
NATIONAL TRIBAL AIR ASSOCIATION’S (NTAA’S) TEMPLATE LETTER
FROM TRIBAL LEADER TO USEPA
 PROPOSED RULES ON THE POWER SECTOR

NOTE—NTAA recommends that you begin your Tribe’s comment letter with introductory remarks regarding the signatory’s position with the Tribe. The more individualized the letter, the greater its potential impact. Feel free to add your own arguments or specific stories that will make this educational for the EPA. Be sure to replace all the highlighted text below with your own text! 
Public comments will be accepted into the non-regulatory docket through March 27, 2023.
Your comment letter can be submitted electronically either to the Federal eRulemaking Portal (EPA’s preferred method) or by e-mail to a-and-r-docket@epa.gov, include Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2022-0723 in the subject line. Lastly, if you have questions or need assistance from EPA, contact PowerSectorGHG@epa.gov. Specific questions about additional Tribal Consultation can be directed to EPA’s Regina Chappell at Chappell.Regina@epa.gov. 
March 27, 2023
Honorable Administrator Michael S. Regan

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Docket Center, Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2022-0723 

Mail Code 28221T

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20460

[TRIBAL NAME] Comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)’s request for comments regarding EPA’s intent to address power sector rules related to:

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for New,  Modified, and Reconstructed Fossil Fuel-Fired EGUs under CAA section 111(b); 
Developing Proposed GHG Emission Guidelines Under CAA Section 111(d); and 

Review of the Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) for the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS)
RE Docket ID: EPA-HQ-OAR-2022-0723.
Dear Honorable Administrator Regan:
The [TRIBAL NAME] is pleased to submit these three-part comments on the EPA’s plan to regulate the power sector. Comments below address EPA’s request for comments regarding the preproposal for three actions that are outlined and included below in three parts: 

Part A: 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for new, modified, and reconstructed fossil-fuel-fired electric generating units (EGU) under the Clean Air Action Section 111(b); 

Part B: 
Developing Proposed GHG Emission Guidelines Under CAA Section 111(d); and 

Part C:
Review of the Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) for the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS).
Please note that where comments below address specific issues that are relevant to more than one Part, this letter incorporates and replicates those issues in each relevant Part, for completeness. 
INSERT INTRODUCTION ABOUT WHO YOU/YOUR TRIBE ARE. PERSONALIZE THIS PART AS MUCH AS YOU CAN AND INCLUDE ANY HISTORY YOU HAVE HAD WITH CLIMATE IMPACTS AND EGU PERMITTING OR IMPACTS FROM EGUs.
Part A 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for New, Modified, and Reconstructed Fossil-Fuel-Fired Electric Generating Units (EGU) Under the Clean Air Action Section 111(b)

1. Climate change adaptation and mitigation must be considered as part of this rulemaking. 

As part of its overall commitment to addressing climate change, we encourage EPA to deepen its funding efforts to address critical Tribal needs like mitigation and adaptation. Some Tribes have and will continue to lead in climate adaptation and mitigation efforts and in clean energy development and distributed generation. For example, YOUR TRIBE’S SPECIFIC EXPERIENCES WITH CLIMATE ADAPTATION, CLEAN ENERGY, AND DISTRIBUTED GENERATION, IF SO DESIRED. 
We encourage the EPA to continue to support and incorporate traditional ecological knowledge when addressing such issues with Tribes.
 Tribes are not a major contributor to the greenhouse gas emissions that have caused climate change. Yet, climate change threatens Tribal lifeways by threatening Tribal coastal lands, increasing food insecurity, impacting natural resources/non-human relatives and forcing some toward extinction, increasing the risk of wildfire and extreme weather events, and endangering public health. Additional information can be found on the impacts of global warming on Tribes from the recent Status of Tribes and Climate Change Report published by the Institute for Tribal Environmental Professionals (ITEP). In general, we also support additional Alaska-specific climate adaptation trainings to address the unique challenges faced by Alaska Native Tribes and Villages that are already experiencing dramatic climate change impacts. 

We support strong emissions controls at new and existing fossil fuel-driven power plants that aggressively reduce GHGs, criteria pollutants, and air toxics to protect Tribal members’ health, treaty rights, and cultural and spiritual practices. Tribal-specific interests must be acknowledged in EPA’s climate change response, including as EPA develops these new power sector rules. To do this, EPA must ensure that the Tribes have resources and training to make their own decisions and create the opportunities and programs that would best serve their needs. It is likewise important that EPA consider ways of addressing existing disparities caused by GHG emissions. With those goals in mind, we provide the following additional suggestions for EPA to consider as it develops GHG NSPS for new, modified, and reconstructed EGUs under the Clean Air Act.
2. EPA must encourage opportunities for Tribally owned EGUs and EGU development and other measures to support electrification on reservations.
In addition to our commitment to strong emissions controls, we are also committed to sustainable economic development and hope that EPA will use the GHG NSPS for new, modified, and reconstructed EGUs under the Clean Air Act to explore opportunities for sustainable energy development and electrification on Tribal lands and with Tribally owned companies. 
Most Tribal nations possessing fossil fuel resources desire to benefit from using these resources. Some Tribes have coal mining interests and would like to develop them in a carbon-neutral manner while still benefiting the Tribe. Carbon capture and sequestration may be feasible and desirable on some Tribal lands. Assessment of strategies and enhanced technologies for carbon capture, utilization, sequestration, or biomass co-firing technologies will be beneficial to those Tribes having such interest.
 
EPA should also encourage the development of Tribally owned EGUs both on and off Tribal lands by encourage training and providing financial support to Tribes to create sustainable jobs and income from energy generation.
 
Lastly, Tribes need access to clean, reliable, and affordable energy, especially for Tribal communities without access to the electrical grid. EPA should use its authority to encourage new transmissions lines that serve reservations. When consulting with Tribes, EPA should consider this rulemaking in tandem with the new Inflation Reduction Act that created additional support for beneficial electrification, distributed energy deployment, and Tribal investment in clean energy technologies. 
3. EPA should adopt a lifecycle approach to emissions standards.
EPA should assess GHG emissions from the total lifecycle of each fossil fuel (mining, drilling, transportation, combustion, etc.). Any emissions standards should adopt this lifecycle approach. Likewise, to ensure that EPA can make an “apples-to-apples” comparison across fuel types and across EGUs, we urge the EPA to express and manage emissions of GHGs like CO2 and CH4, as mass per unit of time, i.e., kg/sec, tons per hour, megatons/year. We agree that continued use of units that quantify “emissions intensity” e.g., #/mmBTU, is appropriate, but that it is insufficient with respect to GHGs. Using this lifecycle approach, EPA should carefully examine the possible benefits of hybrid power plants integrating non-emitting (renewable) technology with traditional combustion turbines, in addition to carbon capture and sequestration.
4. EPA should continue to study and address mercury emissions and the health risks of uranium mining and transport.
As the EPA develops its emissions guidelines, EPA should continue to evaluate the impacts from mercury pollution and other air toxics produced by fossil fuel EGUs, including air pollution impacts from nearby EGUs on reservations or areas where Tribes participate in off-reservation treaty rights exercise. Region 5 Tribes conducted many studies on the impacts of mercury deposition in fish consumption. However, there hasn’t been a consistent emphasis from the national level on this issue. Providing Tribes with a better understanding of air toxics’ risks and impacts will better help to determine the potential needs for their communities. 

Additionally, if EPA is planning to include incentives for nuclear energy in this rule, it must recognize that uranium extraction to support nuclear power generation adversely impacts public health and the environment. Tribes and Tribal members have suffered past and ongoing injustices from insufficiently regulated and un-remediated uranium mining, and EPA must address that legacy and the need to redress harms from uranium mining as it considers promoting nuclear energy. In addition, because large domestic uranium deposits are in the southwestern United States near reservations, EPA must grapple with the health and ecological risks of transporting uranium ore for processing and waste rock and spent fuel for disposal across reservation lands. In 2012, the Navajo Nation prohibited transportation of uranium ore or radioactive waste across its lands unless the transporter provides advance notice and provides adequate bonding or insurance in case there are spills or other accidents. The Navajo model and other Tribal laws that address transportation of hazardous material provide models to consider as EPA addresses these issues.

5. EPA must recognize the importance of ongoing consultation.
We would like/would not like to engage in a formal consultation with EPA on this rule throughout its development. 
We urge EPA to ensure that it actively encourages as many Tribes as possible to also provide their input. Particularly in the power sector, Tribes have varied interests and needs. Different Tribes will have different opinions on fuel switching depending on the structure of their economies and if they are coal producers, oil and gas producers, or have viable opportunities for producing renewable energy. As a result, it is imperative that EPA consult directly with the impacted Tribes to obtain their feedback on the evolving options. EPA should always take the opportunity to engage with Tribes as early as possible and to continue this engagement with us and with other Tribes throughout the rulemaking process.
6. EPA should take this rule as an opportunity to reiterate its commitment to Tribal sovereignty. 
Given the recent Supreme Court decision in Oklahoma v. Castro-Huerta, the EPA must reaffirm its legal position that states lack jurisdiction over Indian Country. EPA can help protect Tribal sovereignty by providing resources to Tribes to make their own energy decisions that can include locally produced and sustainable electrified power and energy as the energy market continues to fluctuate with the transition from fossil fuels. 
In addition, Tribes need to be at the table when energy planning decisions are made with local, state, and federal decision-makers, including when those governments are making key decisions about the development of the electrical grid and siting new transmission lines. The EPA needs to support Tribes being at these tables. 
Part B
Developing Proposed GHG Emission Guidelines Under 

CAA Section 111(d)
1. In both the Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) rule and Clean Power Plan (CPP) proposals, EPA identified options for systems of emission reduction that included fuel-switching or co-firing; carbon capture, utilization, and sequestration; and improvements in operating efficiency. EPA requested comments on whether EPA should consider these systems in developing proposed emission guidelines under CAA section 111(d). Our comments to EPA’s Italicized questions are below:
a. What are your views on the feasibility, cost, air pollution impacts, energy impacts, or other advantages and disadvantages of these systems? 

(1) Carbon capture and utilization has great appeal. Is there currently any reason to believe that this is viable beyond very small applications? Carbon sequestration may be feasible and desirable on some Tribal lands. Assessment of this potential would be useful to those Tribes having such interest.
(2) “Fuel switching”, principally coal to natural gas, in general, is best accomplished through total EGU replacement. Regardless, it is important to assess GHG emissions from the total life cycle of each current or proposed fuel (mining, drilling, transportation, combustion, etc.) Does the CAA enable this regulatory approach? 

(3) In addition, it’s important to recognize that different Tribes will have different opinions on fuel switching depending on the structure of their economies and if they are coal producers, oil and gas producers, or have viable opportunities for producing renewable energy. As a result, it is imperative that EPA consult directly with the impacted Tribes to obtain their feedback on the evolving options. 

(4) Furthermore, adding biofuels should be considered as part of the fuel-switching mix, including biomass (solid and liquid), renewable gas, and other renewable bio-based fuel sources. This could create 
an economic opportunity for Tribes that have such biomass resources or are interested in pursuing biomass technology opportunities. 

(5) As of now there are only four Tribes that have EGUs likely to be subject to any new emission limits and standards. Only one Tribe though, the Southern Ute Tribe in Colorado, appears to making any real progress towards using a net zero carbon emission technology for natural gas found here. The Southern Ute project, Coyote Energy, deploys a different technology to make natural gas power plants more efficient. Regardless, an emission limit set based on science and public health benefits should force the adoption of technologies that create operational efficiencies. 

(6) According to most EGU owners and operators, few options for improved operating efficiencies remain for existing units. Is there a reason to believe that this could be a meaningful GHG emissions reduction strategy? As part of the white paper you discuss the hybrid power plants integrating non-emitting (renewable) technology with traditional combustion turbines. Would this be for sources covered under 111(b) (new or modifying sources) or 111(d) existing sources? 
b. Are there particular types or subcategories of electric generating units (EGUs) for which one or more of these systems would be particularly appropriate or inappropriate? 
(1) Most Tribal nations possessing fossil fuel resources desire to benefit from utilization of these resources. Strategies and enhanced technologies for carbon capture/utilization/sequestration or biomass co-firing technologies will be beneficial. 

(2) Direct Consultation is essential to determine how many Tribes would want to develop EGU’s subject to this rule. 

(3) Tribes having the potential for carbon sequestration (largely unknown) would benefit from this awareness and potential applications. 

(4) In addition, consideration for economic development opportunities through the development of tribal owned EGUs should be included in the EGUs solutions both on and off Tribal lands. 
c. Are there particular conditions, criteria, or limitations that EPA should consider with respect to any of these systems to address climate, public health or environmental justice considerations? 

(1) Certainly! All strategies impacting GHG emissions, and EGUs, in particular, have some potential for impacting Tribal communities. Tribes have been negatively impacted by the development and generation of electricity, where sources are on or near reservations, but Tribes sometimes have not had access to that energy. In addition, global warming has a growing impact on the health of Tribal members, Tribal resources, cultural resources, and resiliency. 
(2) It is important in considering the power sector rules that EPA consider ways of addressing existing disparities caused by global GHG emissions. Additional information can be found on the impacts of global warming on Tribes from the recent Status of Tribes and Climate Change Report published by the Institute for Tribal Environmental Professionals (ITEP). 

(3) Fuel switching has significant potential for impacting Tribes in many ways. Switching among fossil fuels has positive and negative consequences. As discussed above in Part A, increased uranium extraction to support increased nuclear power generation has demonstrable impacts on public health, environmental justice, and the environment. Consultation with individual Tribes is necessary to understand the differences throughout Indian Country. 

d. Are there other systems EPA should be considering, as alternatives to or in conjunction with these systems? 

(1) Any strategy that impacts decisions on meeting U.S. demand for electricity has the potential to affect the climate, public health, environment, and economies of indigenous people. This includes incentives, disincentives, research, technology development, etc. Current shifts from fossil fuel-fired EGUs to solar and wind are important and largely beneficial. 

2. Standards under CAA section 111 have typically taken the form of a “rate-based” limit expressed in terms of a quantity of pollution per unit of product produced or per unit of energy consumed (for example, lb/kWh or lb/mmBTU). What options should EPA be considering in expressing proposed limits on CO2 from existing power plants? 

1) The continued use of units that quantify “emissions intensity” e.g., g/kwh, #/mmBTU, is appropriate but insufficient with respect to GHGs. It is imperative also to express and manage emissions of CO2, CH4, etc. as mass per unit of time. That is, kg/sec, tons per hour, megatons/year, etc. 

3. CAA section 111(d) gives states responsibility for designing state plans that establish, implement and enforce standards of performance for CO2 from existing power plants. Tribes would have the opportunity, but are not required, to submit a CAA section 111(d) plan. 
a. What flexibilities should EPA offer with regard to designing such plans? How much time should an emission guideline provide for states and eligible tribes to develop and submit plans to EPA? 

(1) Sec. 111(d) provides for state flexibility. The statutory complexities of regulating GHG emissions in many states often include environmental authorities and public utility regulators. Emissions of GHGs from stationary sources should be regulated through minimum technology and performance standards that apply nationally and via aggregate state emissions by individual pollutant expressed in mass per unit time. (See response to Q.2.) For example, each state should be given a state-wide emissions budget for CO2 from stationary sources or source categories. This emissions budget will include milestones for “reasonable progress” until the policy goals are achieved. States have a great deal of experience and history in GHG emissions inventories, policy alternatives, economic impact analyses, etc. None are starting vafrom zero. Given the regulatory complexities in many states, however, a timeline for requiring initial plan submittal should be a maximum of two years from date of EPA promulgation. 
(2) In addition, for the power plants in Indian Country (at least two) the states do not have jurisdiction. There is support for the Tribes to develop their own regulatory programs and/or develop source-specific FIPs for these sources which should be done in conjunction with a regulatory process for 111(b).This will help reduce the disparity in impacts from sources in Indian Country. 

(3) Although EPA cannot require states to consult/partner with Tribes, EPA’s emissions guidelines to implement the 111(d) requirements, should strongly encourage the states to work with Tribes as they develop State Implementation Plans, particularly in areas near Indian Country. This will be particularly important if the state develops a trading program to implement 111(d) so that a Tribe’s participation as a renewable energy generator can be built into their program. This can not only benefit a state and a Tribe with environmental and public health benefits but can also provide economic benefits to a Tribe and help reduce existing disparities. 

(4) Given the Oklahoma v. Castro-Huerta decision, the EPA must reaffirm its legal position that states lack jurisdiction over Indian Country. 

(5) Just as the EPA’s Office of Water is considering whether state water quality plans should take into consideration off-reservation reserved rights (treaty rights, water rights), so too should the Office of Air and Radiation require states to consider these off-reservation rights when states develop and implement their SIPs. 

b. Can EPA allow states and eligible tribes to design alternative forms of emission limitations (e.g., state-wide emissions budgets) and what limitations, conditions, or criteria should EPA establish to ensure such plans are satisfactory? 

(1) No. It is imperative that minimum emissions standards for specific sources be applied nationally. This is a fundamental policy established in the CAA. State-wide emissions budgets for specific GHGs should also be developed to assure collective reductions to desired/achievable levels. 

c. What requirements, guidance, or tools and resources can EPA provide to ensure plans improve air quality and reduce emissions in communities with environmental justice concerns? 

1) This sweeping question is best answered “all of the above”! For many well- known and somewhat acknowledged reasons, the “air quality concerns” of indigenous communities are many. It is imperative that EPA aggressively move to mitigate the climate impacts of GHG emissions and other air pollutant impacts on our public health and environments. 

(2) EPA should look to its own “EJ Legal Tool Kit” in considering the development of these regulations and the emission guidelines under Section 111(d). That document encourages EPA to look to flexibilities in the language of the Act to allow consideration of EJ concerns. In addition, EPA should look to its Tribal Treaty Rights Policy in developing these regulations to understand the impact on Tribal Nations not just in areas of Indian Country but also where they have existing treaty rights. These two policies should be used in considering more stringent options and when considering “cost” between options. 

(3) EPA should include guidance for states on targeting emissions reductions and benefits to impacted communities.  The Clean Power Plan provided a menu of options and suggestions for including EJ communities and Tribes in the planning process.  EPA can look at the previously developed guidance and consider expanding on it with updated knowledge and experience.  This will be particularly important to consult with impacted Tribes on what they identify as needs and concerns for their communities. 

d. CAA section 111(d) provides consideration of “remaining useful life and other factors” in developing plans. What requirements or guidance should EPA provide with respect to how such factors can be considered in the context of CO2 from existing power plants? 

(1) Most coal-fired and oil-fired EGUs in the U.S. have exceeded their “useful life” as defined by obsolete technologies, amortization schedules, and other common metrics. EPA should require a rapid and orderly retirement of all such units that began operation prior to 1992. An owner/operator could seek a limited-time exception for a special circumstance, e.g. carbon capture. 

(2) The EPA should emphasize and promote the new Inflation Reduction Act provisions that give a bonus tax credit for clean energy technology projects located in “energy communities” – generally defined as those affected by plant or mine closures – and promote clean energy deployment by rural electric cooperatives and public power authorities (the predominant owners/users of coal fired EGUs). 

4. EPA’s regulations will be proposed and finalized in the context of transition within the power sector, which makes it important to ensure that any regulatory approach captures the most current information about investment decisions in the sector. Are there any significant recent announcements or commitments to transitioning generation of which the Agency should be aware? 

(1) The NTAA is in the process of analyzing the many potential impacts of the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) on the NTAA Member Tribes and their communities. Clearly this new law will influence the nation’s energy future including the electricity generation sector and electricity policies more broadly. 

(2) In some areas of Indian Country, renewable energy development is viable but access to the grid is limited. In addition, looking at the viability of mini-grid development for rural communities may be appropriate (particularly in rural communities and Alaskan Native Villages). 

(3) The IRA will also create substantial support for beneficial electrification, distributed energy deployment, and tribal investment in clean energy technologies. These should all be considered when consulting with Tribes. 

5. In the spring, OAR released a draft whitepaper on GHG control technologies for combustion turbines. It included discussion of a range of technologies including efficient combustion, carbon capture storage and utilization and hydrogen. 

a. What are your thoughts regarding how EPA should consider those technologies as we consider developing a CAA section 111(b) rule? 

(1) The white paper was very helpful in understanding the range of options being considered. It is unclear which options are being considered under 111(b) new and modifying sources, and 111(b) existing sources, it would be useful to have a webinar open to all interested Tribes to help understand these control options and the pros and cons of each. 

(2) The transition of electricity generation in the U.S. to combustion turbines (and more recently solar and wind generation) continues to be important in reducing emissions of GHGs and other air pollutants from this source sector. Concurrently it is important for EPA to consider emerging turbine and control technologies as well as alternative fuels. With respect to GHG emissions, this technology-specific approach, as presumably envisioned in Section 111, is inadequate. When considering GHG emissions from any source of electricity, including combustion turbines, it is imperative to examine all related GHG emissions such as those from fuel extraction and transport.
7. This correspondence incorporates three different substantial rulemaking processes, and the EPA recognizes that some important details and questions raised might not fit into all of the questions provided for consideration. Among these three rules, is there anything else that you would like to share surrounding the development of the respective EGU proposals 

(1) It is important to reiterate that each Tribe has their own issues and concerns.  Each Tribe might offer different and individual responses based on each Tribe’s concerns. For example:
a. Coal, Oil and Gas producing Tribes 

b. Tribes with EGUs on Tribal lands

c. Tribes with EGUs near Tribal lands

d. Tribes interested in generating renewable energy

e. Tribes with concerns about climate change, mercury, and other environmental impacts.
Part C

Review of the Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) for the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) 


The National Tribal Air Association and multiple member Tribes have consistently and persistently voiced concerns about mercury and other toxins emitted by electricity generating units (EGUs).
 Native Americans and Alaskan Native Villagers rely on a healthy biosphere for sustenance and its essential traditional values. Emissions of mercury and other pollutants from fossil fuel- fired EGUs have adversely impacted and continue to threaten our human health and environments. The “2020 MATS RTR” is a weak and inadequate attempt to mitigate these emissions and their impacts. 

We appreciate this opportunity to once again urge EPA to regulate emissions from EGUs aggressively through the Clean Air Act and other available authorities. Our responses to the two very specific “Questions for Consideration” posed in the Appendix to EPA’s letter of September 1, 2022, should be considered in the context of our emphatic comments and recommendations to stop emissions and environmental releases of mercury and associated toxins. Again, our comments to EPA’s Italicized questions are below:
Question 6.a. Cost-effective reductions of HAP emissions?   

1) Owners/operators of EGUs in the United States have deployed mercury emissions control technologies at most coal-fired units. These applications have been demonstrably cost-effective. More effective and cost efficient, of course, are alternative electricity generating technologies. As stated in NTAA’s comment letter to EPA of April 17, 2019,2 “threats to human and environmental health arise when these elements are extracted and released into earth’s biosphere.” 
2) Further, combustion of fossil fuels containing mercury and other toxins releases and disperses these elements as hazardous air pollutants. Greenhouse gases, particulate matter, acid gases, and ozone precursors also are emitted from fossil fuel combustion. NTAA recommends the eventual cessation of fossil fuel-fired EGUs and use of multiple renewable energy systems as the most cost-effective “practice and technology.”

Question 6.b. Monitoring HAP emissions; startup and shutdown events?

1) Reliable emissions monitoring of mercury and other toxins from fossil fuel-fired EGUs is challenging. Nevertheless, such monitoring and reporting are essential to effectively demonstrate regulatory compliance with point-of-emissions (typically an exhaust stack) numerical limits. 
2) Air pollutant emissions during startup and shutdown of combustion processes, including fossil fuel-fired EGUs, can be many times greater per unit than during optimal operations. Sub-optimal combustion and associated elevated air pollutant emissions are associated with limited turndown ratios of coal-fired and oil-fired units.
3) The issues raised in this question and the above discussions are best addressed through use of non-combustion methods for electricity generation. Further, environmental releases of mercury and other toxins from fossil fuel mining/extractions, processing, transportation, combustion, and residue management are minimized when this material is left in the earth’s crust. For many reasons, including cost- effectiveness, NTAA recommends that fossil fuel-fired EGUs eventually be abandoned.

The [TRIBAL NAME] appreciates this opportunity to comment on EPA’s preproposal for its three power sector rules: Greenhouse Gas (GHG) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for New,  Modified, and Reconstructed Fossil Fuel-Fired EGUs under CAA section 111(b); Proposed GHG Emission Guidelines Under CAA Section 111(d); and Review of the Residual Risk and Technology Review (RTR) for the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS). If you have any questions or require clarification, please contact [INSERT TRIBAL CONTACT INFORMATION HERE].
Signed: 
On Behalf of the [TRIBAL NAME]
[INSERT NAME AND SIGNATURE OF TRIBAL LEADERSHIP HERE]
Cc:       Regina Chappell (chappell.regina@epa.gov), U.S. EPA

Carolyn Kelly (carolyn.kelly@nau.edu), National Tribal Air Association
� We also encourage the EPA to review the National Tribal Air Association’s (NTAA’s) White Paper on the Utilization of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Additional Impacts Analysis to Better Incorporate Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Address Environmental Justice in Air Quality Permitting Decisions (2022), available at � HYPERLINK "https://www.ntaatribalair.org/ntaa-white-papers/" �NTAA White Papers - National Tribal Air Association (ntaatribalair.org)�.


� Tribes have of course already begun transitioning their own energy facilities and can provide other Tribes—and EPA—guidance on best practices for incentivizing these large-scale projects. For example, the Moapa Paiute Tribe in Nevada is working towards building large-scale solar projects with NV Energy to help replace the energy produced by a now-closed local coal plant. Navajo Nation continues to transition from a dependence on royalties from a large-scale coal-fired power plant to building more decentralized solar plants. Blue Lake Rancheria and Forest County Potawatomi are becoming energy independent by producing their own distributed micro-grid electricity for Tribal and surrounding communities. 


� Relatedly, we hope EPA will continue to develop the programs that provide resources for low-wealth and communities of color in weatherization, beneficial electrification off fossil fuels, and other energy efficiency investments. 


� NTAA comments on “Supplemental Finding That It Is Appropriate and Necessary to Regulate Hazardous Air Pollutants from Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric Utility Steam Generating Units”, April 17, 2011; � HYPERLINK "https://secureservercdn.net/198.71.233.90/7vv.611.myftpupload.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/NTAA-Comment-Letter-Supplemental-Finding-MATS.pdf" �NTAA comments� on “Proposed Revised Supplemental Cost Finding and Results of Residual Risk and technology Review”, April 17, 2019.
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