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rcduced M cmissions, which could bias the data sct low. EPA should exclude data from units
that co-firc natural gas in cvaluating what a reviscd {PM standard should be. Any proposed {PM
limit that EPA establishes should be based on fPM from affected units that only combust coal.

Lastly, EPA’s cvaluation is replete with questionable assumptions and statements.  For
Instance, in the technical reports developed by Sargent & Lundy (“S&L™), on which EPA rclics
for cost and ecmissions reductions assumptions, S&I. acknowledges that “[blased on S&I.'s recent
industry expericnce, the lowest filterable PM emission rates that an ESP supplicr has been willing
to guarantce is 0.030 Ib/MMBtu for a new and/or completely rebuilt ESP Yet, the study states
that “it is clear that emission levels down to 0.010 Ib/MMBtu and below arc achicvable in most
ESP applications bascd on the reported emissions data™ despitc acknowledging that the authors
arc unable to tic a specific performance improvement to a specific sct of ESP upgrades.’’ EPA
should not rely on such unsupported statements to justify a tPM limit of 0.010 Ib/MMBitu.

bh) EPA’s fPM proposal disproportionately impacts Colstrip.

FEPA’s proposal to tighten the fPM limit also is arbitrary and capricious becausce it
disproportionatcly impacts Colstrip. Even if EPA were correet that most units subjcct to the
Proposcd Rule would have to do nothing and that the remainder would only need to upgrade
cxisting control technology, the same is not truc for Colstrip.®® As EPA acknowledges in the
proposal, Colstrip would nced to install new ESPs or FFs — and the Colstrip units, based on EPA’s
analysis, would be the only two units that would need to do so to comply with the proposed 0.010
Ib/MMBtu fPM limit.*

Given that EPA’s rationale for the Proposed Rule is that evis/ing control technology is
morc cffective and cost effective than was known at the time of the original MATS rule — that
91% of units alrcady havc cither a FF or ESP and arc mecting the proposcd standard and that the
rest would only nced to upgrade existing control technology at relatively low cost it simply
does not follow that Colstrip should be required to install new, complex, and prohibitively
cxpensive control technology to meet a significantly lower standard. ™ The logical conclusion that
should tflow from EPA’s rationale (assuming that it 1s not flawed), 1s that Colstrip sheuld upgrade
its existing venturl wet scrubber technology to the greatest extent possible.

Instead, EPA proposcd that Colstrip should mect the proposed standard by installing new
FFs or ESPs at Colstrip. Below is a table summarizing the total annualized cost and the annualized

* Sargent & lundy. PM Incremental Tmprovement Memo, Doc. 1. EPA-TIQ-OAR-2018-0794-5836 at 2 (Mar
2023). See also Teehnical Memo at PDF p. 8

¥ PM Inercmental Tmprovement Mcemo at 2.

* See Technical Memo at PDE p. 9-10.

¥ See id at PDF p. 10 (“For the one facility with existing venturi-type WS (and without an existing ESP or FF), EPA
assumes that ESP upgrades will reduce tPM emission to 1.5E-02 Ib"MMBtu. To achicve the lower potential {PM
standards, EPA assumes that these EGUSs would require FF installation, reducing bascline PM rates by 90% subject
t0 a floor of 2.0 E-03 [b"MMBtu.” (ecmphasis added)).

4 See B8 Fed. Reg. at 24.868: Technical Memo at PDF p. 9-10.
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