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MIKE DEWINE
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Direct 614-644-9149
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Fax 614-466-1926

October 5, 2011

Administrator Lisa P. Jackson
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Room 3000, Ariel Rios Building
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C 20460
Assistant Administrator Gina McCarthy
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Air and Radiation
Ariel Rios Building, Mail Code: 6101A
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C 20460
Re: Petition for Reconsideration and Stay of Federal Implementation Plans: Interstate Transport of Fine
Particulate Matter and Ozone and Cometion of SIP Approvals (76 Fed. Reg. 48208)
Dear Administrator Jackson and Assistant Administrator McCarthy:
Enclosed please the State of Ohio's Petition for Reconsideration and Stay of the final
issuance of the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule, as published in the Federal Register on August 8,
2011. The State of Ohio, by and through its Attorney General, and on behalf of the Director of
Environmental Protection and the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, hereby petitions for
reconsideration and stay of the rule, pursuant to 5 U.S.C § 705 and 42 U.S.C § 7607(d)(7)(B), that
U.S. EPA may consider Ohio's objections and concerns, as fully described in the enclosed petition.
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mcreases.
be

already anticipated its

owners should

However, few could foresee a
from

which is to

to the

put, no one could

result of

expected

would

to

additional reduction
an aggressive S02 budget would

process.

Maintaining the CAIR Timeframe with the Reduced S02 Budget
Threatens to Destabilize Reliability Ohio's Power Grid
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