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PERMIT PROCESS

Carlton Inc. (Carlton) submitted an application for an air pollution control congtruction permit for an eectric
power facility near Zion in Lake County. The gpplication addresses two options for the proposed facility, either
three larger turbines to generate up to about 560 megawatts (MW) of dectricity or six smaller turbinesto
generate up to about 590 MW. The facility is described as a peaking facility. Assuch it would operate
primarily on hot summer days when the demand for eectricity is greatest. It would also operate at other times
as needed to meet the demand for electric power. The facility would burn naturd gas, which is the deanest
commercidly available fud.

The proposed project is not considered a maor source because the permitted emissions of pollutants from the
facility would be less than mgjor source thresholds. 1n addition to sdection of fud, the emissons of the turbines
would be controlled by the design of the combustors. (The combustors are the part a turbine where the natura
gas fud isburned.)

The lllinois EPA Bureau of Air processes gpplications for permits for sources of emissions to the atmosphere.
An air permit application must gppropriately address compliance with gpplicable air pollution control laws and
regulations before a permit can beissued. Following itsinitid technica review of Carlton’s application, the
Bureau of Air made a preliminary determination thet the application met the stlandards for issuance of a
congtruction permit and prepared a draft permit for public review and comment.

COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING

The public comment period began on June 30, 2000, with the publication of a notice in the Waukegan News
Sun. Notices were aso published in this paper on July 7 and 14, 2000. A public hearing was held on Tuesday,
August 15, 2000, at 7:00 p.m. at the Zion Park District, Shiloh Center to receive oral comments and answer
questions regarding the application and draft air permit. The comment period remained open until September
30, 2000 to receive written comments.

FINAL DECISION

Upon review of comments received during the public comment period and fina review of the application, the
[llinois EPA has determined that the application meets the standards for issuance of a congtruction permit.
Accordingly, on November 10, 2000, the Illinois Environmenta Protection Agency (lllinois EPA) issued a
permit to congtruct the proposed eectrical generation facility. The facility must be constructed and operated in
accordance with applicable regulations and the conditions of the permit.

CHANGESBETWEEN THE DRAFT AND FINAL PERMITS

The permit asissued includes the following significant changes compared to the draft permit.



Condition 3(f): The condition limiting annua emissions was enhanced to specify that emissons factors

will be developed from appropriate testing, unless the fadility continuoudy
monitors for that pollutant and to clarify that the Permittee must fully account for
al emissions from the proposed facility.

Condition 3(g): A condition was added specifying that the annua emissions of hazardous air pollutants

Condition 4(b)(B):

Condition 10(b)(ii):

Condition 11;

Condition 12(a)(v) and (vi):

Condition 13(c)(i) and (e):

Condition 15:

Condition 16 (b)

Tables1and 2

(HAP) from the facility are limited to non-mgjor levels
A condition was added restricting operation of turbines at reduced load.

The requirement for continuous emission monitoring for nitrogen oxides (NO)
was enhanced to specify when monitors must be operated in accordance with
the provisons of the federal Acid Rain program.

The requirements for emission testing were enhanced to include testing for
particulate matter, testing of emissions during startup of the turbines, and testing
for hazardous air pollutants if Method 18 is used to test for volatile organic
materid emissons

The requirements for recordkeeping were enhanced to include records for
additiond data and information.

The requirements for reporting were enhanced to include routine reporting for
the number of gtart-ups and reporting of preiminary emisson dataif testing is
not done within 45 days of gainful operation.

A condition was added to clarify that the issued permit is based on Carlton
being a separate source from the proposed Skygen power plant and that the
permit does not authorize congtruction of the proposed facility if undertaken by
the same party as builds the Skygen plant.

A condition was added clarifying that the facility would be subject to any new
requirements that would be gpplicable to construction or operation of the
turbines based on the timing of their actud ingdlation

Footnotes were added to the Tables listing hourly emission limitsto address
emissions during reduced |oad operation of the turbines.



QUESTIONSAND COMMENTS

General
1 How will the proposed gas turbines make electricity?

A gasturbineisarotary engine in which fue is continuoudy burned with the force of the hot combustion gases
as they expand pushing on a series of blades to rotate a shaft. When used in a power plant, the power shaft is
connected to an eectrica generator.

2. Can the proposed gasturbines use fuels other than natural gas?

The proposed facility would fire natural gas asitsonly fuel. Carlton has not gpplied to burn kerosene or
digtillate oil as aback-up fud. Such an gpprova would require anew or revised Congtruction Permit from the
[llinois EPA. The gasturbines are not physicaly able to burn cod or other solid fud.

3. What isthe difference between a peaking facility and so-called “ base load” facilities?

Pesking facilities are intended to operate only when the demand for power is a its greatest (in Illinais, typicaly
hot summer week days) and other times when less costly sources of power (such as cod-fired and nuclear
plants) are not able to meet the demand for power. Base load power plants are developed so that they can be
operated essentidly year round, if there is aneed for power at the price at which they can produceit.

In thisregard, the gas turbines in peaking power facilitiesare ingdled in a“smple cyde’ configuration, asthey
exhaust directly to the atmosphere, without using boilersto recover the energy in the hot exhaust gases. This
means that peaker plants are aso less efficient and more costly to run than “combined cycl€’ turbines. Ina
combined cycle turbine, the hot exhaust gases discharged from the gas turbines do not go directly to the
atmosphere but ingtead are ducted through awaste heat boiler and used to make steam. This steam isthen
used to drive a steam turbine generator, to produce more dectricity, which increases the overal output of the
systern compared to the gas turbine by itsdf. The recovery of steam in this manner increases the energy
efficiency of acombined cycle plant by about 50 percent compared to asimple cycle turbine. However, the
greater efficiency and lower operating costs of a combined cycle turbine come at a higher capital cost for the
additional equipment, including the waste hest boiler, the steam turbine generator and a cooling tower to
condense and reuse the steam, which are not present with asimple cycle turbine,

4. What isa“ merchant power plant?”

A merchant power plant sells eectricity on awholesde bass to other companies that then sdll the power on a
retall basisto individua resdentia, commercid and industrid customers. Under deregulation of eectricity
generation, the developer of amerchant power plant is not guaranteed a return on its investment and must
compete in afree economic market to sdll the power it can produce. A merchant power plant can be either a
pesking facility or abase load facility.



5. The proposed facility would not oper ate as a true peaker based upon the hours of operation
for which it is effectively being per mitted.

The permitted level of annud operation of the proposed facility is not inconsistent with operation as a pesking
facility. Moreover, the aspect of thisfacility that restrictsits operation to pesking operation is the permitted
equipment, i.e., natural gas fired ample cycle turbines. Simple cycle turbines (peaking facilities) do not routindy
operate when other types of plants are able to meet the demand for power. Thisis because the cost of
electricity, in dollars per megawatt generated by an smple cycle turbine is sgnificantly higher thanthe cost of
electricity produced by nuclear power plants, coa-fired plants or natural gas fired combined cycle plants.

With respect to the proposed facility’ s permitted level of operation, sources routingly apply for permitted levels
of operation that are greater than those a which they expect to operate. This provides capacity or room to
accommodate additiona operation based on unusudly high demand for services. Thisis certainly an interest of
pesking facilities. The operation of pesking facilities can vary greetly from year to year based upon the weather
and other factors that affect the demand for power and the ability of other power plants to satisfy that demand.
Accordingly, the permitted levels of operation should be understood for exactly what they are, which isthe
maximum level of operation for which afacility is permitted.

Deveopers of new naturad gas fired combined cycle plants are dso requesting permits that overdate the likely
level of operation of ther facilities. They apply for permits that would alow year-round operation like a base
load power plant. Because the power that combined cycle plants produce will still be more expengve than
power produced from base-load nuclear and coal-fired plants, these combined cycle plants would typicaly be
expected to actudly operate as intermediate or cyclic load plants. Nevertheless, the companies developing
these fadilities are pursuing permits that would alow continuous year-round operation.

6. Aretheturbines at the proposed facility equipped with “dry” combustorsor do would they rely
on water injection to control NOy emissions?

The combugtors will be“dry” combugtors, in which the mixing of ar and fud is carefully managed to minimize
the “hot spots’ in the flame where NOy is actudly formed.  They are not wet combugtors in which water, either
asaliquid spray or as steam, isinjected into the combustor in about a one-to-one ratio with the fud to reduce
peak flame temperatures to “dow down” the combustion process and reduce the formation of NO,.
Accordingly, water would not be used at the proposed facility to control emissions of NOy, aswould occur with
wet combustors.

7. During the winter, the plant may create ice fog.

The lllinois EPA does not expect that the proposed facility will ever causeicefog. During very cold weether, as
can be experienced in Alaska, ice fog can occur from turbines equipped with weter injection to control
emissions of NOx. The turbines proposed by Carlton have dry, rather than wet, combustors. Moreover, asa
pesking facility, the facility would not normally operate in the winter and Illinois winter westher israrely cold
enough for ice fog to be formed.

8. Would cooling tower s be used to help chill theinlet air going into the turbines?



No. Carlton indicates that chiller systems, which include cooling towers, would not be used on turbines to cool
theinlet air to the turbines on warm days to increase power output. Instead, only evaporative cooling would be
used. With evaporative cooling, water is dripped directly onto the mediain the inlet air filter to cool the ar asit
passes through the filter.

Facility Emissions
0. What pollutants would be emitted from the proposed facility?

The pollutants emitted by the proposed facility are the pollutants associated with burning of natura gasfor any
purpose. The pollutant of greatest concern for anatural gasfired power plant isNO;. Other pollutants emitted
include carbon monoxide (CO) and, in smaler amounts, particulate matter (PM), volatile organic materiad
(VOM) and sulfur dioxide (SO,). Some of the compounds that make up the VOM are hazardous air pollutants
(HAP).

10.  Who providestheinformation regarding emissons?

Carlton provided detailed information in its gpplication on the emission rates that the proposed turbines can
meet. It dso provided data on emissions of the turbines during startups. Like other applicants, it obtained
short-term hourly emisson data from Generd Electric, the supplier of the turbines. Manufacturers of turbines
compile the results of tests conducted on their equipment to help determine the emisson limits with which their
equipment can comply.

11. Neither Carlton nor thelllinois EPA provided the engineering calculations used to determine
emissions.

Thisinformation, i.e., the specific methodology used by Generd Electric to makes its projection of maximum
hourly emissions of the turbines, was not needed to review the application. Compliance with the emission rates
st forth in the application would be verified by during actua operation of the proposed facility with emisson
testing, monitoring and recordkesping. An engineering review of the methodology used by Generd Electric to
provide emission data would not excuse the source from such verification of emisson data, which must occur
before an operating permit could be issued for the proposed facility.

12.  Why do the sulfur dioxide (SO,) emission rates of the two different configurations of turbines
vary so greatly?

The emission datafor SO, differ because of the underlying assumption made for the sulfur content of the naturd
gasusad intheturbines. The emission datafor the three larger turbines was based on use of naturd gas
containing no more than 0.8 grains sulfur per 100 standard cubic feet whereas the emission data for the six
smdller turbines was based on a more conservative (higher) sulfur content of 2.0 grains per 100 standard cubic
fet. Incidentdly, in the federd Acid Rain Program, 40 CFR 72.2, USEPA defines “naturd gas’ to have a
sulfur content that is less than 2.0 grains per 100 standard cubic feet.



13. Why dothe particulate matter (PM) emission rates of the two different configurations of
turbinesvary so greatly?

The differencesin projections of PM emissons reflect differences in the data provided by Generd Electric for
the larger and smdler models of turbines. These differences may be the result of differencesin the performance
of the turbines themselves or they may reate to differencesin eimated effectiveness of the inlet air filters on the
turbines and other aspects of the turbines that may effect emissonsof PM. They may dso reflect amore
conservative gpproach (larger margin of compliance) to the emission data for the smadler turbines, due to fewer
teststo rely upon or greater variation in test results.

14. How did Carlton develop the annual emission data, which isexpressed in tons per year, for the
turbines? Wasthe information provided in the application based on the short-term emission
data for operation of the turbines at a particular temperature?

Because the output and emissions of the turbines vary on an hour-by-hour basis with ambient temperature and
turbine load, Carlton supplied information for a worst-case distribution of operation. For example, for the
purpose of this demonstration, Carlton assumed that the turbines would operate at full load 74 % of the time
(16% at -20 °F, 23 % at 49 °F and 45 % at 100 °F). Other assumptions were made for operation at other
lesser load conditions for the remaining 26 % of the time. This distribution of facility operation was then
combined with data on hourly emission rates under each load and ambient temperature condition to provide
data on annua emissons.

15. Because the lllinois EPA does not know for certain under what conditions the proposed facility
will be operating, calculations for annual emissions should be done assuming “wor st case
scenario” just asdonefor the air quality modeling.

The application does provide emission data for the range of conditions under which the proposed facility will be
operating. Thisincludes data for both the conditions during which emissons will be grestest (winter and
reduced load) and the conditions during which the turbines will typicaly operate when emission will be lower
(summer westher and full load). Actua emissions can be tracked to verify compliance with annud limits so as
to accommodate variability in operation depending upon the condition under which turbines are operated.

Air quaity modding is conservetively performed in the manner that it is performed for a number of reasons that
are not present for determination of annua emissons. In particular, modeling is performed to address ar quaity
impacts as related to health based air quality standards, not gpplicability thresholds for permitting. These
standards include short-term standards that are appropriately addressed in terms of maximum hourly or daily
emissons. Findly, because modding is performed conservetively, permits can accommodate variation in actud
emissons without affecting the conclusions of the modding.

16. Data for startup emissionsfrom turbines, a major component of overall emissons, arelargely
unknown.

Certainly the emission data thet is available for startup of turbinesis not as extensve asthe data that is available
for norma operation of turbines.  Still, startup of turbines has been investigated by USEPA and information on



emissons of turbines during Startup is available. The startup of aturbine does not create any new pollutants, but
changes the rdative rates of pollutants. Emissions of NO, during startup are higher as the measures used to
reduce NOy cannot be immediately employed. Emissons of CO and VOM, which are incomplete combustion
products, are dso higher until combustion conditions sabilize.  To the extent that the Sartup datais not as
extengve, the result appears to be that manufacturers of turbines are reluctant to provide thisdata. Asthis data
is provided, it aso appearsthat this data is more conservative than the data provided for norma operation, that
is, it overdtates the actuad emissions as determined by emission testing by alarger margin of compliance.

17. Hazardous air pollutantsthat are carcinogenic, such as formaldehyde and acrolein, would be
present in the VOM emissions from the proposed facility and would be a threat to people
living near thefacility.

The pollutants from this facility are the ones that are emitted anytime natural gas is burned whether it isin ahome
furnace, gas sove or an indudtrid boiler. Aswith these other units, trace levels of carcinogenic compounds,
which are the product of incomplete combustion, are present in the VOM emissons. ThelllinoisEPA’s
evauaion indicates that the impacts of hazardous air pollutants would not be significant.

18. In the Carlton information for toxic emissions, | disagree with Carlton’sassumptionsasto the
per centage of operation at various temperatures and when the evapor ative cooler would be
on.

Asdready explained, the estimates of maximum annua emissions of pollutants from the proposed fecility vary
depending upon the assumptions that are made. However, this permit is based on the facility not being amajor
source of hazardous air pollutants.

Air Quality I mpacts
19.  What would bethe effect of the proposed facility on ambient air quality?

The proposed facility should not have a significant effect on ambient air qudity. This meansthat existing air
qudity in the area of the facility should not be affected or threatened by the facility.

20.  What are“dgnificant air quality impact levels’?

The term “ggnificant air quaity impact level ” refers to specific numerica levels established by USEPA for
criteria pollutants other then ozone, below which a source sindividua impact is consdered ingignificant. For
example, the USEPA has st asgnificant air quaity impact level for NO, at a concentration of 1.0 microgram
per cubic meter (ug/m3), which is one percent of the NO, ambient air quality standards of 100 ug/m3,
measured as NO,. Asamodding analyss of a proposed source evauates its maximum ambient impacts, a
finding that the impacts are below this level means that the source should not measurably affect the exigting air
quaity. Inother words, ar quality with the proposed source should be essentially unchanged from current levels
and further modeling is not warranted.  When used in this manner, the phrase redly defines aleve of impact
thet isnumericaly inggnificant or trivial.  Thisisthe Stuation of the proposed facility.



21.  Canthelllinois EPA give an absolute guarantee that the proposed facility will not pose a
threat to public health or the environment?

The lllinois EPA cannot give an absolute guarantee that the facility is safe. It has relied on experience e sewhere
showing that naturd gasfired power plants do not have significant effects. Disperson modeling of the air quality
impacts of the proposed facility shows that the facility will not cause an exceedance of any nationd ambient air
quality standard.

22.  What would bethe impact of the proposed facility on ozone air quality?

The smple answer isthat the facility should not have a measurable affect on local ozone air qudity, either
negatively or postively. The ozoneinthear in Lake County isaresult of itslocation in the Greeter
Metropolitan Chicago areaand is caused by emissons from many varied sources. In order to improve ozone
ar qudity in the greater Chicago ares, reductions are needed in precursor emissions in both the Chicago area
itself and from sources outside the area whose emissions contribute to high-levels of ozone entering the Chicago
area. The additiona emissions from the proposed facility would be smal compared to the emissions of these
existing sources. Improvementsin ozone air quality require reductionsin emissions from existing sources.

By way of more detailed explanation, ground-leve ozone pollution isformed in the aimosphere on hot sunny
days by the reactions of precursor compounds, primarily VOM and NO,. Ozoneis not directly emitted out of
adack or tailpipe. Detailed andyses conducted for ozone air quality in the Lake Michigan basin indicate that
the exceedances of the ozone air qudity standard in the Chicago area are the result of atwo-step process.
Firgt, high levels of background ozone enter the Chicago area, due to the NO, emissions from sourcesin
atainment areasin both Illinois and nearby states. Then, VOM emitted in the Chicago areareactsto add
additiona ozone on top of the high background levels, causing exceedances of the ozone air qudity standard.
NO, emissionsin the Chicago play alimited role in the exceedances, but do add to the background levels
affecting areas downwind of Chicago, just like trangport of NO, emissions from downwind attainment arees
affectsthe Chicago area. In light of these findings, USEPA and Northeastern and Midwestern states are
working to dramatically reduce their overall NO, emissons, asthiswill generdly improve ozone in both urban
and rurd areasin thisregion. We are dso continuing with programs to reduce VOM emissons, particularly in
urban areas.

What this meansiis that the proposed facility should not have a measurable effect on ozore levelsin Lake
County. At mogt, any impact would be on areas further down-wind and the facility’ simpact would be trivid
compared to the broader effect of the Chicago area. To the extent that the facility does have an effect on these
down-wind aress, it is addressed aong with the existing sourcesin Illinois ozone attainment demondration.

23. How far downwind from the proposed facility will the ozone formation take place and should
we be concerned?

Modeling of ozone air qudity generdly suggests that power plants contribute to ozone formation tens of miles
downwind. At thisdistance, the proposed facility would only be avery smal part of the overdl loading of NO,
in the atmogphere and will not have a sgnificant impact on ozone formation. Of more importance for ozone air
quality are the much larger amounts of NO, emitted from downgtate cod fired power plants. Illinoisis engaged



in adopting a program to reduce emissions from those facilities to help solve the ozone problem not just in the
Chicago area but dso in states downwind of Illinois that are affected by long-distance transport of NOy. The

public should be concerned that these programs go forward, so that ozone levelsin the ambient air are at safe
levels

24.  What isthecurrent air quality in the vicinity of the proposed facility?

For criteria pollutants other than ozone, Lake County is considered an attainment area. Based on data from the
[llinois EPA ambient monitoring stations in Lake County and at Stes smilar to Lake County, ar qudity iswithin
the national ambient air qudity sandards. For example, the maximum particulate matter concentration
measured at the station in Hoffman Estates in 1999 was 72 micrograms per cubic meter (nyn’), measured as
PM 0, compared to a daily standard of 150 my/n.

With respect to ozone, Lake County is part of the Chicago Mgor Metropolitan Areaand is part of the
designated ozone nonattainment area. An ozone monitor is located in Zion & Camp Logan in lllinois Beach
State Park. In the lagt three years, this ambient monitoring station has measured two exceedances of the of the
1-hour ozone air quality standard.

25.  Clean air quality will be compromised by the emissions of the proposed facility.

Modding of ar emissons from the facility shows that the emissons from the facility will not compromise
hedthful air quality as measured compared to the National Ambient Air Quality Standard. After congtruction,
the facility will undergo testing to show that it can meet the emisson limitsin the permit, which reflect the
emisson rates used in the air modding.

26.  Air quality isalready significantly deteriorated.

Air qudity in Illinois has been steadily improving year by year. Further improvementsto air quaity are being
sought, especidly for areas that till do not meet the ambient air qudity Sandards.

There are severd dtate and federd programs being implemented in the State of [llinois to address the need to
bring the Chicago and East St. Louis areas into attainment with the federd 0zone standard. Specificaly for Lake
County, as addressed above, further reductions in NOx emissions from downstate coa fired power plants that
are upwind of the Chicago area and reductionsin VOM emissions from Chicago area sources are needed to
assure that Lake County does not experience ozone exceedances. Programs outside of the permitting process
are being implemented to meet these gods.

27. Doeslllinois EPA haveless stringent air quality standardsfor industrial areas?
No. Air emissons control requirementsin Illinois are based on the air quality in the area, regardiess of land use.
Asapractica matter, the air pollution control program and permitting assume that an arealis populated, even if

an areais currently agriculturd or indudtrid in character. As aresult, the lllinois EPA’ s review of a permit
application isindependent of local land use.
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28. How doesthelllinois EPA deter mine what a safe leval of emissionsis?

Air qudity standards are set by USEPA on anational bass. USEPA uses both |aboratory research and clinical
hedth data to set the hedlth-based Nationa Ambient Air Qudity Standards for different pollutants at
conservative levelsto be protective of sengitive populations. USEPA aso sets standards based on other
effects of pollutants to protect public welfare and the environment.

29.  Areair quality standards developed to protect children and the ederly?

Air quality standards are set by USEPA to be protective of sendtive portions of the generd populationinduding
both the young and old. In particular, the NO, air qudity standard was st to protect asthmatic individuas, who
are epeciadly sengtive to respiratory irritants. It aso protects young children from increased incidence of
respiratory infections. This hasresulted in astandard thet is set well below the level a which NO, has been
found to have effects on hedthy adults.

30.  What would be theimpact of the proposed facility on lllinois Beach State Park?

The proposed facility should not affect the state park, which would be over three miles away from the nearest
boundary of the park. Theair quality experienced by the park is a consequence of its location in the Chicago
metropolitan area, with its millions of cars and trucks, and thousands of exigting stationary sources, including a
number of exigting cod-fired power plants. While the park’ s location is one reason that it is such avauable
recreationa and educational resource, it aso poses concernsto the natura areas in the park, not just for
environmenta impacts, but also due to the intengity of public use.

31. I'n addition to modeling for major pollutants emitted from the proposed facility dispersion
modeling should also be performed for hazardousair pollutants.

Andyssof the air qudity impacts of natura gas fired power plants generdly do not show impactsthat are of
concern, as compared to hedlth impact thresholds developed by USEPA. Thisisthe case for thisfacility, as
confirmed by specific evauation performed by the lllinois EPA.

Applicable Requirements

32.  Theproposed facility should be considered a major source of emissonsunder the federal
rulesfor Prevention of Significant deterioration (PSD), 40 CFR 52.21. If different
assumptions wer e made about the operation of the proposed facility, it would be a major
source. Asamajor source, the proposed facility would be required to use the Best Available
Control Technology (BACT) to control its emissions.

Carlton’ s gpplication indicates that the proposed facility would not be amaor source. Different assumptions
could certainly be made about the operation of the proposed facility that would then result in it appearing as a
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magor source. However, this does not demongtrate that Carlton’s representation is unrealistic or fundamentally

flawed. When the representations in an gpplication that demonstrate compliance are reasonable, an applicant is

entitled to a permit and the permit is developed with appropriate conditions to verify and track compliance with
the representations in the application.

33.  Thelllinois EPA should examine the reationships between the proposed facility and the
proposed Skygen facility immediately to the south of it to determine whether these two
facilities should be considered to be a single source for purposes of per mitting. Thetwo
proposed facilities are adjacent and are both power plants. |f they wereto be developed by
the same person (or persons under common control), they would have to be considered to one
source. Thiswould makethe proposed facility a major source of emissionsfor purposes of
per mitting.

The lllinois EPA requested additiond information from Carlton about any operationd reationshipsit haswith
Skygen. Carlton stated that no such relationships exist at thistime. A condition has been added to the issued
permit explicitly stating thet the permit is based on congiruction of the proposed facility being undertaken
independently of the proposed Skygen facility. This addresses possible development of a relationship between
Carlton and Skygen in the future.

34.  InApril, Carlton wrote aletter to the Village of Zion indicating that Calpinewasinterested in
working with Carlton to develop the proposed Northshore Power facility. Skygen isnow
owned by Calpine. Thisindicatesthat both the Carlton and Skygen facilities are being
developed by a single entity, i.e., Calpine, so that the two facilities ar e one sour ce.

Carlton has gtated that the discussions between Carlton and Calpine, as addressed by aletter in April, have
been broken off. Past discussions between these companies do not provide a basis to consider the two
adjacent facilitiesto be asingle source.  However, because Capine is now involved in the development of the
SKygen fadility, if these discussons were to be resumed so that Calpine becomes involved in the development of
the proposed Carlton facility, Carlton and Skygen would most likely be found to congtitute one source for

purposes of permitting.

35. Carlton isalso associated with an as yet unnamed peaking facility being considered for
Waukegan and the ABB Grande Prairie power plant being developed in Bartlett. Carlton’s
proposed Northshore Power facility should be considered to be a single sour ce with these
other facilities.

These other facilities cannot be considered part of the proposed facility. The lllinois EPA has not received an
application for a proposed Carlton facility in Waukegan. When and if Carlton does submit an application for a
proposed facility in Waukegan, the 1llinois EPA will address the scope of the source in the context of that
gpplication. Thefact that such afacility is being contemplated, based on newspaper reports and reports from
the public, does not substitute for such an application. With respect to ABB Grande Prairie, it islocated in
DuPage County over 40 miles away from the site of Northshore Power. The two facilities are separate sources
because they are not adjacent, irrespective of any specific role of Carlton with the ABB facility.

36.  Variousnew peaking facilitiesin the Chicago area using General Electric turbines should be



consider ed one sour ce because the instrumentation for these plants will be connected to a
General Electric facility in Georgia. That facility will track how the turbines ar e oper ating.

Generd Electric isnot in apogtion of “common control” over these facilities. Genera Electric only tracksthe
new turbines that it manufactures to ensure that they are properly operated and maintained, so that the turbines
are not damaged and warranty terms are not violated. However, Genera Electric does not have day-to-day
operationa control over the turbines and does not enter into contracts to sell power and does not decide
whether turbines are turned on to provide power.

37.  Theproposed facility and the proposed Skygen facility should both be consider ed one source
because their power will be distributed by transmission linesthat are owned by
Commonwesalth Edison and power from both plants will most likely be purchased by
Commonwesalth Edison.

These circumstances are dso not sufficient to establish common control over these facilities. Commonwedth
Edison must provide open accessto its power transmission lines, as discussed further below, and does not have
the ability to refuse to handle power from independent power plants. Besides the power that is generated from
its nuclear power plants, Commonwedlth Edison must now purchase dl the dectricity that it sdlis e aretail leve
to individua customers. The fact that two potentid suppliers of this power would be located adjacent to each
other is not sufficient to establish “common control” for the purpose of permitting.

38.  Theproposed facility and the proposed Skygen facility should both be considered one source
because Calpine (the new owner of Skygen) and Commonwealth Edison both have joined the
Midwest I ndependent Transmission System Operator (M1SO).

The fact that both companies are rdinquishing day-to-day management authority of their transmisson linesto the
MI1SO does not establish *“common control” of these facilities for purposes of considering them to be one
source. Independent system operators (1SO) are being set up as part of the restructuring of the dectric industry
under amandate of the Federa Energy Regulatory Commission. The purpose of these independent operatorsis
to manage the dectric transmission system owned by the companies they serve to assure both reliability of and
open access to the power transmission system. While an 1SO has authority over power transmisson, its
authority over power generation is limited to cases where there is congestion on the transmisson system or the
security of the system isthreatened. The function of the |SO asiit regul ates the transmisson system is not
aufficient to be considered common control or management authority for purposes of air pollution control

permitting.

39. TheWisconsin Department of Natural Resour cesimposed stringent requirementson the new
power plant proposed by Badger Generating Company for Pleasant Prairie, Wisconsin. The
[llinois EPA should be doing the same for the proposed facility.

The lllinois EPA does not have the authority to impose more stringent emission control requirements on the
proposed Carlton facility because the facility would not be a magjor source under the federal PSD rules. Unlike
the proposed facility, the proposed Badger Generating station is amajor source under the federal PSD rules,
which triggers more stringent control requirements than the proposed Carlton facility.



By way of background, the Badger Generating station would have anomina capacity of 1050 MW from four
combined cycle turbines permitted for continuous operation year round. Even with add-on emisson control, the
permitted NOx emissions of the station are over 500 tons per year. If the station were alowed to operate
without add-on control, with only NOx control by combustor technology, permitted NOx emissions would
approach 1500 tons per year. In contrast, the proposed Carlton facility is not amgjor source, with permitted
NOx emissions less than 250 tons per year.  Its emissons are effectively minimized by use of combustor
technology. In addition, add-on NOx control is difficult to apply to smple cycle turbines, which the proposed
facility would use, as compared to combined cycle turbines, which Badger Generating would use, which include
wadte heat boilers on the turbine exhausts, which can aso house add-on NOx control systems.

40.  Carlton isnot capable of building the proposed facility. Carlton hasnot demonstrated an
ability to obtain financing to pur chase the proposed turbines and construct the proposed
facility. Carlton hasnot obtained the necessary approval for the proposed facility from the
City of Zion and an official of the City of Zion has stated that such approval will not be
provided for thefacility. Becausethe facility cannot be built, it isa waste of the taxpayers
money for thelllinois EPA to work on the application.

If infact Carlton is not cgpable of building the proposed facility, as suggested by this comment, the proposed
facility will not be built. Theissuance of a congtruction permit for a proposed facility by the Illinois EPA does
not require that the facility be built. Rather, if the facility is built, it must be congtructed and operated to comply
with the conditions of the issued permit for the facility as well as applicable rules and laws governing its
emissons. The issuance of apermit aso does not dter the Permitteg’ s obligations to comply with other
applicable requirements, including applicable sting and zoning requirements administered by Lake County or the
City of Zion.

Theair pollution control permit program is funded by fees paid by operating sources holding permits.
Accordingly, while Carlton would not pay for the cogs of it's permitting if it is never built, this cost would be
absorbed by the fees paid by other sources that have been built and are operating.

41.  Carlton hasno viability asa power company and ultimately would not be the owner or
operator of the proposed facility.

For purposes of a congtruction permit application, which addresses equipment that is not yet built, Carlton has
identified itself asthe owner and operator of the proposed facility. If Carlton’srole in the proposed facility
changes and ownership of the proposed facility is transferred to another company, the new company would only
be authorized to construct and operate the proposed facility in accordance with the terms of the issued permit.

42.  The permit makesthe unwarranted assumption that a turbine shall emit at the applicable limit
... or thevalue measured by a continuous monitoring system. Theselimitsare based largely
on undocumented and unsupported emission factors supplied by the applicant.

Emission testing to date has shown that turbine manufacturers are able to rdliably predict maximum emission

levels of new turbines as needed for purposes of permitting. Actua emission testing shows compliance with
projected emission rates, often with a substantial margin of compliance for pollutants other than NOx, where
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manufacturers are more conservative in ther predictions.

In any case, permits rely on the information in the gpplication, including the emisson data provided by the
manufacturer of the gas turbine. While information that is unreasonable or anomaous can certainly be identified,
independent engineering evaluations of sophisticated emisson units like gas turbines are not performed. Such a
review is aso not appropriate as the function of the review of a congtruction permit application for a proposed
project isto determine whether the plans and specifications submitted in the application show compliance.
When apermit isissued for a project, significant representations made in the gpplication are mede permit
conditions so as to govern and restrict the operation of the project. When the source is built, appropriate
testing, monitoring and recordkeeping must be performed to verify compliance with these representations, as
memoridized in the conditions of the permit.

43.  Emission testing should berequired for VOM and CO to verify emisson information provided
by Carlton in itsapplication.

The permit requires such testing. In addition, the issued permit requires testing for CO and VOM to be
conducted for artup of the turbines.

44, In verbal communications with the turbine manufacturer, they stated that startup emissions of
CO and VOM range from 500 percent to 1000 per cent higher than at full load.

The permit as issued has been enhanced to include a requirement that emission testing be conducted for CO and
VOM emissions during startup of aturbine. In the event that the factors in the permit do not adequately account
for gartup emissions, thiswill be identified by this testing and more accurate factors can be developed for the
gpecific turbines at the proposed facility.

Moreover, thisinformation is not inconsi stent with the approach taken to address startup emission in the draft
permit. In particular, if the rate of emissons during the startup itsdlf, which takes roughly 20 minutes, is 10 times
the rate during norma operation, asindicated in this comment, emissons for an hour that includes a startup
would be only 4 to 6 times the rate during norma operation. Thisis consigtent with the multiplier factorsfor CO
and VOM emissions during startup as established in the permit.

45, Emission testing should berequired for particulate (filterable and condensable).

The issued permit requires that such testing be performed, with separate measurements made across the normal
operating range of the turbines.

46. Emission testing should be required for emissions of organic hazardous air pollutants.

Source-specific emisson testing for organic hazardous air pollutants is not essentia because emisson testing is
required for emission of VOM and USEPA has developed factors for turbines for emissons of hazardous air
pollutants, which are a subset of the VOM emissons. These factors show that that about half the VOM
emissons from anatura gas fired turbine are hazardous air pollutants, with forma dehyde making up about two-
thirds of the hazardous air pollutants. Thisinformation can be relied upon to address emissons of hazardous air



pollutants from the proposed facility and it indicates that the proposed facility would not be a mgjor source of
hazardous air pollutants.

At the same time, the permit does require emission data for organic hazardous air pollutants to be collected if
this can be readily done during the testing of VOM that isrequired. Thiswould be the case if VOM
measurements were conducted with the USEPA Test Method that alows congtituents in the VOM to be
identified.

47.  Why doesthe permit requires emission testing at several pointsin the normal operating range
of theturbines?

Emission testing is conducted at severa points over the norma operating range of turbine as needed to address
potentia variation in emissons with turbine load. Testing must be conducted at ends of the range, i.e,, full load
and minimum load, and one or two intermediate points. In this regard, the NSPS requires that NO, emisson
testing to be conducted at two intermediate points, unless USEPA approves dternative provisons for testing

N O, on a source-specific basis. These provisions were adopted as atime when it was anticipated that NOx
emissions from gas turbines would be controlled with water injected combustors, so that it would be necessary
to perform testing to confirm the rate of water injection needed for compliance across the range of turbine
operating load. Although thisis not the case for modern dry combustors, the provisons for the NSPS have not
been revised by USEPA. For other pollutants, one intermediate point is adequate to evaluate variation between
full load and minimum load.

48.  The 180 daysallowed for shakedown of the turbines, before emission testing must be
performed, istoo long considering the natur e of a peaking facility. Thetime period should be
45 days.

The 180 shakedown period is needed to address the unforeseen events that frequently occur during shakedown
of acomplex system like a turbine generator, which are the reason that a shakedown period is reasonable and
needed in thefirs place. For example, if aserious problem isidentified with the eectrica generator when aunit
isfirst operated, further operation of the unit would be delayed until the problem with the generator could be
corrected.

It should be noted that the provisionsin the permit dealing with the shakedown period, aswell as
commencement of congtruction, use terms that are defined by both rule and policy under the federa New
Source Performance Standards.  In particular, the 180 day allowance for shakedown is a period of time,
running for 180 consecutive calendar days from the day thet aturbine first sartsto operate, i.e,, fires natura gas
in the combustors. In addition, irrespective of the shakedown period, emission testing must be performed within
60 days after a turbine demongtrates that it can religbly operate at full load.

However, to address this subject, a provision has been added to the issued permit requiring Carlton to provide
aprdiminary report on emissions from the turbines, from data collected with diagnostic equipment during the
shakedown period, if emission testing is not performed within 45 days after the turbines start gainful operation
and serve to meet peak power demand.
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49.  Thelllinois EPA should specify acceptable methods for any calculated values used to
deter mine compliance with emission standards.

Asit isacondruction permit, the permit is appropriately developed in that it generdly specifiesthat emisson
testing will be the basis of caculated emission values. Any refinements or revisons to these methods would be
subject to review and approva by the lllinois EPA during the processing of the operating permit application for
the facility, if it isbuilt. Because the facility would have to obtain a Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP)
permit, a public comment period would be held prior to issuance of the operating permit.

50.  Theconsultant that helped Carlton preparethe application should not be allowed to perform
the emission testing required by the permit. If hedid, therewould be a conflict of interests.

Emission testing must be performed by an independent testing service. This regtriction prohibits individuas who
prepared a permit gpplication from performing the emission testing required to verify compliance with gpplicable
limits when the proposed sourceis built.

51.  Thepermit proposesto limit the amount of natural gasthat may be used by the proposed
facility. 1 believethat alimit on operating hourswould be mor e protective.

In its application, Carlton proposed to limit its fuel usage. Limits on fuel usage are an adequate means to
facilitate compliance with the limits on annua emissons being placed on the facility, especidly in light of the
requirements being placed on the proposed facility for emisson testing, emission monitoring and record keeping.

52. How werethe annual emissionslimitsin the permit developed by the Illinois EPA?

Theannud limitsin the draft permit and in the issued permit were cdculated by the lllinois EPA using the
maximum hourly emission rates provided in the application for the turbines for operation at atemperature thet is
representative of the annua average temperature. For example, the limits for the larger turbines were caculated
asif the turbines were operating year-round at 49° F. Inthis case, the emissions of NOx were the condraining
pollutant, was used to calculate the usage of natura gas that would result in annual NOx emissions of 250 tons
per year. Thisusage of natural gas was then used to caculate the emission limits for other pollutants.

This approach was taken because the short-term emisson data for the annual average temperature isafair
representation of typica emissons as it would generdly be greeter than the emissions at the temperatures a
which the facility would usualy operate.  As previoudy explained, the output and emissions of gas turbines vary
with ambient temperature. The colder and denser the inlet air to aturbine, the more power that can be
produced. Thus maximum emissons of aturbine on a49° F day in April are greater than a100° Fin duly.

53. Why dothelimitson fuel usage set by the permit differ from the limits proposed by Carlton in
itsapplication?

The fue usage limitsin the permit were calculated by the lllinois EPA based on the emission data provided in the
application for operation of the turbines at an average annual temperature, as explained above. Thisisa
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smpler gpproach than the limitation proposed by Carlton, which was calculated by separately accounting for
emissions and operation under different load and temperature conditions. (Refer to Comment 12.)

54. What aregood air pollution control practices?

Good air pollution control practicesis aterm used to generdly describe proper operation, maintenance and
repair of emisson units and control systems to minimize their emissons.

55.  Theproposed facility would not be considered a peaking facility under the federal Acid Rain
program based on its per mitted level of operation.

Thisisnot correct. The particular provisons of the Acid Rain program, which isimplemented through an
operating program, are not relevant to the issuance of the congtruction permit for the proposed facility. In
particular, the provisons of the Acid Rain program that are being addressed in this comment relate to whether a
unit must be equipped with a continuous emission monitoring for NO, under the Acid Rain program.  The
permit for the proposed facility requires continuous emission monitoring for NOx independent of the Acid rain

program.

By way of further explanation, the federal Acid Rain program in 40 CFR 72.2 defines a unit as a pegking unit if
it has an average capacity factor of no more than 10 percent over three years and no more than 20 percent in
any oneyear. (A 10 percent annual capacity factor is equivaent to operating a unit at full load for 10 percent of
theyear, i.e,, 876 hours.) If aunit that has been operating as a peaking unit increases operation so that it no
longer qualifies as a peaking unit, 40 CFR 75.12 provides that an NO, monitoring sysem must be ingtaled on
the unit by December 31 of the following calendar year.

The operating limitations in the permit for the proposed facility alow maximum annual operation of the turbines
for about 1450 hours per year or a 16 percent annual capacity factor. This accommodates varigbility in the
operation of the facility from year-to-year, based on the need for its power. However, aslong as the three-year
average capacity factor for the turbines is no greater than 10 percent, they would not be treated as pesking units
under the Acid Rain program. Only if the turbines actually operated at this level for three yearsin arow, would
they would no longer qualify as pesking units under the Acid Rain program.

56. Emission monitors should be checked on at least a quarterly basis.

Carlton must operate the continuous monitoring systems in accordance with specifications and protocols
edtablished by USEPA for continuous emisson monitoring systems. One of the eements of the required
protocols is checking the performance of amonitoring system on at least a daily basis with calibration or
adjustment of the system as needed to maintain its accuracy. The permit further provides that the monitoring
must be performed in accordance with the very stringent procedures under the federal Acid Rain program if the
fadility no longer qudifies as a peeking facility for this facility.

57.  How accurate ar e continuous emission monitoring systems?
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Statitically, based on 1999 data, continuous NO, emisson monitoring Systems operated pursuant to the federa
Acid Rain program presently have an average accuracy of about plus or minus 5 percent, based on the quality
assurance tests that must be regularly performed on these systems. As a practica matter, continuous monitoring
systems are the most accurate means available to track actual NO, emissons from fud combusgtion unitslike
turbines on a day-by-day basis. The results from properly operated monitors are routinely accepted for
determining compliance with applicable emisson limits

58.  Thedraft permit inappropriately addresses emissions during startup because it failsto set
limitsfor emissons during startup.

The permit appropriately addresses startup emissons. The permit includes specific provisons requiring Carlton
to account for emissions during startup for purposes of demongrating that it complies with annud limits on
emisson st by the permit. An additiona provision has been placed in the issued permit reiterating Carlton
respongbility to fully and appropriately account for al its emissons.

59.  The“multiplier” factorsbeing used to account for higher emissions during startup emissions
of the proposed turbinesare lower than used in the permitsfor other new peaking facilities.

Thefactorsfor startup for the proposed facility were developed based on the emission data for startup of the
proposed turbines provided by Carlton in its gpplication. It is appropriate to use this project- specific data to set
dartup factors for this facility as the emisson data for these turbines during norma operation is aso different
from the data for the models of turbines being used by other new peeking facilities. The result isalower Sartup
multiplier for thisfaclity.

60.  Thepermit should limit the number of startups of the turbines per year.

It isnot necessary or judtified to constrain the operation of the proposed facility by limiting the number of
sartups, given the nature of sartups, which are only 20 minutes in length, and the provisions that are being
imposed to address startups. The permit includes ample provisions to address emissions accompanying startup,
including limits on annua emissions of the facility and procedures to account for emissions during startup when
determining compliance with these limits. Asagenera manner, Carlton isrequired to follow good air pollution
control practice to minimize emissions from the turbines. The permit dso has specific provisons requiring
Carlton to take reasonable measures to minimize the number of startups and the emissions accompanying
startups.

61. Theannual emission limitsin the permit are not federally enfor ceable.

The permit contains appropriate operating limitations and short-term emisson limits and ample provisons for
emission testing, continuous monitoring and record keeping to make the annua emisson limits enforcegble. The
permit does not need to limit the number of startups or restrict operation under particular ambient conditionsin
order to make the annua emisson limit enforceable.

62.  An analysisof formaldehyde emissions of the proposed facility using a ssandard USEPA

emission factor shows formaldehyde emissionsat 13.23 and 10.96 tons per year for thethree
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and six turbine options, respectively. Accordingly, the proposed facility should be consider ed
major for formaldehyde, with the potential to emit over 10 tons per year.

USEPA'’s emisson factors indicate that formal dehyde emissions condtitute about one-third of the VOM
emissons. Accordingly, the annud limitation on VOM emissions from the facility assures that formadehyde
emissonswill be lessthan 10 tons per year.

Andysis of the formadehyde emissons of the proposed facility using the appropriate USEPA factors, also
shows formal dehyde emission less than 10 tons per year. In particular, USEPA has two formadehyde
emissions factors for gasturbines. One factor isfor operation a more than 80 percent load, which isthe where
turbines normaly operate. The other factor, which is only included in supplementary material, addresses
operation of agasturbine at any load, which would address operation at less than 80 percent load. The
analyss underlying this comment assumed that this second factor, which is sgnificantly higher, should apply at dl
times. However, it is not redigtic to expect that the turbinesin the proposed facility would operated at reduced
load dl thetime, especidly if operating at the maximum annud level of operation due to very high demand for
pesking power. Only if the turbines were operated at the permitted annua levels with reduced load for more
than two-thirds of the time, would USEPA factors indicate that the annua formadehyde emissions of the
proposed facility would be greater than 10 tons.

63. Please explain the thinking behind having Carlton immediately notify the lllinois EPA if NO,
emissions exceed 160 tons. (Refer to Condition 13(a))

This condition requires the proposed facility dert the lllinois EPA if its emissons reach aleve & which annua
emissions could gpproach the threshold for amgjor source. This requirement was placed on the facility using
the generd authority given the lllinois EPA to place conditions on permits as necessary to accomplish the
purposes of the Environmentd Protection Act.  The requirement was devel oped because the demand for
pesking eectricity a present is such that new peaking plants are operating well below magjor source thresholds,
i.e., emissions of 250 tons per year of apollutant. This could aso be the case for the proposed facility when it
begins to operate and for many years thereafter. At the sametime, in any particular year, thereis some
uncertainty about the operation of any particular peaking facility as the market for their power dependson a
number of factors (the weather and other factors that determine consumer demand for eectricity; the ability of
base-load power plantsto provide less costly power; the status of the power transmission grid; etc.). If the
circumstances become such that the proposed peaking facility’s emissons are a higher than normd levels, i.e,
160 tons, based on operation during part of a year, this provison will dlow the lllinois EPA to immediately
investigate the cause for such higher than expected emissions and to take appropriate steps to help assure that
annud emissons Say within permitted levels.

Because it is expected that the proposed facility would operate primarily in the three summer months (June, July
and August), the trigger for this notification by Carlton has been set a alevel somewhat less than two thirds of
the mgjor source threshold, i.e., 160 tons. In thisway, if the facility’s emissonsin June and July are in excess of
160 tons, the 1llinois EPA would be notified so to be able to address the emissions that would occur from the
fadility in Augud.

64. Theproposed facility should be considered a participating sour ce under the Emission
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Reduction Market System (ERMYS).

The lllinois EPA expects that the actua VOM emissons of the facility will be below 10 tons during the seasond
alotment period each year. Thisis below the gpplicability threshold of the ERMS, which is based on actud
emissons. If thefacility’sactud VOM emissions turn out to be grester than the applicability threshold of the
ERMS, based on the VOM emission rate measured during required emission testing, the facility would be
subject to the ERM S notwithstanding the approach to ERM S taken in the permiit.

65.  The permit does not state how the VOM emissions of the proposed facility areto be
determined for purposes of the Emission Reduction Market System (ERMYS).

The procedures to be followed to determine actual VOM emissions for purposes of ERM S are no different than
the procedures for determining actual VOM emissions for other limits, as addressed by the permit. Like other
compliance procedures set by the permit, these procedures could be refined and developed based on actual
operating experience when operating permits are issued for the fecility.

66. What arethe consequencesif Carlton does not meet the emission limits set by the permit?

If thereisanumericd violation of a permit, the Illinois EPA takes steps to assure that the problem is corrected.
The lllinois EPA would set up a compliance schedule, exact appropriate fines for the non-compliance, and take
sepsto bring a company into compliance. To shut afacility down, there must be athreet to public hedth from
continuing operation of the facility.

67.  What would happen if the proposed facility wer e found to be a major sourcefor NO, or VOM?

Carlton would need to demondtrate that the proposed turbines comply with emission limitsfor NO, and VOM
that have been determined to represent Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and the Lowest Achievable
Emisson Rate (LAER), respectively. Carlton would aso have to provide offsets from existing sources for the
VOM emissions of theturbines. Further air quaity modeling might aso be required, if the permitted NOx
emissons were to increase sgnificantly.

68.  Thepermit should require compliance at all timeswith all Pollution Control Board regulations,
including the Boar d’ s regulations gover ning noise from stationary sour ces.

Nothing in the permit excuses the proposed facility from compliance with the Board' s regulations, including its
noise regulations. The conditions of the permit, asit isan air pollution control permit, highlight gpplicable
emission standards than would apply to the proposed facility and impose further requirements related to the
fadility’semissons. Asan air pollution control permit, the permit addresses issues related to emissons, as
required by Title 35, Subtitle B: Air Pollution of the Illinois Adminigtretive Code.

69.  Thepermit should contain a reopener to address future rulemaking.

The permit does not need to have areopener provision to alow the permit to be reopened when new rules are
adopted. Under 35 IAC 201.167, when new state laws and rules are adopted, the 1llinois EPA can reopen
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congtruction permits to include provisions to address the new requirements. Moreover, if anewly adopted
requirement gpplies to an existing source, the source must meet the requirement regardless of whether its permit
is revised to address the new requirement.

Other I mpacts

70.  Asthefacility has proposed to use water from the City of Zion, which is chlorinated, what
would be the effect of the chlorine in the water on people, livestock and the environment?

Residud chlorine present in water used for turbines, aswould occur at the proposed facility, has not been
identified as having any meaningfully effects. In this regard, drinking water is routindy used in avariety of ways
that are accompanied with respiratory exposures, including bathing and showers, cooking, washing dishes,
backyard pools, lawn sprinklers, car washes, €tc.

71. How much water would be used by the proposed facility? What will be the sour ce of water?
Carlton indicates that the proposed facility would use 50,000 gdlons per day when it is operating with
evgpordive cooling. Thisisardatively smal amount of water and is expected to be supplied by the City of
Zion.

72.  Could there be groundwater contamination at the plant from any of the emissons?

No. Thear emissons from the proposed facility will not contaminate groundwater.

73. If thereisa spill or contamination at the plant what will occur at that point?

If there were an immediate threat to plant personnd or the public, local emergency personne would respond
and take or coordinate measures to protect against such thregts. Following thisinitial response, actions would
be taken to clean up the saill and prevent smilar incidents in the future. The lllinois EPA’s Office of Chemica
Safety would be notified of the spill if it involved a hazardous materid.

74. How much noise would the facility produce when it is operating?

Carlton has stated that it would design and build the proposed facility to comply with Illinois Noise Standards,
which includes separate daytime and nighttime standards to protect against nuisance noise from gationary
sources. Thelllinois EPA can provide generd assstance to local governments and to the public to help them in
verifying that the facility has been properly congtructed to comply with noise standards.

General Comments

75. Power plants are allowed to operate without state, county, or municipal regulationsfor noise
control, soil depletion, or water contamination.



The lllinois EPA administers permit programs that address the air emissions and wastewater discharges from
power plants. Illinois aso has regulations that address the noise from power plants. The lllinois EPA does not
have the authority to consider other issues related to the siting of a proposed facility, (e.g. need for a proposed
power plant, aesthetics, €tc.).

Although, with deregulation of the eectric generating industry, many different companies can build generating
facilities, this does not mean that these companies would operate outside of the state' s laws and regulations. All
sources, power plantsincluded, must meet state emission, wastewater discharge and noise regulations and must
comply with other gpplicable state, federal and loca requirements, including building and fire codes.

76.  Theapplication doesnot demonstrate that thereisneed for the eectric power from the
proposed facility.

Comment acknowledged. The Illinois EPA does not address the need for a proposed power plant as part of its
review of the congtruction permit agpplication for a proposed plant. In this respect, under deregulation,
proposed power plants are treated no differently than other proposed sources.

77.  Wedo not need two peaker plantsin Zion. We do not have a shortage of ectricity in Zion.
Wherewill the power from the proposed facility go? The proposed facility could sell
electricity outside of Illinois.

Comment acknowledged. The proposed facility would have the ability to sal eectric power outside of 1llinais,
dependent upon adequate capacity being available on power transmission lines. However, this aspect of the
proposed facility is outside the scope of 1linois EPA’ s congtruction permit process.

78.  Thefederal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for gasturbines are outdated.

Thisfadility is required to comply with emisson limits that are much more stringent than required by the NSPS,
that reflect improvementsin NOy control technology for turbines that have occurred since the NSPS was
adopted. While the emission limits of the NSPS are outdated, due to these improvements, the NSPSisa
useful benchmark to measure the improvements in emission control that have occurred.

79.  Theproposed facility should not be located at the Site selected by Carlton becauseit is near
homes. Therearetoo many homes and peopleliving near the site. Facilities of thistype
should belocated in less populated rural areas.

Comment acknowledged. The lllinois EPA does not have arolein the Siting process for new power plants.
Currently there is no State mandated siting approval process for these types of facilities, asthereisfor new
pollution control facilities such as landfills and wastewater trestment plants. Even the Siting process for pollution
control facilities leaves the decison on approva of siting to the loca municipaity where a proposed facility isto
be built.

80.  Why isthisfacility being located so close to homes?



There are many sourcesin Illinois and around the country, both power plants and other types of sources, that
are closeto homes. Locd authorities are the governing bodies that determine zoning of industria and resdentia
aress. Environmental agencies regulate sources given their location to assure that they do not pose athrest to
public hedth.

81. Theproposed facility islocated in the Waukegan Regional Airport’sair space. What effect
on air turbulence will the plumes from the proposed facility, and the adjacent Skygen facility,
create?

These facilities will increase turbulence near the ground. However, the regulations governing aircraft require a
minimum of 1000 feet clearance over obstacles in congested (populated) areas. The Federa Aviation
Adminigration (FAA) and Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) regulate activity at or near arportsto
maintain the safety of aircraft and the public, induding the Waukegan Airport, which is bout three miles away
from the proposed facilities. The authority of the FAA and IDOT isindependent of the environmenta programs
adminigtered by the lllinois EPA.

82. Defer issuance of any air permit until all other sources contributing to our air quality in this
area have been eliminated.

The lllinois EPA does not have the legd authority to deny or delay permits on thisbags. In fact, under State
law, the Illinois EPA is required to process congtruction permit gpplications within pecific timeframes.

83.  Carlton isabusness,; they are not coming into the community to help uswith our power needs.
Comment acknowledged.

84.  Carlton hasnot demonstrated that it can operatein compliance. How do we know that the
proposed facility will bein compliance?

Carlton’ s gpplication indicates that the proposed facility would be designed and equipped to comply with
aoplicable ar pollution control requirements, including maintaining its annua emissions below the levels a which
the facility would be considered a mgor source. One of the reasons for issuing congtruction permitsisto have a
tool that outlines what regulations and standards a facility must meet to be in compliance. Actua compliance
can only be verified with emission testing and monitoring if the proposed facility is built and operates, & which
time emissons must be measured to verify compliance. If the facility does not stay in compliance, the 1linois
EPA will take appropriate action to assure that Carlton brings the facility into compliance.

85. | am concerned about safety of the facility. Will thefacility have featuresfor fire protection?

The facility must be designed, built and operated in accordance with a variety of building and safety codes
devel oped to protect the facility and its neighbors. Carlton has stated that a key feature of the fire protection
system would be alarge on-Site water storage tank and emergency water pumps.
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Modeling Procedures
86.  Wherewould the points of maximum air quality impact of the proposed facility be?

The disperson modeing shows that on an annud basis, the maximum impacts of the proposed facility are many
kilometers to the north and northeast. The maximum short-term impacts are much closer to the facility, withina
kilometer. Although short-term impacts are often to the north and northeast due to the prevailing wind direction,
maximum impacts also occur in other directions and their direction could vary from year to yeer.

87. Do the stack heightsused in the air quality modeing super sede the stack heights provided on
application forms?

Yes. If the dispersion modeing was performed using stacks that were higher than the stacks described on the
gpplication forms, the stack heights used for modeling govern.

88.  Dispersion modeling should be based on local conditions, not based on another area.

The disperson moddling used detailed weather data collected at O’ Hare Airport to represent the weather
conditions experienced in the greater Chicago area. Although wegther conditionsin Zion may differ dightly from
those at O’ Hare on an hour-by-hour basis, the data is generally representative of the range of weether
experienced in the Chicago area over the course of anumber of years. It is aso acceptable to use higtoricd
westher data, asit is again representative of the mix of weather in the greater Chicago area. In thisregard, the
ar modding is performed for five years of weether data (over 1800 individud days) to capture al possible
westher conditions thet and to identify maximum air qudity impacts on the days with the worst weather
conditions from the standpoint of air qudity.

89. Werelake breeze effects considered in the modeling?

Yes. Ingenerd, lake breeze air masses do extend well inland from Lake Michigan and are accounted for in
westher data collected at O’ Hare.

90.  Arelake breeze effects considered by thelllinois EPA in its ozone modeing?

Yes. Ozone modding is performed by the lllinois EPA for specific days or episodes in which high levels of
ozone were experienced, using actua meteorology during the episodes. Aslake effect breezes occurred during
an episode, they would specificaly be addressed by the analyss.

91.  What emisson rates were used in modeling?

The emisson rates from the proposed facility used in the modeling were worst-case emission rates from the
proposed turbines. For example, for short-term modeding, the turbines were modded with emissons as would



occur at the coldest temperature that facility would expect to operate. These emisson rates are Sgnificantly
higher than would be expected to occur during summer months when the turbines are typically expected to
operating. Asaresult the modding overstates the impacts of the proposed facility.

92. Emissions during startup could exceed the short-term emission rates used in modeling.

Because the modd ed impacts were so small, the 1llinois EPA did not require dispersion modeling to be
performed for Sartup. For natura gasfired turbines, the concern for high short-term emissons focuses on
emissons of carbon monoxide (CO), for which thereisan ar qudity standard that gpplies on an hourly basis.
Even if CO emissons and impacts were ten times higher during startup than during norma operation, the
maximum air quity impacts would be less than USEPA’ s sgnificant impact air qudity level.

93. Does the disper sion modeling account for existing levels of pollution at the proposed site and
surrounding area?

Air quaity impact analyses account for the “background” level of pollution in an areaiin two ways. Fird,
ambient air qudity data from a monitoring station located in an areathat is representative of the areathat isbeing
studied is used to generdly account for the levels of pollution dready in the area. Second, dispersion modeling
can be performed for the significant sources that are aready located in the area under study, to specificaly
address their impacts. In this case, dispersion modeing was dso performed to address emissions from the
existing cod-fired power plants in Lake and Racine Counties and the proposed Skygen facility, dong with the
emissions of the proposed facility. The results of this expanded modeling showed that air quality would continue
to comply with ambient air quality standard.

94. Modeling for the proposed facility should haveincluded the proposed Badger Generating
power plant in Pleasant Prairie, Wisconsin.

The lllinois EPA did not request Carlton to include this proposed plant, which would aso use turbines and only
be fired with naturd gas, in its digperson modeling. The proposed Badger Generating plant is some distance
from the proposed Carlton facility and should not affect the conclusions of Carlton’s modeling anadlysis. This
was confirmed by modeling performed by Skygen for its proposed facility, which was extended to include the
proposed Badger generating plant.

95.  Why weren’t all nearby sourcesincluded in the modeing?

All nearby sources need not be included in the modeling to conclude that a proposed facility would not thresten
ar qudity. Sourcesin the vicinity of a proposed facility are generaly accounted for by the “background” air
quality values used in the air qudity andyss, which are taken from a representative monitoring station operated
by the lllinois EPA. However, selected maor sources aready in an areaand other major new facilities for
which applications are pending or which are permitted but not yet operating, may be included in modding for a
proposed facility. Thisis routingy done when modeling for a proposed facility indicates Sgnificant air qudity
impacts. Even though thisis not the case for the proposed, which shows insignificant impacts, selected sources
in theimmediate proximity of the proposed facility were included in the moddling to provide further
corroboration that the proposed facility would not threaten air quality.
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Administrative Procedures

96. Theapplication should have been considered incomplete because Carlton did not provide all
theinformation requested on the permit application forms. 1n many spaces, Carlton entered
NA (not applicable) or TBD (to be determined). Asa result the application did not meet the
standardsfor a complete application and should have been deemed incomplete within 30 days
of receipt, as allowed by applicablerules.

The lllinois EPA has a common set of gpplication formsthat is used for both congtruction permit applications
and operating permit applications. When the forms are prepared for a construction permit application, not all
information requested on the forms is relevant and does not have to be supplied.

97.  Thelllinois EPA should have considered Carlton’s application to beincomplete because it
does not include Form APC 203.

This permit application form, “Operation During Startup (Where Operating During Startup Exceeds Allowable
Emissions)” is not goplicable to the proposed emission units. Thisis because emissons during startup of the
turbines would not exceed any gpplicable emission standards or limitations that apply to them under sate rule.
As dated initstitle, this permit application form only needs to be submitted for a unit whose emissons may
exceed gpplicable emission limits during startup.

98.  Thepermitting of the proposed facility should be delayed because the Pollution Control Board
may adopt changesto therequirementsfor peaking facilitiesasa result of itsrecent inquiry
hearings on peaker plants.

The Illinois EPA does not have the authority to deny a permit because there may be new requirements adopted
that would apply to the source.

99. What isthereason for the public comment period and hearing? I’m under theimpression that
whatever | say, a permit will beissued for thefacility.

The Illinois EPA holds public comments periods to explain our role in permitting sources and to receive
comments and answer questions about gpplications that are of interest to the public. A permit may be denied as
aresult of relevant public comments thet lead the 11linois EPA to conclude that afacility would not mest
applicable environmenta regulations. More often, public comments lead to the enhancement of the conditions
of the permit. This has been the case for the proposed facility.

The authority of the Illinois EPA, as established by the Environmenta Protection Act, is generdly limited to

environmenta matters. When acting on a particular permit gpplication, the authority of the Illinois EPA isfurther
limited to the scope of the particular application under review. Accordingly, the Illinois EPA iswithout lega
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authority to base its decisions on permit applications on comments or concerns that address matters thet are
outsde of its jurisdiction.

100. Back-to-back hearings, with the hearing for proposed Skygen facility on Monday night and
Carlton on Tuesday night made it difficult for the public to prepare completdy for the
hearings. Also, the Carlton hearing, which was on Tuesday night, was on the same night as
the regularly scheduled council meetings of Zion and several other near by communities.

While there were disadvantages to back-to-back hearings, they were outweighed by the advantages, in the
opinion of the lllinois EPA. In particular, the timings of the two hearings made the differences between the
Skygen and Carlton proposals clearer, so asto allow the public to compare and contrast the proposals. At the
same time, as the comments a one hearing were aso incorporated into the record of the other hearing, it
alowed individuas with common concerns about both plants to atend only one hearing, without fear that
circumstances had changed due to an extended period of time between the hearing for the Skygen and Carlton
fadlity.

Any conflict with loca megtings was inadvertent. The lllinois EPA did not consider loca meeting schedules
when sdlecting the dates for the hearings.

101. Carlton’sapplication was not available for inspection when | visited the Waukegan Public
Library, which iswhere the notice said such material would be.

We regret that the application was not available when you visted the Waukegan library. The lllinois EPA, to
the best of its ability, strives to make gpplication materia available to the public during comment periods so asto
fadilitate informed questions and comments from the public. When information cannot be readily obtained at the
loca repository, we would appreciate it if you would contact usimmediately. We can then take action to
correct the problem at the repository and to make the information available to you and other members of the
public.

102. Why did thelllinois EPA extend the comment period?

The comment period was extended to alow certain individuas who had requested further information from the
[llinois EPA to provide comments on the proposed facility that considered the information in the response
provided by the lllinois EPA.

103. The procedure by which thelllinois EPA provided notice of the extension of the comment
period was flawed.

The lllinois EPA provides notice of comment periods by both display advertisement in newspapers and by

written notice to local officias and individuas who request to be natified of public comment periods. We dso
gppreciate the efforts of interested individuals and groups, such as Zion Against Pesker Plants (ZAPP), to
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inform potentialy interested parties of public comment periods. In this case, we bdieve that individuals who
were incorrectly omitted from the list for written notice were nevertheless informed of the public hearing and
extenson of the public comment period by other means, including telephone conversations directly with lllinois
EPA personnd.

104. If therearesdgnificant revisonsto the draft permit for the proposed facility, the lllinois EPA
must hold a second hearing.

Applicable adminigtrative procedures do not suggest that a second hearing should be held in the event that the
[llinois EPA decides to issue a permit with conditions thet are different than the conditions of the draft permit
released for public review and comment. The lllinois EPA isrequired as part of its permit decision to consider
and respond to relevant comments and information provided to it during the public comment period. Therefore,
persons who bdlieve that the conditions of the draft permit are inappropriate are under agenerd obligation to
submit al reasonably available arguments and factua grounds supporting their position by the close of the
comment period.

105. Thelllinois EPA isrushing applicationsfor peaking facilities through the per mitting process.
The application for the Carlton facility should not have been considered complete until May
17, 2000, when Carlton submitted new information for its second configuration,

The lllinois has not rushed the processing of this application. The permit for the proposed facility was issued
approximately 11 months after the gpplication was initialy received on December 21, 1999. The permit was
issued gpproximately 180 days after Carlton submitted the revised information in May changing its second
option to Sx smaller Genera Electric turbines equipped with dry low-NO, combustors, rather than three larger
ABB turbines that would have used water injection to control NOX.

106. Carlton should not be allowed to supplement its application to addressissuesraised by public
comments. The application should be denied outright.

Under dtate law, a permit gpplicant is entitled to respond to materia that is outside the scope of its application
before the Illinois EPA may use such materid as abadsto deny the gpplication. Thisis protective of a permit
applicant’ s right to due process and extends to issues raised by the public in comments that are accompanied by
supporting factud informetion or reflect opinions of the commenter.

107. Carltonisadeveloper. It isin negotiation with a number of unknown companiesto actually
build and operate the proposed facility.

Theair pallution control permit program does not have procedures for the 1llinois EPA to examine the
underlying ownership or financid resources of the person who apply for permits. The air pollution control
permit program aso does not prohibit devel opers from submitting applications for proposed facilities for which
financing, equipment procurement, and other ownership or operating arrangements are not yet completed. In
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this regard, developers are not trested any differently than companies with manufacturing plants, which may
submit applications for proposed projects prior to detailed facility design, financing or adecison by corporate
management whether and how a particular project will be pursued. For many projects, these actions are not
initiated until an air pollution control construction permit is received for a proposed project.

108. | request that thelllinois EPA include a copy of all itsfilingsin thelllinois Pollution Control
Board’s proceeding for 1llinois NOx Trading Program (R01-9) in therecord for the Carlton
application.

If there are pecific portions of this rulemaking that a commenter believes are relevant to the Carlton gpplication,
he or she needs to provide a copy of such materid with their comments. It is not appropriate for the Illinois
EPA to copy and transfer voluminous rulemaking filings in their entirety as requested for a number of reasons.
Not the least of these isthat to do so would not identify the specific dements of these filings that the commenter
believes are relevant.

Moreover, the lllinois EPA is certainly cognizant of itsfilingsin this Board proceeding. As has aready been
explained and aswill be explained more fully later, Illinois development of a NOy trading program for eectrical
generaing units, which program would gpply to the proposed facility, is not abass to deny the gpplication for
the proposed facility, it also does not show that the proposed facility would interfere with atainment of the
ozone air quaity standard in the greater Chicago area.

[llinois Environmental Policy

109. AstheGreater Chicago Areaisa severe ozone nonattainment area, why are we allowing more
emissionsto contribute to air pollution?

The o0zone nonattainment arealis caused by many existing sources, al of which share to some degree the
respongbility for the evated levels of ozone. Accordingly, the measures that must be taken to control
emissons must be determined through rulemaking, not through decisons on individua permits. The State of
Illinois isworking to develop state rules that, together with gpplicable federd rules, will be adequate to bring the
Chicago areaiinto attainment. Like other existing and proposed sourcesin the Greater Chicago area, Carlton is
entitled to a permit if its application demongrates that its proposed facility would comply with applicable
regulations governing emissons. These regulations establish the legd requirements for sources, and include any
additional requirements for control of emissons established to address a new source' s contribution to air quality
in the nonattainment area.

110. On ozone action days, the lllinois EPA asksthe public not to even mow the grass. What does
the plant have to do on ozone action days? Doesit shut down or cutback?



The ozone action day program was established to encourage extra reductions in emissons of 0zone precursors
on days when the weather conditions are such that there is a potentid for ground level ozone to reach levels that
are unhedthy. In fact, the measures that are recommended on ozone action dert days are specificaly targeted
at reducing emissions of volatile organic materid (VOM). Thisiswhy individuals are asked to put off filling
automobile

gas tanks or mowing the lawn.

The VOM emissions from the proposed facility would not be able to be readily reduced without cutting back on

electrica output from the plant. In this respect, the hot days when the potential for ozoneis greatest often

coincide with the days when the demand for eectricity is greatest, due to increased use of eectricity for air

conditioning.

111. Thistype of facility would not be built in an area such as Wilmette or Kenilworth. Doesthe
[llinois EPA only permit facilitiesin poorer communities, so that richer areas can stay
pristine?

The lllinois EPA does not select the Stes of the proposed power plants for which it adminigters environmental
permitting programs.  The sites of proposed power plants, like the sites for other types of proposed facilities,
are selected by the person proposing the facility based on many factors and criteria. Therole of the lllinois EPA
isto review the plans for the proposed facility a the site that has been selected to determine whether
compliance with environmenta requirements is shown.

112. Could theturbines continueto operate and exceed the annual limitsin the permit, in the event
of some catastrophic event that resultsin an extended outage of an existing power plant?

Asapractical matter, extended operation of the proposed facility would certainly be one option in the event of a
catastrophic loss of power from other power plants. (An example of such an event might be severe ssorms do
that massive damage to al the transmission lines bringing power to the Chicago areafrom cod-fired power
plantslocated in downgate lllinois) Asalegd matter, a catastrophic loss of power from other power plants
would not be sufficient to excuse the proposed facility from compliance the limitationsin its permit. Further legdl
action would be needed to address the basis for and resulting impacts of such extended operation, to determine
the appropriate conseguences for such noncompliance. A critical consideration would be whether other base
load and pesking facilities, which could operate in compliance, would to be able to adequately make up for the
loss of power due to the catastrophe.

113. Intheevent of such a catastrophe, would the Illinois EPA allow the proposed facility to
oper ate asa temporary sour ce under the federal rulesfor Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) 40 CFR 52.217?

It isunlikely that the Illinois EPA would alow the proposed facility to operate as atemporary source under the
federd PSD rules, since the facility would il be operating at the site after conditions returned to normal. The
provisions of the PSD rules for temporary sources were devel oped for sources that would only be at a
particular site for at most afew years. These provisions dso do not excuse amagjor source from obtaining a
PSD permit, which permit must include appropriate provisons establishing Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) for the source during the time that it would be at the Site.
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114. How would issuance of this permit prevent the deterioration of air quality?

Permitting is an inherent eement of the air pollution control program. In generd, permits are a meansto verify
that sources comply with gpplicable rules. They are dso ameans to place conditions on sources, which can
define the permitted levels of operation and impose testing, monitoring and record keeping requirements to
address continuing compliance with applicable rules. The permit for the Carlton facility fulfills these roles, and
confirms that the application for the proposed facility shows compliance with applicable rules established to
protect and improve air qudlity.

115. Why hasn’t thelllinois EPA adopted criteriafor the design, operation and maintenance of
turbines as authorized by 35 |AC 201.164? When will this be done?

The lllinois EPA, Bureau of Air, has not adopted design criteriafor any category of emisson units. While 35
IAC 201.164 dlows the Illinois EPA to adopt such criteria, development of criteria that would effectively
address the wide range of emission units and circumstances present in Illinois to meaningfully reduce emissions
would be extremdly difficult. Thisis certainly the case for sophigticated units like gasturbines. In practice, it is
mogt effective for the lllinois EPA to require the operators of turbines, working with the manufacturers of their
units, to develop operation and maintenance procedures for their specific facilities.

116. How can the new power plantsthat are being considered for Illinoisnot violate standards and
[llinois plansto reduce emissions of NO,? Over 50 new power plantsarein some stage of
development!

While attainment planning in lllinois for ozone has included some growth in eectrical generation when projecting
future emissons of NO,, it is possble that this growth may be insufficient to accommodate al the new power
plants now being developed, even with the low levels of NOy that these new power plantswill achieve,
However, because one component of the demongration is the establishment an overdl budget or cap on
seasona emissions of NOy from power plants, the operators of power plants will have to implement necessary
measures that reduce NO, from power plants, in totd, to comply with the budget. Thiswould most likely result
in additiond reductionsin emissons of NO, from exigting cod-fired power plants as needed to make more
room for the new power plants.

117. Istherealimit tothe number of and emissons from new power plantsthat can be permitted?

The lllinois EPA does not have a set amount of stationary source emissions, which is predetermined, above
which further permits will not be issued for any more sources. The concern in protecting air qudity isthet the
concentration of contaminants in the ambient air, the outdoor air that we breethe, be maintained at alevd that is
hedlthy. Inthat regard, there is not an amount of emissons, expressed in pounds or tons, above which permits
cannot beissued. Rather, even if other requirements were met, a permit for a particular project would be
denied if itsdirect effect on ambient air qudity as evauated by modeing would be unhedthy. Thisisnot the
case for the proposed facility nor does it generally appear to be the case for natura gas fired power plants.
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At the same time, when lllinois new budget program for emissions of NO, from power plants becomes
effective, power plantswill have to hold alowance for their actua seasona emissons of NO, which will keep
overdl emissons from power plants within the budget. However, thiswill act to limit the actua emissons of

N Oy from power plants, not the permitted emissions.

118. What isthelllinois EPA doing to promote reduction of demand for eectricity? Doesthe
[llinois EPA support energy efficiency standardsfor new air conditioners? Hasit
recommended that thelegidature or the Governor encourage the federal DOE to enact such
requirements? Whereistheleadership on environmental issuesfrom thelllinois EPA?

Thelllinois EPA addresses energy efficiency and conservation as part of its pollution prevention efforts. In
addition, the State of 1llinois has a number of specific energy efficiency programs that are managed by the
Department of Commerce and Community Affairs.

In lllinois, the respongbility for energy policy and management is shared by a number of bodies. Theseinclude
the legidature and various executive agencies under the governor’ s office, including the Department of Natura
Resources, the Commerce Commission, the Department of Commerce and Community Affairs and the lllinois
EPA. Whilethe lllinois EPA is generdly supportive of energy conservation programs, it has a secondary rolein

guiding Illinois energy policy,

119. Thelllinois EPA should ask USEPA to terminatelllinois so-called “ NO, waiver” for the
greater Chicago area becauseit allows new peaking plantsto be developed without using the
best control measures available for emissionsfor NO,.

[llinois NOy waiver does not interfere with promulgation of the measures that are needed for the greater
Chicago areato comply with the ozone air qudity standard, such as adoption of the NO, emission budget
program for new and existing eectric power plants in accordance with USEPA’s“NOy SIP Cdl.” 1llinois NOy
walver dso hasimplications for categories of source other than new pesking plants, including existing sources.
Accordingly any action on the waiver should occur in a context that fully consders al the consequences of such
action dong withthe implications for attainment of the ozone air quality sandard in the greeter Chicago area.

120. The NO, waiver should be terminated becauseit is out-dated, as shown by USEPA’s
subsequent adoption of the NO, SIP Call, which requires most of the statesin the eastern
United States, including lllinois, to adopt rulesto reduce NO, emissions and operate within a
seasonal budget for NO, emissions.

The purpose of USEPA’sNOy SIP call isto reduce emissions of NOy as related to transport of ozone and
0zone precursors across the eastern United States. In this regard, Chicago will benefit from reductionsin NO,



emissonsin up-wind aress, including downdtate Illinois, Indianaand Ohio. However, the development for the
NO, SIP cdl did not address the locd effects of reductionsin NO, emissonsin a particular nonattainment area
on ozone air qudity in that same nonattainment area, as was addressed during the development and gpprova of
the NO, waiver.

121. Doesit takelegidation for thelllinois EPA to reevaluate how it functionsor how it looks at
proposed facilities such asthis one?

Thelllinois EPA continuoudy enhances its permitting activities. If anissueis brought up on the gpplication for a
particular source, other personnd at the lllinois EPA areinformed so that they can address that issuein
subsequent applications for which that issue would aso gpply. However, it would take an act of the legidature
to change certain basic functions of the lllinois EPA. For example, the lllinois EPA does not have the authority
under state law to impose a moratorium on the issuance of congtruction permits to a particular class of sources.

122.  What isthelegal reason for thelllinois EPA to not impose a moratorium on peaker power
plants?

Thelllinois EPA is mandated by state law to act on permits within 180 days of receipt of an application. The
[llinois EPA does not have the authority under state law to impose a moratorium blocking issuance of permitsto
apaticular class of gpplicants, just as the lllinois EPA does not have the authority to impose an emission limit on
asource for which thereis not an underlying legd basis under state or federa law or regulation.

123.  When will theIllinois EPA look into rulemaking or legidation to address new peaking power
plants?

At the request of the Governor’s Office, the 1llinois Pollution Control Board recently held inquiry hearings on
pesker power plants to determine if additiona laws or regulations are needed. The Board is the body charged
with adopting environmentd regulation and sandards for the state of 1llinois. The Board held three hearings to
receive public input. For more information on the Board' s investigation, plesse refer to the Board' s Website.
[www.ipch.gtateil.us)].

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Questions about the public comment period and permit decision should be directed to:

Bradley Frost, Community Relations Coordinator
Illinois Environmenta Protection Agency

Office of Community Relaions

1021 North Grand Avenue, East

P.O. Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276
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Signed: signed Date: _ December 5, 2000

William Sdltzer, Hearing Officer



