0.77 34
Lassen Vol canic 231 0.77 33
Sout h War ner 245 0.72 62
Thousand Lakes 265 0. 60 21
Rei d Grand Canyon 85 1.72 60
Gar dner Zi on 148 0.83 38
Joshua Tree 292 0. 88 48
Mohave Grand Canyon 110 4.61 498
Joshua Tree 137 4.58 248
Sycanore Canyon 223 1.51 111
San Gorgoni o 225 1.44 75
San Jacinto 234 1.62 74
Zi on 262 2 58 270
Pi ne Mount ain 265 1.21 49
Dome Land 268 1.97 72
Mazat al 279 1.19 45
Aqua Ti bi a 286 1.15 54
Cucanonga 287 1.38 51

Source: Table 5-2, page 5-6, Nevada RH SIP
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Nevada determ ned that three BART-eligible facilities are
not required to evaluate control options because these
facilities nodel ed below the visibility inpairment threshold of
0.5 decivi ews based on the 98'" percentile deciview These
facilities are the Sunrise Generating Station, the Nevada Cenent
Conpany, and the Chem cal Line Conpany |listed belowin Table 8.
The fourth BART-eligible facility, Mhave CGenerating Station,
has ceased operating!®. A summary of the WRAP's BART exenption
nmodel ing for these facilities is avail abl e at

http:// ndep. nv. gov/ bagp/ pl annodel i ng/ rhaze. ht i .

®The Mbhave Generating Station has ceased all operations related to the
generation of electricity from burning coal. NDEP approved Sout hern
California Edison’s request to termnate their Air Quality Operating Permt
(No. AP4911-0774, FIN A0013) on April 9, 2010.
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TABLE 8—SOURCES EXEMPT FROM BART I N NEVADA

Facility Cass | Areas D stance Hi ghest Days
wi thin 300 km to | npact on | npact
A ass | Class | Area | exceeds
Area (km (dv) 0.5 dv
Sunri se Grand Canyon 95 0. 20 1
Generating | Zi on 207 0.11 0
Station Joshua Tree 228 0.16 0
Donme Land 237 0. 08 0
San CGorgoni o 271 0. 08 0
John Miir 282 0. 06 0
Bryce Canyon 284 0. 04 0
Sequoi a 288 0. 04 0
San Jacinto 290 0. 06 0
Sycanore Canyon 290 0. 03 0
Nevada Desol ati on 101 0. 27 3
Cenment Mokel umme 115 0.31 3
Conpany Em gr ant 148 0. 16 0
Hoover 150 0. 22 0
Yosenite 161 0. 22 0
Cari bou 185 0.48 6
Ansel Adans 186 0.18 0
Lassen Vol canic 191 0. 46 6
Sout h War ner 224 0. 49 7
John Muir 224 0. 14 0
Thousand Lakes 254 0. 26 4
Kai ser 267 0. 08 0
Ki ngs Canyon 294 0.11 0
Lava Beds 294 0. 22 0
Chem cal Grand Canyon 89 0. 05 0
Li me Zi on 185 0. 03 0
Conpany Joshua Tree 254 0. 04 0
Done Land 256 0.02 0
Bryce Canyon 263 0.01 0
John Miir 290 0.01 0
Sycanor e 292 0.01 0
Sequoi a 296 0.01 0
San CGorgoni o 297 0. 02 0
Source: Table 5-3, page 5-7, Nevada RH SIP

NDEP based its contribution threshold on four factors.

First,
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threshol d for new sources under the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration and New Source Review rules. Second, this val ue
is consistent with the threshold selected by all other states in
the West. Third, it represents the limt of perceptible change.
Fourth, there was no clear rationale or justification for
selecting a lower level. This explanation, however, is
i nadequate for adopting a 0.5 dv threshold to determ ne whet her
a BART source may be reasonably anticipated to cause or
contribute to any visibility inpairnment in a Cass | area.
Based on EPA's review of the BART-eligible sources, however, EPA
is proposing to find that a 0.5 dv threshold is appropriate,
given the specific facts in Nevada.

In the BART Gui del i nes, EPA recommended that States
“consi der the nunber of BART sources affecting the Cass | areas
at issue and the magni tude of the individual sources’ inpacts.
In general, a |larger nunber of BART sources causing inpacts in a
Class | area may warrant a |l ower contribution threshold.” 70 FR
39104, 39161 July 6, 2005. Since four of the sources are
subj ect to BART, EPA focused its review on the nodel ed inpacts
of the three BART-exenpt sources as listed in the fourth colum
of Table 8. O those sources, Nevada Cenent Conpany has
estimated inpacts of close to 0.5 dv at three of the fourteen
potentially inpacted Class | areas. Nevada Cenent‘s highest

nodel ed i npacts are at Cari bou WA (0.48 dv), Lassen Vol canic NP

50



(0.46 dv) and South Warner WA (0.49 dv). O the BART-eligible
sources, only Tracy and Fort Churchill also inpact visibility in
these three Class | areas. NDEP found both Tracy and Fort
Churchill to be subject to BART based on its threshold of 0.5
dv. Thus, only a small nunber of BART-eligible sources, two of
whi ch were found to be subject to BART, are inpacting Caribou
WA, Lassen Vol canic NP, and South WWarner WA above or close to
the threshold level of 0.5 dv. In conparison to Nevada Cenent,
Sunrise’s highest inpact is 0.20 dv and Chem cal Line’ s highest
inpact is 0.05, both on Gand Canyon NP. O the other BART-
subj ect sources inpacting visibility at the G and Canyon, Mhave
has closed and Reid Gardner is subject to BART controls. @G ven
the relatively limted inpact on visibility fromthe three
exenpt ed sources, NDEP coul d have reasonably concluded that a
0.5 dv threshold was appropriate for identifying those BART-
eligible sources with significant inpacts on visibility in O ass
| areas. Based on our analysis, EPA is proposing to approve the
0.5 dv threshold adopted by Nevada in its Regional Haze SIP

3. BART Determ nations

NDEP conpl et ed BART determ nations and set emssion limts
for the eligible units at the Tracy, Churchill, and Reid Gardner
el ectrical generating stations in confornmance with EPA' s BART
Qui delines. Control technol ogies or neasures identified by NDEP

as BART are required to be installed and operating on units at
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these three facilities by January 1, 2015, or no later than five
years after approval of Nevada’s RH SIP, whichever occurs
sooner. The designated BART controls, emssion limts, and
conpl i ance deadlines are enforceabl e through Nevada State
regul ati on R190-08, adopted on April 23, 2009. Nevada Energy’s
BART reports and NDEP' s BART determ nations are avail abl e at

http://ndep. nv. gov/ bagp/ pl annodel i ng/ rhaze. ht Ml . Nevada Ener gy

is the owner and operator of Tracy, Fort Churchill and Reid
Gardner. NDEP made its BART determ nations based on the BART
reports from Nevada Energy, additional econom c analysis, and
basel i ne em ssion scenarios for NO. and SO, usi ng em ssions data
fromEPA' s Acid Rain Program Please refer to Chapter 5 of the
Nevada RH SIP for further information.

a. Tracy Generating Station

Background: Tracy is a natural gas-fuel ed power plant
conplex with 12 generating units | ocated about 17 mles east of
Reno, Nevada. The plant consists of three BART-eligible steam
boiler units conpleted in 1963, 1965 and 1974. These units have
a generating capacity of about 251 negawatts (MWA, of which unit
1is 55 MW unit 2 is 83 MNVand unit 3 is 113 MW The Title V
permt allows burning pipeline quality natural gas (PNG or
bl ended residual fuel oil (No. 2 and No. 6 and non-PCB m ner al
oil). Nevada Energy, the owner, conpleted a BART anal ysis for

Tracy that investigated technology alternatives and potenti al
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reductions in NOQ, SO and PMo em ssions rates in a report dated
Cct ober 2008. NDEP partially concurred with Nevada Energy’s
anal ysis of BART controls, but disagreed that installation of
only low NGO burners (LNB) for control of NO  em ssions at units
2 and 3 was BART. NDEP set lower NO; emssion limts at all
three units than those requested by Nevada Energy. NDEP

revi ewed Nevada Energy’s five-factor analysis for each unit at
Tracy and determ ned that installation of LNB with flue gas
recirculation (FGR) for units 1 and 2, as well as LNB with

sel ective non-catal ytic reduction (SNCR) for unit 3, neet the
BART criteria. Associated first year costs range from $2,383 to
$3,050/ton of NO renoved. NDEP considered these values to be
cost effective. Based on a review of Nevada Energy’s econom c
anal ysi s, NDEP concluded that the dollars per ton of NGO renoved
for units 1 and 2 increased significantly for LNB with SNCR
rotating opposed fire air (ROFA) with Rotam x!®, and sel ective
catalytic reduction (SCR), with only slight inprovenents in
visibility. For unit 2, although LNB with SNCR appears cost
effective, that technol ogy does not reduce the nodel ed average
nunber of days above 0.5 deciviews at the Desol ati on W derness
Area or Yosemte National Park. For unit 3, although the first

year cost effectiveness for ROFA with Rotam x appears

®Rotanix is a technol ogy for adding SNCR usi ng anmoni a or a urea- based
reagent.
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reasonabl e, the increnental cost effectiveness of ROFA with
Rotam x is nmuch higher than LNB with SNCR. It al so does not
reduce the nodel ed average nunber of days above 0.5 deciviews at
Desol ati on Wl derness or Yosemte. Support docunments for
Nevada’' s BART determ nations are at

http:// ndep. nv. gov/ bagp/ pl annodel i ng/ rhaze. ht i .

Regar di ng BART for SO,, NDEP agreed with Nevada Energy’s
analysis to require Pipeline Quality Natural Gas (PNG or |ow
sul fur No. 2 fuel oil wth an emssion limt of 0.05 | b/ MVBtu
over a 24-hour averaging tinme for all three units. NDEP al so
agreed with Nevada Energy that BART for PMo for all three units
is PNG or low sulfur No. 2 fuel oil with an emssion l[imt of
0.03 | b/MVBtu over a 3-hour average.

BART Controls: For units 1 and 2 at Tracy, EPA proposes to
agree with NDEP' s anal ysis that BART for NOiis LNB with FCGR and
emssion limts of 0.15 | b/MvBtu and 0.12 | b/ MVBt u,
respectively, based on a 12-nonth rolling average. For unit 3,
EPA proposes to agree with NDEP' s analysis that BART for NGO is
LNB with SNCR and an emission Iimt of 0.19 | b/ MVBtu, based on a
12-nonth rolling average. EPA al so proposes to approve NDEP s
conclusion to elimnate the additional control options that
Nevada Energy anal yzed based on its finding those options had
significantly higher increnental cost effectiveness and/or woul d

not reduce the frequency of inpaired visibility at C ass |
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areas. EPA proposes to agree that for all units at Tracy, BART
for SO, is PNG and/or No. 2 fuel oil with an emssion |limt of
0.05 | b/ MVMBtu, based on a 24-hour averaging period. For PMo, EPA
proposes to agree with NDEP' s analysis that BART is al so PNG
and/or No. 2 fuel oil, but with an emssion limt of 0.03
| b/ MVBt u, based on a 3-hour averaging period for all units.

Visibility Inprovenent: Based on visibility nodeling,
em ssions reductions due to the installation of BART controls at
Tracy result in 82 |l ess days every year wwth visibility inpacts
greater than 0.5 dv at fifteen Class 1 areas within 300 km of
the facility. NDEP anticipates even greater visibility
i nprovenent from BART than nodel ed because the actual NOx
emssion limts for BART (0.12-0.19 | b/MVBtu) are nmuch | ower
than the em ssion rates (0.40 | b/MvBtu) used to nodel visibility
i nprovenent due to BART i npl enentati on.

b. Fort Churchill Generating Station

Background: Fort Churchill is a natural gas-fired power
pl ant | ocated in Yerington, Nevada, that uses steamboilers to
drive turbine generators. The plant consists of two units,
conpleted in 1968 and 1971, that are BART-eligible with a
generating capacity of 113 negawatts each. The fuel currently
used in units 1 and 2 is PNG or blended fuel oil (No. 6 residual
oil and No. 2 distillate fuel oil). |In its BART analysis,

Nevada Energy investigated technol ogy alternatives and
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identified potential reductions in NG, SO, and PMo em ssions
rates. NDEP partially concurred with Nevada Energy’s anal ysis
of BART controls, but disagreed that installation of only LNB
for control of NO; em ssions was BART, and disagreed with the
associated NO, emssion [imts. For unit 1, LNB with SNCR and
ROFA wi th Rotam x appear cost effective in the first year costs,
but have significantly higher incremental cost effectiveness
than LNB wth FGR. I n addition, LNB with SNCR and ROFA with
Rot am x do not show fewer nodel ed average nunber of days above
0.5 deciviews at Mkelume W I derness Area and Yosemite. For
unit 2, LNB with SNCR and ROFA with Rotam x appear to be cost
effective in the first year, but have significantly higher
increnmental cost effectiveness than LNB with FGR  Nevada
Energy’ s nodel i ng anal ysis shows that LNB with SNCR does not
result in any fewer averaged nunber of days above 0.5 decivi ews
at Mokul utme and only one fewer averaged days above 0.5 delta
deci views at Yosemte.

Regar di ng BART for SO,, NDEP agreed with Nevada Energy’s
analysis to require PNG or low sulfur No. 2 fuel oil with an
emssion limt of 0.05 | b/MVBtu over a 24-hour averaging tinme
for all three units. NDEP also agreed with Nevada Energy that
BART for PMo for all three units is PNG or |ow sul fur No. 2 fuel
oil with an emssion |limt of 0.03 |b/MVBtu over a 3-hour

aver age.
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BART Controls: For units 1 and 2 at Fort Churchill, EPAis
proposi ng to approve NDEP' s determ nation that BART for NO(is
LNB with FGR and em ssion [imts of 0.20 | b/MvBtu and 0. 16
| b/ MVBt u, respectively, based on a 12-nonth rolling average.

EPA proposes to approve NDEP's decision to elimnate the

addi tional control options that Nevada Energy anal yzed based on
its finding those options had significantly higher increnental
cost effectiveness or would not reduce the frequency of inpaired
visibility at Class | areas.

For SO,, EPA proposes to agree with NDEP s anal ysis that
BART is PNG and/or No. 2 fuel oil for all units with an em ssion
limt of 0.05 | b/ MBtu, based on a 24-hour averagi ng peri od.

For PMyo, EPA proposes to find that BART is al so PNG and/or No. 2
fuel oil for all units, with an emssion [imt of 0.03 | b/ MvBtu,
based on a 3-hour averagi ng peri od.

Visibility Inprovenent: Based on visibility nodeling,
em ssion reductions due to the installation of BART controls at
Fort Churchill result in 227 | ess days every year with
visibility inpacts greater than 0.5 dv at fourteen Class 1 areas
within 300 kmof the facility. NDEP anticipates even greater
visibility inprovenment from BART than nodel ed because the actua
NO, emssion limts for BART (0.12 and 0.16 | b/ MVBtu) are much
| ess than the em ssion rates (0.40 | b/ MVBtu) used to nodel

visibility inprovenment due to BART inplenentation. For Fort
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Churchill, the total annual NO, em ssions post-BART controls (963
tpy) are 53 percent of those nodeled (2,181 tpy).

c. Reid Gardner Generating Station

Background: Reid Gardner is a coal-fueled, steamelectric
generating plant with four operating units producing a total of
557 MW Three of the units, built in 1965, 1968 and 1976 are
BART-el i gi ble. Each of these units produces about 100 MV w th
steam boilers that drive turbine-generators. The units are
equi pped with LNB and over-fire air (OFA) system nechani cal
collectors for particulate control, wet scrubbers that use soda
ash for SO, renoval, as well as recently installed baghouses.
NDEP' s revi ew of Nevada Energy’s BART report for Reid Gardner
resulted in NDEP agreeing only with the control technol ogies
proposed as BART for SO, and PMy,. For the three BART units,
NDEP concurs that BART for SO, is the existing wet soda ash FGD
and BART for PMp is the recently installed fabric filter
baghouse. NDEP di sagreed with Nevada Energy’s concl usion on
BART for NQO, and on the proposed emssion limts for NG, SO
and PMy,. NDEP | ater responded to comments from EPA, FLMs and
ot her non-governnental organizations regarding its proposed BART
SO, emission limt for Reid Gardner. After further evaluation of
em ssion data that reflected conpliance with existing controls
at the facility, NDEP |owered the SO, emssions Iimt at Reid

Gardner fromO0.25 Ib/MvBtu to 0.15 Ib/MvBtu on all three units.
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The revised BART regul ati on was adopted by the Nevada
Envi ronmental Comm ssion on February 11, 2009 and submtted to
EPA as a revision to NDEP s RH SI P on February 18, 2010.

BART Controls: NDEP determned that for all units at Reid
Gardner, BART controls for NO are rotating opposed fire air
(ROFA) with Rotam x and emssion [imts of 0.20 I b/MvBtu for
units 1 and 2, and 0.28 I b/MvBtu for unit 3, based on a 12-nonth
rolling average. To evaluate the cost of conpliance, NDEP
anal yzed the cost per year of the various control technol ogies
conpared to the tons of NO renoved by each. NDEP determ ned
that the additional cost per year for SCR technol ogies did not
appear cost effective conpared to the additional NGO reduction
for each unit. NDEP al so evaluated the second BART factor
energy and non-air quality environnental inpacts, for requiring
SCR or SNCR rather than ROFA with Rotam x. NDEP determ ned t hat
there were negative non-air quality environnental inpacts with
SCR and SNCR, including the salability and ultimte disposal of
fly ash due to higher ammonia | evels. Mreover, NDEP found that
SCR and SNCR i ncreased the potential for creating a visible
stack plume. NDEP al so was concerned about the transportation
of ammonia to Reid Gardner increasing the likelihood of an
accidental release. EPA is proposing to approve these BART

determ nations for NO. based on NDEP s approach
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EPA proposes to agree that BART controls for SO, are wet
soda ash flue gas desulfurization on all units with an em ssion
limt of 0.15 | b/ MMBtu, based on a 24-hour averagi ng period. W
al so propose to agree that for PMy, BART controls are fabric
filter baghouses on all units with an emssion |imt of 0.015
| b/ MMBt u, based on 3-hour averagi ng peri od.

Visibility Inprovenent: Based on visibility nodeling,
em ssion reductions due to the installation of BART controls at
Reid Gardner result in five less days with visibility inpacts
greater than 0.5 dv at five Class | areas within 300 kil oneters
of the facility. NDEP anticipates even greater visibility
i nprovenent from BART than nodel ed since the total annua
em ssions for NQ, SO and PMo are about half of the em ssions
nodel ed due to nore stringent emssion [imts.

d. Mohave Cenerating Station

Background: Mhave was a 1,580 MWcoal -fired power plant
wth two units that ceased operations at the end of Decenber
2005. Located about 70 mles southwest of G and Canyon Nati onal
Par k, Mohave was one of the single, |argest sources of SO, in the
West. The facility closed after failing to neet em ssion
limtations for SO, and em ssion controls for NO  as required by

a consent decree between the facility’ s owners and environnental
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organi zations*’. However, the owners did not officially decide
to decomm ssion the facility until June 10, 2009. Since Mhave
was subject to BART and its final status was unknown at the tine
Nevada devel oped its SIP, the WRAP i ncluded Mhave in its

em ssion inventory and NDEP prepared a BART determ nation for
SO, NO and PMo that was required prior to the facility
restarting operations. NDEP estimates that BART controls, based
on fuel switching fromcoal to natural gas, would have resulted
in an additional reduction of 8,701 tons per year of SO (75
percent reduction) and 19,595 tons per year of NO (98 percent
reduction) conpared to the emssion limts and control

requi renents in the consent decree.

BART Controls: Since Mohave is permanently closed, with
em ssions of zero, EPA is satisfied with the State’'s approach to
determ ni ng BART.

Visibility Inprovenent: NDEP relies on em ssion reductions
requi red by the consent decree as well as their BART
determ nation to characterize visibility inprovenent at el even
Class | areas |located within 300 km of Mohave. Wile this

met hod understates the visibility benefit resulting fromthe

7 1'n a Consent Decree dated December 21, 1999, the owners of Mhave power

pl ant agreed with the Grand Canyon Trust, Sierra O ub, and National Parks and
Conservation Association to Iimt opacity to 20 percent by inplenenting SO
em ssion limtations and NOx control requirements on units 1 and 2 by
Decenber 31, 2005. The consent decree had no emission limtations for either
NQ, or PM EPA pronulgated a final rule on February 8, 2002, to include the
consent decree requirenents in Nevada s Federal Inplenentation Plan for
Visibility at 40 CFR 52.1488. Nevada included the requirenents of the
Visibility FIP in Mbhave's Title V operating permt.
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plant’s closure, nodeling indicates these em ssion reductions
woul d result in 538 | ess days every year at the eleven O ass |
areas with visibility inpairment of greater than 0.5 dv. Wth
Mohave’ s per manent shutdown, the annual em ssion reductions are
equal to the WRAP' s baseline em ssions for the plant: 55,047
tons of SO; 31,344 tons of NO; and 3,417 tons of PMyo. The
cl osure of the Mbhave generating station provided the |argest
reduction in haze-causing pollutants froma subject-to-BART
source in Nevada, and should result in greater visibility
i nprovenent than nodeling has projected.

4. EPA' s Assessnent

EPA is proposing to approve NDEP' s anal yses and concl usi ons
for the BART em ssions units at Tracy, Fort Churchill and Reid
Gardner generating stations. Based on our review, EPA is
proposing to find that the BART determ nations were conducted in
a manner consistent wth the RHR BART requirenents in 40 CFR
51.308(e), the EPA's BART Cuidelines, and EPA's Air Pollution
Control Cost Manual

(http://ww. epa. gov/ttnecasl/costnodels.htnl). W believe the

out cone of Nevada’'s BART determ nations reflects a reasonabl e

consi deration of the rel evant factors.

62


http://www.epa.gov/ttnecas1/costmodels.html

F. Determ nation of Reasonabl e Progress Coal

The RHR requires states to establish a goal, expressed in
deciviews, for each Class | area within the state that provides
for reasonabl e progress toward achieving natural visibility
conditions by 2064. The RPG nmust provide for an inprovenent in
visibility for the nost inpaired days, and ensure no degradation
invisibility for the | east inpaired days over the period of the
SIP.

1. Visibility Projections for 2018

NDEP relied on the Conmunity Miulti-Scale Alr Quality (CMAQ
nodel used by the WRAP"s RMC to project visibility conditions at
all western Class | areas in 2018. For Jarbidge, the node
predicted 11.05 dv on the worst days and 2.50 dv on the best
days in 2018. The visibility projection conpares favorably to
the URP estimate in 2018 of 11.09 dv as displayed in Table 9.
The visibility projection was based on estimates of em ssions
reductions fromall existing and known controls resulting from
federal and state CAA progranms as of March 2007. This data
formed the basis for the State’s RH SIP submtted to EPA in

Novenber 2009.'® EPA addressed the uncertainties associated with

8 In April 2011, the WRAP issued a draft report regarding an error in its visibility projections for about 15 Class |
areasin the West, including Jarbidge. The draft report indicated that, as a result of the error, the projected visibility
at Jarbidgein 2018 is11.8 dv ingtead of 11.1 dv (rounded up from 11.05 dv). It isEPA’sview that at thispoint in
the SIP process, the discovery of a potentia error in the visibility projections for 2018 does not call for arevision of
the Nevada SIP. Because of the significant resources needed to model projected visibility impacts and thetime
needed for Nevada to repeat the SIP review and approval process, such action isnot appropriate. Moreover, any
correction to the modeling results at this time should be based on an update to all the data used in 2007 to model
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nodel ed projections by making the RPG an anal ytic tool

pur pose of eval uating progress,

51.308(d) (1) (v) and 64 FR 35733.

TABLE 9—SUWWRRY OF MOoDEL PREDI CTED PROGRESS
TomRD 2018 UNI FORM RATE OF PROGRESS AT JARBIDGE (in deci vi ews)

for the

not an enforceabl e st andard.

20% Wor st Days

20% Best Days

2018

A ass | 2000- 04 2018 Model i n 2000- 04 2018
Area Basel i ne URP Resultg Basel i ne Model i ng
Worst Days | Estimate (RPQ) Best Days Resul t
Jar bi dge 12. 07 11. 09 11. 05 2.56 2.50
Source: Table 6-3, page 6-15, Nevada RH SI P

2. Establishing the Reasonabl e Progress Goal

In setting its RPG of 11.05 dv for Jarbidge,

NDEP consi dered a

nunber of different factors as described on pages 6-16 and 6-17

of the Nevada RH SIP

These factors included:

1) The URP of

11.09 in 2018; 2) Reductions in Nevada' s anthropogeni c em ssions

by 2018 estimated at 44 percent for SO and 33 percent for

3) Reductions in anthropogenic em ssions consistent with

Nevada' s share of em ssions reductions at C ass |

st at es;

contributions to visibility inpairment fromoffshore marine

shi ppi ng and i nternati onal

4) Maj or

em ssi ons;

reductions in nobile source eni ssions;

6) Significant

NG;

areas i n other

5) Maj or

visibility projections. For example, the visibility modeling did not include emission reductions from more recent
BART control decisionsin Nevada and neighboring states, and did include emissions from proposed facilitiesin
Nevada that now are not expected to be built. EPA is satisfied that the progress report and adequacy determination
due in November 2014, see 40 CFR 51.308(g) and (h), will provide an opportunity to determine whether Nevada's
SIP is sufficient to ensure that the State is making reasonabl e progress.
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contributions fromnatural sources of visibility inpairment; and
7) Consideration of the five BART factors. Based on its

anal ysi s of reasonabl e progress, Nevada concl uded that

addi tional control neasures, beyond those docunented for BART,
are unreasonable at this tine.

EPA is proposing to agree with the State’s anal ysis and
conclusion that it is reasonable not to seek additional controls
on other sources within the State at this tinme. Inportantly,
the RPG for Jarbidge neets the URP in 2018, commtting the State
to make reasonable progress in the first planning period toward
attai ning natural background conditions. Nevada has
denonstrated that the RPG provides for visibility inprovenent on
t he worst days and no degradation of visibility on the best days
conpared to the baseline average (see Table 9). The RPG al so
represents nore visibility inprovenent than would result from
i npl ement ati on of other CAA requirenments since em Ssions
reductions fromexisting and known controls were included in the
visibility nodeling. EPA finds that the State’'s decision not to
seek additional control neasures is supported by the attributes
of regional haze at Jarbidge as well as the expected reductions
in statew de em ssions of SO and NO: and BART controls on three
facilities. The WRAP' s regi onal analysis indicates that haze at
Jarbidge is nostly fromnatural sources like wldfires, and nost

of the anthropogenic sources contributing to that haze are
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outside the State. Based upon everything NDEP considered in its
SIP, EPA is proposing to approve Nevada's denonstration that its
RPG provi des for reasonable progress in the first planning
period as required in CFR 51.308(d)(1)(i), (ii) and (vi).

3. Interstate Consultation

Nevada consulted with thirteen other western states through
numer ous WRAP neeti ngs, workshops and conference calls that
began in 1996. Through the WRAP's consul tative process, Nevada
resol ved technical tasks and policy decisions related to
nmoni tori ng, em ssions, nodeling, BART application, control
measures, and other issues. There were no comments from ot her
states on Nevada’s RH SIP, inplying that the consultative
process was successful in resolving any potential conflicts that
woul d under m ne regional planning. EPA confirms that Nevada
consulted with other states on its RPG through the WRAP process,
and that there is no evidence of any disagreenent on the RPG for

Jar bi dge.

G Long-Term Strat egy
EPA is proposing to find that NDEP adequately addressed the
RHR requirenents in developing its LTS. W believe that the LTS
provi des sufficient docunentation to ensure that Nevada wl |
meet its em ssion reduction obligations for all Class | areas it

affects in the first planning period. Nevada relied on
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nmonitoring, em ssion inventories and nodeling information from
the WRAP as the technical basis for its LTS. Coordination and
consul tation occurred wwth other states through the WRAP, in
which all western states participated in devel opi ng the
techni cal anal ysis upon which their SIPs are based. This
i ncluded identifying all anthropogenic sources of visibility
i npai rnent including major and mnor stationary sources, nobile
sources, and area sources. The anticipated net effect on
visibility over the first planning period due to changes in
point, area and nobile source em ssions is a reduction in
regi onal haze at Jarbidge. Nevada al so analyzed its
contribution to visibility inpairment at Cass | areas in other
states to ensure it is neeting its share of em ssion reductions
obligations®. In particular, NDEP considered the follow ng
factors in developing its long-term strategy.

1. BART Controls

The installation and operation of BART controls is an
integral part of the State’s long-termstrategy to achieve the
RPG at Jarbi dge, and to reduce Nevada s share of em ssions
affecting Class | areas in neighboring states. As described in
this notice and in nore detail in Nevada’'s RH SIP, NDEP is

requiring three of Nevada Energy’'s facilities (Tracy, Fort

YSee Sunmary of Visibility Inpairment at Nearby Oass | Areas and Nevada’'s
Em ssi ons Reductions, Table 7-6, page 7-21.
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Churchill and Reid Gardner) to install and operate BART controls
as expeditiously as practicable, but no later than January 1,
2015 or five years after EPA approval of the SIP, whichever
occurs first. Each source is required to establish procedures
to ensure that the control equipnent is properly operated and
mai nt ai ned. Nevada s BART em ssions limtations and schedul es
for conpliance are codified in a revision to the Nevada
Adni ni strative Code (NAC) adopted on February 11, 2009%°. The
regul ations identify the emssion limts and control
technol ogi es required as BART on the Tracy, Fort Churchill and
Reid Gardner facilities. NDEP also wll incorporate BART
control limts into Nevada Energy’s Title V operating permts
for these facilities at the tine of renewal. Regarding the
Mohave generating station, Nevada termnated its Air Quality
Operating Permt No. AP4911-0774 as docunented in a letter to
Sout hern California Edison on April 9, 2010.

2. Ongoing Air Pollution Control Prograns

Nevada continues to achieve significant reductions in SG
and NO from nobil e sources through the inplenentation of
Federal, State and local progranms. Federal and State nobile
source regulations are the primary air quality prograns expected
to reduce visibility inpairnment in the first planning period.

These prograns include [imtations and schedul es of conpliance

© seeNevada RH SI P Appendi x A for Nevada BART regul ati ons.
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identified in rules and regul ations that are uni que to each
program For exanple, EPA has mandated new standards for on-
road (highway) diesel fuel, known as ultra-low sul fur diese
(ULSD) beginning in 2006. This regulation dropped the sul fur
content of diesel fuel from500 parts per mllion (ppm to 15
ppm ULSD fuel enables the use of cleaner technol ogy diesel
engi nes and vehicles with advanced em ssions control devices,
resulting in significantly | ower em ssions. Diesel fuel
i ntended for |oconotive, marine and non-road (farm ng and
construction) engines and equipnent is required to neet the | ow
sul fur diesel fuel maxi mum specification of 500 ppmsul fur in
2007, previously 5000 ppm The ULSD fuel standard of 15 ppm
sulfur will apply to all non-road diesel fuel by 2011
Loconmotive and narine diesel fuel will be required to neet the
ULSD st andard beginning in 2012, resulting in further reductions
of diesel em ssions. Based on WRAP RMC nodel s, inplenentation
of the Federal prograns alone will result in a 49 percent
reduction in nobile source NO em ssions and a 63 percent
reduction in nmobile source SO em ssions fromthe baseline to
2018. This trend is expected to provide significant visibility
benefits for Jarbidge and at other Class | areas in neighboring
st at es.

The State’s continued i nplenmentation of the Prevention of

Significant Deterioration (PSD) and New Source Revi ew ( NSR)
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program requirenents, including FLMinvol venent in review ng
i npacts on Class | areas, also supports achieving visibility
goals. These prograns will protect the |east inpaired days from
further degradation and will assure that no Class 1 areas
experience degradation from expansion or growh of a single new
source or the regional devel opnent of stationary sources.
Nevada al so has em ssion control requirenments for notor vehicles
in Cark and Washoe Counties; for residential burning in Washoe
County; for PMp nonattai nnent/ mai nt enance areas; and for dust
suppression at construction sites and unpaved roads. Toget her
wth the State’s renewabl e energy requirenents, these ongoing
prograns will contribute to inprovenments in visibility at
protected Cl ass | areas.

3. Construction Activities

Nevada manages the rel ease of fugitive dust related to
construction activities through the inplenentation of
regul ations set forth in the Nevada Adm ni strative Code
445B. 22037. The State requires fugitive dust to be controlled
regardl ess of the size or anobunt of acreage di sturbed, and
requi res the use of best practical nmethods to prevent airborne
particulate matter. Al activities that have the potential to
adversely affect local air quality nmust include all appropriate
measures to limt controll able em ssions. Appropriate measures

for dust control nay consist of a phased approach to acreage
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di sturbance rather than disturbing the entire area all at once;
usi ng wet suppression through such application nethods as water
trucks or water sprays systens to control w ndbl own dust; the
application of soil binding agents or chem cal surfactant to
roadways and areas of disturbed soil; as well as the use of
w nd-break or wnd-limting fencing designed to limt w nd
erosion of soils.

4. Source Retirenment and Repl acenent Schedul es

VWil e NDEP did not include any repair or replacenent
schedul es for |large point sources, EPA is satisfied with the
explanation that it is very difficult for the regulatory
community to predict potential permt revisions for |arge
sources. |In general, repair and repl acenent of current
facilities over time will reduce em ssions as new technology is
incorporated in industrial processes. Simlarly, the
construction of new sources nay contribute to the early or
schedul ed retirenent of older, less well-controlled sources.
Fi ve proposed power plants for Nevada were included in the
projected em ssions inventory for 2018. \Wether these new
sources are built will influence the future activity of existing
sour ces.

5. Snoke Managenent Prograns

Preventing and managi ng em ssions fromprescribed fires in

Nevada is achieved through inplenentation of the Nevada Snoke
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Managenment Program (SMP) and through Open Burning regul ations.
The State’s SMP was devel oped to coordinate and facilitate the
st at ewt de managenent of prescribed outdoor burning, specifically
for | and managenment purposes. This programis designed to neet
the requirenents of Nevada’s air quality statutes listed in
Nevada Revi sed Statutes (NRS) 445B. 100 t hrough 445B. 845,
inclusive, and the requirenents of the USEPA InterimAr Quality
Policy on WIld Land and Prescribed Fires (EPA QAQPS, April 23,
1998). The SMP supports the visibility protection goals for
Class | areas. This program does not, however, supersede the
authority of local governnents to regulate and control snoke and
air pollution under NRS 244.361 and NRS 268. 410 or the authority
of the State forester to regulate controlled fires under NRS
527.122 through 527. 128.

Open burning is controlled through a conprehensive set of
regul ations that are found in NAC 445B. 22067. These regul ati ons
apply to federal, state and private | ands and prohi bit open
burni ng of conbustible refuse, waste, garbage, oil or open
burning for any sal vage operation. Exenptions are granted for
open burning conducted for the purposes of weed abatenent,
conservation, disease control, game or forest managenent, and
fire training. Burning for agricultural purposes is exenpt, as

is the burning of yard waste and untreated wood at single-famly
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residences. Small fires used for cooking, recreation, education
or cerenoni al purposes are al so exenpt.

6. Ot her Measures Supporting the LTS

NDEP i ntends to eval uate additional controls for sources
that inpact visibility in Class | areas in the required progress
report due in 2014. This evaluation will take into account new
nmoni toring and nodeling information, new regul ati ons, and new
gui dance that may result in additional control neasures
consistent wth the reasonabl e progress requirenent of the RHR
| f additional controls are identified, the progress report wll
update the plan to include an inplenentation schedule for
controls, necessary rul emaking, projected visibility
i nprovenents, and revised RPGs for 2018.

7. Interstate Transport Requirenents for Visibility

Section 110(a)(2)(D)(i)(11) of the Act requires SIP
revisions to contain adequate provisions to prohibit any source
or other types of em ssion activity within the state from
emtting any air pollutant in amounts that will interfere with
another state’'s plan to protect visibility. Nevada submtted
its SIP for Interstate Transport to EPA on February 7, 2007,
whi ch EPA approved and pronul gated in the Federal Register on
July 31, 2007 (70 FR 41629). In our Federal Register Notice, we
deferred action on whether Nevada interferes with other states’

plans to address regional visibility inpairnment caused by
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regi onal haze until we received Nevada’'s Regi onal Haze SIP. As
explained in Section IV.D. 2. of this notice, NDEP relied on the
WRAP' s source apportionnment nodeling to denonstrate that
Nevada’s em ssions are projected to have a mninmal contribution
to sulfate and nitrate extinction in each of 24 Class | areas in
five adjacent states. Moreover, none of the neighboring western
states have requested em ssion reductions from Nevada in order
to neet their RPGs. Therefore, in proposing to approve Nevada’'s
RH SIP, we are proposing to find that this plan revision
cont ai ns adequate provisions to protect visibility in other

states.

H Monitoring Strategy

Nevada's SIP includes the required nonitoring strategy for
measuring, characterizing and reporting on regional haze
visibility inmpairment as required in 51.308(d)(4). The primry
source of nonitoring data for the regional haze programin
Nevada is the | MPROVE network. There is currently one | MPROVE
monitoring site at Jarbidge. |MPROVE nonitoring data serves as
the baseline for the regional haze program and is the source of
data for states to conply with the regional haze nonitoring
requi renents now and in the future. States have access to the
| MPROVE data and data analysis tools through the Visibility

I nformati on Exchange Wb System (VI EWS), which is naintained by
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t he WRAP and ot her regi onal planning organizations. The
operation of the | MPROVE network i s dependent on EPA fundi ng.
1. Coordination of RAVI with RHR
Nevada’'s nonitoring strategy is coordinated with the
nmonitoring required for Reasonably Attributable Visibility
| mpai rment (RAVI) that is codified under a Federal
| mpl enmentation Plan (FIP) for the State. RAVI, which predates
the RHR, is visibility inpairnment that is caused by the em ssion
of air pollutants fromone or a small nunber of sources. The
provisions of visibility nonitoring for RAVI in 40 CFR 52.26 are
incorporated into the visibility FIP for Nevada in 40 CFR
52.1488. Under the FIP, EPA has responsibility in cooperation
with the appropriate FLMs to nmonitor visibility in Nevada's
Class | area. NDEP coordinates its regional haze nonitoring
with the FIP for RAVI by participating in the | MPROVE networKk,
and utilizing data fromthe sane | MPROVE nonitor at Jarbi dge.
2. Additional Mnitoring Sites
EPA agrees with Nevada’s assessnent that the existing
| MPROVE nonitor at Jarbidge, its only class | area, is
sufficient to address regional haze and determ ne reasonabl e
progress toward the national visibility goal. The nonitor is
| ocated in the Hunbol dt National Forest in northeastern Nevada,
about one kiloneter north of the city of Jarbidge in the

Jar bi dge R ver drai nage.

75



3. Using and Reporting Mnitoring Data

Nevada will continue to rely on the | MPROVE net work,
techni cal support fromthe WRAP, and regional technical tools
(e.g., VIEWS and WRAP' s Techni cal Support System) to assess the
contribution of emssions to visibility inpairnent at C ass |
areas within and outside the State. The | MPROVE net wor k was
established in the 1980s to neasure visibility inpairnment in
mandatory class | areas throughout the United States. The
| MPROVE nonitors were used by WRAP and NDEP as the source of
data for the 2000-2004 baseline and for future projections, and
is the source of record for air quality professionals to track
visibility inprovenent or degradation. Visibility nonitoring
data is available to the public, states and EPA in an electronic
format at the | MPROVE and VI EWS websites

4. Statewi de Em ssions Inventory

NDEP commts to updating periodically its statew de
em ssions inventory, tracking em ssions changes, determ ning
trends, and utilizing the WRAP's services to eval uate reasonabl e
progress. Nevada has a statew de em ssions inventory of
pol I utants reasonably anticipated to cause or contribute to
visibility inpairment as described in section Il11.B. of this
notice. NDEP annually updates its inventory of major point
sources and its entire inventory every three years as required

by EPA' s Consolidated Em ssions Reporting Rule. The State’s

76



capacity to fulfill future requirenents to project em ssions and
eval uate progress depend on the continued existence of the
| MPROVE program as well as the technical support of the WRAP or

a simlar regional planning organization

|. State and Federal Land Manager Coordi nation

Nevada participated fully in the WRAP process, the primary
forum for consultation anong western states, tribal nations,
federal agencies, stakehol der groups and the public. FLMs from
the National Park Service, U S. Fish and Wldlife Service,
Bureau of Land Managenent and the U.S. Forest Service were
actively engaged in the WRAP s devel opnent of technical anal yses
and reports for the western region and individual states. To
facilitate consultation, NDEP provided a |list of its agency
contacts to the FLMs in a letter dated Septenber 15, 2006. The
FLMs had nunerous opportunities throughout the WRAP process to
participate fully in the devel opnent and review of regional
techni cal documents that formthe basis of the western states
pl ans. Nevada provi ded additional opportunities for
coordi nati on and consultation wth FLMs through | ocal neetings
and st akehol der workshops. NDEP provided its draft RH SIP to
the FLMs on January 5, 2009 for a 60-day review and comrent
period. Comments were received fromthe FLMs on March 4 and 6,

2009. NDEP' s responses to the FLMs® comments are in Appendix C
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of the Nevada RH SIP. EPA believes that NDEP adequately
addressed the FLMs' concerns either through revisions to the
SIP, or in responses to their coments. NDEP al so has comm tted
to provide the FLMs an opportunity to review and comrent on
future SIP revisions, the 5-year progress reports, and the

i npl enentation of other progranms that may contribute to class |
visibility inmpairment. Al SIP revisions will include a
description of how the state consulted with and addressed any
coments provided by the FLMs. At a mininmum NDEP w Il neet
with the FLMs on an annual basis through the WRAP, as |ong as
the WRAP continues to provide this forum EPA is satisfied that
Nevada has coordinated with the FLMs as required in 40 CFR

51.308(i) (1-4).

J. Periodic SIP Revisions and 5-Year Progress Reports
Nevada affirnmed its conmmtnent to submt a report to EPA

every five years evaluating progress toward the RPG for its
Class | area as well as Class | areas outside the State that may
be affected by em ssions fromwithin the State as required in 40
CFR 51.308(g). The first report is due five years after the
State’s submttal, which is Novenber 18, 2014. The required

el ements for these reports are listed in section Il of this

noti ce.
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Nevada comm ts to naki ng an adequacy determ nation of the
current SIP at the sane tine it submts the five-year progress
report as required in 40 CFR 51.308(h). |If Nevada determ nes
that the current inplenentation plan is or may be i nadequate due
to emssions fromwithin the State, Nevada w || devel op
additional strategies to address the plan deficiencies and
revise the SIP within one year fromthe date that the progress
report is due. |If Nevada determ nes that the plan is or may be
i nadequate due to em ssions fromother states, Nevada wl|
notify EPA and the other states. The affected states are
required to address the deficiency through the regional planning

process by devel opi ng addi ti onal strategies.

Nevada al so commts to conplete and submt a conprehensive
RH SIP revision to EPA by July 31, 2018 and every 10 years
thereafter as required in 40 CFR 51.308 (f). 1In these
conprehensive revisions, the State nust eval uate and reassess
all of the elenents required in 40 CFR 51.308(d), taking into
account inprovenents in nonitoring data collection and anal ysis
techni ques and control technol ogies. The State nust al so
address current visibility conditions, actual progress toward
natural conditions, effectiveness of the |long-term strategy, and

t he reasonabl e progress goal .
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V. EPA' s Proposed Action

EPA believes the Nevada RH SIP fulfills all the rel evant
requi renents of CAA Section 169A and the Regional Haze Rul e.
Therefore, we are proposing a full approval of the plan as
described in Section 110(k)(3) of the Act. Regarding the major
requi renents, we find that Nevada has: established baseline
visibility conditions and a reasonabl e progress goal for its one
Class | area; developed a long-termstrategy with enforceabl e
measures to ensure reasonabl e progress toward achi eving the RPG
inthe first planning period ending in 2018; adequately applied
Best Avail able Retrofit Technol ogy to specific stationary
sources; devel oped a regi onal haze nonitoring strategy; provided
for periodic progress reports and revisions; provided for
consul tation and coordination with federal |and managers; and
provi ded for the regional haze plan’s future review and
revisions. W also are proposing to find that em ssions from
Nevada do not interfere with other states’ neasures to protect

visibility as required by CAA Section 110(a)(2)(D)y(i)(I1l).

VI. Statutory and Executive O der Reviews

Under the Clean Air Act, the Admnistrator is required to
approve a SIP subm ssion that conplies with the provisions of
the Act and applicable Federal regulations. 42 U S C 7410(k);

40 CFR 52.02(a). Thus, in reviewng SIP subm ssions, EPA s role
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is to approve State choices, provided that they neet the
criteria of the Clean Air Act. Accordingly, this action nerely
approves State | aw as neeting Federal requirenents and does not
i npose addi tional requirenents beyond those inposed by State
aw. For that reason, this action:

e is not a “significant regulatory action” subject to review
by the Ofice of Managenent and Budget under Executive
Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, Cctober 4, 1993);

e does not inpose an information collection burden under the
provi sions of the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U S.C. 3501
et seq.);

e is certified as not having a significant econom c inpact on
a substantial nunber of small entities under the Regul atory
Flexibility Act (5 U S. C. 601 et seq.);

» does not contain any unfunded nmandate or significantly or
uni quely affect small governnents, as described in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (Public Law 104-4);

» does not have Federalisminplications as specified in
Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999);

* is not an economcally significant regulatory action based
on health or safety risks subject to Executive O der 13045
(62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997);

* is not a significant regulatory action subject to Executive

Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001);
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* is not subject to requirenents of Section 12(d) of the
Nat i onal Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act of 1995
(15 U.S.C. 272 note) because application of those
requi renments woul d be inconsistent with the Cean Air Act;
and
» does not interfere with Executive O der 12898 (59 FR 7629
(Feb. 16, 1994)) because EPA | acks the discretionary
authority to address environnmental justice in this
r ul emaki ng.
In addition, this rule does not have tribal inplications as
specified by Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenber 9,
2000), because the SIP is not approved to apply in Indian
country located in the State, and EPA notes that it wll not
i npose substantial direct costs on tribal governnents or preenpt

tribal | aw
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List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52

Environmental protection, Air pollution control,
Intergovernmental relations, Nitrogen oxides, Sulfur dioxide,
Particulate matter, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements,

Volatile organic compounds.

AUTHORITY: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

7,, 2o/ A

Dated: Jared Blumenfeld
Regional Administrator,
Region 9
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