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PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on July 28, 2006, I the undersigned caused to be
filed electronically with the Clerk of the Illinois Pollution Control Board the
APPEARANCE of Mary Frontczak on behalf of Prairie State Generating Company, LLC
and the attached TESTIMONY OF DIANNA TICKNER, copies of which are herewith
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By:  [s] Mary Frontczak
Mary Frontczak (Reg. No. 6209264)

DATED: July 28, 2006
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF: )

) R06-25
PROPOSED NEW 35 ILL. ADM. CODE 225 ) (Rulemaking — Air)
CONTROL OF EMISSIONS FROM )
LARGE COMBUSTION SOURCES (MERCURY) )

APPEARANCE

I hereby file my appearance in this proceeding on behalf of Prairie State
Generating Company, LLC.

[s] Mary Frontczak

Mary Frontczak
Reg. No. 6209264
Peabody Energy
701 Market Street
St. Louis, Missouri
(314) 342-7810

DATED: July 28, 2006
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF: )

) R06-25
PROPOSED NEW 35 ILL. ADM. CODE 225 ) (Rulemaking — Air)
CONTROL OF EMISSIONS FROM )
LARGE COMBUSTION SOURCES (MERCURY) )

TESTIMONY OF DIANNA TICKNER

My name is Dianna Tickner. | am a Vice President of Prairie State Generating
Station, LLC (“Prairie State”) and | am here today to testify on its behalf. Prairie State is
directly affected by the proposed rule as it intends to construct a new 1500 megawatt
pulverized coal electric generating unit (“EGU?”) facility in Washington County, Illinois.
The facility, Prairie State Generating Station, is being designed to burn high-sulfur
Illinois coal. In addition to my testimony, Prairie State will be providing detailed written
comments on the proposed rule.

Prairie State submitted comments to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
on the proposed rule on March 13, 2006. Those comments with minor corrections are
incorporated herein as part of my testimony (Attachment 1). As indicated in those
comments, Prairie State recommends that Illinois adopt the federal Clean Air Mercury
Rule (“CAMR”) as promulgated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency.
Prairie State has significant reservations on going beyond CAMR, which will be
elaborated on in the written comments. Specific to the Illinois proposed rule, Prairie
State expressed general concerns with the feasibility of 90% mercury removal efficiency
including the lack of any meaningful guarantees; the method for demonstrating
compliance with the 12-month rolling average standard, and the monitoring requirements.

Prairie State also identified concerns with specific provisions of the proposed rule.
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Prairie State also reviewed the Temporary Technology Based Standard (“TTBS”)
and provided comments to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency on June 1, 2006.
Those comments were previously admitted as Exhibit 61 and are incorporated herein as
part of my testimony (Attachment 2). Prairie State believes the TTBS is a necessary
addition to the proposed rule to address any shortfalls in the capabilities of the
technologies. As expressed in the comments, Prairie State does have some concerns with
the current proposal, particularly for new generation.

In addition to the comments previously submitted, Prairie State is still concerned
about the long-term capabilities of the available technologies to control mercury
emissions from EGU flue gas. While there has been considerable testimony to date about
the capabilities of the available technologies (see e.g., testimony of Dr. Staudt and Mr.
Nelson), that testimony appears to be based on several short term studies at facilities
burning low to medium sulfur coal. Mr. Nelson did identify one study that is currently
ongoing on a higher sulfur coal at Conesville Unit 6. As shown in Attachment 3, for coal
sulfur content of 3.5% to 4% the preliminary results indicate a mercury removal
efficiency of less than 20%. That removal efficiency is nowhere near the percent
removal that would be required to comply with the proposed rule. As discussed in our
March 13, 2006 comments, Prairie State to date has been unable to obtain a guarantee for
90% mercury removal on its high sulfur coal. See Attachment 4. Additionally, as the
studies have been short-term, there is no long-term information on the effect the available
technologies will have on balance of plant operations. Further study to assess high-sulfur
coals and the impact on plant operations is needed before imposing requirements that are

more stringent than CAMR.
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&?me_

tnergy Campus
. ' PRAIRIE STATE GENERATING COMPANY, LLC

701 Market Street, Suite 781
St. Louis, Missouri 63101-1826

March 13,2006
Corrected July 28, 2006

Via Electronic Mail and Federal Express

Ms. Laurel Kroack

Bureau of Air

lllinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Ave. East

Post Office Box 19276

Springfield, lllinois 62794-9276

Re:  Comments on Draft Regulations for Control of Mercury Emissions
from Coal-Fired Electric Generating Units

Dear Laurel;

Prairie State Generating Company LLC is pleased to provide these comments on the
draft proposed regulations for Control of Mercury Emissions from Coal-Fired Electric
Generating Units to be incorporated in 35 IAC 225. Prairie State will be directly affected
by these regulations as it is planning to construct a new coal-fired power plantin lllinois.

Provided below are our general observations and comments on the draft proposed
regulations followed by comments on specific provisions. In additionwe are providing
suggested revisions and additions to the proposed regulations to address our concems.

General Observations and Comments

In general, Prairie State recommends that Illinois adopt regulations that are consistent
with the Clean Air Mercury Rule ("CAMR") promulgated by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"). As to the draft regulations proposed, Prairie
State has three general concerns: (1) the feasibility of 90% mercury removal efficiency;
(2) method for demonstrating compliance with the 12-month rolling average standard;
and (3) monitoring requirements.

As will be explained in detail below, the requirement of a 90% removal efficiency is
beyond what has been provenin field studies to date. While Prairie State believes that
technology available in the future may be capable of controlling emissions at that
efficiency, such technology has not yet matured to the level that vendors are willing to
provide guarantees. As such the current proposed draft regulations could impair Prairie
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Ms. Laurel Kroack
March 13,2006
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State's ability to finance and construct the facility. Consequently, Prairie State has
proposed language that it believes meets the needs of all parties.

1. A Requirement of 90% Reduction is Not Feasible

As drafted, the regulations would require a 90% reduction in mercury emissions by
2009. This requirement appears to be based on a draft report titled “Technology for
Controlling Mercury Emissions from Coal-Fired Power Plants in lllinois" ("Draft Mercury
Report”), which has been posted on the IEPA website. For the reasons set forth below
and in the enclosure to this letter, Prairie State believes that this requirement is not
technologically feasible or commercially feasible.

The maijority of the Draft Mercury Report is a fair and balanced discussion of mercury
control. Where the Draft Mercury Report strays from basic scientific principlesis when it
optimistically predicts that a wide variety of control configurationscan achieve 90%
mercury control. These claims rest on limited testing where 90% control was
occasionally achieved. On close inspection of the performance during the tests, one
can make the case that 80-85% control is achievable, but not 90%. Establishingthe
standard at 90% would provide no margin of error and assumes continual operation at
the best (but unproven) control removal efficiency. That virtually assures non-
compliance will occur.

In order for a facility to continuously comply with a 90% mercury control requirement, it
will normally need to operate at control levels around 95%. This marginis needed in
order to account for the routine variability in emissions regardless of how well controlled
afacilityis. This higher control rate is needed to address excess emissions that occur
during malfunctions, and process upsets. In developing CAMR, EPA evaluated
technological capabilities and determined that 90% was not feasible at this time.
Specifically, in discussing the use of activated sorbent injection in conjunction with
conventionaltechnologies to achieve 90 percent or greater mercury removal, EPA
stated:

Although EPA is optimistic that such controls may be
available for use on some scale prior to 2018, it does not
believe that such controls can be installed and operated on a
national scale before that date. Based on tests, ongoing
studies and discussions, we do not believe that the Hg-
specific technologies have demonstrated an ability to
consistently reduce Hg emissions by 90 percent (or any
other level) at the present time.

70 Fed. Reg. 28606,28615 (May 18,2005).
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The Draft Mercury Report also overstates the long-term nature of the testing that has
occurred to date. In fact virtually all of the tests cited in the Draft Mercury Report have
been one month or less. It does not answer the question: what can these technologies
produce over the long term? Short term testing of technology does not mean it will
perform at the levels observed during those tests over the long-term or that the
technology is commercially available in any true sense. Nor does it resolve all concerns
about balance-of-planteffects. For example, the Draft Mercury Report tries to sweep
aside the greatest concern about brominated activated carbon injection (“ACI”) —
namely whether it will cause corrosion or other maintenance and availability problems
over the long term. The Environmental Appeals Board recently reiterated that short-
term data may not be sufficient to be the basis for a limit that has to be achieved over
the long-term. See Inre Newmont Nevada Energy Investment, L.L.C., PSD Appeal No.
05-04 (EAB Dec. 21,2005).

Finally, the Draft Mercury Report's discussion of vendor guarantees appears to have
been taken directly from the vendor's literature. The discussionis very misleading and
implies meaningful guarantees are readily available, which is not true. Prairie State has
not been able to obtain a 90% mercury control guarantee even though the project
includes an SCR and a wet FGD. Of note, the Draft Mercury Report indicates that such
a technology configuration should easily be able to remove 90% of the mercury from
bituminous coal. Id. at 36. The Draft Mercury Report also states the “liability to the
vendor ....is related to the cost of the project.” 1d. at 30. In most cases the cost of the
“project” will be the cost of the sorbent injection system, which is in the $ 1 to 3 million
range per unit. This vendor liability limit is typically much less than the costs the
Owner's will experience if the mercury control guarantees are not met, including
shutting down a facility resulting in direct consequences of lost jobs and economic
benefit to the area as well as the indirect consequence of increased energy costs to
consumers. Moreover, the vendors generally are smaller companiesthat do not have
the financial wherewithal to ever make good on their extremely limited guarantees. In
essence, vendors are guaranteeing that if their mercury controls don't work they will
give you another one just like it. This doesn't help a power plant that is out of
compliance with a state regulation.

For more details on the concerns raised by the Draft Mercury Report, see the enclosed
letter from Steve Bjorklun of Bums and McDonnell (March 10, 2006). Given the above,
it is arbitrary for lllinois to include a 90% reduction requirement by 2009. Prairie State
believes that the Department of Energy (DOE™) concurs with its position that the
technology is not yet mature. DOE has initiated twelve long-term studies (12 to 36
months) to evaluate the viability of new and existing technologies with various coals.
DOE’s goal is to have these technologies ready for commercial demonstration by 2010,
which is after lllinois' proposed regulation would go into effect. Prairie State
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recommends that lllinois follow this effort and include a provision in the regulations to
incorporate DOE’s results. Regulations should not be based on predictions of what can
be achieved in the future as is the case here. They should be based on what has
actually been achieved and technology that is demonstrated and commercially feasible.

Discussions with vendors, lenders and equity participantsin the project indicate that,
without an established, proven technology combined with suitable guarantees, the
project may have to be delayed or possibly not built at all. To address the fact that the
technology is not proven and vendors are unwilling to offer a viable guarantee that 90%
can be achieved at all times or for the life of the facility, Prairie State is proposing the
following language to be added as a new provision to 5225.237 to meet the needs of all
parties:

If a new EGU installs technology, at a minimum a particulate
matter collection device, a flue gas desulfurization unit, a
selective catalytic reduction device, and sorbent injection
(other material or combination of materials), and due to
technical shortfalls of such equipment, processes, or
systems is unable to achieve the emissions standards as set
forth in this regulation, the EGU owner/operator shall pursue
a corrective action plan in conjunction with the lllinois EPA to
determine alternative emissions standards for the EGU.
Such corrective action plan shall include a requirement to
determine the maximum practicable degree of mercury
removal that can be continuously achieved with the installed
technology. During the pendency of the correction action
plan and the establishment of a site-specific mercury
standard, the EGU will be deemed in compliance with the
requirements of this regulation.

If lllinois is correct that 90% removal is continuously achievable, the above provision
would never need to be implemented. Prairie State, however, believes that 90% is not
continuously achievable (for the reasons explained above and in Mr. Bjorklun’s letter)
and thus the provision is necessary. Absent such a provision, well-controlled sources
unable to achieve the standard would be in a perpetual state of noncompliance or be
forced to shut down, leaving a significant void in the generation of needed power. Such
a provision would also bridge the gap pending the outcome of DOE’s studies.

2. Method of Assessing Compliance Could Lead to Anomalous Results

Assessing compliance over a 12-month period as proposed is helpful, particularly given
the large variability in mercury emissions. lllinois' proposal to assess compliance on a
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monthly basis and then average those 12 months to determine compliance appears to
be based on the trading program established by EPA, which is not relevant to Illinois'
proposal. It would be simpler to require plants to use the prior year of data to
demonstrate compliance with the limits, a true rolling annual limit. Such an approach
would avoid the adverse effects of anomalous months (i.e., a few days of operation at
higher than normal mercury levels) and would not result in a finding of non-compliance
for an entire month if a 12-month rolling average exceeded the mercury limits [see draft
§ 225.1301. Thus, Prairie State would suggest that a plant be required to report only its
twelve month rolling average based on the previous years worth of data.

3. Monitorina Reauirements Should be Consistent with CAMR

Currently, there are many questions about EPA's mercury monitoring requirements and
whether CEMs will accurately measure mercury emissions under all conditions. EPA's
mercury monitoring requirements are currently being challenged in the D.C. Circuit. It
remains to be seen whether that challenge will lead to revisions to EPA's monitoring
requirements but it is highly likely that some changes will be made by EPA. The
questionthen arises: Does lllinois plan to revise its mercury monitoring requirements if
EPA revises its regulations? The draft regulations incorporate some EPA requirements
by reference but they also include some specific mercury monitoring requirements.

Prairie State recommends that lllinois simply incorporate the EPA's monitoring
requirements by reference. This will avoid a situation where monitoring requirements in
lllinois are inconsistent with the remainder of the country leading to the potential
unavailability of monitors for facilitiesin lllinois.

Additionally, there are potential concerns with the methods (coal sampling as proposed,
or monitoring of inlet to control technology) for demonstrating compliance with the
percent removal standard. There is limited data available to confirm that these methods
would provide a consistent reliable measure of percent removal.

Specific Comments

Below are Prairie State's comments on specific provisions in the draft proposed
regulations.

§ 225.130 - definition of "electric generating unit": An EGU is defined to include
"fossil fuel-fired" boilers and combustion turbines. Since EPA decided only to regulate
mercury emissions from coal-fired units, why the more inclusive definition? Yote that

§ 225.605 only applies to coal-fired units. [CORRECTION — Disregard tinis comment
as the definition of eleciric generating unitis notin the proposed rule.]



ELECTRONIC FILING, RECEIVED, CLERK'S OFFICE, JULY 28, 2006

Ms. Laurel Kroack
March 13,2006
Page 6

§ 225.130 - definition of "rolling 12-month basis": The definition implies that a 12-
month average is calculated based on monthly averages. The definition excludes
months when a boiler never operates. It presumably includes months when the boiler
operates as little as one day. This can lead to anomalousresults. As noted above, a
better way to smooth results would be to look at all data for the prior 12 months and
then calculate the average emission rate or percentage reduction making it a true
annual average. Emissions during periods of startup and shutdown should also be
excluded as technologies, such as SCR which aid in mercury removal, are not
operational during those periods. Such an exclusion would be consistent with the
NSPS.

§ 225.140 and 225.202 - Standard Lab uses ASTM D6722-01 "Standard Test Method
for Total Mercury in Coal and Combustion Residues by Direct Combustion Analysis™ to
determine Mercury in coal for Draft Mercury Reporting under the MACT rule and other
Draft Mercury Reporting. The draft proposed regulations does not list ASTM D6722-01
as an acceptable method. However, ASTM has obtained EPA acceptance of ASTM
D6722-01 as equivalent to all other required Mercury Determination methods. Per
ASTM, this acceptance s so stated in the Federal Register Volume 70 Number 209
(October 31,2005) (40 C.FR. Part63). This draft needs to include ASTM D6722-01 as
an acceptable method.

§ 225.210(e) — Compliance should be judged at the source, not the unit level. If each
EGU must meet the stack limit, then it follows that the source should be in compliance.
By requiring both the unit and source to be in compliance, lllinois is effectively
assessing two violations if a unit fails to meet the emission limit.

§ 225.220(c)(1) — It is unclear what mercury requirements lllinois considers to be
“federally enforceable.” lllinois' requirements go far beyond CAMR and as a result are
state standards, not federally enforceable limits.

§ 225.230 — Given the definition of a'rolling 12-month basis" there appearsto be no
difference between compliance options (a) and (b).

§ 225.230 (d)(3) — This results in multiple violations when it may be only one unit that
has compliance issues.

§ 225.232 - Averaging provisions appear to apply only to "existing"units. “New” units
should also have averaging provisions since the stringency of the limits lllinois proposes
to impose on new units is the same as existing units = 90% control?

§ 225.237 — The limits on new sources go beyond EPA’s § 111(b) mercury limits for
new coal-fired power plants and are not federally enforceable.
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It is unclear how the provisions of subsection (b) operate when the beginning of
compliance is delayed by 150 or 180 days. The regulations do not explain how this
delay works given the fact that compliance is judged on a 12-month rolling basis.

§ 225.240(b) — EPA’s regulations require all monitors to be certified by no later than
January 1,2009 and for compliance monitoring to begin on January 1,2009. The
lllinois regulations would require monitoringto be in on March 1, 2009. The draft

regulations do not explain the timing difference. [ "TION — IEEPA addressed
this commentin the proposed rule by requiring monitoring to begin on January 1,
20091.

Certifying a mercury monitor within 90 days of commercial operation will be next to
impossible. This is much shorter than the period allowed in NSPS for monitor
certifications. Considering that mercury emissions are a long term not a short-term
iIssue, a more reasonable time to certify the monitors should be allowed. Prairie State
would suggest an 180-day period.

§ 225.240 (c)(1) — This is a particularly punitive provision considering the developmental
state of mercury monitors, difficulties that can be expected in certifying the monitors and
the very short period allowed to certify the monitors in 225.240 (b)(2).

§§ 225.240(d) and 222.250(a)(2)(E) — These provisions are premised on a level of

performance and dependability that mercury CEMs have yet to demonstrate. As a
resun thesa provisions may prove unworkable for mercury CEMs. [CORRECTIGN __

1CouI,

The reference to § 222.250(a)(2)(E) should be to g nn5.f25°(a)(3)(E).]l

§§ 225.250 (a}(3(DXi), (ii) and (iii) — The 120 days seem excessive considering the
facility is only being allowed 90 days to get the monitors certified. The review time adds
to the violation period if the monitor certification is not approved.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. Should you have any
guestions regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (314) 342-
7646 or (314) 651- 3665.

Sincerely,
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" Energy Campus
PRAIRIE STATE GENERATING COMPANY, LLC
o 701 Market Street. Suite 781

St. Louis. Missouri 63101-1826

June 1,2006

Federal Express
Electronic Mall

Laurel Kroack, Director

lllinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Ave. East

PO Box 19276

Springfield, lllinois 62794-9276

Re: Comments on Temporary Technology-Based Standard to be
Incorporatedinto lllinois' Draft Regulations for Control of Mercury
Emissions from Coal-Fired Electric Generating Units

Dear Laurel:

Prairie State Generating Company, LLC’s is pleased to provide the following comments
on the proposed Temporary Technology-Based Standard to be incorporated into lllinois'
draft proposed regulations for Control of Mercury Emissions from Coal-Fired Electric

Generating Units to be incorporated in 35 IAC 225. Prairie State will be directly affected
by these regulations as it is planning to construct a new coal-fired power plantin lllinois.

Prairie State's comments are focused on the provisions relating to new units, but
generally are equally applicable to those for existing units. In addition to the following
comments, Prairie State also has technical comments as indicated on the attached
markup of the proposed revision.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. Should you have any
guestions about our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, .
Dianna Tickner
Enclosures

cc:.  ColinKelly
Jim Ross - IEPA
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Questions on lllinois Proposed Mercury Standard

General comment — Why is eligibility for the technology based altemative tied to
the use a particular sorbent (halogenated activated carbon)? Such a linkage is
too restrictive and ignores new reagents and technologies that are being
developed that may be as or more effective than activated carbon. The rule
should not require an EGU to go through an alternative process to use other
sorbents. Instead, the rule should indicate that any sorbent approved by the
Agency may be used. This would afford the Agency the ability to consider and
approve the use of other products as they become available and are proven
effective without having to modify the rule or requiring an EGU to go through the
alternative process. To implementthis concept, we would recommend replacing
‘halogenated activated carbon” with 'sorbent or reagent approved by IEPA".

§ 225.238(a)(1) — Does this section apply to sources commencing commercial
operation after January 1, 2009? As currently drafted, this sectionread in
isolation is ambiguous and could be read to only apply to new sources that
commenced operation before January 1,2009. It might be better to word the
eligibility requirement in the positive (for sources at which the first EGU
commences operation after January 1, 2009), rather than as a double negative.

§ 225.238(b)(1) — Is this reference to BACT for eligibility only or is it intended to
reopen a BACT determination made in the context of PSD permitting for a new
EGU? As currently drafted, it can be read to mean that a new BACT
determination would have to be made for the EGU to be eligible.

§ 225.238(b)(2) — Does IEPA intend that altemative rates of injection of
halogenated activated carbon may be included only in a federally enforceable
operating permit? For new sources, this provision should also allow for similar
provisions to be included in a federally enforceable constructionpermit. For
example, Prairie State's permit includes provisions for determiningthe optimum
rate of sorbent injection. That provision should be acceptable as an alternative to
the default rates included in this provision.

What is the basis for the proposed injection rates? Do they effectively consider
all the variables associated with mercury removal (e.g., chlorine and mercury
content of the coal, SCR catalyst and quantity, temperature of the gases going
through the air preheater, type of particulate collectiondevice (cold or hot dry
ESP or baghouse), installation of additional down stream air pollution control
devices such as a wet ESP)? We believe a technology effectiveness evaluation
process more in line with the one defined in the PSD permit for Prairie State best
serves the intended purpose. Thus, we would ask that the Agency look at Option
B (Condition 2.1.2(c)ii}(A)11)) in the Prairie State permit as a process for
evaluating mercury technologies.
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What is the basis for not including a provision similar to § 225.234(b)(2)(D)
(allowing the use of lower injection rates if particulate matter emissions are
adversely impacted) in § 225.238 for new EGUs? Prairie State recommends that
it be included and that “safety issues” be added as a basis for lowering the
injection rate. Presique Island recently had a fire in their TOXICON baghouse
due to excessive levels of carbon in the baghouse.

§ 225.238(c)(2)(A) — What is the purpose for recording the activated carbon feed
rate on an hourly average basis? Does the Agency also intend to require
monitoring and recording of the mercury content of the coal and capture
efficiency on an hourly average basis, which Prairie State believesis
unnecessary?7 Prairie State is concerned that this requirement will eventually
translate the annual merwry limitinto an hourly limit.

§ 225.238(d) — For new facilities whose construction permit already includes a
provision regarding mercury control and the use of a sorbent, why is a new or
revised operating permit required? Could the source indicate in its initial Title V
applicationthatitis applying to operate under the Technology-Based Standard in
accordance with its PSD permit? A new facility that incorporated provisions
regarding mercury control should not have to go through further permit review
and public participation. Prairie State has a similar concern with respect to

§ 225.238(e)(1)(C).

There are some timing issues to be worked out. Under the proposed rule

(§ 225.237), compliance with the mercury standard commences on the date of
the initial performance test. Application to use the Technology-Based standard is
to be made at least three months before compliance with § 225.237 would have
to be demonstrated and has to be included in a Title V permit application.
However the initial Title V application is not due within one year of commencing
operation. Theoretically, a facility would need to submit a Title V permitto
comply with the Technology- Based Standard three months after initial startup
and before the compliance period is complete. One way to solve this problemis
to delink the applicationto use the technology Standard from the Title V process,
i.e., include the requirementin the construction permit.
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Section 225234 Temporary Technology-Based Standard for EGUs at Existing Sources

a)

b)

Gengrd

1)

2)

3)

At asource with EGUsthat commenced commercid operationon
or before December 31,2008, for an EGU that meetsthedigibility
criteriain subsection (b) of thisSection, as an dternativeto
compliancewith the mercury emission standardsin Section
225.230 of thisSubpart, the owner or operator of the EGU may
temporarily comply with the requirementsof this Section, through
June 30,2015, as further provided in subsections(c), (d), and (e) of
this Section.

An EGU that iscomplying with the emission control requirements
of this Subpart by operating under this Section may not be
included in a compliance demondtrationinvolving other EGUs
during the period that it is operating under this Section.

Theowner or operator of an EGU that iscomplyingwith this
Subpart by meansof this Sectionis not excused from gpplicable
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirementsin Sections
225.240 through 225.290 of this Subpart.

Eligibility

To bedigibleto operate an EGU under this Section, thefollowingcriteria
shal be met for the EGU:

1)

2)

The EGU isequipped and operated with the air pollution control
equipment or systemsthat includeinjection of halogenated
activated carbon or other or mercury control technology thet is
approved by the Agency., and either (1) acold-Sdedectrostatic
precipitator or (2) afabric filter. (The Agency shall approve
alternate mercurv control technologiesbased on the effectiveness

and codt of the dternatetechnology proposed.)

Theowner or operator of the EGU isinjecting ha ogenated
activated carbonin an optimum nanner for control of mercury
emissions, which shdl includeinjection of Alstrom, Norit, Sorbent
Technologies, or other ha ogenated activated carbon or other
mercury control technolody approved bv the egency. thet the
owner or operator of the EGU showsto have similar or better
effectivenessfor control of mercury emissons, at leest a the
followingrates_[Activated carbon injection rates are a function of

many variables likechlorinein thecod. amount of Hg in the cod,
amount of SCR catdyd. tvpe of catdys. type of control equipment
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3)

(ESP or baghouse, wet or drv FGD)ete.. setting a bard iniection
rate |S NOt properl. .. unlessother provisonsfor injection of
halogenated activated carbon (or other mercury control
technology) ar e establishedin a federally enforceable operating
permit issued for the EGU, with an injectionsystendesigned for
effectiveabsorption of naraury, conddering the configurationof
the EGU and itsductwork. For this purpose, fluegasflow rate
shall be determined for the point of sorbent injection, provided,
however, that thisflow ratemay be assumed to beidentica tothe
dack flow rate if the gastemperatures at the point of injectionand
the stack are normally within 100° F, or may otherwisebe
caculaed from the sack flow rate, corrected for thedifferencein
gastemperatures

A)  [For an EGU firing subbituminous codl, 5 0 pounds per
millionactual cubicfeet.

B) For an EGU firing bituminouscod, 10 0 pounds per
million actual cubicfed.

0) For an EGU firing a blend of subbituminousand
bituminouscod, aratethat isthe weighted average of the
above rates, based on the blend of cod being fired.

D) A raeor ratesset on a unit-specific bassthat are lower
t han the rate specified aboveto the extent that the owner or
operator of the EGU demondratesthat such rateor ratesare
needed so that carbon injectionwould not increase
particulatemeatter emissionsor opacity so asto threeten
compliancewith applicableregulatory requirementsfor

particulatematter or opacity, does not effectively increase
mercury control or causesasafety issue.

The tota cagpacity of the EGUsthat operate under this Sectiondoes
not exceed the gpplicablevaue bd ow:

A) For the owner or operator of moret han one existing source
with EGUSs, 25 percent of thetota rated capacity, in MW,
of all the EGUsat such existing sourcesthat it ownsor
operates, other t han any EGUs operating pursuant to
Section 225. 235 of thisSubpart.

B) For the owner or operator of only asingle existing source
with EGUs(i.e., City, Water, Light & Power, City of
Springfidd, ID 167120AAO0; Electric Energy, Inc., ID
127855AAC; Kincaid Generating Station, ID 021814AAB;
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and Southern Illinois Power Cooperative/Marion
Generaing Station, ID 199856AAC), 25 percent of the
total rated capacity, in MW, of theall the EGUsd such
existing sources, other than any EGUS operating pursuant
to Section 225.235 of thisSubpart.

c) Compliance Requirements
1) Emission Control Requirements

Theowner or operator of an EGU that isoperating pursuant to this
Section shdl continueto maintain and operate the EGU to comply
withthecriteriafor digibility for operation under this Section,
except during an evauationof the current sorbent, dternative
sorbents or other techniquesto control mercury emissons, as
provided by subsection (e) of thisSection.

2) Monitoringand Recordkeeping Requirements

In additionto complying with all applicablereporting requirements
in Sections225.240 through 225.290 of this Subpart, the owner or
operator of an EGU operating pursuant to thisSection shall dso:

A) Through December 31, 2012, maintain recordsof the usage
of activated carbon, the exhaust gasflow rate from the
EGU, and the activated carbon feed rate, in poundsper
million actua cubicfeet of exhaust gasat theinjection
point, on aweekly average.

B) BeginningJanuary 1, 2013, monitor activated carbon feed
rateto the EGU, flue gastemperature at the point of sorbent
injection, and exhaugt gasflow rate from the EGU,
automatically recording this dataand the activated carbon
feed rate, in poundsper million actua cubicfeet of exhaust
gasd theinjection point, onan hourly average. (Or other

appropriate parameters for the mercury control technology

approved by the Agency.)

O) If ablend of bituminousand sub-bituminous cod isfired in
the EGU, recordsof the amount of eacht ype or coa burned
and the required injection ratefor injection of ha ogenated
activated carbon, onaweekly basis (Or other appropriate
parametersfor the mercury control technology approved by
the Agency.)

3) Notificationand Reporting Requirements
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I n addition to complying with all gpplicable reporting requirements
in Sections225.2401t hr ough 225.290 of th s Subpart, the owner or
operator of an EGU operating pursuant to this Section shall dso
submit the following natificationsand reportsto the Agency:

A)

B)

0

Written notification prior to the monthin whichany of the
followingeventswill occur:  the EGU will no longer be
digibleto operate under this Section dueto achangein
operation; thet ype of codl fired inthe EGU will change;
the mercury emission standard with which the owner or
operator isattempting to comply for the EGU will change;
or operation under this Section will beterminated.

Quarterly reportsfor the recordkespingand monitoring
conducted pursuant to subsection (c)(2) of thisSection.

Annua reportsdetailing activitiesconducted for the EGU
to further improve control of mercury emissions, including
the measurestaken during the past year and activities
planned for the current year.

d) Applicationsto Operate under the Technology-Based Standard

1) Application Deadlines

A)

B)

Theowner or operator of an EGU that isseeking to operate
the EGU under this Section shall submit an gpplicationto
the Agency no later than three months prior to the date that
compliance with Section 225.230 of this Subpart would
otherwise haveto be demondrated. For example, the
owner or operator of an EGU that isapplyingto operatethe
EGU pursuant to this Section on June 30,2010, when
compliance with gpplicable mercury emisson sandards
mugt be first demongtrated, shall apply by March 31,2010
to operate under this Section.

Unlessthe Agency findsthat the EGU isnot eligibleto
operate under this Section or that the gpplicationfor
operation under this Section doesnot meet the requirements
of subsection(d)(2) of thisSection, the owner or operator

of the EGU isauthorized to operatethe EGU under this
Section beginning 60 daysafter receipt of the gpplication

by the Agency.



ELECTRONIC FILING, RECEIVED, CLERK'S OFFICE, JULY 28, 2006

2)

S

The owner or operator of an EGU operating pursuant to this
Section must regpply to operate pursuant to thisSection:

i) If it operated pursuant to this Section duringthe
period of June 2010 through December 2012 and it
seeks to operate pursuant to this Section during the
period from January 2013 through June 2015.

i) If it isplanninga physica changeto or achangein
the method of operation of the EGU, control
equipment or practicesfor injection of activated
carbon that isexpected to reducethelevd of control
of mercury emissions.

Contentsof Application

An gpplication to operate pursuant to this Section shal be
submitted asan gpplication for anew or revised federaly
enforceableoperating permit for the EGU and includethe
following:

A)

B)

)

D)

A formd request to operate pursuant to thisSection
showing that the EGU iseligibleto operate pursuant to this
Section and describing the reason for the request, the
meaauresthat have been taken for control of mercury
emissions, and factors preventing more effectivecontrol of
mercury emissonsfrom the EGU.

The gpplicablemercury emission sandard in Section
225.230(a) with whichthe owner or operator of the EGU is
atemptingto comply and asummary of rdevant mercury
emissondatafor the EGU.

If aunit-specificrateor ratesfor carboninjectionare
proposed pursuant to subsection (b)(2) of thisSection,
detailed information to support the proposed injection rates.

An action plan describing the measuresthat will be taken
while operating under this Section to improve control of
mercury emissons. Thisplan shal address measuressuch
asevduationof aternativeformsor sourcesof activated
carbon, changesto theinjection system, changesto
operation of the unit that affect the effectiveness of
mercury absorptionand collection, changesto the
particulatematter control deviceto improve performance
and changesto other emission control devices. For eech
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measure contained in the plan, the plan shall providea
detailed description of the specific actionsthat are planned,
the reason that the measurei s being pursued and therange
of improvement in control of mercury that i sexpected, and
thefactorsthat affect thetimingfor carrying out the
measure, with the current schedulefor the measure,

e) Evduation of Alternative Control Techniquesfor Mercury Emissons

1)

2)

During an evauation of the effectivenessof the current sorbent,
dternativesorbent, or other techniqueto control mercury
emissons, theowner or operator of an EGU operating under this
Section nead not comply with thedigibility criteriafor operation
under this Section as needed to carry out an evaluationof the
practicality and effectivenessof such technique, as further
provided below:

A)

B)

0

D)

Theowner or operator of the EGU shal conduct the
evauation in accordance with aforma evauation program
submitted to the 11linoisEPA at least 30 daysin advance.

Thedurationand scopeof the evauation shal not exceed
the duration and scope reasonably needed to completethe
desired evauationof the dternativecontrol technique, as
initialy addressed by the owner or owner in a support
document submitted with the evauation program.

Notwithstanding 35 Hll. Adm. Code 201.146(hhh), the
owner or operator of the EGU shall obtainaconstruction
permit for any new or modified air pollutioncontrol
equipment to be congructed as part of the evauationof the
dternativecontrol technique.

The owner or operator of the EGU shall submit areport to
thelllinoisEPA no later t han 90 daysafter the conclusion
of the evauation describing the eval uationthat was
conducted and providing the resultsof the evauation.

If theevaluationof theadternativecontrol techniqueshowsless
effectivecontrol of mercury emissionsfrom the EGU t han
achieved with the prior control technique, the owner or operator of
the EGU shall resume use of the prior control technique. If the
evauation of thedternative control technique showscomparable
effectiveness, the owner or operator of the EGU may either
continueto use the dternative control techniquein an optimum
nanner or resumeuse of the prior control technique. If the
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evauation of the alternativecontrol technique showsmore
effective control of mercury emissons, the owner or operator of
the EGU shdll continue to usethedternativewntrol techniquein
an optimum meanner, if it continuesto operate underth's Section.

Section225.238 Temporary Technology-Based Standard for New Sources with EGUs

a)

b)

Generd

1)

2)

3)

At asource with EGUsthat previoudy had not had any EGUsthat
commenced commercid operation before January 1,2009, for an
EGU that meetsthedigibility criteriain subsection (b) of this
Section, as an dternativeto compliance with the mercury emission
sandardsin Section 225.237of this Subpart, the owner or operator
of the EGU may temporarily comply with the requirementsof this
Section, through December 31,2018, as further provided in
subsections(c), (d), and (€) of this Section.

An EGU that iscomplying with the emission control requirements
of thisSubpart by operating under thisSectionmay not be
included in acompliancedemongration involving other EGUsat
the source during the period that such standardisin effect.p2)

The owner or operator of an EGU that iscomplying with this
Subpart by meansof thisSectionisnot excused from applicable
monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirementsin Sections
225.240 through 225.290 of this Subpart.

Eligibility

To bedigibleto operatean EGU under this Section, the following criteria
shall be met for the EGU:

1)

The EGU issubject to Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
for emissionsof sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxidesand particulate
meatter and i sequipped and operated with the air pollutioncontrol
equipment or systems specified below, asapplicableto the category
of EGU:

A) For coa-fired boilers, injectionof halogenated activated
carbon_ OR OTHER MERCURY CONTROL
TECHNIQUE APPROVED BY THE AGENCY.

B) For an EGU firing fuel gas produced by cod gasification,
processing of theraw fuel gasprior to combustionfor
remova of mercury with system a using activated carbon.
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2)

For an EGU for which injection of halegenated-activated-earbon A
SORBENT (ar other mercury control technique) is required by
subsection (b)(1) of thisSection, the owner or operator of the EGU
isinjecting A SORBENThalegenated-activated-carbon in an
optimum manner for control of mercury emissions, which

MA Yshatl includeinjectionof Alstrom, Norit, Sorbent
Technologies, or other SORBENT halogenated-activated-earben
that the owner or operator of the EGU showsto have smilar or
better effectivenessfor control of mercury emissions, a leest a the
followingrates, unlessother provisonsfor injectionof A
SORBENT |or other mercury control technigue) halegenated
aetivated-earben a' e edtablished in afederaly enforceeble
operating permit issued for the EGU, with an injectionsysem
designedfor effectiveabsorptionof mercury. For thispurpose,
fluegasflow rate shal be determined for the point of sorbent
Injection, provided, however, that thisflow rate may be assumed to
beidentical tothest ack flow rateif the gastemperaturesat the
point of injectionand the stack are normaly within 100° F, or may
otherwise be cd culated from the stack flow rate, corrected for the
differencein gastemperatures.

A) For an EGU firing subbituminous cod, 50 poundsper
million actual cubicfeet.

B) For an EGU firing bituminouscod, 10.0 pounds per
million actual cubicfedt.

0) For an EGU firing a blend of subbituminousand
bituminouscod, aratethat i sthe weghted average of the
aboverates, based on the blend of coa being fired.

c) ComplianceReguirements

1y

2)

Emisson Control Requirements

Theowner or operator of an EGU that i soperating pursuantto this
Sectionshd | continueto maintain and operate the EGU to comply
withthe criteriafor digibility for operationunder this Section,
except during an evauationof the current sorbent, dternative
sorbents Or other techniquesto control mercury emissons, as
provided by subsection (€) of this Section.

Monitoring and Recordkeeping Requirements
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In addition to complyingwithd| applicablereporting requirements
in Sections 225.240 through 225.290 of this Subpart, the owner or
operator of a new EGU operating pursuant to this Section shall

aso:

A) Monitor activated carbon feed rate to the EGU, fluegas
temperatureat the point of sorbent injection, and exhaust
gasflow rate from the EGU, automatically recordingthis
dataand the activated carbon feed rate, in poundsper
millionactua cubicfeet of exhaust gasat theinjection
point, on an hourly average.

B) If ablend of bituminousand sub-bituminous cod isfiredin
the EGU, recordsof theamount of eacht ype or cod burned
and the required injection ratefor injection of halogenated
activated carbon, on aweekly basis.

3) Notification and Reporting Requirements

In additionto complying with al gpplicablereporting requirements
In Sections 225.240 through 225.290 of thisSubpart, the owner or
operator of an EGU operating pursuant to thisSection shal aso
submit thefollowing notificationsand reportsto the Agency:

A)  Written natification prior to the month in which any of the
followingeventswill occur:  the EGU will no longer be
eligibleto operate under thisSection dueto achangein
operation; thet ype of cod fired inthe EGU will change;
the mercury emission standard with which theowner or
operator i satemptingto comply for the EGU will change;
or operation under this Section will beterminated.

B) Quarterly reportsfor the recordkeeping and monitoring
conducted pursuant to subsaction (c)(2) of thisSection.

C)  Annud reportsdetailing activitiesconducted for the EGU
to further improve control of mercury emissions, including
the measurestaken during the past year and activities
planned for the current yeer.

d) Applicationsto Operate under the Technol ogy-Based Standard
1) Application Deadlines

A)  The owner or operator of an EGU that isseeking to operate
the EGU under thisSection shdl submit an gpplicationto
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2)

B)

0)

the Agency no later than three months prior to the date that
compliancewith Section 225.237 of this Subpart would
otherwise haveto be demondrated.

Unlessthe Agency finds that the EGU isnat digibleto
operate under this Section or that the gpplicationfor
operation under this Section does not meet the requirements
of subsection (d)(2) of thisSection, the owner or operator

of the EGU isauthorized to operate the EGU under this
Section beginning 60 daysafter rece pt of the gpplication

by the Agency.

Theowner or operator of an EGU operating pursuantto this
Section must regpply to operate pursuant to thisSectioniif it
isplanninga physica changeto or achangein the method
of operation of the EGU, control equipment or practicesfor
injection of activated carbon that isexpected to reduce the
leve of control of mercury emissions.

Contentsof Application

An gpplication to operate pursuant to thisSection shal be
submitted asan gpplicationfor anew or revised federaly
enforceableoperating permit for the new EGU and includethe
following:

A)

B)

0

D)

A forma request to operate pursuant to this Section
showing that the EGU isdligibleto operate pursuant to this
Section and describing the reason for the request, the
measures that have been takenfor control of mercury
emissions, and factors preventing moreeffectivecontrol of
mercury emissonsfrom the EGU.

The gpplicablemercury emission sandardin Section
225.237 with which the owner or operator of the EGU is
atemptingto comply and asummary of rdevant mercury
emissiondatafor the EGU.

If aunit-gpecificrate or ratesfor carboninjectionare
proposed pursuant to subsection (b)(2) of thisSection,
detailed informationto support the proposed injectionrates

An action plan describing the measuresthat will be taken
while operating under this Section to improve control of
mercury emissons. Thisplan shall addressmeasuressuch
asevauation of dternativeformsor sourcesof activated

10
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carbon, OR OTHER MERCURY CONTROL
TECHNIQUE. changesto theinjection system, changesto
operation of theunitthe affect theeffectiveness of
mercury absorptionand collection,and changesto other
emission control devices. For each measurecontainedin
the plan, the plan shdl providea detailed description of the
specificactionsthet are planned, thereasont hat the
measureis being pursued and therangeof improvementin
control of mercurythat i sexpected, and thefactorsthat
affect thetimingfor carrying out the measure, withthe
current schedulefor the meesure

e) Evauation of Alternative Control Techniquesfor Mrary Emissons

1y

2)

Duri ng an evauation of the effectivenessof the current sorbent,
dternativesorbent, or other techniqueto control mercury
emissions, the owner or operator of an EGU operating under this
Section nesd not comply with thedigibility criteriafor operation
under this Sectionas needed to carry out an evauation of the
practicaity and effectivenessof such technique, as further
provided beow:

A)

B)

0

D)

The owner or operator of the EGU shall conduct the
evd uation in accordancewith a formal eva uation program
submittedto the lllinoisEPA at least 30 daysin advance,

Theduration and scope of the evauation shal not exceed
the duration and scope reasonably needed to completethe
desired evauation of the dternative control technique, as
initially addressed by the owner or owner in a support
document submitted with the eval uation program.

Notwithstanding35 Ill. Adm. Code201.146(hhh), the
owner or operator of the EGU shal obtain aconstruction
permit for any new or modified air pollution control
equipment to be condructedas part of theevaduation of the
dternativecontrol technique.

The owner or operator of the EGU shall submit areport to
thelllinoisEPA no later t han 90 daysafter the conclusion
of the evauation describing the evaluationthat was
conducted and providing the resultsof the evauation.

If theevauation of the dternativecontrol techniqueshowsless
effective control of mercury emissionsfrom the EGU t han
achieved with the prior control technique, the owner or operator of

11
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the EGU shdl resume use of the prior control technique. If the
evauation of thealternativecontrol techniqueshowscomparable
effectiveness, the owner or operator of the EGU may either
continueto use the dternativecontrol techniquein an optimum
nanner or resume use of the prior control technique. If the
evauation of theaternativecontrol techniqueshowsmore
effective control of naraury emissons, the owner or operator of
the EGU shdl continueto use thedternative control techniquein
an optimum manner, if it continuesto operateunder this Section.

12
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(B11The rates listed do not make any sense.  Alf testing has shown that AC injectionismore effective
(under similar conditions with similar emission control equip.) f aaunit firing bituminous coal instead of
subbituminous. The required injectionratef ab i i should be | €3S than subbituminous.

{B2]I’'m not Sure what they are trying to accomplish. Problems meeting the 90%contra requirement will
likely becormmon f a multiple units. It would belogical to demonstrate atechnology on only one unit.
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U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology |_aboratory

April 25,2006

Clarification of the US Department of Energy's Per spectiveon the
Statusof Mercury Control Technologiesfor Coal-Fired Power Plants

On April 18, 2006 the Pennsylvania Federation of Sportsmen's Clubs (PFSC) issued a
press reease through PRNewswire that presented a somewhat inaccurate account of the
US Depatmet of Energy’'s perspective on the current status of mercury control
technologies for cod-fired power plants The press rdlease was basad on Satements
mede by Thomas J. Feeley, III, a technology maneger a the Depatment's Nationd
Energy Technology Laboraiory (DOE/NETL), during an gopearance on WPSU-TV's
public affairs program - Pennsyivania Insde Out -- that ared April 14" in which Mr.
Feeley discussed mercury-rdaed topics with the Secreary of the Pennsylvania
Depatment of Environmenta Protection Kathleen McGinty. Given the naure and
formet of Pennsylvania Ingde Out program, it is undersandeble that PFSC
mey have mignterpreted the context of some of Mr. Fedey's slatementsconcerning the
commercid availability and cost of mercury controls. The following information is
provided to clarify DOE/NETL’s perspective on the readiness of technologies for
controlling mercury emissons from cod-fired power plantsand their associated cods.

DOE/NETL’s Mercury Control Technology Research & Development Program

DOE/NETL, in partnership with a number of key stakeholders, has been carrying out a
comprehensive ressarch program focused an the devel opment of advanced, cost-effective
mercury control technologies since the mid-1990s. Considerable progress has been made
during that time in advancing our basc understanding of mercury in cod-fired power
plant flue gas and what technologies could be used to control power plant mercury
emissons. Howeve, while DOE is very encouraged by the results of our mercury
control technology devdopment efforts to date, there remain a number of critical
technical and cost issues that need to be resolved through additional research before
these technologiescan be congdered commercially availablefor all U.S. coals and the
different coal-fired power plant configurationsin operation in the United States.
Sevad key points rdaed to the status and cost of mercury control technologies are
summearized below.

o Devdopment Statusof Mercury-Specific Control Technology

Unde DOE/NETL’s current fidd testing activity mercury-specific control
technol ogiessuch as activated carbon injection (ACI) are baing tested at a number
of cod-fired power plants. These tests have yidded very promisng results in
mod cases For indance, improved activated carbon sorbents have bean
developed and are baeng tested that can capture the more difficult to remove
edementd foom of mercury. Elementd mercury is the predominant species of
mercury formed when burning lower-rank cod's (subbituminous and lignite) that
have low chlorine content. The progress achieved under DOE/NETL’s fied

N=TL
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testing program has led to severd recent announcementsof salesof ACI systems
to theelectric-utility indudtry.

However, as dluded to above, one sze does nat fit dl in regards to controlling
mercury fiom the broed range of cods burned by, and various pollution control
equipment inddled on, today's cod-fired power plants.  Higher-sulfur
bituminouscodsareacase in point. During combustion, plants burning medium
to high sulfur cod can produce add gases, such as aulfur trioxide (SOs), that
compete with mercury for bonding sites on the activated carbon.  Consequently,
the presence of SO; in cod combustion flue gas may limit the effectiveness of
mercury control via ACI. A recent DOE/NETL fidd test on a plant burning a
high-sulfur Ohio cod has shawn ACI to be rdatively ineffective in capturing
mercury. DOE/NETL has scheduled additiond ACI fidd testsat five bituminous
cod-fired unitsto addressthisconcern.

Another technical peformance issue that neads further investigetion relative to
ACl isthetype of particulate control device inddled on the power plant. The
mgority of US power plantsare equipped with eectrogtatic precipitators (ESP)
to remove particulate matter (i.e., fly ash) fiom the flue gas, while some use fabric
filters. Activated carbon is injected upgsream of the particulate control deviceto
enable smultaneous capture of the mercury and remova of the goent carbon and
fly ash. The effect of continuous long-term ACI operation on a power plant's
particulate control deviceisstill under investigation. DOE/NETL fidd testing at
a bituminous-fired power plant equipped with an ESP with a reatively smdl
collection area has shown that ACl can have a detrimentd effect on ESP
performance and lead to carbon breskthrough from the ESP which can effect
operations of the downgream sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissonscontrol equipment.
Therefore, further fidd testing is being carried out to assess this and other
technica parformanceissues.

Findly, DOE/NETL’s current mercury control fidd testing program has been
limited to testing at 28 cod-fired units, representing about only 2.3% of the 1,165
cod -fired generating unitsin operation in the United States.

Co-Removal of Mercuryin Flue (88 Desulfurization Sysems

Mr. Feeley Sated thet " thereis exiding technology that hes already proven to be
able 10 take mercury out [Of coal combudion flue gag." This Satement was
mede in the context of Pennsylvanids proposad mercury control regulaion that is
besad on the co-removal of mercury in flue ges desulfurization systems(i.e., wet
scrubbers) designed to remove SO;. - Wet scrubbers have been employed by the
dectric utility indudry for more then thirty years to mest ever increasingly
gringent SO, regulations, thus, it isconsdered an " exigting technology.**

Recent data collected by DOE/NETL, the U.S Environmental Protection Agency,
and othersindicatethat wet scrubbersar e aso effective in capturing the oxidized
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form of mercury. Oxidized mercury is the form of mercury most commonly
found when combusting higher chlorine bituminous cods, such as those mined
and bumned in Pennsylvania This mercury is soluble and can be washed out in
the scrubber dong with the SO,. It is very important to note that the co-removal
of mecury across exiding technology such as wet scrubbers will  vay
sgnificantly bassd on the chemicd forms of mercury present. Recdl above that
low-rank cods tend to produce mare ementa mercury, which is insoluble and
can not be removed in the scrubber.  Bituminous cods dso produce some
dementa mercury the will nat be cgptured in the scrubber. Ard even for the
oxidized mercury, the levd of removd across wet scrubbers has been shown to
range from about 70% t090%. Further complicatingthe overdl effectivenessof
wet scrubbers in removing mercury isthe fact that some of the mercury captured
by the scrubber mey be re-rdeased through a yet-to-be completdly understood
processin which the oxidized mercury ischemicaly reduced back to itsdementd
form. DOE/NETL is carrying out research to better undersand and control this

phenomenon.

Regarding Mr. Feeley’s statements concerning the cost of mercury control via
sorubbers, under the proposad Pennsylvania mercury  regulation, mercury
reductions will result from the inddlaion of wet scrubbers to meet the new
Federd Clean Air Interstate Rule that cals for further cuts in SO, (and nitrogen
oxide) emissons. Therefore, it can be argued thet the cost of mercury reduction is
“free,” that IS, it isaco-benefit of the cost of ingaling and operating the scrubber
for controlling SO.. However, there could be rdativey sgnificant future costs
asciated with the impact of mercury control on the management of the solid

byproducts produced by the scrubber that isdiscussed beow.

e Codt of Activated Carbon Injection

While mercury control viaACI is“relatively inexpensive” on a cgpita-cost basis
the codt reported by Mr. Feeley of $5 - $7 per kilowett was presented to contrast
with the relatively high capitd cost of SO, scrubbers. Thet is, a utility would not
choose to indd| a high-capital cost wet scrubber for the sole purpose of capturing

mercury, but would likdy choose a less expendve technology like ACI.

Moreover, it isimportant to note thet capita costs are only one part of the overdl
levelized cost of controlling mercury. A prdiminay DOE/NETL economic
andysis has reveded that the annud operating and maintenance (O&M) costs
asociated with ACH represent over 80% of thetotd leveized cos. Annud O&M
costscongst of severd components, induding: (1) activated carbon consumption;
(2) activated carbon digposd; (3) other codts (dectric power, O&M labor, and
sparemts); and (4) thecost of the manegement and disposd of the power plant's
cod combugion byproducts (which we will discuss in more detall bdow).
Primarily, theannud O&M costsare dominated by activated carbon consumption
costssincethe ACI mercury control technology involvesthe continuousinjection

of activated carbon into theflue ges
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The ACI capitd cost of $5 - $7 per kilowatt stated by Mr. Feeley al so representsa
situation where the only new equipment being installed is the activated carbon
storage silo and injection system. However, there will be cases where a new
fabric filter is added in order to separate the collection of the activated carbon
from the collection of the bulk of the plant's fly ash. Such an ACI configuration,
known asTOXECON™ |scurrently being tested under DOE’s Clean Coa Power
Initiative at WeEnergies® 270 megawatt (MW) Presque Isle Power Plant located
in Marquette, Michigan. For this application, the total capital cost for the ACI
system, includingthe new fabric filter, isapproximately $126 per kilowatt.

I mpactsof Mercury Control on Cost of Electricity

Mr. Fedey's statement that DOE/NETL’s preliminary economic analysisof ACI
indicate that impacts on electric utility rates are not expected to be significant is
correct, but must be considered in the context that it represented the "'best case™
economic scenario. The severity of the potential impact on the cost of electricity
(COE) depends on several factors, including: (1) the rate in which the activated
carbon isinjected to comply with a given mercury control regulation; (2) thet ype
of ACI system selected; (3) equipment retrofit difficulties; and (4) the impact of
ACI on current cod combustion byproduct management and disposal practices.
While preliminary ACI cost estimatesare encouraging, they generally assume an
uncomplicated retrofit and minimal economic impact dueto the installationof the
ACI system. The encouraging economicsreported by Mr. Feeley are also based
on the assumption that mercury control via ACI will not cause any baance-of-
plant impacts such as particulate control equipment performance, but more
significantly, changes in the disposal and marketing (sale) of coal byproducts.
Based on DOE/NETL’s economic anadyss, potentia future regulatory
implications as to how coal byproducts are managed due to concerns about
mercury could increase the COE associated with mercury control by a factor of
two-to-four compared to the mercury control COE without byproduct impacts.
Thisisdiscussed in moredetail below.

Potential | mpacts of Mercury on Coal Byproducts Management and Asociated
costs

One topic not discussed during Pennsylvania Inside Out is the potential negative
impacts of mercury control on the sale and disposal of coal combustion
byproducts such as fly ash and the solids generated by SO, scrubbers, which in
turn could dramatically increase the cost of mercury control. Currently, coal
byproducts are regulated as non-hazardousand many power plantssell their fly
ash and scrubber solids for use in cement and concrete, or in making wallboard.
Because mercury control, whether by ACI or via SOz scrubbers, will result in
increases, albeit small, in the concentration of mercury in coa byproducts, thereis
the possibility that these materialsmay be regulated in a manner that would lead
to higher disposal costsand lossof current beneficial-usemarkets. Thisisdriven
by concerns that the mercury in the coa byproducts could be released to the
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ewvironment.  Because of the concern ébout the impact of mercury on cod
combudtion byproducts, DOE/NETL’s prdiminary eimate of the cost of ACI
discussed above looked at two scenarios— one without any byproduct impactsand
one with byproduct impacts  The byproduct impact scenario as much astripled
the cost of mercury centrol on a dollar per pound of mercury removed basis and
increased COE by a factor o as much as four for some coal-fired generating
units, In reponse, DOE/NETL is carrying out reseaerch directed at evauatingthe

fate of mercury in cod combudion byproducts and deveoping ways to ensure
that the mercury isnot rdessed.

Additiond information on DOE/NETL’s mercury control technology R&D program can

befound a: http://www.netl.doe.gov/technologies/coalpower/ewr/mercury/index.html|
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U.S. DOE’s Hg Control

echnology RD&D Program—

Significant Progress, But More Work to be Done!

A&WMA’s 99" Annual

Conference & Exhibition
Hg Control Technology Panel

June 23, 2006
New Orleans, Louisiana

Thomas J. Feeley, llI
thomas.feeley@netl.doe.gov

National Energy Technology Laboratory

N=TL
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Outline

e Background

e Phase Il project update/Phase Ill project
descriptions

e BOP and related technical issues
e Preliminary economic assessment
e Byproduct-Hg issues/potential economic impacts

e Conclusion

=TL
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Mercury Control Technology Program
Performance/Cost Objectives

« Have technologies ready for
commercial demonstration by:

e 2007 that can reduce
“uncontrolled” Hg emissions
by 50-70%

Cost

e 2010 for all coals that can
reduce “uncontrolled” Hg
emissions by +90%

e Reduce cost by 25-50%
compared to baseline cost
estimates

2000 Yeaf ——

Baseline (1999) Costs: $60,000/1b Hg Removed

=TL e —
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NETL’s Hg Control Technology R&D

e Sorbent injection technology
— Carbon-based sorbents
« Treated AC
« Untreated AC
—Non-carbon-based sorbents

« Amended Silicates
« MinPlus

o Oxidation additives and catalysts

N=TL
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Mercury Control Technology R&D
Improved Results with Western Coals

e Previous pilot-scale studies and field testing suggested lower-
rank coals more difficult to control due to lower Cl/higher
element Hg content

e Focused R&D on development and testing of chemically
treated (e.g., halogenated) activated carbon (AC)

e Treated AC has achieved 70-90% Carmon mjacticem.
total Hg capture with western coals g
in recent field tests on both ESP Esp S B
and fabric filter configurations 9% Total

<

— Ash &
. ’:-,_ .?;s.-:_';_,; . Spent Sorbent
v P

e However, additional demonstration &
of Hg capture technologies needed
to address balance-of-plant and
byproduct impacts

N=TL
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Balance-of-Plant Issues/Lessons Learned

N=TL
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TOXECON Retrofit for Hg and Multi-Pollutant Control
U.S. DOE Clean Coal Power Initiative, Round 1

Presque Isle Power Plant, Marquette, Ml

* Plant was built in early 1950’'s and expanded over the years to 9 coal
fired Units
* Nine units total 625 MW representing approximately 50% of the power
generation in Michigan Upper Peninsula
* Units 7,8 & 9 are 90 MW units burning western bituminous, PRB coal
* PIPP currently sells fly ash for concrete

N=TL |
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Problem with Overheating Powdered Activated
Carbon at Presqgue Isle

e Hot burning embers found on February 27, by March 2
all hoppers had embers

e System bypassed and opened to atmosphere,
worsened situation, causing flames that damaged 200
bags in 2 (of 10) compartments

e Likely cause is excessive temperatures from hopper
heaters

e PAC can ignite at temperature greater than 700 °F.
(welding, cutting, hopper heaters)

e Investigation is ongoing

=TL
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Mercury Control Options for TXU’s
Big Brown

e Project Objective: Evaluate long term e Possible sources of BOP impacts:
feasibility of activated carbon (AC),

treated carbon, and additive injection — Injection of sorbent/additive
for mercury control material causing filter blockage.

— Changes in flue gas or ash

— 2 55% mercury removal chemistry due to addition of

— Evaluate balance-of-plant (BOP) sorbent/additive materials.
Impacts _ — Changes in operating conditions
. {Prﬁgease in AP across FF4 over during test period:
o , « Flow rate variations
* !:ng%aa e,ﬁyd'ff'cuny in bag ]glreb?lancing of flow, increased
] ow
. e « Frequent flow bypass (when
— AP exceeded 10” H,0)
L oo « Temperature fluctuations
gy « Use of ash conditioning
3 "« Variation in fuel blend
« Load variation

% « Unplanned outages, chemical
Side B ~ 300 MW

i and morphology analysis is
FF4 ~ 150 MW Q ongoing

Treated/Enhanced AC

=TL
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Upcoming NETL Field-Testing

at Bituminous Units

Bituminous APCD Mercury Coal Sulfur
: ) : Start Date
Unit Configuration Control Content (wt%)
Yates Unit 1 CS-ESP / Wet FGD | September 2005 QeI 0.93
Catalysts
Yates Unit 1 CS-ESP / Wet FGD | November 2005 MerCAP™ 0.93
Yates Unit 1 CS-ESP / Wet FGD Fall 2005 Wet FGD additive 0.93
Lee Unit 1 CS-ESP November 2005 Enhanced ACI 0.77
Lee Unit 3 CS-ESP/SO; | 14t quarter 2006 IniBEIElEE 0.82
conditioning Approach
Miami Fort Unit 6 CS-ESP 1st Quarter 2006 Amended 221
Silicates™
Conesville Unit 6 | CS-ESP / Wet FGD March 2006 Enhanced ACI 3.00
Portland Unit 1 CS-ESP March 2006 Mer-Cure™ 2010
Gavin Station CS-ESP / Wet FGD Unknown TOXECON™ || 5 /b

N=TL
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Preliminary Results of Field Testing at Conesville
Power Plant — Impact of High-S Coal

e 400 MW T-fired PC burning high-S
(3.5-4%) bituminous coal equipped
with ESP and wet FGD

e Very little baseline Hg removal

e Initial tests w/ treated and untreated
activated C yielded only 5-31%
Hg removal @ 9-18 Ib/MMacf

Conesville Power Plant,
Coshocton, OH

e 2"d round of parametric testing with “improved” sorbents yielded
worst results (3-13% removal), even with improved AC distribution

o High sulfur trioxide (SO,) suspected to compete with sorbtion sites
on AC or otherwise compromise AC Hg removal capabilities

=TL -
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DOE Hg Control RD&D Timeline in Sync with the
Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR)

DOE initiated field testing

Complete field Complete field of technologies that
testing testing can achieve 90%-+

of technology of technology :
b o capable mercury capture in

of 50-70% Hg of 90%+ Hg early 2006
capture capture

Full-scale commercial Commercial deployment

demonstrations

2005 2007 2010 2015 2018 2020
A A A
CAMR CAMR Phase | CAMR Phase I
Issued ToxeconTM‘ 38 ton/year cap 15 ton/year cap
Clean Coal via Co-Benefit via Hg Specific
Demo Project (NOx & SO,) Controls
Controls

N=TL RD&D - Research, Development and Demonstration
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DOE/NETL’s Phase II Mercury Control
Technology Field Testing Program

Preliminary Economic Analysis of Activated Carbon Injection

Prepared for

U8, Departusent of Energy
Office of Fossil Energy
Notional Energy Teclmology Labaratory
Innovations for Existing Plants Progman

Prepared by

Andrew P. Jones!, Teffrey W. Hoffimany’, Dennis ¥. Suitls’, Thonns 1. Feeley, TIT,
and James T. Murphy'

! Research and Development Solutioas. LLC
#U'S Departmnesa of Enerpy, Natsons] Energy Technobopy Laborstory.
U5 Department of Energy. Office of Fowul Energy

April 2006

Phase Il Field Testing Economic Analysis

I
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Incremental Cost of 70% ACI Mercury Control

$70,000-

$60,000-

$50,000-

(O ()() oal: ~$45 000/I1b HO Removeo

$40,000-

$30,000-

$20,000-

Incremental Cost of Control,
$/Ib Hg Removed

$10,000+

Holcomb Meramec St. Clair Stanton #10 Leland Olds #1 Plant Yates
DARCO® Hg-LH DARCO® Hg-LH B-PAC™ DARCO® Hg-LH DARCO® Hgw/ CaCl,  Super HOK

$0

N=TL —
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Key Challenges to Continued/Increased
By-Product Use

Mercury

e Installation of additional FGD to
meet CAIR (SO,) will increase volume
of scrubber solids

e Installation of additional advanced
combustion technology and SCR
to meet CAIR (NOx) will increase
UBC and NH; in fly ash

_GEBy-product

|
e Use of PAC injection for Hg control |
could negatively impact fly ash

utilization due to increased carbon
content

e Increased public scrutiny of CUBs due to transfer of Hg
from flue gas to fly ash and scrubber solids

-
N=TL
- ]
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Projection of U.S. Coal-Fired Power Plant
CUB Production

FGD Solids Production

Flyash Production

100

Million Tons
Million Tons
3

2004 2020 |
2020

%L Sources: ACAA, EIA AEO 2006, and EPA IPM Analysis for CAMR/CAIR
- e ]
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FGD Gypsum:
Pathways for Potential Mercury Release

Wallboard

Wallboard disposal

N=TL

Home Construction
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Incremental Cost of 70% ACI Mercury Control

$150,000+

$125,000

$100,000

$75,000

&

a1l

()

o

o

o
|

Incremental Cost of Control,
$/Ib Hg Removed

$25,000

[ ] wio Byproduct Impacts | | ] w/Byproduct Impacts?

$0-

Holcomb Meramec St. Clair
DARCO® Hg-LH DARCO® Hg-LH B-PAC™

Stanton #10 Leland Olds #1
DARCO® Hg-LH DARCO® Hg w/ CaCl,

Plant Yates
Super HOK

a For units equipped with CS-ESP, byproduct impacts include the fly ash disposal cost ($17/ton) and lost revenue from fly ash

N=TL

sales ($18/ton) assuming 100% utilization. For the SDA/FF configuration, only the cost of SDA byproduct disposal is included.
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Key Takeaways from Field Testing

e Halogenated activated carbon and halogen-based additives have shown to be
effective in capturing elemental Hg from low-rank coals with both ESP and
fabric filters

o Estimated cost of Hg control on a $/Ib removed basis continues to decline
under “no by-product impact” scenario

e SCR combined with wet- or dry-scrubbing systems can provide high (~80%-
95%) Hg removal with bituminous coals — re-emissions may decrease total Hg
capture; uncertainty remains with low-rank coals

e Further long-term field testing is needed to bring technologies to commercial-
demonstration readiness, particularly related to potential BOP issues and
impacts of sulfur/SO; and small SCA ESP on ACI effectiveness

e Potential coal combustion byproduct impacts on cost of mercury control
remain a “wild card”

e DOE’s RD&D model projects broad commercial availability in 2012-2015

=TL
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DOE/NETL Environmental and Water Resources
(Innovations for Existing Plants Program)

3 MNETL: Environmental & Water Resources - Microsoft Internet Explorer

File Edit ‘Wiew Favorites Tools Help

mBack - = - 5 7 | iQsearch (Gl Favarites  GliMedia ®| By S -

Address I@ http:f feneane, netl. doe. govftechnologiesfcoalpower fewr findesx, htral

National Energy Technology Laboratory

THE ONLY U.S. NATIONAL LABORATORY DEVOTED TO FOSSIL ENERGY TECHNOLOGY

ABOUT HETL Home = Technologies = Coal & Fower Systems = Eqvimmmental & Water Resoumes

L1 (BRI A (L LIEAES Coal and Power Systems

Environmental and Water Resources

OHSITE RESEARCH

The Environmental and Water
Resources Technology Line iz
focused on the development of
environmental contral technologies for
retrofitting to existing povwer plants,
weith application to new plants as well. The Technaology Line also provides key
scientific and technical data on emerging environmental regulatory and palicy
issues.

TECHHOLOGIES

DOEMETL'S Inniovations

far Existing Plarts R&D |
Program [POF-142KE] |

* Mercury Emizsions Cortrol
* Coal Uilization Bry-Products
Hivigter-Enercy Interface

F Apdeanrend MO Fmizsionz Contrnl

NEWS & FEATURES // 21 =

F DOEMETL'S Innowvations

Tor Existing Plarts RED
Program [PDF-142KE]

F AN Update on the LS,
Departmert of Energy's
Phasze Il Mercury Cortrol
Technolooy Field Testing
Program [FDF-1 .87MB]

r Status of LS, Department
of Enerdy's Mercury
Control Technolocy Field
Testing Program [POF-
1.05MB]

EVENTS CALENDAR /f a1l =

F Zoming Soon!

DRI ICATINKG 2

|@ ’_ ’_ ’_ |° Internet

To find out more about DOE/NETL’s Hg R&D activities visit us at:
http://www.netl.doe.gov/technologies/coalpower/ewr/index.html
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B e el >
| | Akira Takano |
| ] <Akira.Takano@hal.hit|
| | achi.com> {
| | 03/23/2006 07:26 AM |

+

e e e e
__________________________ ¥
|
I
TO|

William.G.Upham@fluor.com, Kent.Jenkins@fluor.com, Clinton.Smithe@fluor.com

|
ce

| taiji.yoshida.ut%hitachi.com, Seiichi Kazama <Seiichi.Kazama®@hal .hitachi.com>, WIIliam

Buffa

! <William.Buffa@hal . hitachi.com>, Takanori Nakanobto <Takanori.Nakamoto@hal.hitachi.com>,
kawanur a hi r onobu 1

l <kawamura-h@kure.bhk.co.jp>

{

subj ect |
| PSEC Response tcl) Hg 90%renoval guarant ee request

dinton and Bil |,
Pl ease find the attached official response on the captioned issue.

Best regards,

Rocky

H TACH POMER SYSTENMS AMERI CA

Al ways for your best sol ution

Aki r a( Rocky) Takano

Tel : 908-605-2745

Cell: 914-837-7487(See attached file: Htachi Response{Hg Renoval 90%
032306.doc)

07/28/2006
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The information transmtted is intended only for the person

or entity to which it is addressed and nay contain proprietary,
busi ness-confidential and/or privileged material .

If you are not the intended recipient of this message you

are hereby notified that any use, review, retransm ssion,

di ssem nation, distribution, reproducti on or any action taken

in reliance upon this nmessage is prohibited. If you received
this in error, please contact the sender and del ete the

material fromany conputer. Any views expressed in this nmessage
are those of the individual sender and nay not necessarily refl ect
the views of the conpany.

07/28/2006
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HITACHI

Inspire the Next

March 23, 2006

Fluor Enterprises, Inc.
100 Fluor Daniel Drive
Greenville, SC 29607-2770

Attn:  Mr.Clinton Smith/Senior Project Director
Cc:  Mr.Bill Upham/Material Procurement Director
Mr.Kent Jenkins/Project Engineer

Re: Prairie State Energy Campus Hitachi Response (Hg 90% Removal)

Dear Clinton,

Per your request, we confirm our position on your request of Hg 90% removal guarantee
as follows:

Since 90% removal of Hg is way beyond the market guarantee level and nobody has
such proven experience with this coal for the large capacity power plant, Hitachi will never
be in a position to provide such guarantee even if Owner can provide us with the
significant additional cost. Apparently, this is not the cost issue but the company policy as
a technology background entity. We would appreciate your understanding.

However, we acknowledge the potential application of 90% Hg removal emission in the
state of lllinois and Owner’s deep concerns on such critical issue for plant operation.
Therefore, we have provided the cost impact of Hg 90% removal level (Expected Only)
as an option for Owner’s selection. We would like to continue to support the project
together with Fluor with this approach. This is the best we can contribute to the project
as an equipment supplier.

We all together with our subvendors who have been supporting the project are hoping
that the project would move forward in our preferable and timely manner.

Sincerely,

Rocky Takano
Proposal Manager
Hitachi Power Systems America



ELECTRONIC FILING, RECEIVED, CLERK'S OFFICE, JULY 28, 2006

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Mary Frontczak, certify that | served electronically the attached APPEARANCE OF
MARY FRONTCZAK and TESTIMONY OF DIANNA TICKNER upon the following
this 28th day of July, 2006:

Dorothy Gunn Marie E. Tipsord

Clerk Hearing Officer

Illinois Pollution Control Board Illinois Pollution Control Board
James R. Thompson Center James R. Thompson Center

100 W. Randolph St. , Suite 11-500 100 W. Randolph, 100 W. Randolph
Chicago, Illinois 60601-3218 Chicago, Illinois 60601-3218

tipsorm@ipcb.state.il.us

Gina Roccaforte, Assistant Counsel
Charles E. Matoesian, Assistant Counsel
John J. Kim, Managing Attorney

Air Regulatory Unit

Division of Legal Counsel

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Avenue, East

P.O. Box 19726

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276
john.Kim@epa.state.il.us
charles.matoesian@epa.state.il.us
gina.roccaforte@epa.state.il.us

and electronically and by first-class mail with postage prepaid and affixed thereon to the
persons listed on the ATTACHED SERVICE LIST.

[s] Mary Frontczak

DATED: July 28, 2006

Mary Frontczak

Reg. No. 6209264

Peabody Energy

701 Market Street

St. Louis, Missouri 63101-1826
(314) 342-7810
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SERVICE LIST

William A. Murray

Special Assistant Corporation Counsel
Office of Public Utilities

800 East Monroe

Springfield, Illinois 62757
bmurray@cwlp.com

Christopher W. Newcomb
Karaganis, White & Mage, Ltd.
414 North Orleans Street, Suite 810
Chicago, Illinois 60610
cnewcomb@k-w.com

Faith E. Bugel

Howard A. Lerner

Meleah Geertsma

Environmental Law and Policy Center
35 East Wacker Drive, Suite 1300
Chicago, Illinois 60601
fbugel@elpc.org

David Rieser

Jeremy R. Hojnicki

James T. Harrington

McGuire Woods LLP

77 West Wacker, Suite 4100
Chicago, Illinois 60601
drieser@mcguirewoods.com
jharrington@mcguirewoods.com

Bruce Nilles
Sierra Club

122 West Washington Avenue, Suite 830

Madison, Wisconsin 53703
bruce.nilles@sierraclub.org

(R0O6-25)

N. Ladonna Driver

Katherine D. Hodge

Hodge Dwyer Zeman

3150 Roland Avenue, P.O. Box 5776
Springfield, Illinois 62705-5776
nldriver@hdzlaw.com

Bill S. Forcade

Katherine M. Rahill
Jenner & Block

One IBM Plaza, 40" Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60611
bforcade@jenner.com
krahill@jenner.com

Keith I. Harley

Chicago Legal Clinic

205 West Monroe Street, 4™ Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606
kharley@kentlaw.edu

S. David Farris

Manager, Environmental, Health and
Safety

Office of Public Utilities, City of
Springfield

201 East Lake Shore Drive
Springfield, Illinois 62757
dfarris@cwlp.com
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Stephen J. Bonebrake Dynegy Midwest Generation, Inc.
Joshua R. More 1000 Louisiana St., Suite 5800
Glenna L. Gilbert Houston, Texas 77002
Schiff Harden, LLP Jim.Ingram@dynegy.com

6600 Sears Tower

233 South Wacker Drive
Chicago, Illinois 60606
szabel@schiffhardin.com
Kbassi@schiffhardin.com
sbonebrake@schiffhardin.com
jmore@schiffhardin.com
gqilbert@schiffhardin.com






