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November6, 2000

DorothyGunn,Clerk
Illinois Pollution ControlBoard
100 WestRandolphStreet,Suite11-500
Chicago,IL 60601

DearMs.Gunn:

RECEIVED
CLERK’S OFF1C~East Mifflin Streetcite 905

Madison, WI 53703

NOV 0 8 2000 ~

Fax: 608.2562275
STATE OF IWNOIS

Pollution Control Board

Pleasefind enclosedoneoriginal andfive copiesof commentsby PG&E NationalEnergy
Group in DocketROl-lO concerningpeakingpowerplants.

Pleasecontactmeif thereis needfor clarificationor for furtherinformation.

Thankyou verymuch.

Sincerely,

StephenBrick
Director, ExternalRelationsandEnvironmentalAffairs



RECEIVED
CLERK’S OFFTCE

COMMENTSOF PG&E NATIONAL ENERGY GROUP NOV 082000
STATE OF IWNOIS

BEFORETHEILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROLBOARDp0~~~t,0~Control BOar(J

IN TIlE MATITER OF: NATURAL GAS-FIRED,PEAK-LOAD ELECTRICAL
POWERGENERATINGFACILITIES (PEAKERPLANTS)

DOCKETROl-lO

September6, 2000

PG&ENationalEnergygroupappreciatestheopportunityto offer thefollowing
commentsto theillinois Pollution ControlBoard(IPCB)in connectionwith theabove-
captioneddocket. Wehaveattendedthe hearingsheldby the IPCBandhavereadthe
testimonyof all partieswithgreatinterest. Wecommendthemembersandstaffof the
IPCB fortaking thetimeto heartestimonyon thiscomplexandemotionalissue.

Whilewe believethatindividualpeakingpowerplantsdo not presentunique
environmentalthreatsperSe,the sheernumberof plantsbeingsimultaneouslypermitted
createsan unprecedentedsituation. Thispotentialproliferationof plantscreatesthe
appearance,if not the actuality,thata greatnumberof powergenerationfacilitieswill be
built andoperatedandthat theseplantswill negativelyaffect theenvironmentandthe
qualityof life in areasneartheseplants.

It is~Criticalthatabalancebe struckbetweenthe pressingneedfor new sourcesof

electricityandthedesireto maintainandimproveenvironmentalquality.

Needfor the Plants

Thetestimonyin therecordsupportstheneedfor additionalsourcesof generationto
serveneedin Illinois andelsewhere.Demandin thestateandacrosstheregion is growing
significantly,with pastinvestmentsnot keepingpace. By the passageof the state’s
restructuringlaw, illinois determinedthatthe bestway to encourageadditionalplant
developmentis throughmarketmechanisms.

In suchasystem,themarketdeterminestheneedfor newcapacity. Imposinga systemin
which needweredeterminedthrougha regulatoryprocesswouldhamperthenewly
createdcompetitivemarket. Thestatedoesnot determinetheneedfor othertypesof
industrialfacilities, andit shouldnot do sofor powerplants.Thetemptationto adopta
systemfor determiningwhetheraspecificplantis neededshouldberesisted,as it is anti-
hetical to the competitiveprincipalsembracedby the Illinois legislaturein 1997.

Local Land Use Control

Decisionsconcerningthe suitabilityof aproposedprojectshouldultimatelybe left to the
affectedjunsdiction.Local zoningboardsshoulddeterminewhich landuse



classificationsareacceptablefor powerprojectsandwhicharenot, with presentand
futureresidentiallandusedevelopmentpatternsbeingcarefullyconsidered.

Manylocal zoningboardshaveadequateresourcesandexpertiseto conduct-a
comprehensiveanalysisof aproposedpowerproject. DuPageCountysubmittedto this
recordacomprehensivestudyof peakingpowerplant impacts.The Countyalsooutlined
in testimonyaproposedsetof standardsfor sitingpowerplants. TheCity of Libertyville
conductedacomprehensiveanalysisof aproposedproject,andwas able to makea
determinationas tothe suitability of theproject.

In fact, in thecaseof Libertyville, theprojectdeveloperborethecostof outsideexperts
for the localzoningauthorities;thisis commonin the industry andsomething-That
localitiescanrequire. In addition,thelocal zoningboardscanshareinformationand
experiences,andweencouragethe stateto developaprocessto facilitatethissortof
exchange.

StateEnvironmental Review

Theillinois EnvironmentalProtectionAgency (IEPA) issuesair permitsfor power
projects. This is generallythemostsignificantstatelevel regulatoryapprovalneededfor
apowerplant.

Most of the powerprojectspermittedthusfar in illinois havebeenpermittedassynthetic
minorsources,andin this respect,a greatdealof controversyhasarisen. Projectsthat are
permittedas syntheticminors areexemptedfrom theair qualitymodelingrequirementsof
theFederalPreventionof SignificantDeteriorationof Air Quality (PSD)program. This
modelingshowsboththeexpectedimpactsof theproject’semissionson theNational
AmbientAir Quality Standards(NAAQS) as well asits consumptionof PSDincrement.
Fornon-attainmentpollutants,syntheticminorsarenotrequiredto obtainoffsetsor reach
thelowestachievableemissionrates(LAER).

Mostof theproposedprojects— rangingin size from 250MW to almost1,000MW —

havesubmittedapplicationsthatrequestpermitsallowingthemto emitjust up to the
majorsourcethreshold. Forexample,numerousdevelopershaverequestedpermitsto
emitnitrogenoxideemissions(NOr) in therangeof 245 to 249tonsperyear. At present,
themajorsourcethresholdis 250tonsperyear. By contrast,a 1,000MW gas-fired
combinedcycleprojectwill emit in thevicinity of 350 to 400 tonsof NO~peryear,and
will be requiredto carryout full air qualitymodeling.

BecauseIllinois was granteda waiverunderSection182(f) of the CleanAir Act, the
majorsourcethresholdforNO~emissionsis 250tonsper year. If this waiverwere
revoked,thethresholdwoulddropto 25 tonsper year. In anotherdocket,this Boardis
consideringproposedrulesto implementtheso-calledNO~SIPcall. The 182(f) waiver
wasgrantedon thepresumptionthatNO~emissionreductionswerecounter-productive
to attainingtheozonestandardin certainregions. This hassinceprovento be untrue,and
statesare in theprocessof implementingthe SiPcall on theassumptionthatbroad,
regional reductionsof NO~areneededto attainthe ozonestandard.



Thestatecould reviseits permiuingpolicy, andlowerthemajorsourcethresholdto 25
tonsper yearfor NOR. Thiswouldgreatlyincreasethecredibility of air permitsissued
forpeakingprojects. Thiswouldprovidemoreinformationto local communitiesand
regulatorson theimpactsof proposedprojectson local air quality. In addition,if peakers
weretreatedasmajorsources,interactiveair-qualitymodelingwouldberequiredwhere
projectsare in closeproximity to eachotheror to othersources.

The agencycouldalsotakecareto insurethatUS EPApoliciesarefollowed in
estimatingemissionsfrom start-upandshut-down,andto makesurethatpotential
emissionsestimatesandworstcasemodelingincludestheseemissions,whenappropriate.
Finally, the agencycouldinsurethatparticulateemissionsfrom proposedprojectsare
beingestimatedusingtherequiredEPAmethodsthatincludebothfront-half andback-
halfemissions.

Wenotethatthe agencyhasrequiredmodelingfrom someapplicants,eventhoughthey
appliedassyntheticminors. It is unclearwhetherthe full gamutof regulatory
requirementsis beingmetunderthisscenario. By permittingtheseprojectsas major
sources,theseuncertaintieswill beremoved.

Needfor a StateAdministered Siting Process

Somepartieshavearguedthatasitingprocess,similar to the oneadministeredby the
IPCB undertheSB 172 procedure,is needed. Although theprocesscouldhavebenefits,
it couldalsoposesignificantcostsanddelaysthatcouldthreatenreliability.

In moststatesthathavecomprehensivepowerfacility sitingprocesses,thedecisionsof
thestaterun boardsoverrulelocaljurisdictionalauthority. This is thecasein Wisconsin,
Now York, Massachusetts,Connecticut,California,andFlorida, amongothers.This type
of processhascausedelaysin facilities sitingin anumberof thesestates,with delaysin
Californiabeingthemostsignificant.

Fromthe perspectiveof powerplantdevelopers,sitingboardsoffer a venuein which
local concernscanbebalancedagainstotherissues. In somecases,sitingboardsdecide
to certifyaprojectovertheobjectionsof localcitizens,deemingaproposedsite thebest
alternative.

Fromtheperspectiveof homepolitical authoritiesandcitizens,however,suchboards
havethe ability to runroughshodoverlocalpreferences.

Perhapsamiddle groundisneededto achieveabalance.A processcouldbe adoptedto
allow individualsor organizationswith standingin alocal proceedingto appealto a state
nrn boardfor assistanceThiscould occurif local authoritieslack adequateresourcesto
reviewprojectproposals,or if citizensordevelopersfeel thatalocalprocesshas
producedaninappropriateresult. The boardcouldpromulgatesitingcriteriain advance
thatwouldbeappliedto casesbroughtbeforetheboard. WebelievetheIPCB wouldbe
theappropriateagencyin which to locatesuchauthority.


