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STATE AND CLASS I AREA SUMMARIES 
 

As described in Section 2.0, each state is required to submit progress reports at interim 

points between submittals of Regional Haze Rule (RHR) State Implementation Plans (SIPs), 

which assess progress towards visibility improvement goals in each state’s mandatory Federal 

Class I areas (CIAs). Data summaries for each CIA in each Western Regional Air Partnership 

(WRAP) state, which address Regional Haze Rule (RHR) requirements for visibility 

measurements and emissions inventories are provided in this section. These summaries are 

intended to provide individual states with the technical information they need to determine if 

current RHR implementation plan elements and strategies are sufficient to meet all established 

reasonable progress goals, as defined in their respective initial RHR implementation plans. 
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6.8 Nevada 
 

The goal of the RHR is to ensure that visibility on the 20% most impaired, or worst, days 

continues to improve at each Federal Class I area (CIA), and that visibility on the 20% least 

impaired, or best, days does not get worse, as measured at representative Interagency Monitoring 

of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) monitoring sites. Nevada has one mandatory 

Federal Class I area, which is depicted in Figure 6.8-1 and listed in Table 6.8-1, along with the 

associated IMPROVE monitor locations. 

 

This section addresses differences between the 2000-2004 baseline and 2005-2009 

period, for both monitored data and emission inventory estimates. Monitored data are presented 

for the 20% most impaired, or worst, days and for the 20% least impaired, or best, days, as per 

Regional Haze Rule (RHR) requirements. Annual average trend statistics for the 2000-2009  

10-year period are also presented here to support assessments of changes in each monitored 

species that contributes to visibility impairment. In general, comparisons of anthropogenic 

emissions inventory totals for the state showed net decreases, while several of the monitored 

species increased. Because the JARB1 site is on the northern edge of Nevada, it is likely that 

regional emissions sources from outside of the state influences the increases in monitored data. 

Some additional highlights regarding comparisons between the 2000-2004 baseline and  

2005-2009 progress period are listed below, and more detailed state specific information is 

provided in monitoring and emissions sub-sections that follow. 

 

 For the 20% best days, the 5-year average deciview metric decreased at the JARB1 

site. 

 For the 20% worst days, the 5-year average deciview metric increased at the JARB1, 

site. 

 The increase in the 20% worst day 5-year average deciview value was due to small 

increases in all aerosol species except particulate organic mass. For these increases: 

- No statistically significant increasing annual trends for any aerosol species 

occurred for the period 2000-2009. 

- Higher than average monitored ammonium sulfate and ammonium nitrate 

concentrations in 2005 influenced the 5-year progress period average for these 

species. 

 Emissions inventories indicated net decreases for SO2 and NOX between the baseline 

and 2008 emission inventories. For emissions comparisons: 

- Slight increases in on-road mobile and area source inventory totals were offset by 

larger decreases in point and off-road mobile totals. 

- Annual total EGU emissions for the state showed dramatic decreases in SO2 and 

NOX. 

 The fine soil and coarse mass emissions inventories showed increases in fugitive dust 

and natural windblown dust, which was likely due to updates in inventory 

development methodologies rather than actual increases. 
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Figure 6.8-1. Map Depicting the Federal CIA and Representative IMPROVE Monitor in 

Nevada. 

 

Table 6.8-1 

Nevada Class I Area and Representative IMPROVE Monitor 

 

Class I Area  
Representative 

IMPROVE Site 
Latitude Longitude Elevation (m) 

Jarbidge WA JARB1 41.89 -115.43 1869 

 

 

6.8.1 Monitoring Data 
 

This section addresses RHR regulatory requirements for monitored data as measured by 

the JARB1 IMPROVE monitor, representing the Jarbridge Wilderness Area, which is the only 

Federal CIA in Nevada. These summaries are supported by regional data presented in Section 4.0 

and by more detailed site specific tables and charts in Appendix H. 

 

As described in Section 3.1, regional haze progress in Federal CIAs is tracked using 

calculations based on speciated aerosol mass as collected by IMPROVE monitors. The RHR 

calls for tracking haze in units of deciviews (dv), where the deciview metric was designed to be 

linearly associated with human perception of visibility. In a pristine atmosphere, the deciview 

metric is near zero, and a one deciview change is approximately equivalent to a 10% change in 

cumulative species extinction. To better understand visibility conditions, summaries here include 
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both the deciview metric, and the apportionment of haze into extinction due to the various 

measured species in units of inverse megameters (Mm
-1

).  

 

6.8.1.1 Current Conditions 
 

This section addresses the regulatory question, what are the current visibility conditions 

for the most impaired and least impaired days (40 CFR 51.308 (g)(3)(i))? RHR guidance 

specifies that 5-year averages be calculated over successive 5-year periods, i.e. 2000-2004, 2005-

2009, 2010-2014, etc.
1
 Current visibility conditions are represented here as the most recent 

successive 5-year average period available, or the 2005-2009 period average, although the most 

recent IMPROVE monitoring data currently available includes 2010 data. 

 

Tables 6.8-2 and 6.8-3 present the calculated deciview values for the JARB1 site, along 

with the percent contribution to extinction from each aerosol species for the 20% most impaired 

and 20% least impaired days. Figure 6.8-2 presents 5-year average extinction for the current 

progress period for both the 20% most impaired and 20% least impaired days. Note that the 

percentages in the tables consider only the aerosol species which contribute to extinction, while 

the charts also show Rayleigh, or scattering due to background gases in the atmosphere. 

 

Specific observations for the current visibility conditions on the 20% most impaired, or 

worst, days are as follows: 

 

 The largest contributor to aerosol extinction on the worst days at the JARB1 site was 

particulate organic mass, followed by coarse mass and ammonium sulfate. 

 

Specific observations for the current visibility conditions on the 20% least impaired, or 

best, days are as follows: 

 

 Rayleigh, or background visibility impairment in clean air, contributed to 

approximately 80% of the total extinction (in Mm
-1

) for the best days. Aerosol species 

contributions in Table 6.8-3 exclude the Rayleigh portion of extinction. 

 Ammonium sulfate is the largest contributor to aerosol extinction for the best days. 

                                                 
1
 EPA’s September 2003 Guidance for Tracking Progress Under the Regional Haze Rule specifies that progress is 

tracked against the 2000-2004 baseline period using corresponding averages over successive 5-year periods, i.e. 

2005-2009, 2010-2014, etc. (See page 4-2 in the Guidance document.) 
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Table 6.8-2 

Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Site 

Current Visibility Conditions 

2005-2009 Progress Period, 20% Most Impaired Days 

 

Site 
Deciviews 

(dv) 

Percent Contribution to Aerosol Extinction by Species (Excludes Rayleigh) 

(% of Mm
-1

) and Rank* 

Ammonium 

Sulfate 

Ammonium 

Nitrate 

Particulate 

Organic 

Mass 

Elemental 

Carbon 
Soil 

Coarse 

Mass 
Sea Salt 

JARB1 12.4 17% (3) 5% (6) 38% (1) 7% (5) 10% (4) 22% (2) 1% (7) 

*Highest aerosol species contribution per site is highlighted in bold. 

 

 

Table 6.8-3 

Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Site 

Current Visibility Conditions 

2005-2009 Progress Period, 20% Least Impaired Days 

 

Site 
Deciviews 

(dv) 

Percent Contribution to Aerosol Extinction by Species (Excludes Rayleigh) 

(% of Mm
-1

) and Rank* 

Ammonium 

Sulfate 

Ammonium 

Nitrate 

Particulate 

Organic 

Mass 

Elemental 

Carbon 
Soil 

Coarse 

Mass 

Sea 

Salt 

JARB1 2.2 47% (1) 8% (4) 19% (2) 7% (5) 4% (6) 13% (3) 2% (7) 

*Highest aerosol species contribution per site is highlighted in bold. 
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Figure 6.8-2. Average Extinction for Current Progress Period (2005-2009) for the Worst (Most 

Impaired) and Best (Least Impaired) Days Measured at the Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Site.  

 

 

6.8.1.2 Differences between Current and Baseline Conditions 
 

This section addresses the regulatory question, what is the difference between current 

visibility conditions for the most impaired and least impaired days and baseline visibility 

conditions (40 CFR 51.308 (g)(3)(ii))? Included here are comparisons between the 5-year 

average baseline conditions (2000-2004) and current progress period extinction (2005-2009). 

 

Table 6.8-4 presents the differences between the 2000-2004 baseline period average 

extinction and the 2005-2009 progress period average for the JARB1 site in Nevada for the 20% 

most impaired days, and Table 6.8-5 presents similar data for the least impaired days. Averages 

that increased are depicted in red text and averages that decreased in blue. 

 

Figure 6.8-3 presents the 5-year average extinction for the baseline and current progress 

period averages for the worst days and Figure 6.8-4 presents the differences in averages by 

aerosol species, with increases represented above the zero line and decreases below the zero line. 

Figures 6.8-5 and 6.8-6 present similar plots for the best days. 

 

For the 20% most impaired days, the 5-year average RHR deciview metric increased at 

the JARB1 site. Notable differences for individual species averages on the most impaired days 

were as follows: 
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 All species except particulate organic mass increased slightly at the JARB1 site. The 

largest increases were measured for ammonium sulfate, coarse mass and ammonium 

nitrate. 

 Increases in 5-year average ammonium nitrate at the JARB1 monitor were influenced 

by higher than average ammonium nitrate in 2005, where anomalously high 

measurements on December 18, 2005, as depicted in Appendix H, Figure H.1-8, 

influenced the annual average. 

For the 20% least impaired or best days, the 5-year average deciview metric decreased at 

the JARB1 site. Notable differences for individual species averages on the best impaired days 

were as follows: 

 

 The largest decrease on the best days was measured for particulate organic mass. Soil, 

coarse mass and sea salt measured very small increases for the best days. 

 

Table 6.8-4 

Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Sites 

Difference in Aerosol Extinction by Species 

2000-2004 Baseline Period to 2005-2009 Progress Period 

20% Most Impaired Days 

 

Site 

Deciview (dv) Change in Extinction by Species (Mm
-1

)* 

2000-

2004 

Baseline 

Period 

2005-

2009 

Progress 

Period 

Change 

in dv* 

Amm. 

Sulfate 

Amm. 

Nitrate 
POM EC Soil CM 

Sea 

Salt 

JARB1 12.1 12.4 +0.3 +0.4 +0.3 0.0 +0.1 +0.2 +0.4 +0.1 

*Change is calculated as progress period average minus baseline period average. Values in red indicate increases in 

extinction and values in blue indicate decreases. 

 

 

Table 6.8-5 

Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Sites 

Difference in Aerosol Extinction by Species 

2000-2004 Baseline Period to 2005-2009 Progress Period 

20% Least Impaired Days 

 

Site 

Deciview (dv) Change in Extinction by Species (Mm
-1

)* 

2000-

2004 

Baseline 

Period 

2005-

2009 

Progress 

Period 

Change 

in dv* 

Amm. 

Sulfate 

Amm. 

Nitrate 
POM EC Soil CM 

Sea 

Salt 

JARB1 2.6 2.2 -0.4 -0.1 -0.1 -0.3 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

*Change is calculated as progress period average minus baseline period average. Values in red indicate increases in 

extinction and values in blue indicate decreases. 
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Figure 6.8-3. Average Extinction for Baseline and Progress Period Extinction for Worst (Most 

Impaired) Days Measured at the Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Site.  

 

 
Figure 6.8-4. Difference between Average Extinction for Current Progress Period (2005-2009) 

and Baseline Period (2000-2004) for the Worst (Most Impaired) Days Measured at the Nevada 

Class I Area IMPROVE Site.  
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Figure 6.8-5. Average Extinction for Baseline and Progress Period Extinction for Best (Least 

Impaired) Days Measured at the Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Site.  

 

 

 
Figure 6.8-6. Difference between Average Extinction for Current Progress Period (2005-2009) 

and Baseline Period (2000-2004) for the Best (Least Impaired) Days Measured at the Nevada 

Class I Area IMPROVE Site.  
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6.8.1.3 Changes in Visibility Impairment 
 

This section addresses the regulatory question, what is the change in visibility 

impairment for the most impaired and least impaired days over the past 5 years (40 CFR 

51.308 (g)(3)(iii))? Included here are changes in visibility impairment as characterized by annual 

average trend statistics, and some general observations regarding local and regional events and 

outliers on a daily and annual basis that affected the current 5-year progress period. The 

regulatory requirement asks for a description of changes over the past 5-year period, but trend 

analysis is better suited to longer periods of time, so trends for the entire 10-year planning period 

are presented here. 

 

Trend statistics for the years 2000-2009 for species at the Nevada site are summarized in 

Table 6.8-6, and regional trends were presented earlier in Section 4.1.1.
2
 Only trends for aerosol 

species trends with p-value statistics less than 0.15 (85% confidence level) are presented in the 

table here, with increasing slopes in red and decreasing slopes in blue.
3
 In some cases, trends 

may show decreasing tendencies while the difference between the 5-year averages do not (or 

vice versa), as discussed in Section 3.1.2.2. In these cases, the 5-year average for the best and 

worst days is the important metric for RHR regulatory purposes, but trend statistics may be of 

value to understand and address visibility impairment issues for planning purposes. 

 

For each site, a more comprehensive list of all trends for all species, including the 

associated p-values, is provided in Appendix H. Additionally, this appendix includes plots 

depicting 5-year, annual, monthly, and daily average extinction for each site. These plots are 

intended to provide a fairly comprehensive compilation of reference information for individual 

states to investigate local and regional events and outliers that may have influenced changes in 

visibility impairment as tracked using the 5-year deciview metrics. Note that similar summary 

products are also available from the WRAP TSS website (http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/). 

Some general observations regarding changes in visibility impairment at sites in Nevada are as 

follows: 

 

 No increasing aerosol trends were observed at the JARB1 site for the best, worst or 

all sample days. 

 Only particulate organic mass (20% best and all days) and elemental carbon (20% 

worst days) exhibited statistically significant trends, all decreasing. All other species 

did not show statistically significant trends for the best, worst or all days from 2000 to 

2009. 

                                                 
2
 Annual trends were calculated for the years 2000-2009, with a trend defined as the slope derived using Theil 

statistics. Trends derived from Theil statistics are useful in analyzing changes in air quality data because these 

statistics can show the overall tendency of measurements over long periods of time, while minimizing the effects of 

year-to-year fluctuations which are common in air quality data. Theil statistics are also used in EPA’s National Air 

EPA’s National Air Quality Trends Reports (http://www.epa.gov/airtrends/) and the IMPROVE program trend 

reports (http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/Publications/improve_reports.htm) 
3
 The significance of the trend is represented with p-values calculated using Mann-Kendall trend statistics. 

Determining a significance level helps to distinguish random variability in data from a real tendency to increase or 

decrease over time, where lower p-values indicate higher confidence levels in the computed slopes. 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
http://www.epa.gov/airtrends/
http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/Publications/improve_reports.htm
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Table 6.8-6 

Nevada Class I Area IMPROVE Site 

Change in Aerosol Extinction by Species 

2000-2009 Annual Average Trends 

 

Site Group 

Annual Trend* (Mm
-1

/year) 

Ammonium 

Sulfate 

Ammonium 

Nitrate 

Particulate 

Organic 

Mass 

Elemental 

Carbon 
Soil 

Coarse 

Mass 

Sea 

Salt 

JARB1 

 

20% Best 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -- -- 

20% Worst -- -- -- -0.1 -- -- -- 

All Days -- 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -- -- 0.0 

*(--) Indicates statistically insignificant trend (<85% confidence level). Annual averages and 

complete trend statistics for all significance levels are included for each site in Appendix H. 

 

 

6.8.2 Emissions Data 
 

Included here are summaries depicting differences between two emission inventory years 

that are used to represent the 5-year baseline and current progress periods. The baseline period is 

represented using a 2002 inventory developed by the WRAP for use in the initial WRAP state 

SIPs, and the progress period is represented by a 2008 inventory which leverages recent WRAP 

inventory work for modeling efforts, as referenced in Section 3.2.1. For reference, Table 6.8-7 

lists the major emitted pollutants inventoried, the related aerosol species, some of the major 

sources for each pollutant, and some notes regarding implications of these pollutants. Differences 

between these baseline and progress period inventories, and a separate summary of annual 

emissions from electrical generating units (EGUs), are presented in this section. 
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Table 6.8-7 

Nevada 

Pollutants, Aerosol Species, and Major Sources 

 
Emitted 

Pollutant 

Related 

Aerosol 
Major Sources Notes 

Sulfur 

Dioxide 

(SO2) 

Ammonium 

Sulfate 

 

Point Sources; 

On- and Off-

Road Mobile 

Sources 

SO2 emissions are generally associated with anthropogenic 

sources such as coal-burning power plants, other industrial 

sources such and refineries and cement plants, and both on- and 

off-road diesel engines. 

Oxides of 

Nitrogen 

(NOX) 

Ammonium 

Nitrate 

 

On- and Off-

Road Mobile 

Sources; 

Point Sources; 

Area Sources 

NOX emissions are generally associated with anthropogenic 

sources. Common sources include virtually all combustion 

activities, especially those involving cars, trucks, power plants, 

and other industrial processes. 

Ammonia 

(NH3) 

Ammonium 

Sulfate 

and  

Ammonium 

Nitrate 

Area Sources; 

On-Road 

Mobile Sources 

Gaseous NH3 has implications in particle formation because it 

can form particulate ammonium. Ammonium is not directly 

measured by the IMPROVE program, but affects formation 

potential of ammonium sulfate and ammonium nitrate. All 

measured nitrate and sulfate is assumed to be associated with 

ammonium for IMPROVE reporting purposes. 

Volatile 

Organic 

Compounds 

(VOCs)  

Particulate 

Organic 

Mass 

(POM) 

Biogenic 

Emissions; 

Vehicle 

Emissions; 

Area Sources 

 

VOCs are gaseous emissions of carbon compounds, which are 

often converted to POM through chemical reactions in the 

atmosphere.  

 

Estimates for biogenic emissions of VOCs have undergone 

significant updates since 2002, so changes reported here are more 

reflective of methodology changes than actual changes in 

emissions (see Section 3.2.1). 

Primary 

Organic 

Aerosol 

(POA) 

POM Wildfires; 

Area Sources 

POA represents organic aerosols that are emitted directly as 

particles, as opposed to gases. Wildfires in the west generally 

dominate POA emissions, and large wildfire events are generally 

sporadic and highly variable from year-to-year. 

Elemental 

Carbon 

(EC) 

EC Wildfires; 

On- and Off-

Road Mobile 

Sources 

Large EC events are often associated with large POM events 

during wildfires. Other sources include both on- and off-road 

diesel engines. 

Fine soil Soil Windblown 

Dust; 

Fugitive Dust; 

Road Dust; 

Area Sources 

Fine soil is reported here as the crustal or soil components of 

PM2.5.  

Coarse 

Mass 

(PMC) 

Coarse 

Mass 

Windblown 

Dust; 

Fugitive Dust 

Coarse mass is reported by the IMPROVE Network as the 

difference between PM10 and PM2.5 mass measurements. Coarse 

mass is not separated by species in the same way that PM2.5 is 

speciated, but these measurements are generally associated with 

crustal components. Similar to crustal PM2.5, natural windblown 

dust is often the largest contributor to PMC. 
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6.8.2.1 Changes in Emissions 
 

This section addresses the regulatory question, what is the change over the past 5 years 

in emissions of pollutants contributing to visibility impairment from all sources and activities 

within the State (40 CFR 51.308 (g)(4))? For these summaries, emissions during the baseline 

years are represented using a 2002 inventory, which was developed with support from the 

WRAP for use in the original RHR SIP strategy development (termed plan02d). Differences 

between inventories are represented as the difference between the 2002 inventory, and a 2008 

inventory which leverages recent inventory development work performed by the WRAP for the 

WestJumpAQMS and DEASCO3 modeling projects (termed WestJump2008). Note that the 

comparisons of differences between inventories does not necessarily reflect a change in 

emissions, as a number of methodology changes and enhancements have occurred between 

development of the individual inventories, as referenced in Section 3.2.1. Inventories for all 

major visibility impairing pollutants are presented for major source categories, and categorized 

as either anthropogenic or natural emissions. State-wide inventories totals and differences are 

presented here, and inventory totals on a county level basis are available on the WRAP Technical 

Support System website (http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/). 

 

Table 6.8-8 and Figure 6.8-7 present the differences between the 2002 and 2008 sulfur 

dioxide (SO2) inventories by source category. Tables 6.8-9 and Figure 6.8-8 present data for 

oxides of nitrogen (NOX), and subsequent tables and figures (Tables 6.8-10 through 6.8-15 and 

Figures 6.8-9 through 6.8-14) present data for ammonia (NH3), volatile organic compounds 

(VOCs), primary organic aerosol (POA), elemental carbon (EC), fine soil and coarse mass. 

General observations regarding emissions inventory comparisons are listed below. 

 

 State-wide SO2 inventory totals show a 75% reduction, with some decreases reported 

for all source categories. The largest decreases are reported from point sources, 

followed by area sources, natural fire and off-road mobile sources.  

 NOX emissions show a 22% reduction, with area and on-road mobile sources showing 

significant increases, while all other source categories show decreases. The largest 

decreases were reported from point sources, followed by off-road mobile, biogenic 

emissions, and natural fire sources. Note that decreases in biogenic sources were 

consistent for all contiguous WRAP states, and likely due to inventory enhancements 

in 2008. Also, current natural fire emissions represent only the year 2008, so all fire 

events for the 2005-2009 progress period are not represented in these emissions 

comparison results. Also, for off-road sources, the reclassification of some off-road 

mobile sources (such as some types of marine vessels and locomotives) into the area 

source category in 2008, which may have contributed to decreases in the off-road 

inventory totals, but increases in area source totals. 

 Ammonia emission inventory totals decreased by 34%, with decreases due mostly to 

area and off-road mobile sources. 

 VOC emissions showed a 61% decrease, mostly due to biogenic emission inventories. 

A significant increase is shown for area sources. Significant decreases are shown for 

biogenic, on-road mobile and natural fire sources. The large difference in biogenic 

emissions is likely due to enhancements in biogenic inventory methodology, as 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
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described in Section 3.2, rather than decreases of this magnitude in actual emissions. 

Also, current natural fire emissions represent only the year 2008, so all fire events for 

the 2005-2009 progress period are not represented in these emissions comparison 

results. 

 POA showed 52% decrease in inventory totals, and elemental carbon showed a 31% 

decrease, mostly due to natural fire sources. Note that current natural fire emissions 

represent only the year 2008, so all fire events for the 2005-2009 progress period are 

not represented in these emissions comparison results. 

 Fine soil and coarse mass increased for the windblown dust inventory comparisons 

and the combined fugitive/road dust inventories. The large increases in windblown 

dust are likely due in part to enhancements in dust inventory methodology, as 

described in Section 3.2, rather than increases in actual emissions. Most other sources 

of fine soil and coarse mass showed increases with the exception of natural fire 

sources for both pollutants, on-road mobile sources for fine soil, and point sources for 

coarse mass. 
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Table 6.8-8 

Nevada 

Sulfur Dioxide Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Sulfur Dioxide Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point 50,720 11,155 -39,565 

Area 12,953 4,863 -8,090 

On-Road Mobile 454 298 -156 

Off-Road Mobile 1,403 322 -1,081 

Area Oil and Gas 0 0 0 

Fugitive and Road Dust 0 0 0 

Anthropogenic Fire 12 2 -11 

Total Anthropogenic 65,543 16,641 -48,903 (-75%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 2,200 506 -1,695 

Biogenic 0 0 0 

Wind Blown Dust 0 0 0 

Total Natural 2,200 506 -1,695 (-77%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 67,743 17,146 -50,597 (-75%) 
 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-7. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Sulfur Dioxide by Source Category for Nevada. 
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Table 6.8-9 

Nevada 

Oxides of Nitrogen Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Oxides of nitrogen Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point 59,864 30,090 -29,774 

Area 5,725 11,321 5,597 

On-Road Mobile 41,089 50,068 8,979 

Off-Road Mobile 32,565 17,081 -15,484 

Area Oil and Gas 63 0 -63 

Fugitive and Road Dust 0 0 0 

Anthropogenic Fire 48 13 -35 

Total Anthropogenic 139,353 108,574 -30,779 (-22%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 8,026 3,575 -4,451 

Biogenic 15,018 7,364 -7,654 

Wind Blown Dust 0 0 0 

Total Natural 23,044 10,939 -12,105 (-53%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 162,397 119,513 -42,885 (-26%) 
 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-8. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Oxides of nitrogen by Source Category for Nevada. 
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Table 6.8-10 

Nevada 

Ammonia Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Ammonia Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point 339 302 -37 

Area 8,009 5,717 -2,293 

On-Road Mobile 2,030 849 -1,182 

Off-Road Mobile 22 20 -2 

Area Oil and Gas 0 0 0 

Fugitive and Road Dust 0 0 0 

Anthropogenic Fire 8 6 -2 

Total Anthropogenic 10,408 6,893 -3,515 (-34%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 1,684 2,490 805 

Biogenic 0 0 0 

Wind Blown Dust 0 0 0 

Total Natural 1,684 2,490 805 (48%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 12,092 9,382 -2,710 (-22%) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-9. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Ammonia by Source Category for Nevada. 
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Table 6.8-11 

Nevada 

Volatile Organic Compound Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Volatile Organic Compound Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point 2,215 2,953 738 

Area 28,592 40,973 12,381 

On-Road Mobile 36,257 21,302 -14,955 

Off-Road Mobile 18,094 18,783 688 

Area Oil and Gas 129 0 -129 

Fugitive and Road Dust 0 0 0 

Anthropogenic Fire 70 16 -54 

Total Anthropogenic 85,357 84,026 -1,331 (-2%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 17,606 4,204 -13,403 

Biogenic 794,139 262,912 -531,227 

Wind Blown Dust 0 0 0 

Total Natural 811,745 267,115 -544,630 (-67%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 897,102 351,142 -545,960 (-61%) 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-10. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Volatile Organic Compounds by Source Category for Nevada. 
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Table 6.8-12 

Nevada 

Primary Organic Aerosol Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Primary Organic Aerosol Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point* 256 46 -210 

Area 687 2,283 1,596 

On-Road Mobile 314 1,053 739 

Off-Road Mobile 572 689 117 

Area Oil and Gas 0 0 0 

Fugitive and Road Dust 332 891 559 

Anthropogenic Fire 73 22 -51 

Total Anthropogenic 2,233 4,985 2,751 (>100%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 22,501 6,831 -15,670 

Biogenic 0 0 0 

Wind Blown Dust 0 0 0 

Total Natural 22,501 6,831 -15,670 (-70%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 24,734 11,816 -12,918 (-52%) 

*Point source data includes only oil and gas and regulated CEM sources. More comprehensive point source data 

were not available at the time this report was prepared but will be made available through the WRAP TSS 

(http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/).
 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-11. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Primary Organic Aerosol by Source Category for Nevada. 
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Table 6.8-13 

Nevada 

Elemental Carbon Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Elemental Carbon Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point* 13 64 50 

Area 96 368 272 

On-Road Mobile 235 1,891 1,656 

Off-Road Mobile 1,354 954 -400 

Area Oil and Gas 0 0 0 

Fugitive and Road Dust 24 14 -10 

Anthropogenic Fire 13 6 -8 

Total Anthropogenic 1,735 3,295 1,561 (90%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 4,674 1,130 -3,544 

Biogenic 0 0 0 

Wind Blown Dust 0 0 0 

Total Natural 4,674 1,130 -3,544 (-76%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 6,409 4,425 -1,984 (-31%) 

*Point source data includes only oil and gas and regulated CEM sources. More comprehensive point source data 

were not available at the time this report was prepared but will be made available through the WRAP TSS 

(http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/).
 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-12. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Elemental Carbon by Source Category for Nevada. 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
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Table 6.8-14 

Nevada 

Fine Soil Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Fine Soil Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point* 2,158 209 -1,948 

Area 830 1,024 195 

On-Road Mobile 239 190 -49 

Off-Road Mobile 0 49 49 

Area Oil and Gas 0 0 0 

Fugitive and Road Dust 6,128 19,216 13,087 

Anthropogenic Fire 9 10 1 

Total Anthropogenic 9,364 20,698 11,334 (>100%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 1,406 2,552 1,146 

Biogenic 0 0 0 

Wind Blown Dust 10,438 17,051 6,613 

Total Natural 11,845 19,603 7,758 (66%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 21,208 40,301 19,092 (90%) 

*Point source data includes only oil and gas and regulated CEM sources. More comprehensive point source data 

were not available at the time this report was prepared but will be made available through the WRAP TSS 

(http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/).
 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-13. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Fine Soil by Source Category for Nevada. 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
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Table 6.8-15 

Nevada 

Coarse Mass Emissions by Category 

 

Source Category 

Coarse Mass Emissions (tons/year) 

2002 

(Plan02d) 

2008 

(WestJump2008) 

Difference 

(Percent Change) 

Anthropogenic Sources 

Point* 4,093 1,761 -2,331 

Area 897 1,094 198 

On-Road Mobile 245 2,014 1,769 

Off-Road Mobile 0 82 82 

Area Oil and Gas 0 0 0 

Fugitive and Road Dust 56,779 161,532 104,753 

Anthropogenic Fire 7 4 -3 

Total Anthropogenic 62,020 166,488 104,468 (>100%) 

Natural Sources 

Natural Fire 5,176 1,310 -3,866 

Biogenic 0 0 0 

Wind Blown Dust 93,946 153,459 59,513 

Total Natural 99,122 154,769 55,647 (56%) 

All Sources 

Total Emissions 161,142 321,257 160,115 (99%) 

*Point source data includes only oil and gas and regulated CEM sources. More comprehensive point source data 

were not available at the time this report was prepared but will be made available through the WRAP TSS 

(http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/).
 

 

 

 

Figure 6.8-14. 2002 and 2008 Emission and Difference between Emissions Inventory Totals, for 

Coarse Mass by Source Category for Nevada. 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
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6.8.2.2 EGU Summary 
 

As described in previous sections, differences between the baseline and progress period 

inventories presented here do not necessarily represent changes in actual emissions because 

numerous updates in inventory methodologies have occurred between the development of the 

separate inventories. Also, the 2002 baseline and 2008 progress period inventories represent only 

annual snapshots of emissions estimates, which may not be representative of entire 5-year 

monitoring periods compared. To better account for year-to-year changes in emissions, annual 

emission totals for Nevada electrical generating units (EGU) are presented here. EGU emissions 

are some of the more consistently reported emissions, as tracked in EPA’s Air Markets Program 

Database for permitted Title V facilities in the state (http://ampd.epa.gov/ampd/). RHR 

implementation plans are required to pay specific attention to certain major stationary sources, 

including EGUs, built between 1962 and 1977. 
 

Figure 6.8-15 presents a sum of annual NOX and SO2 emissions as reported for Nevada 

EGU sources between 1996 and 2010. While these types of facilities are targeted for controls in 

state regional haze SIPs, it should be noted that many of the controls planned for EGUs in the 

WRAP states had not taken place yet in 2010, while other controls separate from the RHR may 

have been implemented. The chart shows a sharp decline for SO2 and NOX between 2005 and 

2006, mostly resulting from the closure of the Mohave Generating Station in Clark County, 

which eliminated approximately 20,000 tons per year (tpy) of NOx and 41,000 tpy of SO2 

emissions. Steady decreases for NOX emissions are shown for 2006 through 2010. 
 

 
Figure 6.8-15. Sum of EGU Emissions of SO2 and NOX reported between 1996 and 2010 for 

Nevada. 
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1 LETTERS AND NEWS RELEASES 

1.1 Mohave Operating Permit Cancellation 
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1.2 Southern California Edison News Releases re Mohave Closure 
  

 

News Releases 
 

Mohave Generating Station Owners to Dismantle Plant 

Added: June 10, 2009 

June 10, 2009 

Media Contact: Gil Alexander, (626) 302-2255 

ROSEMEAD, Calif., June 10, 2009 – The owners of the Mohave Generating Station in Laughlin, Nev., 
including Southern California Edison, today announced the decision to decommission the station and 
remove the generating facility from the site. During the coming months, non-generating equipment and 
facilities will be dismantled. Then, in 2010, the plant’s generating equipment will be removed and its 
operating permits terminated. The site’s transmission switchyard and some related facilities will remain in 
place. 

No decision has been made about the final disposition of the plant property. Among the options being 
considered by Mohave’s owners are the sale of the site and construction of a renewable energy project. 

Mohave Background Facts 

• Owners – Southern California Edison Company (56 percent), Salt River Project Agricultural 
Improvement and Power District (20 percent), NV Energy (14 percent) and the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (10 percent).  

• Generating capacity when the plant was in operation – 1,580 megawatts or enough power to serve 
more than one million average homes.  

• Service history – The first of two operating units at Mohave went into commercial operation in 
April 1971, followed by the second unit in October 1971. Mohave ceased power generation in 
December 2005 due to the lack of new water and coal agreements needed to proceed with 
emissions control upgrades required for operation after 2005. 

About Southern California Edison 
An Edison International (NYSE:EIX) company, Southern California Edison is one of the nation’s largest 
electric utilities, serving a population of nearly 14 million via 4.9 million customer accounts in a 50,000-
square-mile service area within Central, Coastal and Southern California. 
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News Releases 

 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON DISMANTLES THE EXHAUST 
STACK OF THE MOHAVE GENERATING STATION 

Added: March 11, 2011 

Media Contact: Gil Alexander, (626) 302-2255 

BACKGROUND: Southern California Edison (SCE) today imploded a landmark Nevada structure, 
the 500-foot exhaust stack of the Mohave Generating Station. The stack demolition came midway 
through the former power plant decommissioning that began in 2009, and will restore most of the 
plant property to its natural state by mid-2012. Southern California Edison (SCE) offered the 
following statement about the plant’s shutdown. 

ROSEMEAD, Calif., March 11, 2011 – Safety and environmental care are Southern California 
Edison’s (SCE) highest priorities during the decommissioning of the Mohave Generating Station, 
including the dismantling of the plant’s exhaust stack. SCE will monitor wind and other factors 
leading up to the implosion of the stack. If conditions require, this step will be rescheduled. Dust 
abatement measures will include water trucks soaking the landing area before and after the 
implosion. 

For 35 years, the Mohave Generating Station provided utility customers with reliable, low-cost 
power, while contributing millions of dollars annually to the Laughlin area economy. The plant’s co-
owners are considering several options for the property’s future use. 

Plant Owners 

 Southern California Edison, 56 percent (885 MW)  
 Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement and Power District, 20 percent (316 MW)  
 Nevada Power Co., 14 percent (221 MW)  
 The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 10 percent (158 MW) 

About Southern California Edison  
An Edison International (NYSE:EIX) company, Southern California Edison is one of the largest U.S. 
electric utilities, serving a population of nearly 14 million via 4.9 million customer accounts in a 
50,000-square-mile service area within Central, Coastal and Southern California. 
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1.3 White Pine Energy Associates Withdrawal and NDEP Cancellation of 
Application for White Pine Energy Station 
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1.4 NV Energy Withdrawal and NDEP Cancellation of Application for Ely Energy 
Center 
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1.5 Cancellation of Copper Mountain Power Application for Natural Gas Plant 
at Copper Mountain and USEPA Concurrence
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1.6 Toquop Energy, LLC Withdrawal of Application for Toquop Project 
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1.7 NDEP/PUCN Comments to USEPA Re Proposed Rule to Reduce Carbon 
Pollution from Existing Power Plants, December 9, 2013 
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1.8 NV Energy Letter to Jasmine Mehta, NDEP, June 5, 2014
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2 NDEP FINDINGS AND ORDERS 

2.1 April 25, 2013 NDEP Approval of Proposed Alternative BART Control 
Technology for Certain EGUs at Fort Churchill and Tracy Power Plants 
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2.2 April 25, 2013 NDEP Notice of Findings and Order No. 2013-06 
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3 PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA (PUCN) 
http://pucweb1.state.nv.us/PUC2/(X(1)S(xwh01uijwrjnov55arhg5taf))/Dktinfo.aspx?Util=All  
(last viewed 6/13/2014)  

3.1 Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Docket No. 12-08009  

 Stipulation and Order accepting the Stipulation.  
o Tracy Unit 1 will retire as of the BART compliance date.  Attachment 1, section 

2.C (page 3-4).  
o Tracy Unit 2 will retire as of the BART compliance date.  ORDER, section 

V.B.31 (page 13). 
o Tracy Unit 2 last operated in 2009.  ORDER section V.B.20 (page 9). 

 
  

http://pucweb1.state.nv.us/PUC2/(X(1)S(xwh01uijwrjnov55arhg5taf))/Dktinfo.aspx?Util=All


BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA 

Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV ) 
Energy for approval of the second amendment to the ) 
Action Plan of the 2011-2030 Integrated Resource Plan as ) Docket No. 12-08009 
it relates to a new base load forecast, generating plant ) 
investments and retirements, and transmission projects. ) 

) 

At a general session of the Public Utilities 
Commission of Nevada, held at its offices 
on December 20, 2012. 

PRESENT: Chairman Alaina Burtenshaw 
Commissioner Rebecca D. Wagner 
Commissioner David Noble 
Assistant Commission Secretary Breanne Potter 

ORDER 

The Public Utilities Commission of Nevada ("Commission") makes the following 

findings of fact and conclusions of law: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy ("SPPC") filed an Application with the 
Commission for approval of its second amer:tdment to the Action Plan of the 2011-2030 Integrated 
Resource Plan as it relates to a new base load forecast, generating plant investments and 
retirements, and transmission projects. 

II. SUMMARY 

The Commission approves the Partial Issue Stipulation Regarding Load Forecast, 
Generation Plant Investment and Retirements, and Transmission ("Stipulation"), attached hereto 
as Attachment I. The Commission accepts the Application, except for the retirement date for 
Valmy Unit 1, which is deemed inadequate. 

Ill. PROCEDURAL IDSTORY 

• On August 13, 2012, SPPC filed the Application. The Commission designated the Application 
as Docket No. 12-08009. 

• The Application was filed pursuant to the Nevada Revised Statutes ("NRS") and the Nevada 
Administrative Code ("NAC"), Chapters 703 and 704, including but not limited to NRS 704.751, 
NAC 704.9503, NAC 704.9516, and NAC 704.9518. 
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Docket No. 12-08009 Page 2 

• The Regulatory Operations Staff ("Staff') of the Commission participates as a matter of right 
pursuant to NRS 703.301. 

• On August 17, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice of Application and Notice of Prehearing 
Conference. 

• On August 28, 2012, the Attorney General's Bureau of Consumer Protection ("BCP") filed a 
Notice of Intent to Intervene as a matter of right pursuant to NRS 228.360. 

• On September 12, 2012, Northern Nevada Industrial Electric Users ("NNIEU") filed a Petition 
for Leave to Intervene ("PLTI"). 

• On September 13, 2012, the Commission held a prehearing conference. BCP, NNIEU, SPPC, 
and Staff made appearances. 

• On September 14, 2012, the Presiding Officer issued an Order on Petition for Leave to 
Intervene of Northern Nevada Industrial Electric Users, granting the PLTI. 

• On September 14, 2012, the Presiding Officer issued a Procedural Order, setting forth a 
procedural schedule. 

• On September 14, 2012, the Commission issued a Notice of Hearing. 

• On October 1, 2012, the Commission issued an Order on Bifurcation and Consolidation, 
bifurcating issues related to the One Nevada Transmission Line ("ON-Line") Project in Docket 
No. 12-08009 and consolidating them with the identical issues in Docket No. 12-06053. 

• On October 30, 2012, BCP and Staff filed direct testimony. 

• On November 13, 2012, SPPC filed rebuttal testimony. 

• On November 26, 2012, NNIEU filed a letter withdrawing their intervention. 

• On November 27, 2012, BCP, SPPC, and Staff (the "Parties") filed the Stipulation. 

• On November 28, 2012, the Commission held a hearing. The Parties made appearances. At 
the conclusion of the hearing, the Presiding Officer granted an oral motion to accept Exhibits 1 
through 25 and Confidential Exhibit C1 into the record pursuant to NAC 703.730. 

IV. STIPULATION 

Parties' Position 

I. The Parties agree and recommend that the Commission approve the Stipulation. 

The Stipulation addresses the following: ( 1) Load Forecast; (2) Generating Plant and 
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Retirements; (3) Transmission; and (4) Confidentiality. The Stipulation resolves requests for 

relief A, B, C, E, F, G, I, J, and 0 in the Application. The Stipulation also recommends that the 

Commission direct SPPC to use a constant annual sales share of 1% for plug-in electric vehicles 

for all new cars in Nevada in 2015 and beyond for load forecasting purposes. (Exhibit 8.) 

Commission Discussion and Findings 

2. The Commission finds that the Stipulation is a consensus resolution of the issues 

in this Docket pursuant to the Parties' negotiations, and as such, is a reasonable recommendation 

and resolution of the issues addressed by the Stipulation. 

3. The Commission finds that it is in the public interest to approve the Stipulation. 

V. REMAINING ISSUES 

A. FT. CHURCillLL UNIT 11 

SPPC's Position 

4. SPPC recommends that the retirement date for Ft. Churchill Unit 1 ("FCI ")be 

extended seven years from the currently approved date in order to align with the best available 

retrofit technology ("BART") compliance schedule. FCl 's retirement date would be 2025 and 

FC2's retirement date would be 2028. The next BART review is scheduled in 2023, with a five 

year (2028) deadline for compliance. (Exhibit 11-Hill at 7-8.) Due to the Carson Valley load 

pocket transmission limitations and the economics presented in the Life Span Analysis Process 

("LSAP") analyses2
, investments should be made to allow the continued operation of both units 

1 Ft. Churchill Unit 2 ("FC2") was addressed in the Stipulation. 
2 LSAPs are used to reassess a unit's retirement date when certain triggering events occur. The process was first 
developed in 2008 by Nevada Power Company d/b/a NV Energy ("NPC") in response to the Commission's 
Modified Final Order in Docket Nos. 06-11022 and 06-11023. (See Docket No. 08-08002, Order issued January 15, 
2009.) This process was later acknowledged by the Commission for SPPC. (Docket Nos. 10-06001, 10-06002, 10-
06003 and 10-06004, Order issued December 23, 2010 at 49-51.) FCI and FC2 each experienced two events: the 
units are in the last decade of their lives and are subject to new environmental regulations. (Exhibit 5 at 44, 82.) 
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beyond the Regional Haze Rule compliance date.3 (Exhibit 3 at 123.) In 2013, the capital 

required at FCl is approximately $ 1,800,000 and FC2 is approximately $2,500,500. (Exhibit 10 

at 4.) 

5. SPPC identified FCl and FC2 as BART eligible under the Regional Haze Rule, 

applicable to sulfur dioxide ("S02"), mono-nitrogen oxides ("NOx"), and particulate matter with 

a diameter of 10 micrometers or less ("PMlO") pollutants. Using the normal gas supply, FCl 

and FC2 are expected to be compliant with BART limits for S02 and PMlO, but additional 

controls will be needed for NOx compliance.4 (Exhibit 16 at 4-5.) 

6. SPPC states that if either FCl or FC2 utilizes oil firing they could be subject to 

the Mercury and Air Toxics Standard ("MATS") Rule. 5 The LSAP states that there is limited 

benchmarking emissions data for diesel No. 2 oil firing units of similar vintage to the FC Units. 

Without performance and stack testing on the diesel No. 2, it is unclear at this time if either Unit 

would remain below the emissions level for MATS compliance. (Exhibit 5 at 49, 87; Exhibit 16 

at 6.) 

7. SPPC's economic analysis assessed three BART and MATS compliance options 

for the Units: 1) retire on the BART compliance deadline, 2) invest to meet both BART and 

MATS requirements, and 3) invest for BART compliance only. Based on the analysis, the FC 

Units were identified as must-run generation to reliably meet summer peak load obligations in 

the Carson Valley load pocket. If the FC Units are retired as currently planned, several 

transmission system additions will be needed to provide reliable (N-1) service, costing between 

3 Although the compliance date is not finalized, the LSAP analysis assumed it to be June 30, 2016. (Exhibit 16 at 4, 
Exhibit Lacey-Direct-2.) 
4 The technologies required for NOx BART compliance are low NOx burners with over-fired air combustion control 
equipment, combined with a "neural net" for model predictive control. (Exhibitll at8.) 
5 BART compliance requires the elimination of No. 6 fuel oil as a fuel for both units. If either unit converts to using 
No. 2 diesel oil, the unit(s) will retain the ability to fire secondary fuel but would also require capital investments for 
facility upgrades such as fire protection systems, in additional to burner upgrades and the required MATS 
environmental controls. (Exhibit 5 at 50, 88.) 
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$66,900,000 and $103,400,000, depending on expected mining load growth. Further, these 

transmission systems cannot permanently replace the generation capacity lost from the FC Units. 

The transmission will allow access to the Tracy Generating Station, but if that generation is fully 

subscribed, new generation will be required to serve the load pocket. SPPC adds that it is 

unclear whether a transmission option could be in place before the BART compliance date. 

Therefore, the transmission build-out option is not considered a viable alternative to investment 

for BART compliance. (Exhibit 5 at 51-52, 89-90; Exhibit 9 at 8-11.) 

8. SPPC states that the installation of No. 2 diesel oil firing capability is not 

recommended at this time due to the capital requirements for MATS compliance. Oil firing 

under BART/MATS is estimated to require an additional $16,000,000 per Unit. Oil has not been 

burned in either Unit since 2007. (Exhibit 3 at 123; Exhibit 5 at 41, 53, 79, and 91.) 

9. SPPC states that for both FC1 and FC2, the capital investment option to run on 

gas firing only as a single fuel facility is the most economic option as provided below: 

Option Description 30-Year Present 
Worth of Revenue 

Requirement 
($ millions) 

FC1 A Retire on BART compliance deadline 35,012 
FCIB Invest for BART compliance on natural gas only 34,990 
FC1C Invest for BART and MATS compliance 35,010 
FC2A Retire on BART compliance deadline 35,030 
FC2B Invest for BART compliance on natural gas only 35,003 
FC2C Invest for BART and MATS compliance 35,021 

10. SPPC recommends that the FC1 and FC2 retirement dates remain staggered by 

three years for three reasons: 1) minimize the system impact by retiring each single 110 

megawatt ("MW") Unit at a time (rather than all 220 MWs at once); 2) reduce reliance on the 
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market for replacement power and capacity; and 3) free up air increment6 that might be needed to 

develop new units at the site ahead of a full FC system retirement of 220 MWs. (Exhibit 11-

Hill at 7; Tr. at 51-52.) 

Staff's Position 

11. Staff recommends the Commission approve the investments needed for FCl and 

FC2 to comply with BART regulations as the least cost alternative. Staff states that the FC Units 

are vital for reliably serving load during the summer peak periods due to their location inside the 

Carson Valley load pocket. In making its recommendation, Staff states that it analyzed the 

transmission build-out option, but does not support it. Due to reliability concerns, new 

transmission would be required to serve the Carson Valley load pocket if the FC Units were 

retired on or before the BART compliance date. Staff states the transmission alternative is less 

economical compared to the BART investment option and comes with several risks such as the 

ability to construct before the compliance deadline and the fact that the transmission option still 

leaves an open generation position that will have to be filJed with additional resources. (Exhibit 

21 at 5-6.) 

12. Staff also recommends that the Commission extend the retirement date of FC1 to 

2028 to match FC2's proposed retirement date in order to spread the compliance costs over an 

additional three years to minimize rate impacts. Staff does not find merit in any of SPPC's three 

arguments for staggered retirement dates. There will be minimal system impact or reliance on 

the markets for replacement power as any new generation and transmission needed to serve the 

Carson Valley load pocket needs to be constructed prior to retirement of the FC Units. Staff 

adds that freeing up air increment does not outweigh rate impact minimization. (Exhibit 21 at 7-

6 Air increment is the amount of pollution that can be increased in an attainment area without degrading the air 
quality to a point that it becomes non-attainment. The amount of increment in a new source' s air permit is based on 
the maximum amount of emissions a unit is allowed to emit. (Exhibit 22 at 8-9.) 
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9.) 

13. Staff supports SPPC's decision to conclude the facilities' dual fuel capabilities as 

there is little value or economic benefit associated with the significant capital expenditures 

required for their continuance. Staff determined that with the length of time needed to start the 

Units from a cold shutdown, and the added reliability from the ON-Line, there will be few 

reliability benefits associated with maintaining the dual fuel capability. (Exhibit 21 at 9-10.) 

SPPC's Rebuttal Position 

14. SPPC disagrees with Staff regarding the retirement date for FC 1. SPPC does not 

believe rate impact minimization is an appropriate basis for setting new retirement dates. In 

order to operate FC 1 to 2028 additional capital investment may be required, which could offset 

any rate impact "benefit" of a longer amortization period. SPPC also emphasizes the importance 

of air increment for permitting in an attainment area. If there is not enough increment to permit a 

replacement energy supply at the FC site, reductions must be made in existing sources to free up 

additional air increment. SPPC states that by staggering the retirement dates, the air increment 

from FCl can be used to permit the replacement unit(s) for the site, allowing FC2 to bridge the 

construction years and minimize market exposure. (Exhibit 24 at 3-5.) 

15. SPPC adds that it is possible to synchronize the retirement dates of both FC Units 

to 2028 and adjust the dates closer to retirement if it is later decided FCl should be retired in 

2025, but that this adjustment will impact the undepreciated net book value of the plant at 

retirement and may result in the collection of the undepreciated plant balance from customers 

who have not benefited from the unit. (Exhibit 24 at 6-7.) 

Commission Discussion and Findings 

16. SPPC and Staff agree there will be a reliability issue whenever the FC Units are 
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retired and as such, there needs to be a new resource and/or new transmission system built prior 

to retirement. SPPC and Staff agree that building transmission is not the preferred method for 

serving the Carson Valley load pocket. Instead, upgrades should be made to the existing FC 

Units to allow for their continued operation. As memorialized in the Stipulation, SPPC and Staff 

agree FC2's retirement date should be 2028 for reliability and economic reasons. 

17. The Commission has to determine if the reliability concerns and economics 

warrant a staggered retirement between the FC Units with a 2025 date for FCl or if the 

retirement dates be set at 2028 for both Units. SPPC supports its staggered retirement date 

request on the belief that air increment will be needed from a retired FCI to permit a new plant 

to be online by the time FC2 retires, thereby negating any reliability concerns. 

18. One cannot fail to appreciate the hedge value of FC 1 's air increment against a 

future where there is no available air increment. This hedge ensures that SPPC will be able to 

permit a new resource in the Carson Valley load pocket whenever FC 1 is retired- whether it is 

because there is already available air increment or because SPPC sacrifices FCl to permit a new 

facility. Because FCl retains the ability to retire and free up air increment when needed for new 

resources, reliability is no longer the main driver behind selecting a retirement date, and it 

becomes necessary to tum to the economics behind the differing dates. 

19. The Commission finds SPPC's assumption to retire FCl in 2025 to be reasonable. 

The Commission agrees with SPPC that by setting a longer depreciable life (2028), and then 

deciding upon further consideration to retire the plant in 2025, the ratepayers existing at the end 

of the depreciable life of the unit will be shouldering a disproportionate amount of the costs. The 

Commission believes it is better to set a shorter lifespan today, with a retirement in 2025 for 

FC 1, and preserve the ability to push back the retirement date to 2028 if it is warranted during 

Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report, November 2014 B-40



Docket No. 12-08009 Page 9 

the next LSAP analysis. At that time, should there be any change in circumstances surrounding 

the ability to permit a new facility and/or build new transmission in the Carson Valley load 

pocket (the main drivers behind the 2025 date), the Commission has the ability to extend the 

retirement date of FCl to 2028 with minimal rate impacts. 

B. TRACY UNIT 27 

SPPC's Position 

20. SPPC recommends that it not make the necessary investment of over $20,000,000 

to bring the 47-year-old Tracy Unit 2 (''T2") into BART compliance, which would extend the 

retirement date of this Unit until 2025. SPPC further recommends that only minimal operations 

and maintenance expenditures should be performed on T2 until the Unit is retired concurrently 

with T1, prior to the BART compliance date in April of 2017.8 T2 was last operated in 2009, 

and SPPC currently does not employ staff to operate this Unit. (Exhibit 3 at 124-125; Exhibit 10 

at 5-6.) 

21. SPPC states that the LSAP for T2 shows a net benefit to keep the Unit 

operational. SPPC further states that this analysis was performed on a "stand alone" basis for T2 

and did not consider the recommendation to continue operation of FC 1 through 2025 and FC2 

through 2028. SPPC concludes that the delay in retirement of the FC Units shrinks SPPC's open 

position and negates the benefit as shown in the LSAP to keep T2 operational. (Exhibit 3 at 

123.) 

22. The $22,063,000 in investments required to keep T2 operational until2025 

incJudes $9,595,000 for low NOx burners, $4,500,000 for new boiler and burner controls, 

7 Tracy Unit I ('Tl") was addressed in the Stipulation, recommending that the Commission approve a retirement 
date coinciding with the BART compliance date-the date by which units subject to Phase One of the Regional 
Haze Rule must comply w1th BART upgrades as mandated by their respective State Implementation Plan. 
8 The BART compliance date in the LSAP was assumed to be June 30,2016, but is now April of2017. (Exhibit 10 
at footnote 3; Exhibit 16 at Exhibit Lacy-Direct-2.) 
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$1 ,500,000 for a turbine overhaul, and the remaining $6,468,000 spent on miscellaneous 

upgrades and repairs of plant equipment. (Exhibit 4 at 300.) 

Page 10 

23. SPPC notes in its LSAP report that SPPC does not have sufficient water rights to 

operate all of the Tracy Units at one time. During the hearing, SPPC further clarified that it did 

not have sufficient water rights to operate all of the Tracy Units at full load for 8,760 hours (24 

hours a day/7 days a week) in a year. (Exhibit 4 at 289; Tr. at 45.) 

24. SPPC further notes that if T2 is required to operate on No. 2 diesel oil to offset 

extreme winter natural gas (low gas availability) issues, additional investments of approximately 

$38,000,000 would be required. The increase in costs is a result of MATS requirements, which 

require modification to the fuel equipment and additional monitoring equipment. However, 

SPPC noted that low gas availability is no longer a concern for SPPC at T2 because of the 

additional natural gas supply from the Tuscarora Pipeline and joint dispatching between NPC 

and SPPC upon the anticipated completion of ON-Line. SPPC also cannot quantify the amount 

of Emission Reduction Credits ("ERCs") that will be available to SPPC with the retirement of T2 

and will not have this information until the Unit is retired. (Exhibit 4 at 288-289, 295, 301; Tr. at 

53-54, 125-126.) 

25. SPPC's base case loads and resource table indicates that with the retirement of 

Tracy Unit 1 ("Tl") and T2 in 2016, SPPC will require seven new 70 MW combustion turbines 

("CT") in 2022. (Exhibit 3 at 152.) 

Staff's Position 

26. Staff recommends that SPPC undertake the capital investments required to extend 

the retirement date for the T2 until 2028, which will in tum defer investments in future 

generation. Staffs reason for supporting the additional investment in T2 and not Tl is that the 
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approximate cost for additional investments of $241 per kilowatt ("kW") required for T2 is 

considerably lower than the $491 per kW cost for the additional investments required in Tl, 

which the Parties agreed in the Stipulation should be retired in 2016. SPPC' s records show that 

SPPC has made considerable investments in T2 in the past 10 years as opposed to almost no 

investment in T1 ($1,535,077.90 versus $256,260.51), implying that T2 is in better condition 

from a reliability standpoint than Tl. T2 is also approximately 7% more efficient than Tl. 

SPPC may also be able to reduce the investment in T2 by using some spare parts from Tl. 

Finally, Staff questions the necessity of all of the expenditures for a burner and boiler control 

system upgrade and notes that only the minimum necessary expenditures should be made to 

satisfy BART complianceJequirements. (Exhibit 21 at 13-14, Attachment GMC-3.) 

27. Staff agrees that if SPPC were to invest over $20,000,000 in T2 to extend the 

retirement date to 2025, this would defer the investment of one of the seven 70 MW CTs for 

three years (e.g., 2022 to 2025). The time value of money is about $125,000,000 for three years. 

While that analysis is not in the Application, Staff states that it would be beneficial to keep T2 

operational, although it probably would be close. (Tr. at 99-100.) 

28. Staff notes if T2 is retired, it will receive very few "bankable" ERCs, unlike 

NPC's Sunrise Units in Clark County, because of the differences in the air sheds. The Sunrise 

Units are in a non-attainment area, unlike T2. In attainment areas, there is air increment, which 

is not bankable. Therefore, the best strategy is to sync up the creation of air increment due to the 

retirement of an asset with the application for a new source of emissions in order to not lose the 

use of that air increment. (Exhibit 21 at 14-15.) 

SPPC's Rebuttal Position 

29. SPPC opposes Staff's position for multiple reasons. SPPC does not agree with 
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Staffs assessment of the expenditures for the burner and boiler controls and notes that these 

$4,500,000 in expenditures are necessary to meet National Fire Protection Standards. The 

investment that is required to meet BART standards will reduce the efficiency ofT2 by 3%, and 

the PROMOD analysis never called upon the Unit as an economic resource through 2025. The 

present worth of revenue requirement ("PWRR") evaluation assumes that open positions will be 

filled with capacity calls for the three-month summer period, but in actuality these positions are 

filled with a less expensive option of calls over a much shorter period. SPPC also states that 

long term idling of T2, which the PROMOD analysis contemplates, poses a risk for a New 

Source Review ("NSR")9 if the Unit is put back into service. Along with having to shut down 

the plant, the economic risk associated with an NSR could be substantial. (Tr. at 103-108.) 

SPPC also questions Staffs proposed extension of the retirement date to 2028 from the LSAP 

date of 2025. The LSAP analysis only included costs to extend the retirement to 2025 and that 

analysis did not identify the necessary costs to extend the operation to 2028. (Exhibit 22 at 12; 

and Exhibit 24 at 7-9.) 

Commission Discussion and Findings 

30. The Commission finds that SPPC should not make the necessary investment in T2 

to extend the life of the Unit to 2025. SPPC's analysis indicates additions in 2022 consisting of 

seven 70 MW CTs. Keeping T2 operational for an additional three years would only defer one 

of these CTs, and the savings would be offset by the cost of the required improvements 

necessary to keep T2 operating. Given that there is little difference in the investment costs of the 

9 Congress established the NSR permitting program as part of the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments. The NSR process 
requires utilities to undergo an Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") pre-construction review for environmental 
controls if a uti lity proposes either building new facilities or any modification to existing facilities that would create a 
"significant increase'' of a regulated pollutant The legislation allowed "routine scheduled maintenance" to not be covered 
in the NSR process. Since the terms "significant increase" and "routine scheduled maintenance" were never precisely 
deli ned in legislation, they have become a source of contention in many lawsuits filed by the EPA, public interest groups, 
and uti li ties. 
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projects and the risk associated with the cost estimate for the work required for T2, the 

Commission believes that it is in the ratepayers' best interests to not make the additional 

investments in T2 for BART compliance. (Tr. at 118-121.) 

31. Furthermore, SPPC' s PRO MOD analysis indicates that T2, if upgraded, would be 

uneconomical to operate compared to purchased power. The investment in T2 would simply be 

a capital hedge against a capacity market. (Exhibit 24 at 9; Tr. at 118-119.) However, by not 

operating T2 for an extended period of time, SPPC could also be subject to an NSR and 

corresponding fines. This risk is not quantified in SPPC' s analysis and creates the potential for 

an earlier retirement or higher operating costs from "out of merit" operations. Operating T2 out 

of merit-simply running T2 to keep the permit valid--costs money. SPPC has fuel costs of 

almost $900,000,000 per year. While the net cost to operate T2 for a few hundred hours is 

comparatively small, it is still a cost. Given the marginal value of T2 after upgrades, the 

Commission sees no reason to keep T2 in service past the BART compliance date. 

C. FALLON/CARSON LAKE TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

SPPC's Position 

32. SPPC recommends that the Commission approve a revised project scope, budget, 

and schedule for the Fallon/Carson Lake Transmission Project ("Project"). The Project was 

originally approved in Docket No. 07-06049. 10 SPPC later provided an update, which redefined 

the scope of the Project, in Docket No. 10-07003.11 The Project budget was originally approved 

by the Commission at $22,000,000 in Docket No. 07-06049 and was subsequently revised to 

$35,000,000 in Docket No. 10-07003. In Docket No. 10-07003, the Commission found it 

unnecessary to update the resource plan approval of the Project and indicated that project costs 

10 Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company for approval of its 2008-2027 Integrated Resource Plan. 
11 Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy for approval of its 2011-2030 Triennial Integrated 
Resource Plan. 

Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report, November 2014 B-45



Docket No. 12-08009 Page 14 

would be reviewed in subsequent ratemaking proceedings.12 (Exhibit 2 at 14; Exhibit 3 at 173-

174; Exhibit 9 at 5.) 

33. SPPC states that it has significantly reduced the scope of the Project as a result of 

the reduction in load in the Fallon area and the cancellation of one of the renewable projects in 

the area. The revised scope now includes the facilities required to serve one existing geothermal 

generation plant (Enel Salt Wells, LLC) and one Large Generation Interconnection Agreement 

("LGIA") for ORNI 16 (Carson Lake), calling for the construction of the Pony Express 

Switching Station, and completing the acquisition of the 230kV transmission line from a tap on 

the Austin- Frontier 230kV line to the new Pony Express Switching Station. The new budget is 

approximately $10,150,000, which includes $2,806,000 for Transmission Provider's 

Interconnect Facilities, $5,044,000 for Network Upgrades, and $2,300,000 for finalizing the 

acquisition of the 230KV transmission line. (Exhibit 9 at 3-5.) 

BCP's Position 

34. BCP recommends that the Commission take no action on the Project as the 

resource has not been affected and thus an amendment to SPPC' s Action Plan is not required in 

accordance with NAC 704.9503(1)(f). During the hearing, BCP indicated that the Commission 

could make a finding similar to itc; ruling in Docket 10-07003 for the Project. (Exhibit 17 at 2; 

Tr. at 75-76.) 

Staff's Position 

35. Staff recommends that the Commission accept SPPC's request to reduce the 

scope and change the in-service date of the Project. However, by accepting the Project, SPPC 

should be required to closely monitor the geothermal projects that are driving the need for the 

12 Docket Nos. 09-1 2002 and 10-07003, Compliance Order: Phase I and Phase ll issued December 10, 2010 at 24-
25. 
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Project, and if the geothermal projects do not move forward, SPPC should not spend the funds 

for permitting and constructing the Project. The revised scope is due to the cancellation of a 

renewable energy project in the area and to the reduction in the Fallon area load forecast. The 

revised scope will also accommodate another LGIA for a geothermal project with a proposed 70 

MW nameplate rating, designated as "Company DT". Staff states that "Company DT" is the 

Gradient Patua Geothermal Project, which has a Purchased Power Agreement with the 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District. The revised budget is approximately $25,000,000 less 

than what was proposed by SPPC in Docket No. 10-07003. (Exhibit 20 at 2-3.) 

36. Staff states that the entire need for this Project is predicated on a belief that two 

new geothermal projects, ORNI 16 and "Company DT", will move forward and execute 

Transmission Service Agreements. Although both projects have Transmission Service Requests 

that are in the System Impact Study phase, these geothermal projects are still somewhat 

speculative. Staff is concerned that if the Project is approved and SPPC begins construction, 

native load ratepayers could be responsible for the cost of any unnecessary construction if neither 

geothermal project moves forward. Without the 80 MWs in new transmission billing 

determinants from these new geothermal projects, SPPC would not receive any new transmission 

revenue to offset the $10,150,000 in new investment. (Exhibit 20 at 3-5.) 

37. Alternatively, Staff indicates that the Commission could make a finding similar to 

the one the Commission made in Docket No. 10-07003 where the Commission determined it was 

not necessary to update resource planning approval for the Project. The Commission stated it 

was SPPC's responsibility to execute the Project and to ensure all costs incurred were just and 

reasonable, and that those costs would be reviewed at an appropriate rate case. Similar to the 

circumstances in Docket No. 10-07003, the general scope of the Project has not changed-it is 
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being driven by the need to connect geothermal projects. (Exhibit 20 at 4-5.) 

Commission Discussion and Findings 

Page 16 

38. The Commission accepts the revised scope, budget, and schedule for the Project. 

There are potentially two geothermal projects that are driving the need for this Project. The 

Commission further agrees with Staff that this Project should be closely monitored. If the 

geothermal projects do not go forward, SPPC should not expend funds for permitting and 

constructing the Project, which includes purchasing the existing Austin-Frontier 230kV line from 

Enel Salt Wells, LLC. SPPC is responsible for executing the Project to ensure whatever costs 

that are incurred are just and reasonable. These Project costs will be reviewed at a later date in 

the appropriate general rate case. 

D. VALMY UNITS 1 AND 2 

SPPC's Position 

39. SPPC proposes to keep the retirement date for Valmy Unit I ("Vl ")at 2021 due 

to the high levels of uncertainty around the capital requirements for environmental controls to 

operate Vl beyond 2021. SPPC also proposes to keep the retirement date for Valmy Unit 2 

("V2") at 2025. The PWRR analysis indicates that it is in the ratepayers' best interest to operate 

Vl to 2021 while investing for MATS compliance. IfVl is shutdown in 2015, the fuel mix for 

SPPC's energy supply would be further shifted towards natural gas. While the forecast for 

available natural gas continues to be positive, basing the majority of generation on a single fuel 

is risky because costs may rise if the supply is suddenly constrained. The PWRR analysis did 

not consider operating V 1 beyond 2021 because of the environmental uncertainties associated 

with the Unit. Further, retiring both Units on the same date would create a several hundred MW 

impact to the open position for SPPC's system. By staggering the retirement of the Units, air 
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increment, if needed, can be made available from the retirement of the first Unit. This will 

support the immediate permitting of a newer, modem, lower emission level generating resource 

at the site. (Exhibit 3 at 127; Exhibit 5 at 17-18; Exhibit 10 at 7-8; Tr. at 21, 25-27.) 

BCP's Position 

40. BCP recommends that the depreciated life of V 1 and V2 each be set at 50 years 

instead of the current 40 years. BCP notes that Idaho Power Company, the co-owner of V1 and 

V2, has set the life of these Units at 50 years. Moreover, the predomoinance of life spans for 

coal-fired generation units is between 50 and 65 years as recently admitted by SPPC's 

depreciation consulting firm. SPPC has not provided any documentation to support a 40-year 

life for these Units. Finally, the claim that future environmental regulations might not support 

operation beyond 2021 for V1 and V2 is unsupported. (Exhibit 18 at 2-10.) 

Staff's Position 

41. Staff recommends extending the retirement date for V 1 to 2025 for four reasons. 

First, SPPC is making the necessary investments in Vl to meet MATS compliance. Second, 

SPPC' s LSAP indicates that there are no identified conditions that would prevent operation 

beyond 2021. Third, if V 1 is retired 4 years earlier than V2, the fixed operating costs for the 

Valmy Generating Station would be spread over one Unit instead of the two Units for the four­

year period, which would make V2 disproportionately expensive to operate. Because of the 

disproportionate expenses, Staff notes that individual units are not generally retired at generating 

stations. Fourth, Staff notes that with the completion of the LSAP for V 1, retrofits have been 

identified and the cost estimates are known. The timeframe for making these environmental 

investments are also much more clearly defined. As such, the environmental uncertainty 

argument for not syncing V 1 and V2 no_longer bas credence for the purposes of setting a 
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forecasted retirement date. (Exhibit 2I at I7-20.) 

SPPC's Rebuttal Position 

Page 18 

42. SPPC disagrees with Staff and BCP that the retirement date for VI should be 

extended beyond 2021. SPPC cites to economic uncertainties as the main driver to maintain the 

current retirement date at 2021. SPPC notes that the environmental regulation investments in VI 

are different than V2 and may be difficult to justify. In response to BCP's position that coal 

units should have 50-year lives, SPPC notes that the Mohave Generating Station was retired after 

only 35 years of operation and Portland General Electric's Boardman coal plant will be retired 

after only 40 years of operation. (Exhibit 25 at 4-7; Tr. at 133-135.) 

43. SPPC states that while it has not identified any technological (physical) .reason 

why the Units cannot be operated indefinitely, economics are always the driving force behind 

any retirement decision. SPPC further notes that V2 is not due for an LSAP study until 2016. 

The 2025 retirement date for V2 is a legacy retirement date approved in SPPC's last depreciation 

study. There is absolutely no analytical support in the record in this docket supporting a change 

in the retirement date for V2. (Exhibit 25 at 7-8.) 

Commission Discussion and Findings 

44. The Commission finds that SPPC's LSAP for VI is inadequate. The LSAP for 

VI did not adequately analyze the economics and risks for the Unit to operate beyond 2021. The 

LSAP also did not discuss the necessary capital and maintenance expenditures or cost-benefit 

analysis that would be necessary to operate the Unit beyond 2021. SPPC's claim that the 

environmental uncertainties surrounding VI did not warrant studying operation of the Unit 

beyond that time frame is unsupported. 

45. The Commission directs SPPC to include the risk and cost for operating VI 
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beyond 2021 in the LSAP for VI when SPPC files its next depreciation study with the 

Commission. The Commission can then make a more informed decision as to the life of the 

Unit for rate making purposes. The Commission also directs SPPC to provide an update to the 

LSAP for VI when it completes the LSAP for V2 in 2016. At that time, SPPC will have a better 

indication of the environmental policies and their potential costs for the Units. 

46. BCP's recommendation to increase the life for V2 is unsupported by the record in 

this Docket. The latest analysis for V2 indicates the retirement date for this Unit is 2025, which 

is the only analytically supported recommendation on record in this proceeding.13 

4 7. Notwithstanding, the Commission is concerned that the two owners of V 1 and 

V2, Idaho Power Company and SPPC, have different retirement dates for the Units. In the 

aforementioned LSAPs for V 1 and V2 (see paragraph 45 above), SPPC shall include an analysis 

of the decision(s) in support of Idaho Power Company's use of 50-years life spans for VI and 

V2. 

E. DIRECTIVE IN DOCKET NO. 10-06003 

SPPC's Position 

48. SPPC recommends that the Commission find that SPPC has complied with 

paragraph 123 of the Order in Docket No. 10-06003 related to the LSAP analyses. (Exhibit 2 at 

13.) 

Staff's Position 

49. Staff recommends the Commission find that SPPC has complied with the portion 

13 BCP references Idaho Power Company's most recent Application before the Idaho Public Utilities Commission in 
which the Idaho Public Utilities Commission purportedly approved the 50-year life spans for the Valmy Units. 
(Exhibit 18 at4, footnote 11 , citing Case No. IPC-E-12-08, Order No. 32559, issued May 3 I , 20 12.) However, that 
decision approved a Stipulation that included an Attachment showing the remaining life for the Valmy Units, 
equating to 50-year life spans. The decision is devoid of any discussion on why the 50-year life spans are 
appropriate. Without any additional supporting documentation from this case or any previous case before the Idaho 
Public Utilities Commission regarding the life spans for the Valmy Units, the Commission has no basis upon which 
to compare the analysis performed in Idaho to the LSAP performed in Nevada. 
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of paragraph 123 in Docket No. 10-06003 related to the LSAP only. There is more of that 

paragraph that SPPC has yet to comply with, that being the filing of a deprecation study no later 

than 2013. (Exhibit 21 at 20.) 

Commission Discussion and Findings 

50. In Docket No. 10-06003, the Commission directed SPPC to complete the LSAP 

analyses for FCl, FC2, and V 1. (Docket Nos. 10-06001, 10-06002, 10-06003, and 10-06004, 

Order issued December 23,2010 at 50-51, 221.) While the Commission has directed SPPC to 

conduct additional analysis regarding the LSAP for VI (see paragraphs 45 and 47 above), the 

Commission finds that SPPC has satisfied paragraph 123 and ordering paragraph 11 of the Order 

in Docket No. 10-06003 related to the LSAP analyses only. SPPC has yet to comply with the 

filing of a deprecation study that includes the LSAP analyses for FCl , FC2, and VI no later than 

the time SPPC files its next general rate case in 2013. 

THEREFORE, it is hereby ORDERED that: 

1. The Partial Issue Stipulation Regarding Load Forecast, Generation Plant 

Investment and Retirements, and Transmission, attached hereto and incorporated herein as 

Attachment 1, is APPROVED. 

2. The Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy in Docket 

No. 12-08009 is ACCEPTED, except for the retirement date for Valmy Unit 1, which is 

DEEMED INADEQUATE. 

3. The Commission's approval of the Partial Issue Stipulation Regarding Load 

Forecast, Generation Plant Investment and Retirements, and Transmission does not constitute 

precedent regarding any legal or factual issue in this proceeding. 
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Directives: 

4. Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall use a constant annual sales 

share of 1% for plug-in electric vehicles for all new cars in Nevada in 2015 and beyond for load 

forecasting purposes. 

5. Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall include the risk and cost for 

operating Valmy Unit l beyond 2021 in the Life Span Analysis Process for Valmy Unit 1 when 

Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy files its next depreciation study with the 

Commission. Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall also include an analysis of 

the decision(s) in support of Idaho Power Company' s use of a 50-year life for Valmy Unit 1. 

6. Sierra Pacific Power Company dlb/a.NV Energy shall provide an update to the 

Life Span Analysis Process for Valmy Unit 1 when it completes the Life Span Analysis Process 

for Valmy Unit 2 in 2016. Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV Energy shall also include an 

analysis of the decision(s) in support of Idaho Power Company's use of a 50-year life for Valmy 

Unit 2. 

7. Failure to comply with the directives in this Order may subject Sierra Pacific 

Power Company d/b/a NV Energy to administrative fines pursuant to NRS 703.380 and/or 

revocation of the underlying relief granted as appropriate. 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report, November 2014 B-53



Docket No. 12-08009 Page 22 

8. The Commission may correct any errors that may have occurred in the drafting or 

issuance of this Order without further proceedings. 

A.-: ~ ft#;(p( 
BREANNB PO'ITER, 
Assistant Commission Secretary 

Dated: Carson City, Nevada 

~~-~Lf-1~ 

(SEAL) 

By the Commission, 

~--~6 
ALAIN A BURTENSHA W, Chairman 

oAVIDNOBLE, Commissioner and 
Presiding Officer 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

(F'fiJED WITH THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA - 11/27/201~ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA 

Application of Sierra Pacific Power Company d/b/a NV ) 
Energy for approval of the Second Amendment to its )) 
2011-2030 Integrated Resource Plan 

Dockel No. 12-08009 

6 PARTIAL ISSUE STIPULATION REGARDING LOAD FORECAST, GENERATION 

7 PLANT INVESTMENT AND RETIREMENTS, AND TRANSMISSION 

8 

9 Pursuant to Nevada Administrative Code ("NAC'') 703.750 and NAC 703.845, Sierra 

10 Pacific Power Company, d/b/a NV Energy ("SielTa:'), tne Regulatory Operations Staff of the 

11 Public Utilities Commission of Nevada ("Staff'), and the Office of the Attorney General's 

12 Bureau of Consumer Protection C'BCP"), together with the Companies and Staff, the "Parties .. , 

13 enter tlus Stipulation to resolve various issues in Docket No. 12-08009. Specifically this 

14 Stipulation resolves Requests for Relief items A, B, C, E, F, G, I, J, and 0. 

15 

16 SUMMARY OF STIPULATION 

17 The Parties agree that this Stipulation provides a fair, just and reasonable resolution of 

18 specific issues raised in Docket No. 12-08009, and that the Stipulation is in the public interest. 

19 The Stipulation only settles issues related to this docket and does not seek relief that the 

20 Commission is not empowered to grant. Accordingly, the Parties recommend that the 

21 Commission accept the Stipulation, implement all of the tenns of the Stipulation, and grant the 

22 relief l'equested by the Companies jn the applications as modified by the Stipulation. The 

23 Stipulation is a partial issue resolution, therefore the Parties will present and defend the 

24 remaining portion of their direct case as modified by this S1ipulation at Hearing. 

25 

26 

27 1. 

RECITALS 

On August 13, 2012, Sierra filed with the Commission an application, designated as 
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1 Docket No. 12-08009, with the Commission for approval of the Second Amendment to its 2011-

2 2030 Integrated Resource Plan (''Second Amendmene'). 

3 2. The Sierra Second Amendment Application was rnade pursuant to the NRS and the NAC, 

4 Chapters 703 and 704, incl\lding but not limited to NRS § 704.751 (2) and NAC § 704.9503 

5 (monitoring and amendment of action plan), NAC §704.9516 (contents of amendments to action 

6 plan), and NAC §704.9518 (approval of amendment to action plan or energy supply plan). 

7 3. Pursuant to NRS 703.301 and 228.360, Staff and the BCP pru.1icipate in the proceeding as 

8 a matter of right. 

9 4. Not1hem Nevada Industrial Electric Users (''NNIEU") was granted leave to intervene in 

10 Docket No. 12-08009 on Septembe1· 14, 2012. NNIEU filed a letter withdrawing its petition for 

11 leave to intervene on November 26, 2012. 

12 5. On September 26, 2012, the Commission voted to bifurcate the On Line project issues in 

13 Sierra's application for the remaining issues in Docket No. 12-08009 and consolidate them with 

14 Nevada Power's requests related to the On Line project in Docket No. 12-06053. An Order for 

15 the same was issued on October 1, 2012. 

16 6. Staff and BCP investigated Sierra's Second Amendment, conducted analysis of the 

17 Companies' J'equests therein, and filed testimony (the "Testimony") with the Commission in 

18 Docket No. 12-08009. NNlEU did not file prepared ~estimony. 

19 7. This Stipulation resolves Request for Relief items A, B, C, E, F, G, I, J, and 0, as 

20 contained in the Application of Docket No. 12-08009. The issues resolved by this Stipulation 

21 are collectively hereinafter referred to as the "Stipulated Issues.,, 

22 8. This is a partial issue Stipulation. The Parties will not present their witnesses on the 

23 Stipulated Issues and waive cross~examination of the other Parties' witnesses on the Stipulated 

24 Issues. However, the Parties wlll present their direct case at hearing for Docket No. 12-08009 

25 for all issues not addressed in the Stipulation. The Parties t-ecommend the Commission approve 

26 this Stipulation. 

27 AGREEMENTOFTHEPARTlliS 

2 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

In light of the foregoing considerations, the Parties agree and recommend: 

1. Load Forecast. 

A. The Commission should find that the updated base, low and high load forecast 

meets the requirements of: 

i. NAC § 704.9321 because it is based on substantially accurate data and is 

adequately documented, justified demonstrated and defended, 

ii. NAC § 704.9482 because the ESP Update uses a base load forecast, and 

iii. NAC §§ 704.9482(7) and 704.922 because the technical appendices 

provide sufficient detail on how the Second Amendment Forecast was 

prepared and to evaluate the validity of the assumptions and the accuracy 

of the data used; 

B. The Commission should find that the Second Amendment Forecast is suitable for 

making long-term planning decisions; 

C. The Commission should find that the extreme weather peak demand load forecast 

is suitable for use in performing transmission planning. 

D. The Commission should order Sien'll to use a constant annual sales share of 1% 

for plug-in electric vehicles for all new cars in Nevada in 2015 and beyond for forecasting 

purposes. 

2. Generating Plant and Retirements. 

A. The Commission should approve investment in Ft. Chtu-chiJJ Unit 2 to support a 

December 31, 2028 retirement date, including a budget during the Action Plan period (2013) of 

approximately $2,600,000 (Request for Relief item E). 

B. The Commission should approve investment in Tracy Unit 3 to support a 

December 31, 2028 retirement date, including a budget during the Action Plan pedod (2013) of 

approximately $1,700,000 (Request for Relief item F). 

C. The Commission should approve a retirement date for Tracy Unit 1 of the BART 

3 
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1 compliance date.1 (Request for Relief item 0). 

2 D. The Commission should approve the retirement of the remote diesel site at Gabbs, 

3 and regulatory asset tl'eatment of associated decommissioning costs associated with the site 

4 (Request for Relief item I). 

5 E. The Commission should approve the designation of the remote diesel site at 

6 Brunswick to "black start onlyt removing the unit from use as a capacity and energy resource 

7 (Request for Relief item J). 

8 

9 3. Transmission. 

10 The Commission should approve the budget of $73,000 for SietTa's participation in 

11 WestConnect (Request for Relief item 0). 

12 

13 4. Confidentiality. 

14 The Commission should grant the Companies' requests for confidential treatment of 

15 certain portions of the Applications pursuant to NAC 704.7272. 

16 

17 

18 

5. General Points of Agreement. 

A. This Stipulation represents a compromise of the positions of the signatory Parties. 

19 Except as set forth herein, neither this Stipulation, nor its terms, nor the Commission's 

20 acceptance of the recommendations contained in this Stipulation shall have any precedential 

21 effect in future proceedings. 

22 B. This Stipulation shall not become effective and shall be given no force or effect 

23 until the issuance of a Commission ordet· that accepts this Stipulation. If the Commission does 

24 not accept the Stipulation, then the Stipulation is withdrawn and no part of the Stipulation shall 

25 be admissible in any proceeding before the Commission or any other tribunal. 

26 

27 

c. This Stipulation may be executed in one OJ' more counterparts, all of which 

1 The date by which units subject to Phase One of the Regional Haze Rule must comply with "best available retrofit 
technology" upgrades as mand11ted by their respective State Implementation Plan ("SIP"). 

4 
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1 together shall constitute the original executed doctunent. Tllis Stipulation may be executed by 

2 signatures provided by electronic facsimile transmission, which facsimile signatures shall be as 

3 binding and effective as original signatures. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

REGULATORY OPERATIONS STAFF 

Dated: _ _!{c....!(---L/-..::::-l:-:7:.-...L../~1 .=:::..1 _ _ 

10 NEVADA POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY D/B/A NV ENERGY 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

~/ By:~~ 
f;/ NaJlt?: Elizabeth Elliot 

Title: Associate General Counsel 

OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
BURE CONSUMER PROTECTION 

~ 

By:.~~~--~--~--~------­
Name: Paul Stuhff 12- 0 f()oc; 
Title: Senior Deputy Attorney General 

Dated:_..:....:/t+-/--=z:....:::;-1-j'--7 ~::-..-----
7 

5 
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10 

11 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon all parties of record 

in this proceeding by electronic mail to the recipient's current electronic mail address and mailing a 

copy thereof, properly addressed to: 

Elizabeth Elliot, Esq. 
Michael Greene, Esq. 
SPPC 
61 00 Neil Road 
Reno, NV 89511 
belliot@nvenergy.com 
mgreene@,nvenergy.com 
jbaldarelli@nvenergy.com 
regulatory@nvenergy.com 
csilveira@nvenergy.com 

John P. Chiara 
Jpc5lfc1@yahoo.com 

David Norris, Esq. 
BCP 
1 00 N. Carson Street 
Carson City, NV 89701 
bcpserv@ag.nv .gov 

Patrick V. Fagan, Esq. 
Allison, MacKenzie, Pavlakis, 
Wright & Fagan, Ltd. 

P.O. Box 646 
Carson City,. NV 89702 
pfagan@allisonmackenzie.com 
jmahe@allisonmackenzie.com 

DATED at Las Vegas, Nevada on the J 1 'fl\. day ofNovember, 2012. 

~~es«.:u~ 
Commission of Nevada 
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3.2 Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Dockets No. 13-07002 and 13-07005  

Stipulation and Order accepting the Stipulation.  
o ORDER: Only pages 1 and 62 are included here to provide evidence that the 

PUCN accepted the Stipulation attached to the ORDER as Attachment 1. The rest 
of the ORDER may be viewed at: http://pucweb1.state.nv.us/PUC2/(X(1)S(xwh0
1uijwrjnov55arhg5taf))/Dktinfo.aspx?Util=All (last viewed 6/13/2014). 

o Attachment 1, Stipulation: BART upgrades at Tracy Unit 3 and Fort Churchill 
Units 1 and 2 do not allow for continued use of oil-firing capacity beyond 
December 31, 2014.  Attachment 1, Agreement of the Parties, paragraph 3.B 
(page 3). 
 

  

http://pucweb1.state.nv.us/PUC2/(X(1)S(xwh01uijwrjnov55arhg5taf))/Dktinfo.aspx?Util=All
http://pucweb1.state.nv.us/PUC2/(X(1)S(xwh01uijwrjnov55arhg5taf))/Dktinfo.aspx?Util=All
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3.3 Public Utilities Commission of Nevada, Docket No. 14-05003  

May 1, 2014 Filing with the PUCN. 
NV Power Company dba NV Energy: Emission Reduction and Capacity Replacement 
Plan (ERCR Plan). Application to amend its 2013-2031 Integrated Resource Plan and 
retire Reid Gardner Generating Station Units 1, 2 and 3 on 12/31/2014, and Unit 4 on 
12/31/2017 (page 3). 
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Appendix C 

 

Federal Land Management Agency Comments 

and Nevada’s Responses 

September 15, 2014 
 

 

On June 16, 2014, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 51.308(i)(2), the Nevada Division of Environmental 

Protection (NDEP) provided the Federal Land Managers with a draft Regional Haze 5-Year 

Progress Report (Report) for a 60-day review.  The NDEP received comment letters from: 

 

 The United States Department of the Interior National Parks Service (NPS) on August 15, 

2014. 

 The United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS) on August 29, 2014 

 

Nevada replied to the NPS on September 12, 2014 with the responses presented below.  The 

responses are organized by Report chapter; if a chapter is not listed below, there were no 

comments.  The USFS letter had no comments that required a response.  Copies of the NPS and 

USFS comment letters follow the set of comments and responses below. 

 

NPS Comments 

 

CHAPTER FOUR 
 

COMMENT 1: Table 4-2 and 4-3 do not show the same deciview values for 2007-2011 and 2008- 

2012.  Please check. 
 

RESPONSE:  The value for the 2008-2012 worst days has been corrected from the 2012 annual 

average to the 2008-2012 5-year average in Table 4-3.  The 2007-2011 values are correct in 

Table 4-3.  The values in Table 4-2 were confirmed as correct. 

 

CHAPTER FIVE 
 

COMMENT 2: Section 5.4, p. 5-8.  Please add in the introductory section that the tables compare 

fire inventories for one year, 2008, to the five-year average for 2000-2004.  This point is made on 

p. 5-16 under discussion of volatile organic carbon, but it is relevant to every pollutant and every 

inventory sector. 

 

RESPONSE: Text was added to Section 5.4, p 5-8, noting that fire emissions from only a single 

year (2008) were used for the 2008 DEASCO3 study, which was used as the data source for fire 

emissions in developing the WestJump2008 inventory.  It is noted that this results in a 

somewhat misleading comparison with the baseline period, which used a 5-year average from 

2000-2004. 
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COMMENT 3: Section 5.5.8 Coarse Mass.  Please make the connection that coarse mass has 

the second greatest contribution to visibility impairment on the 20% worst visibility days at 

Jarbidge WA.  Anthropogenic coarse mass is projected to increase in the 2008 inventory; 

possibly due to increased activity and/or changes in inventory methods.  These data together 

suggest that NDEP should consider control options for anthropogenic sources of coarse mass 

the 2018 revisions to Nevada's regional haze plan. 

 

RESPONSE: The point that coarse mass is the second greatest contributor to visibility 

impairment on the 20% worst visibility days at Jarbidge WA is made in Chapter Four, 

Assessment of Visibility Conditions, Sections 4.1 and 4.4, as well as Section 1.3 of the 

introductory chapter.  Chapter Five is rather a straightforward analysis tracking the 

changes in emissions of visibility impairing pollutants over the last five years and does not 

discuss the relative impacts of the pollutants at Jarbidge.  While it is true that 

anthropogenic coarse mass emissions are projected to increase in the 2008 inventory, these 

increases may in large part be due to changes in inventory development methodologies 

rather than actual increases, as noted in Chapter Five.  Interestingly, examination of county 

level data in the WestJump2008 inventory for coarse mass indicates that over 60 % of 

these emissions are in Clark County.   

 

In the 2018 SIP revision, the NDEP will consider all appropriate control scenarios for 

anthropogenic sources of coarse mass emissions.  A sentence has been added to the 

Executive Summary indicating that the NDEP will re-evaluate sources of visibility 

impairment in the 2018 SIP revision and revise its strategy, as appropriate. 

 

CHAPTER SIX 

 
COMMENT 4: Chapter 6: The WRAP 2002 and 2018 modeling included particulate source 

apportionment analyses that demonstrated Nevada's contribution to visibility impairment at Class I  

areas in neighboring states and other states' contributions at Jarbidge WA. Summarizing these 

data would assist in demonstrating that Nevada is reducing its contribution to neighboring states 

and would provide context for the discussions of controls in Idaho and Oregon. 

 

RESPONSE:  The NDEP added a new summary of other states’ contributions to visibility 

impairment measured at JARB1 in Section 6.3 to provide additional context for the discussion 

of BART implementation in Idaho and Oregon.  The text describes the sulfate and nitrate 

contributions to visibility impairment at JARB1 based on the particulate source apportionment 

modeling conducted by the WRAP for the original RH SIPs.  The NDEP also added a new 

section to Chapter 6 providing a discussion of Nevada’s contributions to other Class I areas 

based on the source apportionment modeling results to assist with the demonstration that 

Nevada is reducing its contributions to neighboring states, including a summary of emissions 

reductions from Nevada sources between 2002 and 2008.   
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Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report, November 2014 

  

 D-2 

 

D.1. 1 Notice of Public Hearing 

 
Pursuant to the public hearing requirements in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 51 
section 102, the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) is issuing the following notice. 
 
In 1977, Congress amended the Clean Air Act (CAA) establishing a national goal to protect visibility in 
Class I federal areas – primarily national parks and wilderness areas.  The amendments called for 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.”  Nevada has one 
mandatory Class I area, the Jarbidge Wilderness Area, in the northeast corner of the state managed 
by the U.S. Forest Service.  
 
In 1999, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) adopted the Regional Haze Rule (RHR) 
requiring each affected state to develop and adopt a plan to improve the haziest days and protect 
the clearest days at each mandatory Class I area in the state with a goal of returning to natural 
visibility conditions by the year 2064.  The NDEP prepared a Regional Haze state implementation plan 
(SIP) to meet the requirements of the federal rule and submitted it to USEPA on November 18, 2009.  
The RHR further requires periodic progress reports every five years after the initial SIP is submitted.  
The NDEP has prepared a draft “Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report” (Report) to meet the 
requirements of the federal rule.  The Report will be submitted to the USEPA by November 18, 2014.   
 
The draft Report and related materials are available on the NDEP website at: 
http://ndep.nv.gov/admin/public.htm#air_qp  or http://ndep.nv.gov/baqp/index.htm.  Access to 
the draft report may also be obtained by contacting Adele Malone at NDEP, 901 S. Stewart Street, 
Suite 4001, Carson City, NV 89701; (775) 687-9356; or e-mail to amalone@ndep.nv.gov.   
 
Persons wishing to comment on the draft 5-year progress report during the comment period or to 
request a public hearing should submit their comments or request in writing either in person, by 
postal service, or fax to Adele Malone at the NDEP address above, or by FAX at (775) 687-6396.  A 
request for a hearing must be received by October 6, 2014.  Written comments will be received 
by the NDEP until 5:00 PM PST, October 15, 2014 and will be retained and considered. 
 
Upon receipt of a valid written request, the NDEP will hold a public hearing in Carson City on: 

 
October 15, 2014 

10:00 am to 12:00 pm 
Great Basin Conference Room, 4

th
 Floor-South 

901 South Stewart Street 
Carson City, Nevada 

 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD BEGINNING 

SEPTEMBER 15, 2014 AND A PUBLIC HEARING ON  

OCTOBER 15, 2014, IF REQUESTED 
 

Conducted by the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Air Quality Planning 

http://ndep.nv.gov/admin/public.htm#air_qp
http://ndep.nv.gov/baqp/index.htm
mailto:amalone@ndep.nv.gov
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An agenda will be posted on the NDEP web site at least 3 working days prior to the hearing.  Oral 
comments will be received at the Hearing.  If no request for a public hearing is received by October 
6, 2014, the hearing will be cancelled.  Persons may check on the status of the hearing on the NDEP 
web site at http://ndep.nv.gov/admin/public.htm#air_qp, or you may call the NDEP Bureau of Air 
Quality Planning at (775) 687-9349. 
 
This notice has been published in the Las Vegas Review-Journal and the Reno Gazette Journal newspapers.  It has been 
posted at the NDEP offices in Carson City and Las Vegas, at the State Library in Carson City and at County libraries throughout 
Nevada.  Members of the public who are disabled and require special accommodations or assistance at the hearing are 
requested to notify Adele Malone (775-687-9356) no later than 3 full working days before the hearing.  9/10/2014 

 

  

http://ndep.nv.gov/admin/public.htm#air_qp
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D.1.2 Notice of Cancellation of Hearing 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTICE OF CANCELLATION OF PUBLIC HEARING ON OCTOBER 15, 2014 
 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Air Quality Planning 

 
 
 
 
Pursuant to the public hearing provisions in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 51 

section 102, the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) is cancelling the following 

public hearing because no request for a hearing was received: 

 

October 15, 2014 

10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 

Great Basin Conference Room, 4th Floor 

901 South Stewart Street 

Carson City, Nevada 

 

The draft Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report and related materials are available on the 

NDEP website at http://ndep.nv.gov/admin/public.htm, click on “Air Quality Planning.”  Persons 

may also check on the status of Nevada’s regional haze progress report by telephone at (775) 687-

9356. 

 

 

  

http://ndep.nv.gov/admin/public.htm
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D.1. 3 Newspaper Affidavits 
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D.1. 4  SIP Approval Authority 
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SECTION D.2 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND NEVADA’S RESPONSES 
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On September 15, 2015, the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) opened a 30-

day public comment period on the draft Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report (Progress 

Report) with the opportunity for a public hearing in Carson City to be held upon public request.  

Pursuant to the public hearing provisions in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 

51 section 102, the NDEP cancelled the public hearing as no request for a hearing was received.   

 

The NDEP received one set of written comments during the 30-day public comment period ending 

October 15, 2014.  The single set of comments had signatories from the Sierra Club and National 

Parks Conservation Association and will be referred to as the non-governmental organization 

(NGO) comments in the remainder of this document.  The NGO letter in its entirety follows the 

NDEP’s response below.   

 

D.2.1 Nevada’s Response 
 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

  

The NGO comments focus on the basis of Nevada’s negative declaration that emissions 

management measures in the 2009 RH SIP are being implemented on schedule and visibility 

improvement appears to be consistent with reasonable progress goals.  Specifically, the NGO 

comments  focus on the following: 

 

 The perceived need for a modeling demonstration that the significant emissions reductions 

that have and will occur at numerous EGUs in the State have significant visibility impacts 

on the Jarbidge Wilderness Area (Jarbidge WA); 

 The assertion that Nevada’s progress evaluation is based on a reasonable progress goal that 

purportedly used a flawed modeling analysis and an outdated emission inventory; 

 The NGO’s contention that visibility monitoring data do not show that the Jarbidge WA is 

on a path consistent with the reasonable progress goals; and 

 The NGO’s conclusion that Nevada should revise its haze plan to include new strategies to 

improve the progress towards remedying visibility impairment at the Jarbidge WA 

NEVADA’S RESPONSE  

 

The NDEP responds first to the general NGO comments as presented on the first two and half pages 

of the comment letter and summarized above, and then to the four specific comments detailed in the 

remainder of the letter.   

 

General Comments 

 

The NDEP appreciates the NGO’s thorough review of Nevada’s Progress Report and their 

comments.  However, the NGO comments overlook some of the basic facts and science supporting 

Nevada’s Progress Report.  The NDEP maintains that the Progress Report fulfills every requirement 

set forth in the Regional Haze Rule (RHR) using the best data available at the time the report was 
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written.   The report documents the first five years of progress for a 60-year planning horizon.  40 

CFR 51.308(d)(1)(i)(B).  Nevada will submit a full SIP revision in 2018 with an evaluation of 

progress likely informed by Regional Planning Organization (RPO) photochemical grid modeling 

for visibility assessment and source apportionment.   

 

The NDEP emphasizes that  three-quarters of visibility impairing emissions in Nevada are emitted 

by natural (non-anthropogenic) sources.  2009 RH SIP, Table 3-2.  The Progress Report focuses on 

the major sources of anthropogenic emissions in Nevada, SO2 and NOx.  Emissions of SO2 and NOx 

from Nevada point sources have decreased by 78 percent and 50 percent between 2002 and 2008, 

respectively, with additional reductions through 2011.  Progress Report, Sections 3.1 and 5.5.  

  

Nevada has one mandatory Class I area, the Jarbidge WA.  The Progress Report demonstrates that 

Nevada’s contribution to visibility impairment at Jarbidge WA is minimal.  Five-year rolling 

averages of annual worst days visibility conditions from 2010 to 2012 (2006-2010, 2007-2011 and 

2008-2012) show nitrate contributes between 3.5 and 4.2 percent, and sulfate contributes between 

15.1 and 16.6 percent of total light extinction on the worst days at JARB1.  Progress Report, Table 

4-4.  Source apportionment modeling (Table 2 and Table 3 below) shows that in the worst case 

scenario, Nevada NOx and SO2 emissions contribute at most only 0.6 and 0.9 percent, respectively, 

to total light extinction at the Jarbidge WA.
1
  When emissions from only point sources are 

considered, the contributions drop to 0.3 and 0.6 percent, respectively.   

 

The RHR requires each state to adopt a plan to improve the haziest days and protect the clearest days 

at each mandatory Class I area in the state.  The Progress Report shows that from the baseline to the 

progress period, there is no degradation of the best days sulfate or nitrate light extinction at the 

Jarbidge WA.  Figure 5, below.  Furthermore, nitrate is not impeding worst days visibility progress 

at the Jarbidge WA.  Five-year averages of annual worst days visibility conditions for nitrate show a 

persistent downward trend for the last six 5-year periods and are below the glidepath for nitrate for 

the last four 5-year periods.  Progress Report, Figures 4-14 and 4-15; and Figure 3, below.  Five-

year averages of annual worst days visibility conditions for sulfate show a persistent downward 

trend consistent with the sulfate glidepath for the last seven 5-year periods, although the averages 

are above the glidepath.  Significantly, three of the last six annual averages are on or below the 

glidepath for sulfate.  Progress Report, Figures 4-12 and 4-13; and Figure 3, below.   Trend analysis 

of the 2000 to 2012 nitrate and sulfate annual extinction values demonstrates that the slopes of the 

trend lines are comparable to (sulfate) or better than (nitrate) the speciated glide slopes for Jarbidge 

WA from baseline to  natural conditions.  Progress Report, Section 4.6. 

 

The NGO comments suggest in several places that the significant emissions reductions achieved by 

Nevada do not equate to visibility improvement at both the Jarbidge WA as well as out-of-state 

Class I areas, but fail to present any hard data to substantiate these suggestions.  The NDEP presents 

evidence to the contrary in our responses below.  The 2018 regional haze SIP revisions are expected 

                                                 
1
 The NDEP calculated Nevada’s contributions to visibility impairment at the Jarbidge WA using:  1) the monitoring 

data for sulfate and nitrate from JARB1; and 2) the WRAP’s nitrate and sulfate source appointment modeling results for 

JARB1.  The speciated contribution to the monitored light extinction was multiplied by Nevada’s percent contribution 

according to the source apportionment modeling to calculate Nevada’s contribution to sulfate and nitrate light extinction 

at JARB1.  Essentially, Nevada’s point sources contribute a percentage of a percentage.  
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to be supported by RPO modeling that will demonstrate how emissions reductions impact visibility 

impairment and will be the basis to further evaluate reasonable progress goals for the Jarbidge WA 

and impacts on out-of-state Class I areas.   

 

In addition, the USEPA is proceeding with guidance and potential rule changes for the regional 

haze SIPs due in 2018.  There are indications
2
 the guidance and rule changes may include revisions 

to the four-factor analysis requirement and setting reasonable progress goals based on controllable 

emissions.  There may also be consideration of a revised regional haze metric to replace the current 

metric of the deciview glidepath, as well as reconsideration of what natural conditions represent.  

 

Specific Comments 

 

NGO Comment 1:  NDEP Must Revise Its Reasonable Progress Goal for Jarbidge Wilderness to 

Be Based on the WRAP’s Revised Modeling with its 2018 PRPB Emissions Projections. 

 

The NGOs support this comment with observations that Nevada’s reasonable progress goal is based 

on modeling subsequently found to be in error and based on outdated 2018 emission projections.  

They further contend that emissions reductions in Nevada have not been demonstrated to impact or 

improve visibility at the Jarbidge WA, and the 2018 projected emission inventory does not include 

emissions for oil and gas development.   

 

NDEP Response:   
 

Page 1-6 of the Progress Report discusses Nevada’s rationale for retaining its 2018 reasonable 

progress goal in light of the corrected modeling results noted by the NGO comments.  The NDEP 

evaluated the status of control measures included in the 2009 RH SIP and changes in source activity 

that have occurred since then that would affect emissions included in corrected modeling.  The 

NDEP presents evidence not only of emissions reductions from the control measures included in the 

2009 RH SIP, but also further reductions from the full implementation of best available control 

technology (BART) and new state legislation.  The NDEP notes the 2018 emissions projections 

included a large power plant that has since been decommissioned and three proposed power projects 

that are no longer viable.  The Progress Report presents evidence that 2008 emissions from 

anthropogenic sources in Nevada are less than the 2018 emissions projections used by the WRAP in 

the 2018 visibility modeling.  Based on these lines of evidence, the NDEP concluded that it was 

appropriate to retain the reasonable progress goal of 11.05 deciviews.  The NDEP responds to the 

four components of this NGO comment below.   

 

Modeling Error Assessment 

Nevada’s reasonable progress goal is based on the visibility modeling results as captured by the 

Plan02d and PRP18a emission inventories, which provided the best available information at the 

time the 2009 RH SIP was prepared and will be referred to as the original visibility modeling results 

in the discussion below.  Note to Readers, 2009 RH SIP preface (noting cutoff date of January 5, 

                                                 
2
 National Association of Clean Air Agencies, Criteria Pollutants Committee September 24, 2014 conference call, 

agenda item 6 briefing by Rhea Jones, Group Leader, Geographic Strategies Group, Air Quality Policy Division.  See 

also Inside EPA’s Clean Air Report, November 6, 2014, page 16. 
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2009).  Modeling results from the PRP18b emission inventory were not available until after this 

cutoff date.  As noted in the NGO comments, the WRAP memorandum describing the modeling 

error was released in April 2011, a year and a half after Nevada submitted its initial regional haze 

SIP.  Therefore, results based on PRP18b and the corrected modeling results were not evaluated for 

Nevada’s original regional haze SIP.   

 

In response to this comment, the NDEP evaluated how the visibility modeling results for the 

Jarbidge WA changed based on use of: 1) the corrected modeling, which is identified as modeling 

scenario Plan02d_rev, and 2) a second revision to the 2018 emissions inventory projections for 

point and area sources (or updated modeling) in the WRAP region identified as modeling scenario 

PRP18b.  Table 1 presents the modeling results for the original visibility modeling, the corrected 

modeling, and the updated modeling.   

 

Table 1.  Comparison of Visibility Modeling Results for the Jarbidge WA 

 
 

Table 1 shows that visibility impairment, as measured in deciviews, increased by only seven percent 

due to correction of the modeling error (i.e., the difference between Plan02d_rev/PRP18a and 

Plan02d/PRP18a), with the greatest extinction increases occurring for elemental carbon (EC) at 32 

percent, nearly 20 percent for particulate organic matter (POM,) and 17 percent for soil.  These 

increases are primarily the result of non-anthropogenic emissions.  Further, visibility impairment is 

only slightly impacted by the emissions inventory update from PRP18a to PRB18b (i.e., the 

difference between Plan02d_rev/PRP18b and Plan02d_rev/PRP18a) with no change to the haze 

index and the minor changes to speciated extinction noted in Table 1. 

 

Based on this evaluation of the modeling results, the NDEP concludes: 1) the corrected modeling 

results suggest an increase in visibility impairment at the Jarbidge WA resulting mostly from large 

increases in non-anthropogenic sources; and 2) modeling based on the updated 2018 emissions 

projections did not change the visibility impairment as measured in deciviews, and most speciated 

extinction values declined slightly with a slight increase in sulfate extinction.  Nevada stands by its 

evaluation of the status of control measures included in the 2009 RH SIP and the changes that have 

occurred that would affect emissions included in the 2018 visibility projections, as well as its 

decision to retain the reasonable progress goal of 11.05 deciviews.     

Modeling Scenarios by Emission 

Inventory Deciview    

(dv)

Sulfate 

Extinction  

(Mm-1)

Nitrate 

Extinction  

(Mm-1)

POM 

Extinction   

(Mm-1)

EC 

Extinction   

(Mm-1)

Soil 

Extinction   

(Mm-1)

CM 

Extinction   

(Mm-1)

Sea Salt 

Extinction   

(Mm-1)

Plan02d/PRP18a (Original) 11.05 3.34 0.70 8.24 1.12 2.29 5.47 0.06

Plan02d_rev/PRP18a (Corrected) 11.82 3.57 0.77 9.88 1.48 2.67 5.47 0.06

Difference:  Plan02d_rev/PRP18a - 

Plan02d/PRP18a
0.77 0.22 0.07 1.64 0.36 0.38 0 0

Percent change from correction 6.9% 6.7% 10.7% 19.9% 32.1% 16.6% 0% 0%

Plan02d_rev/PRP18b (Updated) 11.82 3.64 0.76 9.85 1.47 2.64 5.47 0.06

Difference:  Plan02d_rev/PRP18b - 

Plan02d_rev/PRP18a
0.00 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0 0

Percent change from update 0.0% 1.9% -1.8% -0.4% -0.5% -1.0% 0% 0%
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Emissions Projections 

As noted in the NGO comments, Nevada used modeling results based on projected 2018 emissions 

as captured by the PRP18a inventory to identify Nevada’s reasonable progress goal.  Since 

Nevada’s reasonable progress goal was based on the PRP18a inventory, it makes sense to use this 

inventory as a basis of comparison (Progress Report, Table 5-1) to determine the emissions 

reductions achieved through the implementation of the measures included in Nevada’s 2009 RH 

SIP.   The NDEP also notes that the more refined PRP18b inventory, while reducing emissions from 

some source categories and increasing others, does not change the modeled visibility impacts (as 

measured in deciviews) at the Jarbidge WA, and all speciated light extinction improves with the 

exception of sulfate extinction (see Table 1, above).  

 

The NDEP notes that all emission inventories are outdated immediately upon completion due to the 

changing nature of sources and their emissions.  The PRP18b projections are no exception and do 

not reflect the changes noted in the Progress Report. 

 

Impact of Emissions Reductions on Visibility at Jarbidge WA 

The NGO comments acknowledge the significant reductions of anthropogenic emissions from 

Nevada sources documented in the Progress Report, but suggest these reductions do not improve 

visibility at the Jarbidge WA (i.e., emissions reductions have “not been shown to equate to an 

improvement in visibility impairment at the Jarbidge Wilderness Area”) (NGO comment letter, 

page 4).  The NGO comments also suggest that projected emissions from facilities that were 

included in the WRAP modeling inventory (PRP18a), but ultimately were not constructed, also 

have not been shown to impact visibility at the Jarbidge WA because of a lack of single source 

visibility modeling.  The NGOs do not provide any evidence to support these suggestions.   The 

NGOs further fault the NDEP for using PRP18a emissions projections in evaluating the adequacy of 

its reasonable progress goal. 

 

The NDEP disagrees with this assessment.  The RHR was established to address “widespread haze 

from a multitude of sources which impairs visibility in every direction over a large area.”  40 CFR 

51.300 (a).  The NDEP purports that although Nevada’s point source contribution to haze at 

Jarbidge WA is small, the significant reductions in SO2 and NOx emissions during the progress 

period are reflected in visibility improvement at Jarbidge WA.  

 

First, Table 1 above shows no change in visibility impairment at Jarbidge WA, as measured in 

deciviews, resulting from the update to the 2018 emissions projections.  It shows only small 

decreases in the speciated light extinction, except for a slight increase in light extinction due to 

sulfate.  The SO2 emissions increases and NOx decreases noted in the April 29, 2009 (revised 

October 16, 2009) technical memorandum from Eastern Research Group (ERG),
3
  WRAP PRP18b 

Emissions Inventory – Revised Point and Area Source Projections, may account for the increase in 

modeled sulfate concentrations and the decrease in modeled nitrate concentrations at the Jarbidge 

                                                 
3
 WRAP PRP18b Emissions Inventory – Revised Point and Area Source Projections.  April 29, 2009 (Revised October 

16, 2009). Technical Memorandum from Marty Wolf and Paula Fields, Eastern Research Group, to the WRAP staff.  

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ssjf/documents/Pivot_Tables/PRP18b/Final_PRP18b_point_area_source_memo_erg_10

1609_revised.pdf  (last viewed 11/5/2014) 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ssjf/documents/Pivot_Tables/PRP18b/Final_PRP18b_point_area_source_memo_erg_101609_revised.pdf
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ssjf/documents/Pivot_Tables/PRP18b/Final_PRP18b_point_area_source_memo_erg_101609_revised.pdf
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WA.  Table 8e of the ERG memorandum shows an increase in Nevada SO2 point source emissions 

of 13,532 tons per year from the PRP18a to PRP18b inventories, as well as a decrease of 8,876 tons 

per year of NOx point source emissions. Table 9e shows no changes to the area source inventory for 

NOx or SO2, indicating that all of the changes in model results are due to changes in the point source 

inventory.   

 

The NDEP notes that the emissions changes between PRP18a and PRP18b may not reflect actual 

changes in facility emissions.  The changes were made to address certain changes in projections and 

corrections that were identified since the January 2007 revision to the 2018 projection inventory.
4
  

Note that many of the facilities or units at the facilities listed below were not built, have been or are 

scheduled to be shut down, or will be converted from coal-fired to natural gas before 2018.  For 

example, the Ely Energy Center, Toquop and the White Pine Energy Center all modeled with 

increases in NOx and SO2 in the PRP18b update, however, none of those facilities were permitted; 

therefore, the projected increases in emissions are unreal. Progress Report, pages 2-7, 2-8 and 3-3, 

3-4.  In addition, the NOx and SO2 decreases for Mohave are underestimates, because they are based 

on BART limits, whereas the facility was actually shut down at the end of 2005. 

 

Nevertheless, the data demonstrate that changes in Nevada’s point source inventory do impact 

Jarbidge WA.  The data in Tables 5 and 6 of the ERG memorandum show increases in SO2 

emissions and significant decreases in NOx from Reid Gardner, Fort Churchill, and Tracy, as well 

as large reductions in NOx and SO2 from Mohave, as a result of updates to BART.  Additional 

documentation of the inventory changes between the PRP18a and PRP18b inventories is presented 

in the Nevada – Point Sources table, which incorporates the changes noted in tables 5 and 6, in 

Attachment 1 of the ERG memorandum.  The Nevada – Point Sources table shows: 

 

 NOx and SO2 increases for Ely Energy Center, Toquop, TS Power (Newmont Nevada 

Energy Investment), North Valmy, and White Pine Energy Center; 

 NOx increases for Graymont Western and Nevada Cement;  

 SO2 increases at Reid Gardner; 

 NOx and SO2 decreases for Mohave; and 

 NOx decreases for Reid Gardner, Fort Churchill, and Tracy. 

These data and the data in Table 1 of this response suggest that emissions reductions from facilities 

across the state, including those in southern Nevada, do contribute to visibility improvement at the 

Jarbidge WA, since approximately half of the listed facilities are not located in northern Nevada.   

 

The WRAP conducted source apportionment modeling that included regional contributions to 

modeled sulfate and nitrate concentrations at the Jarbidge WA, including emissions from all Nevada 

point sources.  The percent contribution to modeled sulfate on the worst 20 percent visibility days 

by region and source category is presented in Table 2, while the contribution to modeled nitrate for 

the worst 20 percent visibility days is presented in Table 3.  Tables 2 and  3 show Nevada’s point 

source emissions contribute 2.7 percent and 3.5 percent to the total modeled sulfate concentration in 

2002 and 2018, respectively, and 3.9 percent and 6.3 percent to the total modeled nitrate 

                                                 
4
 See supra n.3. 
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concentration in 2002 and 2018, respectively.
5
  Recalling that light extinction due to sulfate 

accounts for approximately 15 percent and nitrate for 3.5 percent of total light extinction on worst 

days at Jarbidge WA (Progress Report, Table 4-4, 2008-2012 5-year average), overall contributions 

by Nevada point sources to worst days visibility impairment is about 0.5 percent and 0.2 percent for 

sulfate and nitrate, respectively.
6
  The NDEP contends that the large reductions in point source 

emissions of SO2 and NOx during the progress period do contribute to visibility improvement at the 

Jarbidge WA; however, Nevada’s overall point source contribution to light extinction at Jarbidge 

WA is small, while other source category contributions have a larger impact.  Clearly, emissions 

from the North Valmy Generating Station are not a significant source of visibility impairment at the 

Jarbidge WA.    

 

Table 2.  Percentage Contribution to Modeled Worst Days Sulfate Concentration at the 

Jarbidge WA by Source Region and Category for 2002 (plan02c) and 2018 (base18b) 

  Point  
Anthro 

Fire 
Mobile 

Natural Fires 

and Biogenics 
Area Total 

2002 

Canada 2.3% 0% 0.2% 0% 1.9% 4.3% 

Central US 1.5% 0% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 1.9% 

Eastern US 2.6% 0% 0% 0% 0.2% 2.8% 

Mexico 2.1% 0% 0% 0% 0.4% 2.6% 

Outside Domain* n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 41.8% 

Pacific Offshore 0.8% 0% 0.4% 0% 5.3% 6.6% 

WRAP 18.8% 0.5% 6.4% 10.1% 4.3% 39.9% 

WRAP States 

AZ 0.6% 0% 0.1% 0% 0% 0.7% 

CA 2.1% 0% 0.6% 1.3% 0.6% 4.6% 

CO 0.4% 0% 0% 0% 0.0% 0.4% 

ID 2.3% 0.1% 1.1% 5.1% 0.9% 9.5% 

MT 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0.3% 

NV 2.7% 0% 0.3% 0.9% 0.6% 4.5% 

NM 0.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.4% 

ND 0.1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 

OR 2.9% 0.2% 1.5% 2.1% 1.0% 7.7% 

SD 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

UT 1.0% 0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 1.6% 

WA 5.4% 0.1% 2.1% 0.1% 0.8% 8.6% 

                                                 
5
 To replicate the data in Tables 2 and 3, enter the TSS website at http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/TSS/.  Under the 

“Resources” tab on the left select: Haze Planning.  On the map select the Jarbidge WA, then click on “Emissions and 

Source Apportionment”.  Under the “Source Apportionment Results” select “Sulfate/SOx Tracer – All Source 

Regions”.  Here you can switch between Nitrate/NOx and Sulfate/SOx "parameter choices.  Narrow the selection to 

Nevada.  The data can then be expanded below the figure under “Show Data.” 
6
 See supra n.1. 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/TSS/
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  Point  
Anthro 

Fire 
Mobile 

Natural Fires 

and Biogenics 
Area Total 

WY 1.0% 0% 0% 0.3% 0.1% 1.5% 

2018 

Canada 2.4% 0% 0.2% 0% 2.0% 4.3% 

Central US 1.2% 0% 0% 0% 0.2% 1.4% 

Eastern US 1.2% 0% 0% 0% 0.2% 1.4% 

Mexico 2.2% 0% 0% 0% 0.6% 2.8% 

Outside Domain* n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 43.8% 

Pacific Offshore 1.0% 0% 0.2% 0% 5.5% 6.9% 

WRAP 22.3% 0.3% 1.4% 10.5% 4.9% 39.4% 

WRAP States 

AZ 0.7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.7% 

CA 2.5% 0% 0.4% 1.4% 0.7% 5.0% 

CO 0.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.3% 

ID 3.6% 0.1% 0.3% 5.3% 1.0% 10.3% 

MT 0.2% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 0.3% 

NV 3.5% 0% 0.1% 1.0% 0.8% 5.4% 

NM 0.3% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 0.4% 

ND 0.1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 

OR 3.7% 0.1% 0.2% 2.2% 0.9% 7.2% 

SD 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

UT 1.5% 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 1.8% 

WA 4.5% 0% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0% 5.9% 

WY 1.5% 0% 0% 0.3% 0.1% 2.0% 

* n/a means not available 

Source: http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/, last viewed 11/07/2014 

 

Table 3.  Percentage Contribution to Modeled Worst Days Nitrate Concentration at the 

Jarbidge WA by Source Region and Category for 2002 (plan02c) and 2018 (base18b) 

  Point  
Anthro 

Fire 
Mobile 

Natural Fires 

and Biogenics 
Area Total 

2002 

Canada 0.3% 0% 1.0% 0% 0.3% 1.9% 

Central US 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Eastern US 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Mexico 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Outside Domain* n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 20.8% 

Pacific Offshore 0% 0% 0.3% 0% 0.6% 1.0% 

WRAP 13.1% 1.5% 43.2% 8.2% 10.2% 76.3% 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
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  Point  
Anthro 

Fire 
Mobile 

Natural Fires 

and Biogenics 
Area Total 

WRAP States 

AZ 0% 0% 0.1% 0% 0% 0.2% 

CA 0.6% 0.1% 5.3% 0.5% 0.9% 7.3% 

CO 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ID 3.2% 0.3% 16.1% 3.9% 8.2% 31.7% 

MT 0.1% 0% 0.3% 0.1% 0% 0.5% 

NV 3.9% 0% 6.0% 1.6% 0.2% 11.6% 

NM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 

ND 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

OR 0.8% 0.4% 3.0% 0.7% 0.2% 5.1% 

SD 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

UT 4.0% 0% 7.8% 0.6% 0.3% 12.8% 

WA 0.4% 0.6% 4.6% 0.8% 0.3% 6.7% 

WY 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0% 0% 0.2% 

2018 

Canada 0.4% 0% 1.3% 0% 0.4% 2.1% 

Central US 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Eastern US 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Mexico 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Outside Domain* n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 27.5% 

Pacific Offshore 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.8% 1.3% 

WRAP 18.9% 0.9% 23.2% 9.5% 16.5% 69.2% 

WRAP States 

AZ 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0% 0% 0.2% 

CA 0.8% 0.1% 2.6% 0.6% 1.0% 5.1% 

CO 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

ID 4.6% 0.2% 7.4% 4.5% 13.6% 30.3% 

MT 0.1% 0% 0.2% 0.1% 0% 0.4% 

NV 6.3% 0% 4.5% 1.9% 0.3% 13.1% 

NM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 

ND 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

OR 1.2% 0.4% 1.9% 0.8% 0.3% 4.6% 

SD 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

UT 5.0% 0% 4.3% 0.8% 0.6% 10.6% 

WA 0.6% 0.3% 2.2% 0.9% 0.4% 4.4% 

WY 0.1% 0% 0% 0% 0.1% 0.3% 
* n/a means not available 

Source: http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/, last viewed 11/07/2014 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/
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Failure to Include Emissions from Oil and Gas Development 

The NGO comments contend that emissions resulting from oil and gas development were included 

in the 2002 inventory for Nevada, but Nevada did not report oil and gas emissions for 2008 and the 

assumption of zero emissions for 2008 is at odds with publicly reported information.  In fact, 

Nevada did not report oil and gas emissions in either 2002 or 2008.  Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the 

Progress Report have been revised to make this clear.  Like many other states, Nevada does not 

report oil and gas emissions directly to the NEI, relying on USEPA for this portion of the area 

source inventory in the NEI.   

 

The fact that Nevada did not report oil and gas emissions does not necessarily mean that there were 

no estimates.  The NDEP notes that emissions resulting from oil and gas development were 

projected for Nevada’s PRP18a inventory (2009 RH SIP, Tables 3-7, 3-8, and 3-9) and, therefore, 

incorporated in Nevada’s reasonable progress goal.  For the 2002 baseline inventory, the WRAP 

built on the 2002 NEI and developed a robust inventory that included oil and gas emissions 

estimates for Nevada.  For the WestJump2008 inventory, the WRAP built on the 2008 NEI.  

Although the WRAP developed robust oil and gas inventories for other areas within the WRAP 

region, it did not conduct the same for Nevada.  Progress Report, Sections 5.3 and 5.4.  

Nonetheless, such emissions must be put into perspective: in 2002 only 63 tons per year (tpy) of 

NOx and 129 tpy of VOC emissions were reported compared to a state-wide 2002 inventory of 

162,397 tpy of NOx and 897,102 tpy VOC and the state-wide 2008 inventory of 118,766 tpy NOx 

and 351,142 tpy VOC.  Progress Report, Table 5-7 and Table 5-10.   

 

The NDEP is aware of the limited oil and gas exploration efforts in northeastern Nevada to assess 

potential targets suitable for enhanced oil recovery methods such as fracking (see BLM 

Environmental Assessment for Huntington Valley Oil and Gas Exploration Project DOI-BLM-NV-

E020-2014-0003-EA).  In Nevada, oil and gas development and production, as reflected by rig 

counts, is either declining or steady.  Table 4 shows annual average rig counts by state from 2000 to 

2013 and demonstrates that Nevada is not experiencing any sort of oil and gas development boom 

as are some western states such as North Dakota or Utah.  Figure 1 shows a steady decline in 

Nevada’s oil and gas production from 1990 to 2013.  These data suggest that oil and gas 

development and production is not a significant activity in Nevada.  The NDEP notes that oil and 

gas development and production in Nevada is currently subject to permitting requirements. 

 

Table 4.  Baker Hughes Rotary Rig Count Annual Averages by State
9
 

  2000  2001  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  2011  2012  2013  

Colorado 18  32  28  39  54  74  89  107  114  50  58  72  65  63  

Montana 7  10  8  14  20  24  22  17  11  3  7  9  20  12  

Nevada 0  0  0  1  2  2  1  2  3  3  6  3  1  3  

New 

Mexico 
68  68  42  65  67  83  94  78  78  44  62  79  84  77  

N Dakota 13  14  10  14  15  21  32  39  68  50  114  168  188  173  

                                                 
9
 Modified from information downloaded from http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=79687&p=irol-reportsother 

on October 23, 2014. 

https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-office/eplanning/planAndProjectSite.do?methodName=dispatchToPatternPage&currentPageId=52675
https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-office/eplanning/planAndProjectSite.do?methodName=dispatchToPatternPage&currentPageId=52675
https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-office/eplanning/planAndProjectSite.do?methodName=dispatchToPatternPage&currentPageId=52675
http://phx.corporate-ir.net/phoenix.zhtml?c=79687&p=irol-reportsother
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  2000  2001  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010  2011  2012  2013  

Utah 16  21  13  14  22  28  40  42  42  18  27  28  37  29  

Wyoming 41  55  40  54  74  78  99  74  74  40  40  48  47  48  

 

Figure 1.  Oil Production in Nevada 1990 to 2013.
10

 

 
 

The NDEP considered the applicable RHR requirements and available data in reaching the 

conclusion to retain the reasonable progress goal of 11.05 deciviews for the Jarbidge WA.  The 

NDEP acknowledges the modeling error, but notes the update to the emission inventory 

demonstrates that state-wide reductions in Nevada point source emissions have reduced visibility 

impairment at the Jarbidge WA.  Emissions from Nevada’s oil and gas development are not a 

significant emissions source and are not likely to have significant influence on visibility at the 

Jarbidge WA.  Nevada stands by its conclusion to retain the reasonable progress goal of 11.05 

deciviews.   

 

The only change made to the Progress Report based on this NGO comment was to clarify the 

discussion of oil and gas emissions reporting, as noted above.   

 

                                                 
10

 Figure downloaded from 

http://minerals.nv.gov/uploadedImages/mineralsnvgov/content/Programs/Oil_and_Gas/OilProdInNV1990-2013.jpg 

October 23, 2014 

http://minerals.nv.gov/uploadedImages/mineralsnvgov/content/Programs/Oil_and_Gas/OilProdInNV1990-2013.jpg
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NGO Comment 2:   NDEP Must Consider and Evaluate Reasonable Progress Measures for the 

Jarbidge Wilderness and Other Class I Areas Impacted by Nevada Sources. 

 

This NGO comment hinges on the opening statement that the NDEP must find its implementation 

plan “is or may not be adequate to ensure reasonable progress due to emissions from sources within 

the State.”  NGO comment letter, page 6.  The NGOs suggest that NOx and SO2 emissions from 

Nevada point sources have significant contributions to visibility impairment at the Jarbidge WA and 

that Nevada should consider emission control requirements for the North Valmy Generating Station 

as well as potential visibility impacts from oil and gas development in Nevada.   

 

NDEP Response:  The NDEP maintains Nevada’s implementation plan is adequate to ensure 

reasonable progress due to emissions from sources within the State.  Nevada’s initial regional haze 

progress report focuses on controllable anthropogenic emission sources.  The Progress Report 

documents progress for the first five years of a 60-year planning horizon and not all controls 

identified in the State’s 2009 RH SIP have been implemented because they are not required to do so 

until 2015 (Progress Report, Section 2.5.2).  Furthermore, the majority of visibility impairing 

emission sources at the Jarbidge WA are out of Nevada’s jurisdiction (Progress Report, Section 4.4 

and 2009 RH SIP, Section 4.3).  Long-term monitored light extinction trends are either better than 

or comparable to the speciated glide slopes for nitrate and sulfate (Progress Report, Section 4.6).  

Finally, the 5-year annual average nitrate extinction on the worst days is below the nitrate glide 

slope, and there is no degradation of visibility resulting from nitrate or sulfate on the best days.   

 

Nevada Point Source Contributions to Visibility Impairment 

Emissions from outside of Nevada contribute more to visibility impairment at Jarbidge WA than 

Nevada point sources.  The sulfate modeling results for Nevada’s point sources are presented 

graphically in Figure 2.  Coupled with the information presented in Table 2, the data show that for 

2002, Canada, Eastern US, Pacific Offshore, and Outside Domain each contribute more to modeled 

worst days sulfate concentrations at the Jarbidge WA than do emissions from Nevada point sources.  

Similarly, point sources in Oregon and Washington contribute more than Nevada point sources, 

while point sources in Idaho contribute nearly as much.  When total state-wide emissions are 

considered, California, Idaho, Oregon and Washington all contribute more to modeled sulfate 

concentrations at Jarbidge than do Nevada’s state-wide emissions.   
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Figure 2.  Contributions to Modeled Sulfate Concentrations at the Jarbidge WA on the Worst 

Days 

 

 
 

For 2018, a similar situation exists.  Emissions from Canada, Pacific Offshore and Outside Domain 

each contribute more to the modeled worst days sulfate concentration than emissions from Nevada 

point sources, as do point sources in Idaho, Oregon, and Washington.  When state-wide emissions 

are considered, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington each contribute more than Nevada’s state-wide 

emissions with California contributing nearly as much as Nevada.  The source apportionment 

modeling supports Nevada’s conclusion that the IMPROVE monitor for the Jarbidge WA is “likely 

more strongly impacted by emissions originated from with the Snake River Basin than those 

emitted from within the Great Basin” (Progress Report, page 9-3) and emissions from sources 

within the State are not impeding reasonable progress at the Jarbidge WA.  As noted in the NDEP’s 

response to the NGO comment 1, emissions from the North Valmy Generating Station are clearly 

not a significant source of visibility impairment at the Jarbidge WA. 

 

Emissions from Outside Domain and Pacific Offshore contribute approximately 50 percent of 

modeled sulfate at Jarbidge with all sources outside of the WRAP contributing approximately 60 

percent of modeled concentration.  WRAP states, excluding Nevada, contribute approximately 35 

percent.  The source apportionment modeling demonstrates the majority of emission sources 
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contributing to sulfate visibility impairment at Jarbidge are outside the jurisdiction of Nevada or its 

WRAP co-regulators.  As noted in Section 4.6 of the Progress Report, monitored sulfate extinction 

for the worst days at the Jarbidge WA is trending downward, both on an annual and five-year 

average basis.   

 

The NDEP is unsure why the NGOs commented on nitrate extinction at Jarbidge WA and the need 

for further emission controls when, as shown by Figure 3, five-year rolling averages of worst days 

nitrate extinction for the last 4 years (2006-2010, 2007-2011, 2008-2012, and 2009-2013) are below 

the nitrate glideslope.  Figure 4 graphically shows the contributions to modeled worst days nitrate 

concentrations at Jarbidge WA.  Regarding the NGO comments about Nevada’s contributions to the 

best days, there is no degradation in visibility resulting from sulfate or nitrate for the least impaired 

(best) days at the Jarbidge WA over the current planning period (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 3.  Baseline and Five-Year Rolling Averages of Worst Days Sulfate and Nitrate Light 

Extinction at the Jarbidge WA.   
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Figure 4.  Contributions to Modeled Nitrate Concentrations at the Jarbidge WA on the Worst 

Days 

 

 
 

Figure 5.  Baseline and Five-Year Rolling Averages of Best Days Sulfate and Nitrate Light 

Extinction at the Jarbidge WA. 
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Consideration of Emissions from Oil and Gas Development  

The NGO comments state Nevada must consider emissions from oil and gas development and the 

potential visibility impact, using information from a couple of newspaper articles to suggest oil 

development could be increasing, as it has in recent years in Utah.  However, as discussed under the 

first NGO comment, the data in Table 4 shows that oil and gas development in Nevada has a 

considerably slower pace than other oil and gas areas in the western US, and the data in  

Figure 1 show that Nevada’s oil production has been in a state of steady decline since the 1990s.  

The NDEP continues to monitor the pace of oil and gas development in Nevada and will evaluate 

emissions sources resulting from increased activity as warranted.   However, given the very limited 

oil and gas activity to date, implementation of additional emission controls on this sector at this time 

would be premature.   

 

Nevada’s 2009 RH SIP focused on impairment resulting from Nevada’s anthropogenic emissions of 

SO2 and NOx, the precursors of sulfate and nitrate, respectively.  Source apportionment modeling 

demonstrates Nevada emissions do not make a large contribution to overall visibility impairment at 

Jarbidge WA.  The bulk of impairment results from emissions beyond Nevada’s jurisdiction.  

Monitoring data show that the Jarbidge WA is achieving levels of improvement in visibility 

impairment necessary to achieve natural background conditions by 2064 for impairment resulting 

from nitrate and sulfate extinction in this first 5-year planning period.  To the extent that SO2 and 

NOx emissions from point sources in Nevada contribute to visibility impairment at Jarbidge WA, 

Nevada’s progress report documents significant SO2 and NOx emissions reductions from sources 

within the State (see Table 5-1 of the Progress Report).    

 

In summary, the NDEP has fully justified Nevada’s negative declaration (i.e., emissions from 

sources within the State are not preventing Nevada from achieving its reasonable progress goal) and 

deems its 2009 RH SIP adequate to ensure reasonable progress towards the national visibility goal 

for sulfate and nitrate resulting from anthropogenic emissions.   

 

No changes were made to the Progress Report as a result of this NGO comment. 

 

NGO Comment 3:  NDEP Must Revise Its Assessment of Contribution to Visibility Impairment at 

Class I Areas Impacted by its Sources to Be Based on the WRAP’s Revised Modeling with its 2018 

PRPb Emissions Projections. 

 

This NGO comment contends that Nevada’s assessment of its sources’ impacts on Class I areas 

outside Nevada is based on erroneous source appointment modeling, which in turn is based on an 

outdated PRP18a emissions projection.  The NGO comments go on to suggest that Nevada’s 

conclusions regarding emissions reductions should be informed not by the 2008 inventory data, but 

by the 2011 NEI and more recent CAMD data.  Further, the NGO comments suggest that emissions 

reductions in Nevada may not account for Nevada’s portion of impairment in some Class I areas, 

and Nevada must revise its analysis of Nevada’s impacts on out-of-state Class I areas. 
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NDEP Response:  A comprehensive review of the Nevada regional haze SIP and Progress Report 

and the WRAP’s modeling efforts that supported Nevada’s regional haze submissions belie this 

comment.    

 

Modeling Assessment 

Table 4-3 and Table 4-4 of the 2009 RH SIP present Nevada’s contributions to light extinction at 

Class I areas in the five states adjacent to Nevada based on the WRAP’s source apportionment 

modeling.  Sections 1.3.2.2, 1.3.3.2 and 4.3 of the 2009 RH SIP describe the modeling framework 

and emissions scenarios utilized for this modeling effort by the WRAP, which relied on the Plan02c 

and Base18b emission inventories.  To the NDEP’s knowledge, there has been no indication by any 

party that this source apportionment modeling is erroneous or not fully acceptable.  This is the most 

comprehensive and current regional haze source apportionment data available for the WRAP 

region.   

 

Table 7-6 of the 2009 RH SIP provides a summary of visibility impairment at nearby Class I areas 

and Nevada’s emissions reductions, which the NGO comments suggest is based on erroneous 

modeling.  However, as noted in Section 7.9.3.2 of the 2009 RH SIP, the information in the table is 

based on monitored baseline light extinction (2000-2004), the uniform rate of progress for 2018 

(i.e., the glideslope value for 2018), and Nevada’s contributions to sulfate and nitrate based on the 

WRAP’s source apportionment modeling.  Nevada’s emission reduction share is calculated by 

multiplying the extinction reduction needed at any given Class I area by the 2018 pollutant 

contribution by Nevada.  Nevada’s share is independent of the WRAP’s corrected visibility 

modeling.   

 

Emissions Assessment 

The NGOs suggest that the analysis should be informed by 2011 NEI data and recent CAMD data, 

but later acknowledge that the NDEP did present and evaluate both 2011 NEI and CAMD data 

through 2013.  Tables 5-5 and 5-7 of the Progress Report compare 2002 baseline emissions as 

represented by the Plan02d inventory and 2008 progress period emissions as represented by 

WestJump2008.  However, Tables 5-6 and 5-8 present 2011 NEI data from the major anthropogenic 

source categories (point, on-road mobile and off-road mobile) and show further reductions in SO2 

and NOx emissions from 2008 to 2011.  In addition, Table 3-2 and Figure 3-1 of the report present 

CAMD data through 2013 for annual EGU emissions.  Figures 3-2 through 3-7 present SO2 and 

NOx CAMD data for specific EGUs through 2013.  The 2011 NEI and recent CAMD emissions 

data have been evaluated by the NDEP and further support Nevada’s emission reduction 

conclusions, contrary to statements in the NGO comments.   

 

Out of State Impact Assessment 

The NGO comments suggest that the significant emissions reductions in Nevada may not account 

for Nevada’s portion of impairment at out-of-state Class I areas and use the Sawtooth Wilderness 

Area as an example.  Baseline nitrate extinction at the Sawtooth Wilderness Area is better than the 

natural conditions estimate (0.63 Mm
-1

 for baseline and 0.65 Mm
-1

 for natural conditions), so the 

extinction reduction needed and Nevada’s emissions reduction share are both negative in Table 7-6 

of the 2009 RH SIP.  The NDEP notes that Table 7-6 shows that Nevada’s emission reduction share 

is 0.5 percent for sulfate while the difference between the Base02d and PRP18a inventories is 33.0 
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percent for SO2 and 16.6 percent for NOx.  Table 5-5 of the Progress Report shows state-wide SO2 

emission reductions of 75 percent between 2002 and 2008 with additional reductions shown in 

Table 5-6 between 2008 and 2011.  Table 5-7 shows state-wide NOx emissions reductions of 26 

percent between 2002 and 2008, which are slightly offset by the emissions growth shown in Table 

5-8 between 2008 and 2011.  The percentage reductions in Nevada’s NOx and SO2 emissions are 

much greater than Nevada’s emissions reduction share presented in Table 7-6 of the 2009 RH SIP. 

 

Figure 6 below shows the annual worst days monitoring data for the Sawtooth Wilderness Area 

with 5-year rolling averages, natural conditions, and the glideslopes for each species.  This figure 

demonstrates that visibility impairment due to sulfate and nitrate are not preventing reasonable 

progress at the Sawtooth Wilderness Area, even though this site is not achieving the uniform rate of 

progress for sulfate and nitrate as shown by Figure 7.  Figure 6 shows particulate organic matter 

(resulting from fire emissions) is the principle driver of visibility impairment at this Class I area.   

 

Figure 6.  Baseline and Five-Year Rolling Averages of Worst Days Visibility Conditions at the 

Sawtooth Wilderness Area. 
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Figure 7.  Baseline and Five-Year Rolling Averages of Worst Days Sulfate and Nitrate 

Visibility Impacts at the Sawtooth Wilderness Area.

 

Figure 8 and Figure 9 show the regional as well as the WRAP source region and source type 

contributions to modeled sulfate and nitrate respectively at the Sawtooth Wilderness Area.  These 

Figures show how little Nevada emissions sources contribute to visibility impairment at the 

Sawtooth Wilderness Area. 

 



 

Nevada Regional Haze 5-Year Progress Report, November 2014 

  

 D-29 

 

Figure 8.  Contributions to Modeled Sulfate Concentrations at the Sawtooth Wilderness Area 

on the Worst Days 
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Figure 9.  Contributions to Modeled Nitrate Concentrations at the Sawtooth Wilderness Area 

on the Worst Days 

 

 
 

In summary, WRAP visibility modeling based on the PRP18b emission inventory has no bearing on 

the NDEP’s assessment of Nevada’s contribution to visibility impairment at Class I areas impacted 

by Nevada emission sources.  The NDEP’s emissions reductions conclusions are based on the most 

recent commonly available emissions data as represented by the WestJump2008, 2011 NEI, and 

CAMD data through 2013, as requested by the NGO comments.  Nevada’s emission reductions far 

exceed Nevada’s contributions to visibility impairment at Class I areas impacted by Nevada 

sources.  Emissions from Nevada are not impeding reasonable progress at the Sawtooth Wilderness 

Area or other out-of-state Class I areas.    

 

The NDEP has not revised its determination regarding the adequacy of its plan with respect to 

Nevada’s impacts on out-of-state Class I areas based on this comment, and no changes were made 

to the Progress Report.   

 

NGO Comment 4:  NDEP Must Revise Its Proposed Progress Report to Meet §51.308(g)(2) and 

§51.308(g)(4).   
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The NGOs comment that the Progress Report fails to detail the specific reductions achieved through 

the implementation of the enforceable measures required by the SIP and request that Nevada 

include such estimates and revise its assessment of the adequacy of its SIP on this basis.  They 

question whether the significant decrease in SO2 and NOx emissions from EGUs is due to 

enforceable measures and point to the increase in 2013 SO2 and NOx emissions at Reid Gardner and 

NOx emissions at Fort Churchill (Progress Report Figures 3-2, 3-3 and 3-7) as support.  They 

further comment that the use of 2011 NEI data in Chapter Five is not a sufficient basis for 

evaluating the most recent emissions trends in  Nevada.  They request the NDEP discuss the EGU 

emissions from USEPA’s CAMD database in Chapter Five as well as Chapter Three of the report 

and also use in-state inventories and Title V reporting from 2008 to at least 2012 to discuss 

emission trends.  Finally, the NGOs suggest that to the extent the NDEP is relying on measures not 

included in the 2009 RH SIP to meet its reasonable progress goal, using SB 123 as an example, it 

should adopt those requirements as enforceable measures in its regional haze SIP. 

 

NDEP Response:  The 2009 RH SIP requires the implementation of BART as a major enforceable 

control measure for the first planning period, 2008 - 2018.  All applicable BART requirements have 

been adopted and incorporated into the Nevada Administrative Code, approved by USEPA into 

Nevada’s applicable SIP and are enforceable by the State and USEPA.  Chapters Two and Three of 

the Progress Report discuss BART implementation.  Table 2-3 of the report details the status of 

BART implementation in Nevada, showing that all BART control measures will be installed and 

operating by January 1, 2015 with the exception of NOx controls at Reid Gardner, which has a 

compliance date of June 30, 2016.  Thus, since the controls have not been fully implemented at this 

time, specific reductions are not yet fully realized.  Chapter Five of the 2009 RH SIP, specifically 

Tables 5-4, 5-5, 5-6 and associated text, provide expected emissions reductions following full 

implementation of BART controls.  Section 3.4.2 of the Progress Report notes that NV Energy 

plans to shut down Units 1 through 4 at Reid Gardner and specifies associated emissions reductions. 

 

Chapter Three of the Progress Report discusses the most recent CAMD EGU emissions data 

through 2013.  The fact that there is a small increase in EGU emissions from 2012 to 2013 is 

diminished by the overall steady decline in EGU emissions, with the exception of increased 

emissions at Tracy and Fort Churchill during the Energy Crisis of 2000-2001.  Indeed, electrical 

generation demand varies across fleet facilities and could account for the increased emissions in 

2013.  The NDEP finds the NGOs’ speculation that the miniscule increase in 2013 may indicate that 

the control measures included in the 2009 RH SIP may be inadequate is unsubstantiated.   

 

Chapter Five of the Progress Report includes 2011 NEI Nevada point and mobile source emissions 

in Tables 5-6, 5-8, and 5-11 for SO2, NOx, and VOC, respectively.  2012 NEI data was not used 

because it only includes the larger point source data and does not include mobile source data.  Thus, 

it would not provide a complete picture of emissions in Nevada.  In addition, 2012 in-state 

emissions data was neither quality checked nor available at the time of preparation of the Progress 

Report.  Thus, the WestJump2008 and 2011 NEI inventories provide the most recent data available 

to the NDEP at the time of the Progress Report.  The next SIP submission is expected to include 

new modeling results using the most current available emissions data for use in assessing the 

adequacy of Nevada’s SIP. 
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Lastly, the NGOs suggest Nevada adopt SB123 as an enforceable measure of its regional haze SIP.  

The NDEP as part of its reasonable progress update reviewed all available sources of emission 

reductions and planned control measures.  The NDEP maintains that it is appropriate to include an 

assessment of the impact of all emissions reduction measures occurring since the 2009 RH SIP was 

adopted.  The NDEP did not, however, rely on the emission reductions in SB123 in making its 

determination that Nevada is making adequate progress overall in improving visibility.  It is 

unnecessary to incorporate SB123 in to the Nevada SIP.   

 

No revisions have been made to the Progress Report as a result of this comment. 
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D.2.2 Sierra Club-National Parks Conservation Association Comment Letter 
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The NGO comment letter was accompanied by three exhibits.  Because of the length of the exhibits, 

the NDEP has not included them in this appendix, but is providing links to these documents on the 

internet. 

1. Correction of WRAP region Plan02d CMAQ visibility modeling results on TSS for Regional 

Haze Planning. April 27, 2011.  The final version of the document is available at 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/TSS/Planning/InformationExchange.aspx (See Revised Plan 02d 

CMAQ Modeling Results (June 2011), last viewed 11/10/2014) 

 

2. WRAP PRP18b Emissions Inventory – Revised Point and Area Source Projections.  April 29, 

2009.  Technical Memorandum from Marty Wolf and Paula Fields, Eastern Research Group, to 

the WRAP staff.  http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ssjf/documents/Pivot_Tables/2009-

04x_Final_PRP18b_memo_4-29.pdf (last viewed 11/10/2014) 

 

3.  Summary of WRAP RMC BART Modeling for Nevada. Draft#7.  April 24, 2007.  

http://www.ndep.nv.gov/baqp/planmodeling/docs/NV_Bart_summary_v7_Apr24_2007.doc 

 

These exhibits are also available on request from the NDEP Bureau of Air Quality Planning at 901 

South Stewart Street, Carson City, Nevada 89701 or 775-687-9349. 

http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/TSS/Planning/InformationExchange.aspx
http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/help/plan02d_rev.pdf
http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/tss/help/plan02d_rev.pdf
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ssjf/documents/Pivot_Tables/2009-04x_Final_PRP18b_memo_4-29.pdf
http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ssjf/documents/Pivot_Tables/2009-04x_Final_PRP18b_memo_4-29.pdf
http://www.ndep.nv.gov/baqp/planmodeling/docs/NV_Bart_summary_v7_Apr24_2007.doc
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