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MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Office of Air Quality Assessments

1111 East Main Street, Richmond, VA  23219
22nd Floor	804/698-4000
_________________________________________________________________________________

To:	James Kyle, Air Permit Manager (PRO)

From:	Mike Kiss, Manager - Office of Air Quality Assessments (AQA)

Date:	January 24, 2019

Subject:	Technical Review of the PSD Air Quality Analyses – Chickahominy Power Station
______________________________________________________________________________

I.	Project Background

Chickahominy Power, LLC (CPLLC) is proposing to construct and operate a natural gas-fired combined-cycle electric generating facility in Charles City County, Virginia on an approximately 185-acre site.  The site is located to the east of State Road 106 and fronts Chambers/Landfill Road along its northern boundary.  The town of Charles City, Virginia is approximately 11 miles southeast of the site.  The proposed new facility, referred to as the “Chickahominy Power Station” (Project), will consist of three 1x1 power blocks with a total net nominal generating capacity of 1,650 megawatts (MW) at 95° F ambient temperature.  Each power block will have a combustion turbine generator (CTG) and a heat recovery steam generator (HRSG) that will provide steam to a steam turbine generator.  Each combustion turbine will be capable of firing pipeline-quality natural gas only.  The HRSGs will be equipped with selective catalytic reduction to minimize nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions and an oxidation catalyst to minimize carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions.  The HRGS will not include duct burning.  The proposed facility will also include two natural gas-fired auxiliary boilers, three natural gas-fired fuel gas heaters, a diesel-fired emergency generator and fire water pump, two diesel storage tanks, and circuit breakers.  CPLLC has proposed the installation of either General Electric (7HA.02) or Mitsubishi Hitachi Power Systems (M501JAC) combustion turbines.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposed facility meets the definition of major source under 9 VAC 5 Chapter 80, Article 8 (Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)) of the Commonwealth of Virginia Regulations for the Control and Abatement of Air Pollution because it is a fossil-fuel-fired steam electric plant of more than 250 MMBtu/hr heat input capacity and has the potential to emit 100 tons per year (TPY) or more of a regulated pollutant.  Also, the proposed facility has the potential to emit greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions equal to or greater than 75,000 TPY carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e).  The pollutants subject to PSD review are nitrogen oxides (NOX), particulate matter having an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns (PM-10), particulate matter having an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns (PM-2.5), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), sulfur dioxide (SO2), sulfuric acid mist, and greenhouse gases (GHGs).  As a result, PSD regulations require an air quality analysis be performed that demonstrates that the projected air emissions from the proposed facility will neither cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) or PSD increment.  In addition, PSD regulations require that additional impact analyses for soil, vegetation, growth, and visibility be conducted.

An analysis of the project’s impact on air quality and air quality related values (AQRVs) in any affected Class I area may also be required, contingent upon input from the Federal Land Managers (FLMs).  The United States Forest Service (USFS), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and the National Park Service (NPS) each stated in a separate e-mail dated February 2, 2017, February 2, 2017, and February 7, 2017, respectively, that an AQRV analysis was not required since the project is not expected to show any significant additional impacts to AQRVs.  Therefore, only a Class I area analysis to assess compliance with the Class I PSD increments is required.

The following is a summary of the AQA’s review of the required air quality analyses for the CPLLC Project for both Class I and Class II PSD areas.  The worst-case impacts from all operating loads, including startup and shutdown operations, are presented in this memorandum.

II.	Modeling Methodology

The Class I and Class II air quality modeling analyses conform to 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W - Guideline on Air Quality Models and were performed in accordance with their respective approved modeling methodology.  The air quality model used for both Class I and Class II area analyses was the most recent version of the AERMOD modeling system (Version 18081).  The AERMOD modeling system is the preferred EPA-approved regulatory model for near-field applications and is also contained in Appendix W of 40 CFR Part 51.  AERMOD was also used as a preliminary screening model to determine the need for more detailed PSD increment modeling in the Class I area.

Additional details on the modeling methodology can be found in the applicable sections of CPLLC’s revised air permit application submittal received by DEQ on January 21, 2019.
III.	Modeling Results

Class II Area - Preliminary Modeling Analysis

A preliminary modeling analysis for criteria pollutants was conducted in accordance with PSD regulations to predict the maximum ambient air impacts.  The preliminary analysis modeled emissions from the proposed facility only to determine whether or not the impacts were above the applicable significant impact levels (SILs).  For those pollutants for which maximum predicted impacts were less than the SIL, no further analyses was required (i.e., predicted maximum impacts less than SILs are considered insignificant and of no further concern).  For impacts predicted to be equal to or greater than the SIL, a more refined air quality modeling analysis (i.e., full impact or cumulative impact analysis) is required to assess compliance with the NAAQS and PSD increment.

The emissions associated with three (3) representative operating loads were modeled, as well as startup/shutdown emissions, for both the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options.  Tables 1and 2 below show the maximum predicted ambient air concentrations for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively.

Table 1
Class II Preliminary Modeling Analysis Results versus Significant Impact Levels
General Electric Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Predicted Concentration From Proposed Facility (g/m3)
	Class II Significant Impact Level (g/m3)

	NO2
	1-hour
	141.82
	7.5

	NO2
	Annual
	2.04
	1

	SO2
	1-hour
	2.70
	7.9

	SO2
	3-hour
	2.47
	25

	SO2
	24-hour
	1.25
	5

	SO2
	Annual
	0.08
	1

	PM-10
	24-hour
	6.52
	5

	PM-10
	Annual
	0.47
	1

	CO
	1-hour
	968.88
	2,000

	CO
	8-hour
	102.40
	500



Table 2
Class II Preliminary Modeling Analysis Results versus Significant Impact Levels
Mitsubishi Hitachi Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Predicted Concentration From Proposed Facility (g/m3)
	Class II Significant Impact Level (g/m3)

	NO2
	1-hour
	50.32
	7.5

	NO2
	Annual
	2.08
	1

	SO2
	1-hour
	3.19
	7.9

	SO2
	3-hour
	2.77
	25

	SO2
	24-hour
	1.30
	5

	SO2
	Annual
	0.08
	1

	PM-10
	24-hour
	8.04
	5

	PM-10
	Annual
	0.49
	1

	CO
	1-hour
	552.84
	2,000

	CO
	8-hour
	53.96
	500



The modeling results for SO2 (1-hour, 3-hour, 24-hour, and annual averaging periods), PM-10 (annual averaging period), and CO (1-hour and 8-hour averaging periods) were less than the applicable SILs for both turbine options.  Therefore, a full NAAQS and PSD increment analysis for these pollutants and averaging periods was not required.  In addition, the project’s air quality impact, when added to existing background air quality, would not alter the current attainment status for any of these pollutants and averaging periods.

A full impact analysis for NO2 (1-hour and annual averaging periods) and PM-10 (24-hour averaging period) was conducted because the preliminary modeling analysis results exceeded the applicable SIL.  Additionally, a full impact analysis was conducted for PM-2.5 (24-hour and annual averaging periods) because the provisions of the PM-2.5 SILs in 40 CFR 51.166(k)(2) and 52.21(k)(2) were vacated in January 2013 and the DEQ does not currently have state-specific SILs for the purpose of excluding a project from performing a full impact analysis.

Class II Area – Cumulative Impact Modeling Analysis

The cumulative impact analysis consisted of separate analyses to assess compliance with the NAAQS and the Class II PSD increment for NO2, PM-10, and PM-2.5 for the applicable averaging periods.  No PSD increment analysis was required for NO2 (1-hour averaging period) because EPA has not promulgated a Class II PSD increment for this pollutant and averaging period.

It is important to note that the cumulative impact modeling results (both NAAQS and PSD increment) can sometimes be less than the “source only” modeling results in Tables 1 and 2 of this memorandum.  This is due to the fact that source only modeling uses the maximum concentration to determine significance, whereas the cumulative modeling results reflect the form of the air quality standard.  For example, the following criteria must be met to attain the NAAQS:

· NO2 (1-hour) - To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each monitor within an area must not exceed the standard.
· NO2 (annual) - Never to exceed the standard.
· PM-10 (24-hour) - Not to exceed the standard more than once per year on average over 3 years.
· PM-2.5 (24-hour) - To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor within an area must not exceed the standard.
· PM-2.5 (annual) - To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM-2.5 concentrations from single or multiple community-oriented monitors must not exceed the standard.

NAAQS Analysis

The NAAQS analysis included emissions from the proposed source, emissions from existing sources from Virginia, and representative ambient background concentrations of NO2, PM-10, and PM-2.5.  The results of the analysis are presented in Tables 3 and 4 for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively, and demonstrate compliance with the applicable NAAQS. 

Table 3
NAAQS Modeling - Cumulative Impact Results
General Electric Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Total Modeled Concentration (µg/m3)
	Ambient Background Concentration (µg/m3)
	Total Concentration (µg/m3)
	NAAQS (µg/m3)

	NO2
	1-hour
	180.23
	--(1)
	180.23
	188

	NO2
	Annual
	3.58
	9.4
	12.98
	100

	PM-10
	24-hour
	5.08
	23
	28.08
	150

	PM-2.5
	24-hour
	3.07
	16
	19.07
	35

	PM-2.5
	Annual
	0.63
	7.3
	7.93
	12


(1) Season and hour of day varying

Table 4
NAAQS Modeling - Cumulative Impact Results
Mitsubishi Hitachi Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Total Modeled Concentration (µg/m3)
	Ambient Background Concentration (µg/m3)
	Total Concentration (µg/m3)
	NAAQS (µg/m3)

	NO2
	1-hour
	134.57
	--(1)
	134.57
	188

	NO2
	Annual
	3.63
	9.4
	13.03
	100

	PM-10
	24-hour
	5.30
	23
	28.30
	150

	PM-2.5
	24-hour
	3.60
	16
	19.60
	35

	PM-2.5
	Annual
	0.65
	7.3
	7.95
	12


(1) Season and hour of day varying

PSD Increment Analysis

The PSD increment analysis included emissions from the proposed source and nearby increment-consuming sources.  Tables 5 and 6 below present the results of the analysis for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively, and show that the concentrations for all pollutants and averaging periods were below the applicable PSD increments.

Table 5
PSD Increment Modeling - Cumulative Impact Results
General Electric Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Modeled Concentration (µg/m3)
	Class II PSD Increment (µg/m3)

	NO2
	Annual
	3.58
	25

	PM-10
	24-hour
	5.58
	30

	PM-2.5
	24-hour
	5.74
	9

	PM-2.5
	Annual
	0.52
	4



Table 6
PSD Increment Modeling - Cumulative Impact Results
Mitsubishi Hitachi Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Modeled Concentration (µg/m3)
	Class II PSD Increment (µg/m3)

	NO2
	Annual
	3.63
	25

	PM-10
	24-hour
	6.86
	30

	PM-2.5
	24-hour
	6.97
	9

	PM-2.5
	Annual
	0.54
	4



NAAQS and PSD Increment Analyses Conclusions

Based on DEQ’s review of the NAAQS and PSD increment analyses, assuming DEQ’s regional office processing the permit application approved all of the emission estimates and associated stack parameters for the modeled scenarios, the proposed CPLLC Project does not cause or significantly contribute to a predicted violation of any applicable NAAQS or Class II area PSD increment.

Toxics Analysis

The source is subject to the state toxics regulations at 9 VAC 5-60-300 et al.  An analysis was conducted in accordance with the regulations and the predicted concentrations for each toxic pollutant were below their respective Significant Ambient Air Concentrations (SAAC).  Tables 7 and 8 summarize the toxic pollutant modeling analysis results for the General Electric and Mitsubishi turbine options, respectively.

Table 7
Toxics Analysis Maximum Predicted Concentrations
General Electric Turbines

	Toxic Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Modeled Concentration From Proposed Facility
(µg/m3)
	SAAC (µg/m3)

	Acrolein
	1-hour
	0.02
	17.25

	Acrolein
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.46

	Beryllium
	Annual
	7.7E-07
	0.004

	Cadmium
	1-hour
	0.003
	2.5

	Cadmium
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.1

	Chromium
	1-hour
	0.003
	2.5

	Chromium
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.1

	Formaldehyde
	1-hour
	0.44
	62.5

	Formaldehyde
	Annual
	0.006
	2.4

	Lead
	Annual
	0.00003
	0.3

	Mercury
	Annual
	0.00002
	0.1

	Nickel
	1-hour
	0.005
	5

	Nickel
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.2



Table 8
Toxics Analysis Maximum Predicted Concentrations
Mitsubishi Hitachi Turbines

	Toxic Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Modeled Concentration From Proposed Facility
(µg/m3)
	SAAC (µg/m3)

	Acrolein
	1-hour
	0.02
	17.25

	Acrolein
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.46

	Beryllium
	1-hour
	0.00003
	0.1

	Beryllium
	Annual
	8.0E-07
	0.004

	Cadmium
	1-hour
	0.003
	2.5

	Cadmium
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.1

	Chromium
	1-hour
	0.004
	2.5

	Chromium
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.1

	Formaldehyde
	1-hour
	0.48
	62.5

	Formaldehyde
	Annual
	0.007
	2.4

	Lead
	Annual
	0.00003
	0.3

	Mercury
	Annual
	0.00002
	0.1

	Nickel
	1-hour
	0.006
	5

	Nickel
	Annual
	0.0001
	0.2



Additional Impact Analysis

In accordance with the PSD regulations, additional impact analyses were performed to assess the impacts from the proposed facility on visibility, vegetation and soils, and the potential for and impact of secondary growth.  These analyses are discussed below.

Visibility

A Class II area visibility analysis using VISCREEN was not conducted because there are no protected vistas identified near the proposed CPLLC Project site.  Visibility in the area near the proposed facility will be protected by operational requirements, such as air pollution controls and clean burning fuels, and stringent limits on visible emissions, which will be incorporated into its air permit.

Vegetation and Soils

An analysis on sensitive vegetation types with significant commercial or recreational value was conducted.  The analysis compared maximum predicted concentrations from the proposed facility against a range of injury thresholds found in various peer-reviewed research articles as well as criteria contained in the EPA document A Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and Animals (EPA, 1980).  Tables 9 and 10 show the maximum modeled concentrations for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively, were all below the respective thresholds (i.e., the minimum reported levels at which damage or growth effects to vegetation may occur).  As a result, no adverse impacts on vegetation are expected.

Table 9
Comparison of Vegetation Sensitivity Thresholds to Maximum Modeled Concentrations from the CPLLC Project
General Electric Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Modeled Concentration From Proposed Facility
(µg/m3)
	Sensitive Vegetation Threshold
(µg/m3)

	SO2
	1-hour
	2.70
	393

	SO2
	3-hour
	2.47
	786

	SO2
	Annual
	0.08
	18

	NO2
	1-hour
	17.63
	280

	NO2
	4-hour
	108.91
	3,760

	NO2
	1-month
	3.38
	564

	NO2
	Annual
	2.04
	94

	PM-10
	24-hour
	6.52
	150

	CO
	1-week
	35.45
	1,800,000



Table 10
Comparison of Vegetation Sensitivity Thresholds to Maximum Modeled Concentrations from the CPLLC Project
Mitsubishi Hitachi Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Modeled Concentration From Proposed Facility
(µg/m3)
	Sensitive Vegetation Threshold
(µg/m3)

	SO2
	1-hour
	3.19
	393

	SO2
	3-hour
	2.77
	786

	SO2
	Annual
	0.08
	18

	NO2
	1-hour
	19.97
	280

	NO2
	4-hour
	108.94
	3,760

	NO2
	1-month
	3.44
	564

	NO2
	Annual
	2.08
	94

	PM-10
	24-hour
	8.04
	150

	CO
	1-week
	42.94
	1,800,000



The impact of the emissions on soils in the vicinity of the proposed project was evaluated.  The soil type was determined from data collected from the United States Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey Geographic (SSGUGO) database and the NRCS Web Soil Survey tool.  The soil types within the counties of Charles City, Henrico, and New Kent were examined.

The predominate soil types in the vicinity of the proposed project are sandy loams and loams.  These soil types are generally considered to have a moderate to high buffering capacity and have adequate capacity to absorb acidic deposition without changing the soil pH.  Based on the soil types and quantity of emissions from the proposed project, no adverse impact on local soils is anticipated.

Growth

The work force for the proposed facility is expected to range from 400 to 1,100 jobs during various phases of the construction.  It is expected that a significant regional construction force is already available to build the proposed facility.  Therefore, it is anticipated that no new housing, commercial or industrial construction will be necessary to support the CPLLC Project during the two-year construction schedule.  The proposed facility will also require approximately 40 to 45 permanent positions.  It is assumed that individuals that already live in the region will perform a number of these jobs.  No new housing requirements are expected for any new personnel moving to the area.  In addition, due to the small number of new individuals expected to move into the area to support the CPLLC Project and the existence of some commercial activity in the area, new commercial construction would not be necessary to support the permanent work force.  Additionally, no significant level of industrial related support will be necessary for the CPLLC Project.  Therefore, significant industrial growth is not expected.

Based on the growth expectations discussed above, no new significant emissions from secondary growth during the construction and operation phases of the CPLLC Project are anticipated.

Class I Area Modeling Analysis

The FLMs are provided reviewing authority of Class I areas that may be affected by emissions from a proposed source by the PSD regulations and are specifically charged with protecting the Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) within the Class I areas.  The closest Class I areas to the proposed facility is the Shenandoah National Park (SNP).  It is approximately 153 kilometer (km) from the proposed facility.  The other Class I areas within 300 km of the proposed facility but located at a distance greater than 153 km are James River Face Wilderness Area, Swanquarter National Wildlife Refuge, Dolly Sods Wilderness Area, and Otter Creek Wilderness Area.

Modeling guidance contained in the Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values Work Group (FLAG) Phase I Report – Revised (2010) provides screening criteria for determining whether a source may be excluded from performing a Class I area AQRV modeling analysis.  The FLMs may consider excluding a source from modeling if its total SO2, NOX, PM-10, and H2SO4 annual emissions (in tons per year, based on 24-hour maximum allowable emissions) divided by the distance (in km) from the Class I area is less than or equal to 10.  The sum of the emissions for the proposed project for the worst-case turbine option (Mitsubishi Hitachi) is not expected to exceed approximately 689 tons per year (tpy).  Therefore, the FLAG 2010 screening criteria for SNP is 4.5 (689 tpy/153 km).  The screening criteria for all other Class I areas is less than 4.5 because these areas are located at a distance greater than 153 km.  As a result, the USFS, the FWS, and the NPS each stated in a separate e-mail dated February 2, 2017, February 2, 2017, and February 7, 2017, respectively, that an AQRV analysis was not required since the project is not expected to show any significant additional impacts to AQRVs.

However, even though an AQRV analysis was not required to be conducted, an analysis to assess compliance with the Class I PSD increments for NO2, PM-10, SO2, and PM-2.5 was conducted.  The emissions used in the Class I area modeling were the same as those used for the Class II area modeling.  A preliminary modeling analysis for NO2, PM-10, SO2, and PM-2.5 was conducted to assess the maximum predicted ambient impacts at a distance of 50 km from the proposed facility.  As shown in Tables 11 and 12, the proposed facility’s maximum predicted ambient impacts for NO2 (annual averaging period), PM-10 (24-hour and annual averaging periods), SO2 (3-hour, 24-hour, and annual averaging periods), and PM-2.5 (24-hour and annual averaging periods) for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively, were less than the applicable Class I SILs.  Therefore, the maximum predicted ambient impacts for the aforementioned pollutants and averaging periods are also expected to be less than the SILs at all Class I areas.  SNP, the nearest Class I area is 153 kilometers downwind of the proposed facility.   In addition, the nominal impacts at all Class I areas would not cause or contribute to any PSD increment violation. 

Table 11
Summary of Maximum Predicted Concentrations at 50 km from the CPLLC Project
General Electric Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Predicted Concentration From Proposed Facility at 50 km
(μg/m3)
	Class I Significant Impact Level (μg/m3)

	NO2
	Annual
	0.02
	0.1

	PM-10
	24-hour
	0.09
	0.3

	PM-10
	Annual
	0.01
	0.2

	PM-2.5
	24-hour
	0.19
	0.27

	PM-2.5
	Annual
	0.01
	0.05

	SO2
	3-hour
	0.11
	1.0

	SO2
	24-hour
	0.03
	0.2

	SO2
	Annual
	0.003
	0.1



Table 12
Summary of Maximum Predicted Concentrations at 50 km from the CPLLC Project
Mitsubishi Hitachi Turbines

	Pollutant
	Averaging Period
	Maximum Predicted Concentration From Proposed Facility at 50 km
(μg/m3)
	Class I Significant Impact Level (μg/m3)

	NO2
	Annual
	0.02
	0.1

	PM-10
	24-hour
	0.10
	0.3

	PM-10
	Annual
	0.01
	0.2

	PM-2.5
	24-hour
	0.21
	0.27

	PM-2.5
	Annual
	0.01
	0.05

	SO2
	3-hour
	0.13
	1.0

	SO2
	24-hour
	0.03
	0.2

	SO2
	Annual
	0.003
	0.1



Summary of Class I Area Analysis

Based on DEQ’s review of the Class I area modeling analyses, the proposed CPLLC Project does not cause or significantly contribute to a predicted violation of any applicable Class I area PSD increment.

Other Modeling Considerations

Ozone

An assessment to estimate the impact on ozone from the proposed facility’s NOX and VOC emissions was conducted.  This analysis was based on the highest daily maximum 8-hour ozone impacts from comparable hypothetical NOX and VOC sources that were identified as representative of the proposed facility from multiple hypothetical source model simulations contained in EPA’s Guidance on the Development of Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERPs) as a Tier 1 Demonstration Tool for Ozone and PM2.5 under the PSD Permitting Program (December 2, 2016).  Therefore, based on the guidance, approximately 1.49 parts per billion (ppb) and 1.67 ppb of ozone might be formed on a worst-case day as a result of NOX and VOC emissions from CPLLC for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively.  Additionally, the estimated 1.21 ppb of ozone from the recently permitted, but not yet constructed, C4GT natural gas-fired electrical generating facility was also included in the total worst-case daily impact.  The monitored ozone design value for the area is 63 ppb, as measured at the nearby DEQ Shirley Plantation monitor for the period 2016 through 2018.  The addition of the CPLLC Project’s and C4GT’s worst-case daily impacts to the design value equals 65.69 ppb and 65.87 ppb for the General Electric and Mitsubishi Hitachi turbine options, respectively, which is well below the 8-hour ozone NAAQS of 70 ppb.  It is important to note that this approach is highly conservative because it adds a daily maximum 8-hour ozone concentration to a design value.  The actual modeled impact from CPLLC and C4GT on the design value (4th highest ozone concentration averaged over 3 years) is likely to be much less than the result obtained using this approach, based on DEQ’s photochemical modeling experience.

In addition, Virginia implements the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR) Update regulation (81 FR 74505, October 26, 2016) under a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP).  This FIP includes new units set asides within the Virginia budget for ozone season NOX emissions that are equivalent to 2% of the total state budget plus the projected amount of emissions from planned units.  Table VII.E-1 (81 FR 74565) provides that Virginia’s new unit set aside amount is 562 tons, with a total EGU emissions budget of 9,223 tons.  All units subject to CSAPR (those with capacities of greater than 25 MW and firing fossil fuel) must operate in the cap and trade program.  EPA’s technical analyses for this program indicate that this rule addresses Good Neighbor transport requirements for EGUs under Section 110(a)(2)(D)(I) of the CAA.  As long as Virginia units operate under this program, additional modeling is therefore unnecessary to demonstrate compliance with Good Neighbor provisions since Virginia’s emissions must be no higher than the assurance levels associated with the rule and listed in Table VII.E-2 (81 FR 74567).  Otherwise, units would need to provide penalty allocations equivalent to a 3:1 ratio of their emissions over the assurance levels.
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