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Dear Sit or Madam:

Xcel Enetgy Inc. (“Xcel Energy”) submits these comments regarding the above-referenced
proposed tule, heteinafter teferred to as the electtic generating unit (“EGU”) Maximum Achievable
Control Technology (“MACT”) rule, or “EGU MACT”. We have also included comments on the
EGU Proposed New Source Performance Standards or “EGU NSPS.”

Xcel Enetgy is a major U.S. electricity and natural gas company with regulated operations in eight
Western and Midwestern states (Minnesota, Wisconsin, North Dakota, South Dakota, Michigan,
Colotado, Texas and New Mexico). We provide a comprehensive portfolio of energy-related
products and setvices to 3.4 million electticity customers and 1.9 million natural gas customers. Xcel
Energy’s generating units are capable of producing over 16,400 megawatts (“MW”) of electricity,
using a vatiety of fuel soutces including coal, natural gas, oil, nuclear, renewables and hydropower.
Our generating units in Colorado, Minnesota, Wisconsin and Texas are directly affected by the
proposed EGU MACT and EGU NSPS Rules.

Xcel Enetgy has established a clear record of environmental leadership. The company is the
nation’s number one utility provider of wind energy, with over 3,400 MW of wind currently
interconnected to our system. By 2015, the company plans to increase the wind capacity installed on
out system to 5,000 MW. Xcel Enetgy also ranks fifth in the nation in terms of new solar capacity
installed in 2010 and is a national leader in energy efficiency and consetvation. We ate also leading
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the utility sector in reducing air emissions. In 2009, we completed a §1.3 billion prograin to retire,
retrofit, and replace coal plants in the T'win Cities metropolitan area, and in 2010, pussuant to a state
statute enacted in Colorado (the “Clean Air-Clean Jobs Act”), we plan to retire approximately 900
MW of coal generation, retrofit an additional 950 MW with emissions controls, add nearly 600 MW
of new natural gas generation, and switch from coal-fired to natural gas-fired generation on an
additional 462 MW,

Xcel Energy appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed EGU MACT and BEGU
NSPS Rules. In light of the company’s many efforts to deploy new and more efficient clean energy
technologies and to seck significant emissions reductions through comprehensive fleet transition
programs, we submit the comments below to encourage the Agency to adopt a reasonable, cost-
effective final tule that recognizes the significant environmental progress achieved by companies like
Xcel Enetgy over the last decade.

EGU MACT: Comments on Program Delegation to States under Section 112(1) and State
Flexibility.

In the preamble to the proposed MACT rule, EPA recognizes that some states have developed
plans and implemented programs that could “reswlt in significant changes to the composition of the fossil-fuel-
fired portion of the fleer.” The Agency tefers to programs that include coal plant retirements, additional
control equipment on units, and renewable enetgy expansion, and cites as a specific example “plans
reguiring retirement of coal and pollution control devices sueh as the Colorads “Clean Air-Clean Jobs Aet,” EPA
futther - and justifiably - recognizes that compared to individual source limits pursuant to section
112Q0), “overall, some of these state programs may result in greater emission reductions.”

The states that Xcel Enetgy setves have instituted a vatiety of programs promoting clean energy,
energy savings through enerpy efficiency and conservation, and emission reductions through
integrated, comprehensive utility plans, For instance, the Minnesota Emissions Reduction Program
(MERP) completed in 2009 retired or upgraded over 900 MW of fossil fuel-fired capacity. Similarly,
under the Colotado Clean Air-Clean Jobs Act (CACJA) referenced by EPA, almost 900 MW of
older coal units will be retired, replaced, ot refueled by the end of 2017. Minnesota and Colorado
also have trenewable mandates requiring 30% renewable energy by 2020 (a target second only to
California), and both states have established utility-administered eneigy efficiency and conservation
programs that ate among the most aggressive in the nation. In addition to the direct reductions from
comprehensive utility programs, the renewable and efficiency programs wotk to reduce fossil-based
generation, thereby avoiding emissions of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). Xcel Energy has
invested ot is committed to invest more than $4 billion on behalf of its customers in these various
state programs beginning in 2004 and extending through 2020.

The overall effect of such state programs in reducing emissions can indeed be greater than the
reductions prescribed undet the proposed MACT limits. In Colorado, with the changes in the
composition of Xcel Enetgy’s fleet due to implementation of the CACJA, we have determined that
the state will obtain substantially greater emissions reductions than the proposed MACT standard
would have achieved across the same fleet of affected coal power plants. Compared to a 2010
baseline year, the year the Colorado CACJA was enacted, the resulting integrated utility plan will
achieve 15% greater reduction in metrcury emissions, 71% greater reduction in SO, emissions (a



surrogate for acid aerosols) and over twenty times greater reduction in patticulate matter (the
sutrogate for non-mercuty mefals emissions) when the CACJA is fully implemented.

In its preamble, EPA also calls attention to the fact that, “The “Agency has a program pursnant to 40
CFR subpart E, whereby States can take delegation of section 112 emission standards. Among other things, States
can seek approval of state rufes fo the extent they can demonstrate that those rnles are no less stringent that the
applicable section 112(d) rule.” This flexibility is based on the clear ditection of Section 112(]) of the
Clean Air Act, which authotizes states to seek delegation of the hazardous air pollutant program and
grants states flexibility in designing their programs. Xcel Energy suppotts the opportunity for states
to make use of this opportunity, and strongly encourages EPA to make clear in its final rule that it
intends to approve statc tules implementing programs that can be demonstrated to achieve
reductions equal to or greater than those undet section 112(d). The experience the company has
acquired with state programs confirms that such flexibility can be extremely productive in achieving
the intended environmental benefits with respect to hazardous air emissions. Xcel Energy’s
expetience also demonstrates that state program flexibility provides significant benefits with respect
to greenhouse gas emissions.

Finally, EPA obsetves in its preamble discussion that state emission reduction progiams “may
also allow compliance timeframes for some nnits that extend beyond those anthotized under CAA section T12(1)(3).”
Rather than viewing this possibility as a threat to the acceptability of state programs, “temporal”
flexibility can be the key to obtaining greater overall benefits under delegated state authority. As
section 112(]) contemplates, state programs can be more effective than one-size-fits-all EGU MACT
standards because they can consider the full range of issues affecting the operation of EGUs as a
system, including temporal considerations.

Xcel Enesgy’s expetience offers a constructive example. The design of the Minnesota MERP
and the Colorado CACJA comprehensive emission teduction programs took into account a number
of impottant economic and electtic system reliability factors in pursuing their respective emissions
targets. The programs wete also developed considering such factors as the effect on customer rates,
financing and cost tecovety, the sequencing of unit changes with corresponding transmission system
changes and upgrades, potential unplanned unit outages and operational contingencies, and the
imperative of construction lead times and schedules. These factors were an important part of the
overall program design and one of the reasons that the state legislatures in Minnesota and Colorado
suppotted these emission reduction progtams, as did a broad environmental constituency.

The resulting outcome of program development in both states was an integrated plan leading to
total reductions beyond those now proposed in Section 112(d) source limits. However, the timetable
for program implementation varied according to the specific factors relevant to each state as
discussed above. Under CACJA, for example, one of the ten units involved in the adopted plan will
not be affected until 2016 and two units not until 2017, while emissions from other units in the
program will be reduced well in advance of the section 112 compliance timeframe, with some units
affected almost immediately. The catefully-crafted structure (and the enormous environmental
benefits) of the comprehensive CACJA plan would be at risk under section 112 absent some
measute of temporal flexibility for compliance. Without temporal flexibility, the benefit of such
comprehensive apptoaches for cost-effective compliance with the new EGU MACT requirements —
and possibly even greater emission teductions by individual states and on the national level - could
be lost. Therefore, Xcel Enetgy strongly encourages EPA to provide, in the final rule, opportunity
for a reasonable alternate compliance schedule for specific individual units included as part of a



comprchensive section 112(]) state program, if the comprehensive approach results in overall
emission reductions that are equivalent to of exceed reductions required on a unit-by-unit basis
under Section 112(d).

In shott, we believe the final rule should explicitly recognize the authority of states to design
their own programs undet the delegation provisions of section 112(1) of the Clean Air Act. Through
these delegated programs, states can achieve greater emission reductions at lower cost and more
effectively achieve the Act’s objectives. EPA should approve state programs that, like a program
based on the Colorado Clean Air-Clean Jobs Act, ate no less stringent than the EGU MACT rule
and enhance the environment through creative program design and flexible implementation timing.

EGU MACT: Comments on Program Design.
1. The implementation timeline is untealistically optimistic,

Because of the acid gas provisions of the proposed EGU MACT, the rule would require the
installation of flue gas desulfutization (“FGD”) units actoss a wide range of units throughout the
United States within three to four years of promulgation of the final rule. In Xcel Energy’s
experience, actual installation of an FGD system requites a 30 to 36 month construction petiod
proceeded by up to 12 months for regulatory approvals and followed by up to another 24 months of
multiple control equipment testing and optimization. The schedule is even longer for multi-unit
plants, which, to maintain reliable setvice, need to complete the retrofits sequentially rather than all
at once. Given the even greater challenges of installing emission controls on the entire U.S.
generating fleet, the EGU MACT deadline is untealistic. The one-year extension notwithstanding,
we believe it will be difficult to complete the tequited FGD retrofits prior to the compliance due
date. Xcel Enetgy encourages EPA to use the maximum opportunity provided by the Clean Air Act
and Agency discretionaty authotity to allow reasonable time for control equipment installation.

2, The hydtogen chloride standatd for coal-fired units designed for coal with heat content
in excess of 8,300 BTU/Ib is achievable.

Xcel Enetgy believes that EPA’s standard of 0.0020 Ib/MMBTU for hydrogen chloride (“HCI”)
to control acid gas emissions is achievable for most plants burning low-chlotine coal from the
Powder River Basin and other western mines. The standard developed by EPA reflects a control
level for acid gases that appeats achievable and, based on EPA’s benefits analysis, will lead to a level
of emissions protective of the envitonment. A more stringent standard would greatly increase the
cost of compliance fot facilitics fueled with western coal and dtive up the cost of compliance for the
nation’s utilities with little environmental benefit.

We also support the use of an SO, sutrogate for compliance demonstiation purposes. The use
of this sutrogate allows facilities to demonstrate compliance with the HCI limit through periodic
testing and continuous SO, monitoting. Additionally, we suppott the rule flexibility that allows
facilities to develop compliance strategies not solely based on controls, but also on fuel sources and
reduction of contaminants in the fuel source. This flexibility in compliance strategy allows each
facility to achieve the tequitements of the ptoposed fules in the most economical and efficient
mannet. (However, as furthet discussed below, we do not see a need to include both CEMS and fuel
sampling for compliance demonstration purposes.)



3. Further sub-categorization is not necessary or approptiate.

Xcel Enetgy does not view further subcategorization of coals for acid gas regulatoty putposes as
necessary and believes that, with the exception of the lignite facilities already placed in a sepatate
subcategory, all facilities can and should meet the same standard whether using a bituminous ot
subbituminous fuel. The creation of a single category for both fuel types assures that EGU owners
have many different options for compliance, including retrofit with controls, fuel switching ot a
combination thereof. It also assutes that higher emitting EGUs (the soutce of the greater potential
environmental impact) bear an approptiately greater burden of emission reductions under the HGU
MACT.

4, Emissions averaging at the plant level provides flexibility in compliance demonstration.

Xcel Enetgy suppotts the avetaging of emissions to demonstrate compliance at the plant level.
Averaging allows a facility greater flexibility to achieve compliance in an economical and
operationally-effective manner. Averaging accommodates the vatiability within fuel sources and also
within the operation of emission controls in place. Xcel Energy has multi-unit sites deploying both
clectrostatic precipitators (ESPs) and baghouses. Testing conducted at Xcel Enetgy facilities
demonstrates that HAPs can also effectively be controlled using ESPs, and both ESPs and
baghouses have proven successful for this purpose. Emissions averaging at such facilities allows
optimal application of these two technologies in controlling plant-wide emissions.

5. EPA should apply emission limits on a 12-month rolling average basis.

For single units that ate not patt of a multi-unit plant’s averaging plan, the averaging period for
the relevant standard is highly important in dealing with non-steady state operations, including statt-
up, shutdown, malfunctions, and load-following operations. Emissions during these events are not
representative of steady-state operations and should either be excluded from the compliance
determination, or the averaging petiod should be lengthened from a 30-day average to a 12-month
rolling average, calculated monthly. One example of the practical impottance of a longer averaging
period is presented below.

In 2007, Xcel Energy upgtraded the Allen S. King Generating (“King”) Plant, a single unit plant
located in Oak Park Heights, Minnesota. This upgrade included the installation of new pollution
control equipment, modification of the plant heat rejection system, and improvements to the boiler.
The new control equipment consisted of a selective catalytic reduction (SCR) reactor for NOx
control, a spray dtyer absorber lime-based, semi-dry flue gas desulfutization (FGD) system for SO,
control, and a pulse-jet cleaned fabric filter for additional PM control. The cyclone-fired boiler
butns subbituminous coal and is considered to have best demonstrated technology (“BDT”)
equipment installed.

The King Plant’s SCR and FGD systems requite specific flue gas temperatures and the boiler to
be at specific steam pressutes in order to operate properly. Given this, King can not operate the
SCR and FGD duting petiods of startup when flue gas temperatures and steam pressures are lower
than required. The plant’s cutrent permit limits requite compliance based on Ib/MMbtu of SO, and
NOx using a 30-day rolling average, and our experience provides strong evidence of the difficulty
many units will have in meeting emission limits using that averaging approach. At King, we have



found that permit limits can be met if there is only a single start-up within a given 30-day period, but
additional start-ups significantly jeopatdize compliance for both SO, and NOx. It is not uncommon
for King and other similar units to expetience mote than one start-up within 30 days in cases of
forced outages and even planned maintenance. It is unrealistic and unreasonable to require
compliance with the proposed mercuty, HCl, and PM limits on a 30-day rolling average basis.

Compliance based on a 12-month rolling average for all pollutants addtessed by the MACT rule
will provide practical flexibility to accommodate real-wotld operating conditions. A shorter
averaging period is insufficient from an operational standpoint to account for emissions during start-
ups and shut-downs, and we see no justification in the proposal for a more restrictive requirement.

6. The inspection and tune-up provisions of the work practice standard need revision to be
meaningful and effective in ensuring good combustion,

Xcel Energy generally suppotts the comments submitted by the Edison Electric Institute (EEI}
and the Class of 85 and offers the following specific comments:

a. Inspections

Xcel Hnetgy believes the inspection frequency of 12-18 months is inconsistent with
common operating practices. Xcel Energy uses a three-year outage cycle, meaning outages can be as
much as 39 months apart. While smaller, shorter outages do occur more frequently, they are not of
a duration that would allow the type of inspection required by this proposed rule. Furthermore,
butner inspections and repairs typically take five to 15 days and are much more effective when done
from boiler scaffolding. The cost of constructing boiler scaffolding is on the order of $100,000 per
event. In addition, we are unable to ascertain whether EPA has included outage cost and
replacement powet costs in the econotnic evaluation justifying the work practice requirement.
Replacement powet costs to out customers can be substantial for extended outages like these and
can run into millions of dollars over the duration of a five to 15-day outage. Based on the above
considerations, Xcel Energy proposes an inspection frequency of every 3 - 5 years instead of
annually to correspond with reasonable outage schedules.

b. Tune-Ups

With regard to petformance tune-ups, we believe that a requitement for annual, off-line
tune-ups is excessive and unnecessaty, Many units in operation today are equipped with advanced
neural netwotks and/or digital control systems that allow for on-line tuning to optimize the
combustion process without the need for physical burner inspections as proposed by EPA. These
systems do benefit from periodic off-line maintenance; however the frequency of offline
maintenance should be on the ordet of every 3 to 5 years instead of annually. We urge EPA to
change the tune-up requirements from annual, off-line tune-ups to annual on-line tune-ups with off-
line tune-ups and burner inspections occurring every 3 to 5 years.

EPA has specified that facilitics must adjust butners and optimize total emissions of CO and
NOx by being consistent with manufacturer’s specifications, if available. Strict compliance with
these requirements could produce more emissions than current burnet and combustion air settings
developed through actual operating experience. EPA should modify this language to allow facilities
to use operational experience to adjust burners and optimize emissions rather than being limited to



only manufacturer’s specifications, which do not reflect changes in fuel quality and the condition of
the burners at the time of the combustion tuning.

The requirement to measure concentrations of CO and NOx in the effluent stream before
and after adjustments is consistent with cutrent industry practice. Howevet, we request clarification
that this requirement can be satisfied with portable monitoring equipment. Industty practice is to
use portable analyzers located at the boiler outlet duct to measure CO and NOx during combustion
tuning operations.

7. We oppose the operating limits proposed in Tables 4, 7, and 8.

a. EPA’s stringent emission limits coupled with stringent monitoring and testing
requirements eliminate the need for the proposed operating limits.

In the EGU MACT, EPA has proposed additional operating limits on top of the stringent
emission limits for total particulate matter (“IPM”), mercury, and HCl. These additional operating
limits are unnecessaty, burdensome and duplicative of other requirements. First, through these
limits, EPA appears to be codifying Compliance Assurance Monitoring (“CAM”) requirements
already requited by the Title V permitting process. The development of CAM plans in Title V
petmits 1s an established process that is working well; these additional operating requirements will be
at best unnecessaty and at worst interfere with effective, well-established state Title V permitting
procedures. Second, in setting opetating limits, EPA unteasonably extends its authotity beyond
establishing the appropiiate emission standard to governing the way a company operates a unit to
meet the standard. Thiid, the limits for the prescribed operating parameters (scrubber pH, etc.) and
averaging method used to demonstrate compliance with those limits create a secondaty and
ovetlapping regulatory obligation likely to result in excessive control process cost and material waste.

These secondaty operating requirements also create a “double jeopardy” compliance risk: as
long as the EGU MACT includes these limits, a unit could be in compliance with the undetlying
emission standard (and therefore protecting the environment) but find itself out of compliance with
a related operating limit. The environment is not setved by such a situation, and we encourage EPA
to give full consideration to mote detailed comments submitted by EEI and Class of 85 on this
topic.

b. Operating limits make it difficult to bring additional renewable resources on-line.

‘The opetating limits, of coutse, will testrict how units operate on an on-going basis. If a
plant wishes to operate at different load conditions, it will have to test at multiple loads and develop
an operating strategy including multiple process setpoints for control equipment applicable to the
vatious load ranges. This will make changing loads more difficult from a compliance maintenance
petspective. Yet, as the nation’s number one retail wind energy provider, Xcel Energy has found
that the ability of its coal generating units to change load quickly and efficiently is critical in
accommodating vatiable wind enerpy. Depending on the citcumstance, utilities like Xcel Energy
with a large intermittent renewable pottfolio may need to use their traditionally base-loaded facilities
as load-following units in ordet accommodate variable wind energy output. Creating a new layer of
operating limits - on top of the MACT standards themselves - further complicates coal plant
operability and makes it more difficult to bring vatiable renewable resources on-line. Xcel Energy is
veiy concetned about the advetse effect on grid integration due to such additional plant operating



constraints at the same time the company is supporting significant renewable energy penetration on
its system.

8. Dry Sorbent Injection Capability

Dry sorbent injection (“IDSI”) has been a control option for SO, for several decades. DSI has
proven SO, removal capabilities, and recent work cited by EPA in the docket has shown its ability to
control acid gases. However, EPA’s SO, removal expectation is generally higher than our experience
with DSL

Xcel Enetgy has over 20 years of direct experience operating DSI systems for SO, removal at
our Cherokee and Arapahoe plants in Denver, Colorado, After significant testing and operational
expetience, we have found DSI capable of removing from 20% to as much as 70%, but the
effectiveness is highly dependent on the individual unit. We have reviewed data from tests at these
plants along with technical publications to estimate the potential SO, temoval of DST at other coal-
fired power plants, Qur best estimate is that, on average, pethaps between 40 and 50 percent
effective SO, removal would be achievable on a typical 500 MW coal unit.

9. The proposed MACT for new plants appear to be based on a hypothetical, not a real
plant,

Xcel Enetgy agrees with comments from ELI and the Class of 85 in that EPA appears to have
chosen the best performing elements from among a group of plants, that these new source MACT
limits have not been achieved in practice by any single unit, and that, as a result, it is unreasonable to
expect a given new unit to meet these standards.

10. The new source mercuty MACT limit is unrealistic.

Xcel Energy wishes to echo EEI’s argument that the new source mercury limit is below the
detection limit of any current or planned instrument, and even if a new unit could meet the limit,
there is no way to assess compliance. EPA’s proposed new source limit for mercury would act to
ban the construction of new coal plants. There is nothing in the Clean Air Act that authorizes or
mandates this result, and it has significant implications for the long-term energy security of the
nation. EPA should not be setting national energy policy through a Clean Air Act rulemaking.

11. The Low Emitting EGU (“LEE”) standard fot mercury is too testrictive.

The LEE standard for mercury (10 percent of the MACT standard) is low and impractical. 'The
proposed limit of 0.12 1b/TBtu is neat or below the in-stack method detection limit, and it will be
very difficult to confidently prove compliance under any testing regimen. The LEE standards for
other HAPs are 50% of the MACT standard. While Xcel Energy understands the heightened focus
on mercury, EPA has not sufficiently demonstrated the need for a LEE standard threshold less than
that for other HAPs, and we therefore propose a consistent LEE mercury standard of 50% of the
metcury MACT standatd (ot 0.06 1b/TBtu).

12. The PM standard should be established on the basis of filterable and not total PM.



Xcel Energy agrees with the concerns raised by EEI and Class of 85 regarding a limit based on
total PM, including the related monitoring issues further discussed below, and we therefore
encourage EPA to adopt a standard based on filterable PM.

13. Monitoting requirements proposed to prove continnous compliance are excessive, overly
complex, and sometimes unworkable,

a. S50, and HCl monitoring

EPA has proposed that if a source is using SO, as a sutrogate for HCl emissions, the SO,
CEMS is subject to increased quality assurance / quality control (“QA/QC”) requitements which
include:

1} 7 day calibration error test regardless if span is less than 50 ppm or not.

2) Linearity requited regardless if span is less than 30 ppm or not,

3) Initial and quartetly lineatity’s must include an additional injection level (4™) at a
concentration equivalent to the applicable emission limit.

Each of these requirements goes well beyond what EPA has previously required in either the
40 CER parts 60 or 75 monitoring requirements. In its rule proposal, EPA does not provide
adequate justification for increasing the QA/QC requitements for the SO, monitor above what Part
75 requires for the case where a source would use SO, as a surrogate for HC] CEMS, The addition
of the 4 linearity calibration injection standard in particular is overly burdensome to industry.

The proposed rule also specifies the use of an FTIR CEMS via Performance Specification 15
for monitoring HCl emissions. Xcel Energy agrees with EEPs comments regarding the
insufficiency of existing HCl CEMS technology. If approptiate technology advance occuts
{including the availability of a protocol gas), and if a source intends to demonstrate HCI compliance
via an HCI CEMS, EPA should aliow at least a one year CEMS implementation period to install and
certify the CEMS. In this case, initial compliance should be shown via a performance test and the
continuous monitoting would commence one year latet. In the absence of such technological
advancement, however, EPA should allow companies to undertake annual HCI performance tests to
demonstrate compliance.

b. PM monitoring

Xcel Enectgy supports EEI’s contention that the PM compliance approach proposed by EPA
1s unwotkable and inconsistent with Performance Specification 11, and that the heart of the problem
lies in the application of a total PM rather than a filterable PM limit. We offer the following further
observations:

EPA proposes that if a source uses a PM CEMS as a surrogate for non-mercury HAP
metals, the front half (using Reference Method 5) component of the three run initial performance
test establishes the PM limit. EPA stipulates that the PM CEMS would then have to demonstrate
compliance with that the tested average PM value using a 30 boiler-operating-day PM average. Xcel
Eneigy believes this approach is unteasonable. If the initial non-mercury HAP metals testing shows
compliance with the proposed limit and the contemporaneous PM CEMS data shows similar



compliance with the proposed limit, then the CEMS provides adequate demonstration that the non-
mercury HAP metals limit is being met.

EPA also proposes the need for PM testing at varying pacticulate matter loads in order to certify
a CEMS in accordance with Performance Specification 11. We have real concerns regarding the
feasibility of certifying a PM CEMS at the three load (PM concentration) levels required. Given the
low PM concentrations and the PM control technologies implemented, it is not practical to vary the
particulate loading at the required three load points. It also may not be practical to perform
correlation testing over the maximum range of PM concentrations. It is sufficient to conduct PM
correlation testing at the maximuin operating condition and at a zero reference point.

¢, Mercury monitoring

The mercury monitoring requitements for existing units under the proposed EGU MACT
appear consistent with what was to be implemented undex the Clean Air Mercury Rule, While
technology needs refinement in areas such as the system integrity check, we are optimistic industry
vendors will make the necessaty improvements. We would point out, however, that low end
resolution continues to be a concern, and a NIST traceable standard closer to the expected
concentration of 1.0 pg/sem needs to be developed.

14, The proposed fuel sampling requirements are excessive and unnecessaty.

Xcel Energy opposes the fuel supply sampling required by the proposed rule and believes fuel
input limits are not necessary if the facility is meeting the specified emission limits as demonsttated
through use of CEMS. We agree with the position of EEI and the Class of 85 that if an EGU elects
ditect (CEMS) monitoring of a regulated HAP or its surrogate, then fuel sampling, parameter
monitoring, etc. should not also be required in the final rule.

15. We support EPA’s approach to reporting emissions under the proposed rule.

Reporting for PM, HCI and mercury under the EGU MACT will be handled through the
Emissions Collection and Monitoring Plan System (“ECMPS”) consistent with how emissions are
cutrently reported under Part 75. EPA is requesting comment on the proposed compliance
approaches and on whether the proposed “one stop shopping” approach to reporting MACT
comphiance information is desirable.

We agree with this approach, as it will simplify the reporting configuration with facility Data
Acquisition and Handling Systems (“DAHS”), and data QA procedures currently implemented to
accommodate Part 75 XML EDR reporting. We also agree with the approach to disable the bias
adjustment test associated with the PM, HCI, and mercury CEMS,

16. The rule should not impose duplicative compliance demonstrations,
EGUs that do not choose to use a surrogate and that can demonstrate compliance with the

relevant HAP limit (or LEE) should not also be required to test for or demonstrate compliance with
the surrogate.



EGU NSPS Comments,

Despite our company’s commitment to clean energy resources, Xcel Enetgy believes that, to be
economically-viable and secure, our nation’s energy future must also continue to rely on a diverse
mix of energy resources, including coal. For this reason, the EGU NSPS and the pteviously noted
new source mercury MACT present a special concern. As further discussed below, we believe the
EGU NSPS limits are especially tight and, coupled with the new soutce mercury MACT
requirements, would interfere with industry’s ability to add new base-load coal capacity. Out
experience with clean energy initiatives in our states (especially in Colorado, whete we have added a
new supercritical coal unit while significantly reducing out overall system emissions) demonstrates
that utilities can achieve remarkable emission reductions and environmental improvements while stilt
leaving a place for efficient new coal-fired generation. EPA should revisit the proposed NSPS
requirements with the nation’s enetgy interests as well as envitonmental interests in mind.

1. The NOx limit is unrealistic.

BEPA specifically requested comments on the NOx numerical limit of 88 ng/] (0.70 Ib/MWh).
EPA also consideted the range of 76 to 110 ng/T (0.60 to 0.90 Ib/MWh) for new, modified, and
reconstructed EGUs and requested comment.

Xcel Enetgy believes the proposed NOx limit of 88 ng/] (0.70 Ib/MWh) is too testrictive for
new plants. As described eatlies, in 2007 Xcel Energy rehabilitated the Allen S. King Generating
(“King”) Plant and installed a variety of state-of-the-art control equipment considered best
demonstrated technology, including an SCR. The King Plant has been operating with an annual
NOx emission rate of 38.7 ng/J or 0.78 lbs/gross-MWh, which is still in excess of the proposed
limit, On this basis, we believe it would be extremely difficult for a new, modified, ot reconstructed
EGU to meet the current proposed limits. If EPA chooses to adopt a numerical NOx limit instead
of a combined NOx and CO limit, we urge EPA to set the NOx limit at the upper end of the range
proposed in the preamble, 0.90 1b/gross-MWh, to accommodate the many different units subject to
the rule.

2. Combined NOx and CO limit,

EPA also requested comment on a combined NOx and CO limit of 230 ng/J (1.8 Ib/MWh) for
modified EGUs and is considering a limit range of 180 to 230 ng/] (1.4 to 1.8 Ib/MWHh)

Of the two NOx-relevant standards considered in this rule under NSPS, Xcel Enetgy favors the
proposed combined NOx and CO limit over the NOx-only limit. We believe the combined NOx
and CO limitation gives an EGU greater flexibility when attempting to operate at its maximum
efficiency - which in turn may reduce other emissions not necessatily included in the MACT
proposal. Should the EGU not be bound by a NOx-only limit, related benefits could include
decreased ammonia slip from an SCR, more complete combustion that also decreases PM and CO
emissions, and mote operator focus on CO.

We atre concerned, however, that EPA has not adequately addressed startup and shutdown
emissions when proposing the combined NOx and CO limitation. In out expetience, CO emissions
can be significantly higher during startup and shutdown than in normal operation. Undet these



circumstances, we would encourage EPA to set the limit towards the upper end of the range
proposed in the preamble, 1.8 Ibs/gross-MWh, We also reiterate our earlier comment that EPA
should determine compliance based on a 12-month rolling average, calculated monthly.

3. Use of gross load versus net load.

EPA specifically requested comments tegarding the use of gross load to determine compliance.
Depending on the age, size, and location of the facility, as well as the emissions control equipment
installed, the auxiliaty power used can be significant. We thetefore agree with EPA’s approach to use
gross load to determine compliance instead of net load.

Thank you for the oppostunity to provide comments on the proposed EGU MACT and EGU
NSPS rule. Please contact Rick Rosvold at 612-330-7879 regarding any questions.

Sin(: 'ely yours,
P
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Frank Praget, Vicé President
Environmental Policy & Setvices
Xcel Energy Inc.




