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Mr. Brad Frost

lincis Enviranmental Pretection Agancy
Mfice of Community Relations

1021 North Grand Avenue East

P.C. Box 18276

Springfield. L 62704-9276

Dear Mr. Frost:

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the [llincis Environmental Pratection Agency's (ILEFA}
proposed infrastructure State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions for the 2015 ozone
national ambient air quality standards (NAATS), dated Cctober 2018, specifically the
interstate pollution transport analysis conducted pursuant to Clean A Act (CAS) section
110{@) 2301w, This section, alzo known as the Good Neighbor provision. reguires
states to include adeguate measures in their SIPs prohibiting emissions of air pollutants
“in amounts which will . . _ contribute significantly to nonatiainment in, or interfers with
maintenance by" states such as New Yark that are downwind of llinois.'

DEC commends lllincis on the reductions in ozone precursor emissions 1o date, but
believes that ILEPA must implement additicnal anforceabla control measures to
eliminate its current significant contributions to the New Yark-Marthern New Jersey
Leng Island, NY-NJ-CT nonattainment area (NYRMA) for the 2015 ozone NAAQS. For
the reasans that follow, DEC believes that ILEFA's SIP rmust be significantly revised
before it can be approved by the United States Environmental Pretection Agency
(USEPA} as complying with the reqguiremeants of the Good Neighbor provizion.

Projection Modeling

ILEPA uses 2023 CAMx projection medeling petformead by the Lake Michigan &ir
Directors Consortium (LADCO) based on USERA 2011 and forecasted 2023 emissions
data in its Good Meighbor demonstration to address the requirements of CAS section
T10(a 20D, However, USEPA's 2023 projections were performed using
unenforceable assumptions and countless inaccuracies that render the results unusakle
in a Good Neighbor SIP revision. DEC 15 also concernad with USEPA's inconsistent use
of electric generating unit (EGU) projection methodologies when proposing rules. For
example, USEFA used the Integrated Planning Madal {IPM) for its August 21, 2018
Affordakle Clean Energy (ACE) proposal, but used an "engineering analysis” to project
2023 emissions for EGUs for its Cross-State Air Pollution Rule "CSAPR" Closeoul ruls.
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The IPM model for the ACE proposal projected higher future ozone precursor emissicns
in some states.

These modeling flaws’ and inconsistencies result in the minimization of dowrwing
nenattainment and maintenance concerns, and mask the true degres of ozonea franspart
corming from upwind states, including linois, inte New York, Enclosed are DEC's
comments on USEPA's projection modeling asscciated with its C3APR Closs-0ut
proposal * many of which also perain to LADCO's projaction modeling.

Since LADC O used the Eastern Regional Technical Advisory Commitiee Electric
Generation Unit (ERETAC-EGU) inventary for EGUS in its projection madealing, ILEPA
must ensure that all forecasted emission reductions and unit shutdowns in ERTAC-EGU
are bound by enforceable conditions.

Regardless of projected design values and future emissions contributions, linais is
obligated to eliminate its current significant contributions to the NYMA. The CAS
spacifically requires SIPs to "inglude enforceable emission limitations and other control
rreasures, means, or technigues (including eccnomic incentives such as fees,
rmarketable permits, and auctions of emissions rghts), as well as schadules and
timatakles for compliance, as may ba necessany of appropriate o meet the applicable
requiremanis."? Indsed, a SIP cannot ba considered administratively complete unless it
includes "[e]vidence that the plan containg emissicn Emitations, work practice standards
and recordkeeping/reporting reguirements, where nacessary, (O ensura emissian
levels."* Without specific enforceable emissions limits and control maasuras, DEC
believes that the SIP is incomplete and cannat be approved by USEPA as it does not
meest the reguiremants of the CAL and implementing regulations ?

Significant Contribution Threshold

ILEFPA used a 1 part per billion (pph) contribution thresheld in its analysis instead of the
longstanding contribution threshald of 1% of the standard® {i.e.. 0.70 pph for the 2015
nzone NAAGS) for purposes of detenmining which states are “linkad” 1 downwind
receptors at step 2 of the CSAFPR framework. As ILEPA is aware, USEPA provided
modeling data to aid states in developing Good Meighber SIP revigions for the 2015
ozohe NAAGS in a January 2017 Notice of Data Availability (NGDA)Y. The NODA used
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a 1% contribution threshold ® However, in an August 31, 2018 memecrandum ? USEPA
purported to analyze alternative thresholds for determining linkagas at C5APR step 2
for the 2015 ozone NAAGKS, and delermined, with scant reasoning and numerous
unaddressed consequences. that a 1 ppb contribution threshaold “may he reasonable
and approprate for states to use." (emphasis addad)

Despite USEFPA's August 31, 2018 memorandum, DEC believes there is not a sound
basis for vse of such threshold. Instead, DEC believes that the continued use of tha 1'%
threshold s necessary for consistensy across all states and because the calculated
threshold is directly tied to the level of the NAATDS, as reflected in the comments and
LISEPA's respanzas on this issue in the original CSAPR nulemaking.'™ If upwind states
selectively use a higher contribution threzhaold while all states face a lowsr, mora
stingent NAAQS, it will have the ineguitable effect of requinng downwingd states to
reduce therr emissions even more and at greater cost to compensate for upwind states
reducing their emissions even less and at lowear costs, This is clearly not an equitable
or cost-effective salution for ensuring that downwind states such as Mew York attain the
2015 ozone NAAQDS as expediticusly az practicable, and could mean the difference
between attainment and nonattainment. In addition, inconsisiency among upwind
states in applying a contribution threshald at C5APR step 2 is inequitable for upwind
states selecting a lowear thrashold and interferes with attainment glanning by downwind
states such as MNew York.

Even accepting for the sake of argument that an upwind state could consider a highar
contribution threshold on the terms proposad in LSEPA's August 31, 2018
memarandum, Hlingis' 5IP does not demonstrate that a 1 ppb threshaold is approgriate in
this case. llinois has not shown that the amount of collective contricution captured
uging a 1 pph threshold is comparable to the amount captured using a threshold
equivalent to 1% of the NAALS.

According to Table CC of ILEPA's draft SIP," ! applying the historic 1% threshold to
2023 projections would link llinais to three maintenance manitors and one
nanattainment monitor in the notheastmid-Atlantic region. Al three maintenance
menitors would be located within the NY WA Richmond County, NY (Susan Wagner);
Oueens County, NY {Queens Collega); and Fairfield County, CT {Stratford). Even for
the two significantly-impacted maintenance monitars in the Lake Michigan area, ILEFPA
provides no real solutions; instead, it discusses future improvements to projection
medeling. DEC believes that ILEPA’s draft 3IP cannot be approvad by USEPA until
ILEFA commits te adept and implement spacific control measuras that would rezoive
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llinois’ Gocd Neighkor obligations to all dewnwing nonattainment and maintenance
HIEES.

In summary, we commend lllincis for reductions in ozone precursor emissicns to date,
but believe ILEPA s draft SIP reguires significant revisions before it can be approved by
USEPA and complies with the requirements of the CAS. If you have any guestions in
relation to this letter, please contact Mr. Michael Sheehan, Director of the Bureau of Air
Uuality Planning, at (518) 402-3308.

Sincarely,

Steven E. Flint, PE
Director, Division of Air Resources

Enclasure



