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Table Sa



NO, Lifetime (h) NO, Mass (10% molec)

Name Lat Lon 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Value Num? SD? * * * * * * * * * * *
Big Stone 453  -96.5 3.2 3 1.0 34 4.0  -999 51 -999  -999 21 -999 24 1.8  -999
Colstrip 459 -106.6 -999 0 0.0 5.7 5.1 3.9 35 2.4 2.4 1.9 2.6 27  -999  -999
Craig 405 -107.6 -999 0 0.0 5.6 5.7 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.7 3.7 4.3 40 -999  -999
Crystal River 29.0 -82.7 2.1 3 0.4 111 10.2  -999 7.9 5.9 4.7 3.9 3.7 8.2 9.0 10.0
Four Corners
& San Juan 36.7 -108.5 2.7 2 0.1 28.1 26.7 25.2 19.3 18.3 174 16.7 14.9 11.7 10.1 94
George Neal 423  -96.4 3.4 1 0.0 6.6 4.4 3.6 25 25 -999  -999  -999 2.3 34  -999
Gerald
Gentleman
Station 411 -101.1 2.2 1 0.0 2.9 3.6 35 4.1 3.9 3.8 4.1 25 24 -999  -999
Harrington 35.3 -101.7 19 2 04 25 2.3 24 2.3 24 2.8 2.6 20 -999  -999 11
Independence 39.2 -111.0 25 5 0.5 12.2 124 11.7 11.2 115 9.8 6.4 5.9 5.8 5.6 55
Intermountain 357 -914 2.2 2 0.6 5.1 4.3 3.9 2.9 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.1 1.7 1.9 3.0
James H Miller
Jr 395 -112.6 2.3 2 0.3 8.8 8.9 8.2 8.6 9.6 8.0 7.4 7.6 7.7 6.6 3.7
Jeffrey Energy
Center 336 -87.1 2.0 5 0.5 7.8 7.7 6.4 5.8 7.3 6.1 5.9 5.0 55  -999 4.8
Jim Bridger 39.3  -96.1 -999 0 0.0 3.8 5.0 6.2 51 29 -999 -999  -999  -999 2.9 19
Joppa Steam 41.7 -108.8 2.0 5 0.6 6.5 4.9 4.3 3.6 35 2.4 2.6 28  -999 2.3 -999
Laramie River 42.1 -104.9 1.9 2 0.1 6.2 5.9 4.9 4.3 4.7 3.9 3.7  -999 2.1 25 2.9
Martin Lake 323  -946 2.3 4 0.5 9.6 9.6 8.5 6.6 6.5 -999 9.7 7.2 29  -999  -999
Monticello 331 -95.0 3.2 4 0.8 55 5.2 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.1 3.7 4.3 4.0 3.3 2.8
Navajo 36.9 -1114 2.3 1 0.0 34 34 2.6 2.2 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.7 25 2.1 1.8
Powerton 405  -89.7 2.4 6 0.8 10.2 9.9 10.0 8.7 8.1 55 51 4.3 5.0 4.8 55
Rockport 379 -87.0 2.4 3 1.7 6.1 6.3 5.8 5.0 3.4 2.4 1.9 23 -999  -999 2.1
White Bluff 344 -92.1 4.3 4 0.6 6.9 7.1 6.2 6.4 5.9 5.9 6.5 6.0 5.5 3.4 3.5

®Num: the number of fits for wind direction sectors with a good fit performance; SD: the standard deviation of fits for wind direction sectors with a good fit
performance. The fit results without a good fit performance (see criteria in Section 2.1) are recoreded as -999.

Table S1. Summary of power plants investigated in this study.



