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OPINION AND ORDER OF THE BOARD (by B. Forcade)

This matter comes before the Board upon a Proposal to Revoke
Tax Certification adopted by the Board on December 6, 1983.
Hearing was held on December 20, 1983.

Recently enacted Public Act (P,A,) 83—0883, which became
effective on September 9, 1983, amends the definition of
“Pollution Control Facility~ as contained in Section 21a—2 of the
Illinois Revenue Act of 1939 (111, Rev. Stat. Ch, 120, par.
502a—2) in the following manner:

“Fo~pu~posesfassessmentsmadeafterJang~1,1983,
lpollutioncontrolfacilities”shallnotinclude,however,
a) an3~ystern, method, construction, devicc or ance

pperated for the j~r ma~yj3urpose of U)_eliminatin~
containin~reventingorreducinyradioactivecontam I -

~ythe nuc1ear~enerationofelectric~pp~er;b)any
~
ndds~erseheatfiLwatei~yedtien~c1ea

construction, device or dPpJ lance ajypyrtenant the reto
pp~a~d~yanj ~ersonotherthanaunito~overnment,
whether within or outside of the territorial_boundaries
of a unit of loca~~ppvernrnent,for sew~disosalor
treatment,

ThePoIlutionControlBoardshaIlrevokeap~rior
ccrtif icat ion in conf fict with this acendatop~act 0f



Pursuant to this statutory direct ye, the Board reviewed
Pollution Contol Facility et if c~tt’~ is and Applications for
Certification which were referred to he doard by the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency for ciecertification under this
language. At hearing, Cornmon~iea1thblison stipulated that they
are not a unit of government and tlat facilities at Zion,
Dresden, Byron and LaSalle are nuclear fieled electric generating
facilities CR. 47), Further, Corroiqca t~ Edison stated that the
facility subject to this proceedi g fill within the language of
Public Act 83—0883 CR. 52 , wh ti re~ ~v1ng its objections to
decertification based on ) oced r ‘i ~rrrit1e$ and
constitutional violations (~o rio B ison Brief, pp. 3—10).
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