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EXHIBIT A



January 12, 2005

Mr. Charles Matoesian

{llinois Environmental Protection Agency

1021 North Grand Avenue East
P.O. Box 19276
Springfield, IL 62704

Re: Comments on revised proposed CAAPP Permits

Dear Mr. Frost:

Ameren Services as affiliated agent for Ameren Energy Generating Company and AmerenEnergy
Resources Generating Company submits the attached comments regarding the revised proposed
Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) operating permits for the following facilities:

Facility Facility ID Number Application Number
Coffeen 135803AAA 95090009
Duck Creek 057801AAA 95070025
E. D. Edwards - 143805AAG 95070026
Hutsonville 033801AAA 95080105
Meredosia 137805AAA 95090010
Newton 079808AAA 95090066

Ameren appreciates the opportunity to comment on the revised proposed permits and the IEPA’
consideration of the issues discussed in the comments.

Please contact Steve Whitworth at your convenience at (314) 554-4908 if you have any questions

regarding the comments.

Sincerely,

Michael L. Menne

Vice President

Environmental, Safety and Health
Ameren Services

Attachments

Cc: Christopher Romaine - |[EPA
Brad Frost - 1EPA
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I. General Comments

Add New Condition 1.5 “Permit Applicébility Provisions”: Include the language in
Footnote 1 from page 1 of the proposed CAAPP permits in a new Section 1.5. This
language should read:

This permit contains terms and conditions that address the applicability, and, if
determined applicable, substantive requirements of Title | of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and
regulations promulgated there under, including 40 CFR 52.21, Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) and 35 IAC Part 203, Major Stationary Sources Construction and
Modification. The authority for these provisions is found in these regulations and in the
general authority provided to the lllinois EPA by Section 9.1 of the Environmental
Protection Act (Act) and Sections 39(a) and 39.5(7)(a) of the Act, which authorize the
lllinois EPA to include conditions in permits that are required to accomplish the purposes
of the Act. Any such terms and conditions are specifically identified within this permit as
T1 conditions. These terms and conditions continue in effect as provided by Condition
8.7 of this permit, notwithstanding the expiration date specified above, as their authority
derives from Title |, as well as from Title V of the CAA.

Condition 3.1.4: The permit language in lines 6 through 11, starting with
“Notwithstanding such status as an insignificant activity, ..." significantly dilutes the force
of the insignificant activities status granted to firing of the boiler with auxiliary fuel during
maintenance and repair. We request that the permit language in Condition 3.1.4 be
restated as follows: ‘

3.1.4  Activities that are considered insignificant activities pursuant to 35 IAC
201.210(b).

Note: The heating of the coal-fired boiler with auxiliary fuel during maintenance and
repair of the boiler is considered to be an insignificant activity under 35 IAC
201.210(b)(29) and is not addressed in the unit-specific conditions of this permit for
boilers.

Conditions 5.6.1 and 5.7.2: 35 IAC Part 254 specifically requires that Annual Emission
Reports shall include applicable information for all regulated air poliutants, and that
hazardous air pollutants emitted by the unit are not required to be submitted if the
emission unit is not subject to a NESHAP or MACT. Utility NESHAPs or MACT for
hydrogen chloride, hydrogen fluoride, and mercury have not yet been promulgated.
Furthermore, if a permittee has more representative data than that collected for the ICR,
then that data should be allowed for mercury reporting purposes

Condition 5.6.2 d.: We believe that this condition is inappropriate and overly
burdensome for the following reasons. 1) Some of the information requested in the
recordkeeping provisions of Section 7 is not yet developed and may rely on empirical
information which is not available and thus could not be submitted to the Agency within
30 days of the effectiveness of the permit. 2) There are not any lllinois regulatory
requirements which link the development and adequacy of permit records to a submittal
or reporting requirement to the Agency.

Given these reasons, we request that this permit condition be deleted
Condition 7.1.7 a. i.: The requirement to perform PM emission measurements prior to
December 31, 2005 for the large number of generating units in both the Ameren Energy

Generating Company and the AmerenEnergy Resources Generating Company would be
an overly burdensome undertaking considering the limited resources of available stack
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electrostatic precipitator (ESP) can influence the emitted ash properties. For any given
ESP and unit, opacity can, however, serve as a very useful indicator to initiate corrective
action on the part of the ESP operator. Furthermore, compliance with the particulate
emission limitation is determined by emission tests using a USEPA approved reference
method (Reference method 5). The reference method requires specific procedures and
equipment for sample acquisition, the material of the filter used to capture the particulate
matter and the temperature at which the sample is collected.

Given the above, we believe that there is no direct correlation between stack opacity and
particulate emissions compliance and that no reference as such should be inferred in the
enforceable conditions of a CAAPP permit. We therefore request that Conditions 7.1.9 c.
ii. and 7.1.9 c. iii. B. be deleted from the above referenced permits.

Condition 7.1.9 g. ii. C. (Records for Startups) (Newton is Condition 7.1.9 h. ii. C)

This condition states that if normal operation is not achieved within 12 hours of the
commencement of startup, additional documentation and records are required to detail
why startup could not be completed sooner. The threshold for completion of a startup
was reduced in every Ameren draft CAAPP permit from 16 hours to 12 hours. This is
contrary to the maximum startup times listed in Form 203-CAAPP of the permit
applications submitted to the IEPA in September 1995 for what are now Ameren owned
and operated facilities. :

For larger coal fired units, or those with multiple boilers, cold startup times can often
approach 20 hours and even extend beyond that, especially in cold weather. In addition
discussions with other lllinois utilities indicate that there has been no reduction in the
startup times under Condition 7.1.9 h.i.ii.C. for other draft utility CAAPP permits. For
these reasons, we request that Condition 7.1.9 h.i.i.C be revised as follows:

C. If normal operation is not achieved within 16 hours, or if established startup
procedures are not followed:

Condition 7.1.10-2 d. vi. (Reporting Requirements - Periodic Reporting)

The condition requires that “a glossary of common technical terms used by the

Permittee in its reports pursuant to this Condition 7.1.10-2(d), including the definitions

or the categories used by the Permittee to classify exceedance events” be reported in the
quarterly report. This requirement is unnecessary and excessive and should be deleted
from the permits. The Agency could request an explanation if a report included a
definition or category that was not understood.

Condition 7.1.12 b. (Compliance Procedures)

As stated in comments regarding condition 7.1.9 c. ii., compliance with the particulate
matter emission limitation should be determined only by the approved emission test
method, i.e. by stack testing. The use of continuous opacity monitoring as a compliance
determination method for the particulate matter standard is not appropriate and should be
dejeted from the permit condition. ~

Conditions 7.2.7,7.3.7 and 7.4.7 (Testing Requirements for coal handling
equipment, coal processing equipment, fly ash equipment)

Coal handling equipment, coal processing equipment and fly ash handling equipment are
generally considered to be fugitive emission sources. Visible emissions from such fugitive
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e Conditions 7.2.9,7.3.9, 7.4.9 (Recordkeeping Requirements for coal handling
equipment, coal processing equipment, fly ash equipment)

We request that the wording “or visible accumulations of coal fines” be deleted from
Conditions 7.2.9 d.i.B., 7.3.9 d.i.B. and 7.3.9 c.i.B. The requirement to include a
determination of whether visible accumulations of coal fines can be found in an area
where coal handling operations are in service is unnecessary and of little value.

e Conditions 7.2.9, 7.3.9, 7.4.9 (Recordkeeping Requirements for coal handling
equipment, coal processing equipment, fly ash equipment)

The conditions require the determination of the magnitude of particulate matter emissions
from sources that are generally fugitive in nature. The PM emissions limits are based on
material throughput and AP-42 emission factors, which suggest that PM emissions are
occurring at all times. Thus, if visible emissions are seen, it does not mean the limits have
been exceeded. Visible emissions are allowed unless they are visible crossing the
property line (35 IAC 212.301). A method to measure PM emissions from these types of
operating systems does not exist; therefore estimating the emissions is not possible. The
requirements should be deleted from the permit.

¢ Conditions 7.3.3 b. iii. or 7.4.3 b. iii. (Applicable Emission Standards for Fly Ash
Equipment)

The permit condition requires that the Permittee maintain a contingency plan for handling
of fly ash that includes temporary stockpiling. The permit condition should be deleted
because it is unnecessary. There is no air quality regulation that requires material to be
stockpiled. If material were to be stockpiled, it would already be subject to the standard in
permit conditions 5.2.2 (a) and 7.3.4a or 7.4.4 a. which address visible emissions of
fugitive particulate matter.

e Conditions 7.3.4 or 7.4.4 (Applicable Emission Standards for Fly Ash Equipment)
The Applicable Emission Standards section states that fly ash equipment is subject to the
process weight rule (35 IAC 212.322) when in fact this is simply a material handling
operation which does not change the physical characteristics of the fly ash handled.

. Please remove this standard from the applicability section. =~
IIl. Permit Specific Comments

A. Coffeen Power Plant (ID No. 135803AAA)

Sec. 4.0, P. 10, “Significant Emission Units at This Source”: The last row should read
Fuel Storage Tanks CGT-1, CTG-2; one 1000 gallon Gasoline Storage Tank and one
1000 gallon Diesel Qil Storage Tank.

Condition 7:1.3 b. ii. E.: Please delete this section as it is not appropriate for startup
conditions on Coffeen Units 1 and 2. SCR reagent injection will not typically occur until .
flue gas temperatures reach 600 — 800 degrees F which may not occur until a minimum
load of 260 MW is reached, well after startup. We also requested deletion of this
section in our comments on the 2003 draft permits.

Condition 7.1.10-3 a. i.: Please correct the stated 20% opacity limit to 30%.

Condition 7.1.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:
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Condition 7.2.1 and.7.2.2: Please add truck unloading to the description and to the list
of coal receiving operations. ‘

Condition 7.2.2: Under Coal Storage Operations please add “Bucket Wheel
Stacker/Reclaimer”.

. Meredosia Power Plant (ID No. 137805AAA)
Condition 1.1: Please change the street address to: 800 South Washington Street.

Condition 4.0: For Boiler MBS, the nominal heat input should be changed from
505 mmBtu/hr to 2784 mmBtu/hr.

Condition 7.1.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:
“Compliance with PM emission limits of Condition 7.1.4 (b) is addressed by PM testing

in accordance with Condition 7.1.7, monitoring in accordance with Condition 7.1.8 (a)
and the recordkeeping required by Conditions 7.1.9 (c)(ii) and (c)(iii)(B).”

Condition 7.2.1: Please delete the reference to stackers and feeders in lines 4 and 5 of
the description because this equipment is not associated with the storage pile.

Condition 7.4.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:

“Compliance with PM emission limits of Condition 7.4.4 (a)(ii) and (b) is addressed by
PM testing in accordance with Condition 7.4.7-1, monitoring in accordance with
Condition 7.4.8 (a), and the recordkeeping required by Conditions 7.4.9 (c)(ii) and
(c)(iiyB)."

. Hutsonville Power Plant (ID No. 033801AAA)

Condition 3.1.2: Please delete the reference to the 300 galion gasoline storage tank as
it has been removed from plant property.

Condition 6.2.2: The NOXx limit for Boilers 5 and 6, per 40 CFR 76, is 0.45 Ibs/mmBtu.
Please correct the 0.60 Ibs/mmBtu limit in line 4 to 0.45 Ibs/mmBtu.

Condition 7.1.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:
“Compliance with PM emission limits of Condition 7.1.4 (b) is addressed by PM testing

in accordance with Condition 7.1.7, monitoring in accordance with Condition 7.1.8 (a)
and the recordkeeping required by Conditions 7.1.9 (c)(ii) and (c)(iii)(B)."

Condition 7.2.4 c. ii.: In line 6, please change the reference from Condition 5.2.3 to
5.2.2,

E.D. Edwards Power Plant (ID No. 143805AAG)

Condition 1.1: Please revise the source phone number to: (309) 633-2478

Condition 4.0: Please add “LNB” to the emission control equipment for Boiler BVLR1
Condition 7.1.2: Please add “LNB" to the emission control equipment for Boiler BLR1

Condition 7.1.4 b.ii.: Please change to correct boiler number: The emissions of PM
from the affected boiler 2 1....
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Affected processes are the individual process emission units listed in 7.3.2. No method
exists for reading the opacity from conveying systems that do not have exhaust points,
therefore, the requirements to test the ash handling conveying process is not possible.
Please remove this requirement or list the single exhaust points where the opacity
measurements should be taken.

Condition 7.3.7 b. (Testing Requirements)

The requirement to measure the PM from the dust collection device should be deleted
as there is not a standard for particulate matter for the fly ash equipment. There is not
an underlying regulation to require PM emission testing.

Condition 7.3.9 e.vii. and h.ii.E.Ill ( Recordkeeping Requirements)

The PM emissions limits are based on throughput and AP-42 factors, which suggest
that PM emissions are occurring at all times, thus, if visible emissions are seen, it does
not mean the limits have been exceeded. Visible emissions are allowed uniess they
travel off site, (prohibition from crossing the property boundary per 35 IAC 212.301 ). A
method to measure PM emissions from these types of operating systems does not
exist, so estimating the emissions is not possible. Please remove this requirement.

Duck Creek (ID No. 057801AAA)

Condition 7.1.4 a.ii. (Applicable Emission Standards)

The SO2 limit is listed as 1.20 #/mmBtu when it should be 1.2 #mmBtu in accordance
with 40CFR 60.43(a)(2).

Condition 7.1.9 b.iii.C. is mislabeled A.

Condition 7.1.10-2 b.iii. (Sections D & E) (Reporting of SO2 Emissions) & Condition
7.1.10-2 d.iii. (Reporting of Opacity and PM Emissions) (Sections D & E)

In the quarterly reports for excess emissions, the detailed explanation phrase is new.
The software of the CEMS DAS is set up to use 40 CFR 60.7 cause codes from
individual incident reports to create the summary reports requested in 7.1.10-2b.i.;
therefore, new and separate incident reports would have to be programmed to create a
report with detailed explanations. The software programs were set up based on the
requirements of 40 CFR 60.7 & 201.405 which do not require detailed explanations.

Condition 7.1.10-2 d.iii. F. & d.iv.B. (Reporting Opacity and PM Emissions)

Contradictory Sentences: The first sentence says to identify the previous submitted
report, and the second sentence suggests a supplement of the material should be
included. Resubmitting reports is redundant and, therefore, burdensome plus writing a
supplement of a previous submitted report is even more time consuming. As a result,
the previous submitted report would most likely be re-mailed. It makes more since to
just identify the previous report.

Condition 7.1.10-3 a.i. (Reporting Requirements -- Notifications)

The phrase ‘could be exceeded” found in the first- sentence...."applicable PM
emissions standard could be exceeded’...., would require hourly calls since at all times
the possibility exists for a malfunction or breakdown to occur resulting in the PM
standard being exceeded. Suggest changing the wording to: ....applicable PM
emissions standard ceuld-be-oxceeded is exceeded......
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EXHIBIT B



August 1, 2005

Mr. Charles Matoesian

lilinois Environmental Protection Agency
1021 North Grand Avenue East

P.O. Box 19276

Springfield, IL 62704

Re: Comments on revised proposed CAAPP Permits

Dear Mr. Matoesian:

Ameren Services, as affiliated agent for Ameren Energy Generating Company and
AmerenEnergy Resources Generating Company, submits the attached comments regarding the

revised proposed Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP) operating permits for the following
facilities:

Facility Facility ID Number Application Number

Coffeen 135803AAA 95090009
Duck Creek 057801AAA 95070025
E. D. Edwards 143805AAG 95070026
Hutsonville ' 033801AAA 95080105
Meredosia 137805AAA 95090010
Newton 079808AAA 95090066

Ameren appreciates the opportunity to comment on the revised proposed permits and the |EPA’s
consideration of the issues discussed in the comments.

Please contact me at your convenience at (314) 554-4908 if you have any questions regarding
these comments. '

Sincerely,

Steven C. Whitworth ,
Supervising Environmental Scientist
Environmental, Safety and Health
Ameren Services

Attachments

Cc: Christopher Romaine - [EPA
Brad Frost - {EPA
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We believe that in most cases, the 2003 draft CAAPP permits provided acceptable permit
conditions. We urge IEPA to reconsider the changes that have been made to the June 2003
proposed permits.

Ameren presents its comments in two sections: 1) general comments applicable to each of the
revised proposed permits and 2) comments specific to each revised proposed CAAPP permit.
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require additional manpower and testing equipment to complete. Since Ameren is
required by FERC to be of the Midwest ISO (an Independent Transmission System
Operator that serves the electrical transmission needs of much of the Midwest), boiler
tune-ups may be very difficult to schedule, may be very expensive due to high fuel costs
on some units, and may have to be scheduled at times that result in significant cost to the
company. We therefore request that this section be deleted from the proposed permits as
well as the recordkeeping requirements associated with such tune-ups in Section 7.1.9
a.vi. -

Condition 7.1.7 a. i.: The requirement to perform PM emission measurements within gpe'
Year of the effective date of the permits for the large number of generating units in both
the Ameren Energy Generating Company and the AmerenEnergy Resources Generating
Company would be an overly burdensome undertaking considering the limited resources
of available stack testing firms and the availability of Ameren support personnel. This
would be in addition to the large number of utility generating units in fllinois subject to the
same testing schedule under the force of their CAAPP permits and competing for the
same limited stack testing resources.

It has been suggested that PM emission testing could be performed concurrently with
RATA testing which is conducted periodically on the stack CEM systems. Thisis
generally infeasible for the following reasons. First, RATA testing requires specialized
testing equipment and personnel. These equipment and personnel are not the same as
are used to conduct PM emissions testing. Secondly, RATA’s are conducted according to
a protocol which usually doesn't include maximum load operating conditions. Such
maximum load operating conditions are typically required for PM emissions testing.
Ameren has voluntarily conducted emission tests in accordance with the conditions of the
June and October 2003 draft permits and specifically requested permission to use the
test resuits as a demonstration of compliance for the CAAPP permit.

We therefore request that this condition be revised as follows:
7.1.7 Testing Requirements

a. i PM emission measurements shall be made by no later than 30 months
from the date of final effectiveness of this permit Measurements made since
December 31, 2003 will satisfy this requirement.

Condition 7.1.7 a. iii. As we have stated previously, most other states require a once-
per-permit-term test of PM emissions for combustion sources, unless the underlying
regulations provide otherwise. We believe that a once-per-permit-term test frequency is
adequate and appropriate. The proposed Cendition 7.1.7.a.iii contains new requirements
that could result in much more frequent testing based on the test results and the margin
of compliance. This adjustment of the frequency of testing is not supported by lilinois
regulations. Condition 7.1.7.a.iii should be deleted in its entirety and the once-per-permit-
term test requirement of the 2003 draft permit should be restored.

Condition 7.1.7 b. iii.: This testing requirement states that particulaf
measurements shall be made in accordance with USEPA Methods £ 5 1AC
212110, “Measurement Methods for Particulate Matter”, it is stated in paragraph a) that
measurement of particulate matter from stationary sources shall be cofiducted in
accordance with 40 CFR 60, Appendix A ds 5, 5A, 5D or 5E. There f no
statement of a requirement to use 202 Moreover, in 35 IAC §12.108, Method
202 is specified for measurement ensible emissions, but only for PM-10 ‘
emissions. AEGC and AERGC units do not have PM-10 emission limitations.
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C. If normal operation is not achieved within 16 hours, or if established startup
procedures are not followed:

Condition 7.1.9 g. i. C. (Records for Startups) (Newton is Condition 7.1.9 h. i. c)

This condition requires estimates of total and excess opacity and emissions of PM and
CO during typical startups, with supporting information and calculations. There are no
emission factors available to estimate CO and PM emissions during startups. We-
therefore request that this permit condition be deleted.

Condition 7.1.10-2 a. D.: (Quarterly Reports)

This condition was revised from a requirement solely to provide the number of startups
each quarter to a new requirement to report detailed information for each startup
including a list of the startups of each affected boiler, the date, duration and description of
each startup, accompanied by a copy of the records pursuant to Condition 7.1 9(g)(ii)(C)
for each startup. This condition only adds to the reporting burden imposed upon station
personnel each quarter. it should be sufficient that such information is being recorded
and maintained at the stations and is available upon request. We request that this
condition be deleted. :

Condition 7.1.10-2 d. v. (Reporting of Opacity and PM Emissions)

This condition is extremely burdensome as it would require a large amount of additional
information to be identified and reported for recurring opacity exceedances, in addition to
similar information required to be reported for ne ity exceedances. it should be
sufficient to provide only that information for'opacity exceedances as has been .
historically required, i.e., stairt date, duration, magnitude, causes and corrective action®.

Condition 7.1.10-2 d. vi. (Rgporting Requirements - Periodic Reporting)

The condition requires that “a glossary of common technical terms used by the

Permittee in its reports pursuant to this Condition 7.1.10-2(d), including the definitions

or the categories used by the Permittee to classify exceedance events” be reported in the
quarterly report. This requirement is unnecessary and excessive and should be deleted
from the permits. The Agency could request an explanation if a report included a
definition or category.that was not understood.

Condition 7.1.10-3 a. i. (Reporting Requirements — Notifications)

‘We disagree with the use of the phrase “immediately notify” because of the following

reasons: 1) it will be impossible to comply with the timeframe. The term “immediately”

~ does not allow any time lag between the event and the notification; 2).it could divert

resources which would otherwise be used to troubleshoot a malfunction condition to
instead providing notice to the Agency and 3) Ameren needs time to review each
malfunction or-breakdown event to determine if reporting is required. Management -
personnel with the ability to review the data and the authority to report it are not on site
24 hours a day. Also, there will be no one at IEPA regional office to receive the
notification at night or on weekends. We understand the Agency'’s reluctance to rely upon
the phr, Y 00 ible” Nowever, we disagree with the decision to delete the
burs”. For these reasons, we request that this condition

i

be reworded to read:

“The Permittee shall promptly notify the lllinois
(voice, facsimile or electronic), by no later th
incident...”

gional Office, by telephone

ay, for each
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e

proper corrective action. For these reasons, we request that paragraph a. of each

- condition be revised as follows:

7.2.8,7.3.8, 7.4.8 Inspection Requirements

a. The Permittee shall perform ihspections of the affected processes on at least a
monthly basis, including assaciated control measures, while the affected operations
are in use, to confirm compliance with the requirements of Condition 7.(2,3,4).6(a).

Conditions 7.2.8 b., 7.3.8 b. and 7.4.8 b. (Inspection Requirements for coal
‘handling equipment, coal processing equipment, fly ash equipment)

Conditions 7.2.8b,7.3.8band 7.4.8 b require a detailed inspection of dust collection
equipment to be conducted at 15 month and 9 month intervals. The inspection interval of
the dust collection equipment should be determined by manufacturer's recommendations
and operating performance of the equipment. The permit conditions also require
inspection of dust collection equipment with the equipment out-of-service. This
requirement is burdensome and provides no more assurance of compliance than monthly
routine inspections. In addition, it may not be possible to take the dust coliection
equipment out of service at the stated interval. These conditions should be deleted from

“ the permits.

Conditions 7.2.9, 7.3.9, 7.4.9 (Recordkeeping Requirements for coal handling
equipment, coal processing equipment, fly ash equipment)

The conditions require the determination of the magnitude of particulate matter emissions
from sources that are generally fugitive in nature. The PM emissions limits are based on
material throughput and AP-42 emission factors, which suggest that PM emissions are
occurring at all times. Thus, if visible emissions are seen, it does not mean the fimits have
been exceeded. Visible emissions are allowed unless they are visible crossing the
property line (35 IAC 212.301). A method to measure PM emissions from these types of
operating systems does not exist; therefore estimating the emissions is not possible. The
requirements should be deleted from the permit.

Conditions 7.2.10 b.i. A.; 7.3.10 b. i. A.; 7.4.10 b. i. A. (Reporting of Continued
Operation During Malfunctions and Breakdowns) '

We disagree with the use of the phrase ‘“§ £l 5tify” because of the following
reasons: 1) it will be impossible to comply with the timeframe. The term “immediately”
does not allow.any time lag between the event and the notification; 2) it could divert
resources which would otherwise be used to troubleshoot a malfunction condition to
instead providing notice to the Agency and 3) Ameren needs time to review each
malfunction or breakdown event to determine if reporting is required. Manager ient
personnel with the ability to review the data and the authority to report it are not-on site
24 hours a day. Also, there will be no one at IEPA regional office to receive

- notification at night or on weekends. We understand the Agency’s re!uctance,io‘fely upon

the phrase “as soon as possible”, however, we disagree with the decision to delete the

phrase “during normal working hours”. For these reasons, we request that this condition
be reworded to read: -

“The Permittee shall promptly notify the lllinois EPA’s Regional Office, by telephone

(voice, facsimile or electronic), by no later than the end of the next business day, for each
incident...”
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. Newton Power Plant (ID No. 079808AAA)

Condition 7.1.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:

“Compliance with PM emission limits of Conditions 7.1.4 a. ii. and 7.1.4 b. is addressed
by PM testing in accordance with Condition 7.1.7, monitoring in accordance with
Condition 7.1.8 (a), and the recordkeeping required by Condition 7.1.9"

Meredosia Power Piant (iD No. 137805AAA)

Condition 7.1.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the folfowing:

“Compliance with PM emission limits of Condition 7.1.4 (b) is addressed by PM testing

in accordance with Condition 7.1.7, monitoring in accordance with Condition 7.1.8 (a),
and the recordkeeping required by Conditions 7.1.9 (c)(ii) and (c)(iii)(B)."”

A5 25 % TN £ i el 5 u’i'pment list for
ontrol eqtl -airrand flue gas

Condition 7.4.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:

“Compliance with PM emission limits of Condition 7.4.4 (a)(i) and (b) is addressed by
PM testing in accordance with Condition 7.4.7-1, monitoring in accordance with
Condition 7.4.8 (a), and the recordkeeping required by Conditions 7.4.9 (c)(ii) and

(c)(iii)(B)."

. Hutsonville Power Plant (ID No. 033801AAA)

Condition 1.1: Please revise the source phone number to: 618/563-1300
Condition 7.1.12 b.: Please replace this condition with the following:
“Compliance with PM emission limits of Condition 7.1.4 (b) is addressed by PM testing

in accordance with Condition 7.1.7, monitoring in accordance with Condition 7.1.8 (a),
and the recordkeeping required by Conditions 7.1.9

E.D. Edwards Power Plant (ID No. 143805AAG)

stibject 't reporting’ requirement of
SES requirements since construction was
lex : ‘

‘Condition 7.1.10-3 a. i.: The last line references Condition 7.1.10-1 (a) and (d), but
there is no section (d)... this should be (b).

Conditions 7.2.8 b. and 7.2.9 a. i. & d. ii.: Dust collection devices are not installed at
Edwards’ station for the coal receiving and transfer operations. Please remove the
inspection and recordkeeping requirements contained in these conditions.

Condition 7.3.4 c. (Applicable Emission Standards)
Please delete this section in its entirety as fly ash equipment is simply a material

handling operation which does not change the physical characteristics of the material
handled. Thus the fly ash equipment is not subject to the process weight rule.
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EXHIBIT C



September 22, 2003

Mr. Brad Frost

Community Relations Coordinator
Division of Air Pollution Control

Permit Section

llinois Environmental Protection Agency
P.O. Box 19506

Springfield, IL 62794-9506

Re: Draft Public Notice CAAPP Permits for Coal Fired EGUs

Dear Mr. Frost;

- Enclosed are the comments submitted in the above referenced matter on behalf of the Air Utility
Group of lllinois (AUGI) and its members listed below:

Ameren Energy Generating Company
AmerenUE

AmerenCILOC

City Water, Light, and Power
Midwest Generation EME

Dominion Kincaid Generation, L.L.C.
Electric Energy, Inc.

Soyland Power Cooperative

Southern lllinois Power Cooperative
Dynegy Midwest Generation

We urge the lllinois Environmental Protection Agency to consider our points in issuing the CAAPP
permit for Ilinois coal fired EGUs. Please contact me at 217/872-2354 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Aric D. Diericx
Chairperson, AUGI

Enclosure

cc: AUGI Delegates
lllinois Environmental Regulatory Group
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D. The information or means by which excess emissions were indicated or

 identified.

E. The cause of the excess emissions, if known, including which affected
boiler(s) were contributing to excess emissions and whether such excess
emissions occurred during startup or malfunction/breakdown of the
affected baoiler(s).

F. Corrective actions and actions taken to lessen the emissions.

7.1.12(b)

Compliance with PM emission limitation of Condition 7.1 .4(b) is addressed by
continuous opacity monitoring in accordance with Condition 7.1.8(a), PM testing
in accordance with Condition 7.1.7, and the recordkeeping required by
Conditions 7.1.9(c). :

Comment:

Neither current lilinois opacity regulations nor the NSPS require a determination
of normal opacity range. The conditions included here essentially creates a new
opacity threshold for reporting purposes. Condition 7.1 .9(c)(iii)(B) then jumps
from an identification of normal opacity ranges to an assumption of particulate
excursion. Since there is no general correlation of opacity to particulate
emissions, parametric opacity/particulate testing would be required at each
affected unit. This condition essentially results in the implementation of CAM
before CAM is required by regulation. As there is currently no regulatory basis
for the condition, it should not be included in the permit.

It is well-known that there is not a direct correlation between opacity and
particulate fevels or between electrostatic power readings and particulate levels.
There are several ESP parameters that can be used as indicators of ESP
performance however, the relationship between these parameters and actual PM
emissions is subject to considerable variability. For example, opacity, a
commonly used parameter, can indicate ESP performance. If the opacity is
increasing, you can reasonably assume that PM emissions are increasing. What
generally is not known on a quantitative basis is the magnitude of the mass
emissions relative to any one opacity value or the increase in mass emissions
relative to the increase in opacity. In addition, and perhaps

most importantly, the relationship between opacity and mass emissions can vary
significantly with the particle size distribution and refractive index of the ash
particles. The properties of the particulate matter can be influenced by fuel
changes and the number and location of ESP electrical sections in service.
However, for any given ESP and boiler, opacity can serve as a very useful .
indicator to initiate additional action. The ESP power is another indicator of ESP
performance. Lower power generally indicates poorer performance; however,
total ESP power is not necessarily a reliable indicator because most ESPs are
segmented into many electrical sections. The overall ESP performance depends
on which electrical sections are in service and the power consumption of each
section relative to its physical position in the ESP.

Currently, the power generation industry and USEPA are working together to
develop a protocol under CAM that will best address demonstrating continuous
compliance with particulate emissions. At the time that that protocol is finalized,
AUG Iwill evaluate it to determine its appropriateness for applicability to PM
compliance during CAM implemenation. Meanwhile, AUGH is willing to perform
stack tests on a more frequent basis, possibly every two or three years rather
than every five years, to help to assure compliance with particulate limitations.






EXHIBIT D



























.3.3 The Permittee is not required to notify the Illinois EPA
of additional insignificant activities present at the
source of a type identified in 35 IAC 201.210(b).










































































































































































































































a. Operation of additional dust suppressant systems.
b. Operation of additional dust collection equipment.

c. Operation of replacement dust suppression systems or
dust collection equipment that is of equal or greater
effectiveness in controlling PM emissions than the
‘device(s) being replaced, as recognized in a
Construction Permit for such system or equipment.

7.3.12 Compliance Procedures

a. Compliance with Conditions 7.3.4is addressed by the
control, testing, inspection, and recordkeeping
required by Conditions 7.3.6(a), 7.3.7, 7.3.8, and
7.3.9, respectively.

b. Compliance with Conditions 7.3.6(b) is addressed by
the control, testing, inspection, and recordkeeping
required by Conditions 7.3.6(a), 7.3.7, 7.3.8, and
7.3.9, respectively.

c. Compliance with Condition 7.3.6(a) is addressed by the
testing, inspection, and recordkeeping required by
Conditions 7.3.7, 7.3.8, and 7.3.9, respectively.

Note: This condition is included in this permit pursuant
to Section 39.5(7) (p) {v) of the Act.
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by Conditions 7.4.8 and 7.4.9.

b. Compliance with Condition 7.4.6 is addressed by the
inspections and the recordkeeping required by Conditions
7.4.8 and 7.4.9, respectively.

Note: This condition is included in this permit pursuant to
Section 39.5(7) (p) (v) of the Act.
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Metric English

P E P E
Mg/hr kg/hr T/hr 1b/hr
0.5 0.84 0.50 1.75
0.7 1.00 0.75 2.40
0.9 1.15 1.00 2.60
1.8 1.66 2.00 . 3.70
2.7 2.1 3.00 4.60
3.6 2.4 4.00 5.35
4.5 2.7 5.00 6.00
9.0 3.9 10.00 8.70
13.0 4.8 15.00 10.80
18.0 5.7 20.00 12.50
23.0 6.5 25.00 14.00
27.0 7.1 30.00 15.60
32.0 7.7 35.00 17.00
36.0 8.2 40.00 18.20
41.0 8.8 45.00 19.20
45.0 9.3 50.00 20.50
90.0 13.4 100.00 29.50
140.0 17.0 150.00 37.00
180.0 19.4 200.00 43.00
230.0 22.0 250.00 48.50
270.0 24.0 300.00 53.00
320.0 26.0 350.00 58.00
360.0 28.0 400.00 62.00
408.0 30.1 450.00 66.00
454.0 30.4 500.00 - 67.00
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2.58

3.38
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41.30
42 .50
43 .60
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66.20
67.70
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10.4 Attachment 4 - Guidance

The Illinois has prepared guidance for sources on the Clean Air
Act Permit Program (CAAPP) that is available on the Internet site
maintained by the Illinois EPA, www.epa.state.il.us. This
guidance includes instructions on applying for a revision or
renewal of the CAAPP permit.

Guidance On Revising A CAAPP Permit:

www.epa.state.il.us/air/caapp/caapp~revising.pdf

Guidance On Renewing A CAAPP Permit:

www.epa.state.il.us/air/caapp/caapp~renewing.pdf

The application forms prepared by the Illinois EPA for the CAAPP
are also available from the Illinois EPA‘s Internet site:

www.epa.state.il.us/air/caapp/index.html

These CAAPP application forms should also be used by a CAAPP
source when it applies for a construction permit. For this
purpose, the appropriate CAAPP application forms and other
supporting information, should be accompanied by a completed
Application For A Construction Permit Form (CAAPP Form-199).

Application For A Construction Permit Form (CAAPP Form-199):

www.epa.state.il.us/air/caapp/199~caapp.pdf





































