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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to provide guidance to States in setting reasonable
progress goals (RPGs) as part of their regional haze state implementation plans (SIPs) and in
deciding those measures necessary to meet these goals.  We emphasize that this document is
merely guidance and that States or the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may elect to
follow or deviate from this guidance, as appropriate.  The ultimate determination of whether a
given SIP submission by a State meets the statutory requirements of sections 169A and 169B of
the Clean Air Act (CAA) and the regional haze regulations at 40 CFR 51.300 - 309 will be
accomplished through notice and comment rulemaking in which the facts and circumstances of
each State submission will be evaluated by EPA. 

Under the Tribal Authority Rule, 40 CFR part 49, Tribes have the authority to seek
“treatment as a State” for purposes of administering certain CAA programs, including the
regional haze program.  Whether Tribes seek this authority or not, EPA encourages Tribes to
participate in the regional planning efforts to address visibility and to consult with neighboring
States as they develop their regional haze SIPs.  We hope that this guidance will provide Tribes
with an understanding of the process for establishing RPGs that will assist them in the
consultation process.

1.1 Legislative and Regulatory History

The CAA was amended in August 1977, and a new section 169A was added for the
protection of visibility in mandatory class I Federal areas (Class I areas) of great scenic
importance.  In section 169A(a)(1), Congress established the national goal for visibility
protection: 

Congress hereby declares as a national goal the prevention of any future, and the
remedying of any existing, impairment of visibility in mandatory class I Federal
areas which impairment results from manmade air pollution.

Section 169A(a)(4), in part, requires EPA to “promulgate regulations to assure reasonable
progress toward meeting the national goal.”  The CAA also requires States to submit SIPs
containing such emission limits, schedules of compliance, and other measures as may be
necessary to make reasonable progress toward meeting the goal.1
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In the CAA Amendments of 1990, Congress added section 169B to strengthen and
reaffirm the national goal.  Section169B(e) calls for EPA to “carry out the Administrator's
regulatory responsibilities under [section 169A], including criteria for measuring ‘reasonable
progress’ toward the national goal.”

In response to these mandates, EPA promulgated the regional haze rule (RHR) on July 1,
1999.2  Under section 51.308(d)(1) of this rule, States must “establish goals (expressed in
deciviews) that provide for reasonable progress towards achieving natural visibility conditions”
for each Class I area within a State.  These RPGs must provide for an improvement in visibility
for the most impaired days over the period of the implementation plan and ensure no degradation
in visibility for the least impaired days over the same period.3

The RHR also requires States to submit a long-term strategy that includes such measures
as are necessary to achieve the RPG for each Class I area.4  The regulations require States to
consider major and minor stationary sources, mobile sources, and area sources in developing
their long-term strategies.  In addition, States must submit a SIP that contains either emission
limitations representing best available retrofit technology (BART) for certain sources put into
operation between 1962 and 1977 or alternative measures that provide for greater reasonable
progress than BART.5  The BART requirements were addressed in a rule revising certain
provisions of the regulations in section 51.308(e) and promulgating the BART Guidelines.6

1.2 Meaning of the Term “Reasonable Progress Goal”

 States must establish RPGs, measured in deciviews (dv), for each Class I area for the
purpose of improving visibility on the haziest days and ensuring no degradation in visibility on
the clearest days over the period of each implementation plan.7  RPGs are interim goals that
represent incremental visibility improvement over time toward the goal of natural background
conditions and are developed in consultation with other affected States and Federal Land
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Managers (FLM).8

In determining what would constitute reasonable progress, section 169A(g) of the CAA 
requires States to consider the following four factors:

• The costs of compliance;

• The time necessary for compliance;

• The energy and non-air quality environmental impacts of compliance; and

• The remaining useful life of existing sources that contribute to visibility impairment.9

States must demonstrate in their SIPs how these factors are taken into consideration in selecting
the RPG for each Class I area in the State.

The discussion of the statutory factors in this guidance is largely aimed at helping States
apply these factors in considering measures for point sources.  States may find that the factors
can be applied to sources other than point sources; the meaning of the factors, however, should
not be unduly strained in order to fit non-point sources.  In other words, if common sense dictates
that a particular statutory factor cannot be applied to a particular source category, then the State’s
analysis may reflect that fact, and emissions reductions from such sources may still be included
in the SIP.

As noted above, the RHR establishes an additional analytical requirement for States in the
process of establishing the RPG.  This analytical requirement requires States to determine the
rate of improvement in visibility needed to reach natural conditions by 2064, and to set each RPG
taking this “glidepath” into account.10  (The process for determining the glidepath is discussed
later in this document.)  EPA adopted this approach, in part, to ensure that States use a common
analytical framework that accounts for the regional differences affecting visibility and, in part, to
ensure an informed and equitable decision making process.  The glidepath is not a presumptive
target, and States may establish a RPG that provides for greater, lesser, or equivalent visibility
improvement as that described by the glidepath.
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In deciding what amount of emissions reduction is appropriate in setting the RPG, you
should take into account the fact that the long-term goal of no manmade impairment
encompasses several planning periods.  It is reasonable for you to defer reductions to later
planning periods in order to maintain a consistent glidepath toward the long-term goal.

1.3 Relationship of Reasonable Progress to BART and the Long-Term Strategy

The RPGs, the long-term strategy, and BART (or alternative measures in lieu of BART)
are the three main elements of the regional haze SIPs that States are required to submit by
December 17, 2007.  The long-term strategy and BART emissions limitations or other alternative
measures, including cap-and-trade programs or other economic incentive approaches, are
inherently related to the RPG.  The long-term strategy is the compilation of “enforceable
emissions limitations, compliance schedules, and other measures as necessary to achieve the
[RPGs],”11 and is the means through which the State ensures that its RPG will be met.  BART
emissions limits (or alternative measures in lieu of BART, such as the Clean Air Interstate Rule
(CAIR)) are one set of measures that must be included in the SIP to ensure that an area makes
reasonable progress toward the national goal, and the visibility improvement resulting from
BART (or a BART alternative) is included in the development of the RPG.
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2.0 OVERVIEW OF THE PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING THE RPG

Development of the RPG for each Class I area should be a collaborative process among
State, local, and Tribal authorities, Regional Planning Organizations (RPOs), and FLMs.  Steps
for developing RPGs will be briefly outlined in this section of the guidance, along with
references to other guidance and rules where additional detail can be found.  The remaining
sections of this guidance expand on particular aspects of these steps.  In addition, as this is
guidance for States in developing RPGs, the use of “you” through the rest of the document refers
to States.

2.1 Establish Baseline and Natural Visibility Conditions

To track progress toward the national goal, the RHR, among other things, requires you to
establish the “baseline conditions” representing visibility for the best and worst days at the time
the regional haze program is established for each Class I area.  Once established, the baseline
represents the starting point from which reasonable progress will be measured.  The RHR also
requires you to estimate “natural conditions” for each Class I area that represents the visiblity
conditions that would exist in the absence of man-made impairment.

As explained in the RHR, the baseline for each Class I area is the average visibility (in
dv) for the 20 percent most impaired days, or “worst days”, and for the 20 percent least impaired
days, or “best days,” for the years 2000 through 2004.12  Using available monitoring data for the
2000 to 2004 time period, you are required to calculate the baseline by averaging the annual
values (in dv) for the 20 percent worst days in each year (yr) to produce a single value (in dv) that
represents the baseline conditions for the worst days.  You should follow the same approach for
determining the value that represents the baseline conditions for the best days.  Natural
conditions at each Class I area are also expressed by reference to the level of visibility (in dv) for
the 20 percent most impaired and least impaired days.13
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Figure 1

2.2 Determine the Glidepath, or Uniform Rate of Progress

By comparing baseline conditions with natural conditions, you can determine the uniform
rate of visibility improvement, or progress, needed to reach natural conditions by 2064 for each
Class I area.  Figure 1, below, illustrates the basic steps in the process for calculating the uniform
rate of progress toward natural conditions for the first planning period at a hypothetical Class I
area.  

Figure 1 Example of a Uniform Rate  of Progress

• Compare baseline conditions to natural conditions.  The difference between these two
represents the amount of progress needed to reach natural visibility conditions.  In this
example, the State has determined that the baseline for the 20 percent worst days for the
Class I area is 29 dv and estimated that natural background is 11 dv, a difference of 18
dv.

• Calculate the annual average visibility improvement needed to reach natural conditions
by 2064 by dividing the total amount of improvement needed by 60 years (the period
between 2004 and 2064).  In this example, this value is 0.3 dv/yr.
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• Multiply the annual average visibility improvement needed by the number of years in the
first planning period (the period from 2004 until 2018).  In this example, this value is 4.2
dv.  This is the uniform rate of progress that would be needed during the first planning
period to attain natural visibility conditions by 2064.

If you were to achieve this steady improvement in visibility over the next 60 years, you would
reach the national goal by 2064.

2.3 Identify and Analyze the Measures Aimed at Achieving the Uniform Rate of
Progress. 

The next step in setting an RPG is to identify and analyze the measures aimed at
achieving the uniform rate of progress and to determine whether these measures are reasonable
based on the statutory factors identified in Section 1.2 above.  To meet this requirement, we
suggest the following approach which ensures that States consider all reasonable measures in
developing their regional haze SIPs:

• Identify the key pollutants and sources and/or source categories that are contributing to
visibility impairment at each Class I area.  The sources of impairment for the most
impaired and least impaired days may differ.  Section 3 discusses this process.

• Identify the control measures and associated emission reductions that are expected to
result from compliance with existing rules and other available measures for the sources
and source categories that contribute significantly to visibility impairment.  This is
covered in more detail in Section 4.

• Determine what additional control measures would be reasonable based on the statutory
factors and other relevant factors for the sources and/or source categories you have
identified.  

• Estimate through the use of air quality models the improvement in visibility that would
result from implementation of the control measures you have found to be reasonable and
compare this to the uniform rate of progress.

Another possible approach that some States and RPOs are using is to “back out” the
measures necessary to achieve the uniform rate of progress.  In this process, States are using
dispersion modeling to estimate the visibility impacts of a specific percentage reduction in
visibility impairing pollutants.  The resulting visibility conditions are then compared to the
uniform rate of progress.  Using this process, States will be able to identify a percentage
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reduction in visibility impairing pollutants that would provide progress at or beyond the uniform
rate of progress.  In a separate step, States would consider the statutory factors along with other
relevant factors to select appropriate measures to achieve the identified reduction in emissions.  
States can thus identify the measures that would be needed to achieve the uniform rate of
progress at a Class I area and determine whether such measures are reasonable. 

2.4 Establish a RPG

In developing a RPG, you must consult with other States with emissions sources that may
reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to visibility impairment at Class I areas in your
State.14  The regulations anticipate that States may not always agree on what measures would be
reasonable or on the appropriateness of a RPG.  We encourage States to work together early and
often to resolve such issues.  In addition, the FLMs may provide insight and assistance to States
in identifying regional approaches to address the RPG.

The improvement in visibility resulting from implementation of the measures you have
found to be reasonable, considering the uniform rate of progress, is the amount of progress that
represents your RPG.  The regional haze rule requires you to clearly support your RPG
determination in your SIP submission based on the statutory factors. 15
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3.0 IDENTIFYING KEY POLLUTANTS AND SOURCE CATEGORIES FOR THE FIRST PLANNING

PERIOD

This process begins with the identification of key pollutants and source categories that
contribute to visibility impairment at the Class I area.  Such analysis has been the subject of
considerable study over the past decade, including studies by the Grand Canyon Visibility
Transport Commission and ongoing work by RPOs.  For the purpose of this document, it is
assumed that analyses identifying the key pollutants contributing to visibility impairment have
been conducted for each Class I area.

3.1 Identification of Source Categories From Which These Pollutants and Their
Precursors Are Emitted

Once the key pollutants contributing to visibility impairment at each Class I area have
been identified, the sources or source categories responsible for emitting these pollutants or
pollutant precursors can also be determined.  There are several tools and techniques being
employed by the RPOs to do so, including analysis of emission inventories, source
apportionment, trajectory analysis, and atmospheric modeling.  Technical guidance on these tools
and techniques is beyond the scope of this document.  Instead, this document focuses on policy
considerations relevant to the identification of which source categories should be considered as
part of the regional haze SIP development process.  

When identifying the sources or source categories responsible for regional haze, you
should consider the relationship between the RPG and the requirements for long-term strategies.  
The regulations require States to consider major and minor stationary sources, as well as mobile
and area sources, in developing long-term strategies.16  At a minimum, the regulations require
you to consider several factors when developing a long-term strategy, including the following:

• Emissions reductions due to ongoing air pollution control programs, including
measures to address reasonably attributable visibility impairment and those taken
to attain the fine particulate matter (PM2.5) national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS).

• Measures to mitigate the impact of construction activities.

• Smoke management techniques for agricultural and forestry management
purposes.
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• Anticipated visibility effects from changes in point, area, and mobile source
emissions.17

As illustrated by these factors, States should consider a broad array of sources and
activities when deciding which sources or source categories contribute significantly to visibility
impairment.
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4.0 IDENTIFY CONTROL MEASURES FOR CONTRIBUTING SOURCE CATEGORIES FOR THE

FIRST PLANNING PERIOD

There are numerous possible conceptual approaches that you can use to identify control
measures for the long-term strategy and the related RPG.  We suggest beginning by concentrating
on possible emissions reductions of several pollutant species from a few selected source sectors,
focusing on those source categories that may have the greatest impact on visibility at Class I
areas, considering cost and the other factors discussed further in Section 5.0. 

4.1 Consideration of Emissions Reductions from State, Federal, and Local Control
Measures

One important factor to keep in mind when establishing a RPG is that you cannot adopt a
RPG that represents less visibility improvement than is expected to result from the
implementation of other CAA requirements.18  You must therefore determine the amount of
emission reductions that can be expected from identified sources or source categories as a result
of requirements at the local, State, and federal levels during the planning period of the SIP and
the resulting improvements in visibility at Class I areas.  Given the significant emissions
reductions that we anticipate to result from BART, the CAIR, and the implementation of other
CAA programs, including the ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS, for many States this will be an
important step in determining your RPG, and it may be all that is necessary to achieve reasonable
progress in the first planning period for some States.  

The first step in this process is to identify the baseline emissions inventory year on which
your strategies are based.   For the first RHR SIP, we anticipate that States will use 2002 as the
baseline year for emission inventories.19  If you do use 2002, you may take credit in your long-
term strategy for emission reductions achieved after 2002.  This includes emission reductions
from measures implemented to attain the ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS,20 and Federal programs, such
as the national mobile source program and federal standards for hazardous air pollutants (air
toxics).
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4.2 Identification of Additional Emissions Control Strategies for the Source Categories
Identified

After determining the amount of emissions reductions of visibility impairing pollutants
that may be expected from implementation of other CAA programs, you will be ready to identify
any additional measures that are reasonable.  The RHR gives States wide latitude to determine
additional control requirements, and there are many ways to approach identifying additional
reasonable measures; however, you must at a minimum, consider the four statutory factors. 
Based on the contribution from certain source categories and the magnitude of their emissions
you may determine that little additional analysis is required to determine further controls are not
warranted for that category.  As discussed further in section 5, you have considerable flexibility
in how you take these factors into consideration.  In addition to source-specific controls,
emissions cap-and-trade programs may be considered.  Sources of information on control
techniques for specific source categories include the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse and
EPA’s AIRControlNet database.21 

One approach that you could take to streamline what could be an extremely complex task
would be to first identify alternative control scenarios with different levels of stringency.  Each
control scenario would assume application of specific control levels or measures to the sources or
source categories you have identified as the significant sources of visibility impairment.  As
indicated previously in section 4.1, the starting point for this assessment is the visibility
improvement achieved as a result of BART, the CAIR, and the implementation of other CAA
programs, including other measures for attainment of the ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS.  You would
then consider whether any additional control scenarios are reasonable based on your
consideration of the statutory factors and any other factors you have determined are relevant.

Another approach you could take, consistent with the “back out” approach discussed in
section 2.3, would involve identifying the set of emissions control measures that achieves the
target percentage reductions in visibility-impairing pollutants associated with progress at or
beyond the uniform rate of progress.  The selection of control measures to include in this set
would be guided by your consideration of the statutory factors and any other factors you have
determined are relevant.

Note that for some sources determined to be subject to BART, the State will already have
completed a BART analysis.  Since the BART analysis is based, in part, on an assessment of
many of the same factors that must be addressed in establishing the RPG, it is reasonable to
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conclude that any control requirements imposed in the BART determination also satisfy the
RPG-related requirements for source review in the first RPG planning period.  Hence, you may
conclude that no additional emissions controls are necessary for these sources in the first
planning period.
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5.0 APPLYING STATUTORY FACTORS TO POTENTIALLY AFFECTED STATIONARY SOURCES

In determining reasonable progress, CAA §169A(g)(1) requires States to take into
consideration a number of factors.  However, you have flexibility in how to take into
consideration these statutory factors and any other factors that you have determined to be
relevant.  For example, the factors could be used to select which sources or activities should or
should not be regulated, or they could be used to determine the level or stringency of control, if
any, for selected sources or activities, or some combination of both.  The factors may be
considered both individually and/or in combination.  As noted in section 4.1, given the
significant emissions reductions that we anticipate to result from BART, the CAIR, and the
implementation of other CAA programs, these reductions may be all that is necessary to achieve
reasonable progress in the first planning period for some States.  Also, as noted in section 4.2, it
is not necessary for you to reassess the reasonable progress factors for sources subject to BART
for which you have already completed a BART analysis.

5.1 Reasonable Progress Statutory Factor (a):  Costs of Compliance

The first factor to take into consideration is the “costs of compliance.”  In this context we
believe that the cost of compliance factor can be interpreted to encompass the cost of compliance
for individual sources or source categories, and more broadly the implication of compliance costs
to the health and vitality of industries within a state.  For additional guidance on applying the cost
of compliance factor to stationary sources, you may wish to consult the BART guidelines,
referenced above. 

To assess compliance costs for individual sources or source categories potentially subject
to emission limitations, we suggest that you use established control cost analysis techniques.  For
stationary sources, generally this involves the following:22

a) Identify the emissions units to be controlled;

b) Identify the design parameters for emissions controls; and

c) Develop cost estimates based upon those design parameters.
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You should evaluate both average and incremental costs.  To maintain and improve consistency
wherever possible, cost estimates should be based on EPA’s Air Pollution Control Cost
Manual.23  

 In considering the cost of compliance factor, you should keep in mind that different
pollutants differently impact visibility impairment.  For example, on a ton basis, sulfur dioxide-
related particles have a greater impact on visibility impairment than crustal material.  Therefore,
in assessing additional emissions reduction strategies for source categories or individual, large
scale sources, simple cost effectiveness estimates based on a dollar-per-ton calculation may not
be as meaningful as a dollar-per-deciview calculation, especially if the strategies reduce different
groups of pollutants.

5.2 Reasonable Progress Statutory Factor (b):  Time Necessary for Compliance

The second factor is the “time necessary for compliance.”  It may be appropriate for you
to use this factor to adjust the RPG to reflect the degree of improvement in visibility achievable
within the period of the first SIP if the time needed for full implementation of a control measure
(or measures) will extend beyond 2018.  For example, if you anticipate that constraints on the
availability of construction labor will preclude the installation of controls at all sources of a
particular category by 2018, the visibility improvement anticipated from installation of controls
at the percentage of sources that could be controlled within the strategy period should be
considered in setting the RPG and in establishing the SIP requirements to meet the RPG.

5.3 Reasonable Progress Statutory Factor (c):  Energy and Non-Air Impacts

The third factor is “energy and non-air environmental impacts.”  In assessing energy
impacts, you may want to consider whether the energy requirements associated with a control
technology result in energy penalties.  For example, controls on diesel engines may decrease the
engine’s fuel efficiency, leading to an increase in diesel fuel consumption.  Or, a particular
control may require a fuel unavailable in the area.  To the extent that these considerations are
quantifiable they should be included in the engineering analyses supporting compliance cost
estimates.

Some examples of non-air environmental impacts that you may wish to consider, are the
effects of the waste stream that may be generated by a particular control technology, and/or other
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resource consumption rates such as water, water supply, and waste water disposal.  To the extent
that these considerations are quantifiable, they should also be included in the analyses supporting
compliance cost estimates.

For additional guidance on applying this factor to stationary sources, you may wish to
consult the BART Guidelines, referenced above.

5.4 Reasonable Progress Statutory Factor (d):  The Remaining Useful Life of the Source

The fourth statutory factor is “the remaining useful life of any existing source subject to
[reasonable progress] requirements.”  This factor is generally best treated as one element of the
overall cost analysis.  The “remaining useful life” of a source, if it represents a relatively short
time period, may affect the annualized costs of retrofit controls.  For example, the methods for
calculating annualized costs in EPA’s Air Pollution Control Cost Manual require the use of a
specified time period for amortization that varies based upon the type of control.  If the
remaining useful life of the source will clearly exceed this time period, the remaining useful life
factor has essentially no effect on control costs and on the reasonable progress determination
process.  Where the remaining useful life of the source is less than the time period for amortizing
the costs of the retrofit control, you may wish to use this shorter time period in your cost
calculations.

For additional guidance on applying this factor to stationary sources, you may wish to
consult the BART Guidelines, referenced above.
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Central Class I Areas Consultation Process Kick-off Call
April 3, 2007

PARTICIPANTS
States
Arkansas:  Tony Davis, Mark McCorkle
Illinois:  Rob Kaleel
Indiana:  Chris Pedersen, Ken Ritter
Iowa:  Matthew Johnson, Wendy Rains
Kansas:  Lynn Deahl, Tom Gross, Andy Hawkins, Erika Stanley
Kentucky:  Martin Luther, John Lyons
Louisiana:  Jim Orgeron
Missouri: Jim Kavanaugh, Calvin Ku, Wayne Graf, David Lamb, Terry Rowles, Wendy Vit
Ohio:  Bob Hodanbosi
Oklahoma:  Patty ?
Tennessee:  Julie Aslinger, Barry Stephens
Texas:  Jim Price

Tribes
Kialegee Tribal Town:  Henry Harjo
Kickapoo Tribe:  Patricia Stender
Sac and Fox Nation:  Rick Campbell

RPOs
CENRAP:  Jeff Peltola
Midwest RPO:  Kirk Baker
SESARM:  John Hornback
VISTAS:  Pat Brewer

Federal Land Managers
Forest Service:  Judith Logan, Ann Mebane
National Park Service:  Bruce Polkowsky
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  Tim Allen

U.S. EPA
EPA Region 7:  Bob Fenemore
EPA Region 6:  Joe Kordzi
EPA Region 4:  Brenda Johnson

NOTES
The goal of the first call was to kick off the communication and consultation process for the four
central Class I areas in Missouri and Arkansas.  The latest modeling analyses show that the four
Class I areas are either meeting their 2018 goals or are very close to doing so, but the Long-Term
Strategy element of the regional haze SIP still needs to be addressed. One expectation of this
process is to get everyone’s input on the 2018 emissions being used to support the modeling to
ensure that the best available information is reflected.
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The regional haze SIPs need to be completed by December 2007. The goal is to wrap up the
central Class I areas consultation process in the fall of 2007.

The tribes within CENRAP were contacted, but there may be additional tribes outside of
CENRAP that need to be contacted and given an opportunity to participate in the process. Henry
Harjo will provide an updated list of tribal contacts.

CENRAP is planning an additional 2018 Base G run that will include several inventory
corrections and incorporate refinery initiatives in Texas and Louisiana. CENRAP may also
conduct a run based on the EPA’s latest IPM 3.0 results to bracket a range of EGU futures.
Results will be shared with this group as they become available.

In addition to the CENRAP effort, MDNR is planning additional modeling runs for the central
Class I areas. The hope is to get feedback through the consultation process on known controls
that are not currently reflected in the modeling runs, including additional BART controls and any
ozone or PM2.5 SIP controls, multi-pollutants strategies, etc.

Illinois is developing a model-ready file that reflects their new multi-pollutant strategy and will
make it available to this group.

VISTAS has recently updated their modeling by correcting the monthly allocation of fires and
making adjustments to utility emissions in Georgia, Florida, and North Carolina.  The results are
largely unchanged for the central Class I areas.

The technical analysis to date was developed to provide a way to determine what states should be
considered for inclusion in consultation.  Multiple criteria were used in determining the
impacting states.  KDHE developed the Q/D, and MDNR recently conducted the PMF analysis,
along with obtaining the PSAT results from Environ.  While AOI results are older, they provide
another piece of information.  Each analysis method has it’s strength and weaknesses, with the
merging of the results in the table helping to focus on areas and states which are more likely to
impact the Central Class I areas.

Discussion comments by FLM and EPA representatives indicated their support of the analysis
already conducted.  Overall comments indicated this was a good first step and that source area
identifications were worthwhile.

Participants in the central Class I area consultation process are encouraged to review the draft
Consultation Plan and provide feedback.  Justification should be provided if there’s disagreement
on who should be included or excluded from the process.

Once there’s agreement on who should be included in the process, participating states are asked
to review and provide comments on the 2018 NOx and SO2 emissions that were distributed in
Excel format prior to the call.  States are asked to mark where there are known BART controls,
CAIR controls, or ozone/PM2.5 SIP controls in the spreadsheets.
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Any communications regarding the consultation process or consultation plan should be sent to
Mark McCorkle (MAC@adeq.state.ar.us), Calvin Ku (calvin.ku@dnr.mo.gov), and Jeff Peltola
(jeff_peltola@yahoo.com).

Action Items:

1. Comments on the consultation plan should be provided within three weeks.

2. CENRAP will share new modeling results.  No due date

3. Illinois will share new model ready file when developed.  No due date

4. States begin to evaluate 2018 emissions and on the books controls, provide information .  No
due date

5. A dedicated page for the central Class I area consultation process will be established on the
CENRAP website in the near future.

6. An email will be distributed to request everyone’s availability for upcoming conference calls
on the following dates:  May 9 or 10; June 6, 7, or 8.



Central Class I Areas Consultation Process Call
May 11, 2007

PARTICIPANTS

States
Arkansas: Mark McCorkle
Illinois:  Rob Kaleel, Jeff Sprague
Indiana:  Chris Pederson, Mark Derf
Iowa:  Matthew Johnson
Kansas: Tom Gross, Andy Hawkins, Erika Stanley, Doug Watson
Kentucky:  Tom Hardin
Missouri: Calvin Ku, Wayne Graf, David Lamb, Terry Rowles, Wendy Vit
Ohio:  Bob Hodanbosi
Oklahoma:  Lee Warden
Tennessee: Didn’t get name
Texas:  Jim Price

Tribes
Kickapoo Tribe:  Patricia Stender

RPOs
CENRAP:  Jeff Peltola
Midwest RPO:  Kirk Baker, Mike Koerber
VISTAS:  Pat Brewer

Federal Land Managers
Forest Service:  Cindy Huber
National Park Service:  Bruce Polkowsky
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  Meredith Bond

U.S. EPA
No EPA representatives were on the call

Notes

Comments on the consultation plan were received from Illinois, Louisiana and Kansas. Illinois committed
to provide emission reductions information from it’s multi-pollutants strategy in our technical analyses.
Louisiana submitted a letter to Missouri and Arkansas requesting to be excused from further involvement
in process based on the criteria to include or exclude the state from the consultation process. Arkansas and
Missouri both acknowledged that it was no longer necessary for Louisiana to be involved.  Kansas asked
for clarification on why they are included in the consultation process but are not listed as a contributing
state. The plan will be finalized as is, including the comment letter and e-mail from these states. Any
future agreements or decisions resulting from the discussions will be documented.

CENRAP Base G modeling results are expected to be available by the end of May, according to Jeff
Peltola.  We will provide Base G projections by next consultation call, scheduled on June 7, 2007.

Illinois is finalizing model-ready emissions files reflecting their multi-pollutant strategy and will provide
the files as soon as they are completed.



A dedicated space has been set up on CENRAP’s website for posting documents related to the central
Class I areas consultation process-- http://www.cenrap.org/projects.asp. The consultation plan, emissions
inventory spreadsheets, and other documents have been posted.

There was discussion about the request to review and confirm the 2018 emissions inventory information
that supports the modeling analyses and long-term strategy. States were asked to provide feedback on
detailed emissions spreadsheets by May 25. Several states said they’d be able to provide comments by
May 25. States working with Midwest RPO may not respond because they are focusing their efforts on
developing a new 2018 inventory that incorporates IPM 3.0 results for the utility sector.

The MRPO future-year inventory effort is differentiating between strategies that states “will do” and
those that states “may do.” For the central Class I areas consultation process, the initial 2018 inventory
review should focus on states’ “will do” strategies.

Kansas proposed setting a cutoff of 500 tons/year for emissions units to review on the emissions
inventory spreadsheets; no decision was made on this issue.

Several states expressed difficulty with the long-term strategy element of the SIP. There are concerns
about not having authority over certain emissions activities such as prescribed burning. There are also
concerns about the lack of certainty regarding control strategies until too late in the process to incorporate
the information in the SIP by the deadline.  It was mentioned that Chapters 10 and 11 for Long Term
Strategy would be difficult to put in regulatory language.

Bruce Polkowsky commented that the long-term strategy involves evaluating the sources impacting
visibility by applying the four-factors analysis to determine what strategies are reasonable. If this can’t be
completed with the timeframe of the December 2007 deadline, the regional haze SIP should include a
commitment to review those sources within 5 years and implement the reasonable measures within 10
years.

Kirk Baker commented that Midwest RPO’s modeling shows that the central Class I areas are not all
meeting their 2018 uniform rate of progress goals. The modeling results among the RPOs may never be
consistent, but it’s important to understand why the results are different. Mike Koerber asked what the
thinking was by Missouri and Arkansas, were they considering that they would work toward a modeled
goal, or would they be looking at reasonable progress by evaluating sources by the four-factor analysis?
Missouri indicated they would be working to model a uniform rate of progress.

Action Items

Missouri will follow up with states on the review and confirmation of the 2018 emissions inventory and
control options.



Central Class I Areas Consultation Process Call
June 7, 2007

PARTICIPANTS

States
Arkansas: Mark McCorkle
Illinois:  Rob Kaleel, Scott Leopold
Indiana:  Chris Pedersen, Jay Koch
Kansas
Kentucky:  Lona Brewer
Louisiana: Jim Orgeron
Missouri: Wayne Graf, Terry Rowles, Wendy Vit
Oklahoma:  Cheryl Bradley, Scott Thomas, Lee Warden
Tennessee:  Julie Aslinger
Texas:  Jocelyn Mellberg

RPOs
CENRAP:  Jeff Peltola
VISTAS:  John Hornback

Federal Land Managers
Forest Service:  Judy Logan, Ann Mebane
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  Tim Allen

U.S. EPA
EPA Region 4:  Rick Gillham, Brenda Johnson
EPA Region 7:  Amy Algoe-Eakin, Bob Fenemore

Tribes
(unknown)

Notes

Prior to the call, Jeff Peltola distributed a copy of the newly released June 1, 2007 revisions to EPA’s
Reasonable Progress Guidance.

Wendy Vit summarized comments received from Illinois, Kansas, Tennessee, and Texas on the 2018
emissions inventory. Several states provided information on expected controls that are not reflected in
CENRAP’s Base G modeling. Illinois provided emissions model-ready files showing substantial emission
reductions from their EGU multi-pollutant rule. Kentucky, Oklahoma, and Midwest RPO responded that
they would provide information on their 2018 emissions when available. A written summary of the
comments will be posted on the central Class I area webpage when completed
(http://www.cenrap.org/projects.asp).

Jeff Peltola reported on the CENRAP Base G modeling results that were recently released. The results
show improved visibility relative to uniform rate-of-progress for 2018 compared to the previous Base F.
CENRAP plans an additional control sensitivity modeling run with cost-curve criteria equivalent to
<$5,000/ton for Q/5D sources to aid in discussions on what controls might be reasonable. In addition,
CENRAP plans another 2018 modeling run based on the 2018 IPM 3.0 results with edits provided by



states, including revisions made through the Midwest RPO process. Other non-EGU emission reductions
based on the comments received through this consultation process may be incorporated as well.

Mark McCorkle noted that in its technical support document, CENRAP plans to present visibility
projections based on the new IMPROVE equation only and provide results based on the old IMPROVE
equation as part of the weight-of-evidence analysis section.

John Hornback reported that VISTAS doesn’t have any modeling updates to share. VISTAS is in the
process of documenting their technical work and providing support for their member’s regional haze
SIPs.

Wayne Graf gave an overview of the Missouri timeline for regional haze SIP completion by the
December 2007 deadline. The plan is to develop a draft of the plan by June/July and a final plan by
August. The plan would then need to be put on public notice by September and go to public hearing in
October for submission to EPA in December. The technical support document that ENVIRON is
developing for CENRAP will be a key element of the plan. It will be a living document that will be
updated as better information is made available.

Arkansas will post their regional haze SIP schedule on the central Class I area webpage.

Oklahoma gave an update on their consultation process. They are completing a packet of information to
distribute to tribes and states. They plan to consult with tribes first and then consult with states.

It was decided that this will be the last scheduled consultation call for the time being. If there’s a need,
additional call(s) will be arranged. At the CENRAP Steering Committee meeting next week, there will be
discussion about wrapping up consultation processes. Arkansas will take the lead on preparing a letter for
participants in the central Class I areas consultation that documents the process.

Amy Algoe-Eakin commented that the newly released regional haze guidance on determining reasonable
progress may provide information relevant to the consultation processes.




