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/[ dat e stanped June 15, 2000/

Thomas V. Skinner, Director

I1linois Environnmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Avenue East

P. O Box 19276

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Dear M. Ski nner:

Thank you for your letter of May 16, 2000, requesting our input
on how your Agency has been addressing new natural gas-fired

el ectrical generation units, commonly known as "peaker plants",
in the Chicago area. W are aware of the increase in
applications for these sources in the Mdwest, and the
significant interest in these projects expressed by citizen and
envi ronmental groups, as well as public officials. W at the
United States Environnmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) share
many of the sanme concerns.

In your letter, you discuss how the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) permtting programmay apply to these peaker
pl ants, many of which are being permtted at em ssion |evels just
bel ow the PSD applicability threshold of 250 tons per year. You
are correct that new construction of any kind is evaluated for
PSD applicability based on annual potential em ssions. The

maxi mum physi cal capacity of a peaker plant to emt air pollution
m ght not be the sane as its "potential to emt". This is
because applicants may avoid the requirenents of PSD by
requesting enforceable emssion limts for their projects to
ensure the annual em ssions do not exceed the respective major
source thresholds. W believe that your Agency typically permts
t hese plants appropriately, with emssions limts that can be
enforced as a practical matter.

Regarding the stringency of emssions limts on these projects,
when Congress established requirenents for construction
permtting prograns, it focused attention on major sources,
requi ri ng Best Avail able Control Technol ogy (BACT) on new and
nmodi fi ed maj or sources. Congress gave State Agencies substanti al
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di scretion in how they treat m nor sources. Although States nust
eval uate m nor sources to determ ne whether they will interfere
with attai nment of the National Anbient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), there is no specific control technol ogy requirenent for
m nor sources in the Clean Air Act or U S. EPA regul ati ons.

M nor sources subject to Illinois current State |nplenentation
Plan (SIP) need not apply BACT

Your letter also raises concerns that these sources wll operate
primarily in the summer. W understand that your Agency w ||
soon be submtting a plan which will denonstrate how sel ected

em ssi ons nmanagenent strategies will enable Chicago to attain the
ozone standard within the required tinme franes. Wen our office
reviews this denonstration, we will | ook for evidence that the
size of the total nitrogen oxides (NO) em ssions inventory wll
not conprom se the effectiveness of these strategies. W hope,
as you do, that the forthcom ng restrictions on statew de sources
of NO, will make great strides toward this goal.

Al so regarding summertinme NO, em ssions, the Illinois
Envi ronmental Protection Agency assures protection of the NAAQS
by including short term hourly emssions limts inits permts.

This practice is consistent with the Illinois SIP, at 35 | AC
201. 160, requiring applicants to submt proof that their project
will not cause a violation of the Illinois Environnenta

Protection Act. One tool that applicants may use to submt this
proof is dispersion nodeling. You are to be comrended for
requesting that dispersion nodeling be included for these m nor
sources as a neans to quantify the potential inpacts of NQ, and
to set suitable hourly and other short termlimts as a result.

We hope this |letter addresses your concerns, and we would like to
offer two additional thoughts. First, after applicants receive
their initial permts to operate these peaker plants, sone nmay
submt subsequent applications to construct new units or expand
operation of their existing units. Certain changes may bring
potential em ssions above maj or source threshol ds, and
consequently nmay cause either the new project or the entire
source to be subject to PSD, including any applicabl e BACT

anal yses. One exanple of this type of change is a request to
relax a previously inposed [imt such as operating hours.

Anot her exanple is a proposal to install additional capacity,
where such expanded operation was anticipated as part of the
original design. W encourage your staff to informapplicants of
t hese consequences and regularly assess the relationship between
requested changes to an existing plant and the initially
permtted project.

Secondl y, we encourage your Agency to continue to solicit public
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comment s and conduct public hearings on these projects. This
val uabl e process allows the people of Illinois to gain a full and
meani ngf ul under standi ng of your analysis of these projects.
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We appreciate this opportunity to address your concerns. |f you
wi sh to discuss any of these issues further, feel free to cal

me, or Lauren Steele, of ny staff, at (312) 353-5069.

Si ncerely,

/Original signed by WIlliamE. Mino/

Francis X. Lyons
Regi onal Adm ni strat or



