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ENTERGY ARKANSAS INC. 
COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED REGIONAL HAZE 

AND INTERSTATE VISIBILITY TRANSPORT  
FEDERAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR ARKANSAS 

EPA-R06-OAR-2015-0189 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On April 8, 2015, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA” or “Agency”) 
published in the Federal Register, at 80 Fed. Reg. 18,944, a proposed Federal Implementation 
Plan (“FIP”) to address certain regional haze and visibility transport requirements for the State of 
Arkansas (“Proposed FIP” or “Proposal”).  The Proposed FIP would address the requirements of 
the Regional Haze Rule and interstate visibility transport for those portions of Arkansas’ State 
Implementation Plan (“SIP”) that EPA previously had disapproved.  See 77 Fed. Reg. 14,604 
(Mar. 12, 2012).  The Proposed FIP addresses the requirements for Best Available Retrofit 
Technology (“BART”) for those sources for which EPA did not approve Arkansas’ BART 
determinations, Reasonable Progress Goals (“RPGs”), reasonable progress controls and a long-
term strategy, as well as the interstate visibility transport requirements for pollutants that affect 
visibility in Class I areas in nearby states. 

Entergy Arkansas Inc. (“EAI” or “Entergy”) owns and operates three facilities that EPA 
proposes to regulate under the FIP: White Bluff Electric Power Plant (“White Bluff”); 
Independence Steam Electric Station (“Independence”); and Lake Catherine Plant (“Lake 
Catherine”).  EPA is proposing sulfur dioxide (“SO2”) and nitrogen oxides (“NOx”) BART 
limits for White Bluff Units 1 and 2, and SO2, NOx, and particulate matter (“PM”) BART limits 
for the Auxiliary Boiler at White Bluff.  EPA also is proposing a NOx BART limit for Unit 4 at 
Lake Catherine.  Finally, EPA is proposing emissions limits at Independence to meet reasonable 
progress requirements and is seeking comment on two alternative options.  Under Option 1, EPA 
is proposing SO2 and NOx emission limits for Units 1 and 2 at Independence.  Under Option 2, 
EPA is proposing only SO2 emission limits for Units 1 and 2.  EPA also is soliciting comment on 
any alternative control measures for White Bluff Units 1 and 2 and Independence Units 1 and 2 
that would address the BART and reasonable progress requirements for these four units for the 
current regional haze planning period. 

In these comments, Entergy discusses its legal and technical concerns with the Proposed 
FIP.  Entergy appreciates EPA’s consideration of these comments, and urges EPA to make 
Entergy’s suggested changes and issue a final FIP that provides visibility benefits without overly 
burdening EAI’s customers and co-owners. 

II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Regional Haze Program is intended to achieve gradual and steady improvement in 
visibility at Class I areas over the course of 64 years.  The program was established under the 
Clean Air Act (“CAA”) as a long-term program to allow major emitting sources to install 
controls or be phased out in a rational and economical manner to ultimately achieve natural 
visibility conditions at all Class I areas in the United States.  The program also is intended to 
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recognize that regional haze is a regional problem; one that benefits from broad programmatic 
changes and the retirement of sources as they reach the end of their useful lives.  EPA’s 
Proposed FIP for Arkansas largely abandons this approach, ignores the significant improvements 
in visibility in Arkansas’ Class I areas that already have occurred, fails to account for the 
improvements that are anticipated to occur based on other regulatory programs, and seeks to 
impose more than $2 billion in costs on EAI’s customers and co-owners despite the lack of any 
need for, or benefit from, such a massive investment.  

Entergy proposes a more reasonable, long-term, multi-unit approach to address regional 
haze in the Arkansas Class I areas that achieves reasonable progress, is consistent with the 
statutory scheme and allows Entergy to manage its generation fleet in a reliable and economic 
manner.  In particular, Entergy proposes the following: (1) to achieve early SO2 reductions by 
accepting lower SO2 emission rate limitations at both White Bluff and Independence; (2) to 
achieve NOx reductions by installing NOx control technology on all four units within three years 
of the final FIP’s effective date; and (3) to commit to the permanent cessation of coal-fired 
operations at White Bluff by 2028.  Based on modeling by Entergy (which EPA should have 
conducted but failed to undertake), the difference in visibility at the Arkansas Class I areas 
between the proposed FIP controls and Entergy’s proposal is imperceptibly small (see Section 
III.D.2 below) and does not warrant an investment of over $2 billion in scrubber technology at 
the plants. 

Entergy’s comments address a range of issues raised by the Proposal.  Two issues are 
most critical.  First, with respect to White Bluff, Entergy proposes to cease all coal-fired 
operations at the two coal-fired units in 2027 and 2028.  This proposal necessarily changes the 
BART analysis for White Bluff.  Because of Entergy’s proposed commitment to stop burning 
coal, EPA’s proposal to establish BART limits for White Bluff based on the installation of dry 
flue gas desulfurization (“FGD” or “scrubbers”) must be rejected.  Under the current schedule 
for finalizing the FIP, the scrubbers would not be installed until at least 2021, which would leave 
only six to seven years for EAI to recoup the approximately $1 billion in investment for dry 
scrubber installation.  That cannot be justified economically or environmentally.  Economically, 
the short amortization period would drive the costs of the scrubbers to over $7,500-$8,500 per 
ton of SO2 removed.  Environmentally, EPA projects that visibility will improve in each of 
Arkansas’ Class I areas only by approximately one-fifth of a deciview (“dv”) as a result of the 
proposed FIP controls on all sources in Arkansas; an amount that is absolutely undetectable.  
Controls on White Bluff would achieve merely a fraction of that amount.    

Second, EPA’s proposal to require SO2 and NOx limits based on the installation of dry 
scrubbers and NOx controls on the two coal-fired units at Independence cannot be justified for 
the first planning period.  Independence is not a BART-eligible source.1  Accordingly, EPA may 
impose emission reduction requirements on Independence under the Regional Haze Program 
only to the extent necessary to achieve reasonable progress towards natural visibility levels.  See 
42 U.S.C. § 7491(b)(2) (implementation plans must “contain such emission limits ... as may be 
necessary to make reasonable progress”) (emphasis added).  The visibility in Arkansas’ Class I 

1 Despite the fact that Independence is not a BART-eligible source under the Clean Air Act, EPA’s analysis in the 
Proposal essentially and improperly treated it as such. 
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areas already has improved substantially in the past 10 years such that the haze index for both 
Class I areas currently is well below the uniform rate of progress (“URP” or “glide path”) that 
EPA uses to ensure reasonable progress towards natural visibility conditions and that EPA had 
previously approved for Arkansas.2  Based on the negligible visibility benefit from installing 
scrubbers at Independence, the cost of the controls is an astounding $1.33 billion to $1.53 billion 
per deciview improvement.  See Section III.C.3 below.  Scrubbers at Independence are simply 
not necessary to ensure that visibility in Arkansas’ Class I areas remains below the URP, nor are 
they justifiable based on EPA’s own analysis of the visibility benefits resulting from such a huge 
investment.3  

Arkansas’ Class I areas, the Caney Creek Wilderness Area (“Caney Creek”) and the 
Upper Buffalo Wilderness Area (“Upper Buffalo”), have seen marked improvement in visibility 
since the start of regional haze monitoring.  Based on the Interagency Monitoring of Protected 
Visual Environment (“IMPROVE”) data, which reflects monitored visibility impairment in Class 
I areas, the haze index for the 20% worst (“W20”) days of visibility has been steadily improving 
as a result of reduced emissions within Arkansas and because of broader industrial and energy 
trends in other states.  According to modeling performed by the Central Regional Air Planning 
Association (“CENRAP”),4 all of Arkansas’ elevated point sources (including all power plants 
and large industrial sources) account for only about 2.7% and 2.3% of total light extinction 
within Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo, respectively.  The overwhelming visibility impact comes 
from non-Arkansas point sources and mobile sources.  Because of the Mercury and Air Toxic 
Standards (“MATS”) rule,5 the continuing benefits of the Clean Air Interstate Rule (“CAIR”), 
the next phase of the Cross State Air Pollution Rule (“CSAPR”), and implementation of the 
soon-to-be-released revised 8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”), 
along with continuing reductions in emissions from mobile sources, the visibility at Caney Creek 
and Upper Buffalo will continue to improve.  Based on the visibility trends in both Class I areas, 
the imposition of BART controls, and Entergy’s proposed interim controls and proposed 
commitment to cease coal burning at White Bluff, no further action will be necessary to ensure 
that Arkansas’ Class I areas remain below the URP until at least 2028 and likely even longer as a 
result of emissions controls that will be required by future regulatory programs and planned 
retirements of numerous electric generating units. 

2 76 Fed. Reg. 64,186, 64,194-95 (Oct. 17, 2011). 
3 The Class I areas outside of Arkansas that are potentially affected by emissions from Arkansas, similarly, are 
below the URP and do not need additional reductions to achieve reasonable progress or their long-term visibility 
goals. 
4 CENRAP is a regional planning organization that includes nine states – Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, 
Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, Arkansas, and Louisiana.  Five such regional organizations are funded by EPA to 
address the interstate transport nature of the regional haze pollutants.  The primary objective of these organizations 
is to evaluate technical information to better understand the impact of the affiliated states on national strategy and to 
develop regional strategies to reduce emissions of particulate matter and other pollutants leading to regional haze. 
5 In spite of the Supreme Court decision in Michigan v. EPA, 135 S.Ct. 2699 (2015), which held that EPA must 
evaluate costs in determining whether it is appropriate and necessary to regulate hazardous air pollutant emissions 
from electric generating units (“EGUs”), several EGUs already have installed controls to comply with MATS or 
have undertaken other steps to reduce their emissions.  Even if the rule is stayed or vacated while EPA undertakes its 
cost analysis, Entergy expects that the rule will go forward before the end of this planning period along with the 
associated emission reductions.   

 3 

                                                 



EPA acknowledges that controls on Independence are not needed for Arkansas to achieve 
the URP.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,992 (“We believe it is appropriate to evaluate Entergy 
Independence even though Arkansas Class I areas and those outside Arkansas most significantly 
impacted by Arkansas sources are projected to meet the URP for the first planning period.”).  
Indeed, after the proposed BART controls are installed and White Bluff ceases coal-fired 
operations, Arkansas sources will not approach the URP, or glide path, for at least another 
decade.  Entergy’s analysis, based on the actual visibility impairment data, shows that Caney 
Creek will remain below the glide path until at least 2032 and Upper Buffalo until at least 2028 
with no additional controls on in-state sources.  See Section III.D.2 below (Figures 13 and 14). 
Imposing controls on Independence is simply not necessary or justified to achieve reasonable 
progress towards natural visibility in Arkansas’ Class I areas.   

EPA’s reasonable progress analysis and justification for proposing stringent emission 
limitations at Independence are not legally defensible under the Regional Haze Program based 
on the costs and lack of visibility benefits of the proposed limits.  EPA suggests it is only logical 
to require Independence to install controls because its SO2 emissions are large and because it 
would be cost effective to control them.  Cost effectiveness is a factor in deciding the degree of 
controls necessary to establish RPGs, but it is not an independent basis for imposing controls and 
does not determine reasonable progress goals.  In this case, installing the controls on 
Independence that would be necessary to meet the proposed emission limits will cost EAI’s 
customers and co-owners in excess of $1 billion.  While the cost per ton of SO2 removed may be 
within the range that might support a BART determination, it is nonetheless high in the context 
of reasonable progress controls, particularly where the benefits are small and reductions are not 
needed to demonstrate that Arkansas is making reasonable progress towards achieving natural 
visibility conditions at its Class I areas.  Accordingly, Entergy objects to the RPGs that EPA is 
proposing for Arkansas. 

EPA also improperly relied on CALPUFF modeling to justify the proposed controls at 
Independence, vastly overstating the impact of emissions from Independence and the benefits of 
installing controls.  CALPUFF modeling, a single source puff model, is not an appropriate model 
to determine or project reasonable progress benefits.  Reasonable progress is determined by 
evaluating the overall visibility values in Class I areas and the projected trends in visibility as a 
result of emissions, controls and operations at all sources contributing to visibility impairment.  
EPA has recognized in recent rulemakings that CALPUFF cannot do this and it is therefore 
arbitrary and capricious for EPA to rely on CALPUFF for this purpose here.   

Entergy is prepared to offer meaningful interim emission reductions to complement its 
proposed commitment to cease coal-fired operations at White Bluff and assure that Arkansas 
remains on a path that is below the URP for the long term.  Entergy proposes to meet more 
stringent SO2 limits at both White Bluff and Independence beginning in 2018.  In addition, 
Entergy proposes to install low NOx burners (“LNB”) and separated overfire air (“SOFA”) on 
both White Bluff and Independence within three years of the final FIP’s effective date, assuring 
that there will be both near-term and long-term visibility benefits.    
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III. COMMENTS 

A. Entergy Proposes To Cease Coal-Fired Operations At White Bluff By 2028 
As Part Of A Long-Term, Multi-Unit Regional Haze Plan. 

EPA’s proposed BART determination for White Bluff appears to be based, in general, on 
the White Bluff five-factor BART analysis that Entergy provided to the Arkansas Department of 
Environmental Quality (“ADEQ”) in October 2013 (“Revised White Bluff BART Analysis”),6 
which assumed White Bluff Units 1 and 2 would continue to combust coal for the foreseeable 
future.  As part of a multi-unit plan to improve visibility and to better manage its generation 
assets for reliability and costs, Entergy proposes to cease burning coal at White Bluff Units 1 and 
2 by 2027 and 2028, one unit per year, and is prepared to take an enforceable commitment to that 
effect.7   

As a result of Entergy’s proposal, EPA’s proposed BART determination for White Bluff 
Units 1 and 2 has been rendered inapplicable.  Entergy’s proposal for White Bluff requires EPA 
to undertake a new BART analysis to address the remaining useful coal-fired life of the units.  In 
addition, EPA used outdated costs in its BART analysis, improperly eliminated millions of 
dollars in costs necessary to install controls on White Bluff, and did not consider site-specific 
factors that will affect the cost calculation.  When the appropriate dry scrubber costs are 
considered along with the units’ remaining useful coal-fired life, the average cost effectiveness 
of dry FGD increases to a range of over $7,500 to $8,500 per ton at the White Bluff units, costs 
that are far too high to constitute BART.   

1. EPA must take the remaining useful life of the White Bluff units into 
account in the BART analysis. 

The CAA and EPA regulations dictate that EPA and states consider the remaining useful 
life of a source in BART determinations, which factors into the cost of compliance in the BART 
analysis.  42 U.S.C. § 7491(g)(2); 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(e)(1)(ii)(A).  EPA’s guidance provides a 
specific time period for amortization of the costs of controls where a unit’s remaining useful life 
is limited.   

If the remaining useful life exceeds the amortization period, then the remaining 
useful life has essentially no effect on the control costs and on the BART 
determination process.  Where the remaining useful life is less than the time 
period for amortizing costs, [EPA advises] us[ing] this shorter time period in [the 
BART] cost calculations.  

6 Revised BART Five Factor Analysis, White Bluff Steam Electric Station (Oct. 2013), EPA Docket ID EPA-R06-
OAR-2015-0189-0045.  See 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,969-75.  However, Entergy is confused by EPA’s references in the 
Proposal to AEP’s modeling and assumptions with respect to the BART analysis for White Bluff.  See id. at 18,969.  
The references to AEP make it unclear whether EPA actually used Entergy’s Revised White Bluff BART Analysis 
in evaluating the BART controls for White Bluff.  EPA needs to confirm that it reviewed and analyzed Entergy’s 
Revised White Bluff BART Analysis.   
7 Entergy anticipates that its compliance with a final FIP, including installing dry scrubbers or, in the alternative, 
ceasing coal-fired operation at White Bluff, will be subject to Arkansas Public Service Commission hearing and 
review. 
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Guidelines for BART Determinations Under the Regional Haze Rule, 40 C.F.R. Part 51, App. Y, 
Section IV.D.4.k (“BART Guidelines”). 

BART controls that may be cost effective using the standard amortization period 
(typically 20-30 years) may no longer be cost effective when a source’s remaining useful life is 
factored into the analysis.  See 79 Fed. Reg. 74,818, 74,837 (Dec. 16, 2014) (“Proposed Texas 
Regional Haze FIP”) (“[CENRAP] noted that for sources with a relatively short remaining useful 
life, this consideration would have weighed more heavily against a determination that controlling 
those sources would have been reasonable.”).   

EPA determined that remaining useful life was not a meaningful factor for White Bluff 
given Entergy’s previous plans to continue coal-fired operation at White Bluff.  See 80 Fed. Reg. 
at 18,971, Tables 34 and 35 (using 30 years and the life of the equipment); Technical Support 
Document for the SDA Control Cost Analysis for the Entergy White Bluff and Independence 
Facilities Arkansas Regional Haze Federal Implementation Plan (SO2 Cost TSD), at 16 (“we 
typically assume a 30 year equipment life for scrubbers, as we do here.”).  As a result, EPA 
concluded that dry scrubbers on White Bluff would have an average cost effectiveness at Unit 1 
of $2,227/ton and at Unit 2 of $2,101/ton.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,971, Table 32.  These cost 
estimates were based on a 30-year amortization period for the controls, an amortization period 
that is consistent with EPA’s Control Cost Manual when a unit’s remaining useful life is not 
limited.  EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual (Jan. 2002) (“Control Cost Manual”).8 

Now, however, given Entergy’s proposed commitment to cease coal-fired operation at 
White Bluff by 2027-2028, EPA will need to revise its BART analysis to take the remaining 
useful life of the units into account.  The CAA requires that BART controls be installed “as 
expeditiously as practicable,” but no later than five years from approval of a regional haze SIP or 
the issuance of a FIP.  42 U.S.C. § 7491(b)(2)(A), (g)(4); 40 C.F.R. § 51.308(e)(1)(iv).  In this 
case, EPA has stated that it is unable to finalize the FIP until after December 15, 2015,9 which 
means that any final FIP cannot have an effective date earlier than sometime in 2016.  Thus, the 
scrubbers would be installed and operational, at the earliest, in 2021.10  In light of Entergy’s 
proposed commitment to cease coal-fired operations at the units in 2027 and 2028, the 
amortization period will be approximately six to seven years.  This has a significant impact on 
the cost calculation, resulting in much higher costs compared to the emissions reductions 
achieved. 

8 The Control Cost Manual is available at http://www.epa.gov/ttncatc1/dir1/c_allchs.pdf 
9 EPA’s Response to Letter/Order (Dkt. No. 52) at 2, Sierra Club v. McCarthy, No. 14-cv-00643 (Jul. 15, 2015 
E.D.Ark.). 
10 EPA has proposed to allow White Bluff the full five years to install the scrubbers and meet the BART SO2 
emission limits.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,973.  Entergy agrees with EPA that such major emissions control technology 
could not be designed, contracted for, and installed any earlier than five years from the effective date of the final 
regional haze FIP. 
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2. EPA’s analysis of the costs to install dry scrubbers at White Bluff is 
replete with errors and artificially improves the cost effectiveness of 
scrubber installation at White Bluff. 

EPA’s analysis of the cost and cost effectiveness of installing dry scrubbers at White 
Bluff contains numerous flawed methodologies, incorrect assumptions and mistakes, all of which 
seem designed to artificially lower the actual costs of installing dry scrubbers and improve the 
supposed cost effectiveness of the controls.  Sargent & Lundy (“S&L”) has undertaken a 
thorough analysis of EPA’s SO2 Cost TSD and provided a report, Report of EPA’s Cost Analysis 
Arkansas Regional Haze Proposed Federal Implementation Plan, No. SL-012913, Sargent & 
Lundy (July 2015) (“S&L FIP Cost Report”) (attached as Exhibit A and incorporated by 
reference herein).  The S&L FIP Cost Report demonstrates that EPA incorrectly specified the 
SO2 emissions baseline for White Bluff, which increased expected emissions.  EPA then 
improperly used maximum monthly emissions to estimate the tonnage reduction achievable with 
the scrubbers to reduce the cost per ton, and incorrectly eliminated approximately $100 million 
in costs that EPA’s own Control Cost Manual says should be included.   

 EPA arbitrarily eliminated two of five years in calculating baseline (i)
emissions for White Bluff. 

The BART Guidelines state that baseline emissions from existing sources “should 
represent a realistic depiction of anticipated annual emissions for the source.”  40 C.F.R. Part 51, 
App. Y, Section IV.D.4.d.1.  In general, for the existing sources, facilities should estimate the 
anticipated annual emissions based upon actual emissions from a baseline period.  Entergy 
originally had used the 2001 - 2003 baseline period.  See Revised White Bluff BART Analysis at 
4-1.  EPA looked at the five-year period between 2009 and 2013, SO2 Cost TSD at 13, Table 7, 
but inexplicably excluded the maximum and minimum years during this five-year period.  Id.  
The effect of excluding these two years is to increase artificially the emissions baseline for White 
Bluff.  S&L FIP Cost Report at 3.  There is no reasoned explanation for excluding two of the five 
recent years’ of emissions data in calculating the baseline.  EPA should use the average 
emissions from all five years to determine the baseline as it is more representative of the 
anticipated annual emissions from the White Bluff units.   
 

 EPA uses an incorrect methodology that artificially inflates the (ii)
SO2 emission reductions achievable with scrubbers. 

After having incorrectly identified the baseline emissions for White Bluff, EPA then 
apparently ignores the baseline emissions when estimating the SO2 reductions that are achievable 
with the scrubbers.  In an apparent attempt to inflate the emission reductions achievable at White 
Bluff through the installation of scrubbers, EPA identified the maximum monthly SO2 emission 
rate in the baseline period of 2009 to 2013 for each unit and then calculated the percent reduction 
that would be required to achieve a controlled emission rate of 0.06 lb/MMBtu.  See White 
Bluff_R6 cost revisions2.xlsx, “Cost Effectiveness” tab, EPA Docket ID EPA-R06-OAR-2015-
0189-0093.  The percent reduction calculated was then multiplied by the baseline emission tons 
to determine the tons of SO2 reduced.  Id.  This methodology is patently incorrect.  It assumes 
the baseline emissions are based on maximum monthly averages, which significantly overstates 
the annual averages actually used to calculate baseline emissions.   
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To correctly estimate the SO2 emission reductions, EPA must multiply the outlet 

emission rate of 0.06 lb/MMBtu by the average heat input to the boiler (MMBtu/year) from the 
five-year baseline period.  S&L FIP Cost Report at 3.  As detailed in the S&L FIP Cost Report, 
EPA’s inappropriate use of maximum monthly emission rates overstates the achievable emission 
reductions at White Bluff by between 150 and 900 tons per year.  Id. at 4, Table 2.   

 
 EPA improperly underestimates the costs by approximately $200 (iii)

million to justify scrubbers at White Bluff. 

EPA based its cost calculations for dry FGD on the costs provided by Entergy in its 
Revised White Bluff BART Analysis, and presented its analysis of the costs for scrubber 
installation at White Bluff in its SO2 Cost TSD.  However, EPA’s analysis is full of errors, which 
resulted in an underestimation of the scrubber costs at White Bluff by approximately $200 
million.   

First, the costs in the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis are significantly outdated, and 
EPA failed to adequately account for this factor in its analysis.  The costs for a dry scrubber 
provided in the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis were based on (1) a study provided to 
Entergy by S&L in 2009, which provided a line-itemized cost estimate that included contractor 
equipment, material, and labor costs for two semi-dry scrubbing systems; and (2) costs provided 
by Alstom in December 2009 to supply two semi-dry scrubbing systems, escalated by 10% based 
on updated price information from Alstom.  SO2 Cost TSD, at 2.  However, even with the 
updated cost information from Alstom, the information provided in the Revised White Bluff 
BART Analysis is now at least five years out of date and significantly undervalues the costs of 
installing dry scrubbers at White Bluff.  EPA attempted to address this issue by escalating the 
Alstom cost information to 2013 dollars using the Chemical Engineering Plant Cost Indices 
(“CEPCI”).  However, EPA’s use of the CEPCI inadequately escalated the projected vendor 
costs.  According to S&L, EPA underestimated escalation significantly using the CEPCI – by 
over $36 million – rather than using updated vendor pricing.  S&L FIP Cost Report at 11.  
Further, this underestimation of the cost escalation was carried throughout EPA’s analysis in the 
SO2 Cost TSD and resulted in a total underestimation of the costs for scrubber installation of 
over $85 million.  Id. at 12, Table 7. 

Second, EPA improperly excluded from the cost calculation legitimate costs that Entergy 
would incur to install dry scrubbers at White Bluff.  EPA incorrectly eliminated over $115 
million in costs from Entergy’s cost analysis.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 8, 10.  EPA 
mistakenly assumed certain Balance of Plant (“BOP”) costs were included in the Alstom scope 
of work, so it eliminated these costs as duplicative.  As the S&L FIP Cost Report explains, EPA 
improperly eliminated several BOP costs from Entergy’s cost analysis: 

• costs for the reagent handling system; 

• costs for the ductwork to supply the flue gas to the SDA and the ductwork from 
booster fans to the existing chimney;  
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• the costs to apply an acid resistant coating to the chimney shell to protect the 
concrete from downwash effects; 

• the costs associated with replacing the continuous emissions monitoring systems 
(“CEMS”) and associated recalibration and testing costs; and 

• costs calculated as percentages of the BOP equipment, material and labor costs.   

Id. at 7-8.  In total, by eliminating these costs, EPA underestimated the BOP costs by 
approximately $31 million.  Id. at 8.  EPA also suggested that the costs for one absorber vessel 
could be eliminated but cited no basis for its assumption that two absorber vessels are adequate 
for White Bluff.  Entergy disagrees with EPA’s assumption regarding the number of absorber 
vessels for White Bluff.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 17.   

EPA also eliminated approximately $41.7 million for Entergy’s Owner’s costs,11 despite 
the fact that such costs are allowed under EPA’s Coal Quality Environmental Cost (“CUECost”) 
model.  Id. at 10.  EPA claimed that such costs had not been documented, were duplicative of 
other costs or did not appear to be valid costs under the Control Cost Manual methodology.  80 
Fed. Reg. at 18,971.  For example, EPA improperly eliminated Entergy’s capital suspense costs 
without explaining why such costs were duplicative of other costs or not valid under the Control 
Cost Manual methodology.  Capital expenditure costs include both direct assigned and allocated 
expenses.  Allocated expenses represent overhead costs associated with administrators, engineers 
and supervisors to the capital projects for which they provide services.  Each function at Entergy 
charges its overhead costs to a “Capital Suspense” project, which is then allocated to the 
appropriate capital project.  Capital suspense, therefore, is a distribution of overhead costs 
associated with administrators, engineers, and supervisors and includes function specific rates 
and Administrative and General (“A&G”) (Corporate Accounting) rates.  Because capital 
suspense costs are a portion of total capital expenditure costs, these costs are not duplicative of 
other costs.12  For example, capital suspense costs do not include labor, administrative, and 
related elements that are present in Entergy’s Internal Control costs.  See SO2 Cost TSD at 9.  It 
was entirely proper for Entergy to include these costs in its control technology cost estimates.  
According to EPA’s Control Cost Manual, overhead costs should be counted in the total annual 
cost of a project.  Total annual cost is comprised of direct costs, indirect costs, and recovery 
credits.  Control Cost Manual at 2-7.  Indirect costs specifically include overhead costs.  Id. at 2-
8; 3-32.   

Third, EPA significantly under-estimated the direct Operating and Maintenance 
(“O&M”) costs projected for the scrubbers by using its Integrated Planning Model (“IPM”) 
Spray Dryer Absorber (“SDA”) cost model to scale the O&M costs rather than estimating these 
costs using current utility pricing information.  See SO2 Cost TSD at 14, Table 8.  The IPM 
model includes several assumptions that fail to take into account site-specific factors.  S&L FIP 
Cost Report at 13-14.  Accordingly, the IPM model is not consistent with the BART Guidelines, 

11 These same improper exclusions were made with respect to EPA’s analysis of BART controls for NOx at White 
Bluff and Lake Catherine Unit 4.  
12 Entergy had previously supplied this information on capital suspense costs to EPA.  See 80. Fed. Reg. at 18,971, 
n. 55.   
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which requires a source-specific evaluation of controls costs.  BART Guidelines, at Section 
IV.D.5 .  EPA also erroneously scaled the indirect annual costs, all of which were estimated as 
percentages of capital cost, by using a scaling factor that did not depend at all on the capital 
costs.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 17. 

Fourth, in the design for the dry scrubbers, the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis had 
assumed that White Bluff would burn a coal corresponding to an uncontrolled SO2 emission rate 
of 2.0 lb/MMBtu, which is in excess of the sulfur level of the coals the units have historically 
burned.  EPA criticized Entergy for this assumption and revised the White Bluff baseline 
emission rates and projected post-control emission rates used for the cost effectiveness analysis.  
See SO2 Cost TSD at 12-14.  However, it is proper, when conducting a BART cost analysis, to 
consider future fuel flexibility.  The BART Guidelines advise that “[t]he baseline emissions rate 
should represent a realistic depiction of anticipated annual emissions for the source.”  70 Fed. 
Reg. 39,104, 39,167 (July 6, 2005) (codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 51 App. Y).  Although the BART 
Guidelines explain that anticipated annual emissions are generally estimated based on annual 
emissions from a baseline period assuming conditions of past practice, id. at 39,167-68, EPA has 
approved BART determinations that assume “worst-case coal scenarios.”  See Proposed Arizona 
Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. 9,318, 9,325-26 (Feb. 18, 2014); Proposed North Dakota 
Regional Haze FIP, 76 Fed. Reg. 58,570, 58,584-85 (Sept. 21, 2011).  Hourly CEMS data 
confirm that EPA’s selection of 0.68 lb/MMBtu as the design basis for the capital costs is 
completely inadequate and would not achieve compliance with the FIP-proposed emission limit 
of 0.06 lb/MMbtu unless fuel sulfur limitations were imposed.  Based on historical data and 
potential fuels that can be fired at White Bluff, 1.2 lb/MMBtu is an appropriate fuel sulfur level 
to design dry FGD systems for White Bluff.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 15-16.    

If Entergy were constrained as to the type of coal that it could burn at White Bluff after 
the installation of controls, it would be necessary to reflect such a constraint in the cost of 
compliance, as it would force Entergy to continue purchasing higher-cost, low sulfur coal.  
Historically, Entergy has purchased lower sulfur coal than required by permit to ensure full 
compliance with applicable emission rates and to minimize costs of compliance with market-
based emission programs.  If White Bluff were to install BART controls, such considerations 
would become less meaningful and lower-cost, higher sulfur coal would enable Entergy to meet 
its BART obligations for less cost.  Nonetheless, in the S&L FIP Cost Report, S&L used White 
Bluff’s current emission rate of 0.68 lb/MMBtu to evaluate site-specific O&M costs.  S&L FIP 
Cost Report at 15. 

Finally, although Entergy removed Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 
(“AFUDC”) from the final Revised White Bluff BART Analysis in response to comments from 
EPA on the Proposed White Bluff BART Analysis, Entergy disagrees with EPA that AFUDC 
should not be considered in the control costs.13  AFUDC is the time value of money on the 
investment in the technology that is incurred during the construction, which could reach $30 
million to $60 million during the 30-46 months of construction that would be needed to install 

13 As noted in the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis, Entergy revised its five-factor analysis of controls at White 
Bluff as requested by EPA staff in an effort to expedite consideration of the analysis but expressly reserved the 
ability to include AFUDC in future cost control analyses.  Revised White Bluff BART Analysis, at 5-4. 
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major control equipment such as scrubbers on a large unit.  AFUDC includes the interest as part 
of the capital cost, which is standard accounting and rate-making treatment of such costs and it 
was appropriate for Entergy to have initially included AFUDC in the White Bluff control costs.  
In its comments on the Proposed White Bluff BART Analysis, EPA claimed that AFUDC is not 
allowed by EPA’s Control Cost Manual because “the CCM uses overnight costing 
methodology.”  EPA Region 6 Comments on White Bluff BART Analysis, at 1 (Aug. 21, 2013) 
EPA Docket ID EPA-R06-OAR-2015-0189-0044.  However, contrary to EPA’s assertion, the 
Control Cost Manual does not even address the use of the overnight methodology as being the 
basis for estimating costs.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 6.  In fact, the calculation provided as an 
example in the Control Cost Manual specifically includes AFUDC as a variable.  Control Cost 
Manual at 1-32, 2-44.  The fact that the example “assumes” AFUDC is equal to zero does not 
reflect a decision by EPA that AFUDC should be excluded from emissions control costs, but 
instead is an explicit recognition of that category of costs.   

EPA also has claimed that the U.S. Energy Information Administration (“EIA”) uses 
overnight costs to project plant costs.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 6.  However, this is a 
mischaracterization of the EIA methodology.  According to EIA, “[s]tarting from overnight cost 
estimates, EIA’s electricity modeling explicitly takes account of the time required to bring each 
generating technology online and the costs of financing construction in the period before a plant 
becomes operational.”  EIA, Updated Capital Cost Estimates for Electricity Generation Plants, 
at 2, n.2 (Nov. 2010).14  Despite EPA’s claims, the Control Cost Manual does not preclude 
inclusion of AFUDC and the EIA specifically takes such costs into account for an electric 
generating unit.  Accordingly, the costs of controls for dry scrubbers at White Bluff should 
appropriately include AFUDC. 

3. The costs for dry scrubbers at White Bluff, based on current 
estimates, are too high to constitute BART. 

EPA’s use of outdated costs in its cost calculation, its exclusion of certain legitimate 
costs for the construction of dry scrubbers, and its failure to take into consideration fuel 
flexibility at White Bluff renders EPA’s analysis artificially low and inappropriate for evaluating 
the cost effectiveness of dry scrubbers on White Bluff for regional haze purposes.  To correct 
EPA’s deficiencies, Entergy commissioned a revised dry FGD cost analysis from S&L that takes 
into account the current costs for dry scrubber installation as compared to the costs that would 
have been incurred in 2009 or 2010.  See White Bluff Dry FGD Cost Estimate and Technical 
Basis, Report No. SL-012831, Sargent & Lundy (July 2015) (“2015 S&L FGD Report”) 
(attached as Exhibit B and incorporated by reference herein).  The 2015 S&L FGD Report also 
takes into account site-specific factors at White Bluff that have an effect on costs.  Finally, the 
study also uses the current SO2 emission rates at White Bluff for the O&M costs.  For the capital 
cost estimate, S&L uses a design basis of 1.2 lb/MMBtu sulfur coal.  As explained in the S&L 
FIP Cost Report, the current maximum monthly average emission rates are not an appropriate 
basis for sizing the scrubbers.  The equipment must be sized to handle the maximum short-term 
emission rate.  S&L FIP Cost Report at 14-15. 

14 Available at http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/beck_plantcosts/pdf/updatedplantcosts.pdf. 
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The Revised White Bluff BART Analysis had estimated the costs to install dry scrubbers 
at White Bluff to be approximately $670 million.  Revised White Bluff BART Analysis, at 5-6, 
Table 5-3.  The 2015 S&L FGD Report estimates that the total costs of dry scrubbers at White 
Bluff will be in excess of $1 billion.  2015 S&L FGD Report at ES-1.  When the remaining 
useful coal-fired life of these units is factored into the analysis, dry FGD installation at White 
Bluff would be indisputably cost-prohibitive.   

Based on the S&L analysis, operating the dry FGD systems at White Bluff for only six to 
seven years would result in an average cost effectiveness of $7,689-$8,599/ton at Unit 1 and of 
$7,642-$8,546/ton at Unit 2.  S&L FIP Cost Report at 23, Table 11.  EPA has determined costs 
of substantially less than this magnitude to be cost-prohibitive on numerous occasions, including 
in this very same rulemaking.  For example, for AECC McClellan Unit 1, even though EPA 
claimed that “[s]witching to diesel is projected to result in considerable visibility improvement,” 
EPA rejected SO2 BART limits based on switching to diesel because EPA determined that 
diesel, with an average cost effectiveness of $7,145/ SO2 ton removed, was not “cost-effective in 
view of the incremental visibility improvement.”  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,959.  EPA also rejected 
combustion controls as NOx BART for AECC McClellan Unit 1 based on an average cost 
effectiveness of $6,261/NOx ton removed, which, according to EPA “is not within the range of 
what we generally consider to be cost-effective.”  Id. at 18,961.  Further, EPA declined to 
impose dry FGD as BART in Arizona, where the average cost effectiveness was estimated to be 
$5,091/ton.  Proposed Arizona Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. at 9,331-33; Final Arizona 
Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. 52,420, 52,436 (Sept. 3, 2014).  In North Dakota, EPA 
approved the state’s determination that a cost effectiveness of $6,525 per ton was excessive for 
NOx controls and did not constitute BART.  Proposed North Dakota FIP, 76 Fed. Reg. at 58,630; 
Final North Dakota Regional Haze FIP, 77 Fed. Reg. 20,894, 20,896 (Apr. 6, 2012).  And, in 
Montana, EPA concluded that certain SO2 controls with a cost effectiveness of $5,442/ton and 
$6,365/ton were not cost effective.  Proposed Montana Regional Haze FIP, 77 Fed. Reg. 23,988, 
24,047 (Apr. 20, 2012); Final Montana Regional Haze FIP; 77 Fed. Reg. 57,864, 57,866 (Sept. 
18, 2012).  Notably, although EPA found that dry sorbent injection was cost effective on a cost-
per-ton basis, 77 Fed. Reg. at 24,047, EPA concluded that the costs were not justified by the 
visibility improvement, which it calculated to be $30 million per deciview.  77 Fed. Reg. at 
57,895.  This is magnitudes lower than the cost-per-deciview of dry FGD at White Bluff Units 1 
and 2, which, for Unit 1, would be approximately $3.1 billion per deciview at Caney Creek and 
$2.7 billion per deciview at Upper Buffalo and, for Unit 2, approximately $2.9 billion per 
decivew at Caney Creek and $2.6 billion per deciview at Upper Buffalo.15   

15 These numbers were calculated from the deciview improvement attributable to White Bluff Units 1 and 2 based 
on EPA’s “scaling methodology.”  See 80 Fed. Reg. 18,997.  This methodology results in an improvement at Caney 
Creek of .036 dv from Unit 1 and .038 from Unit 2 and an improvement at Upper Buffalo of .040 from Unit 1 and 
.043 from Unit 2.  Even if the deciview improvements projected from EPA’s CALPUFF modeling were used, see 80 
Fed. Reg. at 18,972, the $/deciview calculation would not support the installation of dry FGD as BART at White 
Bluff.  Entergy estimates that the costs based on the CALPUFF modeled improvement for Unit 1 would be 
approximately $135 million per deciview at Caney Creek and $144 million per deciview at Upper Buffalo and, at 
Unit 2, the costs would be approximately $145 million per deciview at Caney Creek and $143 million per deciview 
at Upper Buffalo. 
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The CAA requires that a BART determination consider the degree of anticipated 
visibility improvement.  42 U.S.C. § 7491(g)(2).  Accordingly, EPA cannot mandate that a 
source “spend millions of dollars for new technology that will have no appreciable effect on the 
haze.”  Am. Corn Growers v. EPA, 291 F.3d 1, 7 (D.C. Cir. 2002).  However, EPA’s proposed 
controls do exactly this.  The improvements predicted at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo from 
controls on White Bluff Units 1 and 2 based on EPA’s scaling methodology are only a fraction 
of a deciview.  Even the CALPUFF predicted visibility improvements at Caney Creek and Upper 
Buffalo from the installation of dry FGD at White Bluff Units 1 and 2 are less than 1 deciview 
from each unit, see 80 Fed. Reg. 18,972, making them imperceptible to the human eye.  See 
Section III.C.2.iii below.  The massive cost of installing dry scrubbers at White Bluff to achieve 
these insignificant improvements, whether on a dollar per deciview basis or a dollar per ton 
basis, would be much higher than the costs that EPA has previously rejected as BART and that 
EPA proposes to reject as BART in this Proposed Rule.  Accordingly, the installation of dry 
scrubbers cannot be considered BART for SO2 at White Bluff. 

4. Emissions reductions at White Bluff will be achieved through interim 
controls. 

In addition to its plan to cease combusting coal at White Bluff by 2028, Entergy proposes 
to meet interim SO2 emission rate reductions prior to 2028 through a reduction in the units’ 
permitted SO2 emission rates.  The units currently have a permitted 3-hour average SO2 limit of 
1.2 lb/MMBtu.  Entergy proposes to lower this limit to a rolling 30-day average limit of 0.6 
lb/MMBtu beginning in 2018.   

NOx BART for all EGUs in Arkansas, including White Bluff, should be compliance with 
CSAPR given that EPA already has determined that CSAPR is better than BART.  77 Fed. Reg. 
33,642 (June 7, 2012).  EPA has proposed to take this same approach in the Texas Regional 
Haze FIP and has approved several state regional haze SIPs that adopted this approach.  
Proposed Texas Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. at 74,821; see also Proposed Pennsylvania SIP 
Approval, 80 Fed. Reg. 2,841, 2,844 (Jan. 21, 2015); Final Minnesota SIP Approval, 77 Fed. 
Reg. 34,801, 34,801-02 (June 12, 2012).  EPA should adopt this same approach in the final 
Arkansas Regional Haze FIP and provide that compliance with CSAPR is NOx BART for all of 
Arkansas’ EGUs.   

However, in the event EPA continues to require Arkansas’ EGUs to meet source-specific 
NOx BART limits in the final FIP, Entergy proposes that the units meet a rolling 30-boiler 
operating day average NOx limit of 1,342.5 lb NOx/hr.  This limit is based on the installation of 
LNB/SOFA and Entergy would be prepared to meet this limit no later than three years from the 
effective date of the final rule.16  See 79 Fed. Reg. at 18,974-75.  Although the cost effectiveness 

16 As explained further in Section III.E below, this limit is different from the limit that Entergy proposed as NOx 
BART in its Revised White Bluff BART Analysis.  The revised limit is necessary due to the changed operating 
conditions at White Bluff over the past few years.  The plant is now economically dispatched through the 
Midcontinent Independent System Operator (“MISO”) and is spending greater amounts of time at lower load than it 
did in 2013, when the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis was submitted to ADEQ, and in prior years.  The 
emissions guarantee that Entergy received from Foster Wheeler, the vendor that Entergy has selected to supply the 
NOx control technology, only applies to loads of 50% of capacity or greater.  Therefore, a revised limit is necessary 
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of installing LNB/SOFA would significantly decrease as a result of a revised remaining useful 
life analysis for the units, if EPA does not adopt its CSAPR equals BART approach for 
Arkansas, Entergy is prepared to install these controls as part of its comprehensive visibility 
improvement proposal.   

This combination of CSAPR compliance or, in the alternative, LNB/SOFA installation, 
and acceptance of a lower SO2 emission rate through the remaining useful coal-fired life of the 
White Bluff units should be determined to be BART for White Bluff.  No additional controls are 
justified given Entergy’s proposal to limit the number of years of coal-fired operation at White 
Bluff. 

B. EPA’s Reasonable Progress Analysis And Proposed Determination Are 
Inconsistent With Other Regional Haze Development Processes. 

1. EPA’s reasonable progress analysis does not follow prior actions. 

For reasonable progress purposes, EPA failed to undertake an appropriate reasonable 
progress analysis, including the crucial first step of determining whether additional controls are, 
in fact, necessary for Arkansas to make reasonable progress.  See Section III.C below.  EPA 
targeted only Independence in its analysis and subsequent decision to impose SO2 and NOx 
limitations on the two coal-fired units at Independence.  By focusing solely on Independence, 
EPA’s reasonable progress analysis for the proposed Arkansas FIP abandons the analytical 
approach and determinative standards that guided previous reasonable progress analyses and 
determinations.  In place of the criteria and procedures that EPA established in its own guidance 
or utilized and applied in previous approvals/disapprovals of regional haze SIPs or promulgation 
of regional haze FIPs, EPA made the arbitrary decision to review Independence simply because 
it believes “it would be unreasonable to ignore” the facility.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,992.  EPA failed 
to consider any lesser level of controls, the relative costs of such controls, the effectiveness of the 
controls in improving visibility or the cost per deciview improvement associated with the 
proposed controls.   

 
EPA arbitrarily elected to propose controls for Independence that are unnecessary for 

Arkansas to demonstrate reasonable progress, provide no perceptible visibility improvement and 
exceed the cost estimates documented for other sources under other approved plans where EPA 
declined to impose reasonable progress controls.  Further, EPA failed to follow its own guidance, 
which indicates that “States should consider a broad array of sources and activities when 
deciding which sources or source categories contribute significantly to visibility impairment.”  
Guidance for Setting Reasonable Progress Goals Under the Regional Haze Program, at 3-2 
(June 1, 2007) (“Reasonable Progress Guidance”).17  The arbitrary evaluation process that EPA 
followed in the Proposal not only distorts the goals and objectives of the Regional Haze 
Program, but it also is contrary to EPA’s own requirements for uniformity and regional 
consistency. 

to ensure that the White Bluff units can comply with the NOx limit at the lower loads that have become a more 
common operating condition for the units. 
17 Available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/caaa/t1/memoranda/reasonable_progress_guid071307.pdf. 
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 EPA failed to determine visibility impact and the scope of (i)

Arkansas sources’ contribution to visibility impairment. 

EPA’s singular attention on Independence for reasonable progress controls is 
unsubstantiated and is patently arbitrary and capricious.  Despite identifying the 10 largest point 
sources of SO2 and NOx within Arkansas, EPA focused only on the top three: White Bluff, 
Independence, and Flint Creek.  Because White Bluff and Flint Creek are subject to BART, EPA 
concluded that no additional controls are necessary at those sources and the subsequent 
reasonable progress analysis fell solely on Independence.  Id. at 18,991-92.  Other than stating 
that these plants are the three largest sources, EPA provides no explanation for ignoring the other 
seven large point sources.18 
 

EPA’s failure to assess and document the contribution to visibility impairment at any 
relevant Class I area from any Arkansas point source, including Independence, is contrary to past 
rulemakings and is completely inconsistent with the detailed approach taken by EPA Region 6 in 
its promulgation of the regional haze FIP for Texas.  See generally, Proposed Texas Regional 
Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. 74,818.  There, the Agency completed a multi-step evaluation that 
included: Q/D analysis (i.e., total emissions – 24-hour maximum annualized – divided by 
distance to the Class I area) for each Texas point source and relevant Class I area to identify 
those point sources requiring further evaluation,19 a photochemical modeling scenario utilizing 
source apportionment to quantify visibility impacts from the sources identified in the Q/D 
analysis,20 and an extinction percentage threshold to arrive at what EPA claimed was a common 
breakpoint in potential visibility improvement.21  This analysis was key to the development of 
EPA’s approach for proposing appropriate controls by indicating for which sources the 
installation of controls are needed and would be worthwhile.  See id.at 74,839 (explaining that 
the results “suggest that controlling a small number of sources will result in visibility benefits at 
both Class I areas, and that rather than evaluating controls at all facilities identified by Texas 
combined, a subset of those facilities (and some additional facilities not identified) may be 
reasonable.”).   

EPA took this same approach in other states.  See Proposed Arizona Regional Haze FIP, 
79 Fed. Reg. at 9,352-53; Proposed Montana Regional Haze FIP, 77 Fed. Reg. at 24,058-59; and 
Proposed North Dakota Regional Haze FIP, 76 Fed. Reg. at 58,624-26.  By notable contrast, 
EPA’s Region 6 office did not perform any evaluation to identify any Arkansas point sources 
contributing to visibility impairment (or the scope of contribution) at Caney Creek or Upper 
Buffalo.  EPA also performed multi-source emissions analysis using CAMx in most of those 
other states rather than looking only at the potential impact on visibility using the CALPUFF, 

18 EPA must provide a reasoned basis for failing to analyze whether these other emission sources should be 
evaluated for reasonable progress purposes.  Indeed, EPA should have conducted multi-source modeling to 
demonstrate that the other six largest point sources in Arkansas do not contribute to visibility impairment in the 
Arkansas Class I areas.   
19 Technical Support Document for the Oklahoma and Texas Regional Haze Federal Implementation Plans (FIP 
TSD), Appendix A at A-4 (Nov. 2014) (“TX FIP TSD”). 
20 Id. at A-15 – A-26. 
21 Id. at A-49. 
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single source model, as it did in Arkansas.  See Proposed Texas Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. 
at 74,877-78; Proposed Montana Regional Haze FIP, 77 Fed. Reg. at 24,050; Proposed North 
Dakota Regional Haze FIP, 76 Fed. Reg. at 58,635. 

EPA proceeded to complete the required four-factor reasonable progress analysis in those 
other states only after narrowing the list of potential point sources.  Proposed Texas Regional 
Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. at 74,872.  See also Proposed Arizona Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. 
at 9,138, 9,352-53 (Feb. 18, 2014); Proposed Montana Regional Haze FIP, 77 Fed. Reg. 23,988, 
24,058-59 (Apr. 20, 2012); and Proposed North Dakota Regional Haze FIP, 76 Fed. Reg. 58,570, 
58,624-26 (Sept. 21, 2011).  No doubt, this process was utilized because the Regional Haze Rule 
requires that additional controls for proposed emission reductions, as identified in an 
implementation plan, must be needed to achieve reasonable progress.22  EPA’s failure to follow 
these same procedures in the Arkansas Proposed FIP is completely inconsistent with its prior 
actions and renders the Proposed FIP arbitrary and capricious. 

 EPA’s review and determination of cost effectiveness is (ii)
inconsistent with other state programs. 

EPA’s disregard for consistent reasonable progress review and analysis continued into 
the required four-factor analysis.  After making the unsubstantiated and unsupportable 
determination to target only Independence, EPA applied different dollar per ton cost 
effectiveness thresholds for proposed controls at the plant, which are out of line with the 
standards applied in other regional haze SIPs and FIPs.  Specifically, EPA’s Proposal attempts to 
justify a cost effectiveness of dry FGD at Independence totaling $2,477/SO2 ton removed for 
Unit 1 and $2,686/SO2 ton removed for Unit 2.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,944.  This far exceeds the 
cost threshold approved by EPA for reasonable progress controls for other states.  See Section 
III.C.3 below.  
 

 EPA’s evaluation and application of NOx control requirements is (iii)
inconsistent with other state programs. 

EPA’s decision to evaluate and propose NOx controls at Independence stands completely 
opposite its decision not to even evaluate NOx controls for Texas’ point sources despite similar 
visibility conditions.  See Proposed Texas Regional Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. at 74,873 (“we are 
limiting our analyses to consideration of SO2 controls for these EGU sources, as our modeling 
indicates that the impacts from these sources on the 20% worst days are primarily due to sulfate 
emissions.”).  EPA’s decision in this Proposal to impose NOx limits on Independence is 
inexplicable given the very low visibility improvement projected and the fact that such limits are 
completely unnecessary for Arkansas to stay below the URP.  See 40 C.F.R. §§ 51.308(d)(1)(ii) 
and (d)(3) (explaining that “emission reduction measures” must be necessary to achieve 
reasonable progress goals).  Visibility at Arkansas’ Class I areas is only insignificantly impacted 
by all Arkansas point sources, even less so by point source contributions of NOx, and almost not 

22 See 40 C.F.R. §§ 51.308(d)(1)(i)(B) and (d)(3).  Logic dictates that if a point source’s contribution to visibility 
impairment is determined to be insignificant then additional controls are not necessary to achieve reasonable 
progress. 
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at all by Independence.  See Section III.C.2 below.  Further, Arkansas has sufficiently 
documented that those same Class I areas remain well ahead of the approved URP.  See Section 
III.C.1 below.   
 

2. EPA is obliged to act consistently in promulgating rules. 

Reviewed individually, the issues identified above evidence an unjustified and 
inconsistent application of the Regional Haze Rule.  Collectively, they demonstrate EPA’s 
complete disregard for consistent review and uniform evaluation that is required by regulation.  
EPA’s consistency regulations strive for “standardiz[ed] criteria, procedures and policies” when 
“implementing and enforcing the act.”  40 C.F.R. §§ 56.3(a) and (b).  They further oblige the 
Agency to ensure that actions taken under the Clean Air Act: (1) “[a]re carried out fairly and in a 
manner that is consistent with the Act and Agency policy as set forth in the Agency rules and 
program directives” and (2) “[a]re as consistent as reasonably possible with activities of other 
Regional Offices.”  40 C.F.R. § 56.5(a). 

In EPA’s Arkansas FIP Proposal, EPA abandoned the standardized criteria, procedures 
and policies that had been used in other regional haze SIPs/FIPs.  Even more remarkable, EPA’s 
failure to complete a necessary reasonable progress analysis is the same justification EPA used to 
reject Arkansas’ SIP proposal in the first instance.  See 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,991 (noting that 
EPA’s partial disapproval of the Arkansas regional haze SIP was based, in part, on the “finding 
that Arkansas did not complete a reasonable progress analysis and did not properly demonstrate 
that additional controls were not reasonable”). 
  

C. Installing Scrubbers At Independence Is Not Necessary To Demonstrate 
Reasonable Progress And Cannot Be Justified At This Time. 

Units 1 and 2 at the Independence Station are not subject to BART.  80 Fed. Reg. at 
18,991.  EPA nonetheless treats the units as if they were subject-to-BART units by ignoring 
whether controls at the units are needed to improve visibility and looking only at whether 
controls are “cost effective.”  EPA must first determine that further actions are necessary in 
Arkansas beyond BART to ensure that visibility improvement is continuing on or below the 
glide path.  See 42 U.S.C. § 7491(b)(2) (implementation plans must “contain such emission 
limits, schedules of compliance and other measures as may be necessary to make reasonable 
progress.”) (emphasis added); Reasonable Progress Guidance at 4-1 (“Given the significant 
emissions reductions that we anticipate to result from BART” and other Clean Air Act programs 
“it may be all that is necessary to achieve reasonable progress in the first planning period.”).  
Only if further action is necessary for reasonable progress may EPA require additional controls 
and, even then, EPA must evaluate which controls are appropriate based on the statutory factors.  
See 42 U.S.C. § 7491(g)(1).  EPA failed to do this here.   

Arkansas’ Class I areas, even without the proposed BART controls, are significantly 
below the URP and are on track to remain so for the next several years.  Nonetheless, EPA has 
proposed to require emissions limits at Independence Units 1 and 2 based on the installation of 
SO2 and NOx controls, ostensibly to achieve reasonable progress, and has offered two options 
for comment.  Under Option 1, each coal-fired unit at Independence would be required to meet a 
rolling 30-day average SO2 emission limit of 0.06 lb/MMBtu based on the installation and 
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operation of dry FGD systems, and a rolling 30-day average NOx emission limit of 0.15 
lb/MMBtu based on the installation and operation of LNB/SOFA.  Id. at 18,994, 18,997.  Under 
Option 2, the Independence coal-fired units would be required to meet only the SO2 limit.  Id. at 
18,994.   

EPA’s justification for imposing SO2 and NOx emission limits on Independence is not 
based on rational policy, legal or environmental grounds and, as a result, it is arbitrary and 
capricious.  EPA’s primary justification for proposing reasonable progress limits at 
Independence is that “it would be unreasonable to ignore a source representing more than a third 
of the State’s SO2 emissions and a significant portion of NOx point source emissions.”  Id. at 
18,992.  EPA further supports its conclusion that emission limits based on the installation of 
major control technology are justified based on a finding that the proposed controls at 
Independence are cost effective.  Id. at 18,994-97.  However, the fact that a source, which is not 
subject to BART, may have significant SO2 or NOx emissions, or that it would be cost effective 
to control such emissions, is irrelevant for reasonable progress purposes.  EPA has not used such 
an inapplicable and inadequate justification to identify sources for control under a reasonable 
progress analysis in any other Regional Haze FIP.  EPA did not appropriately analyze which 
sources, if any, should be controlled for reasonable progress and did not follow the procedures it 
has regularly used in other regional haze FIPS.  See Section III.B above.  Further, emission limits 
on Independence during at least the first planning period are unnecessary to demonstrate 
reasonable progress as Arkansas already is below the glide path for the first planning period.   

EPA also improperly relied on CALPUFF modeling in its reasonable progress analysis 
and, as a result, has significantly over-estimated Independence’s contribution to visibility 
impairment and the deciview improvement that would result from the installation and operation 
of emissions controls at Independence.23  The visibility impairment at Arkansas’ two Class I 
areas is caused overwhelmingly by point sources outside of the state, secondary organic aerosols 
- biogenic (“SOAB”), mobile sources, and Arkansas area sources,24 not by Arkansas point 
sources such as power plants.  EPA’s singular focus on Independence will not result in any 
meaningful improvement in visibility at Caney Creek or Upper Buffalo and will not affect 
Arkansas’ continued progress toward the 2064 natural visibility goal, but will cost EAI’s 
customers and co-owners over $1 billion.   

1. Controls on Independence do not further the goal of the Regional 
Haze Program. 

The goal of the Regional Haze Program is the prevention of any future, and the 
remedying of any existing, impairment of visibility in mandatory Class I areas resulting from 
manmade air pollution.  42 U.S.C. § 7491(a)(1).  Notably, the goal is not simply to reduce 

23 It is noteworthy that EPA issued, on July 29, 2015, a proposal to remove CALPUFF from EPA’s preferred list of 
dispersion models used for Clean Air Act purposes.  80 Fed. Reg. 45,340 (July 29, 2015).  
24 EPA defines an area source as “a collection of similar emission units within a geographic area.”  EPA, 
Introduction to Area Source Emission Inventory Development, at 1.1-3 (Jan. 2001) available at 
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/eiip/techreport/volume03/iii01_apr2001.pdf. “Area sources collectively represent 
individual sources that are small and numerous, and that have not been inventoried as specific point, mobile, or 
biogenic sources.  Individual sources are typically grouped with other like sources into area source categories.”  Id. 
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emissions for the sole purpose of achieving emission reductions; rather, the program is designed 
to reduce emissions where necessary to remedy and prevent visibility impairment.  42 U.S.C. 
§ 7491(b)(2).  The program undertakes a gradual approach toward this goal, to assure that 
reasonable progress is being made while accounting for economic and technological constraints.  
The program is not designed to achieve the ultimate goal of eliminating visibility impairment 
immediately but, rather, over time.  As EPA itself noted when establishing the Regional Haze 
Rule, which provides the states with a 64-year period to reach natural visibility conditions at 
Class I areas:  

[a]dvancements in technology and changes in economic factors will likely provide 
opportunities for implementation of new cost effective control measures to assure 
reasonable progress.  The structure of EPA’s rule is designed to require States, 
through the SIP process, to review the statutory factors on a periodic basis and 
determine appropriate changes to their strategies based on that review.   

64 Fed. Reg. 35,714, 35,752 (July 1, 1999).  EPA takes this extended period of time into account 
in providing guidance to the states on establishing their RPGs:  “you should take into account the 
fact that the long-term goal of no manmade impairment encompasses several planning periods.  
It is reasonable for you to defer reductions to later planning periods in order to maintain a 
consistent glidepath toward the long-term goal.”  Reasonable Progress Guidance at 1-4; see also 
id. at 4-1 (“Given the significant emissions reductions that we anticipate to result from BART” 
and other Clean Air Act programs “it may be all that is necessary to achieve reasonable progress 
in the first planning period for some States.”).   

Thus, the threshold question is whether reductions in a source’s emissions are necessary 
to achieve reasonable progress for the planning period under consideration.  42 U.S.C. 
§ 7491(b)(2) (requiring regional haze implementation plans to contain measures “necessary to 
make reasonable progress toward meeting the national goal”) (emphasis added).  Here, where 
Arkansas is already below the URP for this planning period and projected to remain so for more 
than a decade, the answer is clearly no.  EPA’s proposed imposition of unnecessary controls is 
clearly unreasonable.  See Michigan v. EPA, 135 S.Ct. at 2706 (requiring EPA’s regulatory 
requirements to be “within the scope of its lawful authority” and its decision-making process to 
be “logical and rational”). 

 Arkansas’ Class I areas are, and will remain, below the glide path (i)
well beyond the first planning period. 

The proposed emission limits for Independence are not necessary to achieve reasonable 
progress because ADEQ has demonstrated that Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo will be below 
the glide path in 2018.  State of Arkansas, State Implementation Plan Review for the Five-Year 
Regional Haze Progress Report, at 55-56 (May 2015) (“Arkansas Five-Year Progress 
Report”).25  Specifically, Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo have both shown improved visibility 
for the most impaired and least impaired days since 2001 and are projected to continue to 
improve.  The current five-year average shows that, as of 2011, Caney Creek has achieved 73% 

25 Available at http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/air/planning/pdfs/ar_5yr_prog_rep_review-final-6-2-2015.pdf. 
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of Arkansas’ 2018 RPG of 3.88 dv and Upper Buffalo has achieved 66% of Arkansas’ 2018 RPG 
of 3.75 dv.  Arkansas Five-Year Progress Report at 60.  Based on the five-year rolling averages 
and projected data, both Class I areas are on schedule to achieve their 2018 RPGs for the 20% 
worst days.  Id. at 55, 57.  Data from Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo show that the goal of no 
visibility degradation on the 20% best days will be achieved and that visibility has and will 
continue to improve.  Id. at 42-43.  EPA acknowledges these facts in the Proposal: “Arkansas 
Class I areas and those outside of Arkansas most significantly impacted by Arkansas sources are 
projected to meet the URP for the first planning period.”  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,992.  As a result of 
emission reductions achieved through regional and national programs, including MATS, CAIR, 
and CSAPR, future Clean Air Act programs such as implementation of the 1-hour SO2 NAAQS, 
the revised ozone NAAQS and the Clean Power Plan, as well as the reductions for White Bluff 
and Independence that Entergy is proposing and the BART controls that EPA has proposed for 
the other sources in Arkansas, there is every reason to project continued improvement in 
visibility in Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo well beyond 2018.26   

Entergy has conducted additional modeling using the Comprehensive Air Quality Model 
with Extensions (“CAMx”) and statistical analysis that supports this conclusion.  The CAMx 
modeling demonstrates that the haze index at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo will remain below 
the URP for many years to come.27  Recent IMPROVE monitoring data show that the haze index 
has been consistently below the URP in both Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo.  Trinity 
Consultants, Inc. (“Trinity”) also performed statistical analyses on the data from both Caney 
Creek and Upper Buffalo to statistically project the haze index trend through 2018.28  Using a 
Ranked Statistical Analysis, the haze index for the average of the W20 days in 2018 is projected 
to be 20.07 dv at Caney Creek and 20.91 dv at Upper Buffalo.29  These numbers are far below 
the URP for the first planning period and demonstrate that no source in Arkansas, including 
Independence, needs to install controls for Arkansas to remain below the glide path.  See Figures 
1 and 2. 

  

26 The 5-Year Progress Report for Missouri also demonstrates that Mingo and Hercules Glades are on track to meet 
the 2018 visibility goals and Missouri has determined that further reductions are not necessary.  Missouri Regional 
Haze Plan: 5-Year Progress Report, at 4, 17 (Aug. 29, 2014) (“The [monitoring] analyses in the 2009 RH plan 
demonstrate that the 2018 visibility goals for Mingo and Hercules Glades will be largely achieved from Electric 
Generating Unit (EGU) emission reductions resulting from the federal Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) program.”); 
see also Proposed Missouri SIP, 77 Fed. Reg. 11,958, 11,966 (Feb. 28, 2012) (“EPA proposes to find that Missouri 
has appropriately established goals that provide for reasonable progress towards achieving natural visibility 
conditions.”); Final Missouri SIP, 77 Fed. Reg. 38,007 (June 26, 2012).  
27 The CAMx modeling was conducted by Trinity Consultants, Inc.  Trinity’s Regional Haze Modeling Assessment 
Report, which describes the CAMx modeling methodology that Trinity used to evaluate the visibility improvement 
of controls at Independence and White Bluff, is provided as Exhibit C to these comments. 
28 Trinity’s report identifying why a statistical analysis was performed on the IMPROVE data and why the Ranked 
Statistical Analysis was selected is included as Exhibit D to these comments and incorporated by reference herein.  
IMPROVE Data Statistical Analysis, Trinity Consultants (July 2015) (“Trinity Report”).   
29 Trinity also performed a Trend Statistical Analysis of the data, which projects even lower visibility impairment of 
18.02 dv at Caney Creek and 20.44 dv at Upper Buffalo, Trinity Report at Section 3.1, but Entergy is using the more 
robust and conservative Ranked Statistical Analysis to demonstrate the expected trend in visibility impairment.   
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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Figures 1 and 2 show the data plots for the 20% worst days and the 20% best days from 
the IMPROVE network for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo, respectively.  These plots 
demonstrate that the W20 days since 2007 have consistently been below the URP and that 
visibility is improving faster than the URP.  Trinity applied a Ranked Statistical Analysis to all 
of the haze index values calculated using the new IMPROVE equation and the data from the 
IMPROVE monitoring network and constructed a future projection curve to statistically project 
the haze index at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo in 2018.  Trinity Report at Section 3.2.  As 
demonstrated in Figure 1, the Ranked Statistical Analysis indicates that the haze index in 2018 at 
Caney Creek will be 20.07 dv, which is 2.84 dv below the URP.  Indeed, if EPA does nothing at 
all (i.e., imposes no BART limits on sources in Arkansas or emission limits on Independence), 
Caney Creek would not approach the glide path until 2030.  Figure 2 shows very similar results 
for Upper Buffalo, which would not approach the glide path until at least 2026.  In light of these 
projections, which align with ADEQ’s glide path demonstrations (see Arkansas Five-Year 
Progress Report at 57-60), SO2 and NOx emission limits at Independence are unnecessary for 
reasonable progress purposes for at least a decade.  

Notably, the Ranked Statistical Analysis conservatively assumes that there will be no 
additional emissions reductions resulting in visibility improvements after 2018, including 
emissions reductions from out-of-state sources, which cause over 50% of the visibility 
impairment in Arkansas Class I areas, or from area and mobile sources, which account for 
approximately 9.25% of the visibility impairment at Caney Creek and 9.68% at Upper Buffalo.30  
Assuming that MATS achieves the emissions reductions that EPA projects in terms of acid gas 
controls and retirements,31 that CSAPR tightens the SO2 emission budgets in the second phase, 
that sources will be forced to make additional SO2 and NOx reductions to comply with the 1-
hour SO2 NAAQS and the revised ozone NAAQS, and that the Phase 2 CAFE fuel economy 
standards drive further reductions from mobile sources, the haze index in Caney Creek and 
Upper Buffalo will continue to improve beyond 2018 without controls on Independence.    

 Emissions from out-of-state sources and Arkansas mobile and area (ii)
sources have a more significant impact on Arkansas’ Class I areas. 

In the Proposal, EPA’s reasonable progress analysis primarily focuses on point source 
contributions to light extinction at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo.  As a result, EPA chose to 
limit its evaluation of potential reasonable progress controls solely to Arkansas’ largest emitting 
point sources, and, specifically, to Independence.  However, as demonstrated in Figures 3 and 4 
below, Arkansas point sources are relatively insignificant contributors to visibility impairment in 
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo compared to most of the other regions modeled by CENRAP 
and are not even the biggest source group contributor in Arkansas to visibility impairment in 
these Class I areas.32   

30 These percentages are based on CENRAP’s Particulate Matter Source Apportionment Technique (“PSAT”) tool.   
31 Entergy expects the MATS Rule will go forward before the end of this planning period along with the associated 
emission reductions.  See footnote 5 above.  
32 Figures 3 and 4, as well as Figures 5 and 6, were developed by extracting the modeled source apportionment 
extinction data from the CENRAP PSAT tool for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo.  The data obtained were 
organized by geographic region and source category, so that the individual contribution of each source category in 
each geographic region could be determined.   
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 
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Figures 3 and 4 display the modeled percent contribution of elevated and low-level point 
sources to the total light extinction from the significantly contributing geographic regions.  Also 
included in these figures is the combined total percentage contribution from all point sources in 
all geographic regions.  Of a total point source contribution of 61.85% at Caney Creek in 2002, 
Arkansas’s point sources contributed only 2.87%, making Arkansas the eighth highest point 
source contributor.  Similarly, of the 60.35% total point source contribution at Upper Buffalo in 
2002, Arkansas was the ninth highest point source contributor with only a 2.47% contribution.   

In addition, unlike these other regions, where point sources contribute the majority of 
visibility impairment to Arkansas’ Class I areas, most of Arkansas’ share of the contribution to 
visibility impairment comes from Arkansas area and mobile sources, not point sources.  See 
Figures 5 and 6 below.   
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Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
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At Caney Creek, Arkansas area sources contribute 3.75% of the overall extinction while 
Arkansas’ combined point source category (i.e., elevated and low-level point sources) contribute 
only 2.87%.  Even more significantly, Arkansas area sources contributed 5.09% towards 
extinction at Upper Buffalo compared to 2.47% from the combined Arkansas point sources.   

Independence’s emissions, which comprise only a portion of Arkansas’ point source 
emissions, have even less of an effect on light extinction in either Class I area.  As a result, 
installing emissions controls on Independence will not meaningfully change the haze index at 
either Class I area.   

 Emissions from out-of-state sources will continue to improve. (iii)

Entergy’s analysis demonstrates that Arkansas’ Class I areas will remain below the glide 
path in the first planning period and well into the second based on actual data (see Section 
III.C.1.i above); however, the analysis also demonstrates that, due to continued emissions 
reductions at sources outside of Arkansas, these reductions will continue, furthering Arkansas’ 
progress towards background visibility, without controls on Independence.  Point source 
emissions from the other states included in CENRAP’s modeling have been steadily decreasing 
since the early 2000’s and that trend is expected to continue.  Indeed, a number of sources in East 
Coast states have recently announced retirements.  The U.S. Energy Information Administration 
predicts that 60 gigawatts of coal-fired power plant capacity will retire by 2020.33  These units 
are significant contributors to visibility impairment at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo and their 
retirement will further improve visibility.  The second phase of CSAPR, the 1-hour SO2 NAAQS 
and the revised ozone NAAQS also will result in significant reductions in SO2 and NOx 
emissions from the largest point source contributors to Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo, which 
are all located outside of Arkansas.  See Figures 7 and 8 (demonstrating declining emissions 
trends and the contributions of EGUs).   

33 http://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=15031# 
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Figure 7 
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Figure 8 
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According to EPA’s Reasonable Progress Guidance, the Agency should have taken the 
emissions reductions anticipated from CSAPR, as well as other Clean Air Act programs, into 
account in setting the proposed RPGs for Arkansas: 

Given the significant emissions reductions that we anticipate to result from 
BART, the CAIR, and the implementation of other CAA programs, including the 
ozone and PM2.5 NAAQS, for many States this will be an important step in 
determining your RPG, and it may be all that is necessary to achieve reasonable 
progress in the first planning period for some States. 

Reasonable Progress Guidance at 4-1.  EPA completely failed to undertake this “important step” 
in proposing the RPGs for Arkansas and instead simply focused on controls at Independence. 

2. Installation of controls on Independence Units 1 and 2 cannot be 
justified because of the de-minimis benefit toward reasonable 
progress. 

EPA’s own analysis counsels against imposing emission limits on Independence.  EPA 
asserts that CENRAP modeling shows that sulfate from all point sources included in the regional 
modeling is projected to contribute to 57% of the total light extinction at Caney Creek on the 
W20 days in 2018 and 43% of the total light extinction at Upper Buffalo.  80 Fed. Reg. at 
18,990.  However, EPA recognizes that the CENRAP modeling also demonstrates that sulfate 
from all (elevated and low level) Arkansas point sources is projected to be responsible for only 
3.58% of the total light extinction at Caney Creek and 3.20% at Upper Buffalo.  Id.  The 
contribution of Arkansas point sources’ nitrate emissions to visibility impairment at Arkansas’ 
Class I areas is even more insignificant.  According to EPA’s analysis, nitrate from all point 
sources included in the regional modeling is projected to account for only 3% of the total light 
extinction at the Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo Class I areas, with nitrate from Arkansas point 
sources being responsible for only 0.29% of the total light extinction at Caney Creek and 0.25% 
at Upper Buffalo.  Id.  The Independence units’ share of emissions to this minimal contribution 
from Arkansas point sources to visibility impairment at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo is even 
less.   

Entergy’s CAMx modeling confirms that Independence’s contribution to visibility 
impairment is insignificant in both Class I areas.  Independence is projected to contribute to only 
0.119 dv of visibility impairment at Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo on W20 days in 2018.  See 
Figures 9 and 10.34  This reflects only one half of one percent of the visibility impairment, based 
on modeling, on the W20 days in either Caney Creek or Upper Buffalo.  Yet, based on such a 
miniscule contribution and with no credible explanation, EPA arbitrarily concludes that SO2 and 
NOx controls at Independence are warranted. 

34 Figures 9 and 10 assume no FIP controls on any of the Arkansas sources.  Also, the total haze index values 
presented in Figures 9 and 10 are based on Entergy’s CAMx model predicted total contribution calculated using the 
new IMPROVE equation, whereas the projected haze index values in Figures 1, 2, and 11 - 14 are based on Trinity’s 
Ranked Statistical Analysis and represent the average haze index for the W20 days.  See Section III.C.1.i, above. 
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Figure 9 
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Figure 10 
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(i) CALPUFF modeling cannot be used to justify reasonable progress 
controls at Independence. 

Entergy acknowledges that, under the Regional Haze Rule, “the URP does not establish a 
‘safe harbor’ for the state in setting its reasonable progress goals.”  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,992 
(referencing 64 Fed. Reg. at 35,732).  Nonetheless, EPA must demonstrate that additional 
controls are rational and economically justifiable and that the amount of progress that would 
result will be “reasonable based upon the statutory factors.”  Id.  EPA has explained that this 
requires a consideration of the projected visibility benefit expected from the controls.  Id. at 
18,993.   

EPA admits that it did not perform refined, multi-state modeling to determine the amount 
of visibility improvements that would be achieved through the installation of controls because it 
would be difficult, time-consuming, and expensive.  Instead, the Agency took a “thumbnail” 
approach in an attempt to justify the proposed controls based on how long it would take to 
achieve background levels.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,997-98.  EPA’s use of CALPUFF, a single source 
model, for evaluating the reasonable progress benefits of installing controls at Independence is 
misplaced and clearly in error.  CALPUFF is not appropriate for reasonable progress purposes as 
it addresses a fundamentally different question than a proper reasonable progress analysis.  TX 
FIP TSD at A-35.  As EPA itself has recognized, CALPUFF is overly simplistic and greatly 
overstates the effect of single source emissions.  BART Guidelines, 70 Fed. Reg. 39,104, 39,121 
(July 6, 2005) (“there are other features of our recommended modeling approach that are likely 
to overstate the actual visibility effects of an individual source.  Most important, the simplified 
chemistry in the model tends to magnify the actual visibility effects of that source.”).  CALPUFF 
also fails to show the effects of multiple sources, and is much less sophisticated in its treatment 
of the chemical interactions of the different pollutants in the atmosphere than CAMx.   

EPA has recognized that CAMx, a photochemical transport 3-dimensional grid model, is 
a more appropriate modeling tool for reasonable progress purposes.  Proposed Texas Regional 
Haze FIP, 79 Fed. Reg. at 74,877-78.  BART analyses assess the impact of a single facility based 
on the maximum or 98th percentile impacts, regardless of whether the Class I area was actually 
experiencing high visibility impairment on any given day.  Since CALPUFF does not conduct an 
analysis considering all the emissions from all potential sources, some of the days with the worst 
model-predicted concentrations could be days that are not significantly impaired.  Reasonable 
progress modeling using a photochemical model, such as CAMx, allows EPA to evaluate 
impacts from a source (with all other sources included in the modeling) on a Class I area’s best 
and worst days.  Id. at 74,878.   

The draft EPA Modeling Guidance for Demonstrating Attainment of Air Quality Goals 
for Ozone, PM2.5, and Regional Haze (Dec. 2014) (“Draft Modeling Guidance”) discusses the 
use of photochemical grid models and notes that Community Multiscale Air Quality Model 
(“CMAQ”) and CAMx are the most commonly used models for attainment demonstrations.  The 
Draft Modeling Guidance specifically notes that “a modeling based demonstration of the impacts 
of an emissions control scenario... as part of a regional haze assessment usually necessitates the 
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application of a chemical transport grid model.”  Draft Modeling Guidance at 22.35  Throughout 
the Draft Modeling Guidance, the discussion is focused on items specific to photochemical grid 
models such as CAMx, including emissions inventories, supporting models, pre-processors, and 
applying a model to changes in visibility. 

According to the Draft Guidance, “the emission sources included in the analysis must be 
comprehensive, including emissions from all source categories” (i.e., point sources, non-point 
stationary sources, on-road and non-road mobile sources, fires, and biogenic sources) and “‘all’ 
sources of emissions.”  Id. at 32, 36.  A CAMx modeling analysis includes a comprehensive 
inventory, capturing each of these source categories, which are then available to react with 
available precursors.  By using the comprehensive inventory, this limits the amount of precursors 
available to react with the emissions from a facility or source in question.  This has been referred 
to by EPA as a “dirty background analysis.”  CALPUFF analyses conducted in support of BART 
determinations do not consider the full inventory of sources and thus do not account for other 
pollutants challenging and consuming precursor emissions.  As such, ammonia and other 
precursor pollutants are more fully available to react with a facility’s emissions and generate 
haze impacts in a modeled simulation using CALPUFF.  This is referred to by EPA as a “clean 
background analysis.”  Therefore, the use of CALPUFF does not reflect the interaction of 
pollutants in the atmosphere as accurately as CAMx does. 

Notably, EPA recently issued a proposal on July 29, 2015, which would remove 
CALPUFF from EPA’s preferred list of air dispersion models in its Guideline on Air Quality 
Models (“Guideline”), in Appendix W to 40 C.F.R. Part 51.  Although EPA states that the 
proposed changes to the Guideline would not affect its recommendation that CALPUFF be used 
in the BART determination process, EPA made no such assurances regarding the use of 
CALPUFF for a reasonable progress analysis.  Instead, EPA’s proposal emphasizes the use of 
chemical transport models for assessing visibility impacts from a single source or small group of 
sources.  According to the Agency,  

Chemical transport models are well suited for the purpose of estimating long-
range impacts of secondary pollutants, such as PM2.5, that contribute to regional 
haze and other secondary pollutants, such as ozone, that contribute to negative 
impacts on vegetation through deposition processes.  These multiple needs require 
a full chemistry photochemical model capable of representing both gas, particle, 
and aqueous phase chemistry for PM2.5, haze, and ozone.   

80 Fed. Reg. at 45,349.  CALPUFF is clearly inferior in this regard.   

 Indeed, EPA’s Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling Phase 3 Summary 
Report: Long Range Transport and Air Quality Related Values,36 which EPA has made available 
as a supporting document for the proposed revisions to Appendix W, makes clear that CALPUFF 
should not be used for a reasonable progress analysis.  The report explains that, “[a] modeling 
system that treats emissions from all known anthropogenic and biogenic emissions sources with 

35 The Draft Modeling Guidance is available at http://www.epa.gov/scram001/guidance/guide/Draft_O3-PM-
RH_Modeling_Guidance-2014.pdf. 
36 Docket ID EPA-HQ-OAR-2015-0310-0004. 
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realistic chemical and physical transformations should be utilized to estimate future visibility 
conditions at a Class I area.  The most appropriate tool that contains these qualities is a 
photochemical grid model [such as CAMx].”  Id. at 6.  It further explains that “the results from a 
BART determination or similar modeling using CALPUFF cannot be directly compared to 
estimated impacts of emissions controls from a single source on a reasonable progress goal…. 
Lagrangian puff models are not ideal for reasonable progress demonstrations since they typically 
characterize one or a small group of sources.”  Id. at 9. 

(ii) The CALPUFF modeling vastly overstates the potential visibility 
improvement from controls on Independence.  

EPA’s CALPUFF modeling indicates that the SO2 and NOx emission limits proposed for 
Independence will result in a 1.952 dv improvement in Caney Creek and a 1.782 dv 
improvement in Upper Buffalo.  See Summary of Additional Modeling for Entergy 
Independence, at 8, Table 5 (Apr. 2015), EPA Docket ID EPA-R06-OAR-2015-0189-0147.  
However, this range is vastly overstated.  Based on the current monitored visibility levels in 
Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo, the W20 days show that the visibility impairment in 2018 will 
be approximately 23 to 24 dv.  EPA recognizes that sulfate from all of Arkansas’ point sources 
are projected to be responsible for only about 3.6% of total light extinction at Arkansas’ Class I 
areas based on CENRAP modeling.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,990.  This means that sulfate from all 
Arkansas point sources are projected to be responsible for only about 0.83 - 0.86 dv of 
impairment (23-24 dv x 3.6%).  For nitrates, EPA projects that Arkansas point source emissions 
will account for, at most, 0.29% of the total light extinction at Arkansas’ Class I areas.  Id. at 
18,990.  Independence’s SO2 and NOx emissions contribute only a portion to the sulfate and 
nitrate percentages estimated from Arkansas point sources.  It would, therefore, be impossible for 
the SO2 and NOx limits proposed for Independence to result in deciview improvements at Caney 
Creek and Upper Buffalo of 1.952 dv and 1.782 dv, respectively.  This simple example 
demonstrates the obvious flaw in EPA’s use of CALPUFF for its reasonable progress analysis 
and, thus, its justification for imposing emission limits on Independence despite the fact that the 
Class I areas are below the URP.   

Another illustration demonstrates why CALPUFF greatly overstates the benefits of 
overall visibility benefits from proposed emission limits.  In the Proposal, EPA projects the 
visibility benefits from the proposed BART controls based on CALPUFF modeling.  Based on 
CALPUFF, EPA’s proposed BART limits at White Bluff, Flint Creek Power Plant, Carl E. 
Bailey Generating Station, John L. McClellan Generating Station, Lake Catherine and Domtar 
Ashdown Power Boilers will result in projected combined visibility benefits of approximately 
4.3 dv at Caney Creek.37  See Figure 11 below.  Based on a statistical projection of the haze 
index in Caney Creek (see Section III.C.1 above), that would result in a haze index of 15.76 dv, 
which would put Caney Creek closer to natural background levels than the glide path.  The URP 

37 Trinity derived the 4.3 dv improvement from the CALPUFF modeling by determining the total extinction (in 
inverse megameters) from each proposed BART source, adding them together, and then calculating the deciview 
improvement.  The resulting 4.3 dv improvement is over five times the total visibility impact attributed to all point 
sources in Arkansas based on CENRAP’s CAMx modeling and 14 times the impact attributed to point sources based 
on Entergy’s current CAMx modeling. 
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would not reach that haze level until approximately 2048.38  Indeed, even if you ascribed the 
CALPUFF-projected benefits to Caney Creek based on the recent IMPROVE levels 
(approximately 22 dv between 2009 and 2012), the projected haze index would drop to 17.7 dv, 
which indicates no further action should be needed to remain below the URP until approximately 
2038.  

38 The projected haze index at Upper Buffalo of 18.05 dv would keep Upper Buffalo below the glide path until 
approximately 2038 - the end of the third planning period.  See Figure 12. 
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Figure 11 
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Figure 12 
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If EPA insists on relying on CALPUFF to evaluate the projected visibility benefits of 
requiring controls on Independence, it must be consistent and use CALPUFF to evaluate the 
need for such controls for purposes of demonstrating reasonable progress.  As demonstrated in 
Figures 11 and 12, controls at Independence cannot be justified for reasonable progress based on 
the CALPUFF results, which predict an improvement of several deciviews solely from BART 
controls.   

(iii) Controls on Independence will not yield perceptible visibility 
benefits. 

As demonstrated above, EPA’s CALPUFF modeling greatly overstates the visibility 
benefits that would result from installing controls at Independence and should be disregarded.  
Further, when EPA used the CENRAP model (an appropriate multi-source model) to assess 
overall visibility impairment, EPA concluded that the cumulative benefit of installing all of the 
controls in the Proposed FIP – all BART controls plus controls at Independence – would result in 
visibility benefits at Caney Creek of only 0.21 dv and at Upper Buffalo of only 0.19 dv.  80 Fed. 
Reg. at 18,998, Table 67.  Since Independence represents only approximately 36% of the SO2 
point source emissions and 21% of the point source NOx emissions in Arkansas, see id. at 
18,991, one can ascribe only a minor portion of this projected insignificant deciview 
improvement to controls on Independence (approximately 0.08 dv at Caney Creek and 0.07 dv at 
Upper Buffalo).39  Based on this, installation of controls on Independence will yield no 
discernible visibility improvements.   

Not only does this demonstrate the illogic of relying on CALPUFF for reasonable 
progress, it demonstrates that the realistic benefits resulting from installing controls at 
Independence will be inconsequential and will contribute virtually nothing to visibility 
improvement at either Class I area.  According to EPA, one deciview reflects “perceptible 
changes” in visibility.  See Proposed Regional Haze Rule, 62 Fed. Reg. 41,138, 41,145 (July 31, 
1997) (“A one deciview change in haziness is a small but noticeable change in haziness under 
most circumstances when viewing scenes in mandatory Class I Federal areas.”).  Thus, the 
measure of visibility improvement is based on noticeable changes.  By EPA’s own standard, a 
total deciview improvement at Caney Creek of 0.21 dv from the installation of controls at all of 
the proposed FIP sources would not be perceptible to the human eye.  Likewise, a total deciview 
improvement at Upper Buffalo of 0.19 dv would not be discernable.  Independence’s 
contribution to the deciview improvements EPA projects based on the CENRAP modeling would 
be much less; nowhere close to the 1.95 dv and 1.78 dv improvement that EPA is claiming based 
on CALPUFF.40  Requiring imperceptible visibility improvements is simply unreasonable.  The 

39 These values are the calculated improvement based on EPA’s “scaling methodology.”  See 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,997. 
40 Even if the CALPUFF results were accurate, it is highly unlikely that such improvements would be perceptible.  
Studies have demonstrated that not only is the deciview scale not uniform in perception over a wide range of 
visibility conditions, but a 1-deciview change in visibility is not even perceptible to the human eye.  See Exhibit E, 
Just-Noticeable Differences in Atmospheric Haze, Ronald C. Henry, Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, Air & Waste Manage. Assoc. (2002).  Instead, 
according to the Study, deciview improvements likely would need to be in the range of 2 to 5 dv to be perceptible.  
Id. at 1242, Figure 2. 
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CAA requires only “reasonable progress, not the most reasonable progress.”  North Dakota v. 
EPA, 730 F.3d 750, 767 (8th Cir. 2013). 

In addition, the demonstration methodology used by EPA is unscientific.  EPA used a 
ratio of emission rates from BART sources to Arkansas point sources to scale the modeled 
predicted haze index.  First, there is no evidence to prove that the CAMx predicted modeling 
results are linearly correlated with emission rates.  In fact, the CAMx modeling fundamentally is 
based on photochemical reactions.  Therefore, the relationship between variation in the emission 
rates and predicted concentration is complicated.  See Chemical Characteristics of Inorganic 
Ammonium Salts in PM2.5 in the Atmosphere of Beijing (China), A. Ianniello, F. Spataro, G. 
Esposito, I. Allegrini, M. Hu, and T. Zhu, 11 Atmos. Chem. Phys., at 10804 (2011).41  For 
example, due to a high chemical affinity, an ammonia molecule reacts with SO2 molecules to 
form sulfate before reacting with NOx molecules to form nitrate.  If abundant SO2 is present in 
the atmosphere, any increase in NOx emissions will not result in a linear increase in nitrate 
formation.  As a result, there may not be any increase in the predicted regional haze.  On the 
contrary, if abundant NOx molecules are present, then any reduction in SO2 molecules will not 
result in a significant reduction in haze as NOx will substitute the reduced SO2 in the reaction.  
Second, a deciview is a logarithmic scale based on the concept that one deciview is the minimum 
change in the visibility perceptible to a human observer.  See 40 C.F.R. § 51.301 (definition of 
“deciview”).  As such, deciviews cannot be added or subtracted directly.  Therefore, fractioning 
or scaling deciviews based on emission rates is illogical. 

(iv) EPA has offered no justification for requiring controls to achieve 
reasonable progress for this planning period when the controls 
cannot even be installed until the next planning period. 

EPA further exceeds its authority by proposing to require controls in the name of 
achieving reasonable progress during the first planning period even though the emissions 
reductions the Agency proposes would not be achieved until well into the second planning 
period.  The Proposed FIP covers a planning period of 2008-2018.  The major SO2 emissions 
control technology that would have to be installed at Independence to meet the proposed SO2 
emission rate limitation cannot be designed, constructed and operational in less than five years.42  
Given the likely effective date of the FIP in 2016, SO2 controls at Independence could not be 
installed and operational before sometime in 2021.43 

Adopting a reasonable progress goal for the first planning period based on the installation 
of controls that will not be completed until well after the deadline to achieve that reasonable 
progress goal makes no sense, and EPA has completely failed to explain why it is appropriate.  
Indeed, EPA will have multiple bites at this apple – there are still four more planning periods 

41 Available at http://www.atmos-chem-phys.net/11/10803/2011/acp-11-10803-2011.pdf. 
42 EPA recognizes this timeframe is necessary for the installation of SO2 controls at Independence by proposing that 
Independence meet the SO2 emissions limits no later than five years after the effective date of the final rule.  80 Fed. 
Reg. at 18,994.  Entergy agrees with EPA’s conclusion that a five-year timeframe would be necessary for the 
installation of controls at Independence. 
43 The Proposed FIP provides for NOx emission limitations to be met three years after the effective date of the FIP, 
which would not be earlier than sometime in 2019.   
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during which the necessity of reasonable progress controls can be evaluated.  Controls on 
Independence should not be considered until these subsequent planning periods, and should not 
be imposed for a planning period that will have ended by the time any emissions reductions can 
be achieved at Independence.  This is consistent with EPA’s Reasonable Progress Guidance:  “It 
is reasonable for [a state] to defer reductions to later planning periods in order to maintain a 
consistent glidepath toward the long-term goal.”  Reasonable Progress Guidance at 1-4.   

3. The proposed controls are not cost effective. 

EPA’s secondary justification for imposing controls on Independence is that it is, in 
EPA’s opinion, cost effective to do so.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,994-97.  First, EPA’s cost analysis for 
the proposed controls at Independence relies upon the control cost analysis for White Bluff, see 
SO2 Cost TSD at 16, which is inappropriate.  By simply relying on its White Bluff cost analysis 
without undertaking a site-specific analysis for Independence, EPA did not follow the steps 
necessary to identify the costs of controls for reasonable progress purposes.  EPA’s Reasonable 
Progress Guidance requires that EPA (1) identify the emissions units to be controlled; 
(2) identify the design parameters for the controls; and (3) develop cost estimates based upon 
those design parameters.  Reasonable Progress Guidance at 5-1.   

Second, even if the White Bluff cost analysis were sufficiently indicative of the costs to 
install controls at Independence, Entergy disagrees with EPA’s estimated costs for the 
installation of dry scrubbers at White Bluff.  See Section III.A.2 above.  Assuming that dry FGD 
controls at Independence would cost the same as at White Bluff, the controls at Independence 
also would cost over $1 billion.  See Section III.A.3 above.  This is not cost effective on a $/ton 
basis for reasonable progress purposes as it would result in $4,234 per ton of SO2 removed at 
Independence Unit 1 and $3,909 per ton of SO2 removed at Independence Unit 2.   

Finally, even if EPA’s cost analysis as detailed in the SO2 Cost TSD were correct, EPA’s 
determination that the controls are cost effective is an insufficient basis to conclude that they 
must be installed for reasonable progress purposes.   

 Requiring over $1 billion in controls at Independence to achieve an (i)
unnecessary and imperceptible change in visibility at Arkansas’ 
Class I areas is patently unreasonable. 

Despite the flaws in EPA’s analysis of Entergy’s costs, EPA concludes that dry FGD is 
cost effective at $2,477 per ton of SO2 removed for Independence Unit 1 and $2,286 per ton of 
SO2 removed for Unit 2.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,994.  Dry FGD is not cost effective for reasonable 
progress controls.  These costs are higher than other cost per ton thresholds in RPG 
determinations in EPA-approved SIPs.  The Kentucky Regional Haze SIP, 76 Fed. Reg. 78,194, 
78,206 (Dec. 16, 2011), used $2,000 per ton SO2 as a screening threshold for cost effectiveness 
based on CAIR.  In the North Carolina Regional Haze SIP, 77 Fed. Reg. 11,858, 11,870 (Feb. 
28, 2012), EPA approved the state’s decision not to implement reasonable progress controls due 
to limited improvement in visibility even though cost effectiveness values were described as 
ranging “from 912 to 1,922 dollars per ton of SO2 removed ($/ton SO2), and the average costs 
per utility system ranged from $1,231 to $1,375/ton SO2.”  EPA’s estimated cost effectiveness of 
dry FGD at Independence is significantly higher than these thresholds, at $2,477/SO2 ton 
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removed for Unit 1 and $2,286/SO2 ton removed for Unit 2.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,994.  Further, 
EPA has indicated that control costs found to be reasonable in the BART context may 
nonetheless be considered too costly in the reasonable progress context.  See Final North Dakota 
SIP Approval/Disapproval, 77 Fed. Reg. 20,894, 20,936 (Apr. 6, 2012) (accepting North 
Dakota’s determination that a level of $2,593 per ton of SO2 removed was not reasonable and too 
costly in the reasonable progress context even though it is within the range EPA “ha[s] 
considered reasonable in the BART context”).  Despite these prior actions, EPA unreasonably 
concludes that the proposed controls at Independence are cost effective for reasonable progress 
purposes. 

Additionally, EPA failed to consider the cost effectiveness of the controls relative to the 
visibility benefit that would result.  EPA’s own guidance notes that for “individual, large scale 
sources, simple cost effectiveness estimates based on a dollar-per-ton calculation may not be as 
meaningful as a dollar-per-deciview calculation.”  Reasonable Progress Guidance at 5-2.  Here, 
EPA gave no consideration to the dollar-per-deciview resulting from installing scrubbers at 
Independence.  If EPA had done so, it would recognize that the costs are approximately $1.33 
billion per dv improvement at Caney Creek and $1.53 billion per dv improvement at Upper 
Buffalo.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 21, Table 8.  Where additional visibility improvement is 
not needed to remain below the glide path, such an exorbitant cost cannot be justified.  See Nat’l 
Parks Conservation Ass’n v. EPA, 788 F.3d 1134, 1149 (9th Cir. 2015) (“NPCA”) (upholding 
EPA’s decision not to require reasonable progress controls because of lack of cost-effectiveness, 
finding reasonable EPA’s explanation that “cost of compliance is only one of the four statutory 
requirements for reasonable progress analysis.”). 

 EPA inappropriately revised Entergy’s control cost analysis by (ii)
eliminating consideration of proper costs. 

EPA’s cost estimates are artificially low because they fail to account for key 
considerations.  As discussed above in Section III.A.2, EPA unjustifiably revised important 
aspects of Entergy’s Revised White Bluff BART Analysis, upon which the reasonable progress 
controls cost analysis for Independence is based.  At the least, EPA must re-evaluate the costs of 
controls based upon the 2015 S&L FGD Cost Estimate, attached as Exhibit B.   

As discussed in Section III.A.3 above, S&L estimated that the costs of dry FGD at White 
Bluff Units 1 and 2 would be over $1 billion, which is approximately 220% higher than EPA’s 
estimate.  Based on the 2015 S&L FGD Cost Estimate, and assuming a 30-year life for the dry 
FGD systems at Independence and identical costs, this results in an average cost effectiveness at 
Independence Unit 1 of $4,234 and of $3,909 at Independence Unit 2, which, as noted above, is 
much higher than cost per ton thresholds EPA rejected for reasonable progress determinations in 
other states.  As importantly, the cost per deciview improvement that would result from installing 
these controls is estimated at approximately $1.33 billion at Caney Creek and $1.53 billion at 
Upper Buffalo.  See S&L FIP Cost Report at 21, Table 8.  Such a massive investment cannot be 
justified in light of the continuous improvement in visibility being achieved at both Caney Creek 
and Upper Buffalo.    

 44 



D. EPA Should Adopt Entergy’s Proposed Alternative Approach For White 
Bluff And Independence. 

EPA has requested public comment on any alternative SO2 and NOx control measures 
that would address the regional haze requirements for White Bluff Units 1 and 2 and 
Independence Units 1 and 2 for this planning period.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,997.  According to 
EPA, this includes, but is not limited to, a combination of early unit shutdowns and other 
emissions control measures at the four units that would achieve greater reasonable progress than 
the BART and reasonable progress requirements that EPA has proposed for the first planning 
period.  See id.  

1. EPA has no legal basis for requiring that a four-unit approach 
achieve greater reasonable progress. 

EPA has offered no legal basis for its claim that an alternative four-unit approach must 
achieve greater reasonable progress than the controls that EPA has proposed, 80 Fed. Reg. at 
18,997, and Entergy disagrees that such a requirement is applicable or mandated by the Clean 
Air Act or EPA’s own Regional Haze Rule.  Neither the Act nor EPA’s rules impose such a 
requirement.  To the contrary, EPA noted in the final Regional Haze Rule that states have 
discretion to determine what control measures must be implemented to achieve reasonable 
progress.  64 Fed. Reg. at 35,721.  EPA further explained that “States may conclude that control 
strategies specifically for protection of visibility are not needed at this time because the analyses 
may show that existing measures are sufficient to meet reasonable progress goals.”  Id.  Indeed, 
not only is it up to the states to determine how much must be done to ensure reasonable progress, 
but states conceivably could conclude that nothing must be done.  There is no provision setting a 
“floor” for reasonable progress.44 

2. Entergy’s proposed approach achieves virtually identical visibility 
benefits as the Proposal for over $2 billion less. 

Entergy is proposing near-term interim controls and the cessation of coal combustion at 
White Bluff by 2028.  Entergy also is proposing to meet lower SO2 emission rates at all four 
units by 2018, and proposes to install LNB/SOFA at all four units and meet a 30-day rolling 
average NOx emission rate of 1,342.5 lb NOx/hr, within three years after the effective date of the 
final FIP.45  This combination of controls and lower SO2 emission rates will ensure that the Class 
I areas achieve virtually the same reasonable progress as EPA’s Proposal but at a cost of over $2 
billion less than the Proposal.  See Figures 13 and 14 below, which compare the projected 2018 
haze index at each Arkansas Class I area based on the Ranked Statistical Analysis, to the 

44 While states that opt to implement an emissions trading program or other alternative measure rather than require 
sources to install, operate, and maintain BART are required to demonstrate that this alternative will achieve greater 
reasonable progress than would be achieved through the installation of source-specific BART, 40 C.F.R. 
§ 51.308(e)(2), Entergy is not proposing a BART alternative.  Rather, under Entergy’s four-unit approach, the NOx 
control measures and lower SO2 emission rate proposed for White Bluff would constitute BART for White Bluff 
while the NOx control measures and lower SO2 emission rate proposed for Independence are more than sufficient 
for reasonable progress purposes for this planning period. 
45 Entergy’s rationale for the proposed NOx rate is discussed in Section III.E. below. 
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deciview improvements projected for the following scenarios (1) Entergy’s proposed controls, 
based on the cessation of coal-fired operations at White Bluff (referred to as “WB”) and the 
installation of LNB/SOFA and lower SO2 emission rate at Independence (referred to as “ISES”); 
and (2) installation of the Proposed FIP controls at all BART sources and Independence.  Based 
on Entergy’s modeling, the difference in the haze index between the proposed FIP controls and 
Entergy’s proposal is 0.05 dv at Caney Creek and 0.07 at Upper Buffalo; differences that are too 
trivial to justify a $2 billion investment at White Bluff and Independence for the installation of 
dry FGD.   
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Figure 13 

  

26.36

25.37

22.91

20.45

17.98

15.52

13.06
11.58

11.24 11.24 11.24 11.24 11.24 11.24 11.24 11.24

Projected Haze Index, 20.07

Entergy's Proposal, 19.71
Proposed FIP Haze Index, 19.66

5.00

10.00

15.00

20.00

25.00

30.00

H
az

e 
In

de
x 

(d
v)

Uniform Rate of Progress and 2018 Projected Progress
Caney Creek Wilderness Area - Ranked Statistical Analysis

Glide path (20% Worst) Glide path (20% Best) Observation (20% Worst) Observation (20% Best)

1st Planning
Period

2nd Planning
Period

3rd Planning
Period

4th Planning
Period

5th Planning
Period

6th Planning
Period

Entergy's Proposal - WB/ISES | Others - BART controls
Proposed FIP Haze - All - Proposed FIP Controls

 47 



Figure 14 
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Entergy’s proposed approach with respect to White Bluff and Independence makes sense 
in light of the long-term objectives of the Regional Haze Program, the high capital costs for 
scrubbers, and the significant long-term environmental co-benefits from the cessation of coal-
firing at the White Bluff units.  Arkansas’ Five-Year Progress Report demonstrates that the state 
currently is below the glide path for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo, and expects to remain so 
through at least 2018.  See Section III.C.1 above.  Entergy’s approach would help ensure that 
Arkansas remains below the glide path throughout the second planning period, and will produce 
very large additional reductions in NOx, SO2, and PM heading into the third planning period.   

Ultimately, Entergy’s approach would achieve more than 170,000 tons of NOx 
reductions from White Bluff than the proposed FIP would achieve.  While scrubbers would 
reduce SO2 emissions substantially, the total visibility benefits from ceasing to use coal are at 
least as great.  Entergy’s approach also would achieve multi-pollutant co-benefits.  Prior to 2028, 
SO2 and NOx would be reduced, which would result in reductions in ozone and PM2.5.  Starting 
in 2028, Entergy’s approach would produce even greater reductions in emissions of SO2, NOx 
and PM2.5, as well as achieving reductions in mercury and other hazardous air pollutants, and 
CO2/CO2e.  It would reduce annual greenhouse gas emissions by approximately 11.74 million 
tons per year, a 275 million ton lifetime benefit over EPA’s Proposal.  Additionally, the 
elimination of coal combustion in 2027 and 2028 would reduce rail and truck traffic, allow for 
the closure of landfills, and reduce water usage, in addition to other environmental benefits.   

3. EPA should adopt RPGs for Arkansas that reflect Entergy’s proposal. 

Entergy opposes the RPGs that EPA has proposed for Caney Creek and Upper Buffalo.  
The RPGs reflect the approved portions of Arkansas’ Regional Haze SIP, the proposed FIP 
BART controls, and the controls proposed for Independence.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,997.  For all of 
the reasons discussed above in Section III.C, controls at Independence for reasonable progress 
purposes are not justified and including the emissions reductions based on the installation of dry 
FGD and LNB/SOFA at Independence renders EPA’s RPGs arbitrary and capricious.  EPA 
should recalculate the RPGs based on Entergy’s proposed approach for controlling emissions at 
White Bluff and Independence.   

E. The Proposed NOx Limits For White Bluff And Independence Cannot Be 
Achieved Based On The Plants’ Current Operating Conditions. 

The NOx emission limits proposed by Entergy for the units at White Bluff and 
Independence are based on the emission rate for LNB/SOFA of 0.15 lb/MMBtu that Entergy 
proposed in the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis.  At the time Entergy submitted the 
Revised White Bluff BART Analysis in October 2013, all four of the coal-fired units at White 
Bluff and Independence were operated as base load units and spent the overwhelming majority 
of their operating time at loads of greater than 50% of unit capacity.  Since submitting the 
Revised White Bluff BART Analysis,46 Entergy transitioned to MISO in December 2013.  MISO 
utilizes an economic dispatch model to determine which EGUs within its service territory are 

46 Entergy notes that EPA relied upon the Revised White Bluff BART Analysis to evaluate controls for 
Independence.   
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dispatched to operate and the operating load (MW) for each unit.  Initially the MISO operating 
environment resulted in similar unit dispatch schedules for White Bluff and Independence, with 
all four units primarily dispatched as base-load units with some load-following operation.  
However, beginning in December 2014, the units at both White Bluff and Independence began to 
be dispatched primarily as load-following units.  Since December 2014, the White Bluff and 
Independence units have been dispatched less frequently and, when dispatched, have spent 
significantly more time at low operating rates of less than 50% of unit capacity.     

The impact of this change in dispatch of the units can be seen in the following table.  The 
data for 2015 (through June 30) reflects a significant increase in the percentage of time that each 
unit is dispatched at less than 50% of operating capacity.  Three of the four units have spent 
greater than 40% of their 2015 operating hours at less than 50% of capacity, and the two 
Independence units have spent nearly half of their operating time at less than 50% of capacity.   

 

This change in dispatch coincided with a sharp drop in natural gas prices which can be 
seen in Figure 15 below.  This drop in gas prices to near $3 per MMBtu has been sustained since 
December 2014, and Entergy has no reason to expect any significant increase in gas pricing in 
the near future. 

Figure 15 
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This change in dispatch for the units at both White Bluff and Independence is significant 
with regard to NOx emissions as the LNB/SOFA system is designed to operate primarily in the 
range of 50-100% of unit load.  Entergy has selected Foster Wheeler as the LNB/SOFA vendor 
for White Bluff and has only been able to obtain a guarantee of less than 0.15 lb/MMBtu for 
operating loads in the range of 50-100% of unit capacity.47  Since the available emission 
guarantee does not cover unit operation at less than 50% of capacity, Entergy requested a 
memorandum from Foster Wheeler regarding the impact of unit operation at less than 50% 
capacity on NOx emission rates.  This memorandum is attached as Exhibit G to these comments.  
Based on input from the LNB/SOFA vendor, Entergy does not believe that the proposed 
emission rate of 0.15 lb/MMBtu is consistently achievable under all operating conditions.  Even 
with a 30-day averaging period for the proposed limit, a unit which is frequently dispatched at 
less than 50% of capacity may not be able to achieve compliance.   

This was not perceived as an issue at the time that the Revised White Bluff BART 
Analysis was prepared and submitted to ADEQ by Entergy as, historically and at that time, the 
units were operated almost exclusively as base-load units and spent less than 10% of their 
operating time at less than 50% of unit capacity.  In the current dispatch environment, with some 
units spending nearly 50% of their operating time outside of the control range for LNB/SOFA, 
Entergy can no longer be confident that the units will be able to achieve compliance with a limit 
of 0.15 lb/MMBtu on a 30-day rolling average basis.   

The concern arises from low-load operation during which periods of higher NOx 
emissions, on a lb/MMBtu basis, would not be expected to correspond to an increase in the 
maximum mass emission rate (lb/hr) from the units as any increase in the emission rate on a 
lb/MMBtu basis would be expected to be more than offset by the lower unit operating rate in 
MMBtu/hr to arrive at a mass emission rate (lb/hr). 

To address the potential for a higher NOx emission rate (lb/MMBtu basis) at operating 
rates of less than 50% of unit capacity, Entergy proposes a rolling 30-boiler operating day 
average emission rate of 1,342.5 lb NOx/hr at each coal-fired unit at White Bluff and 
Independence.  In the alternative, if EPA believes that a lb/MMBtu limit is necessary for the 
units, Entergy proposes a bifurcated NOx emission limit for each unit at both White Bluff and 
Independence as follows.   

For all unit operation (0-100% of capacity), a limit of 1,342.5 lb NOx/hr, based on a 
rolling 30-boiler operating day average.   

And; 

47 This range is referred to as the “control range” by Foster Wheeler.  See Exhibit F, p. 46, for Foster Wheeler’s 
emissions guarantee.  The load ranges identified in the emissions guarantee equate to 50% to 100% of the White 
Bluff units’ operating capacity.  Entergy added .01 lb/MMBtu to Foster Wheeler’s emissions guarantee to account 
for fluctuations in NOx emissions from the units.  Controlled NOx emissions fluctuate during normal boiler 
operation in response to a number of design/operating parameters including, but not necessarily limited to: inlet 
NOx concentrations, boiler load, load changes, particulate matter loading, flue gas temperatures and flue gas 
velocities.  A compliance margin above the vendor’s emissions guarantee is recommended for establishing an 
enforceable limit to address such fluctuations. 
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For unit operation at 50-100% of capacity, a limit of 0.15 lb NOx/MMBtu, based on a 
rolling 30-boiler operating day average, to include only those hours for which the unit 
was dispatched at 50% or greater of maximum capacity.   

This alternative approach would ensure that the units are operated in compliance with the 
LNB/SOFA design within the control range of 50-100% of capacity while providing Entergy 
with flexibility in demonstrating compliance.  The lb/hr limit, which would apply to all operating 
hours, will ensure that the 30-day average emission rates remain below those on which both EPA 
and Entergy relied to project visibility improvements from the proposed NOx emission 
reductions.   

F. The NOx BART Determination For Lake Catherine Unit 4 Should Be No 
Controls. 

1. Visibility Improvement From Controls On Lake Catherine Unit 4 
Cannot Be Reasonably Anticipated. 

EPA has proposed NOx BART controls for Lake Catherine Unit 4 based on the 
installation of burners out of service (“BOOS”).  See 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,978.  To justify the 
visibility improvement resulting from installation of the proposed controls, EPA relied on the 
CALPUFF dispersion modeling system without assessing the reliability of the model to predict 
very small changes in visibility.  In NPCA, the Ninth Circuit concluded that EPA had failed to 
justify that predicted visibility improvements were “reasonably anticipated,” as required by the 
Clean Air Act, where the improvements were so insignificant that they were within the 
CALPUFF model’s margin of error.  NPCA, 788 F.3d 1134, 1146-47.   

On behalf of Entergy, Trinity completed a quantitative analysis to evaluate the margin of 
error in the CALPUFF model for Lake Catherine Unit 4.  As part of this analysis, Trinity 
modeled the following three scenarios: 

• All BART – Includes all sources subject to BART, modeled using Pre-BART 
representations; 

• Pre-BART – Includes only Lake Catherine Unit 4, modeled based on the current 
permit representation; and 

• Post-BART – Includes only Lake Catherine Unit 4, modeled using Post-BART 
emission rate and stack parameters. 

Trinity calculated the average difference between modeled values obtained using 
CALPUFF (including the CENRAP background) and IMPROVE monitored values for Caney 
Creek and Upper Buffalo for each of the three modeling scenarios.  Trinity compared the 
regional haze design value format of average W20 days visibility for this analysis.  Specifically 
the following comparisons were made: 

• Modeled vs Measured W20 Days:  The W20 days based on IMPROVE 
measurements were selected for each Class I area and compared with the 
CALPUFF results from the corresponding days. 
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• Measured vs. Modeled W20 Days:  The W20 days based on CALPUFF modeling 
results were selected considering only days when IMPROVE measurements were 
taken.  Modeled values were then compared to the IMPROVE measurements 
from the corresponding days. 

• Measured and Modeled W20 Days: The W20 days based on IMPROVE 
measurements were selected and compared with the W20 days based on 
CALPUFF modeling disregarding temporal correlation. 

A complete discussion of Trinity’s analysis and results is presented in Evaluation of the 
CALPUFF Modeling System Margin of Error for a BART Analysis, Entergy Services, Inc. - Lake 
Catherine Plant, Trinity Consultants (Aug. 4, 2015). (“CALPUFF Margin of Error Report”), 
which is attached as Exhibit H and is hereby incorporated by reference.  As demonstrated in the 
CALPUFF Margin of Error Report, the Pre-BART impact from Lake Catherine Unit 4 at Caney 
Creek and Upper Buffalo is inconsequential when compared with the IMPROVE measurements, 
which capture the impact of all other sources, including Lake Catherine, on the Class I areas.   

The proposed NOx BART controls for Lake Catherine Unit 4 will result in visibility 
improvements that are even more inconsequential and cannot accurately be predicted by 
CALPUFF.  Based on Trinity’s analysis, the minimum calculated margin of error for CALPUFF 
for Lake Catherine Unit 4 is 0.93 dv.  The CALPUFF predicted visibility improvement 
associated with EPA’s proposed BART controls for Lake Catherine Unit 4 at Caney Creek and 
Upper Buffalo falls within this margin of error.  See 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,978, Table 42.  As such, 
the visibility improvements at each of these Class I areas associated with the proposed BART 
controls for Unit 4 cannot “reasonably be anticipated.”  42 U.S.C. § 7491(g)(2); see NPCA, 788 
F.3d 1134, 1146-47.  Accordingly, EPA has not adequately demonstrated that it is appropriate to 
require NOx BART controls on Lake Catherine Unit 4.   

2. Source-Specific Controls Should Not Be Imposed On Lake Catherine 
Unit 4. 

If EPA finalizes a determination that Lake Catherine Unit 4 should be subject to NOx 
BART controls, EPA should not impose source-specific NOx controls on Lake Catherine Unit 4 
but should instead find that CSAPR is better than NOx BART in Arkansas for all EGUs, as 
discussed in Section III.A.4 above.  Compliance with CSAPR will ensure that NOx emissions 
from Arkansas’ EGUs are limited and will improve visibility in Arkansas’ Class I areas. 

EPA also had evaluated controls other than BOOS for Lake Catherine Unit 4.  See 80 
Fed. Reg. at 18,976-78.  Similar to BOOS, however, these controls would result in imperceptible 
visibility improvements in Arkansas’ Class I areas.  Although Entergy did not evaluate the 
margin of error with respect to the CALPUFF predicted visibility improvement from these other 
controls, EPA had rejected these controls as NOx BART for Lake Catherine Unit 4 based on 
costs and Entergy agrees with EPA’s determination that these controls should not be considered 
as NOx BART for Lake Catherine Unit 4.  Specifically, Entergy agrees with EPA that the 
incremental cost effectiveness of installing LNB/SOFA at Lake Catherine Unit 4 cannot be 
justified as BART.  See id. at 18,978.  Similarly, the installation of LNB/SOFA and selective 
non-catalytic reduction (“SNCR”) or selective catalytic reduction (“SCR”) cannot be justified as 
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BART based on either average cost effectiveness or incremental cost effectiveness.  Id.  Lake 
Catherine Unit 4 is a peaking unit and operated at only a two percent capacity factor in 2014. 48  
The estimated incremental costs of installation of LNB/SOFA (at $14,246/ton), SNCR (at 
$16,029/ton), and SCR (at $11,767/ton) are simply not warranted for a unit that operates so 
infrequently.  See id. at 18,978.  Installation of these controls would require a massive capital 
investment and significant operation and maintenance costs that are impracticable for a peaking 
unit.   

G. EPA Improperly Considered The Cumulative Visibility Improvement At All 
Class I Areas. 

EPA’s reliance on a “cumulative visibility improvement” metric is arbitrary and 
capricious, and has no basis in law.  In assessing the visibility improvements that are predicted to 
be achieved through the installation of proposed controls at White Bluff, Lake Catherine, and 
Independence, EPA totaled the predicted improvements at all affected Class I areas to yield a 
cumulative visibility improvement associated with each facility.  See 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,972 
(Tables 34 and 35); 18,974 (Tables 37 and 38); 18,978 (Table 42); 18,994 (Table 64).  EPA 
appears to have relied upon the cumulative visibility improvement across the four affected Class 
I areas to support its proposed NOx BART determination for Lake Catherine.  80 Fed. Reg. 
18,978 (where EPA identified the cumulative visibility impact in its rationale for the Lake 
Catherine “Proposed NOx BART Determination”).  It is improper for EPA to rely upon the 
cumulative visibility improvement across all affected Class I areas.  BART and reasonable 
progress determinations instead should be based on the predicted visibility improvements at 
individual Class I areas.  

The preamble to the BART Guidelines states that the focus of an analysis of visibility 
improvements associated with BART controls is to be on the “nearest Class I area” to the facility 
in question.  70 Fed. Reg. 39,104, 39,170 (July 6, 2005) (“One important element of the 
[modeling] protocol is in establishing the receptors that will be used in the model.  The receptors 
that you use should be located in the nearest Class I area with sufficient density to identify the 
likely visibility effects of the source.”) (emphasis added).  While the Rule allows consideration 
of impacts at other nearby Class I areas, it is for the purpose of “determin(ing) whether effects at 
those areas may be greater than at the nearest Class I area.”  Id.  (emphasis added).  Summing 
the predicted visibility improvements at multiple Class I areas does not facilitate a determination 
that effects at more distant Class I areas are more significant than those at the closest Class I 
area. 

In addition to having no basis in EPA’s own regulations, the cumulative metric is 
deceptive and provides no information that could be used to assess whether any single Class I 
area would experience perceivable visibility improvements as a result of BART or reasonable 
progress controls.  For example, EPA appears to have selected BOOS as NOx BART for Lake 
Catherine in part because it would achieve a cumulative visibility improvement across the four 
affected Class I areas of 1.215 dv.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,978.  But the cumulative metric masks the 

48 Entergy’s current resource planning assumption is that Lake Catherine Unit 4 will be de-activated in mid-2025, 
though no final decision to this effect has yet been made.   
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fact that no individual Class I area would experience any discernible visibility improvement.  
Instead, Mingo would experience a 0.196 dv improvement, Hercules-Glades would experience a 
0.175 dv improvement, Upper Buffalo would experience a 0.248 dv improvement, and Caney 
Creek would experience a 0.596 dv improvement.  See id.  These are imperceptible levels of 
improvement that do not justify installation of controls.49  The metric therefore equates 
imperceptible visibility “benefits” in different areas with a much larger and indisputably 
discernible visibility improvement in a single area.   

On a practical level, reliance on a cumulative visibility improvement is illogical.  
Deciview improvements at multiple areas cannot be added together to form a meaningful metric.  
As discussed in Section III.C.2 above, a deciview is a logarithmic scale based on the concept that 
one deciview is the minimum change in visibility perceptible to a human observer.  Deciviews 
cannot be directly added or subtracted.  To add or subtract the haze, one must add or subtract the 
total extinction values and then recalculate the haze index in deciviews.  Considering the Class I 
areas addressed in the Proposal are hundreds of kilometers away from each other, particles from 
one Class I area cannot contribute to or improve the light extinction at another Class I area, 
therefore, adding or subtracting light extinction values is not an accurate representation of reality 
and would be illogical.  In simple terms, a visitor to a Class I area cannot benefit from any 
visibility improvement that might be occurring at another Class I area.  The cumulative metric 
represents an illusory visibility benefit; it is an improvement that cannot be perceived and 
therefore provides no indication of whether the proposed controls will contribute to the goal of 
the Regional Haze Program: to reduce human perception of visibility impairment in Class I 
areas.  This cumulative visibility metric should be eliminated from any consideration of whether 
proposed controls will result in visibility improvement, including for the Lake Catherine BART 
analysis.   

H. EPA Must Address The Requirements Of Executive Orders 12866 And 
13211. 

EPA claims that the Proposal is not a “significant regulatory action” under Executive 
Order 12866.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,999.  Entergy disagrees.  The Proposal’s implementation cost to 
EAI alone of over $2 billion exceeds the $100 million threshold for economic significance.  “By 
virtue of [the] longstanding Executive Order [12866] applying to significant rules issued under 
the Clean Air Act (as well as other statutes), the Agency must systematically assess the 
regulation’s costs and benefits.”  Michigan v. EPA, 135 S.Ct. at 2715 (Kagan, J. dissenting).  
EPA states that the Proposal is not generally applicable, and therefore not subject to Executive 
Order 12866, because the rule “only proposes source specific requirements for particular, 
identified facilities (six total).”  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,999.  However, a count of the number of 
entities regulated under a rule is not indicative of the general applicability or the significance of 
the economic impacts of the rule.  Requiring additional controls at power plants initiates a 
cascade of impacts, including changes in the regional distribution of electricity and rates of 
thousands of electricity customers in multiple states.  These far-reaching impacts merit 

49 As discussed above in Section III.F.1, EPA did not perform an analysis to confirm that the model predictions are 
not within the model’s margin of error and, therefore, EPA has not justified that the predicted visibility 
improvements are “reasonably anticipated.”   
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classifying the Proposed FIP as a regulation with general applicability and significant economic 
impact. 

Entergy also disagrees with EPA’s conclusion that the Agency is not required to assess 
the energy impacts of the Proposed FIP under Executive Order 13211.  80 Fed. Reg. at 19,000.  
The Proposal will have a significant impact on the supply, distribution, and use of energy.  
Installation of additional controls will require outages at multiple power plants, altering the 
normal supply and distribution of energy.  Additionally, the more than $2 billion cost of 
implementing the Proposed FIP will be imposed upon EAI’s customers and co-owners, 
impacting energy use as electricity rates climb.   

EPA must prepare a cost/benefit analysis and evaluate the energy impacts of the 
Proposed FIP and issue these analyses for public comment before finalizing the FIP.   

I. Additional Comments. 

• Entergy agrees with EPA’s proposal that the existing emission limits at the White Bluff 
Auxiliary Boiler satisfy BART for SO2, NOx, and PM.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,975. 

• Entergy agrees that 2009-2011 should be used as the baseline period for NOx for White 
Bluff Units 1 and 2.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,969. 

• If EPA finalizes a source-specific NOx BART limit for Lake Catherine Unit 4, Entergy 
requests that EPA confirm that the unit may continue to conduct monitoring pursuant to 
40 C.F.R. Part 75 Appendix E so long as it qualifies as a peaking unit.  In the Proposal, 
EPA appears to have assumed that Unit 4 currently operates “full” NOx CEMS with a 
continuous NOx analyzer pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 60.  However, because Unit 4 meets 
the definition of a peaking unit under 40 C.F.R. Part 75, and the unit is not subject to any 
NSPS Part 60 standards, Entergy does not currently operate a NOx analyzer for the unit.  
Under Part 75, Unit 4 qualifies as an Appendix E unit, allowing the unit to utilize a NOx 
correlation curve to estimate emissions and only monitor heat input and exhaust O2 
concentration.   

• Entergy agrees with EPA’s conclusion that wet scrubbers do not constitute BART for 
White Bluff and should not be installed at Independence to meet reasonable progress 
requirements.  80 Fed. Reg. at 18,972, 18,993. 

• Entergy agrees with EPA that LNB/SOFA/SNCR or LNB/SOFA/SCR cannot be justified 
as BART for White Bluff based on the incremental cost effectiveness of the controls.  80 
Fed. Reg. at 18,974.  

• Entergy disagrees that the proposed regional haze FIP will satisfy the requirements of 
CAA Section 110(a)(2)(D)(i)(II), 80 Fed. Reg. at 18,998, for the reasons explained in 
Entergy’s comments on EPA’s proposed disapproval of Arkansas’ SIP revision 
addressing interference with other states’ programs for visibility protection for the 2006 
revised 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS.  These comments are attached as Exhibit I and are 
hereby incorporated by reference. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

Entergy appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Proposed FIP.  Entergy strongly 
urges EPA to adopt a comprehensive approach to regional haze that would involve the four coal-
fired units at Independence and White Bluff, as Entergy as proposed, without requiring 
expensive, unnecessary scrubber technology.  Such an approach would ensure superior, long-
term visibility benefits than would the Proposed FIP.  It also would deliver important non-haze 
environmental benefits, including a dramatic decrease in GHG emissions, large reductions in 
SO2 emissions that also contribute to long-range PM2.5 issues, and large reductions in ozone (and 
PM2.5)-forming NOx emissions.  Entergy respectfully requests that EPA amend the Proposed FIP 
as described in these comments. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Kelly M. McQueen 
Assistant General Counsel – Environmental (Lead) 
Entergy Services, Inc. 
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