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PERMIT PROCESS

Reliant Energy has requested a permit for the construction of an electric generation facility near Aurora. The facility would use ten turbines to generate up to 950 megawatts of electricity. The facility is designed to function as a peaking power station, to generate electricity in the peak demand periods and at other times when other power plants are not available due to scheduled or unexpected outages. The facility will only burn natural gas, which is the cleanest commercially available fuel. The emissions of the facility are well controlled. The maximum nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions of the turbines are limited by use of low-NOx burners to no more than 15 parts per million (ppm). By comparison, the USEPA's New Source Performance Standards for turbines would only require control of NOx emissions to about 75 ppm. 

The project is not considered a major source because the permitted emissions of pollutants from this facility would be less than major source thresholds. For projects that are not major, an air quality study is not required by applicable rules. However, because of concerns about the turbines, an air quality study was performed. Reliant's analysis shows that air quality would comply with ambient standards. The Illinois EPA has reviewed the materials submitted by Reliant and has determined that the emissions from the project will comply with applicable state and federal standards. 

The Illinois EPA Bureau of Air processes applications for permits for sources of emissions to the atmosphere. An air permit application must address compliance with applicable air pollution control laws and regulations before a permit can be issued. 

COMMENT PERIOD  AND PUBLIC HEARING 

The public comment period began on February 18, 2000, with the publication of a notice in the Aurora Beacon News. Notices were also in the paper on February 25 and March 3, 2000. The public hearing was held on Monday, April 3, 2000, at 7:00 p.m. at the Indian Plains Elementary School in Aurora to receive oral comments and answer questions regarding the application and draft air permit. The comment period remained open until April 17, 2000.

FINAL DECISION

Upon review of comments received during the public comment period and final review of the application, the Illinois EPA has determined the application meets the state and federal standards. According, on May 9, 2000, the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA) issued a construction permit to Reliant Energy for an electrical generation facility in Aurora, Illinois. The facility must be constructed and operated in accordance with applicable regulations and the conditions of the permit. The permit as issued includes the following significant changes compared to the draft permit.

Condition 5b:
Provisions for start-up and shutdown of the turbines have been enhanced. 

Condition 12:
Recordkeeping requirements, including records for maintenance and operation of these turbines have been enhanced.

Condition 13:
Immediate notification of the Illinois EPA is required if NOx emissions exceed 160 tons per year.

Condition 16:
A condition has been added to remind Reliant of its responsibility to comply with requirements for this project irrespective of this permit.

Note:
A note has been added to advise Reliant of the USEPA’s "NOx SIP call" and development of Illinois's plans for attainment of the ozone air quality standard in the Chicago and Metro-East ozone nonattainment areas.

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

General

1.
What is a peaker power plant?

New peaker power plants being proposed in Illinois use turbines that burn natural gas to produce electricity. They are called peaker power plants because they are generally run only when there is a high demand, known as peak demand, for electricity. In Illinois, this occurs during the summer months when air conditioning load is high, and the nuclear and coal burning power plants cannot meet the demand for power. Peaker plants generally run only during peak periods when utilities will pay higher prices for electricity because it is more expensive to produce electricity by burning natural gas. Peaker power plants cannot compete with the cost of electricity produced by nuclear and coal burning power plants.

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

The facility is only being permitted to burn natural gas, which would be supplied by existing pipelines in the area.  The facility is not being developed to burn oil and another permit would be required before making changes to the facility to allow burning of oil.  Peaking plants are not physically able to burn coal or other solid fuel. 

3.
Why does the proposed facility have two different types of turbines?

The different turbines serve different functions and enhance the ability of the facility to respond to demands for power.  The four larger turbines will be the backbone of the facility and will be used to generate most of the electricity.  The six smaller turbines can be turned on more quickly and will allow the facility to quickly respond to an emergency call for more power and to efficiently provide smaller increments of power. 

4.
Would the facility have cooling towers?

Yes.  The plant would have cooling towers associated with the smaller turbines.  They are part of the non-contact cooling system for the inlet air to these units.  These systems are used because the nature of turbines is such that the amount of power a turbine can produce varies with the temperature of the inlet air to the turbine, with lower power output as temperature increases.  Accordingly, cooling the inlet air to a turbine on a hot day compensates somewhat for this effect, increasing the amount of power of a turbine can generate as if it were actually operating on a day that was cooler. 

5.
Has Reliant built a peaker plant before?

Reliant stated at the hearing that they have built, own and operate peaking plants nationwide. 

 Facility Emissions

6.
What pollutants are emitted from the facility?

The pollutants emitted by peaker plants are the pollutants associated with burning of natural gas for any purpose. The greatest emissions from peaker plants are nitrogen oxides (NOx). Other pollutants emitted include carbon monoxide and, in much smaller amounts, particulate matter, volatile organic material, and sulfur dioxide. These pollutants at proposed levels have no meaningful impact on air quality. NOx emissions from new peaker power plants are minimized by the use of low- NOx burners or water injection into the burners. The low rate of NOx emissions, combined with excellent dispersion, means that the plants would generally have no measurable effect on local NOx air quality.

7.
What are the NOx emissions of the turbines during startup?

Information from the manufacturers of turbines indicates that the emissions of NOx, in pound/hour, during startup of a turbine should be somewhat higher than the emissions during regular operation.  Turbines are initially turned by a starting motor to about 25 to 30 percent of their rated speed, at which point gas is introduced to the turbine.  The turbine then operates without any load to come up to operating speed and be connected to the electrical power.  Once “synchronization” with the grid is achieved, the turbine gradually takes on load to come up to the desired level of output.  Because the turbine is operating at less than normal fuel flow and speed during startup, the associated emissions of NOx may actually be within the hourly emission rate allowed for regular operation, which accounts for normal variation in the performance of the NOx control system.
8.
Since the facility’s proposed emissions for NOx are 247.5 tons per year, just 2.5 tons short of being considered a major source, can the Illinois EPA guarantee that this facility will not emit enough NOx to be classified as a major source?

While it is unlikely that this would ever occur, the Illinois EPA cannot guarantee that it will not.  If it were to ever occur, appropriate action would be taken as discussed below.
9.
How would the Illinois EPA know if an additional 2.5 tons of NOx had been emitted (247.5 to 250 tons/year)?

The facility would be equipped with continuous monitors to measure NOx emissions.  This would allow very accurate determination of the actual NOx emissions of the facility.  

Even though the facility is being permitted for 247.5 tons of NOx per year, in most years it is expected that actual emissions will be far less.  As a peaking facility, its level of operation depends on the demand for peak power, which will vary from summer to summer. NOx emissions from the facility should only approach 247.5 tons in a year in which there is a very high demand for peaking power. 

10.
What would Reliant need to do if its annual NOx emissions were more than the 247.5 tons per year allowed by the permit?  

That would be a violation of its permit.  If the exceedance reflected a temporary technical difficulty in complying with the emissions limitations of the permit, Reliant would have to take action to reduce emissions and correct the problem.  Otherwise, if the exceedance is extended, repeated, or without technical cause, and had exceeded 250 tons per year the facility would be considered a major source and Reliant would have to obtain a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit.  In either case, Reliant also would have to pay the penalties levied for the exceedance.  These penalties would be designed to recover any economic benefit that Reliant received from non-compliant operation.  

Air Quality Impacts

11.
What would be the effect of the power plant on ambient air quality? 

The proposed power plant should not have a significant effect on ambient air quality.  This means that existing air quality in the area of the facility should not be affected or threatened by the facility.

12.
What are “significant air quality impact levels”?

The term “significant air quality impact level ” refers to specific numerical levels established by USEPA for criteria pollutants other than ozone, below which a source’s individual impact is considered insignificant.  For example, the USEPA has set a significant air quality impact level for NOx at a concentration of 1.0 microgram per cubic meter (ug/m3), which is one percent of the NOx ambient air quality standards of 100 ug/m3.  As a modeling analysis of a proposed source evaluates its maximum ambient impacts, a finding that the impacts are below this level means that the source should not measurably affect the existing air quality.  In other words, air 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 really defines a level of impact that is numerically insignificant or trivial.   This is the situation of the proposed facility with respect to carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM) and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  Except for a small area to the north of the facility, which does not extend to Butterfield Road, this would also be the situation for NOx.

13.
What would the impact of the facility be for nitrogen oxide?

The impact of the facility for nitrogen oxide (NOx) should not be significant, using this term in its general sense.  While the maximum annual impact predicted for the facility exceeds the numerical significance level set by USEPA, the air quality standard would not be threatened.  

In particular, the maximum NOx impact of the facility is predicted to be 3.2 ug/m3, at a location approximately 500 feet north of the plant.  Because this was greater than the numerical significance level set by USEPA, i.e., 1.0 ug/m3, further modeling was requested.  This further modeling, which included the NOx emissions of other nearby stationary sources showed a maximum combined impact of 5.9 ug/m3.  Nitrogen oxide air quality data from the Northbrook monitoring station, which would also be representative of Aurora, indicates that background air quality in the Aurora area is currently no more than 32 ug/m3.  Accordingly, the total predicted impact of 37.9, which occurs only in a small area near the fenceline of the proposed facility, does not endanger the NOx standard of 100 ug/m3.    

14.
Does the Illinois have less stringent air quality standards for industrial areas?

No.  As a practical matter, the air pollution control program and permitting assume that are all facilities are in residential areas, even if an area is currently agricultural or industrial in character.  As a result, the Illinois EPA’s review of a permit application is independent of local land use.

15.
Do air quality standards protect children, the elderly and individuals with respiratory ailments, such as asthma? 

Air quality standards are set to be protective of sensitive portions of the general population.  In particular, the NOx air quality standard was set to protect asthmatic individuals, who are especially sensitive to respiratory irritants.  It also protects young children from increased incidence of respiratory infections.  This has resulted in a standard that is set well below the level at which NOx has been found to have effects on healthy adults.

16.
Can the Illinois EPA give an absolute guarantee that the facility will not pose a threat to public health or the environment?

The Illinois EPA cannot give an absolute guarantee that the facility is safe.  It has relied on experience elsewhere showing that natural gas fired peaking plants do not have significant effects.  In addition, review of the application for the proposed facility shows that emissions control measures would be used that are similar to those of other new facilities.  Modeling of the air quality impacts with these measures shows that the facility will not cause an exceedance of any national ambient air quality standard.
17.
What would be the impact of the proposed facility on ozone air quality?

The simple answer is that the facility should not affect local ozone air quality, either negatively or positively.  The ozone in the air in DuPage County is a result of its location in the Greater Metropolitan Chicago Area and is caused by emissions from many varied sources.  In order to improve ozone air quality in the greater Chicago area, 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 additional emissions from the proposed facility would be very small compared to the emissions of these existing sources.  Improvements in ozone air quality will require reductions in emissions from existing sources.

By way of more detailed explanation, ground-level ozone pollution is formed in the atmosphere on hot sunny days by the reactions of precursor compounds, primarily volatile organic material (VOM) and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  Ozone is not directly emitted out of a stack or tailpipe.  Detailed analyses conducted for ozone air quality in the Lake Michigan basin indicate that the exceedances of the ozone air quality standard in the Chicago area are the result of a two-step process.  First, high levels of background ozone enter the Chicago area, due to the NOx emissions from sources in attainment areas in both Illinois and nearby states.  Then, VOM emitted in the Chicago area reacts to add additional ozone on top of the high background levels, causing exceedances of the ozone air quality standard. NOx emissions in the Chicago play a limited role in the exceedances, but do add to the background levels affecting areas downwind of Chicago, just like NOx emissions from attainment areas.  In light of these findings, USEPA and Northeastern and Midwestern states are working to drastically reduce NOx emissions in attainment areas, as this will generally improve ozone in both urban and rural areas.  We are also continuing with programs to reduce VOM emissions, particularly in urban areas.   

What this means is that the proposed facility should not have a measurable effect on ozone levels in DuPage County.  At most, any impact would be on areas further down-wind and the facility’s impact would be trivial compared to the broader effect of the Chicago area.  To the extent that the facility does have an effect on these down-wind areas, it would be addressed along with the existing sources, which have much greater emissions, in the ongoing development of the ozone attainment demonstration. 

18.
What is the current air quality in the vicinity of the proposed facility?

For criteria pollutants other than ozone, DuPage County is considered an attainment area.  Based on data from the Illinois EPA ambient monitoring stations in DuPage County and at sites similar to DuPage County, air quality is within the national ambient air quality standards.  For example, the maximum particulate matter concentration measured at the station at the Naperville City Hall in 1998 was 50 micrograms per cubic meter, measured as PM10, compared to a standard of 150.   (In 1999, the PM10 monitor was replaced with a PM2.5 monitor, to begin monitoring for fine particulate matter.)

With respect to ozone, DuPage County is part of the Chicago Major Metropolitan Area and is part of the designated ozone nonattainment area.  Based on data for recent years from the ambient monitoring station at the Morton arboretum in Lisle, actual air quality in DuPage County currently does not violate the 1-hour ozone air quality standard.   

19.
What would be the effect of this plant on vegetation and wildlife in the nearby Big Woods Forest Preserve?

As the air quality modeling shows that this facility will not have a significant impact on air quality in these areas, there should be no affects on vegetation and wildlife.

20.
What would be the effect of this power plant on acid rain?  

The proposed power plant should not have any measurable effect on the acidity of the rain.  Acid rain is a national problem that is the result of emissions of millions of tons of SO2 and NOx, primarily from coal fired power plants.  Pursuant to Title IV of the federal Clean Air Act, existing coal-fired power plants are taking actions to substantially reduce their emissions of SO2 and NOx, to help protect and restore the ecosystems threatened by acid rain.  In comparison, the emissions of the proposed plant are inconsequential.

21.
Has the Illinois EPA considered the environmental impacts of the radon and radium in the water used at the facility?

Naturally occurring radioactive materials in water have not been identified as a public health concern due to ambient exposure when such water is used in cooling towers and other industrial applications.  Although USEPA has not adopted ambient air quality standards for radon or radium, the Illinois EPA has compared the impacts of these materials to the USEPA and OSHA guidelines for these materials.  The impacts would be a fraction of these guidelines.

22.
Would the facility be a source of odors?

No. Odors are not a concern for peaking facilities.

23.
Would the proposed facility have an effect on temperature, humidity or fogging in the area?

Based on experience with other peaker plants, the facility will not have noticeable effects on local weather.

Modeling Procedures

24.
How accurate are air quality dispersion models?

Air quality dispersion models are becoming increasingly more accurate.  More importantly, to the extent that there is inaccuracy in dispersion modeling, models and modeling techniques are generally designed to overstate the impact of a source.

25.
Why were other nearby industrial sources, such as the Midwest Generation facility, included in the modeling? 
The Illinois EPA requested that Reliant extend the modeling analysis for nitrogen oxides to address other nearby sources because its modeling for the proposed facility showed a maximum impact that was above the USEPA’s numerical significance level.  

26.

What emission rate was modeled for NOx?  If a facility is emitting everything in a 3-month period and not a 12 month period, the concentration of the emissions is going to be greater and should be modeled based on when they actually could put into the air and not a yearly average.

The NOx modeling was performed using the maximum annual emissions applied as an average hourly emission rate.  When a facility would not operate continuously, this is an accepted approach to performing dispersion modeling for comparison to air quality standards that apply as an annual average.  Short-term modeling for comparison to hourly and daily air quality standards was performed using the maximum hourly emission rate from units.  In both cases, actual hour by hour weather data was used.  

27.
Is the 24-hour modeling analysis accurate?

The 24-hour analysis is certainly accurate for the purpose for which it is used.  This analysis uses 5 years of weather data (over 1800 days) to identify the days (the set of daily weather conditions) that would cause the highest ambient impacts from a source.  These results are then compared to the applicable ambient standard to assure that a project will not cause an ambient violation.  What this means is that ambient air quality on most days will be far better than predicted by the model.

28.
Why are the short-term impacts predicted by modeling (e.g., the hourly and daily impacts) higher than the annual impacts predicted by modeling?

The maximum short-term impacts predicted by modeling reflect the effect of the specific meteorological conditions that result in highest ambient concentrations.  Over the course of a year, the “worst-case” meteorological conditions, which occur over short periods of time, are balanced by other conditions that yield lower concentrations.  As a result, daily impacts are much higher than annual impacts.

29.
Has Reliant provided a diagram showing the geographic distribution of the modeled air quality impacts of the proposed facility?  I would like to be able to see such a diagram showing the “footprint” of the facility.

The air quality modeling reports prepared for proposed facilities do not usually include such diagrams, as the reports focus on the modeled maximum air quality impacts.  As the purpose of modeling is to determine whether maximum air quality impacts threaten air quality, impacts at other points would pose even less of a threat.  However, the Illinois EPA asked Reliant to supplement its modeling report with such a diagram to show the area where the modeled impact of the facility for NOx would be greater than 1.0 ug/m3, the USEPA’s numerical significance level for NOx.  This diagram shows a circular area with a diameter of about 1300 feet abutting the northeast property boundary of the plant.  The area does not extend as far as Butterfield Road.  A copy of the diagram was sent to the Eola Branch of the Aurora Public Library so that it would be available along with other application material.  

30.
The modeling report makes reference to choosing between an urban and a rural option. Can you explain the difference between the urban and rural options?

The classification of a site as “rural” or “urban” for purposes of modeling is a technical determination.  The classification is based on surface roughness, i.e., the presence of structures of varying heights that impede the movement of wind along the earth’s surface.  This phenomenon affects the nature of dispersion.  As woodlands, agricultural fields, parkland, and other open land are all considered rural in nature, the rural modeling option is appropriate for the proposed Reliant facility.  

31.
Why is the modeling based on weather data from O’Hare and Peoria Airports?

The modeling uses the detailed weather data collected at these airports to represent the mix of weather conditions experienced in the Chicago area.  Although weather conditions in Aurora may differ slightly from conditions at O’Hare on a day-to-day basis, this data is generally representative of the mix of weather experienced in the Chicago area over the course of a number of years.  In this regard, it is also acceptable to use historical weather data as it is again representative of the mix of weather in the greater Chicago area.  

The Peoria Airport is only being used for upper air data or the mixing height of the atmosphere.  This data is not recorded at O’Hare and data from the nearest weather station where this data is collected is routinely used in dispersion modeling.

32.
Reliant’s modeling did not include information for VOM emissions.  Given its levels of VOM emissions and the fact that all the VOM will be emitted during summer months when the Chicago area experiences its problems with ozone nonattainment, why was no modeling required for VOMs?

Modeling for VOM, i.e., evaluation of the effects of changes in VOM and NOx emissions on ozone air quality, is conducted using a complex Urban Airshed Model (UAM).  The Illinois EPA’s work with this model for the Chicago ozone nonattainment area indicates that impacts of individual sources of the magnitude of the proposed facility cannot be distinguished. 

33.
Did the air modeling take into consideration the temperature and velocity of the turbine exhaust and its impact on air turbulence. 
The air modeling did not address this issue.  

Ozone Nonattainment

34.
As the Greater Chicago Area, including DuPage County is a severe ozone nonattainment area, why are we allowing more contributions to air pollution? 

The ozone nonattainment area is caused by many existing sources, all of which share to some degree the responsibility for the elevated levels of ozone.  Accordingly, the actions taken to control emissions must be determined through rulemaking, not through decisions on individual permits.  Like other existing and proposed sources in the Greater Chicago Area, Reliant is entitled to a permit if its application demonstrates that its proposed facility would comply with applicable regulations governing emissions.  These regulations establish the legal requirements for sources, and include any additional requirements for control of emissions established to address a source’s contribution to the nonattainment area.

35.
What effect would the emissions from this facility have on the mandated plans for reducing ozone levels in the Chicago nonattainment area?  

The facility’s emissions would have to be addressed by these plans, to the extent that they would not otherwise be accommodated by the growth projections in these plans.  The facility’s emissions would also have to be included in the periodic inventories prepared to show progress for the area in reducing emissions of ozone precursors.

36.
Is there a plan that is available from the Illinois EPA on how Illinois is going to attain the ozone air quality standard.

No, the Illinois EPA is still working on the attainment plan for the Greater Chicago Area and it is not due to be finished until December 2000.  This effort has been delayed because the stationary source NOx control program developed by USEPA was stayed by a federal court for almost a year and it was uncertain whether Illinois could rely on the reductions in NOx emissions required by this program.  The Illinois EPA is still evaluating various options for further control on VOM and NOx using the Urban Airshed Model, working in conjunction with other Midwestern states, to identify a set of control measures that will result in attainment of the ozone air quality standard.  Incidentally, Illinois has fulfilled its other attainment planning obligations under the Clean Air Act, including reducing VOM emissions by 15 percent between 1990 and 1996 and then reducing emissions by another 9 percent by 1999.

37.
Has the USEPA made a finding under Section 182(f) of the Clean Air Act that NOx emissions in this nonattainment area need not be controlled in the same manner as VOM emissions?  Otherwise, as a new source with the potential to emit more than 25 tons a year of NOx locating in a severe ozone nonattainment areas, the proposed facility would be subject to requirements for emissions offsets and best available control technology for NOx.

Yes. The states of Illinois, Indiana, Michigan and Wisconsin jointly petitioned USEPA for a “Section 182(f) NOx waiver.”  Based on the states’ detailed modeling of ozone formation in the Lake Michigan airshed, the USEPA approved a NOx waiver for the airshed, including the Chicago ozone nonattainment area.  As a result, the proposed facility is not subject to a formal requirement to provide emission offsets or use Best Available Control Technology for emissions of NOx.
38.
Where is the scientific evidence that shows that more NOx is a way to reduce and control ozone in our area?

The NOx waiver is not based on science that says that more NOx emissions are better.  It is based on science that says that NOx reductions inside the Chicago nonattainment area, without accompanying reductions from attainment areas, would have the general affect of worsening ozone quality throughout most of the nonattainment area.  A better approach to improving ozone air quality would be coordinate NOx reductions in both attainment and nonattainment areas. 

39.
Why would reducing NOx have an adverse affect on local ozone levels? 
There are several different chemical forms of NOx, but the ones of particular interest are NO and NO2.  A molecule of NO has one nitrogen and one oxygen atom, whereas an NO2 molecule has one nitrogen and two oxygen atoms.  Combustion sources emit most of their NOx in the form of NO. In the atmosphere NO gradually oxidizes, picking up additional oxygen, converting to NO2.  When the atmosphere contains ozone, O3, the NO picks up the additional oxygen atom from the reactive ozone molecules, returning them to O2, the normal molecular form of oxygen that we breath.  Accordingly, the initial effect of NO emissions may be to reduce ozone levels by scavenging ozone, converting it back to O2. Only after NO has been oxidized to NO2, is it available in the presence of sunlight and VOM, to release an oxygen atom, which is taken up by O2 to form ozone, O3.  This is why ozone formation takes place downwind of the sources of precursor emissions, because the atmospheric reactions take time. 

40.
Explained in layperson’s terms, how does the NOx waiver prevent significant deterioration of DuPage County’s air quality?

The NOx waiver allows a more effective ozone control program, which benefits both DuPage County and the greater Chicago area.  In the absence of the NOx waiver, Illinois would have had to adopt rules controlling emissions of NOx from only plants in the ozone nonattainment area to the level of Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT).  This would have acted to generally increase ozone levels throughout most of the Chicago nonattainment area.  While Illinois is still pursuing NOx reduction, with the finding of the Ozone Transport Assessment Group (OTAG), these reductions are now being sought from sources in attainment areas at levels well beyond RACT.  This is possible in part because reductions are being sought using an allowance trading program and because the need for levels of reductions beyond RACT has been demonstrated.  These NOx reductions will improve ozone air quality in the greater Chicago area.  Reductions in NOx are also being sought from power plants in the nonattainment area, and together with reductions in attainment NOx, this will reduce ozone levels throughout the Midwest and the Northeast. 

41.
How does the NOx waiver prevent deterioration of air quality in areas to which NOx is transported from the Chicago area, such as Door County, Wisconsin?

Areas like Door County, which are at the edges of the ozone nonattainment, do not show as clear disbenefit from NOx reductions as other areas in the ozone nonattainment area.  However, the NOx waiver does benefit the vast majority of the area and population in the nonattainment area. The Illinois EPA is developing regional controls for large sources of NOx, as part of the attainment plan, which must address ozone levels in all areas of the nonattainment area, including places like Door County.

42.
Illinois is supposed to reduce its emissions of NOx by the year 2003 to meet the recommendations of the Ozone Transport Assessment Group (OTAG).  How does increasing emissions of NOx by permitting these peaker plants affect the reductions needed in the OTAG report.

A number of peaker plants are proposed for sites throughout Illinois.  Similar plants are also being proposed at this time throughout the Midwest and in other regions of the nation.  However, the emissions of these plants are still a small percentage of the emissions of existing power plants, which were targeted for reduction by OTAG.  Moreover, when calculating the required reductions for existing plants, the reduction levels were calculated recognizing that some additional emissions would occur from the construction of new plants.  More generally, the Illinois EPA strongly supported the work of the Ozone Transport Assessment Group.  We are committed to reducing NOx emissions of electric power plants, consistent with the findings of OTAG, through a comprehensive program that would address both existing and new power plants.  However, the Illinois EPA can only enforce the regulations that are currently in place until new rules are adopted.  We cannot deny a permit for a particular project by applying rules that do not yet exist.

43.
Is the NOx waiver permanent?

Yes.  USEPA would have to undertake rulemaking to revoke the NOx waiver.  At the same time, the NOx waiver does not excuse Illinois from reducing its overall NOx emissions as needed to attain the ozone air quality standard, consistent with the findings of OTAG. 

44.
Why can peaker plants run on days that are Ozone Action Days, when the public is being asked to take steps to reduce its emissions, like not running lawn mowers or waiting to fill our gas tanks?

The measures that the public is being asked to take on Ozone Action Days are intended to lower emissions of volatile organic material (VOM).  Reductions in VOM emissions in the Greater Chicago area are critical to lowering its levels of ozone, especially on days when the weather conditions are particularly suitable for formation of ozone.  

45.
During the summer of 1999, the state of Illinois recorded 51 exceedances of the proposed federal eight-hour ozone standard.  Won’t building peaking power plants aggravate that problem?

In 1999, the greater Chicago area did not experience any exceedances of the 1-hour ozone standard and experienced only ten days in which exceedance of the 8-hour ozone standard were monitored in various portions of the area.  Violations of the proposed 8-hour standard are not being experienced in DuPage County.  The circumstances of the Chicago area with respect to an 8-hour ozone standard are similar to the circumstances for the 1-hour ozone standard, with violations experienced in and downwind of the urban core.  Ozone air quality on an 8-hour average is also improved by the same approach as for the 1-hour standard, which is regional control of NOx and local control of VOM.

46.
Has pollution in the air in the nonattainment area lessened since the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 were adopted?
There have been large reductions in emissions and improvements in air quality since the federal Clean Air Act was amended in 1990.  Even though the Greater Chicago Area is still a nonattainment area for ozone, air quality for ozone has improved, with the number, extent and magnitude of exceedances of the ozone standard now being far less than they were.

47.
I would like information on how much pollution Illinois had five years ago and now, and what sources have closed down so that they no longer have emissions.

The Illinois EPA’s Illinois Annual Air Quality Report include a listing of the amount of emissions from stationary sources by county  (available on the Internet at  www.epa.state.il.us).  Detailed data on emissions of ozone precursors for the Greater Chicago area is available in the periodic inventory reports prepared on nonattainment area emissions.  The 9% Rate-Of-Progress Plan: 1997-1999 indicates that typical summer day emissions of VOM in the Greater Chicago Area went from about 1,200 to 750 tons/day between 1990 and 1999. NOx emissions in Illinois’ attainment area, which are key for improving ozone in the Chicago area, went from about 2,100 to 1,650 tons/day during this same time period. NOx emissions in the Chicago area, at about 1,000 tons/day, do not appear to have changed significantly between 1990 and 1996.  After 1996, coal-fired power plants in the nonattainment area began implementing measures to control NOx, so that NOx emissions in 1999 were about 150 tons/day, compared to 270 tons/day that they would have been if these measures had not been implemented.  For copies of printed reports, please contact the Community Relations Coordinator listed at the end of this document.  Requests for specific information about shutdowns of sources and their emissions must be made formally in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act.

48.
Why are NOx emissions decreasing?

NOx emissions are decreasing due to the various control programs for NOx including the federal Motor Vehicle Control Program, which addresses the emissions of automobiles and trucks, and the federal Acid Rain Program, which has required reductions in NOx emissions from coal-fired power plants.  In addition, owners of coal-fired power plants are making further improvements to their plants to lower NOx emissions in preparation for the further reductions in emissions that will required for attainment of the ozone standard in Illinois and elsewhere, as identified by the Ozone Transport Assessment Group (OTAG). 

49.
I believe the amount of pollution produced by this facility may greatly increase the total amount of pollution currently emitted in all of DuPage County.

This is not correct.  In any event, DuPage County’s air quality is determined both by emission sources in the county and from sources throughout the Chicago Metropolitan area and sources in upwind attainment areas.

Applicable Regulations

50.
Are peaker facilities regulated by the Illinois EPA?

Yes, the Illinois EPA administers rules that limit the air emissions and, if present, direct water discharges from peaker power plants. The Illinois 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, etc.) during permitting.

51.
As the proposed facility would operate primarily in June, July and August, the facility is effectively being permitted to emit 247.5 tons in three months or approximately 83 tons per month.  Shouldn’t the facility be a major source since if it would operate for twelve months at the level that it is permitted at for three months, it would be a major source?  If a similar facility were permitted to emit at the same monthly rate for a whole year it would be permitted to emit almost 1000 tons per year and would be a major source.  If this source could emit at the same monthly rate as a source that would have 1000 tons per year, why isn’t it a major source?

The applicability provision of the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) rules, which are being discussed, are dictated by the federal Clean Air Act.  The Clean Air Act sets applicability of PSD based on annual emissions.  It does not provide a legal basis to determine applicability of PSD based on an equivalent monthly emission rate, as suggested.  Moreover, the circumstances of peaker plants are not unlike those of heating plants, whose operation occurs primarily over three winter months.

52.
If it were considered a major source, Reliant would have to use Best Available Control Technology.

This is correct.  If the project were major, Reliant’s application would have had to include a Best Available Control Technology (BACT) demonstration.  However, the outcome for the control technology would not necessarily have been significantly different.  In this respect, it is noteworthy that similar peaking turbines at major plants that are subject to PSD have also been permitted using low-NOx burner technology. 

53.
Why isn’t the separate development of multiple peaker plants prohibited as “circumvention” under 35 IAC 201.151, which prohibits the use of any device or means which conceals or dilutes emissions which would otherwise violate state rules?

Peaker power plants are being developed at separate sites by a number of companies and are appropriately treated as independent sources.  The provisions dealing with circumvention would be triggered if a company attempted to conceal the common ownership of the turbines at a single site or nearby sites by applying for separate permits under different identities for the individual turbines.  This is not the case for the proposed Reliant-Aurora facility, or other nearby peaker plants, as no common ownership exists.

54.
Com Ed chose to invite a series of wholesale merchant power suppliers, Reliant being one of them, to build facilities instead building a large power plant itself that would have been subject to stricter thresholds under the Clean Air Act.  This looks like a way to circumvent the major source requirements of the Clean Air Act.  What would prevent the Illinois EPA from treating these projects collectively?

As explained above, applicable laws do not allow the Illinois EPA to consolidate separate applications for different projects submitted by unrelated developers.  At the time that Com Ed solicited such proposals, the process of deregulating the electric utility industry was already underway to remove regulatory controls on the price of wholesale power and allow economic competition.  Accordingly, it was not an unreasonable decision for Com Ed to solicit proposals for merchant power plants rather than building new power plants itself.  In this regard, people routinely purchase products or services from independent suppliers.  As it is, Com Ed has now sold its existing fossil fuel fired power plants.  

55.
Are the limitations on the proposed facility that restrict NOx emissions to less than 250 tons/year realistic?  It seems strange that so many of these peaker plants are proposed with potential NOx emissions just below 250 tons/year.

The limitations on the proposed facility are realistic, based on an analysis of the operation of the proposed facility.  In particular, the permitted emissions of the turbines at the proposed facility are based on operation for 1050 hours per year.  The demand for peaking power generally occurs on weekdays during fourteen weeks in June, July and August (total 70 days).  The demand for peaking power also occurs during daylight hours.  If the proposed facility were to operate for 15 full hours on all of these 70 days, it would operate for a total of 1050 hours.  This is consistent with the limitation on the proposed facility.  In fact, data from operating peaker plants shows operation for much less than 1050 hours per year.   

It is more likely that the applications for other smaller peaking plants with less capacity are unrealistic as they greatly overstate the likely level of maximum operation.  If the developer of a plant has submitted an application based on 1800 or 2000 hours per year with NOx emissions slightly below 250 tons/year, it is certainly  maximizing the capability of a plant to provide electric power while maintaining status as a minor source under the PSD rules. 

56.
The permit should impose additional requirements on Reliant to minimize the emissions from startups, including provisions to minimize the frequency of startups.

Additional provisions have been added to the issued permit requiring Reliant to minimize the emissions from startups.  While the need to operate the facility on a particular day may be a result of the need for electric power on that day, Reliant can take certain measures to reduce emissions associated with such startups.  Reliant is being required to develop, follow and maintain written operating procedures to minimize emissions during startup.  Reliant is also being required to manage the operation of the turbine to minimize multiple startups in a single day. 

57.
Could this permit be issued if the facility were a participating source in the Emissions Reduction Market System (ERMS)?

This permit could be issued for the proposed facility even if it were considered a participating source under the ERMS.  It is not subject to the ERMS because its actual VOM emissions will be less than 10 tons during the allotment trading period, with permitted annual VOM emissions of only 9.2 tons.   

58.
Has an Environmental Impact Statement been prepared for the proposed facility? 

No.  The proposed facility is not a federal project subject to a requirement to prepare an environmental impact statement.

59.
To what extent does the state Environmental Protection Act or federal Clean Air Act restrict the authority of the City of Aurora to adopt ordinances addressing emissions, wastewater discharges and noise from the proposed facility?  Would the adoption of such ordinances create a jurisdictional conflict between the City and the Illinois EPA or United States EPA? 

State and federal laws generally do not prohibit a municipality from adopting ordinances addressing emissions or discharges from stationary sources, although any such ordinances would not supersede applicable state and federal requirements.  However, local adoption of requirements related to emissions is not a common practice in Illinois. 

60.
Could restrictions placed on the proposed facility by the City of Aurora be included as conditions of a construction permit issued by the Illinois EPA for the proposed facility?

As a legal matter, the Illinois EPA may place conditions on its permits as needed to accomplish the purposes of the Environmental Protection Act.  Accordingly, in air construction permits, the Illinois EPA may only impose conditions that can be related to the air pollution control programs administered through such permits.  
 

61.
Why doesn’t Illinois have regulations for emissions of carbon dioxide?
Carbon dioxide emissions from the proposed facility, like the carbon dioxide emissions of any fossil fuel fired power plant, do not pose any direct threat to the general public.  Indeed, trees and plants require carbon dioxide to grow.  Rather, as carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas, the global loading of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere is an international concern as related to global warming.  Accordingly, actions to address it are much more effectively pursued by the federal government on a national and international level.
Other Impacts 

62.
What noise levels are projected to result from the facility?  Will these comply with applicable Illinois’ regulations? 

Reliant included information on noise with its application.  This information indicates that the facility would be developed for daytime operation to comply with Illinois’ stringent noise standards.  If the facility is to operate at night, when even more stringent noise standards apply, additional noise abatement measures may be needed. 

63.
The draft permit does not mention noise pollution from the facility.  Will the Illinois EPA issue a permit without addressing noise pollution issues?
Noise is not addressed by the air pollution control permit program. There are state standards for noise. This facility must be designed and built to comply with those standards. Noise compliance can be verified once the plant is operational.
64.
Doesn’t the Illinois EPA have only one staff person who works in the sound regulation area?  Isn’t it impossible for the Illinois EPA to enforce the noise regulations because of the lack of manpower?
It is correct that the Illinois EPA has only one staff person assigned full-time to work with noise.  It is also correct that the Illinois EPA does not take the initiative in enforcement of the noise rules, leaving it to local governments and the public.  However, one of the noise specialist’s key roles is to assist local governments and the public in enforcement of the noise rules, by providing information, taking measurements, testifying at legal proceedings, etc., so as to generally facilitate direct enforcement of the rules by the parties being impacted by noise.
65.
Will this facility cause vibrations that could be felt off-site?

No.  The turbines and their associated electrical generators are carefully balanced and operated to prevent vibrations.
66.
Will the facility be using toxic chemicals?  If so, how will the public be protected in the event of a spill? 

Hazardous chemicals, e.g., cleaning fluids and solvents, will only be present in small amounts as related to maintenance of equipment.  In particular, the demineralizer beds used to treat water prior to use will be trailer mounted and will be regenerated off-site, so that the acid and alkali needed for regeneration will not be present at the site. Accordingly, any spills would be small in magnitude and should not pose a threat to the public.

67.
What is the water consumption of the proposed facility?  

Reliant has stated that the facility’s maximum use of water would be 42 million gallons per year.  Assuming 75 days of operation per year, this would be equivalent to an average daily water consumption of about 560,000 gallons per operating day.  This water would be taken from the 1000-foot deep Cambrian Ordovician aquifer by a well drilled at the facility by Reliant.

68.
Have hydrologic studies been conducted for the effect of the facility on the consumption of water by the proposed facility?

The maximum use of water by the facility, 42,000,000 gallons/year is less than one percent of the water consumption of the City of Aurora.  Reliant reports that its use of deep well water has been coordinated with the City of Aurora, which also uses wells that tap this aquifer as a secondary supply for water.  Reliant has also agreed to periodic review of water consumption with the City of Aurora.
69.
I am concerned that Reliant’s well will drain the aquifer and cause the well I depend upon for water to go dry.

Reliant stated that its deep well would be encased as it passes through the shallow surface aquifers so that water is not taken from the aquifers that are tapped by private wells near the proposed facility. 

70.
Will hexavalent chromium (chromium VI ) be used in the cooling towers to prevent scaling and fouling?

No.  Use of hexavalent chromium in cooling towers was banned several years ago by USEPA.  Reliant has stated that toxic substances like hexavalent chromium will not be used in the cooling tower.  

71.
What measures will be taken at the site to protect groundwater from contamination?

Reliant reports that the facility will be built in accordance with current practice to prevent contamination of soil and protect groundwater.  In particular, the turbines and lubricating oil storage would be located within a diked area to prevent runoff and groundwater contamination. 

72.
What will happen to the wastewater from the proposed facility?

Reliant has stated that wastewater from the facility would go to the local sanitary district.  Reliant would be subject to requirements imposed by the sanitary district to assure that the district can continue to comply with the terms of its NPDES permit and water quality standards.  

73.
How will the facility deal with storm water runoff?  Will the facility have a storm water retention pond?

The facility will be developed to collect storm water and hold it in a retention pond for gradual release.

Safety

74.
What health threat do electric power lines, such as those associated with the proposed facility, pose?  

At this time, most scientists consider that the scientific evidence suggesting that the magnetic and electric fields associated with power lines and electrical appliances (power frequency fields) pose any threat to human health is weak or non-existent.  At the same time, exposure to these fields has not been proven to be absolutely safe.  In these circumstances, the National Institute of Environmental Health Science (NIEHS) is encouraging inexpensive and safe measures to reduce exposure.  Further detailed information on this topic is available at several sites on the Internet, including sites maintained by the NIEHS and John Moulder, Ph.D., Professor of Radiation Oncology, Medical College of Wisconsin: 



www.niehs.nih.gov/emfrapid/home.htm



www.mcw.edu/gcrc/cop/powerlines-cancer-FAQ/QandA.html   

75.
With respect to power lines, how is prudent avoidance interpreted by the Illinois EPA?   

The Illinois EPA believes that the term “prudent avoidance” generally refers to actions voluntarily taken by individuals or companies to address a possible risk.  As applied to power lines and fields, it reflects the statements of the NIESH encouraging inexpensive and safe measures to reduce exposure to power frequency fields.   These measures could be as simple as turning off appliances when you are not using them.  At the same time, consistent with the concept of prudent avoidance, the Illinois EPA does not have formal guidance or recommendations about the actions, if any, that individuals should take. 

76.
What features will the facility have for fire protection?  

The facility will be designed, built and operated in accordance with applicable fire protection codes.   A key feature of the fire protection system would be a large on-site water storage tank and emergency firewater pumps. 

77.
I am concerned that the proposed plant will pose a threat to aircraft using the DuPage County Airport. 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulates construction activity at and near airports to maintain the safety of aircraft and the public.  FAA authority is independent of the environmental programs administered by the Illinois EPA.   

It should be recognized that airports and power plants have co-existed for years.  In this regard, the stacks of the proposed facility would be less than 100 feet high and would be located over 5 miles away from the airport.  In addition, the Federal Aviation Regulations generally require a minimum of 1000 feet clearance over obstacles in congested (populated) areas.  While helicopters may be operated at lower clearances, they may only do so if there is no hazard to themselves or the public.

78.
I am concerned about the safety of high-pressure natural gas pipelines.  I read about a natural gas pipeline explosion near Shreveport, Louisiana involving a Reliant facility.  The proposed plant could put more stress on the pipeline system.

The proposed facility does not require construction of a new natural gas pipeline, as it would be connected to pipelines that already run near the site.  As the facility would operate during the summer, when only relatively small amounts of natural gas are now being used, the pipeline system would stay within its existing capacity.

While accidents do occur on natural gas pipelines, pipelines are generally considered safe.  In this regard, Reliant reports that the incident near Shreveport involving a Reliant Energy pipeline did not involve a fire or explosion and was repaired with service restored in about four hours.

General Comments

79.
The proposed facility should not be located at the site selected by Reliant because it is in a residential area.   There are too many homes and people living near the site.  Facilities of this type should be located in less populated rural areas.

Comment acknowledged.  The Illinois EPA does not have a role in the siting process for new peaker plants.  Currently there is no State mandated siting approval process for these types of facilities, as there is for new pollution control facilities such as landfills and wastewater treatment plants.  Even the siting process for pollution control facilities leaves the decision on approval of siting to the local municipality where a proposed facility is to be built. 

80.
The proposed facility should not be located at the site selected by Reliant because its presence will have detrimental effects on the area.   I believe that the property value of my home and other nearby homes will go down.  The facility will be ugly for me to look at, especially the stacks of the turbines.  It will add to traffic and congestion on Eola Road.  Other heavy industry will also be attracted to the area. 

Comment acknowledged.  The Illinois EPA does not have a role in these aspects of the proposed facility.  Under Illinois law, these aspects of proposed facilities are the responsibility of local governments.  The City of Aurora has the responsibility to address the potential for these effects, through zoning and land use management planning, through building permits and through other local approvals required for construction, and through its agreements with project developers.

81.
I moved out of the City of Chicago a year ago and bought a home near the site of the proposed facility.  I wanted to raise my family in the suburbs, so they could grow up with good schools and fresh air, away from the problems in Chicago.   I don’t want this plant nearby.

Comment acknowledged.  Your concerns are not something that is within the Illinois EPA’s authority to address.
82.
I don’t want any more high-tension power lines in the area.

The facility will be connected to existing power lines in the area and would not require construction of new power lines.

83.
What sort of lights will the facility have at night?

The facility would be designed with low impact lighting, with shields and high cut-off angles to minimize off-site impacts.
84.
The Illinois EPA and Reliant say natural gas is clean. The bottom line is peaker power plants are quick and they are dirty.


You are right that natural gas fired turbine power plants are quick.  This is why they are being installed to address the current demand for peak electrical power.  You are also right that these plants have emissions, like the natural gas fired furnaces in homes.  A peaker plant does have more emissions than a home furnace, but a home furnace only provides heat to one building.  The proposed plant would provide the peak electric power for thousands of homes and businesses.

85.
The facility should use the best technological equipment available to minimize the emissions of the facility.  Why couldn’t the facility use Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) to further control its emissions of NOx.  

Even though the proposed facility is not subject to a legal requirement to use Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to minimize its emissions, the proposed emission control techniques are similar to those of larger peaking facilities required to use BACT.  In particular, new peaking plants rely on burner technologies to minimize NOx and not add-on control systems like Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR).  

SCR is used by the new natural gas fired combined cycle power plants.  These plants, which also use turbines, have waste heat boilers on the exhaust of the turbines to generate steam, which is also used to generate electricity in a separate steam driven generator.  The waste heat boiler provides an appropriate location to install an add-on NOx control system, providing both the physical enclosure and temperature conditions where high efficiency SCR systems can be effectively used to remove NOx from the turbine exhaust.   In addition, use of add-on control is economically reasonable on combined cycle turbines because these units are planned to operate for more hours, at levels that may approach those of base loaded coal fired power plants.  
86.
I don’t want public money to be used for the proposed facility.

The proposed plant is not a public facility.  As an independent power producer, Reliant and any private parties financing the project would be taking all monetary responsibility for the facility.  In addition, Reliant would pay for the services that it receives, including paying for treatment of the wastewater sent to the sanitary district,  as other residents of the area do.

87.
The proposed facility is too big.  A smaller facility would serve the needs of DuPage County and be more in keeping with the nature of the nearby area.

Comment acknowledged.  In the same way that the Illinois EPA does not have a role in the siting process for new peaker plants, the Illinois EPA also does not have a role in deciding how big these plants should be. 

88.
I don’t believe the property where the proposed facility would be located is properly zoned for this type of facility.  Reliant is an independent power producer and not a public utility.

The Illinois EPA is not involved in local zoning.  The issue of whether the property is appropriately zoned for the facility is one that should be directed to the local municipality, i.e., the City of Aurora.  A condition has been added to the issued permit specifically stating that the permit does relieve Reliant of the responsibility to comply with other applicable local, state or federal requirements. 

89.
The Illinois EPA should impose a moratorium on the permitting of new peaker plants, like the proposed facility.  This moratorium should be kept in place until a State mandated siting process is in place for these facilities.

The Illinois EPA does not have the legal authority to impose a moratorium as requested.  In fact, under State law, the Illinois EPA is required to process construction permit applications within specific timeframes. 

90.
I am concerned that the facility would expand in the future.  This is possible because the facility would only occupy about one quarter of the property (about 30 acres) with the remainder of the property set aside for a buffer zone and landscaping.

The presence of a buffer zone does not necessarily reflect any plan by Reliant to expand the facility in the future.  New facilities routinely purchase more land than needed for their immediate plans to provide a buffer zone for the public and to prevent other facilities from being developed immediately next to them.  In any event, if Reliant ever proposed to expand the facility, by adding more turbines or converting to combined-cycle operation, it would have to obtain an additional construction permit from the Illinois EPA.  Other approvals would also likely be required from the City of Aurora.  The expansion would have to comply with all applicable requirements that would be in effect at that time. 
91.
This plant should be rejected because it would use natural gas, which is a valuable natural resource for which there are limited reserves.

The extent of natural gas reserves is not a factor that the Illinois EPA can consider during permitting.  Moreover, if this plant were not built, it would not reduce consumption of natural gas, only change the location at which natural gas was used to fulfill the demand for electrical power.  At the same time, the Illinois EPA would agree that consumption of natural gas and other fossil fuels is an issue that must be addressed on a national basis, through national policies and programs that both develop renewable sources of energy and reduce overall energy consumption.  

Operation of the Facility

92.
Does the Illinois EPA inspect these facilities once they are built? 
Yes, the Illinois EPA generally inspects large facilities on at least an annual basis. Also, this is a construction permit. Before the company can obtain an operating permit, it has to test emissions to show that it can meet the requirements of the construction permit and has installed the required monitoring devices and can adequately track operation and emissions. After that the facility will go through a similar procedure to obtain an operating permit, and public notice is mandatory on Title V operating permits.

93.
What happens after construction of the facility?

After the facility is constructed, the company has 180 days to do emission testing on the facility, with the results of testing in hand, Reliant must then obtain an operating permit for the facility.

94.
What standards will apply to the facility during the 180 days the facility is performing shakedown and testing? 

The construction permit lists the emission limits, conditions and rules that the facility must comply with during this period.

95.
Who do people submit complaints to about the facility once it is operating?  What response can they expect?

People can call the Illinois EPA’s local field office at 708/338-7900. The field office will take your complaint and send a field inspector out to investigate.

96.
Citizens do not see the Illinois EPA taking strong action to shut facilities down if they exceed their air pollution control permits. 
That is correct. Most facilities do not pose a threat to health even if they exceed their permitted emission limits. The Illinois EPA seeks to close facilities when there is a threat to health. If there is a numerical violation of a permit, the Illinois EPA takes steps to correct the problem. The Illinois EPA would set up a compliance schedule, exact appropriate fines for the non-compliance, and take steps to bring a company into compliance. To shut a facility down, there must be a threat to public health from continuing operation of the facility. 

97.
If the company doesn’t comply with the permit, what can the Illinois EPA do? 

The Illinois EPA’s attorney is the Attorney General.  If there is an enforcement problem that the Illinois EPA cannot correct without legal action, then it works through the Attorney General to pursue appropriate legal remedy. This could involve compliance schedules, other restitution or supplementary environmental projects.

 Administrative Procedures

98.
Has the Illinois EPA eliminated any elements in its review of the application for the proposed plant due to a concern over acute shortages in electrical power? 

No.  Concerns over electrical power shortages do not allow the Illinois EPA to excuse a project from compliance with applicable environmental requirements.

99.
What is the reason for the public comment period and hearing?  I’m under the impression that whatever I say, a permit will be issued for the facility.

The Illinois EPA holds public comments periods to explain our role in permitting sources and to receive comments and answer questions about applications that are of interest to the public.  A permit may be denied as a result of relevant public comments that show that a facility would not meet environmental regulations.  More often, public comments lead to the addition or enhancement of the conditions of the permit.  This has been the case for the proposed facility

100.
Will there be another Illinois EPA hearing on the construction permit application?

No.  People who were unable to attend the hearing can submit written comments on the proposed issuance of a construction permit for the proposed project. 

101.
What does the Illinois EPA review in a permit application?

Permit applications are reviewed to determine whether the information presented in an application shows compliance with applicable rules.  Permits are prepared with detailed conditions that identify applicable rules, impose limitations on a facility to define permitted operation and emissions, and specify appropriate testing, monitoring and recordkeeping that must be performed on an ongoing basis to verify compliance with applicable rules.

102.
Why do permits for the different peaker plants look so similar?  It looks like the Illinois EPA is mass producing these permits.

The permits look similar because the plants are using similar equipment, i.e., simple-cycle gas turbines, and are generally subject to the same regulatory requirements.  

Electrical Power Issues

103.
There are already peaking turbines, now owned by Midwest Generation and formerly owned by Com Ed, in the electric substation south of the tollway, near Diehl and Eola Roads.  How big is this facility and how much does it operate?

This facility has 12 natural gas fired turbines with about 21 MW capacity each, for a total facility capacity of about 250 MW.  In 1998, Com Ed reported that the turbines operated for an average of about 180 hours each, for total facility emissions of about 230 tons of NOx.  (The data for the 1999 report is not yet available.)  These turbines, have much higher rates of NOx emissions than the turbines that would be used by Reliant because they are not equipped with modern low- NOx burner technology, which was not available when the units were installed in 1970 and 1971.

104.
Would the proposed facility replace the existing Midwest Generation peaking facility?  

There is no legal requirement that the existing facility, which is not related to Reliant Energy, cease operation.  However, to the extent that the proposed facility, and other new peaking facilities with modern turbines, could meet the need for peak power at lower cost, there would be less call for this existing facility to operate. 

105.
Is there a need for the proposed facility?

The Illinois EPA does not have the authority to consider the need for a proposed power plant as an element of its permitting.  However, with the shutdown of the Zion nuclear plant and steadily increasing demand for electricity, there is generally a need in Illinois, particularly in the Chicago metropolitan area, for additional peaking power. 
106.
I believe that most of the power shortages that have been experienced recently in the Chicago area were due to transmission problems and not lack of generating capacity.

Comment acknowledged.  One of the reasons that new peaker plants are being located in the Greater Chicago area is to be where the demand for electricity is and reduce reliance on power transmission lines.  Given the past problems with the power distribution network, there is a benefit to placing peaking power plants in urban areas. 

107.
The proposed facility would sell electricity outside of Illinois.

Comment acknowledged.  The facility would certainly have the ability to sell power outside of Illinois.  If peaking power were not needed locally and there was adequate capacity available on connecting transmission lines, the proposed facility could sell power to other nearby markets outside of Illinois.

108.
Improvements in the efficiency of electrical generation and energy conservation will reduce the need for peaking power plants. 

While this is generally correct, changes to the electrical power system will be very expensive and certainly will not occur in time to eliminate the need for additional peaking power plants like the proposed facility.  Energy efficiency measures and consumer reductions in energy consumption also appear to be insufficient to eliminate the immediate need for peaking power.  In this regard, very large industrial users of electricity, like electric arc furnaces used to make steel, are already on “interruptible service” where the electric company can discontinue power during periods of peak demand.  Electric companies also continue to work with their customers to reduce their peak demand, offering financial incentives to customers who are able to safely cut back on power when asked to do so.  In any case, the need for a facility is not a factor that the Illinois EPA is authorized to consider when deciding whether to issue or deny a permit for the proposed facility.  

109.
Last May, the Illinois General Assembly passed the $250 million Illinois Clean Energy Community Trust Fund, with most of the money going to be used to develop energy efficiency and renewable energy in Illinois.  Illinois should be developing environmentally friendly resources, such as the sun, wind and water.  People are willing to pay more for electricity because they want clean air.
The Illinois EPA strongly supports this legislation.  We also appreciate the efforts and expense to which people go to protect the environment.  At the same time it is appropriate to recognize the level of expenditure involved in providing electricity and the critical role of the private sector in providing electricity.  For example, Reliant has stated that the development of the proposed facility will cost about $400 million.  In any event, these circumstances are not a legal basis to deny the requested permit.
110.
Would Reliant be selling all the electricity produced by this facility to retail electric companies?

The company has stated that the facility will be selling primarily to wholesale users of electricity, the majority of which are retail electric companies and that specific agreements for sale of power have not been completed. 

111.
How many new peaker plants are proposed statewide?

As of May 1, 2000, the Illinois EPA had received 32 applications for proposed new peaker plants across the state, not including one application that was withdrawn and one application/permit that expired.  In addition, 7 applications have been received for new natural gas fired combined cycle power plants.

112.
How many other applications are pending for proposed new peaker plants in DuPage County?  If all of the proposed plants are granted permits and built, significant amounts of pollution would be added to the air in the county.

As of May 1, 2000, the Illinois EPA had received two other applications for proposed new peaker plants in DuPage County.  In addition, one application had been received for a new natural gas fired combined cycle power plant.  As a group, if all these plants were built and operated at their requested emission levels, these plants would certainly add significantly to the amount of emissions in DuPage County, which unlike Cook, Lake and Will Counties does not have any existing coal fired power plants.  However, it is unlikely that air quality would be affected significantly.  To verify this, the Illinois has asked the applicants to include air quality impact modeling with their applications.  The Illinois EPA will also hold a public comment period before taking action to issue a permit for any of these proposed plants.

113.
As there are many companies planning to build peaking power plants statewide, is there a set amount of emissions after which the Illinois EPA would deny all further permits?  At what point is the Illinois EPA going to say this is too much air pollution? 
The Illinois 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 quality is that the concentration of contaminants in the ambient air, the outdoor air that we breathe, be maintained at a level that is healthy.  In that regard, there is not an amount of emissions, expressed in pounds or tons, above which permits cannot be issued.  Rather, even if other requirements are met, a permit for a particular project would be denied if its effect on ambient air quality as evaluated by modeling would be unhealthy.  This is not the case for the proposed facility nor does it generally appear to be the case for natural gas fired power plants.

114.
It is possible that the industry will be overbuilding electrical capacity in the area. We do not want the Illinois EPA to permit an overcapacity of electrical generating facilities.  

Comment acknowledged.  

115.
Instead of constructing peaking power plants, electric companies should be installing “synchronous capacitors” to generate electricity. 

Synchronous capacitors are basically large motors or generators that are run off the grid without any associated mechanical load.  Synchronous capacitors can help stabilize the voltage of an electrical supply and improve the efficiency of power transmission.  Indeed, Commonwealth Edison has converted its generators at the shutdown Zion Nuclear plant to synchronous capacitors.  However, synchronous capacitors cannot substitute for additional generating capacity to meet the demand for peak power.

116.
For this facility to operate, Reliant and the gas companies will have to receive Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity from the Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC) for the extensions of their lines to the facility.  Without these approvals, the facility would not be able to operate.  Why aren’t these approvals required before any permit application is heard by the Illinois EPA?

Applicable laws do not make such ICC approvals a prerequisite to submittal of an application to the Illinois EPA.

Illinois Environmental Policy

117.
Is it the mission of the Illinois EPA to provide and maintain a healthful environment for the benefit of its citizens?

Yes it is.  The mission statement of the Illinois EPA is “…to safeguard environmental quality, consistent with the social and economic needs of the State, so as to protect health, welfare, property and the quality of life.”
118.
The FY 2000 Environmental Performance Partnership Agreement between the United States EPA and Illinois EPA identifies protection of children’s health as a  goal for Illinois.

The Illinois EPA is committed to reducing environmental threats to children’s health as discussed in this agreement.

119.
How would issuance of this permit prevent the deterioration of local and regional air quality?  How does issuance of the permit carry out the stated objectives of the Clean Air Act and the Illinois Constitution?

Permitting is an inherent element of the air pollution control program.  In general, permits are a means to verify that sources comply with applicable rules.  They are also a means to place conditions on sources, which can define the permitted levels of operation and impose testing, monitoring and recordkeeping requirements to address continuing compliance with applicable rules.  The permit for the Reliant facility fulfills these roles, and confirms that the application for the proposed facility shows compliance with applicable rules established to protect and improve air quality.

120.
The State of Illinois should take the lead in protecting its citizens from dirty air. New York and other eastern states are suing Ohio and Indiana because of the effects of their emissions on ozone air quality along the East Coast. 

Many aspects of air pollution extend over state boundaries and require cooperation between individual states and leadership from the USEPA.  Control of NOx emissions, as related to ozone air quality, is one such area where a coordinated control program on a regional basis will be far more effective than independent action by individual states.  

121.
Air pollution is a regional problem and regional air pollution prevention and control programs are necessary to address air pollution.

This is correct.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

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

Public Hearing Procedures and Exhibits, Responsiveness Summary (Questions on or Extra Copies)

Bradley Frost, Community Relations Coordinator

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency

Office of Community Relations

1021 North Grand Avenue, East

P.O. Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois  62794-9276

217/782-7027

1-888-372-1996 Toll-Free

Signed: ________________________________________              Date:  _______________

              Bradley Frost, Office of Community Relations
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