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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
} S5s:
COUNTY OF MONTORMERY )

BEFORE THE 1LLINOIS POLLUTION GONTROL BOARD

CENTRAL ILLINOIS PUBLIC SERVICE QOMPANY, )
Petitioner, g

v. % PCB 74-175
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, g
Respondent. %

ECCMMENDATION

The following is the report of investigation and Recommendation by the
ENVIRCNVENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (hereinafrer "Agency™) in the above-entitled

ratters

ENTROLUCT 1O

13 The Petivion for Variance for the Coffeen power generating plant was

received by the Agency on May 9, 1971, On May 14, 1973, the Pollution Control
poard entered an onder Tequiving Petitioner to file additienal information within

FE

forty-five 145) days of the date of the sbove-mentioned ovder, The Roard further
stated that the ninety (99) day peried by which 1t nust render a decision will not
begin Lo ru until the additional information is filed, By letter dated July 19, 1974,
petitioner filed additional infomation pursuant to the May 10, 1974 Order of the
Pollvtion Control Board,

Bescription of Facility

¥y The Cofforn power generating station is Jocuted in a relatively isolated

aren in south centyal Montporery County, The Agency ostimates that there are

sirmtely 1o dwel)ings witiin @ one mile vadins of the stack, The tawm of




Coffeen ({population 640) is approximately three miles north of the power plant.
The power plant is a mine mouth, steam, electric plant consisting of two units.
Unit 1 has a rated capacity of 375 rzv and Unit 2 has a rated capacity of 575 mw.

Both cvclone boilers vent to a camon 500 foot stack.

Pelief Sought
3} Central Illimois Public Service Companv, Coffeen Station, requests a
Variance from Rule 204 of Chapter 2, Part Il of the Regulations of the Pollution
Contrcl Board to continue operaticn of the generating station without a compliance
olan to bring said facility into compliance with Rule 204. Petitioner propose

that it monitor the Coffeen area to validate a medel performed by consultant to

show that its generating facility does not violate federally promulgated air
quality standards. Further, Petitioner requests that this Variance be extended
to allow Petitioner time to evaluate alternative compliance plans to bring this
plant into compliance with Rule 204. Petitioner does not state how much time it
requires to develop a compliance plan.  The Agency is of the opinion that Petitioner
is requesting an open ended Variance with no real attempt to propose any compliance
plan to reduce the impact of this station on the surrounding area. The questieons
which Petiticner states must be answered (Petition, page 10)--the legal problems
associated with the contract at Coffeen and the availability of a suitable conl
supply--all lead the Agency to conclude that these gquestions may remain unanswerahle
for an indefinite pericd of time,

Amslicanle fales and Regulations

5

15 laale 204{CH{1(BI01) limits S0 emissions fron Petitioner's facility to
6.0 Ih/ 00K of heat duput. Petitioner states its present S0y emissions are

7,37 Ih/IPETY,  Pule 204{c) puts a mass ¢nission limitation on existing facilities,



-5—

Petitioner's mass SOB enissions are 71.306 1bs of S0, per hour. Rule 204(e)
requires a reduction of mass 30, emissions to 55.555 1bs of SG7 per hour.

Based on these emission rates, Petitioner must reduce S0; emissions approximately
23% to achieve compliance with all provisions of Rule 204,

5) Petitioner is not requesting a Variance from Rule 203 for particulates.
Tests on the Unit No. 1 precipitator show the unit to be in compliance with Rule 203,
A fire which occurred in the Unit ? precipitator severely damaged its interior.
Petitioner took Unit 2 out of service on May 22, 1974 for an annual maintenance
period. At that time, Petitioner has stated i- will make repairs to the Unit No. 2
precipitator and rhe Agency presumes that it will comply with Rule 203(g) by
May 30, 1975,

Conpliance Alternatives

6) Petitioner has investigated the following alternatives:

a)  Flue gas desulfurization

b) Coal washing

c)  Low sulfur coal
For one reason or another, Petitioner has rejected all alternative compliance
methods,  The Agency is of the opinion that fluc gas dosulfurization (fgd) is
available and could be installed on Petitioner's plant. Petitioner has not
supplied enough data on coal washing, but the Agency is of the opinion that there
are methods to reduce the sulfur in coal and still maintain the integrity of the
codl. Petitioner states it is investigating the use of lew sulfur coal, However,
the Agency is of the opinion that Petitioner has had ample time to investigate the
use of low sulfur coal, The Agency is of the opinion that blending facilities
could be installed to serve the Coffeen plant and obtain a proper blend to achieve

compliance with all of Rule 204,

The Agency is insistent that some corpliance program be developed, Coal gasi-

fication is an altemative which is attractive to some utilities in I1linois but
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has not been addressed by Petitioner as even being a practicable alternative.

7) Petitioner proposes to monitor around Coffeen to validate its model.
This effort may validate a model, but it will not lead to eventual compliance.
Petitioner does 1ot even propose a supplemental control system as outlined in
38 FR, No. 178, p. 25697 which could be an interim method of achieving compliance

while permanent controls are installed.

RECOMMENDAT ION:

8) The Agency recommends that the Variance be denied for lack of any definite
comyliance plan,
The Agency reserves the right to amend its Recommendation pending the close

of the record in this matter,
EVIRGNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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Miss Christan L.. Moffett
Clerk, Pollution Control Board
309 West Washington Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606

Dear Miss Aoffett:

In re: Central Hlinois Public Service Company vs. EPA,
No, PCB 74-175 (Variance)

We hereby withdraw our petition for variance in the above case
involving the Coffeen plant of our client, Central Hlinois Public Service
Company,

We now have information that we are not in violation and will
file 4 new operating permit application with supporting data,

Yours truly,

tle:piny

ce: Mr. Michael Ginsberg
AMr, Lebman 1D, Krauge
My, James T, Birkett




