


I. Overview

Under the proposal, EPA concluded that carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) has
been adequately demonstrated as a technology for controlling carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in
full-scale coal-fired EGUs, while reaching the opposite conclusion—that CCS is not adequately
demonstrated—for gas-fired EGUs. Based on this determination, EPA proposed a standard for
coal-fired sources of 1,100 Ibs of CO2 per mega-Watt-Hour (MWH) and proposed standards for
natural gas combined cycle sources from 1,000 to 1,100 Ibs CO2/MWH depending on the size
and type of unit. EGUs that primarily fire biomass are exempted from the proposed rule.

In examining the impact of this proposal, EPA asserted that “coal units built between
now and 2020 would have CCS, even in the absence of this rule.” In light of this assumption,
“EPA projects that this proposed rule will result in negligible CO2 emissions changes, quantified
benefits, and costs by 2022.” EPA seeks comment for its proposal.

Consistent with its jurisdictional responsibilities, the Science Committee began
examining the technology challenges and opportunities associated with CCS before the Agency
announced the new NSPS proposal. The Committee conducted hearings to obtain testimony
from leading technical, scientific, and policy experts. Further, the Committee observed
interactions between the EPA and the independent Science Advisory Board (SAB) charged with
advising the Agency and Congress. Science Committee efforts uncovered serious problems and
unanswered questions with the scientific and technical assumptions supporting EPA’s new
power plant proposal.

The goal of these comments is to provide the EPA with critical information obtained by
the Committee in exercising its jurisdictional responsibilities. The NSPS must have a sound
technical and scientific basis. As the Agency has stated on many occasions, “science is, and
continues to be the backbone of this agency and the integrity of our science is central to the
identity and credibility of our work.”™ This Committee intends to hold EPA to that standard.

The Science Committee’s comments include questions related to the technical, scientific
and policy underpinnings of the NSPS. The Agency must address these foundational issues and
fully address them in a new proposal. They include: scientific review recommended by the
Agency’s science advisors; technical evidence obtained by the Science Committee through
hearings; and unanswered official Science Committee questions. Until these comments are
addressed and a revised proposal is issued, the Agency stands in default.

By requiring the immediate application of unproven technology, the NSPS has the
potential to impact the reliability and diversity of the nation’s electricity supply. This could
dramatically affect electricity prices and energy security. Additionally, the EPA proposal
directly impacts the development of a technology the Administration deems critical to the
success of global efforts to mitigate climate change. We cannot afford to gamble with this
technology.

* EPA News Release, “EPA Appoints New Scientific Integrity Official,” Nov. 25, 2013, available at
http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/bd4379a92ceceeac8525735900400c27/d6741453e1681d4385257¢2e0065
0858!0OpenDocument.










2. This Committee is familiar with the communications between the Science Advisory Board
and the Administrator as well as the meetings held in December 2013 and January 2014
addressing CCS. The EPA staff who spoke on your behalf at the December 4-5, 2013
meeting said that looking at sequestration was outside their statutory obligation since other
EPA programs would handle the storage or sequestration of the CO2.

Yet we can find no evidence of any cross media research conducted by the Office of Water
or Office of Solid Waste to address the injection and storage of the CO2 from new power
plants. Your proposed rule's Technical Supporting Documents and other materials for the
rulemaking point to the Class II programs for oil and gas injection wells. However for new
coal-fired or perhaps even natural gas-fired power plants, EOR is not helpful because they
would not be located in states with oil and gas operations.

a. Please explain how future power plants would be permitted for CO2 injection in parts
of the country where EOR is not an option. What portion of the storage costs and
liability will EPA be willing to subsidize? How did EPA assess these costs?

b. The NSPS proposal notes that UIC Class VI wells are an option. How many final
Class VI permits has the agency granted to date?

3. Over the past few months, EPA staff told the Science Advisory Board that it was not allowed
to examine EPA’s assessment of injection and sequestration aspects of the proposed NSPS
rulemaking.

a. Why was the SAB instructed to ignore sequestration issues?

b. How can the Agency both rely on the benefits of EOR sales for making a CCS system
less expensive, and incorporate new storage requirements in the rule (Subpart RR)
while simultaneously denying that CCS includes the storage half of the system?

4, At the January 21, 2014 SAB meeting, held by conference call, the EPA had speakers or
witnesses from at least three utilities that discussed how CCS would not be feasible in their
states for a number of reasons.

In one case, a speaker from New York State, explained that while they had adequate cap rock
to hold the CO; into place in western New York, the operators realized that they could not
get a performance warranty or guarantee for how much CO; could be injected. Further, the
utility learned that the CO, injected would stretch beyond the subsurface owned by the city
utility. Ultimately, they concluded that is not legal in the state of New York to inject CO,
under another person's property. The project for CCS at that new coal-fired power plant was
ceased as a result.

a. Does the Agency dispute the information presented by these witnesses or any others
presented at this meeting? '










questions, which were due on January 2, 2014. The pre-publication transcript from that hearing
and the unanswered official questions for the record address issues directly related to this
rulemaking. These documents are included in Attachment C as a part of the Science
Committees comments.

These unanswered questions have direct bearing on the technical determinations EPA
makes in this proposal. We cannot afford to compromise transparency and accountability in the
name of expediency. Accordingly, EPA should not move forward with a final rule until these
questions are answered and scientific uncertainties are thoroughly addressed. The Agency’s
thorough responses should be made available for consideration as part of the official rulemaking
record and public comment.

Reflecting upon the evidence obtained by the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology and all other relevant information the Agency is aware of or has relied on, please
respond to the following unanswered questions and detail how such responses were considered
in this rulemaking.

1. At a hearing before the House in February 2014, DOE Deputy Assistant Secretary for Clean
Coal, Dr. Julio Friedmann, testified that requiring CCS technologies at new coal-fired plants
could dramatically raise the cost of electricity for consumers.

Dr. Friedmann testified that for so-called first generation technologies, there would be
“something like a 70 to 80 percent increase on the wholesale price of electricity.” Dr.
Friedmann added that “It is in fact a substantial percentage increase in the cost of
electricity...”

a. Does the EPA agreé with that statement?

b. Does the NSPS proposal align with that assessment? Why or why not?

c. Isa 70 to 80 percent increase on wholesale power prices acceptable to the EPA?
d. How did EPA model the economic impacts of such an increase?

2. You testified that the Agency believes that CCS systems have been “adequately
demonstrated” as a technology for reducing CO2 emissions from fossil fuel-fired power
plants. However, there is no fully operational, full scale, fossil-fired power plant in the world
currently using CCS technology.

a. Can you provide any other example of a technology required by EPA CAA section
111 regulations where the technology was not yet used on a.commercial basis?

b. EPA is explicitly required to consider cost in determining the best system of emission
reduction. By EPA’s own estimate, adding CCS to a new coal-fired power plant adds
somewhere between 60% and 80% to the total cost of the plant. How does this
compare to the percentage increase in costs imposed by other control technologies
EPA has required in the past?







































