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practicable and cannot sustain cmissions this low. In 2022, Colstrip achicved approximately 0.022
Ib/MMBtu on an annual basis, far above EPA’s assumption of the 997 pereentile of the lowest
quartcr.

EPA should usc all data availablc from coal-fired EGUs  cxcept as noted below with
respect to units co-firing natural gas and units with an carly retirement date to provide a full
picturc of achicved fPM cmission rates. At the least, EPA should provide justification for its
sclection of the data, why reliance on the sclected data s appropriate, and why certain quarterly
data from 2017, 2019, and 2021 wcre cxcluded, so that interested stakcholders can verify the
accuracy and representativeness of the underlying unit-specific data.™

Among other issucs in the cvaluation, EPA:
e Included semc units that will be cenverted to gas in 2025,

¢ Did not include data for all quarters but instcad sclected only quarters with the lowest
cmissions for some units and cxcluded other quarters with higher emissions (peaking for
some units, ramping for others).

¢ Fxcluded some units with no current plans to retire or switch to gas.

¢ Included some units that have a federally enforceable requirement to cease coal combustion
by December 31, 2028 (despite stating that the evaluation cxcluded coal-fired EGUs that
will retire by that datc).

e Uscd the last day of a quarter in some cascs and the average of 30-day averages for others.

¢ Included only certain test runs in conducting its distribution analysis.*?

As to the last peint above, EPA should usc a historical data pool that cncompasses data from
diffcrent times of ycar and opcrating conditions.  EPA should include all affected units and all
opcrating quarters in its analysis. Without a more comprchensive data pool, it is difficult to scc
how EPA could conduct a proper statistical analysis to justify the proposed fPM limit. Talen
Montana strongly rccommends that EPA correct the deficiencics identified above, as well as make
its statistical analysis or Python cede usced for the {fPM cvaluation available for public review, to
cnsurc that the proposced fPM limit is not deemed arbitrary and capricious.

21t is confusing as to which units EPA included excluded. and as to which quarterly data sets were included/excluded.
EPA failed to explain its rationale for determining which units and data sets should be included or excluded. The lack
of explanation. coupled with the large number of supporting documents in the docket, makes it extremely difficult to
identify the unit-specific data compiled, analyzed. and ultimately relicd upon by EPA and, more importantly, to
meaningfully review EPA’s evaluation,

¥ For the same rcasons articulated in fn. 32, it is confusing as to which test runs EPA includedicxeluded in its
distribution analysis, and EPA7s lack of rationale for how it determined which test runs to usc.
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