Memorandum

Date: March 28, 2013

To: MANE-VU
From: Paul Miller, NESCAUM
Re: Overview of state and federal actions relaivBIANE-VU Asks

This memorandum provides a summary of certain eisria regional haze state
implementation plans (SIPs) within and outsideNheé-Atlantic/Northeast Visibility
(MANE-VU) regional planning areh.The SIPs covered are either from members of the
MANE-VU regional planning organization (RPO), ooifin states outside the MANE-VU
region that were identified as having emissiondrifmuting 2% or more to sulfate levels
at MANE-VU Class 1 areas.

The elements reviewed in each regional haze SIB imghe context of requests from
MANE-VU in 2007 that certain measures, or theirieglents, be adopted within each
jurisdiction by 2018 (referred to as the “MANE-Vsks”). MANE-VU deemed these
measures as appropriate for making reasonablege®¢pwards achieving the national
goal of natural background visibility in Class Eas by 2064. The MANE-VU Asks
differed in some respects between the MANE-VU membed states outside of the
MANE-VU region, but were intended to encompass caraple sulfur dioxide (S£
measures across all states. The specific elernétiie MANE-VU Asks for inside and
outside the MANE-VU region are given below accogdia two groupings of SIPs from
inside and outside the MANE-VU region.

A common Ask element inside and outside the MANE-\dion was for a 90% or
greater S@emissions reduction by 2018 relative to 2002 f8# electric generating

unit (EGU) stacks. MANE-VU identified these specstacks through modeling as
having the largest impacts on visibility in its €4al areas among all modeled EGUs.
This Ask element included flexibility for achievirnige 90% reduction through alternative
measures if not feasible at the stack.

This summary provides a “snap shot” of S€nissions in 2011 at the individual stacks
on the 167 EGU list. To provide additional contekstate-wide reductions from

1 NESCAUM thanks the following people for helpfukasgance in reviewing and commenting on the state
summaries: Robert Betterton, WV Department of Eorwinental Protection; James Boylan, GA
Department of Natural Resources; John Hornback AFRS Wendy Jacobs, CT Department of Energy
and Environmental Protection; Joseph Jakuta, OTd®; IRaleel, LADCO; Glenn Keith, MA Department of
Environmental Protection; Martin Luther, KY Divigidor Air Quality; Charles Martone, NH Department
of Environmental Services; Julie McDill, MARAMA, Dis McLeod, VA Department of Environmental
Quality; Anne McWilliams, EPA Region 1; Albert Pear GA Department of Natural Resources; John
Sipple, DE Department of Natural Resources andranwmiental Control; Roger Thunell, MD Department
of the Environment.



potential “alternative measures,” we also use EP&’sl Rain Program data to compare
overall state-wide S£reductions occurring in 2011 relative to 2002 agaihe requested
amount from a state’s stacks on the 167 EGU statkThe comparison uses reported
emissions from the Acid Rain Program rather thamfthe Clean Air Interstate Rule
(CAIR) because not all states receiving a MANE-VEKkAare covered by CAIR. In
addition, emissions reporting under CAIR startecesal years after the 2002 MANE-VU
Ask baseline. A state-level comparison of 201% 8Qissions reported in the Acid Rain
Program and in the CAIR program found that repo86demissions in both programs
were within about 5% for most states.

In addition to the MANE-VU Asks for states, MANE-V&lso presented a federal ask to
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)ddditional national S©reductions
from power plants. The current status of fedeffalts is summarized in the third section
of this memorandum.

1. INSIDE MANE-VU REGION

For the MANE-VU members, the “MANE-VU Ask” requestéhe following actions:
* Timely implementation of BART requirements; and

* Alow sulfur fuel oil strategy in the inner zoneag&ts (New Jersey, New York,
Delaware and Pennsylvania, or portions thereof@¢tinice the sulfur content of:
distillate oil to 0.05% sulfur by weight (500 ppimy no later than 2012, of #4
residual oil to 0.25% sulfur by weight by no latlean 2012, of #6 residual oil to
0.3 — 0.5% sulfur by weight by no later than 204r2] to further reduce the sulfur
content of distillate oil to 15 ppm by 2016; and

* Alow sulfur fuel oil strategy in the outer zonaféts (the remainder of the
MANE-VU region) to reduce the sulfur content oftdiate oil to 0.05% sulfur by
weight (500 ppm) by no later than 2014, of #4 neslail to 0.25 — 0.5% sulfur
by weight by no later than 2018, and of #6 residuiaio no greater than 0.5%
sulfur by weight by no later than 2018, and toHartreduce the sulfur content of
distillate oil to 15 ppm by 2018, depending on dy@vailability; and

* A 90% or greater reduction in sulfur dioxide @E®missions from each of the
top 100 electric generating units (EGUSs) identifisdVIANE-VU (comprising a
total of 167 stacks) as reasonably anticipatedtse or contribute to impairment
of visibility in each mandatory Class 1 Federabarethe MANE-VU region. If
it is infeasible to achieve that level of reductioom a unit, alternative measures
will be pursued in such State; and

» Continued evaluation of other control measuresuigialg energy efficiency,
alternative clean fuels, and other measures tocee8@ and nitrogen oxide
(NOx) emissions from all coal-burning facilities B918 and new source
performance standards for wood combustion. Thesssares and other measures
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identified will be evaluated during the consultatjgrocess to determine if they
are reasonable and cost-effective.

Connecticut
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
November 18, 2009; February 24, 2012; March 122208bvember 23, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of January 24, 2013

EPA proposed approval, 77 FR 17367 (March 26, 2HERA supplemental proposed
approval, 78 FR 5158 (January 24, 2013); final lpyil26, 2013 (under extended
consent decreé).

BART Requirements

Connecticut identified an initial list of ten BARAligible sources. Three BART-eligible
sources were subsequently capped by consent dridelosv BART-eligible levels,
removing them from the list. Connecticut deternditigat its existing rules achieved
greater reductions from its remaining BART-eligiblaurces than from application of
BART alone.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Outer Zone

Connecticut adopted low sulfur fuel oil rules atatgte but implementation of the statute
is contingent upon adoption of rules by Massaclisigehacted), New York (enacted),
and Rhode Island (not yet proposed).

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
Does not have listed stack.

Evaluation of other control measures

Connecticut agreed to continue evaluating othesiptescontrol measures consistent
with the MANE-VU Ask, including investigating suc®of other state programs
regulating outdoor wood burning furnaces, and adopif the California Low Emission
Vehicle (CA LEV) program revisions for mobile soesc

Delawar e
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
September 25, 2008

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 76 FR 42557 (July 19, 2011)

BART Requirements

2 Communication from David Conroy, EPA Region 1 (Beber 18, 2012).
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Delaware identified four EGUs and one steel milBa&RT-eligible sources. Delaware
established enforceable caps for the steel miiiiia emissions below BART-eligible
levels. Delaware also considers that in the aggeedPE Regulation 1146 achieves
greater reductions from its EGUs than would beeaad by applying presumptive
BART on the BART-eligible EGUs.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone

Delaware has not yet adopted low sulfur fuel sggtbut considers equivalent
reductions met by including S@eductions from all Delaware EGUs (in excess @690
reductions).

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Outer Zone
Does not apply.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Delaware has five stacks at two power plants ante@d/ANE-VU 167 EGU stacks list.
Delaware indicated that the 90% reduction i, 86m the Edge Moor Unit 5 and Indian
River Units 1-4 was relative to a baseline of cdBmyear 2002 actual S@ass
emissions levels from those units. Based on theah2002 S@mass emissions from
the subject Delaware EGUs, and applying the 90%atszh factor, Delaware
determined that the actual Sf@duction obligation for those units was 19,90%stgear.
However, Delaware’s analysis indicated that it wasfeasible to achieve an $@ass
emissions reduction of 19,909 tons/year from EdgemMJnit 5 and Indian River Units
1-4 alone. Alternatively, in the 2008 VisibilityfFSdocument Delaware indicated that
SO, emissions reductions from all of the EGU uniteeféd by Delaware’s 7 DE Admin
Code 1146, Electric Generating Unit (EGU) Multi-Ritdnt Regulation, would exceed
19,909 tons of annual S@eductions. Delaware indicated that the, 8@issions
reductions achieved by 7 DE Admin Code 1146 dematest that Delaware had met its
obligation. Subsequent to the promulgation of 7Axnin Code 1146 (and Delaware’s
2008 SIP submittal), units subject to the regufatiave come into compliance with the
regulation in 2009 and 2012 (phase-in), or haveeconto compliance with consent
decrees and permanent, federally enforceable peanditions related to the regulation.
Beginning in 2011, the annual $@&mission reductions of 21,906 tpy have exceeded th
2018 target level of 19,909 tpy (7 years earlyhisTis consistent with reported emissions
in the Acid Rain Program.

Evaluation of other control measures

Delaware is evaluating diversity of fuels for enengeds, electricity conservation
programs, and efficient energy infrastructure, glafth encouraging new energy
efficient product makers and promoting renewaldesyng other measures.

District of Columbia®
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP

% The District of Columbia contributes less than @gin? or 2% sulfate at nearby Class 1 areas, so its
long-term strategy consists of adopting the contreasures in the MANE-VU “on-the-books/on-the-way”
scenario and meeting the BART requirements.
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October 27, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 5191 (February 2, 2012)

BART Requirements
The District of Columbia has two BART-eligible soas that were to shut down by
December 17, 2012.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Outer Zone
No rule proposed.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
Does not have listed stack.

Evaluation of other control measures

The District of Columbia plans to continue to pwsuoption of MANE-VU measures in
“beyond-on-the-way” (BOTW) and “best and final” segios by 2018, as appropriate
and necessary.

Maine
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
December 9, 2010; supplemented September 14, Ra/ember 9, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 24385 (April 24, 2012)

BART Requirements

Maine identified 10 BART-eligible sources, and detmed all 10 were subject to
BART. In 2007, ME legislature adopted BART requients and deadlines. BART
controls must be installed and operating by JaniaP913 and either (1) require low
sulfur oil (1% or less) or (2) be equivalent torattspecific 50% reduction in sulfur
emissions from baseline. Three BART sources cappednder permit limits. Maine
determined that existing controls and lower sutili{where applicable) satisfied BART
for the remaining sources.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur QOil Strategy Outer Zone
Legislation passed. Distillate = 50 ppm in 201B;ppm in 2018. #6 Fuel - 0.5% in
2018.




90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Maine has one stack on MANE-VU 167 stacks list.indaletermined it was not cost-
effective to add controls to the unit, and will Ugeer sulfur fuel to comply by 2013.
Low sulfur fuel will get an 84% reduction. In 2QXhe unit had S@emissions 76%
lower than its 2002 levels, and greater than 90&etovhen including additional SO
reductions from other units at the same power pl&RA Acid Rain Program data
indicate that state-wide S@eductions in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU Ask amdunt
48%.

Evaluation of other control measures
Maine has adopted rules on outdoor wood and pedliégrs, an outdoor wood boiler
replacement and buy-back program, and a wood seplacement buy-back program.

Maryland
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
February 13, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 39938 (July 6, 2012).

BART Requirements

Maryland identified four EGUs and three non-EGUBART-eligible. Of the three non-
EGUs, one was determined to not be a BART soursedan start up date, one had
existing and future selective non-catalytic redutiSNCR) controls considered to
satisfy BART, and one had additional requiremenitsiip place to satisfy BART. For
EGU BART-eligible sources, Maryland accepted ergttontrols and measures as
satisfying BART on all units.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur QOil Strategy Outer Zone
No rule proposed. Maryland committed to pursuingvasulfur fuel oil strategy as
apporpriate and necessary.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Maryland has nine stacks (12 units) at six powanid listed among the MANE-VU 167
stacks. Maryland’s approach to the 90% MANE-VU Asin its listed stacks is to use
the state’s Healthy Air Act (HAA) as approved is 8IP. Maryland operated from a
total emissions baseline for the state’s EGU ud#stified by the MANE-VU Ask.
Maryland arrived at the total emissions neededtisfy the Ask by totaling the 2002
base year emissions for the state’s units on tidid¢6and multiplying by 90%. This
number is 211,892 tpy of SOIn 2011, Maryland achieved 208,941 tpy of rectuns
from the units in question and an additional 6,§%1from units regulated by the HAA
but not included in the MANE-VU Ask. Maryland statthat the Maryland HAA is




obtaining SQ reductions in excess of the 90% MANE-VU Ask bef2@d8. This is
consistent with reported emissions in the Acid R&iogram.

Evaluation of other control measures

Maryland committed to evaluating other measuredWw®NE-VU Ask. Maryland also
cited the Maryland Strategic Energy Investment Famd funding source for renewables
and energy efficiency.

M assachusetts
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
December 30, 2011; supplemented August 9, 2012ustR, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval signed in September 2012; FRceqiending

BART Requirements

Massachusetts identifed nine power plants and eglMEGUs as BART-eligible, and
subsequently subject to BART. Seven BART sourceewletermined to hawve

minimis impacts and did not justify controls. Massachissatiopted an Alternative to
BART program achieving greater emissions reducttbas source-by-source BART for
EGUs (permit restriction, cap, retirement, low sulfuel). Massachusetts determined
additional SQ control for one non-EGU BART source was not cdietive and would
have minimal impact on visibility. Volatile organcompounds (VOCSs) from three
petroleum storage facilities were addressed undessiichusetts’ ozone SIPs rather than
BART.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur QOil Strategy Outer Zone
Massachusetts adopted rules for 15 ppm sulfur F2md 0.5% sulfur by weight for #4
and #6 residual oils by 2018.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Massachusetts has 10 stacks at five power planiseoMlANE-VU 167 stacks list.
Massachusetts estimates that based on its Alteen@tiBART, EPA’s Mercury and Air
Toxics Standards (MATS), and EGU closures, 2018 EB&bJemissions will be 87%
lower than 2002 emissions. In 2011, seven staalls3®) emissions more than 90%
lower than 2002 levels when including plant-widession reductions at the stacks. The
remaining three stacks were 50-80% lower in 20BRA Acid Rain Program data
indicate that state-wide S@eductions in 2011 were 94% of the MANE-VU Ask amb

Evaluation of other control measures

* Communication from David Conroy, EPA Region 1 (Beber 18, 2012).
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Massachusetts is implementing controls on outdamdafired boilers. Massachusetts
will pursue other reasonable and cost-effectivesuess as needed.

New Hampshire
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
January 29, 2010; supplemented January 14, 201dysi26, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 50602 (August 22, 2012)

BART Requirements

New Hampshire has two BART-eligible sources: Meawk Unit 2 and Newington Unit
1, and both are included in the MANE-VU 167 stalests Control measures for these
sources are described below in the 167 EGU stamit®a. New Hampshire adopted
BART in New Hampshire rule Env-A 2300: Mitigatioh Regional Haze; effective date
January 8, 2011.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Outer Zone
New Hampshire made commitment to continue evalgairategy. No rule proposed.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
New Hampshire has three stacks at two power plet¢si among the MANE-VU 167
stacks.

Merrimack Unit 1. No specific SQimit given in haze SIP. Page 118 of the New
Hampshire regional haze SIP indicates Merrimack Wmequired by rule to reduce
mercury by 80% with flue gas desulfurization (FGBgt has an expected 90% minimum
co-benefit in SQreduction. 2011 S£emissions were 17% below 2002 levels.

Merrimack Unit 2: Requires FGD operated at maximaustainable reduction rate, but
not less than 90% calendar month average, to ergaished by July 1, 2013. 2011
SO, emissions were 32% below 2002 levels.

New Hampshire expects that controls at the Merrkmagts will exceed the 90%
MANE-VU Ask request.

Newington Unit 1: Requires an $@mit of 0.50 Ib/MMBtu by July 1, 2013; 2002 rate
was 1.08 Ib/MMBtu. 2011 SCemissions were 94% below 2002 levels, in parttdue
lower utilization. New Hampshire determined thatemforceable 90% MANE-VU Ask
reduction at this unit was not reasonable at this.t

EPA Acid Rain Program data indicate that state-v8@g reductions in 2011 were 60%
of the MANE-VU Ask amount.



Evaluation of other control measures

New Hampshire is seeking alternative measures éwihgton Unit 1, including >90%
SO, reduction at Merrimack Station, possible additlamntrols on other coal-burning
units, and use of low sulfur fuel oil (p. 27 andnigoTerm Strategy, NH haze SIP).

New Jer sey
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
July 28, 2009; supplemented December 9, 2010; Mar@011; December 7, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 19 (January 3, 2012)

BART Requirements

New Jersey identified four refineries and one EGlUdson) as BART-eligible and
subject to BART. New Jersey believes that theegadopted rules in its 8-hour ozone
and PM 5 SIPs along with consent decrees to address NOx,&8@ particulate matter
(PM) at these sources will likely address BARNew Jersey did not rely on CAIR for
the Hudson EGU (also a 167 EGU stack).

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone

The New Jersey regional haze SIP stated an irdgmbpose and adopt low sulfur rules
in accordance with the MANE-VU Ask. Current ruleJd\.C. 7:27-9 already meets #6
fuel oil sulfur levels in parts of state. New drproposed a low sulfur fuel oil rule on
April 4, 2011. The rule now is in effect and witleet MANE-VU Ask sulfur levels by
July 1, 2016.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Outer Zone
Does not apply.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

New Jersey has four stacks among the MANE-VU 1&¢@kstlist. New Jersey indicates
that existing orders on all four will result in neathan a 90% S£{eduction by December
15, 2012. All four New Jersey stacks had 201% &Bissions more than 90% below
2002 levels. This is consistent with reported aioiss in the Acid Rain Program.

Evaluation of other control measures

New Jersey cites draft Energy Master Planning @sidng ways to increase energy
efficiency. It also cites the state’s Global WanmResponse Act signed in 2007 that
will decrease greenhouse gases, which will helpgedhaze pollutants. New Jersey lists
a number of other measures under consideratiomitnait! address fugitive dust, open
burning, residential wood burning, VOCs, and diesdlaust.

New York

® One refinery (Hess Port Reading) has since arsezliplans to shut down by the end of February 2013.
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Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
March 15, 2010; supplemented August 2, 2010; A§jl2012; July 2, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA partial approval 17 BART sources/partial disappl 2 BART sources, 77 FR
51915 (August 28, 2012)

BART Requirements

New York required source-specific analysis of alHBl-eligible sources. BART-
eligible EGUs under CAIR were not exempted from BA&halysis. EPA approved 17
source-specific SIP revisions for New York’s BARJusces, and issued FIPs for 2
additional BART sources.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone

New York committed to adopting low sulfur fuel ailles under 6 NYCRR Part 225, and
adopted the rules subsequent to the state’s rddiama SIP submittal. A 15 ppm
heating oil requirement became effective in 20TBe remaining distillates’ effective
date is in 2014,

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Outer Zone
Does not apply.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

New York has 11 stacks listed among the MANE-VU &&tks list. With the exception
of the Oswego unit, all listed New York stacks wexpected to either shut down or be
controlled in range of 80-95% for $0In the aggregate, accounting for shutdowns,
controls, and new EGUs, New York expects to achibee90% MANE-VU Ask. 2011
SO, emissions at most of the state’s listed stackewweor approaching levels more than
90% below 2002 emissions at the individual stackyere greater than 90% below when
including SQ reductions/shutdowns at other units at the saciktya EPA Acid Rain
Program data indicate that state-wide, $€luctions in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU
Ask amount by 27%.

Evaluation of other control measures

New York was to continue evaluating energy efficigrmalternative clean fuels, and other
measures to reduce NOx and,SDall coal-burning facilities, and new source
performance standards for wood combustion. NevkYi@s also pursuing VOC
measures under its ozone SIPs.

Pennsylvania
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
December 20, 2010

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 41279 (July 13, 20ERA limited disapproval with FIP to
replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 7, 2012)
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BART Requirements

Pennsylvania accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NOx 84  Pennsylvania made
BART determinations for EGU particulate matter (P all non-EGU BART-eligible
sources that did not elect to be not BART-eligifbieough permit limitations.
Pennsylvania determined that existing controldl&ART-eligible sources met BART
requirements.

Low Sulfur Oil Strategy Inner Zone

Pennsylvania committed to a low sulfur fuel strgtagt less stringent than the outer
zone MANE-VU Ask, based on supply concerns. I{pmsed a rule in September 2010,
with a full effective date by 2016.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Outer Zone
Does not apply.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Pennsylvania has 15 stacks among the MANE-VU 1&akst In 2011, S£emissions at
2 of the 15 stacks were more than 90% below 260&$. The remaining 13 stacks all
had lower 2011 S£emissions than in 2002 at levels less than a ¥@action. EPA
Acid Rain Program data indicate that state-wide @Quctions in 2011 equaled the
MANE-VU Ask amount.

Evaluation of other control measures

Pennsylvania lists a number of measures being talasr in on-going programs that can
address haze, including refinery consent decretsneakings on cement kilns and glass
furnaces, and state energy initiatives to addreak demand days, and promote
renewables, energy efficiency, and energy conservat

Rhode | dand
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP

August 7, 2009

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 30214 (May 22, 2012)

BART Requirements
Does not have BART-eligible sources.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur QOil Strategy Outer Zone

Rhode Island made a SIP commitment to adopt a ldiursrule consistent with the
MANE-VU Ask for the outer zone. A rule has not yeten proposed as of December 18,
2012.
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90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
Does not have listed stack.

Evaluation of other control measures

Rhode Island stated an intent to adopt all reader@mntrol measures as expeditiously as
practicable consistent with state law within 10ryglanning period. It cited a possible
state law to address outdoor wood boilers.

Vermont
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
August 26, 2009; supplemented January 3, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 30212 (May 22, 2012)

BART Requirements
Does not have BART-eligible sources.

Low Sulfur Qil Strategy Inner Zone
Does not apply.

Low Sulfur QOil Strategy Outer Zone
Vermont adopted low sulfur fuel oil requirementghe “Vermont Energy Act of 2011.”
Full implementation will be by July 1, 2018.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
Does not have listed stack.

Evaluation of other control measures
Vermont stated an intent to continue investigatilegner sources of energy.
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2. OUTSIDE MANE-VU REGION

For states outside the MANE-VU region, the “MANE-\A$k” requested:
* Timely implementation of BART requirements;

* A 90% or greater reduction in sulfur dioxide ($®@missions from each of the top
100 electric generating units (comprising a tofdl®/ stacks) impacting any
mandatory Class 1 Federal area in the MANE-VU negio an equivalent SO
reduction from alternative measures within eacheSta

* The application of reasonable controls on non-EGlWees resulting in a 28%
reduction in non-EGU S{emissions, relative to on-the-books, on-the-wal/&20
projections used in regional haze planning, by 20&8ch is equivalent to the
projected reductions MANE-VU will achieve throudh low sulfur fuel oll
strategy;

» Continued evaluation of other measures includingsuees to reduce $S@nd
nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from all coal-bugniacilities by 2018 and
promulgation of new source performance standand&é@d combustion. These
measures and other measures identified will beuatd through consultation
processes to determine if they are reasonable.

Georgia®
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
February 11, 2010; supplemented September 19, 2010

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 38501 (June 28, 20EBA limited disapproval with FIP
to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 1,220

BART Requirements
Georgia accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NOx and.SQeorgia identified 24 BART-
eligible sources, which included EGUs for PM oragd accepted exemption

® When contacted by MANE-VU states before the radasfthe “MANE-VU Ask” letters, The Georgia
Environmental Protection Division (Georgia EPD) tiae following response to those states:

Georgia EPD is a member of the VISTAS Regional RilagnOrganization. Based on VISTAS
SO, emissions sensitivity modeling for 2009 and VIST8S, Area of Influence (AOI) work for
2018, we have concluded that Georgia does notmaadocontribute to visibility impairment at
[MANE-VU] Class | Area[s]. Furthermore, it shoub@ noted that Georgia EPD is currently in
the process of requiring 95% $Ebntrols to be installed on the seven largest ficad power
plants in Georgia. Not all of these controls waceounted for in the S@missions sensitivity
modeling or the SPAOI work; therefore, Georgia’s contributions to AME-VU] Class | areas

in these analyses will be a conservative upper thdesding to our conclusion that Georgia EGU
and non-EGU S@sources do not reasonably contribute to visibiitpairment at [MANE-VU
Class | Areas].
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demonstrations from 22 of the 24 BART-eligible sm#& based on a 0.5 dv contribution
threshold. A paper facility was required to ustural gas in one boiler. All other
available BART control options were deemed not effgictive. The second BART
facility was an EGU (Bowen), and no available BA&antrol options for PM were
deemed cost effective.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Georgia has five stacks at two power plants listetie MANE-VU Ask. Four of the
stacks carry emissions from Bowen Units 1 througT e fifth stack carries the
combined emissions from Harllee Branch Units 3 4nd@eorgia Rule 391-3-1-
.02(2)(uuu) requires 95% removal of Si@m Bowen Units 1- 4 no later than January 1,
2012, and from Harllee Branch Units 1 — 4 no l#hen January 1, 2016 Since the

filing of the Georgia haze SIP, Georgia Power Comydsas filed requests to
decommission Harllee Branch Units 1 and 2 in 2048 @nits 3 and 4 in 2015. In 2011,
SO, emissions from the four units at Bowen were grrethizn 90% below 2002
emissions, with 2011 emissions at the Harllee Bramits about 25% below 2002 levels.
EPA Acid Rain Program data indicate that state-v8@g reductions in 2011 exceeded
the MANE-VU Ask amount by 73%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions

Georgia required lower S(rermit limits for eight emissions units at fivemmBGU
facilities based on four-factor analysis. Geomj&o required lower S{permit

emissions rates for two emissions units at oneE@LH facility for the purpose of BART
exemption. Overall, 8,223 tons of Sf@ductions are required between 2012 and 2018,
which is approximately 15% of 2002 non-EGU facil8%, emissions.

Evaluation of other control measures
No additional measures listed for further evaluatio

[llinois
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
June 24, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA final approval, 77 FR 39943 (July 6, 2012)

BART Requirements

llinois identified nine EGUs and two refineriessatject to BART. lllinois did not rely
on CAIR for BART, and applied standards more seimghan CAIR to affected EGUs.
lllinois considers federal consent decrees fortwwerefineries as BART for NOx and
SO,

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

" Communication from Georgia EPD — Air ProtectioraBth (March 5, 2013).
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lllinois has one stack listed among the MANE-VU Xddcks. The identified stack at
Ameren-Coffeen has selective catalytic reductic@R¥pthat will operate year-round, and
a wet scrubber to comply with lllinois’ multi-potlant standards. lllinois states that the
level of control required on the power plant wakisfy the MANE-VU Ask. In 2011,

SO, emissions at the Ameren-Coffeen stack were mane 80% less than 2002 levels.
EPA Acid Rain Program data indicate that state-v8@g reductions in 2011 exceeded
the MANE-VU Ask amount by 267%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions
lllinois expects on-the-books federal and statedrobmeasures will achieve sufficient
reductions to satisfy MANE-VU Ask. Reductions igoantified.

Evaluation of other control measures
No additional measures listed for further evaluatio

I ndiana
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
January 14, 2011; March 10, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 34218 (June 11, 20EBA limited disapproval with FIP
to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 2,20

BART Requirements

Indiana identified 32 BART-eligible sources, whidicluded EGUs. Initial analysis
determined four non-EGU facilities and nine powlangs were subject to BART. Of the
four non-EGU BART sources, Indiana determined thveee exempt based on additional
modeling, and required BART measures on the fouribr. the power plants, Indiana
accepted CAIR as BART for NOx and §@nd determined one EGU remained subject
to BART for PM only (Alcoa Boiler 4). Indiana adeag a BART rule in 2010 for the
EGU with a PM emission rate of 0.1 Ib/MMBtu usingB&SP.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Indiana has 15 stacks at 9 power plants listederMANE-VU Ask; most of these stacks
have or will have post-combustion emission contfoés, scrubbers). In 2011, 9 of the
15 listed stacks had S@missions more than 90% below 2002 levels. Andtiree
stacks had decreases less than 90% relative to 22l emissions at Clifty Creek (two
stacks) increased, with about a doubling over 28@sions. The Rockport stack was
about 7% higher in 2011 over 2002. EPA Acid RaiogPam data indicate that state-
wide SQ reductions in 2011 were 86% of the MANE-VU Ask amb

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions
No additional measures identified. Indiana notétkpexisting federal requirements
(e.g., low sulfur diesel) would result in additibneductions.

Evaluation of other control measures
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No additional measures listed for further evaluatio

Kentucky
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
June 25, 2008; revised May 28, 2010

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 19098 (March 30, 20ERA limited disapproval with FIP
to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 1,230

BART Requirements

Kentucky accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NOx and,S®entucky identified 26
BART-eligible sources of which 21 were exemptedegoasn further analysis of impacts.
BART analysis of five EGUs as subject to BART favl provided for installing controls
for visibility improvements.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Kentucky has 10 stacks at 8 power plants on the BANJ 167 stacks list, comprising
14 units. Kentucky indicates that 13 of the 142(®3%) have or will have S@ontrols

in 2015, including a unit which may instead opteétire. The one remaining unit has
plans to retire or to convert to natural gas byfdekeral Utility Mercury and Air Toxics
Standards (MATS) deadlirfeKentucky believes that these controls more than
adequately address MANE-VU’s request. Of the tanks on the MANE-VU list, five
had 2011 emissions more than 90% below 2002 |extelse plant level. Two other
stacks had 2011 emissions more than 80% below @@, and one stack was 5%
below 2002 levels. The remaining two stacks habll28missions 1% and 49% higher
than in 2002, of which respectively, one annourygeds to retire, convert to natural gas,
or install scrubbers, and the other has announieed po replace the existing scrubber by
the federal MATS deadline. This source also haagto upgrade (replace or modify)
two other existing scrubbers for the source’s tmee-167 Ask unit§. EPA Acid Rain
Program data indicate that state-wide, 82juctions in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU
Ask amount by 2%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions
Kentucky believes that the significant existing axgected EGU emission controls more
than adequately address MANE-VU’s non-EGU emissmmtrol requests.

Evaluation of other control measures
Open burning regulation referenced, but not inauidemodeling.

Michigan
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
November 5, 2010

8 Communication from the Kentucky Division for Ainality (March 8, 2013).
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Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012

EPA partial approval with FIP for two BART sourc&§, FR 71533 (December 3, 2012);
EPA limited disapproval with FIP to replace CAIRIWCSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 7,
2012)

BART Requirements

Michigan stated that CAIR addresses BART for EGWschigan identified 35 non-
EGUs as BART-eligible, and reduced the number oRBAeligible sources to six based
on emissions and distance from Class 1 areasheQfmaining six, one shut down and
Michigan accepted mostly existing measures alonly avfew additional requirements as
BART for the remaining sources. EPA determinediMjan failed to address two
BART sources and issued a FIP.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Michigan has five stacks at four facilities amohg MANE-VU 167 list. Of the five
listed stacks in Michigan, two had 2011 Sgissions more than 90% below 2002
levels, and the remaining three had,®@nissions 2%-20% below 2002 levels. EPA
Acid Rain Program data indicate that state-wide &@uctions in 2011 exceeded the
MANE-VU Ask amount by 3%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions

Michigan did not include additional measures beytrdthe books” requirements.
Michigan listed potential reductions from its Remdole Energy Portfolio requirements,
Mercury/multi-pollutants rules, PpM and ozone SIPs, and greenhouse gas programs.
Reductions were not quantified.

Evaluation of other control measures
No additional measures listed for further evaluatio

North Carolina
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
December 17, 2007

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 38185 (June 27, 20EBA limited disapproval with
additional time given to revise SIP for CAIR deéiocy, 77 FR 33642 (June 7, 2012)

BART Requirements

North Carolina accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NOxI&( in addition to EGU
requirements under the North Carolina Clean Smak&stAct. North Carolina
identified 17 BART-eligible sources. Of those, 18revexempted based on further
analysis. North Carolina determined that no addéla@ontrols were required at the
BART-subject facilities.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
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North Carolina has 12 stacks at 7 power plantaenMANE-VU 167 stacks list. Under
the North Carolina Clean Smokestacks Act, 11 o$¢hiBGUs were controlled.
Additionally, scrubbers are expected on 3 EGUsdttified by MANE-VU. North
Carolina believes that these reductions satishlMA&IE-VU Ask. In 2011, 9 of the 12
EGUs had S@emissions more than 90% lower than in 2002, abd"&EGU retired in
2012. The remaining 2 EGUs had 2011 emissions &4d6/4% lower in 2011 than
2002 on a facility-wide basis. EPA Acid Rain Pragrdata indicate that state-wide SO
reductions in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU Ask amdayn84%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions

North Carolina indicated it believed that under Nath Carolina Clean Smokestacks
Act, additional reductions from EGUs not on the 1i67would satisfy the MANE-VU
Ask. No additional non-EGU measures beyond exgstimd previously planned
requirements were noted.

Evaluation of other control measures
Dust, methane, and ammonia controls from some r®d-Bector sources.

Ohio
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
March 11, 2011

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 39177 (July 2, 2012pAHimited disapproval with FIP to
replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 7, 2012)

BART Requirements

Ohio identified 18 generating stations with 37 sirsis BART-eligible, and accepted
CAIR as BART for NOx and S© Ohio also determined that PM emissions from all
BART-eligible EGUs did not contribute to visibiliiynpairment above the 0.5 dv level at
any Class 1 area, thus would not be subject to BARHio identified 12 non-EGUs as
BART-eligible. Ohio determined with additional nmedohg that it had one non-EGU
source subject to BART. The source will implemamtenergy efficiency program as an
alternative to BART that includes additional S¢ontrols or shut-downs.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Ohio has 28 stacks at 15 power plants among the AN 167 EGU stacks list. Ohio
listed a number of planned controls since 200Béncontext of the MANE-VU Ask. In
2011, 16 of the 28 EGU stacks had,®missions more than 90% below 2002 levels on a
facility-wide basis. An additional seven EGU staakdicated plans to install controls,
convert to natural gas, or shut down prior to 20A&0other three EGU stacks had 2011
SO, emissions between approximatelyl10-60% below 260@l$. The remaining two
EGU stacks increased emissions in 2011 relati20@2, with one stack (Kyger Creek)
doubling emissions, while planning to install sdrvats by mid-2012. EPA Acid Rain
Program data indicate that state-wide, $€luctions in 2011 were 61% of the MANE-
VU Ask amount.
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28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions
No additional non-EGU measures listed. Ohio belseon-the-books measures are
currently sufficient to meet reasonable progreddANE-VU.

Evaluation of other control measures

In response to MANE-VU Ask, Ohio believes on-thesk® measures are currently
sufficient to meet reasonable progress goals, tarehiission sources have relatively
insignificant impacts on MANE-VU Class 1 areas. atllitional measures listed for
further evaluation.

South Carolina®
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
December 17, 2007

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 38509 (June 28, 20EBA limited disapproval with FIP
to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 2,220

BART Requirements

South Carolina accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NO& &. South Carolina
identified 21 BART-eligible sources, including $£GUs for PM only. Of these 21
sources, 19 demonstrated exemptions to BART, imofud of the 6 EGUs (for PM
only). South Carolina determined no additionaltoals were needed on the remaining
subject-to-BART sources.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

South Carolina has six stacks at four power pléstesd in the MANE-VU 167 stacks
list. In 2011, four stacks had $@missions that were approximately 90% below 2002
levels. The remaining two stacks were more than B8%éw 2002 levels, with
announced plans to retire at a date yet to berdeted. EPA Acid Rain Program data
indicate that state-wide S@eductions in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU Ask amdunt
43%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions
None listed.

Evaluation of other control measures
No additional measures listed for further evaluatio

Tennessee
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP

% In its response to consultation requests from Nexsey and New Hampshire, South Carolina indicated
did not believe the state’s emissions reasonabtyribwuted to visibility impairment at Class 1 aréashe
MANE-VU region.
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April 4, 2008; revised May 14, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012

EPA limited approval with no action on Eastman BART FR (April 24, 2012); EPA
approval Eastman BART, 77 FR 70689 (November 2I2PEPA limited disapproval
with FIP to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 3364@n@ 7, 2012)

BART Requirements

Tennessee accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NOx angd S@nnessee identified twelve
operating BART-eligible sources, including two EGlit PM only), with eight
subsequently exempted based on demonstrationthehatlid not cause or contribute to
visibility impairment at any Class 1 area, incluglione of the two EGUs (Bull Run). The
four subject-to-BART sources had additional BARTitations put into permits, with no
additional controls required at the remaining E@urfiberland).

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Tennessee has five stacks at four power plantse@MANE-VU 167 list. The
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) controlled or exfseto control Kingston 1 & 2 and
John Sevier. TVA plans to control Gallatin if neddo meet its CAIR obligations or to
achieve possible more stringent proposed natianbient air quality standards, and
repower or shut down Johnsonville by the next ms\period in 2018. In 2011, SO
emissions at one stack (Sevier) were more than|8@84r than in 2002 when including
plant-wide reductions. The other four stacks h@d &nissions lower than in 2002 in the
range of 40-70%. EPA Acid Rain Program data ingithat state-wide S{eductions

in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU Ask amount by 6%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions

Tennessee does not believe MANE-VU'’s request igfigd for the state’s emissions.
Tennessee believes that MANE-VU's 2018 modelingsinechnical support document
for the August 2007 meeting did not prove thatdtate’s non-EGU emissions were
adversely impacting any of the Class 1 areas itMABIE-VU region.

Evaluation of other control measures

MANE-VU did not identify TVA Bull Run as part of I6stacks, which is getting
scrubbers and is located closer to Great Smoky Masthan Johnsonville and
Gallatin.

Virginia

Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP

Main plan and narrative: October 4, 2010. Perndiiste 17, 2008; March 6, 2009;
January 14, 2010. Revisions: November 19, 2016, 6)2011; December 21, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 35287 (June 13, 20EBA limited disapproval with FIP
to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 2,220
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BART Requirements

Virginia accepted CAIR as BART for EGU NOx and Sirginia has four EGU units
that are BART eligible for PM: Units 5 and 6 at Gtezfield Power Station (ORIS 3797),
Unit 5 at Possum Point Power Station (ORIS 3804d, @nit 3 at Yorktown Power
Station (ORIS 3809). Units 5 and 6 at Chesterfgtlcoal-fired boilers. Both are
controlled by SCR, wet FGD, and ESPs. Unit 6 $® @ontrolled by a polishing
baghouse. Unit 3 at Yorktown and Unit 5 at Pos&ummt are residual oil-fired units.
Economic models such as IPM predicted the retir¢meresidual oil fired units;
however, the most recent Integrated Resource Réghldy Dominion did not suggest
that these units will be retired. These residildired units are infrequently utilizet?

Virginia identified 13 facilities having a total @2 BART-eligible units. Ten facilities
with BART-eligible units were exempted from BARTdaal on modeling. The three
remaining subject-to-BART sources were O-N Minef@leemstone)-Strasburg, Georgia
Pacific-Big Island, and Meadwestvaco-Covington.

The units at O-N Minerals (Chemstone)-Strasburgdhasubject to BART are the rotary
kiln (U5) and the calcimatic kiln (U12). The catatic kiln was permanently retired.
The rotary kiln was retrofitted with an SGEMs for continuous monitoring of exhaust
gases as part of the BART requirements. Beginmr&p10, the kiln was required to
meet an Slimitation of 0.29 Ibs/ton stone feed.

The units subject to BART at Georgia Pacific-Bitaigl are two coal-fired boilers, #4
and #5. Boiler #4 was permanently retired. FoRBABoiler #5 was required to retrofit
with FGD.

Units at Meadwestvaco-Covington that are subje®ART are Boiler #9, a coal-fired
unit; Boiler #10, a predominantly natural gas-firgdt; Recovery Furnace #1; and Smelt
Dissolving Tank #1. Emissions are predominantyrfrBoiler #9. This unit's BART
determination required the upgrade of the exisi@dp system for increased removal
efficiency.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

Virginia has eight stacks at four power plantselisamong the MANE-VU 167 stacks.
Virginia estimates that based on federal consetred@s, knowledge of owner control
program estimates, and IPM projections, these wiitseduce SQ emissions
approximately 82% by 2018 from 2002 levels. InP2(ive listed stacks had SO
emissions approximately 90% below 2002 levels. dther three stacks had 40%-60%
lower emissions, and two of these three had anrezbplans to retire or convert to
natural gas prior to 2018. EPA Acid Rain Prograatadndicate that state-wide $0
reductions in 2011 exceeded the MANE-VU Ask amdyn28%.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions

19 Communication from VA DEQ, February 4, 2013.
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Virginia notes that enforceable $€@ductions at two EGUs not on the MANE-VU Ask
167 list and additional reductions at one non-E@dlustrial source would meet the
MANE-VU Ask request by 2018.

Evaluation of other control measures

Included in the Virginia Regional Haze SIP was mootment to finalize a reasonable
progress review focusing on $@missions for Meadwestvaco Covington’s Stack 2&, t
main power house boiler stack. This stack hadutatied visibility impacts, as described
in the Virginia Regional Haze SIP, on multiple Gdsareas. The reasonable progress
determination was submitted to EPA as a SIP ravisioMay 6, 2011. The units
exhausting to Stack #25 are Boilers 6, 7, 8, anBdlers 6 and 9 are predominantly coal
fired units. Boilers 7 and 8 may burn coal as vaslbiomass and are generally fired on
biomass. The reasonable progress determinatiaftedsn the permitted limit of the
stack being reduced from just over 8,000 tpy of 8Capproximately 6,800 tpy of SO
representing a decrease of more than 1,200 to&8©o0&nnually.

West Virginia
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
June 18, 2008

Haze SIP Status as of December 18, 2012
EPA limited approval, 77 FR 16937 (March 23, 20ERA limited disapproval with FIP
to replace CAIR with CSAPR, 77 FR 33642 (June 2,220

BART Requirements

West Virginia identified 22 BART-eligible sourcascluding 7 EGUs, with 19 able to
demonstrate exemptions. West Virginia acceptedRCa#d BART for EGU NOx and
SO, with all BART-eligible EGUs installing scrubbessd NOx controls. For PM, only
one of the seven EGUs demonstrated it significacdhytributed to visibility impairment
at a Class 1 area. The subject to BART sources bawill shut down, or had an
emission rate lowered using existing controls.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks

West Virginia has 14 stacks at 10 power planth@MANE-VU 167 stack list, and
expects all stacks to have at least 90% contraieficy by 2018. In 2011, nine stacks
had SQ emissions more than 90% below 2002 levels. Theeing five stacks had
2011 SQ emissions 35%-70% below 2002 levels, with thretheffive stacks
announcing plans to retire prior to 20£8EPA Acid Rain Program data indicate that
state-wide S@reductions in 2011 were 99% of the MANE-VU Ask amb

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions

1 The two stacks at Pleasants are equipped witlsgvabbers with an S@emoval efficiency of greater
than 90%. In 2007, Pleasants replaced its statiksinating the 15% bypass that had been useddcoks
gas reheat, and is now scrubbing 100% of the fage g he elimination of the bypass allowed for7héo
reduction in emissions from 2002 levels (commumicafrom WV DEP, January 10, 2013)
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West Virginia believes that additional $€bntrols and unit shutdowns at EGUs not
among the MANE-VU 167 stacks list satisfy the MANE+ Ask. No additional non-
EGU measures were noted.

Evaluation of other control measures
No additional measures listed for further evaluatio

Wisconsin®
Submittal Date of Regional Haze SIP
January 18, 2012; supplemented June 7, 2012

Haze SIP Status as of 12/18/12
EPA final approval, 77 FR 46952 (August 7, 2012)

BART Requirements

Wisconsin identified four non-EGUs as BART-eligibéd one of the four subsequently
determined as subject to BART. Wisconsin drafte@@mistrative order for the BART
source to cap NOx and $@missions from several boilers. Wisconsin acakpte
CAIR/CSAPR as BART for EGU NOx and $nd determined existing controls and
permit limits satisfied BART for EGU PM.

90% SQ reduction of 167 EGU stacks
Does not have listed stack.

28% SQ reduction in non-EGU emissions
None listed.

Evaluation of other control measures

Wisconsin plans to evaluate potential measuregganudtural ammonia sources post-
2018. Wisconsin will also continue to evaluategntial additional reductions from ICI
boilers, reciprocating internal combustion engiaed turbines, and mobile sources, as
needed to meet reasonable progress goals.

12wisconsin does not have a listed 167 EGU stadkybrmont listed it among the states identified as
having at least a 2% modeled sulfate impact at & #A/U Class 1 area, and as a state to be invitéeto
MANE-VU consultation process (letter from Justitndson, VT DEC, July 17, 200ih MANE-VU Inter-
RPO Consultation Briefing Book, 2007, at pp. 16:-18he Wisconsin haze SIP does not indicate it
received a MANE-VU Ask.
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3. US EPA

For additional national measures, the federal “MAXE Ask” requested “that EPA
work with the eastern Regional Planning Organizetito develop a proposal for
tightening the CAIR program to achieve an additidi@¥o reduction in S@[from power
plantg? by no later than 2018.”

While EPA has not developed a new proposal withRR©s in response to the MANE-
VU Ask, it has sought to implement two new rulecsi CAIR requiring greater SO
reductions from power plants by 2018. The projgcezluctions from these rules can be
placed in the context of the reduction requesh&éNIANE-VU Ask to EPA.

The first rule was the Cross-State Air PollutiondR(CSAPR), also known as the
Transport Rule, which was finalized in August 20then subsequently vacated by the
D.C. Circuit in August 2012. Although no longereffect, it was an effort by EPA that
would have resulted in additional $€@ductions from EGUs beyond CAIR. The second
rule is EPA’s Utility Mercury and Air Toxics Standis (Utility MATS) finalized in
February 2012. While this rule’s focus is on akits, EPA projected additional
significant SQ reductions from EGUs beyond CSAPR (and by infeeeDAIR as well)

as a co-benefit from additional controls needechéet the new air toxics standards. The
potential additional reductions of each rule amasarized in the following sections.

Cross-Sate Air Pollution Rule

A straightforward accounting of additional EGU S@ductions from CSAPR compared
to CAIR is not possible due to differences in ttetess covered under the two rules, and
differences in the reduced scope of emissionsrigadiiowed under CSAPR relative to
CAIR. At a basic level, the overall emission capsler each program can be compared
and are shown in the table below, with accompangagats as noted. Also note that
the full implementation of CAIR is in 2015, whiléeSBPR would have imposed its final
cap by 2014.

Program S@cap (million tons annually)
CAIR 2.6 (2015)*

CSAPR 2.4 (2014)**

CSAPR % reduction beyond CAIR -7.6%

* Due to EGUs’ ability to use banked allowancesem@AIR, EPA estimated actual $&missions in
2015 would be 4.1 million tons.

**EPA provided a “variability limit” that is a fixd percentage above each state’s emissions budget to
allow for year-to-year fluctuations in electricijgneration. Therefore, the state “budget” may be

13 Bracketed text is not in original. The MANE-VU At EPA does not explicitly mention power plants
in the quoted text, but the preceding paragraplits irequest to EPA indicate that the focus of the
additional 18% S@reductions is on power plants.
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exceeded in any given year within the variabilitgit, resulting in emissions above the overall peog
cap to a limited extent.

Utility Mercury and Air Toxics Standards

The Utility MATS address air toxics emitted by fd$ael power plants, but EPA
estimated that the projected controls needed todtalled on affected EGUs would
result in an additional 41% reduction in S@nissions beyond CSAPR nationdify.

A listing of states and DC covered by the MANE-VUKAs given in the following table,
which shows EPA’s projected EGU $@missions in a 2017 future baseline case that
assumes CSAPR is in place and a 2017 MATS future@ocase”” The table indicates
that while the overall regional S@duction beyond CSAPR resulting from Utility
MATS among the MANE-VU Ask states is less thanr#lative national reduction, the
regional reduction of 24% still exceeds the MANE-¥ASk to EPA of 18%. The 24%
additional reduction in EGU S&missions would also be a conservative minimum
relative to CAIR, as it allows more emissions tiBAPR.

.| 2017 MATS future

State Zggufustg%g?:)%m(' control case EGU
SO, (tons)®

CT 3,581 1,400
DE 2,835 4,160
DC 5 0
GA 96,712 78,197
IL 118,217 103,867
IN 200,969 156,781
KY 116,927 125,430
ME 2,564 1,372
MD 29,786 18,091
MA 15,133 5,033
Ml 163,168 82,834
NH 6,719 2,102
NJ 9,042 6,404
NY 14,653 28,174
NC 71,113 59,551
OH 180,935 139,208
PA 126,316 93,606
RI 0 0
SC 103,694 40,901

14 EPA Fact Sheet: Mercury and Air Toxics StandaBasgfits and Costs of Cleaning Up Toxic Air
Pollution from Power Plants, December 21, 2011. Available at
http://www.epa.gov/airquality/powerplanttoxics/pt8111221 MAT Simpactsfs.pdaccessed January 2,
2013).

15U.S. EPA Regulatory Impact Analysis for the Final Mercury and Air Toxics Sandards, EPA-452/R-11-
011, December 2011 (Table 5A-12).
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TN 33,080 42,666
VT 264 264
VA 51,004 33,704
wv 84,344 66,857
Wi 50,777 28,322
Subtotal MANE-VU Ask States only 1,478,257 1,114,52
MATS % reduction beyond CSAPR -249
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