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RECEIVED 
U.S. E.P.A. 

Dan Merriman, I-~earing Officer R E C ~ l e ~ 2 0 0 3  
Illinois EPA D"~n of @a1 ~o~~~~~ 
1~21 N. Orend Ave. E. , 
?.Om Box 19276 

JUL OlJ@!J 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 E " V b @ n ~ d  ~ f m a , ~ ~  

Aonw 
I&: Indeck - Elwood Draft Construction PermitIPSD Approval, ~ e h i t  Number 02030060 

Dear Mr. Merrirnan, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit further cometlk on i f i ~  above mciitioned permit. 

.heese comments are submitted on behalf 01 lhe Luke County Conservation AIliance. 

LCCA was founded to serve as an umbrella organization for more than 20 grass 
rootv environmental groups and several hundred individual members. We work 
diligently to preserve he natural resources and the quality of life in Lake County 
and bcyond. 

E C A  is concerned about the air quality in Lake County. Lake County is non-attainmerll for 
ozone and we just had the first two ozone actinn days of the summer. 

We decided to be active and knowledgeable participants in the permitting processes fbr pollution 
sources. Members of LCCA have testified at the IPCB hearings on peaker plants, at EPA 
hearings, submitted written comments on construction and C M P P  permits, paaiciprlted in 
workshops on Title V, on advanced Title V, on New Source Review, RBLC, as well as the 
National Dialog on Public Participation and Environmenlal Justice. 

Hearing and Public Invotve~lentprocess Irsuef: 

Over the last tbree years, I have attended about tvm dozen IEPA BOA hearings. I have seen the 
good, the bad, and now the ugly. 

IEPA has lo decidc what their public hearings are supposed to accomplish: are Lhey meant to just 
barely cover the minimum requirement of the law or is the goal to satisfy the spirit of the law and 
strife for meaningful public involvement in IEPA permitting decisions? 
In this case, not even the bare minimum nras achieved 

To the public, IEPA hearings me intimidating in the best of cimumstances. Not all of us are 
comfortab1e speakiug iutn a lrlicrophone addressing a head table of "suits" and adversaiies in the 
audiencc. 
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! have never been to a hearing. nor do I ever want to evcr agtlin go to a hearing where the hearing 
location is surrounded by police tape (!) and the sign-in table is manned by police officers! I was 
inierrogated as to my business and tagged with a number like soEe cmle yepared for sl~ughter. 
Whasc hearing was this, anyway? 

The size of the iocation was absolutely and very predictably inadequate. The room only held iOO 
people and over 300 showed up. What was IEPA expecting? 

I witnessed that people who could not get in simply left in disgust. 

People who were inside had to nmin and out to try lo negotiate with.the police and IEFA to !@at 
lead G~IC representative of a goup or their legal counsel, who were siili outside, attend. 

I have suggested in the past iind do hereby again, that EPA sh~uld prvpare a report for each 
hearing, identify baniers to public pwlicipation and work on solutions to remove such barriers in 
future. Call il a customer satisfaction or feed back exercise. 

I have suggested in the past and do hereby again, that IEPA appoint a new permanent hearing 
officce. Having somcbody whosc sole iatcrcst is to uph~ld 1hc public's right to hc a meaningful 
pahicipant.would.be-a geat benefit to us. 

I question the choicc of a rookie hearing oficer to preside over the hearing. To m&e matters 
worse, hearing experienced IEPA staff did very little to assist him in his duty. 

IEPA ncvee "owned" the hearing. 
E.g. some self-appointed audience timekeeper kept intempting speakers who -;;ere not of his 
opinion. If IEPA felt i~ had to limit everybody to five minutes, it should have asked stafK to kecp 
time. Whose hearing was fhis, anyway? 

Any person wishing to address IEPA needs to he confident that he or he can do so without being 
interrupted or harassed or ridiculed by audience members who disagree with hisher viewpoints. 
Any remark, on or off the recard, that personally attaeks the ethnic backgroundj physical 
gppezrmce, mental capacity, or gender of others shwld havc been im&&&dy reprbxtded by 
the hewing officer. The transcripts do not begin to show the amounr of cat-calling that wm 
going on. 

1 felt threatened, and that was not just personal perception. Several people, including strangers, 
approached me after the hearing and offered to escort me to my car. In the beginning I 
nonchalantly declined, but iq the end I did ask an IEPA employee to do soi 

1EPA faiailed to create an atmwphere.at the public h d n g  that would have.bwn~condwtive to 
nleaniugful public particiyatiuii. 
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iEPA has plenty of hearing experience, especially the utility section. and can certainly anticipate 
concerns and questions the public might have about a proposal in genend. IEPA's introductory 
~c?z.ks did not esen ~mvjde  basic i..Fn.=!ion abwt the brAor !  or physicd skc ef h e  
proposed fxilities. Please come better prepared next rime. 

The Elwood hearing was a shameful spectacle. 

I again sincerely hope IEPA will take Lessons learned at the hearing to heart and will do betler in 
the future, but I am not holding my breath. 

iVon-uftcrti~mefif h'ew Source Rm&w bsu@#: 

The proposed In~eck El\vood plant would be a NNSR source for VOM . 
According to the Draft New Source Review Workshop Manual ( "the NSR mnnual") Chapter (i 
preconstruction review requirements for new m~jor sources locating in a non-attainment area 
include poof of compliance with all other .vourccs owned or operated by the applicant, emisrion 
offsets, and LAER. 
l i e  applicant also has to conduct nn andysis of dternatives to the project. 

Proof of com~1iance comments: 
I have included a copy of my comments on the construction permit revision1Title V pennit for 
the TndeckMRG Rockford 1 and I1 facilities, I believe Indeck is no1 in compliance with permit 
conditions at its Rockford 11 plant. 1 urge IEPA to issue a Notice of Violation to Indeck Rockford 
as is required by law. 

Emission off-sets co- 
indeck proposes to purchase the required VGM offsets fiom 3M Bedford Park. 

The NSR manual provides that 
In evaluating a non-attainment NSR permit. the reviewing agency enswcs 
that oflsets are developed in accordance with the provisions of thc applicable 
Sktc or local non-attainmer?? NSR rules. The following factors are ccmside~d 
in reviewing offsets : 
-he poliularB requiring oirsesels md amounl of oflsel require4 
-the location of oiysets relative to the proposed source; 
-the ElllowabIe sources for offsets; 
-the "base1ine"for calculating emissions reduction credits; and 
-the enforceability of proposed o&. 

The m a n d  fuaher specses: 

1II.D .enforceability of proposed offsets 
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The reviewing agency ensures that all offsets are federally enforceable. 
OEsets should be specifically stated and appear in the permit, regulation or 
other document which establishes a FederaI edorceability r e q u i r e ~ e ~ t  for the 
emissions reduction. External offsets must be established by conditions in 
the operating permit of the odia plant or in a SIP revision. 

3M Bedford park participated in IEPAys EMSA program as part of a regulatory innovation 
project. ' 

The "Ovmiewyy on the 1EP.A web page titled " Regdatory Innovation Pilot Program for 
Illinois" specifies under 

"Termination: 

A project sponsor may take action to voluntarily terminate an EMSA. The Agency may take 
~cticm t~ i~ve!?~.?ta.ily terminate an EA4S.4 if serials problems develop or in accerdmce with 
rules adopted by the Pollution Control Board." 

3M Bedford Park reduction of its VOM emissions was a voluntary action and 3M may chose to 
stoy participating in the project. Those VOM credits are not permanent or federally enforceable. 
Indeck may not use them as offsets. 

M R  comme~ts: 

From the NSR manual: 

Several technological considerations are involved in selecting LAER The LAER is an emissions. 
riiie specific to each enlissiol~s -unit includiiig fugitive ei~issions sources. The eillissi~ils rate may 
result fiom a combination of emissions-limiting measures such as (1)a change in the raw material 
processed,(2)a process modification, and (3)add-on controls. l h e  reviewing agency determines 
for each new source whether a single control measure is appropriate for LAER or whether a 
combination of emissions-limiting techniques should be considered. 

LAER is M e r  defined at 35 IAC 203.301 as: 

The most stringent rate of emissions based on the following: 

1. The lowest emission limitation, which is contained in the implementation plan of any state for 
a c!=s or category of stationary source, unless it is denonstrated th~t  such !i~itatioa is n ~ t  
achievable.( Emphasis added) 

2. The lowest emission limitation which is achieved in practice or is achievable by such a class or 
category of stationary sources, or 
3. The applicable New Source Performance Standard.. 
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IEPA erred in interpreting coal fired powerplants to be a "class or category of stationary source". 
Coal fired power plants are not in a class or category by themselves. 

indeed, hcieck Elwood was classified by iEFA to be a facility categorized under the Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) code of "49 1 1 ". 
According to a description on the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
ivebsite SIC 45 1 1 means; 

Division E: Transportation, Communications, Electric, Gas, And Sanitary Services 
Major Group 49: Electric, Gas, And Sanitary Services 

inciustry Group 49 1 : Eiecmc Services 

491 1 Electric Services 

Establishments engaged in the generation, transmission, andlor distribution of electric energy for 
sale. 

-5lectric power geaeratior;, trmsmissian or distiihtion. 

SIC 49 1 1 includes all power generating plants, coal and gas fired. 

Section 203.206 of the Iifirlois Administrative Code ("MC") also includes a listhg of sourc;e 
categories : '26. Fossil he1 fired steam electric generating plants of more then 250 rnmbtu of per 
hour heat input" 

Again, this is category is not specifically just for coal fired power plants; natural gas is also a 
fossil fuel, and combined cycle plants are steam electric generating plants. 

A review of the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse ("RBLC") reveals that within the same SIC 
code category, gas fired plants achieve much lower VOC emissions than the hdeck proposal, as 
!ow ss 1.2 p p ~  VOC , e.g. fcr ?A-01 89 Coraectiv Bethlehem, Inc. 

LAER for VOC is a combined cycle gas fired power plant. 

Filrthei, the NSR mmm: mandates revizw of" (1) a change iii the raw nmateiid pmcessed,,", 
neither Indeck nor IEPA has conducted such a review. 

Even if it is appropriate to define a category to mean "coal fired power plants" there are plants 
permitted that achieve lower VOM emissions than the Indeck proposal: Tampa Electric Polk 
station Certificate of Conditions states VOC 0.001 7 Ibs/mbtu and the Roundup Power Project 
in Montana, permitted 1-3 1-03, includes a VOC limit of 0.0030 lbs/mbtu. 
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Either way, the proposed limit for VOM limit of 0.004 lbs/rnmbtu is not LAER. 

Alternative analysis comments: 

35 IAC 203.306 analysis of alternatives provides that 

''the owner or operator shall demonstrate that the benefits of the new major source or major 
modification significantly outweigh the environmental and social costs imposed as a result of its 
1al"atic;o cordtructiofi ar rncdificatian baed upor; m andysis of alteiliotive sitcs, sizss, 
production processes and environmental control technique for such proposed source." 

Contrary to IEPA's statements in the Project Summary VI D, the application is silent on this 
topic in regards to sites md size, only mentiom Integrated Gasification Co~nbined Cycle 
("IGCC) technology as an alternative production process but not natural gas Combined Cycle, 
and discusses soine e n ~ r ~ n i i e i i a l  crjilb~l teckiologies. 

This application should have been deemed incomplete. 

Instead, IEPA attempts in its Project Summary to suppiy arguments as io the aliegeci benefits of 
the Indeck proposal, but falls short of providing any. 

IEPA argues that electricity is essential to human society, yet a merchant plant does not provide 
csscfitial scrviccs, it just gmblcs on the c b c c  to bc a playcr in a dzrcgu!atcd rnskc:. 

IEPA argues that new coal plants are beneficial because they increase competition among 
suppliers. lEPA does not know nor require lndeck to document where and to whom the 
electricity will be sold. Regulated neighboring with utilitiks who can buy Indeck's electricity but 
offer no choice of suppliers to their customers. IEPA has to request that Indeck submit a detailed 
breakdofin of how n~iieh of the e:ee.tTicity gileiited -will sizy iii Ilfhois, liow the diis %ill 
increase competition and which less performing electric generating facilities will be taken off 
iine. 

IEPA a p e s  that new plants vrill allow fir reduced oper~tion of o!der md more p o l ! ~ ~ g  power 
plants. Given that such older coal plants have no capital cost because they are fully amortized, 
hey have a sipilitiani price advaniagc over newiy tionsku~ied plants, how did IEPA arrive at 
this conclusion? Any documentation on this topic has to be made part of the record. 

IEPA believes that alternative power sources and energy conservation do not address the need for 
sew power. IEPA or the appliomt must hiwe cco~duotecl w d y s e s  for the need of e!e~'Jicd 
generation and the effect of energy conservation in Illinois that run contrary to all other studies 
on this subject. I request ihat the need anaiyses that were the basis for the above statement be 
made part-of this record. 
IEPA claims to have technical knowledge about power transmission and as to why it is desirable 
to build new plants near the users of electricity. I reqmwst h t  the underlying ieseaich documents 
be made part of this record. 



In an article by the Chicago Tribune dated May 18,2003, (copy included) IEPA agrees that 
gasification is the best hope for the future of coal-fired power plants and Director Renee 
Cipriano is quoted :" It is just not feasible a? this location.". If this statement was the conclusion 
of a site feasibility study, this study has to be made part of this record. 

IEPA either came to -dounded conclusicjns oi to conclusions that wcre baed oil documents that 
were not part of the record that was made available to the public. All information used to make a 
permit decision must be part of the public record. The lackof them makes any meaningful public 
participation in the permitting process impossible. IEPA has deny the permit, instruct Indeck to 
amend the word, and re-notice the project with a new draft permit.. 

Beyond addressing potential benefits, which as we have seen above, the applicant did not do, 
Indeck also has to show that those bendits outweigh environmental costs as mandated in 35 IAC 
203.306, 

In order to do so, Indeck must first show what the expected environmental costs would be. This 
was not done at all. 

Indeck has to submit a detailed Environmentd Impact StudyIStatement ( "EIS") that has to 
contain as a minimum impacts of the proposed project on 

Air quality impacts, including potential increase in ozone levels and inability to reach attainment 
in current ozone non-attainment areas. 

Hydrology and water quality, including the impact of increased mercury deposition on aquatic 
habitats both within and outside the project area. A study of consequences of acidification and 
nitrification of aquatic systems has to be included. The ETS has to address the impact, both 
environmental and social, on groundwater usage and the aquifer and potmtial water drinking 
watcr shortages. It has to addrcss wastcivatcr rim-off and containment of potcntially polliitcd 
water. 

The EIS has to contain discussions about biological aspects of the project e.g. loss of habitat on 
site and surrounding areas, and impact of sensitive species, esgecizlly the impact fiom this 
proposal on the Midewin Prairie. 

The EIS has to include impacts on children and elderly in the communities that host coal 
generating stations who suffer respiratory illnesses, and ever-increasing asthma, and the larger 
human and biological communities that sustain damage by unregulated pollutants such as 
mercury and carbon dioxide. 

Otber aspects that need to be included are land use and community character, socio-economics 
and local services, especially fire protection capability, transportation issues, visual impacts, and 
noise. 

Each identified impact has to include a discussion of appropriate mitigation. 
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The EIS should also address social costs. 

There is concern about the socio-economic costs of tons of emissions of ozone precursor 
pollutants of this project. Lake County and other collar counties can already not meet the 
NAAQS for ozone. 

I have included a letter from Suzie Schmidt, Lake County Board Chair, to Governor Rod 
I3lagojevich that highlights those cmcems. 

The Illinois Constitution mandates environmental protection and conservation of natural 
resources. Article XI, Section i of the Constitution provides: 

SECTION 1. PUBLIC POLICY - LEGISLATIVE RESPONSIBILITY The public policy of the 
State and the duty of each person is to provide and maintain a healthfkl environment for the 
bcnefit of this and future generations. The Gencral Assembly shall provide by law for the 
implementation and enforcement of this public policy. (Source: Illinois Constitution.) 

The law provided by the general assembly is the Environmentai Protection tict found in the the 
Illinois Compiled Statues (ILCS): 

TlTLE I: GENERAL PROVISIONS (415 ILCS 511) Sec. 1. This Act shall be known and may be 
cited as the "Environmental Pr~tection Act". (Source: P. A. 76-2429.) (415 ILCS 512) Sec. 2. (a) 
The General Assembly finds: (i) that environmental damage seriously endangers the public 
health and welfare, as more specifically described in later sections of this Act; (ii) that because 
environmental damage does not respect political boundaries, it is necessary to establish a unified 
state-wide program for environmental protection and to cooperate fully with other States and 
with the [Jnited States in protecting the environment; (iii) that air, water, and other resource 
pollution, public water supply, solid waste disposal, noise, and other environmental problems are 
closzly intcrrclatcd and must bc dcalt with as a uniftcd wholc in ordcr to safeguard thc 
environment; (iv) that it is the obligation of the State Government to manage its own activities so 
ns to minimize environmental damage; to encourage and assist local governments to adopt and 
implement environmental-protection programs consistent with this Act; to promote the 
development of technology for environmental protection and conservation of natural resources; 
and in appropriate cases to afford financial assistance in preventing environmental damage; (v) 
tbat in order to alleviate the burden on enforcement agencies, to assure that all interests are given 
a full hearing, md to increase public participation in the task of protecting the enviromeat* 
private as well as governmental remedies must be provided; (vi) that despite the existing laws 
and regulations concerning environmental damage there exist continuing destnrcuon and damage 
to the environment and harm to the public health, safety and welfare of the people of this State, 
and that among the most significant sources of this destruction, damage, and harm are the 
improver and unsafe transportation, treatment, storage, disposal, and dumping of hazardous 
wastes: (vii) that it is necessary to supplement and strengthen existing criminal sanctions 
regarding environmental damage, by enactis2 specific penalties for injury to public health and 
welfare and the environment. (b) It is the purpose of this Act, as more specifically described in 
later sections, to establish a unified, state-wide program supplemented by private remedies, to 
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restore, protect and enhance the quality of the environment, and to assure that adverse effects 
upon the environment are fully considered and borne by those who cause them. (c) The terms and 
provisions of this Act shall be liberally construed so as to effechate the purposes of this Act as 
set forth in subsection (b) of this Section, but to the extent that this Act prescribes criminal 
penalties, it shall be construed in accordace with the "Criminal Code of 1961", as amended. 
(Source: P.A. 83-1 101.) 

The Illinois Constitution and Illinois rules and regulations charge the Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency to act with diligence to protect the public interest in the state's resources and 
to protect the right of the people to a healthful environment. 

The application and the draft permit are flawed because of the failure to properly conduct a site 
assessment, weigh the environmental impacts of the project against its social and economic 
benefit, and consider the adverse en~iro~mnental effects of the project. 

The IEPA is the primary public trustee of the environment and must consider and follow the 
Constitution and statutory law in making any determination about the granting or denial of 
permits. 

IEPA has to deny the pennit. 

Notwithstanding any of the above, I will continue to discuss problems with the draft permit. 

The proposed plant is a major source under PSD rules. In addition to criteria polluta~~ts NOX, 
S02,CO, PM, it also has the potential to emit significant amounts of sulhic acid mist, fluoride: 
and Beryllium, as well as mercury. 

PSD regulation require that a source demonstrate that 1. its emissions will not cause an adverse 
ezect on ambient sir quality, 2. The source will not cause an exceedance of an applicable 
increment and 3. Conduct an analysis of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 4. That 
there will not be any impact on soils, visibility and vegetation. 

Proof that emissions will not cause an adverse effect on ambient air was attempted through & 
modeling :I see several problems with the air model Iadeck conducted: 

Indeck conducted air modeling; but only for criteria pollutants although HF, mercury, beryllium 
and acid mist exceeded PSD thresholds. A separate ah quality analysis must be submitted for 
each regulated pollutant the proposal could emit. Regulated pollutants include: pollutants for 
which a NAAQS exists other pollutants regulated by EPA. 
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Indeck used the rural dispersion coefficient based on existing land use. Yet we know that fbture 
land use includes a 18 million square foot warehouse, a large car dealership, and other 
developments at the Centerpoint proposal. Indeck should have also modeled for urban dispersion. 

In order to use existing ambient data, Indeck has to show that the data are representative of the 
area of the proposed pro~ect, it has to consider monitor location, quality of data, and currentness 
of data.. 

There seem to be several problems with the monitoring stations selected by Indeck: 
Referring to the "lllinois Annual Air Quality Report 2001 "( 1 have not enclosed a copy since this 
is an IEPA generated document), 

there is no monitor "Joliet (1 971009)" as listed in the modeling report on page2-3, table 2-1, so it 
is unclear where the SO2 background data used in the model came from. 

The air quality report lists Jolict 1 97000 3 3 as a SO2 monitor, in 200 1 the 3 lii second highest 
coaceatration was 0.077 ppm, and the 24 highest was 0.038 ppm, both higher then the 
monitoring data used by Indeck. 

Braidwood (1 971 01 1) samples as PAMS: 03, NOfN02, WSIWD, SOL, MET md as SLAMS 
PM 2.5, however apparently not CO as claimed by Indeck. Which CO monitor was used? 

According to the air quality report, the Braidwood monitor for NO2 is a PAMS monitor and is 
only operated during ozone season and does not meet statistical minimum selection criteria for 
an annual arithmetic mean.( please refer to Table B-12 in the air quality report, it is clearly 
spelled out) Indeck cannot use it. 

if the background concentrations compiled by Indeck in Table 2-2 were erroneous , Indeck failed 
the data quality check, and the pre-construction waiver cannot be granted. This also cast serious 
doubts about the foufidation of on any further discussion of the impact of this proposal on 
ambient air quality. 

Wwk c m o t  predict the impact of is project on the NAAQS because the ambient bwk~ound  
concentrations were calculated incorrectly. Indeck failed to show that the proposal will not have 
an adverse effect on ambient air quality. iEPA has to deny the permit. 

Notwithstanding any of the above, there are other questions about the air model. 

Cumulative source modeling had to be conducted for pollutants whose impact were above the 
Significzmt Impact Level (STL), IEPA p r ~ i d e #  I~dwic ~3itb s li3t of existing gr pennifted 
sources, the source inventory, within the impact area. 

The impact area is defined in the NSR manual as "a circular area with the radius extending from 
the source to the most distant point where approved dispersion modeling predicts a si@ficant 
ambient impact will occur or a modeling receptor distance of 50 km, whichever is less". Each 
irp~licable pollulant has its own impact m a .  

IEPA has not identified the impact area for each of the pollutants emined by Indeck. 
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How then was the regional source inventory compiled? What radius was selected and why? 

The list of existing background sources may not list sources that have not yet received a Title 5 
permit and that might be PSD, thus underestimating the existing sources' emissions. 

Please explain the differences in maximum concentration of just the 2 CFB boiler ( table 2-1 0) 
and the entire facility ( table 2-1 l).Especially, which emission units causes the huge increase of 
annual NQx emissions from 0.46 mug11113 for 2 CFB boiler at 50 % load-- to 6.63 mugJm3 for 
the entire facility? Afl other increases seem to be explainzble by ancillary source eq~pment, 
except for NOx. 

Please explain the difference in the "project contribution tci maximum cancentration (mu 
g/rJ)"columns in tables 2-12 and 2-1 3. 

Where are the points of maximum impact for the pollutants? Please generate and make pubiic 
maps showing those points. 

The NSR manual on page C 37 states: An inventory of all non-criteria pollutants emitted in 
significant amounts is required for estimating the resulting ambient concentration of those 
pollutants .... an emission inventory for non-criteria pollutants should include sources within 50 
kilometers. None of the above was done. 

The project summary states that there were exceedances for PMlO and SO2 NAAQS but 
attributes, those exceedances to "inaccuracies in the emission ilivent~i-);" and concliides thzt the 
exceedances are not relevant for the purpose of this application, anyway. 

If the inventory is inaccurate, it gives false results, either too high, as claimed here, or too low, 
which is not discussed. Accuracies don't go just one way. 

Please explain why we bother to have air quality standards and require air modeling if discussion 
of the standard is based on f~ulty data, faulty- inveiltories and the results of the modeling ax 
deemed "not relevant for the purpose of this application" and " do not contribute significantly". 

Please indicate what the consequence of those exceedances of PM 10 and SO2 NAAQS would 
have been according to the rules or in other words: If Indeck had to deal with the exceedance 
problem, could they still build the plant? 

M a t  impact would this source have on the new 8-hour ozone standard? The PM 2.5 standard? 
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Impact on soils and vegetation: 

The NSR manual on page D 4 reads: " the analysis of soil and vegetation air pollution impacts 
should be based on an inventory of the soil and vegetation types found in the impact area. This 
inventory should include all vegetation with any commercial or recreational value, " 

The Midewin Prairie is a site of high recreational value and of statewide, if not national 
importance. Indeck has to conduct a detailed soil and vegetation inventory. It is noteworthy that 
the NSR manual states that for most soil types and vegetation concentrations of criteria pollutants 
below the secondary NAAQS will not result in harmful effects but that there are sensitive species 
which maybe harmed by long term exposure to low concentrations of pollutants for which there 
are 110 NAAQS. This clearly indicates that under certain circumstances the analysis has to go 
beyorid just a simple screedng. The sensitive ecology of a prairie is such a specid circu~~lsta~ce. 

The NSR manual describes the five steps of a top-down BACT determination that has to be 
conducted for each pollutant subject to PSD review: 

1. Identify all control technologies- Including LAER 

2.Eliminate technical infeasible options 

3 . b . d ~  remaining control kchologies by control effectiveness 

4.evaluate most effective and document results, case-by-case consideration of energy, 
environmental and economic impacts 

Indeck's BACT analysis is incomplete and therefbre very difficult to comment on. 

In order to understand the source's Potential To Emit ("PTE") Indeck has to complete a 
chemical analysis of the coal it proposes to use. Second, in order to evaluate the effect of add-on 
emission controls, Indeck has to supply a flue gas characteristic after each device it proposes to 
ufilize. 

Indeck's A BACT decisions fail to consider the effect of a control device on all pollutants, 
including wegulated. toxic pallutanis. 

'l'hroughout the application it repeatedly ignores step 1 : identify ali available control options. 
Indeck instead spends a lot of time defending the one it chose. That is not what the regulations 
mandate. 

The followiri& are just two examples form Indeck's application that illustrate that Indeck did not 
conduct a top-down BACT analysis: 
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1. On page 5-21 of the application, Indeck claims that limestone injection is BACT for fluorides 
( hydrogen fluorides "HF") without conducting a top-down BACT analysis. 

A survey of the aBLC web site reveals that e.g. the AES Puerto Rico plant ( also a CFB boiler 
faciliry) achieves BACT HF limits of 0.0005 lbs/MMBTU or 1.18 l b s h  using a scrubber. Indeck 
would emit ( assuming 8760 hrs of operation ) 1 1.46 I b s k  or 0.00 1952 Ibs/mrnbtu. 

C-if ously, because none of the suggestion were c o i i i d ~ ~ d  by Indeck, the attachment B of the 
Octobcr 30,2002 letter on page BD 14 includes a thorough HF BACT analysis conducted by 
JEA NGS R e p o w e ~ g  Project that identifies the foliowing available control options: Spray dryer 
absorber/ Fabric Filter, or CFB scrubberElectrostatic Precipitator, or CFB scrubber with a Fabric 
Filter none of which were evaluated by Indeck. All three AQCS are guaranteed to redace HF 
to0.43lbdhr or 0.0001 57 lblmmbtu, far less then the Indeck proposal. 

2. hdeck claims on page 5-1 1 of theit applicati~n that it was utiable to fad my recent auxiliary 
boiler installations in the RBLC xveb site . Funny thing. 
I ran the following search: 

Ranking Report for Search Criteria 
Pollutant: NOX 
Process Category: Come~~.ial/Institutiod-Size Boilers/Furnaces (100 million B tuk  or less) 
Process Type: 13.3 10 
Process Name: Natural Gas (includes propane and liquefied petroleum gas) 
Permit Date Between 06/25/1993 And 06/25/2003 

produced over 100 results from KBLC. 

I believe it goes beyond the scope of public comment tq analyze these data, I: suffices to say that 
Indeck failed to include BACT identification for the auxiliary boiler. Nonetheless, I have 
included two examples from the RBLC of gas fired auxiliary boiler of comparable size that 
achieve much lower emission rates then the one proposed by Indeck 

While we are on the topic of "sources consulted to determine BACT", on page 5-5 of the 
appiication under "5.3.2 SIP Limits", Indeck totally misconstrues the meaning of SIP limits. It 
believes that SIP limits can be correlated to BACT limits. Indeed, SIP limits are the ut>oer 
allowable limit for regulated pollutant while BACT is the lowest allowable limit. 

1 have in the past urged EPA to please review cost analyses submitted by applicants instead of 
mctrely and uncritically accepring them. I ask that the critical review written by Dr. Phyllis Fox 
an this i s s~e  that I submitted fa; the KNCD appeal be made part of this record: to highlight, 
again, ptoblems with e.g. the SCR scrubber cost analysis, page 5-1 5 of the application: 
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In IL,, there is no tax on ~ollution control devices, fieight is usually included in the price, and 
even if not, it will not be 1.3 million dollars. 

$1.4 million for a foundation seem excessive. Without knowledge of the size of the foundation 
needed, no estimate can be included in the cost analysis. A cubic yard of concrete installed is 
about $250 $1 ;4 million is a lot of concrete. Engineering is only needed once per atallation 
and cannot be double-counted, start up and performance testing, ciaimed to amouni to $534 000 
would be required even if there was no scrubber. 

1 b on page 3: please define what "generaily designed for coal in Iliinois " means. 

4 a 1, page 8The mentioned determinations have to be accessible by the public as well 

4 b i : I interpret this to mean that if Indeck follows "the plany' it excused to report exceedances 
that occur during startup, breakdown and malfunction. Such blanket exception would be illegal. 

5 b ii How many diesel engines are there and re they emergency or standby units , or not? This 
has to be specsed in the permit. 

Page 10 cond. 6 b 1 : I don't understand what this means, please clarify. 

Pages 2 1 ,1.2 b and following: Please explain the thinking behind and identifj the method for 
deihing averaging times in this permit thal range from3 hours to 30 days. Averaging times must 
not interfere with enforceability of emission limits. If the limits are hourly, how can his be 
accomplished with 30 day averaging times? 

page 1 3, c iii inappropriately delays compliance for 1 8 months after startup 

page 17 testing requirement: 

a 1 A please clarie that such testing has to be conducted by an indemndent testing service. 

a 1 B Please identifl the legal authority and envir~~mental impacts for this condition which 
seems to exempt the source from compliance testing for an entire year beyond the statutory time 
frame. 

Please explain how compliance with opacity limits will be monitored. Note that I believe Method 
9 would be inadequate because it limit compliance monitoring to daytime hours only. Require 
Tndeck to install a COMS. 

Page 22 notification 30 days is not "prompt". I suggest three working clays instead. 

Page 23: operational flexibility: Please explain how this provision does not contradict condition 1 
b on page 3. 

Please explak how ammonia slip is monitored. 
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These comments are submitted in the hope that all questions and concerns voiced in here will be 
answered in a Responsiveness Sumn~ary. 

If any of the questions or comments submitted in regards to this source, not only by LCCA but 
by any person, group or other entity, are deemed " not relevant" or worthy of an answer, please 
include a brief listing of mch questions in the R9. 

In light of all of everything that was pointed out in these comments, we request that IEPA deny 
hdeck a final permit for its proposal. hdeck's application, and consequently the Project 
Summary, the Draft Permit and the hearing were so substandard that the only fair solution is to 
start afresh with a new draft permit. 

For the Lake County Conservation Alliance 

p.,d Owen Zk!- 
42 1 Ravine Drive 

Winthrop Harbor, 1L 60096 

Enclosures 
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Verena Owen 
421 Ravine Rrhre 
Winlhrop Harbor. IL 60096 

hlr. Brad Frost 
Illinois EPA 
102 1 North Grand Avenue East 
Springfield, JLM794 

RE: Permit number 01060062 and 00100077 for NRG / Indeck Rockford I imd I1 

Dear Mr. Frost; 

' Thank yau for the apportunity ta submit commenls on the abave:mentiod permits fbr tbe 
NRGhdeck ("Indeck") facilities. 

1 ,  Public Yarlicipation 

! especially appreciate Illinais EPA's policy to capen revisions ~f cnnstruction permits to 
public comment. 

Yet, surprisingly, lhat fact does not seem to have gencrated enough interest by the public to 
compel your Agency lo hold a public hearing. As I will explain further, there i s  evidence that the 
licighbors of the Rockford facilities have concerns about the power plants. 

When Indeck appr~shsd the tam of Round L&e with a prop~sal far similar Dower plant, some 
villqe trustees took it upon themselves to visit the neighbors of the Kockford plant. Armed with 
a video recorder they produaed a video that highlighted some ofthe problems the neighbors have 
with the plant: excessive noise, small "explosions" and 2 A.M."stenm whistles" were mentioned, 
as well as Indeck's unresponslve~ess TO complaints, and unidentified powdery deposits on their 
c m ,  outdoor furniture and kiddie toys that seem to eat away some of the finishes. 

Setting asidr: thr: qwstisn. I f  thg ~ w p l e  in RQC~~QK! have cause for csncems 93- SZ hose FCJU!~ 
have been addressed by IEPA, I am sure those neighbors of the Kockford plant would have 
wanted to discuss those issues with your Agency, had they known aboul tho opportunity to do so. 
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1 have remarked before on the failure by TEPA to reach the very people who will be most 
affeckcl by Agency decisions. Sadly, Rockford is jusZ anotha example. 

2. Permit Amendment 

Indeck has requested o construction permil amendment for the Rockford T l  facility that would 
raise the hourly PM eaissions h r n  6 Ibdhr to 23.5 Ibslhr. 
The construction permit for Rockford I contains no testing requirements for PM/PMlO emissions 
but instcnd relies on AP 42 emission facttvrs for PM at 10 Ibs h. 
According to IEPA, the turbines in Rocldbrd I and I1 are almost identical. 
It is vcry likely hat Rockford I cannot meet the 10 I b s h  limit. lndeck has to be required to lest 
fur Phf/f'MIQ at Rackford I; and the test results establishing new tmissinn limits have ta be 
reflected in a p&t condition.. 

3. Public Participation I1 

aver the last II!QI!@S 1 R ~ v e  ~hI&k(1 ~NG!I~~w FQmn?Gfl@ o!l Cm&' pL%?& f ~ r  gt# fired 
power plants. Please consider them part of this record. It is waste of my timc to just having to 
repeat, again, what I have said before about CAAPP permit for gas firad powsr  plant^. 
EPA refiains fiom responding to comments made on CAMP permits. Indeed, to this day IEPA 
has not released a summary rwpanse for comments rcceived at the Reliant Aurora CAMP 
hewing that took place over 17 weeks ago. 
Tlb is an attempt to discourage public participation IEPA hopss people will get tired of having 
to deal with an unresponsive Agency, an interesting strategy that runs afoul with specific 
requirements in the Clean Air Act to involve the public in the decision making process. 

In December of 2002, Indeck requested an amendment of its construction pennit for Rockford 11. 
It turns out that, after conducting initial smk tests in May and failing PM emission limits, Indeck 
knowingly ran, and likely continues to nm. the Rockford II turbine in violation of conditions in 
the construction permit. 

IEPA should have immediately issued a Notice of Violation ( NV) to Indeck. 

W A  has repeatedly, and publically, stated that no source can benefit from violating permit 
conditions, rules, or regulation. Ind& therefore has forfeited all revenue generated by the 
Rockford 11 fslcility ro date to t h ~  peuple af lllinais. 



'CC Region 5 
john Casbman 
Jim ROSS 



Further, the public expects the lEPA to & f i g a l ~  track dew" 
and assess appropriate fines for violators. 

rsotissuedaW. it violati011s~ Both Ca lpk  in Zion and Reliant in Aurora were given WS for C O ~ ' U ~ C ~ Q ~  pm 
Wfrza wmmed Incteck's special treatment? 

Thank you for your interest in this matter, 

Sincerely, 
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US. EnvIronmwW Pmtuctdwt Ag.ncy ... 

Technology Transfer Network ', 

Clean Air Technology Center 
RACTIBACTILAER Clearinghouse .-- ; 
Recent j j 1 Print Verslpn I .&ash 
FPA Home > Air & Radiation > lTNWeb - Technoloav Trangfer Network Clean Air Technol~gy Center > 
RACTIBACTILAER Clearinghq--> RBLC Quew Results > Process Information - Details 

For information about the pollutants related to the process, click on the Pollutant Information button 

Process Information - Details 

1DICompany:PA-0189 I 
Plant Name: CONECTlV BETHLEHEM. INC. 
Process: 6 COMBINED CYCLE COMBUSTION TURBINES 

- -  -- 

Primary Fuel: NATURAL GAS 
Throughput: 1 100 MW 

Process Code: 1 1.31 0 
SCC Code: 1-01 -006-02 

CornpHlance Verified? Yes 
Verification Method 

Stack Testing: Yes 
Inspections: No 
Calculation: No 

Other Method: No 
Description: 

Pollutant lnformation - List of Pollu 

Pollutant Primary Emission Limit 
K?& 2.5 PPMVD @ 15% 0 2  
PMlO .0135 PPM 
H2S04 ,0002 PPM 
?lQC 1.2 PPMVD@15% 02 

Process Notes: 

Last updated on: Tuesday, April 15,2003. 
URL: http://cfpub1.epa.govlrblc/cfmlProcDetl.cfm , 
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Weather / Traffic 

Classifid Critics dig in on coal plant 
nomes Opponents fearpollution from proposed facility 

~. - --- . . . 

special section6 Published ~ a y  78, 2003 

-.-- -.- 

E3 &mail: 
Printer- 

News / Home 
In an attempt to revive Illinois' lagging coal-mining industry, GOY. Rod 

Cncn! 
JJ - Em- Blagojevtch wants to give $50 m i l i n  in financial Incentives to the bullders of 

Ji~nE.Sbrs a coal-fired power plant on the former Joliet Arsenal, one that would burn lllinois coal and c 
* l Y a  jobs. 
karA'est 
wrth But environmentalists have come out against the proposed $1 billion facility, arguing that nc 
Nsar k ! e ! j t  
No- 

should not build another wal-burning plant because of the soot and pollution it would creat~ 

Technology 

=Po* 
Leicure 

TO recsive financial benefits from th, 
company would burn coal mined in Illinois. The financial incentives include about $25 rnillio 
would be repaid by using sales tax revenue from buying lllinois coal, the govemoh office s 

Travel Illinois coal has a high sulfur content, which causes more pollution when burned. Most lllinc 
hglshation plants do not have the technology to burn Illinois coal and still meet federal air pollution sta 
,drv.s were toughened in 1990. Those plants import coal with less sulfur, usually from the West. 

Cuctorner emice  As a result, the number of coal-mining fobs in Illinois dropped to just over 4,000, down from 
workers in 1980, said Taylor Pensoneau, president of the Illinois Coal Association. 

This project would create about 200 coal-mining jobs in Illinois, according to Blegojevich's c 

"In terms of !!linois coal, everything helps," Pensonsau seid. "Two hundred jobs, in this day 
sizable number in the lllinois coal induslry." 

The plant lndeck proposes turns coal into a sludge in whlch contaminants can be captured 
solid. 

J u ~ . e ~ ~ ! ~ l e . d  Dave Kalaz, chief of Re lllinols Environmental Proteetion Agency's bureau Bf sir, said that $ 

h~p:/ /www.ohioago~b~0e.~01n/~AocoVohiuo/chi-0351806my18 1,7774542.story 5/ 1 9/03 
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WYak 

this technobgy would produc. 20 percent ~f the air pollutiO; that plants built 50 years ago t 

Most of those older plants do nothing to stop the emission of sulfur dioxide, which can caua 
Some use scrubbers, a solution of water and limestone, to capture the sulfur. 

Representatives from the EPA also said the proposed plant would fall within federal and st; 
for emissions in the Chicago area. 

But Urbaszewski said that the people who would live or work near the power plant would be 
risk of hedlth problems. That's because the fine particulate released into the environment I f  
plants causes respiratory problems. 

He cited a Harvard Schwl af Public Health study released in 2001 that concludsd that nine 
power plants in northern Illinois are linked yearly to 300 deaths, nearly 14,000 asthma attac 
emergency room visits. 

'We have unhealthy air right now, in the Chicago area, from two different kinds of pollution: 
fine particulates," Urbaszewski said. "About one-third of the fine particulates in the air of CF 
from sulfur, from coal-fired power plants." 

Other environmentalists said the proposed plant is not the best way to create electricity. Dii 
executive director of Illinois Public Interest Research Group, an environmental organization 
group favors power plants that do not increase air emissions, no matter what the technolog 

Shift to cleaner fuel 

"But we wou!d erdw !ha# instead ~f lwking at reliance on wal in Illinois, a shift to cleaner f 
such as wind and solar," she said. 

Currently, coal is the fuel for about half of the electricrty produced in Illinois. Because of this 
coal, other environmentalists said that if coal is used. the best technology should be implen 
that is coal gasification. 

This metnod turns coa! in& a 98s mixtus using oxygen or steam, said Ronald Carty, direct 
Clean Coal Institute of Southern Illinois University. 

Depending on the cleanup process used, larger amounts of sulfur and merculy are remove 
other techniques, he said. 

In fact, the EPA agrees that gasification is the best hope for the future of coal-fired plants t( 
pollution. 

But €PA Birector Renee eipriano said that the technology has not yet proved reliable enout 
implemented commercially and the costs would be too high. Some estimates are that a gas 
system would cost two or three times more. 

Other proposals sought 

"It's just not feasible at this location," Cipriano said, adding that she would like to see other 
using the technology. 

Jim Thompson, senior vice president of business development for Indeck, would not cmrn 
s!ory. 

Coal industry officials, like environmentalists, advocate high-tech ways to change coal into I 
as gasification, because of their belief that cleaner techniques are the key to their future. 

"It's a cleaner way to use coal. and it doesn't violate any environmental airquality standard, 
said of coal gasification. "Money is usually the bottom line of every issue, at some point. An 
the issue here." 

A public hearing on the proposed plant will be held at 7 p.m. Thursday at Elwood Communl. 
In4 hl P k i m m r r n  C+ E l \ a r ~ r l  

http://www.chicagotribuaee~om/news/locchicago/chi-O3O5 180386mayl8,1,7774542.story 5/19/03 
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May 21,20G3 

G~~cr i l f i i  Rod 3iagojevich 
m m  of the G G V S ~ ~ ~ U ~  
207 Stai&houss 
Springfield', iL 62706 

Dear Gc~emor Blagsjevis7: 

xecefitiy, J 'u'da& made aware that 8 new c"ai plant vie-=: being prap~eed In Wl!! 
County. To the extent that the Sktc of Illinois vdiil be inval\i-a' jin approving ibis 
planr ar providing zny ex subsiciim far this plant, I would Ike to express my 
edncern to yolr regarding such a facility. This is nni or?iy a, Will Coun?.;~ issue - 
this is a regional issue. 

Lake Couniy's air is aireadv poiluted and exceeds Me &hour ozone, eandard 
that will take effest next year. The polluiion tiom rhis new coai burning power 
plant will, at times, impact Lzke Ccunhj 2nd \se do not vdsn: cr need any n O i €  
potiution in hire County. Further, the zdditicnel poiidion !r~m this new cad 
plant vdli resuit in mora assets being required on ALL sources !hraighout 
Chitxigoland, imludhg those in Lake Couniy. Aii businesses in Lake County. 
and Chicagoland, wilf bs asked to make up for the additiorr d ihie nevi poiIuier to 
our air. 

Thank you in advance for you! consideration of tbb rz-ional issce. 

Sincerely, 

Suzi Schmidt 
Chairman 
Lake County Board 
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U3. Envi-bI Pmtactb Agpmy \ 
Technology Transfer Network \ 

Clean Air Technology Center 
RACTlBACTlLAER Clearinghouse ; 

R e n c B b P d l t i P n r I C o n t a a U s I l S e  
LP- pir & Ra&&~s lTNWeb - NcWofk > C l e w -  > 
R A C T I ,  Werimhaua~ > RBLC QW R a m  > Pmcess Information - DetPilr 

For inkrmatlon about the pollutants related to this proces6, click on the Pollutant Information button 

Process Information - Details 

- --- - 
1DICompany:NJ-0045 I MERCK 
Plant Name: MERCK - RAHWqY PLANT 
Process: BOILERS - NAT GAS.!3) 

Ptlmarjr Fuel: NATURAL GAS 
Throughput: 995 MMBTUIH 

Process Code. t3.310 
SCC Code. It12(106M 

d;ornpllance Vorliied? Yes Pollutant Information - List of Pallu 
Verlflcation MOthod --------- Pollutant Pilrnary Emliicilori Limit 

Stack TesUng: Yes !XI 3.6 LBlH 
Inspections: No !.!!!OX 1.1 LBIH 
Calculation: No SO? .I LBlH 

Other Method:' No IS!? .33 LWH 
Description: v l !  .33 LBlH 

Last updated on: Tusday. April IS.  2003. 
URL: MlpUdpuhepagavI~dinlpr&.cfm 


