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March 18, 2024 

 
William Kenny  
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
Lazarus Government Center  
P.O. Box 1049  
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049 
 
Electronic Filing via Email William.Kenny@epa.ohio.gov 
 
Re: Comments on the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency’s Supplement to the 
Regional Haze State Implementation Plan for the Second Implementation Period  

The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA), Sierra Club, the Coalition to 
Protect America’s National Parks, and the Ohio Environmental Council (OEC) (collectively, the 
Conservation Organizations) submit the following comments on the Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (Ohio EPA) Supplement to the Regional Haze State Implementation for the 
Second Implementation Period (SIP Supplement). 

The Conservation Organizations are active nationwide in advocating for strong air quality 
requirements to protect our national parks and wilderness areas. These groups have long 
participated in Regional Haze SIP comment periods, rulemakings, and litigation across the 
country to ensure that states and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) satisfy their 
obligations under the Clean Air Act and the Regional Haze Rule (RHR). The Conservation 
Organizations’ members—including NPCA’s 59,700+ members and Sierra Club’s over 18,000 
members who live in Ohio—use and enjoy Class I areas that are impacted by Ohio’s sources of 
haze-forming pollution.  

With its SIP Supplement, Ohio EPA fails to address the numerous issues raised in the 
Conservation Organizations’ comments and the technical report submitted from Joe Kordzi on 
the State’s Regional Haze State Implementation Plan originally submitted to EPA on July 30, 
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2021 (2021 SIP Revision).1 Rather than correcting the errors the Conservation Organizations 
previously identified, Ohio EPA adds to the deficiencies with its SIP Supplement. With respect to 
Gavin, Ohio EPA’s approach still fails to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act and RHR. 
Gavin’s SO2 emissions are very high, its existing flue gas desulfurization (FGD) systems have 
reached the end of their useful lives, and Ohio EPA should require that new FGDs be installed at 
these massive units. New FGDs at Gavin are cost-effective and would reduce haze at the most 
iconic parks in the East, including Shenandoah National Park and Great Smoky Mountains 
National Park. Ohio EPA also failed to adequately document options for improving the 
performance of Gavin’s dysfunctional FGDs. Further, Ohio EPA failed to demonstrate that 
Gavin is “effectively controlled for NOx.” Similarly, Ohio EPA still fails to demonstrate that the 
Cardinal Power Plant and Kyger Creek Station are “effectively controlled,” and its own reliance 
on existing or newly proposed emission limits for those facilities is misplaced. Along with these 
comments, the Conservation Organizations submit a report prepared by Joe Kordzi (Kordzi SIP 
Supplement Report), which is attached and incorporated by reference into these comments.2  

  

                                                           
1 2021 SIP Revision, App’x P10, Nat’l Parks Conservation Ass’n, et al., Conservation Organizations 
Comments on Ohio’s Proposed Regional Haze State Implementation Plan for the Second Planning Period 
(June 28, 2021) [hereinafter “Conservation Orgs’ 2021 SIP Revision Comments”]; 2021 SIP Revision, 
App’x P10, Kordzi, Joe, A Review of the Ohio Regional Haze State Implementation Plan (June 2021) 
[hereinafter “2021 Kordzi Report”]. 
2 Kordzi, Joe, A Review of the Ohio Regional Haze State Implementation Plan Supplement of February 
2024 (March 2024) [hereinafter “Kordzi SIP Supplement Report”] (attached as Ex. 1). Mr. Kordzi is an 
independent air quality consultant and engineer with extensive experience in the regional haze program.   
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I. Ohio EPA Errs in Its Supplemental Analyses of the Gavin Units. 

Ohio EPA’s approach to Gavin remains inadequate. Gavin is the third-largest coal-
burning plant in the United States.3 According to an NPCA analysis, Gavin is the number two 
haze polluter in the East.4 The U.S. National Park Service (NPS) found that Gavin has the 
greatest cumulative emissions over distance (Q/d) impact of any facility in the Lake Michigan 
Air Directors Consortium (LADCO) states on NPS Class I areas.5 Gavin is currently the second-
highest contributor to visibility impacts at Shenandoah National Park and is projecting an 
increase of over 4,000 tons per year (tpy) of future sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions.6 According to 
NPS, the Gavin facility provides Ohio EPA the “single biggest opportunity to reduce haze 
causing emissions and improve visibility in Class I areas in this planning period.”7 Simply put, 
Ohio EPA’s conclusion that “no known additional upgrades or operational improvements are 
available to implement” at Gavin is not supported by the record.8 Ohio EPA’s proposed SIP 
Supplement should be revised to reduce SO2 and NOx emissions from Gavin. 

a. The Supplemental SO2 Four-Factor Analysis Does Not Satisfy the 
Requirements of the Clean Air Act or Regional Haze Rule. 

While Gavin has FGD and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) installed on both coal-
burning units, those controls have been poorly performing for many years. The FGD systems 
have reached the end of their 30-year useful life and should be replaced. Through this SIP 
Supplement, Gavin has requested an SO2 limit of 0.75 pounds per MMBtu (lb/MMBtu), which is 
ten times the emissions rate that a coal EGU with wet FGD should be able to achieve.9 Such a 
high emissions rate for the massive coal units at Gavin creates a serious problem for visibility, as 
well as public health. Ohio EPA should require Gavin to install new FGDs, in accordance with 
the data from NPS and Gavin’s own study, which shows that new FGDs are cost-effective. In the 
alternative, Ohio should update its SIP Supplement to include a valid four-factor analysis of 
improving the performance of existing SO2 controls at Gavin. 

                                                           
3 SIP Supplement, App’x C3, Nat’l Park Serv., Regional Haze SIP Supplement Feedback for the Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) at 10 (Feb. 16, 2024) [hereinafter “NPS SIP Supplement 
Technical Comments”]. 
4 Nat’l Parks Conservation Ass’n, Top 50 Worst Regional Haze Polluters (Oct. 20, 2020), 
https://www.npca.org/resources/3351-top-50-worst-regional-haze-polluters. 
5 NPS Technical Comments at 11. 
6 Id. at 2; SIP Supplement, App’x C3, Nat’l Park Serv., Regional Haze SIP Supplement Feedback for the 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) (Cover letter) at 2 (Feb. 22, 2024). 
7 SIP Supplement, App’x C3, Letter from Herbert Frost, Reg’l Dir., Nat’l Park Serv., to William Kenny, 
Ohio Env’t Prot. Agency (Feb. 22, 2023). 
8 Letter from Anne M. Vogel, Director, Ohio Env’t Prot. Agency, to Debra Shore, Region 5 Reg’l Admin., 
U.S. Env’t Prot. Agency at 1 (Jan. 16, 2021) [hereinafter “SIP Supplement Transmittal Letter”]. 
9 SIP Supplement, App’x A1, Gavin Power, Ohio Regional Haze SIP Second Implementation Period 
Supplemental Analysis at 1 (Dec. 22, 2023).  
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i. New FGDs at Gavin Are Cost-Effective. 

NPS conducted a revised technical analysis that shows that new FGDs for both Gavin 
units are cost-effective. NPS recommends that Ohio EPA require an SO2 emission limit of 0.075 
lb/MMBtu annual average (99% control) which could be achieved by replacing the 30-year-old 
wet FGDs at Gavin with new wet FGDs. Scrubber replacement could reduce SO2 emissions from 
the facility by over 24,000 tpy for an estimated $5,900–$7,100/ton (in 2022$). This is well within 
the range of cost-effectiveness thresholds used by other states for regional haze in the second 
implementation period and is Ohio EPA’s single biggest opportunity to reduce haze-causing 
emissions in this planning period. Ohio EPA should set at $10,000/ton of pollutant reduced cost-
effectiveness threshold, similar to that employed by other states. Both Colorado and Nevada used 
a $10,000/ton of pollutant reduced threshold.10 In setting its threshold, Colorado explained that 
“[t]his threshold value is an increase from Round 1 and reflects the fact that with each successive 
round of planning, less costly and easier to implement strategies have already been adopted.”11  
Under this threshold, new FGDs for Gavin are cost-effective. Even under the $7,000-per-ton 
threshold adopted by New Mexico,12 Gavin FGDs would still be considered cost-effective. A 
$10,000-per-ton threshold would achieve significant—and much-needed—reductions in 
visibility-impairing pollution from the massive Gavin coal-burning plant. 

The Brattle study conducted on behalf of Gavin confirms the cost-effectiveness of new 
FGDs for Gavin. The Brattle study found that, assuming a 5% discount rate and the correct 30-
year useful life, the cost-effectiveness of new FGDs at Gavin is $5,443/ton (Unit 1) and 
$6,679/ton (Unit 2).13 Using an 8% discount rate, Brattle assessed the cost-effectiveness of new 

                                                           
10 In the Matter of Proposed Revisions to Regulation Number 23, Colo. Dep’t of Pub. Health & Env’t, Air 
Pollution Control Div., Prehearing Statement at 7 (Oct. 7, 2021) [hereinafter “Colorado SIP Revision”], 
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1TK41unOYnMKp5uuakhZiDK0-fuziE58v (“The Division is using 
$10,000 per ton of regional haze pollutant as the nominal cost threshold to determine cost effective control 
strategies for Round 2 RP. This threshold is applied to the individual pollutants in the control strategy 
analyses, specifically NOx, PM, and SO2.”) (attached as Ex. 2); Nev. Div. of Env’t Prot., Nevada Regional 
Haze State Implementation Plan for the Second Planning Period at 5-6 (Aug. 2022), 
https://ndep.nv.gov/uploads/air-plan_mod-docs/All_SIP_Chapters.pdf (“NDEP is relying on a cost-
effectiveness ($/ton reduced) threshold of $10,000/ton when considering potential new control measures 
during the second implementation period. Compared to the BART threshold used during the first 
implementation period of $5,000/ton, the new threshold for reasonable progress controls is double. This is 
to ensure that the entire fleet of potential new control measures throughout Nevada are thoroughly 
considered, as well as, to ensure that enough controls are implemented during the second period to 
continue achieving reasonable progress at Jarbidge WA and other out-of-state CIAs.”) (attached as Ex. 3). 
11 Colorado SIP Revision at 7. 
12 NM Env’t Dep’t and City of Albuquerque, Regional Haze Stakeholder Outreach Webinar #2 at 12, 
https://www.env.nm.gov/air-quality/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/01/NMED_EHD-
RH2_8_25_2020.pdf (attached as Ex. 4). 
13 SIP Supplement, App’x A2, Brattle, Regional Haze SIP Analysis for SO2 Emissions at the James M. 
Gavin Plant at 10, tbl.2 (Dec. 22, 2023). 
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FGDs as $7,306 (Unit 1) and $8,990 (Unit 2).14 These figures are also well within cost-
effectiveness ranges determined by other states for regional haze in the second implementation 
period. 

In the consultant reports that Gavin provided to Ohio EPA, Gavin argues that operational 
and maintenance issues with its existing FGDs should be a basis for allowing a high SO2 
emissions limit.15 But these assertions—periodic equipment failures, lack of continuous 
operation of absorbers and recirculation pumps, a business decision to burn high-sulfur coal—
point instead to a strong justification for requiring installation of new FGDs. The existing wet 
scrubbers at the Gavin power plant were installed in 1994 and 1995 and have reached their 
expected useful life. As documented in the Ohio EPA SIP Supplement appendices, the Gavin 
scrubbers have experienced considerable operational and maintenance challenges along with 
existing system capacity limitations that have contributed to the below-average wet scrubber 
control efficiency at the facility. Ohio EPA should revise its SIP Supplement to require new 
FGDs at Gavin. 

ii. Ohio EPA’s Analysis of Existing FGD Optimization Is Inadequate and 
Incomplete. 

The record is clear that new FGDs are cost-effective at Gavin. Even if new FGDs were 
not cost-effective, Ohio EPA has impermissibly failed to require Gavin to provide a “robust” 
technical demonstration of the cost and availability of options for increasing the performance of 
these existing pollution controls, as required under the RHR.16 While Gavin likely could 
consistently achieve an SO2 emissions limit around 0.40 lb/MMBtu, Ohio EPA must require 
Gavin to analyze further means for improving scrubber efficiency before selecting a proposed 
limit. 

1. Ohio EPA’s proposed SO2 emissions limit for Gavin has no 
basis and must be revised. 

Ohio EPA should scrap its proposed SO2 emission limit for Gavin. In its SIP Supplement, 
Ohio EPA has proposed an unreasonably high SO2 limit of 0.75 lb/MMBtu based on Gavin’s 
assertions that additional “headroom” is needed above its historic performance.17 But the Gavin 
units have achieved emissions rates of approximately 0.40 lb/MMBtu almost continuously on a 
30 boiler-operating-day average basis since March 2022 for Unit 1 and May 2021 for Unit 2.18 

                                                           
14 Id. 
15 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 13-15. 
16 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(f)(3)(ii)(A). 
17 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 16. 
18 Id. at 7. 
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As indicated in the Kordzi Report, a limit based on the historical 30 boiler-operating-day average 
following Gavin’s purported “scrubber upgrades” would be slightly above 0.40 lb/MMBtu.19  

Gavin asserts that a higher limit is justified because the facility contracts with some of the 
highest-sulfur coal in the country, but its assertions in this regard must be rejected. As explained 
in the Kordzi SIP Supplement Report, Gavin has been able to maintain a consistent level of SO2 
removal, notwithstanding fluctuations in its coal supply.20 Gavin has already demonstrated a 
consistent ability to be well below the proposed Ohio EPA limit, so that limit would not even 
lock-in Gavin’s underperforming scrubber systems’ suboptimal performance. Gavin’s SO2 limit 
should be based on historical 30 boiler-operating-day averages, not desired headroom. 

2. Ohio EPA must document any Gavin bypasses. 

In the technical support documents provided by Gavin or otherwise in the record, there is 
no mention of whether the Gavin FGD systems have bypasses. Ohio EPA must assess whether 
the Gavin scrubber systems have bypasses. If so, Ohio EPA must require that Gavin include the 
cost of the elimination of these bypasses in its four-factor analysis. The elimination of bypasses 
may include lining the stack, which should be included in the control cost analysis.21 Elimination 
of a bypass could be a cost-effective means of reducing SO2 emissions. 

3. Ohio EPA must document and assess means for improving the 
liquid-to-gas ratio for the Gavin FGDs. 

Ohio EPA must document and evaluate means to increase the liquid-to-gas ratio for the 
Gavin scrubbers, which is a method for increasing their performance. According to the Kordzi 
SIP Supplement Report, the current liquid-to-gas ratio for the Gavin scrubbers “is below the 
range cited for high performing wet limestone scrubbing systems.”22 Gavin does not state 
anywhere in its materials that it has exhausted all opportunities to further increase the liquid-to-
gas ratio, or that doing so would not result in an improvement in scrubber efficiency. As 
explained in the Kordzi SIP Supplement Report, additional improvements in the liquid-to-gas 
ratio could come from the addition of liquid distribution rings, baffles, dual-direction nozzles, or 
further increasing the recycle slurry flow rate. Ohio EPA must therefore require that Gavin 

                                                           
19 See Memorandum from Peter Tsirigotis, Dir., Env’t Prot. Agency, to Reg’l Air Dirs., Regions 1-10 at 5 
(July 8, 2021) [hereinafter “2021 Clarification Memo”], 
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-07/clarifications-regardingregional-haze-state-
implementation-plans-for-the-second-implementation-period.pdf (explaining that, “[i]f a source can 
achieve, or is achieving, a lower emission rate using its existing measures . . . , a state should further 
analyze the lower emission rate(s) as a potential control option”).  
20 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 16. 
21 Id. at 2. 
22 Id. at 2. 
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demonstrate and fully document that it has reasonably assessed all additional opportunities to 
increase the liquid-to-gas ratio of its scrubber systems.23 

4. Ohio EPA must document and assess the use of limestone 
forced oxidation. 

As addressed in the Kordzi SIP Supplement Report, the existing FGDs at Gavin have 
been performing poorly in part due to scaling issues in the absorber vessels that have led to a 
decline in scrubber performance.24 Kordzi attributes the scaling issues and related suboptimal 
scrubber performance to poor operational and maintenance issues at Gavin.25 Switching from 
natural oxidation to limestone forced oxidation can greatly reduce scaling, which allows a higher 
pH slurry to be utilized, and therefore improve overall FGD performance.26 The prime benefit of 
scale control derived from forced oxidation is greater scrubber absorber availability. Ohio EPA 
should therefore require that Gavin demonstrate that it has reasonably assessed a conversion to 
limestone forced oxidation for its scrubber systems. 

b. Ohio EPA Fails to Demonstrate that the Gavin Units are Effectively 
Controlled for NOx, and a Well-Documented Four-Factor Analysis for 
Reducing NOx Emissions Is Required. 

The SCR systems for the Gavin units are severely underperforming. Gavin’s existing 
SCRs are only able to achieve a NOx emissions rate of about double that of a well-performing 
SCR system on a coal EGU, which should be able to achieve an emissions rate below 0.05 
lb/MMBtu on a monthly average basis.27 Yet, Gavin’s NOx emissions were around 0.09 
lb/MMBtu in 2023. In fact, based on 2023 EPA monitoring data for the best coal-fired EGUs 
fitted with SCR systems, the Gavin units performed very poorly in comparison: Unit 1 was 
the139th and Unit 2 the 121st best performing in the country.28 For such large coal units, located 
upwind of the most heavily populated region of the country, such poor performance from the 
Gavin SCRs is a serious problem.   

Ohio EPA must conclude that available evidence strongly indicates that Gavin failed to 
adequately investigate achievable NOx reductions and require that the Gavin SCR systems 
undergo four-factor analyses for upgrades and/or optimization. 

c. If Gavin Were to Retire, Any Impact on Regional Power Prices Would Be 
Short-Lived and Small. 

                                                           
23 Id. at 3. 
24 Id. at 3.   
25 Id. at 13. 
26 Id. at 4. 
27 Id. at 23. 
28 Id. at 22, tbl.7. 
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An analysis by Grid Strategies, a power sector consulting firm, shows that any price 
impact from Gavin’s retirement will be temporary, as market participants anticipate the 
retirement and will quickly bring on replacement resources.29 Further, because the replacement 
resources are primarily lower-cost wind, solar, and gas combined cycle generators, they will 
reduce power prices more than Gavin over the long-term. Finally, because PJM consumers are 
primarily supplied with electricity via power purchase contracts with generators or through other 
price hedging mechanisms, any temporary change in PJM prices from Gavin’s retirement would 
have little to no impact on ratepayers. 

II. Ohio EPA Fails to Demonstrate that the Cardinal and Kyger Creek Units Are 
Effectively Controlled. 

EPA has repeatedly explained that states cannot categorically exclude sources from a 
four-factor analysis as “effectively controlled” simply because the source has existing controls. 
In its 2019 Regional Haze Guidance, EPA explains that, even if sources have recently installed 
controls, states must provide a source-specific explanation as to why their decisions to exclude 
the sources from a four-factor analysis are reasonable.30 EPA re-emphasized this longstanding 
requirement in its 2021 Clarification Memo, noting that, if a state declines to select a source for 
further analysis based on the fact that it is already “effectively controlled” under the Regional 
Haze or other Clean Air Act programs, the state must “demonstrate why, for that source 
specifically, a four-factor analysis would not result in new controls and would, therefore, be a 
futile exercise.”31   

Despite these directives, Ohio EPA improperly exempts both Cardinal and Kyger Creek 
from conducting four-factor analyses, claiming the units at each facility are “effectively 
controlled.” However, as shown below, Ohio EPA’s reliance on existing or newly proposed SO2 
and NOx emission limits for these facilities does not demonstrate that four-factor analyses of 
additional controls would be futile and would not result in a conclusion that additional controls 
are necessary to make reasonable progress. 

a. Cardinal Power Plant 

Ohio EPA did not require Cardinal to conduct a four-factor analysis for its three units, nor 
did it require Cardinal to install any additional controls in the 2021 SIP Revision. Rather, the 
agency exempted Cardinal from a four-factor analysis, claiming that all three units at the facility 
are effectively controlled for SO2 and NOx based on existing wet FGD and SCR systems.32 
Through its SIP Supplement, Ohio EPA now proposes to incorporate into the Regional Haze SIP 

                                                           
29 Grid Strategies Gavin report (attached as Ex. 5). 
30 Memorandum from Peter Tsirigotis, Dir., Env’t Prot. Agency, to Reg’l Air Dirs., Regions 1-10 at 22-23 
(Aug. 20, 2019) [hereinafter “2019 Guidance”], https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2019-
08/documents/8-20-2019 regional haze guidance final guidance.pdf.   
31 2021 Clarification Memo at 5 (emphasis added). 
32 Ohio Env’t Prot. Agency, Regional Haze State Implementation Plan for the Second Implementation 
Period at 23, 29-31 (July 2021) [hereinafter “2021 SIP Revision”]. 
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an existing 4,858.75 lb/hr SO2 limit on a rolling 30-day average for Cardinal Units B001, B002, 
and B009 combined and asserts that this limit “will help ensure that [Cardinal’s] existing 
measures will be maintained, and reasonable progress is made.”33   

However, a review of SO2 emissions for Units B001, B002, and B009 shows that the 
existing 4,858.75 lb/hr limit has had no discernible effect on emissions from these units since it 
became effective in 2019, and so, does not operate as a control.34 Even with the addition of this 
limit to the haze SIP, the data still indicates that Cardinal’s wet FGD systems can be further 
optimized to achieve lower SO2 emissions, as explained in the Conservation Organizations’ 
comments on the 2021 SIP Revision and 2021 Kordzi Report.35 NPS similarly explained in its 
consultation review that this newly proposed limit equates to over 21,000 tpy of SO2, which is 
about 9,600 tpy more than this facility emitted from its three units in 2022 and 2023.36 
Additionally, Ohio EPA should also lower the SO2 limits for Cardinal Units B001, B002, and 
B009 in 2026, as it appears that Cardinal’s current coal purchase contracts will expire in 2025. 
As a result, Cardinal could start purchasing lower-sulfur-content coal starting in 2026.37   

Moreover, updated emissions data confirms that the SCR systems on Cardinal Units 
B001, B002, and B009 are capable of operating at much higher NOx removal efficiencies than 
are currently required, as noted in the Conservation Organizations’ comments on the 2021 SIP 
Revision and 2021 Kordzi Report.38 The data shows the SCRs can achieve a continuous NOx 
emission rate of 0.04 lb/MMBtu or lower.39 Thus, it is likely that Ohio EPA could achieve cost-
effective NOx reductions for these units by merely requiring additional use of ammonia reagent 
in the existing SCR systems to improve NOx removal efficiency.40   

Ohio EPA fails to demonstrate that Cardinal Units B001, B002, and B009 are effectively 
controlled for SO2 or NOx.41 The agency must require Cardinal to conduct four-factor analyses 
for both pollutants, including an evaluation of optimizing the existing wet FGD and SCR 
systems for each unit, or the agency must conduct that analysis itself.42 As NPS explained in its 

                                                           
33 SIP Supplement Transmittal Letter at 2. 
34 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 25. 
35 Id. at 24-25; Conservation Orgs’ 2021 SIP Revision Comments at 12; 2021 Kordzi Report at 7-9; see 
also NPS SIP Supplement Technical Comments at 19 (explaining that recent emissions data indicates that 
the facility’s existing wet FGDs have achieved higher rates of SO2 removal than they currently achieve). 
36 See NPS SIP Supplement Technical Comments at 3, 19. 
37 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 25.   
38 Conservation Orgs’ 2021 SIP Revision Comments at 12; 2021 Kordzi Report at 10-12; see also Kordzi 
SIP Supplement Report at 25-26. 
39 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 25; NPS SIP Supplement Technical Comments at 4, 20. 
40 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 26. 
41 2021 Clarification Memo at 5; 2019 Guidance at 22-23. 
42 The State (not regulated facilities) is tasked with complying with the requirements of the Regional Haze 
Program. See 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(f)(2)(i) (“The State must evaluate and determine the emission reduction 
 



11 

comments, optimization of the existing wet FGDs and SCRs for the Cardinal units could reduce 
SO2 and NOx emissions from the facility by 3,500 tpy and over 1,800 tpy, respectively.43 

b. Kyger Creek Station 

As with Cardinal, Ohio EPA did not require Kyger Creek to conduct a four-factor 
analysis for its five units, nor did it require Kyger Creek to install any additional controls in the 
2021 SIP Revision. Instead, the agency determined that Kyger’s five units are effectively 
controlled for both SO2 and NOx based on existing Title V SO2 limits of 1.2 lb/MMBtu on 
rolling 30-day average and existing SCR systems achieving 70-90% control efficiency.44 As part 
of its SIP Supplement, Ohio EPA proposes to incorporate into the haze SIP a voluntary NOx limit 
of 0.4 lb/MMBtu on a 720-operating rolling hourly average for each stack (B001 and B002 
combined; and B003, B004, and B005 combined).45   

Even with the proposed NOx limit, Ohio EPA still fails to demonstrate that Kyger Creek 
is effectively controlled. As noted in the Kordzi SIP Supplement Report, emissions data for 
Kyger Units 1 and 3 shows that these units have been achieving NOx emission rates below this 
newly proposed limit since April and May 2023, respectively.46 In fact, NPS noted in its 
comments that this newly proposed NOx limit is more than double the facility’s annual average 
NOx emissions from 2019 to 2023 and represents just 60% SCR control efficiency.47 Updated 
emissions data further confirms that the existing SCR systems for Kyger’s five units can be 
optimized, as noted in the Conservation Organizations’ comments on the 2021 SIP Revision and 
the 2021 Kordzi Report.48 First, data show that emissions have steadily increased for each unit 
since May 2023, and that the existing SCR systems are not continuously operated at the same 
NOx removal efficiency level.49 Second, the existing SCR systems have been demonstrated to 
achieve much lower NOx emission rates than even the newly proposed 0.4 lb/MMBtu limit.  

                                                           
measures that are necessary to make reasonable progress . . . .  The State should consider evaluating major 
and minor stationary sources or groups of sources, mobile sources, and area sources.  The State must 
include in its implementation plan a description of the criteria it used to determine which sources or 
groups of sources it evaluated and how the four factors were taken into consideration . . . .” (emphasis 
added).). 
43 NPS SIP Supplement Technical Comments at 4, 19-20. 
44 2021 SIP Revision at 25, 37-39. 
45 SIP Supplement Transmittal Letter at 2-3. 
46 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 26-28. 
47 NPS SIP Supplement Technical Comments at 21. 
48 Conservation Orgs’ 2021 SIP Revision Comments at 13; 2021 Kordzi Report at 28. 
49 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 28; see also 2021 Kordzi Report at 21-23; NPS SIP Supplement 
Technical Comments at 22. 
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Ohio EPA, thus, still does not show that Kyger Creek’s five units are effectively 
controlled for either SO2 or NOx.50 The agency must either require Kyger Creek to conduct four-
factor analyses for both pollutants, including optimization of the facility’s existing scrubbers and 
SCR systems, or conduct that analysis itself.51   

CONCLUSION 

We appreciate Ohio EPA’s consideration of these comments and ask that the agency 
revise its SIP Supplement, as well as its 2021 SIP Revision, to correct the deficiencies described 
herein and attached. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

Crystal M. C. Davis 
Senior Regional Director, Midwest 
National Parks Conservation Association   
P.O. Box 202003 
Cleveland, OH 44120 
cdavis@npca.org  

Caitlin Miller 
Associate General Counsel, Clean Air and Climate 
National Parks Conservation Association 
P.O. Box 101705 
Denver, CO 80250 
cmiller@npca.org 
 

Philip A. Francis Jr. 
Chair 
Coalition to Protect America’s National Parks 
2 Massachusetts Ave NE, Unit 77436 
Washington, DC 20013 
Editor@protectnps.org 
 

Chris Tavenor 
General Counsel 
Ohio Environmental Council 
1145 Chesapeake Ave, Suite I 
Columbus, OH 43212 
ctavenor@theoec.org   
 

Tony Mendoza 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club  
2101 Webster St., 13th Floor  
Oakland, CA 94612 
Tony.mendoza@sierraclub.org  
 

 

CC:   Debra Shore, Regional Administrator, EPA Region 5, Shore.Debra@epa.gov  

John Mooney, Director, Air and Radiation Division, EPA Region 5, 
Mooney.John@epa.gov 

                                                           
50 2021 Clarification Memo at 5; 2019 Guidance at 22-23. 
51 Kordzi SIP Supplement Report at 28-29; 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(f)(2)(i). 
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Alisa Liu, Control Strategies Section, Air and Radiation Division, EPA Region 5, 
Liu.Alisa@epa.gov  

Charles Hatten, Air and Radiation Division, EPA Region 5, Hatten.Charles@epa.gov 

Matthew Rau, Air and Radiation Division, EPA Region 5, Rau.Matthew@epa.gov  

Kathy Triantafillou, Environmental Justice Coordinator, EPA Region 5, 
Triantafillou.Kathy@epa.gov  

Brian Timin, Air Quality Policy Division, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, 
Timin.Brian@epa.gov   

Vera Kornylak, Air Quality Policy Division, Office of Air Quality Planning and 
Standards, Kornylak.Vera@epa.gov  


