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RE:  Virginia Comments on the BY2016v2 Emissions Inventory and Modeling Data Sets 

 

Dear Mr. Houyoux, 

 

Thank you for allowing states the opportunity to comment on the base year 2016 version 2 

(BY2016v2) emissions inventory.  In Attachment 1, my staff provides comments on this 

information, and in Attachment 2, data are presented graphically to help illustrate comments and 

questions.  Attachment 3 provides a relevant permit for one of Virginia's natural gas transmission 

facilities.  I ask that you carefully consider this information before making final edits to the data 

sets. 

 

In recent months, states and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) have begun a 

dialogue regarding the role of each organization in the development of emissions inventories and 

air quality modeling analyses.  The efforts are important for Virginia since the results of such 

work impact whether and how transport regulations apply here in the Commonwealth.  The 

current transport rule development process is limited by court mandated deadlines, and Virginia 

Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) understands that such mandates take priority in this 

regulatory development effort.  However, in future efforts where court-ordered deadlines are not 

applied, DEQ encourages EPA to evaluate whether a process similar to a notice of data 

availability may be used when developing both the emissions inventory and the air quality 

modeling analyses.  Being able to review the results of air quality analyses prior to the 

development of a proposed transport federal implementation plan (FIP) or proposed state 

implementation plan (SIP) would allow Virginia and other stakeholders to provide more 

meaningful input and may also result in stronger regulations. 

 

http://www.deq.virginia.gov/
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EPA has made other types of inventory data requests to states recently, including data requests 

for review of high priority facilities emitting toxic pollutants.  DEQ has, to the best of our ability, 

responded to these requests in a timely manner and will continue to do so as resources allow.  

However, DEQ suggests that EPA review the contents of the Air Emissions Reporting Rule 

(AERR) to ensure that the regulatory requirements in the AERR support the ongoing efforts 

regarding toxic pollutant risk analyses, environmental justice efforts, and air quality planning 

mandates for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5).  If the AERR needs to be updated to 

include additional state reporting mandates, sufficient Section 105 grant funds should also be 

allocated to states to cover this additional work.  Without regulatory mandates for reporting, 

industry participation in voluntary requests for information can be spotty and, when data is 

supplied, such data can be inconsistent in quality. 

 

As you know, considerable time and effort on the part of state and federal staff must be expended 

to create these modeling emissions inventories and projections.  The utility of these data sets do 

not stop with the development of transport rules.  They can and should be used for all manner of 

planning activities, depending on timing, circumstances, and regulatory requirements.  Indeed, 

using these emissions inventories in efforts other than transport rules is good common sense 

since relying on these documented and quality-assured data sets can reduce the burden on state 

resources for other planning efforts.  However, the supplied data needs to be in EPA's federally 

mandated format for ease of use in ozone attainment planning.  Staff from the Mid Atlantic 

Regional Air Management Association (MARAMA) and DEQ recently spent considerable time 

applying temporal formats to annual data to develop ozone season tons per day emissions of 

volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and carbon monoxide (CO) by 

county/jurisdiction federal information processing standards (FIPS) code and by source 

classification code (SCC), as required by EPA's regional offices for ozone planning efforts in the 

Hampton Roads area.  DEQ staff also ran the MOVES model to develop emission estimates for 

onroad and nonroad sectors at the jurisdiction and SCC levels in the units of ozone season tons 

per day.  DEQ recommends that EPA provide annual and ozone season tons per day values for 

all ozone planning areas by jurisdiction and SCC for 2016 as well as all projection years so that 

states may fully rely on this data set in ozone planning efforts. 

 

As noted in the previous paragraphs, the amount of time and amount of effort spent on the 

compilation of these data sets are significant.  These data sets could be useful for 2010 sulfur 

dioxide (SO2) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) planning as well as future 

PM2.5 attainment planning and for other Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements.  However, EPA's 

approach to determining what types of retirement or curtailments may be included within 

projection data is different for transport rules, where EPA has historically relied on the Integrated 

Planning Model (IPM) to determine which units will retire or will be turned down to zero 

activity and emissions in any future year, and other types of CAA mandates.  In regional haze 

planning, for a state to retire or reduce the activity (and thus emissions) of a facility or unit in a 

future year usually requires that the projected change in emissions be federally enforceable.  

Some planning efforts, like those for the 2010 SO2 NAAQS, require that certain retirements or 

other emission reduction activities not only be federally enforceable but also be adopted into a 

state's SIP.  EPA should carefully consider the requirements for each type of planning exercise 

when developing these large sets of projection data and ensure that the projection data meet the 

requirements of as many of the upcoming or ongoing planning efforts as possible.  EPA should 
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Attachment 1:  Comments on the 2016v2 Emissions Inventory by Sector 

 

ONROAD COMMENTS: 

 

DEQ Staff Contacts:   Jin-Shen Lin, Jin.Lin@deq.virginia.gov, 804-698-4412 

Sonya Lewis-Cheatham, Sonya.Lewis-Cheatham@deq.virginia.gov,  

804-698-4408 

 

 SMOKE-MOVES spatial resolution is based on representative counties and temporal 

resolution on fuel month (ozone and non-ozone seasons).  The representative county 

approach results in younger vehicle fleets than those in actual state Department of Motor 

Vehicle (DMV) data for individual counties, resulting in an under-prediction of 

emissions.  In addition, the fuel month practice suppresses emissions of VOC and other 

gaseous pollutants in summer months.  These effects are illustrated in the presentation 

provided in Attachment 2. 

 

 The vehicle fleet age distribution in the 2016 base year was affected by the 2009 

recession.  However, EPA eliminated the impact of the recession in future year age 

distributions.  DEQ supports this approach as a suitable methodology for future year 

estimates. 

 

 For some states, the platform does not include county-specific variations in the age 

distributions for certain vehicle types which, due to the use of the representative county 

approach, effectively results in one age distribution for the entire state.  Data in this 

category include vehicle class 41 (intercity bus) and 43 (school bus) for New Jersey (NJ), 

Ohio (OH), Texas (TX), Utah (UT), and West Virginia (WV).  In addition, the lone age 

distribution for those states appears to be too smooth and is inconsistent with the data in 

most other states.  The states affected appear to have supplied their own data to replace 

EPA's interstate highway system or DMV data.  Mixing state-supplied data with county-

specific data derived from regional efforts, such as Coordinating Research Council 

(CRC) projects, is a controversial practice because that procedure can favor some states 

and penalize others, especially in transport or source apportionment modeling.  

 

 The age 30 bin fractions are much too high in some states.  The fractions in all 31 bins 

must sum to one, so high fractions for the age 30 bin lower the fractions in other age bins, 

making vehicle fleets for the states in question too old and resulting in higher emissions 

in those states. 

 

 There is no variation in the county-to-county or state-to-state age distributions for 

combination long-haul trucks (class 62), so there is only one age distribution for the 62 

vehicle class for the entire continental United States.  Is this appropriate?  Is 62 the only 

vehicle type used to simulate extended idling on interstates? 

 

 Similarly, age distributions for single unit long-haul trucks (vehicle class 53) also show 

no county or state variations for a great majority of states.  However, the platform does 

show county-to-county variations for some states, e.g., Georgia (GA), Maine (ME), 

mailto:Jin.Lin@deq.virginia.gov
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Maryland (MD), New Hampshire (NH), New York (NY), North Carolina (NC), UT, and 

Vermont (VT).  Reasons for these inconsistencies should be well documented in EPA's 

technical support document. 

 

 Texas seems to have submitted its own data to replace EPA's regional data.  In addition to 

creating the inconsistency mentioned above, data supplied by TX shows much younger 

fleets overall for several vehicle types, decreasing onroad emissions in TX as compared 

to those in other states. 

 

 All five accumulative on-road activities are projected to increase in future years (growth 

factor greater than one):  vehicle miles traveled (VMT), vehicle population (VPOP), 

hoteling, starts, and on-network idling (ONI). However, growth factors for a few state 

including GA, NC, OH, and Wisconsin (WI) are much lower than those for other states. 

Also, counties exist in GA, Illinois (IL), NC, and North Dakota (ND) with negative 

growth (growth factor less than one).  The technical support document should fully 

describe how the growth factors were developed and what data sources were relied upon 

in their development. 

 

 Extended idling for long-haul trucks (hoteling) is applied inconsistently among states.  In 

some states, hoteling activity is confined to counties with interstate highways, while in 

other states such as Missouri (MO), IL, Indiana (IN), NC, and South Caroline (SC), that 

activity is included for every county, even those without interstates. If hoteling is 

intended to be specific to trucks traveling across states, that activity should stay close to 

interstates because truckers are unlikely to make a detour too far off highways to find 

resting spots. 

 

 Temporal profiles (such as vehicle speed, hoteling hours, engine starts, VMT year-to-

month, VMT month-to-week, VMT day-to-hour) were developed in CRC projects several 

years ago.  Those profiles have been in use for the last two rounds of the National 

Emissions Inventory (NEI) and are now outdated.  DEQ suggests looking into traffic 

count data collected by the Federal Highway Administration for developing updated 

profiles.  Traffic count data is rich and advantageous because it is specific to year and 

county or grid cell. 
 

NONPOINT 

 

DEQ Staff Contact:  Thomas Foster, Thomas.Foster@deq.virginia.gov, 804-698-4411 

 

 Residential, Commercial, and Institutional Stationary Source Fuel Combustion:  For these 

source categories, emissions in the BY2016v2 modeling inventory differ significantly 

from those emission found in the 2017NEI.  DEQ believes that this is the result of the 

BY2016v2 non-point stationary source fuel combustion emissions having been projected 

from 2014NEI emission estimates rather than having been back-cast from 2017NEI 

emission estimates. 

 

  

mailto:Thomas.Foster@deq.virginia.gov
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o Example 1:  The residential fuel combustion (SCC Level One:  Stationary Source 

Fuel Combustion, SCC Level Two:  Residential) emissions sector for Fairfax 

County, Virginia (FIPS 51059) was estimated to have 23.8 tons per year (tpy) of 

SO2 in the 2017NEI but was estimated to have 213.7 tpy of SO2 in the BY2016v2 

modeling inventory. 

 

o Example 2:  The commercial fuel combustion (SCC Level One:  Stationary 

Source Fuel Combustion, SCC Level Two:  Commercial/Institutional) emissions 

sector for Fairfax County, Virginia (FIPS 51059) was estimated to be 22.1 tpy of 

SO2 in the 2017NEI but was estimated to be 123.7 tpy of SO2 in the 2016 v2 

modeling inventory. 

 

Residential, commercial/institutional, and industrial stationary fuel combustion non-point 

emissions estimates for other pollutants are also affected.  DEQ recommends that 2016v2 

non-point emission estimates for residential, commercial/institutional, and industrial 

stationary source fuel combustion for all pollutants in the BY2016v2 modeling inventory 

be back-cast from estimates contained in the 2017NEI.  This approach will also affect 

projected emissions for future years in these three non-point sectors.  DEQ recommends 

that EPA evaluate future year projections to ensure that these projections reflect 

reasonable estimates of activity and emissions, including state-supplied sulfur contents 

within the 2017 NEI. 

 

 Solvent Sources:  EPA's BY2016v2 modeling inventory solvent estimates appear to be 

based on default emission estimates taken from the EPA VCPy solvent estimation model.  

This model does not seem to account for local controls such as those adopted by Virginia 

in the Northern Virginia VOC Emissions Control Area (ECA).  Virginia's 2014NEI and 

2017NEI non-point solvent emission estimates were developed almost entirely in-house 

using locally collected activity data.  Additionally, Virginia's 2014NEI and 2017NEI 

estimates account for local controls adopted by Virginia.  Table 1 shows a comparison of 

the VOC emissions from the SCC Level One: Solvent Utilization sectors for the 

jurisdictions in the Northern Virginia ECA estimated in the 2014NEI, the BY2016v2 

modeling inventory, and the 2017NEI.  The Northern Virginia ECA is one of the areas in 

Virginia where DEQ has implemented multiple control programs over the years to 

control VOC emissions from various nonpoint categories.   Table 1 also provides the 

difference between the 2014 NEI and BY2016v2 estimates and the difference between 

the BY2016v2 and 2017NEI estimates. 
 

Table 1:  Northern Virginia ECA SCC Solvent Comparison: 2014NEI, BY2016v2, 2017NEI 

FIPS Pollutant 2014 NEI, 

tpy 

BY2016v2 – 

2014 NEI 

BY2016v2, 

tpy 

BY2016v2 

– 2017NEI 

2017 NEI, 

tpy 

51013 VOC 1,336.2 239.6 1,575.7 340.0 1,235.7 

51059 VOC 7,030.8 1,828.1 8,858.9 2,576.9 6,282.0 

51107 VOC 2,371.6 410.2 2,781.2 572.2 2,209.6 

51153 VOC 2,690.7 413.2 3,104.0 659.9 2,444.1 

51179 VOC 843.6 147.0 990.7 105.4 885.3 

51510 VOC 982.7 173.9 1,156.7 296.5 860.1 

51600 VOC 225.8 120.1 345.8 162.0 183.8 
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FIPS Pollutant 2014 NEI, 

tpy 

BY2016v2 – 

2014 NEI 

BY2016v2, 

tpy 

BY2016v2 

– 2017NEI 

2017 NEI, 

tpy 

51610 VOC 103.3 82.9 186.2 103.1 83.1 

51683 VOC 285.4 55.9 341.3 69.0 272.2 

51685 VOC 95.0 27.5 122.5 38.2 84.3 

 

Table 1 shows that for the jurisdictions in the Northern Virginia ECA, significant 

differences exist between the 2014NEI, BY2016v2 inventory, and 2017NEI data sets. 

 

Table 2 provides some SCC Level 2 descriptions for Fairfax County under the Solvent 

Utilization sector.  The table shows that the SCCs between the 2014NEI, BY2016v2 

inventory, and the 2017NEI are somewhat inconsistent and that for certain level 2 

sectors, significant differences exist in VOC estimates.  For example, Virginia submitted 

degreasing emissions to the 2017NEI.  The EPA 2017 Wagonwheel Solvent Tool also 

appears to estimate degreasing emissions.  Table 2 shows that degreasing emissions are 

absent from the BY2016v2 data.  Additionally, Virginia did not provide emissions 

defined as "paint strippers" for Virginia's 2017NEI submission.  However, as shown in 

Table 2, the category "paint strippers" has significant emissions in the BY2016v2 data. 
 

Table 2:  Fairfax County (51059) VOC Emissions from SCC Level 1:  Solvent Utilization from the 

2014NEI, 2016v2 inventory, and 2017NEI 

SCC Level 2 2014NEI, tpy 
2016v2-

2014NEI 

2016v2, 

tpy 

2016v2-

2017NEI 
2017NEI, tpy 

Degreasing 388.9 --- Not Listed --- 115.9 

Dry Cleaning Not Listed 17.5 17.5 7.9 9.6 

Graphic Arts 102.7 551.5 654.2 589.3 64.9 

Miscellaneous Nonindustrial:  

Commercial 

230.5 364.1 594.7 89.3 505.3 

Miscellaneous Non-industrial: 

Consumer and Commercial 

4,676.3 611.0 5,287.3 1,005.6 4,281.7 

Paint Strippers not listed not listed 1,115.3 --- not listed 

Surface Coating 1,632.3 -442.4 1,190.0 -114.6 1,304.5 

 

DEQ recommends that EPA back-cast the 2017NEI emissions to 2016 for the 

BY2016v2 modeling inventory for all SCC Level 1 solvent source categories for all 

jurisdictions in Virginia.  Further, DEQ recommends that this back-casted data be the 

basis for all projection years for these emission categories. 
 

COMMERCIAL MARINE VESSELS 

 

DEQ Staff Contact:  Thomas Foster, Thomas.Foster@deq.virginia.gov, 804-698-4411 
 

 For emissions from SCCs in the commercial marine vessel (CMV) sector, emissions 

estimates for all criteria air pollutants differ significantly between BY2016v2 information 

and 2017NEI information.  Table 3 provides a comparison of NOX emissions by CMV 

SCC for jurisdictions in Virginia.  Note that emissions less than 0.005 are rounded down 

to 0.00 in this chart.  While the Virginia-wide totals (equivalent to 5,985.09 tpy in the 

BY2016v2 inventory and 6,085.93 tpy in the 2017NEI) are similar, large differences 

exist at the jurisdictional levels.  The reasons for these differences are unclear. 
 

mailto:Thomas.Foster@deq.virginia.gov
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Table 3:  NOX Estimates for Virginia Jurisdictions from CMV SCCs, BY2016v2 and 2017NEI 

Jurisdiction 

FIPS 
Jurisdiction Name SCC 

BY2016v2 

NOX, tpy 

2017NEI 

NOX, tpy 

2017NEI – 

BY2016v2 

51199 York County 2280002202 23.94 1,201.39 1,177.45 

51073 Gloucester County 2280002202 1,218.66 60.64 -1,158.02 

51800 Suffolk City 2280002202 189.75 1.48 -188.27 

51710 Norfolk City 2280002202 961.85 785.50 -176.35 

51181 Surry County 2280002202 6.00 130.10 124.09 

51700 Newport News City 2280002202 27.67 146.14 118.47 

51095 James City County 2280002202 187.14 72.51 -114.63 

51650 Hampton City 2280002202 246.67 137.36 -109.31 

51710 Norfolk City 2280002201 282.26 181.88 -100.39 

51099 King George County 2280002202 3.32 94.80 91.48 

51199 York County 2280002201 5.33 79.08 73.75 

51133 Northumberland County 2280002201 92.79 30.92 -61.87 

51650 Hampton City 2280002102 58.14 6.73 -51.42 

51073 Gloucester County 2280002201 62.61 13.00 -49.61 

51001 Accomack County 2280002201 30.57 72.30 41.73 

51810 Virginia Beach City 2280002202 452.00 412.59 -39.42 

51710 Norfolk City 2280002102 125.08 161.95 36.87 

51700 Newport News City 2280002201 20.10 56.25 36.15 

51181 Surry County 2280002201 5.34 40.37 35.03 

51550 Chesapeake City 2280002202 112.74 83.36 -29.38 

51095 James City County 2280002201 98.66 70.35 -28.31 

51800 Suffolk City 2280002201 28.44 0.89 -27.55 

51115 Mathews County 2280002201 67.10 40.79 -26.31 

51650 Hampton City 2280002101 25.69 0.01 -25.68 

51131 Northampton County 2280002201 81.34 57.56 -23.77 

51153 Prince William County 2280002202 0.04 21.57 21.53 

51510 Alexandria City 2280002202 0.12 20.45 20.33 

51133 Northumberland County 2280002202 66.91 47.06 -19.85 

51059 Fairfax County 2280002202 19.82 0.65 -19.17 

51710 Norfolk City 2280002101 18.74 35.90 17.16 

51001 Accomack County 2280002202 78.50 93.25 14.74 

51193 Westmoreland County 2280002202 23.29 9.42 -13.86 

51041 Chesterfield County 2280002201 52.47 38.88 -13.59 

51193 Westmoreland County 2280002201 20.02 6.86 -13.16 

51700 Newport News City 2280002102 99.59 112.24 12.65 

51036 Charles City County 2280002201 7.46 18.16 10.70 

51013 Arlington County 2280002202 9.95 0.00 -9.95 

51115 Mathews County 2280002202 121.84 112.94 -8.90 

51700 Newport News City 2280002101 3.45 12.27 8.82 

51041 Chesterfield County 2280002202 13.97 5.30 -8.67 

51036 Charles City County 2280002202 2.38 9.83 7.46 

51131 Northampton County 2280002202 43.64 36.97 -6.67 

51087 Henrico County 2280002201 11.71 16.96 5.25 

51149 Prince George County 2280002201 49.59 45.26 -4.33 

51013 Arlington County 2280002201 4.06 0.00 -4.06 

51550 Chesapeake City 2280002201 39.10 35.09 -4.02 

51119 Middlesex County 2280002201 8.59 12.52 3.92 

51103 Lancaster County 2280002201 20.39 16.68 -3.71 

51093 Isle of Wight County 2280002202 15.10 18.25 3.15 

51810 Virginia Beach City 2280002102 252.77 255.80 3.03 
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Jurisdiction 

FIPS 
Jurisdiction Name SCC 

BY2016v2 

NOX, tpy 

2017NEI 

NOX, tpy 

2017NEI – 

BY2016v2 

51153 Prince William County 2280002201 0.02 2.38 2.36 

51119 Middlesex County 2280002202 46.71 44.43 -2.28 

51159 Richmond County 2280002202 4.37 2.47 -1.90 

51057 Essex County 2280002202 1.62 2.94 1.32 

51093 Isle of Wight County 2280002201 9.56 10.88 1.32 

51159 Richmond County 2280002201 2.11 0.88 -1.23 

51650 Hampton City 2280002201 118.44 117.62 -0.82 

51059 Fairfax County 2280002201 1.57 0.78 -0.79 

51810 Virginia Beach City 2280002201 319.66 318.93 -0.73 

51510 Alexandria City 2280002201 0.03 0.62 0.59 

51099 King George County 2280002201 2.72 2.14 -0.58 

51101 King William County 2280002201 0.81 0.26 -0.55 

51057 Essex County 2280002201 0.34 0.84 0.50 

51087 Henrico County 2280002202 6.60 7.07 0.47 

51097 King and Queen County 2280002201 0.15 0.60 0.45 

51127 New Kent County 2280002201 0.12 0.46 0.34 

51073 Gloucester County 2280002102 16.05 16.37 0.33 

51131 Northampton County 2280002102 23.24 23.50 0.26 

51107 Loudoun County 2280002202 0.11 0.34 0.23 

51149 Prince George County 2280002202 9.42 9.65 0.22 

51830 Williamsburg City 2280002202 0.61 0.45 -0.16 

51101 King William County 2280002202 0.86 0.72 -0.14 

51097 King and Queen County 2280002202 0.02 0.14 0.12 

51149 Prince George County 2280002102 2.24 2.35 0.11 

51810 Virginia Beach City 2280002101 4.60 4.68 0.08 

51127 New Kent County 2280002202 0.08 0.16 0.08 

51033 Caroline County 2280002202 0.09 0.02 -0.07 

51179 Stafford County 2280002202 1.95 2.00 0.05 

51103 Lancaster County 2280002202 10.45 10.41 -0.04 

51131 Northampton County 2280002101 1.24 1.27 0.03 

51149 Prince George County 2280002101 0.46 0.47 0.01 

51033 Caroline County 2280002201 0.01 0.00 -0.01 

51830 Williamsburg City 2280002201 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51047 Culpeper County 2280002202 0.01 0.01 0.00 

51107 Loudoun County 2280002201 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51133 Northumberland County 2280002102 0.03 0.03 0.00 

51179 Stafford County 2280002201 0.35 0.35 0.00 

51003 Albemarle County 2280002201 0.02 0.02 0.00 

51175 Southampton County 2280002202 0.01 0.01 0.00 

51073 Gloucester County 2280002101 0.02 0.02 0.00 

51133 Northumberland County 2280002101 0.01 0.01 0.00 

51003 Albemarle County 2280002202 0.01 0.01 0.00 

51730 Petersburg City 2280002202 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51047 Culpeper County 2280002201 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51177 Spotsylvania County 2280002202 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51730 Petersburg City 2280002201 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51175 Southampton County 2280002201 0.00 0.00 0.00 

51800 Suffolk City 2280002102 0.10 --- -0.10 

51800 Suffolk City 2280002101 0.59 --- -0.59 

51760 Richmond City 2280002202 --- 0.43 0.43 

51760 Richmond City 2280002201 --- 0.13 0.13 

51760 Richmond City 2280002102 --- 1.00 1.00 
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Jurisdiction 

FIPS 
Jurisdiction Name SCC 

BY2016v2 

NOX, tpy 

2017NEI 

NOX, tpy 

2017NEI – 

BY2016v2 

51760 Richmond City 2280002101 --- 0.01 0.01 

51740 Portsmouth City 2280002202 --- 426.52 426.52 

51740 Portsmouth City 2280002201 --- 112.38 112.38 

51740 Portsmouth City 2280002102 --- 5.72 5.72 

51740 Portsmouth City 2280002101 --- 1.38 1.38 

51735 Poquoson City 2280002202 --- 10.83 10.83 

51735 Poquoson City 2280002201 --- 17.49 17.49 

51670 Hopewell City 2280002202 --- 0.62 0.62 

51670 Hopewell City 2280002201 --- 2.85 2.85 

51177 Spotsylvania County 2280002201 --- 0.00 0.00 

51087 Henrico County 2280002102 0.97 --- -0.97 

51087 Henrico County 2280002101 0.01 --- -0.01 

--- --- TOTALS: 5,985.09 6,085.93 100.84 

 

 Table 4 provides a summary of NOX emissions from CMV in the mid-Atlantic and 

Northeastern states.  Differences of 200 tpy or more exist between NJ, NY, and WV 

CMV estimates. 

 
Table 4:  CMV NOx Emissions by States 

States 

FIPS 

State 

Abbreviation 

2016v2 

NOX, tpy 

2017 NEI 

NOX, tpy 

2017 NEI – 

2016v2 

34 NJ 9,060.02 6,753.11 -2,306.92 

09 CT 1,733.88 1,636.05 -97.83 

33 NH 210.34 153.52 -56.83 

50 VT 1.04 5.93 4.89 

11 DC 162.09 194.31 32.22 

25 MA 4,119.26 4,165.55 46.30 

10 DE 1,095.11 1,152.84 57.74 

51 VA 5,985.09 6,085.93 100.84 

23 ME 2,536.03 2,649.51 113.48 

24 MD 3,859.05 3,981.74 122.69 

37 NC 3,693.52 3,820.70 127.18 

42 PA 1,650.49 1,792.46 141.97 

44 NH 1,328.37 1,500.53 172.16 

54 WV 1,706.03 2,189.42 483.40 

36 NY 4,803.57 7,302.62 2,499.05 

--- TOTALS: 41,943.88 43,384.21 1,440.34 

 

 DEQ requests that EPA provide their rationale for the reallocation of CMV emissions to 

jurisdictions within Virginia between the BY2016v2 and the 2017NEI inventories as 

shown in Table 3.  DEQ also requests that EPA provide their rationale for the state level 

differences shown in Table 4.  If EPA does not update the CMV BY2016v2 inventory to 

reflect more closely the 2017NEI, DEQ requests that EPA provide a detailed explanation 

as to why such large differences exist between the two data sets within each data set's 

documentation. 

 

Important to note is that many of the jurisdictions within Virginia that are impacted by 

this reallocation of emissions are in the Hampton Roads maintenance area, which will be 
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submitting a full second maintenance plan for the 1997 ozone NAAQS.  This second 

maintenance plan will contain 2023 and 2032 emissions estimates from the BY2016v2 

emissions inventory platform as part of the maintenance demonstration and will rely 

heavily on these inventories as well as the supporting documentation.  Providing a clear 

understanding of the impact of CMV emissions on each of the Hampton Roads 

jurisdictions within the data set documentation will facilitate the maintenance plan 

approval process. 
 

POINT SOURCES, ELECTRICAL GENERATING UNITS 

 

DEQ Staff Contact: Doris McLeod, Doris.McLeod@deq.virginia.gov, 804-659-1990 

 

 The 2023 IPM parsed file (Parsed File EPA v6 Summer 2021 Reference Case 2023.xlsx) 

and the 2030 IPM parsed file (Parsed File EPA v6 Summer 2021 Reference Case 

2030.xlsx) show the coal steam units at Clover (ORIS 7213, Unit ID 1 and Unit ID 2) 

having no emissions.  DEQ has no supporting data to show this facility will be put into 

cold storage or otherwise retire from service.  At this time these units are not listed on the 

PJM deactivation listing (https://www.pjm.com/planning/services-requests/gen-

deactivations), and all permits for the facility are active.  DEQ recommends that this unit 

be supplied reasonable levels of activity and emissions in the future years projected as 

part of the BY2016v2 modeling inventory. 

 

 The 2023 parsed file contains a number of biomass retirements, including Hopewell 

Power Station (ORIS 10771), Altavista Power Station (10773) and Southampton Power 

Station (10774).  These units are not required to retire until 12/31/2028 per the Virginia 

Clean Economy Act.  DEQ has no supporting data to show these facilities will be retired 

prior to that date.  At this time these units are not included on the PJM deactivation 

listing, and all permits for the units are active.  DEQ recommends that these units be 

supplied reasonable levels of activity and emissions in the future years projected as part 

of the BY2016v2 modeling activity until 12/31/2028. 

 

 The 2023 and 2030 parsed files contain a significant number of landfill gas (LFG) 

retirements.  The ORIS codes affected include, but are not limited to 56693 (Virginia 

Beach Landfill), 56686 (King & Queen Landfill), 54781 (Suffolk Energy Partners), 

56681 (Amelia Landfill), and 57018 (Waste Management/MidPenn).  These units usually 

burn other types of fuels, generally distillate fuel oils, which is allowed by federal 

guidance.  This practice of using supplemental fuels is unlikely to stop.  These units are 

often part of LFG collection and control systems required by New Source Performance 

Standards (NSPS) under 40 CFR Part 60 and Maximum Achievable Control Technology 

(MACT) standards under 40 CFR Part 63.  It is unlikely these units will retire by 2023 

because the units are needed to control the LFG.  Also, owners and end users may receive 

tax credits for the consumption of LFG as fuel.  DEQ recommends that reasonable 

activity and emissions be assigned to the LFG units in all future years unless other 

documentation exists to corroborate the units' retirement. 

  

mailto:Doris.McLeod@deq.virginia.gov
https://www.pjm.com/planning/services-requests/gen-deactivations
https://www.pjm.com/planning/services-requests/gen-deactivations


Attachment 1 – Page 9 

 

 The 2023 and 2030 parsed files also contain a number of new LFG plants.  Since new 

municipal solid waste landfills require significant permitting activity and are relatively 

controversial developments, the likelihood of new landfills being built that could generate 

enough LFG to power additional LFG (gas to energy) operations is unlikely.  DEQ 

recommends removing all new LFG operations from the projection year estimates. 

 

 The IPM results for 2023 and 2030 include projected emission estimates for units located 

at the RockTenn Hopewell facility (ORIS 50813) and the RockTenn Covington facility 

(ORIS 50900).  These units are power boilers and recovery furnaces at kraft paper mills. 

The power boiler units primarily supply steam to the facility operations, combust 

noncondensable gases to comply with NSPS and MACT requirements, and for some 

units attached to generators supply power to the facility.  The recovery furnaces combust 

black liquor to recover chemicals and provide steam for the krafting process.  The 

krafting process cannot operate without power boilers and recovery furnaces.  At this 

time, DEQ does not know of any pending retirements for these units.  Also, DEQ 

currently does not know of any fuel switches being contemplated by these facilities.  

DEQ recommends that emissions for these units in projection years be set equivalent to 

data supplied by DEQ to EPA in the 2020 emissions inventory for point sources. 

 

 The IPM results for 2023 and 2030 show 12 megawatts (MW) of offshore wind capacity.  

However, by 2026, Virginia should have more than 2,600 MW of offshore wind capacity 

in place and operating from the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind1 project.  The Bureau of 

Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) announced on July 1, 2021, that it will publish a 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact Statement for this project.2 

Additionally, another project, the Kitty Hawk Wind Project, will also be supplying power 

to Virginia.3  BOEM announced on July 30, 2021, that it will publish an NOI to prepare 

an environmental impact statement for this project.4  These projects support the Virginia 

Clean Economy Act, which declares 5,200 MW of offshore wind to be in the public 

interest.5  For the 2030 IPM results, these projects should be included as offshore wind 

production that feeds Virginia's power grid. 

  

                                                 
1 URL:  https://coastalvawind.com/ 
2 URL:  https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/CVOW-C 
3 URL:  https://www.kittyhawkoffshore.com 
4 URL:  https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/kitty-hawk-offshore-wind 
5 URL:  https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?201+sum+HB1526 

https://coastalvawind.com/
https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/CVOW-C
http://www.kittyhawkoffshore.com/
https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/kitty-hawk-offshore-wind
https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?201+sum+HB1526
https://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?201+sum+HB1526
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POINT SOURCES – NON ELECTRICAL GENERATING UNITS 

 

DEQ Staff Contact: Doris McLeod, Doris.McLeod@deq.virginia.gov, 804-659-1990 

 

 Based on a review of the file 

ptnonipm_facility_16_17_18_19_21_23_26_32_comp_29sep2021.xlsx (ptnonipm file), 

DEQ recommends the following changes to the inventories: 
 

o SO2 Emissions: 
 

 Lhoist North America – Kimballton, Emissions Inventory System (EIS) 

facility number 4184511:  This facility has 2,266 tons per year (tpy) of 

projected SO2 emissions in 2021; 972 tpy projected SO2 emissions in 

2023; 1,001 tpy projected SO2 emissions in 2026; and 1,001 tpy projected 

SO2 emissions in 2032.  However, the facility is part of a 2010 SO2 

NAAQS nonattainment area.  The facility will be subject to a source 

specific permit that limits emissions so that the area will come into 

compliance with the 2010 SO2 NAAQS.  Emissions of SO2 above 500 tpy 

are highly unlikely.  Emissions of SO2 for 2018, 2019, and 2020 were 499 

tpy, 484 tpy, and 356 tpy respectively.  DEQ recommends that all future 

year SO2 emissions be capped at no more than 500 tpy. 

 

 Jewell Coke Company, EIS facility number 4034811:  This facility has a 

federally enforceable limitation of 5,086 tpy on the facility wide potential 

to emit of SO2.  DEQ recommends that any future year projection be 

capped at that rate. 
 

 Radford Army Ammunition Plant, EIS facility number 5748611:  The 

2021 projections for this plant do not reflect the retirement of the coal 

fired units, which were replaced with natural gas fired boilers.  DEQ 

recommends that the 2021 SO2 projections for this facility be less than 5 

tpy. 
 

 Huntington Ingalls, EIS facility number 4938811:  The 2021 projections 

for this plant do not reflect the switch to natural gas from residual oil that 

the facility undertook.  DEQ recommends that the 2021 SO2 projections 

from this facility be set no higher than 1 tpy.   
 

o NOX Emissions: 
 

 Radford Army Ammunition Plant, EIS facility number 5748611:  The 

2021 projections for this plant do not reflect the retirement of the coal 

fired units, which were replaced with natural gas fired boilers equipped 

with low NOX burners.  DEQ recommends that the 2021 NOx projections 

for this facility be set at 101 tpy, the facility's NOx emissions rate in 2020. 
 

  

mailto:Doris.McLeod@deq.virginia.gov
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 Huntington Ingalls, EIS facility number 4938811:  The 2021 projections 

for this plant do not reflect the switch to natural gas from residual oil that 

the facility undertook.  DEQ recommends that the 2021 NOX projections 

from this facility be set no higher than 40 tpy. 
 

 Based on a review of the file 

ptoilgas_facility_16_17_18_19_21_23_26_32_comp_29sep2021.xlsx (ptoilgas file), 

DEQ recommends the following changes to the inventories: 
 

o Transco 165, EIS facility number 4005411:  This facility received a permit on 

January 28, 2020, to install two turbines.  The permit is included as Attachment 3 

to this submission.  These turbines are controlled by selective catalytic reduction 

and oxidation catalyst.  The permit requires that ten of the eleven engines located 

at the site retire. The startup date of the new turbines was January 1, 2021.  Based 

on the limitations in this permit, the two new turbines and the remaining engine 

will have a combined potential to emit of about 107 tpy of NOX.  Therefore, DEQ 

recommends that for 2023, 2026, and 2032, the NOX emissions from this facility 

be set at 107 tpy. 
 

o Transco 180, EIS facility number 7667111:  This facility has submitted an 

application, dated November 12, 2021, for the retirement of 14 engines and the 

replacement of these engines with two new combustion turbines.  While this 

process has not yet completed, the potential to emit of the facility after these 

changes is expected to be approximately 70 tpy of NOX.  Therefore, DEQ 

recommends that for 2023, 2026, and 2032, the NOX emissions from this facility 

be set at 70 tpy 
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