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BEFORE THE PCLLUTI ON CONTROL BQARD
OF THE STATE OF ILLINO S

IN THE MATTER OF:

ELECTRI CAL PONER GENERATI NG

)
NATURAL GAS- FI RED, PEAK- LOAD ) RO1-10
)
FACI LI TI ES ( PEAKER PLANTS). )

The following is a transcript of proceedi ngs
fromthe hearing held in the above-entitled matter,
t aken stenographically by ROSEMARI E LAMANTI A, CSR, a
notary public within and for the County of Cook and
State of Illinois, before AW JACKSON, Hearing Oficer,
at 100 West Randol ph Street, Assenbly Hall Auditorium
Chicago, Illinois, on the 23rd day of August, 2000,
A. D., schedul ed to commence at the hour of 10:30 a.m,

conmencing at 10:45 a.m

L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292
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APPEARANCES
HEARI NG TAKEN BEFORE:

I LLINO S POLLUTI ON CONTROL BQARD,
100 West Randol ph Street

Assenbly Hall Auditorium

Chi cago, Illinois 60601

(312) 814-3629

BY: AW JACKSON, HEARI NG OFFI CER

I LLI NO S POLLUTI ON CONTROL BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Cl ai re Manni ng, Chairman
G Tanner Grard

Ni chol as Mel as

El ena Kezelis

Ronal d Fl enal

Marili MFawn

Sanuel Lawton, Jr.

Anad Rao

SSEYFSSE

MEMBERS OF THE I LLI NO S ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
AS WELL AS OTHER | NTERESTED ENTI TI ES AND AUDI ENCE
MEMBERS WERE PRESENT AT THE HEARI NG BUT NOT LI STED ON
TH S APPEARANCE PAGE.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Good norning again
everyone. W're ready to get started. | apol ogize for
the slight delay in our start time. Apparently, the
sign on the door directing people to the EPA hearing on
t he second fl oor caused sone confusion so we were giVing
peopl e enough tinme to get back down to this room Sorry
about that. And I think we've probably got a sign on
the door now indicating that these -- this hearing is
the hearing to be held by the Illinois Pollution Contro
Board regardi ng the peaker plants. So | appreciate your
under st andi ng.

My nanme is Any Jackson and |'mthe
attorney assistant Board nenber to El ena Kezelis
and at the request of Board chairnman, Caire Manning, |
am serving as the hearing officer for today's
pr oceedi ng.
W are very pleased to have the entire
Board present today. | would like to take a nonent to
i ntroduce you to the Board nenbers.
Chairman Caire Manning is inmediately
to ny right.
CHAI RVAN MANNI NG~ Good nor ni ng
HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Tanner Grard, G

Tanner Grard

L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292
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MR d RARD: Good norni ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  And N cholas Melas is
next to M. Grard

MR MELAS: Good norni ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  To ny imedi ate | eft
is Elena Kezelis.

MS. KEZELI'S: Good nor ni ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Dr. Ronald Flenal.

DR FLEMAL: Good norni ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  And Marili MFawn.

MS. MCFAVWN.  Good norni ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: | do note that Samuel
Lawton, Jr., who is also a Board nenber, has been
unexpectedly delayed this nmorning and will be joining us
later this norning

Al so, at the head table down to ny far

right is Anand Rao, who is the head of the Board's
technical unit. He will also be participating in the
guesti oni ng today.

MR RAO Good norni ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: As sone of you may
know, this matter was brought to the Board in the July
6, 2000, request by Governor Ceorge Ryan. In that

request, Governor Ryan asked the Board to exam ne the
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foll owi ng issues.

Do peaker plants need to be nore
strictly regulated than currently provided under
Illinois air quality rules and regul ati ons?

Second, do peaker plants pose a uni que
threat or a greater threat than other types of state
regulated facilities with respect to air, noise or
wat er pol | ution?

Third, should new or expandi ng peaker
pl ants be subject to citing requirenents beyond
applicabl e I ocal zoning rules?

Fourth, if stricter regulations are
needed, should new regul ations apply to currently
permtted facilities or only to new or expandi ng
facilities.

And finally, fifth, how do other states
regul ate peaker plants.

Through the informati on presented at
t hese hearings, through questions and through public
comments, the Board will develop a conplete and
wel | -rounded record that will enable it to provide an
i nformed and wel | -reasoned response to each of the
Covernor's questions.

At this tinme, the Board antici pates
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being able to present an informational order to

the Governor that will include all of the Board's
findings and recomendati ons by the end of this cal endar
year. The last Board neeting that is currently
schedul ed for this year is schedul ed for Decenber 21,
2000.

As indicated in ny hearing officer
order of July 15, 2000, today's hearing will focus
primarily on testinony and information fromstate
agencies. Present to provide testinony today are the
II'linois Environnental Protection Agency, the Illinois
Commer ce Conmi ssion and the Illinois Departnent of
Nat ural Resources.

These agencies pre-filed their testinony
and that testinony is available on the Board' s website
wi th a possible exception of the Illinois Comrerce
Conmi ssion and we are working on getting that on our
websi te today.

W have al so provided extra copies of
this testinony at the table at the top of the
auditoriumand | understand that we are out of copies
right now, but we are in the process of making extra.

Al so present today to observe today's

proceedi ngs are representatives fromthe Illinois
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7
Departrment of Nucl ear Safety and the Illinois Departnent
of Commerce and Community Affairs. Wile not planning
to testify today, they are here to observe the
proceedings and will offer their input if needed to the
Board | ater on down the road.

The structure of tonorrow s hearing is
very simlar to today's except that tonorrow, we wil
focus on presentations of testinony and i nfornmation
from nenbers of the peaker industry.

On the table by the entrance, there is
al so an informational sheet prepared by the Board's
public information officer. This sheet contains
general information about these inquiry hearings, such
as the dates, times and | ocations of hearings and ot her
general information that you might need to know. If you
did not get one when you cane in, please feel free to
pi ck one up.

As | stated earlier, the pre-filed
testinmony for today and tonorrow is on the Board's
website. Also on our website are all Board orders and
hearing officer orders that have been issued in this
pr oceedi ng.

W do have a court reporter present who

wi Il be transcribing everything that is said today. The
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witten transcript fromall of our peaker hearings wll
be on the Board's website as soon as they're avail abl e.
W have requested expedited transcripts fromthese
proceedi ngs so the transcripts should be avail abl e
within three to five days after the hearing. You may
downl oad the transcript fromthe Board' s website or if
you need a hard copy, you can request a hard copy from
the Board's clerk's office at 75 cents a page.

| also want to note that testifying
before the Board is not the only way to provide
information to the Board in this proceeding. The Board
will be accepting witten public comments until Novenber
6th of this year. Those coments nay be filed with the
Board's clerk's office. The address is listed on the
public information sheet that | referred to earlier

To the extent practicable, we will be
attenpting to place all witten public conments on our
website as well. The Board's website for those of you
who do not know it is wawwipch.state.il.us.

One other thing | want to nention is we
do have a notice list for these proceedi ngs. For those
persons wi shing to be on the notice list, you wll

recei ve copies of all Board opinions and orders and al
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persons on the notice list that you serve other people
with your own filing. You will just be receiving nore
docunents if you're on the notice list.

If you are not on the notice list and
you wish to be put on the notice list, please contact
the followi ng person. Her nane is Kim Schroeder. She
isin our Springfield office. Her telephone nunber is
area code 217-782-2633, or you can e-nail your request
to Ms. Schroder at schroedk -- that's
s-c-h-r-o0-e-d-k@pchb.state.il.us.

A coupl e of other housekeeping nmatters
that | wanted to nmention before | go on to tell you
about the other hearings that we have scheduled in this
case, we do have a videotape set up over to ny left.
The proceedings will be videotaped today. |f anyone --
any of the wi tnesses has an objection to testifying in
front of a videotape, please et ne know and I'll make
sure the videotape is turned off during your
presentation.

Al so, as you can see, we have sone |arge
exhibits set up on the stage. If you need to nove in
fromthe ends of the aisles, you mght be able to see

the exhibits better. W will attenpt to focus them so
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In addition to the hearings this week,
the Board has al so schedul ed three hearings during the
nonth of Septenber. They will be held as foll ows:
Septenber 7th in Naperville; Septenber 14th in Joliet;
and Septenber 21st in G aysl ake.

These are the hearings where we really
want to focus on presentations frominterested nenbers
of the public, local governnent, citizen groups, et
cetera. Because of the overwhelmng public interest, we
are expecting -- and the limted time we have for these
hearings -- the procedures for these hearings will need
to be very orderly.

I f anyone knows in advance that they
will be attendi ng one of these Septenber hearings and
would I'ike to nmake a comment on the record, | encourage
you to contact ne in advance. M tel ephone nunber and
e-nmai | address are available on the public information
sheet that | referred to earlier and on the Board's
website. Those individuals that contact ne in advance
will be allowed to speak before others who are present
wi shing to give comment.

Speakers at the Septenber hearings nay
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speak dependi ng upon the nunber of people that are
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there wanting to speak on the record. Therefore,
it would be very beneficial to you to have a prepared
statement or set of questions that you would be easily
able to read into the record during the hearing.

Qur final hearings in this proceeding
are currently schedul ed for COctober 5th and 6th
in Springfield. These hearings will provide an
opportunity for those outside of the Chicago area
to provide their thoughts and information to the Board.

Additionally, we hope to use these fina
days of hearings as sort of a wap-up session to nake
sure that all of the questions the Board m ght have
regardi ng the issues presented have been answered.

Bef ore we begin receiving testinony
today, | want to enphasi ze for everyone present that
this is an informational proceeding. The purpose of
the Board's hearing in these matters is to gather as
nmuch information as possible to make a wel |l -i nforned
deci si on and reconmendation for the governor's office.
This is not an adversarial proceeding. | ask everyone
to act appropriately as if you were in a court of |aw

At this tine | will invite our chairnman,
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wi sh to nake opening remarks to nake themat this tine.
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CHAI RVAN MANNI NG Good norni ng and wel cone
everyone. |'Ill be brief.
Wl cone, particularly nmenbers of the
public, representatives of governnent, industry
and environmental associations to this -- the Pollution

Control Board's inquiry of matters concerni ng peaker
pl ant s.

| see a lot of famliar faces out there,
but for those who are unfamliar with the Board, permt
nme just a nmonent to explain what we are a little bit and
what our function is.

W are an i ndependent state body, a
bi parti san seven-nenber state body, with both
quasi -j udi ci al and quasi - egislative function

In many ways, we operate, as Hearing
Oficer Jackson said, in specialized environnental
court bringing inpartial and technical expertise to
bear on environnental issues and questions which are
posed to us.

In addition to citing cases pursuant to

the Environnental Protection Act, as nost of you know,



22

23

24

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

we al so pronul gate rules and standards for the state
general |y pursuant to environmental rulemaking

proposal s brought to us by the Illinois EPA followed by
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full sets of state-wi de hearings with regard to
envi ronnent al reporting proposals.

For nore general information about us,
for those of you who are in need of that information, we
have a very informational website found at
WWww. i pcb. state.il . us.

In this matter and under these very
speci al circunstances, CGovernor Ryan has asked us
to nmake an inquiry authority to hold a set of
st ate-w de heari ngs concerning commercial and
envi ronnent al i npacts of peaker plants.

As the hearing officer already
i ndi cated, we hope to have our infornational order
ready by the |last Board nmeeting of this cal endar year.

This informational order will, in fact,
examne all of the information presented in the record
and that will include all of the testinony
we hear, all of the exhibits that are put into the
record, and all of the public comments we receive in
this matter.

Based on this record, the witten order
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by the governor.

At thistinel'd also like to
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specifically thank the participation and the wel coned
participation of all of the state agencies whose
experti se has been brought to bear on this question as
wel I,

Director Tom Skinner is here fromthe
I[Ilinois EPA. He will be testifying shortly this
norning, later this norning, probably not short in
hindsight. But later this norning, Tomand his staff
will be testifying fromthe Illinois EPA

Charl es Skinner, the executive director

of the Illinois Power Commission, is here to testify as
well. And we have two people fromthe Illinois Ofice
of Science and Research, the Illinois Departnent of

Nat ural Resources, Drs. Brian Anderson and Derek
Wnstanley, are here to talk as well.

So with those introductions, | would
ask if there is any elected officials or governnent
officials that would like to introduce thenselves for
purposes of the records that have not yet been

acknow edged.
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forward, unless any of the other Board nenbers have

anything they would like to say to wel cone the nenbers.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: kay. The order of
presentation today will be as follows: The Illinois
Commerce Conmission will present first, followed by the
II'linois Environnental Protection Agency and fol | oned
then by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources.
The presenters will not necessarily be
reading their pre-filed testinony verbatim However,
they will be providing detailed summaries of their
presentations.
At the conclusion of each presentation
I will sinply ask you to each subnit a copy of your
pre-filed testinony and any exhibits to the court
reporter so that they can be marked as exhibits and
attached to the transcripts of these proceedi ngs.
Do we have any questions before we get
started?
Ckay. We'll begin with the Illinois
Conmmer ce Conmmi ssion, M. Fisher.
MR FI SHER. Thank you. Good norning. Thank

you for the opportunity to offer ny comments today. W
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nane is Charlie Fisher. |'mthe executive director of
the Illinois Conmrerce Conm ssion. The Commi ssion, as
you know, regulates public utilities in Illinois

including the electric industry.
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In recent years, federal and state
| aws have required the Conmi ssion to oversee the
transition of electric, as well as natural gases, the
t el econmuni cati ons industry from nonopol y-based nar ket
structures to nuch nore conpetitive market structures.

The Conmi ssion consists of a chairnan
and four conmi ssioners appointed by the governor and
approved with the advice and consent of the Senate. By
law, the Commission jointly hires an executive
director, who is responsible for the supervision and
direction of the Conm ssion staff.

I would note at the outset that the ICC
as a body has not yet taken a position on any of the
i ssues that Governor Ryan has asked you to address and
that the comments are stated on ny own and they do not
necessarily represent the views of the Conm ssion or of
any individual commi ssioner. Wth that caveat, | do
hope that they are hel pful

I have been asked to offer some
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t hese proceedi ngs, by tal ki ng about how t he industry
has conme to this point and specifically why are so nmany
peaker plants being or ultimately being proposed to be

built inlllinois at this tine.
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I would like to first offer some genera
hi storical context. For nost of the 20th century, the
electric industry in the United States was thought best
to consist of natural nonopolies. Governnent agencies
desi gnat ed st ockhol der-owned conpani es to provide
electric service to the public within specific service
territories.

There are three nmajor conponents in
the provision of electricity to retail custonmers: The
generation of power; the transm ssion of power,
typically at high voltages fromgenerating plants
to substations; and third, the distribution of power,
typically at |ower voltages to hones and busi nesses.

For the nost part, the industry has been
vertically integrated, that is, public utilities owned
the assets for all three conponents.

W have, in fact, the national electric
transmssion grid. The large map on the left is a map

of that. FEach and every day, excess power generated by
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a conpany in one area nay, in fact, be sold and
del i vered over transmission lines to a conpany in
another area for resell to custoners in that utility's
service territory.

For the nost of that last century, these
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transactions were prinmarily nmade by regulated utilities
inthe interest of security and reliability of the grid.
The whol esal e sale and interstate transm ssion of power
was regul ated by the Federal Energy Regul atory
Conmmi ssi on

Di stribution of power fromthe electric
utility to the end-user custoner is regulated in each
i ndividual state by a public utility commssion, in
I1linois, by the Illinois Comrerce Conmi ssion

Electric utilities did not historically,
and do not today, have a total nonopoly on ownership of
generation, but there, in fact, was little devel opnent
of large-scal e i ndependent generation in this country
because the utilities controlled access to and
availability of the transmi ssion network. The price of
t he necessary transm ssion services was not conducive to
t he i ndependent generation of electricity.

The nodel for traditional regulation
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of electric utilities is seldoma regul atory bargain.
The essence of the bargain was that in exchange for
governnental |y granted nonopoly service territory, the
electric utility was obliged to serve all retai
customers without discrimnation and without delay at a

price set by the regul atory comm ssion during periodic
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cases whi ch becane known as rate cases.

Rates set in such proceedi ngs were
statutorily required to be, quote, just and reasonabl e,
unquote, both for the utility and for its custoners.
The basic theory was to allowthe utility to recover its
reasonabl e expenses as well as to provide a fair return
on the investnent.

Focusi ng nore specifically on the
state of Illinois, today we have nine investor-owed
conpanies that are certified as electric utilities. A
map on the far right shows that service territories in
the state of Illinois early in the last century split up
the state.

Commonweal th Edi son is the blue, serves
the -- serves the northern part of the state, and by
far, nost of the customers in the state of Illinois.
II'linois Power is the green area, serves many of the

urban areas in central and downstate Illinois. The
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yellow area is Central Illinois Public Service, its
historical nanme. It was nerged with the conpany that

provi des power in Mssouri and in the East St. Louis

area of Illinois two years ago. It is now
referred -- now known as AMEREN. The Peoria area
is the pink area and other parts of central Illinois is
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Certified Central Illinois Light Conpany or CClLCO

In addition, | should note that sone
cities, including conmonly the city of Springfield,
operates their own electric utility and sone areas of
the state are served by electric co-ops, which are, in
fact, owned by their custoners.

For the first two-thirds of the 20th
century, rate cases generally resulted in a gradua
lowering of prices as utilities enjoyed the
ef ficiencies of technol ogical inprovenents and
econom es of scale. Cenerating plants were built
by each utility in anticipation of growth in
demand for electric power to neet their obligation to
serve.

In some circunstances, utilities chose
not to build their own generating plants, but to inport

excess power fromother utilities when doing so was, in
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In the '70s and ' 80s, things changed.
Unexpectedly higher costs associated with buil ding and
operating nuclear plants resulted in significant

increases in the price of electricity for custoners of

those utilities which chose to invest in nuclear power.

Qher utilities faced varyi ng degrees

L. A REPORTING (312) 419-9292

of increasing costs to conply with air pollution
standards and to keep up with general price inflation
As a result, while the retail price of electric power
varied anong utilities across the country and here in
IlIlinois, there were significant price increases for
nost customers.

The price increases of the 1980s set the
stage for significant change in governnent regul atory
policy at both the federal and the state |evels.

At the federal |evel, Congress enacted the Energy
Policy Act of 1992 nmaki ng a nunber of changes in
nati onal energy policy.

O greatest interest, for purposes of
our discussion today, the new | aw gave the Federa
Energy Regulatory Conmission -- |I'Il refer to themas

FERC -- clearly -- clear authority to require public

21

utilities owning transm ssion lines to nmake those |lines
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avai l abl e to whol esal e narket partici pants who wi shed to
nove electricity fromone part of the grid to another
This is generally call ed whol esal e wheel i ng.

Fol | owi ng t hese changes to FERC
policy -- federal policy, the FERC issued its | andmark
order referred to as Order No. 888 in 1995. (Order 888

required electric utilities to inplement open access,
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whi ch nmeans that access to the transmission grid had to
be -- had to be provided to any generator that wanted to

provi de power.

Maybe | can give an exanple. |If
access -- if a generator in Chio, for exanple, wanted
to, in fact, provide power to Illinois, to custoners in
-- toautility inlIllinois, it probably would -- it

would in turn supply to those custoners the generator
and woul d have to buy transm ssion authority fromthe
utilities in Chio and utilities in Indiana and the --
they didn't have to provide that to them before.

As a result of this order, they, in
fact, had to provide it and have provided it at
a fair price. This econonmically attractive
possibility, in effect, spurred non-utility

entrepreneurs to build new generating plants to
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At the retail level, industria
custoners, who were faced with increasing internationa
conpetition in the late '80s and early '90s, strove to
cut costs including energy costs. Sone | ooked |ongingly
at the price of whol esal e power conpared to the retai
prices they were paying to their utility. They went to

their state capitols requesting the right to purchase
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power on the open whol esal e market. Significant changes
in state regul ation happened first in California, then
in Pennsylvania, and other states.

In late 1997, the Illinois Electricity
Choi ce Law was enacted. Anong ot her objectives, this
| aw was i ntended to spur innovation and drive down
prices through conpetition anong Illinois' traditiona
utilities and to attract new conpetitive power suppliers
to the state.

Wil e the FERC s openi ng of the
transmssion grid to greater whol esal e power
transacti ons through Order 888 was a nmjor inpetus to
the conpetitive generation of electricity, the Illinois
Deregul ation Law added to the economic attracti veness of
non-utility generation

But perhaps even nore of a factor in the
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i ncreased peak demand for power. The remarkable
econom ¢ expansi on of the past several years, coupled
with the proliferation of electronic devices in our
honmes and of fices, has increased the overall denmand for
electricity.

Whi | e basel oad capacity renains

adequate to neet base demand, peaki ng capacity has not
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expanded to keep up with increasing peak denand. As an
exanpl e, one day last July, July 30th, | believe, Conkd
set a new peak demand of 21,243 nmegawatts. Now, the
previous -- the previous peak in the 19,000s was 2, 000
nmegawatts nore, 10 percent nore than what had been set
in the previous precedi ng peak year

Usual |y, when you see a change in peak
it's at one percent, nmaybe a half of a percent. Wen
you see a 10 percent change in one year, it was quite
phenonenal . For your information, a nmegawatt of power
serves approximately 500 hones at tinmes of peak demand.
The m dwest al so experienced two very
warm sumers in 1998 and 1999. UWilities throughout the
region had to pay very high prices for whol esal e power

on peak demand days during those sunmers. Those prices
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attract new peaker plant devel opnent. Natural gas has
becone the fuel of choice for peaker generators.
Peakers are typically powered by gas-fired turbines,
simlar in design, as you' ve heard, to aircraft jet
t ur bi ne engi nes.

As a matter of conparative econonics,
the | ast | east cost energy plan filed by ConEd with the
Conmi ssion was in 1996. Before that, the requirenent

was di scontinued with the 1987 Choice Act, identified

L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292

25
conbustion turbines as the | east cost alternative for
construction of peaking capacity.

Modern gas-fired conbustion turbines
cost about $400 per kilowatt of generating capacity
whereas new coal -fired plants are estimted to cost
about $1, 600 per kilowatt of generating capacity, and a
nucl ear generating plant costs between $2,000 and $5, 000
per kilowatt of generating capacity.

During the '70s and '80s, federally
i mposed restrictions on building gas-fired generation
exi sted because of perceived tightness in natural gas
supply. These restrictions had been renoved. However,
a nunber of factors have conbi ned to enhance the
econom ¢ attractiveness of gas-fired generation

including lower natural gas prices in the '90s --
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however, it's not the case as we speak this sumer;
i nproved efficiency of gas-fired generation units; and
t he ease and speed of construction of gas-fired
generation plants.

Al t hough the cost of natural gas has
risen, as | nentioned, the push for gas-fired
gener ation does not appear to have danpened. The
appar ent environnmental consequences of gas-fired

generation as conpared to coal-fired generation in the
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absence of stigma and high costs associated with
nucl ear plants has also contributed to the increased
econom c desirability of gas-fired generation

Furt hernore, peakers are very flexible
internms of their operating schedules. They can easily
be turned on and off as demand rises and falls. | got
to personally see one operated by Municipal Wilities of
Springfield that can be turned off and on by the
internet without actually having soneone there. Their
relatively |ow capital cost permits themto provide high
capacity to sell into the nmarket for short periods of
time when the market prices reflect peak demand.

Just as Illinois is arail and air hub

many of the major natural gas pipelines termnate in or
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otherwi se may be available to provide service to the
state. The mddle nap shows the natural gas pipeline in
the state and nmany of those which go into the Chicago
ar ea.

In addition to ready access to fue
sources, electrical generating plants requires access to
significant transni ssion capacity to nove its product
t hrough the market. The closer a conbustion turbine
peaker is to a natural gas supply and electric

transm ssion lines, the | ess expensive it is to bring it
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on-1line.

Public resistance to new power plant
lines, transmssion |lines, has reduced the
attractiveness of construction of those |lines as
a way to increase power availability.

Wi le the FERC s order guaranteed open
whol esal e access to utility transm ssion |ines, open
access has a price. Under the current FERGC- approved
transm ssion tariffs, longer transm ssion haul s cost
nore. For the use and the power, the nore it costs the
conpany that is selling the power.

I would like to briefly address two
ot her subjects, if | could. One, for decades, electric

utilities would cone to the Commission, Illinois
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Commer ce Conmi ssion, requesting the authority to grant
new -- to construct new generating plants in specific
sites.

Uilities sought a certificate of public
conveni ence and necessity for a new plant when they
were required to denonstrate at that tine an econonic
need for the additional generating capacity. A lot of
econom ¢ nodel s forecasting of the demand for power were
admtted into that record. |If they did, and the ICC

granted the authority, including its required em nent
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domai ne, non-utility generators did not have to request
such authority, either before or after the '97 | aw

Provisions of the Illinois |aw
addressing -- siting of electric generating facilities
have not changed. What has changed obviously is that
utilities thenselves are no longer primarily trying to
build these plants. They're nowtrying -- they are now
trying to be built by the -- by the private sector
outletting utility industry. The FERC s order opened
the interstate systemto wi der access and made
non-utility generation econonmically attractive over
short di stance.

One final point | want to touch upon
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which is a concern, | think, in part brought on by what
is going on elsewhere in the country which has to do

with the price of retail power, retail price of power in

[11inois.

The 1997 restructuring |law froze the
rates for -- for base rates for custoners at the 1996
level. They are, in fact, frozen here in Illinois

t hrough the year 2004 under that law. That is
associ ated with many ot her conponents of the | aw that
are referred to technically in the law as the transition

peri od.
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Sonme of those rates in 1996, had al ready
been in effect for a nunber of years. During the
period that the utility rates had been frozen to date,
whol esal e el ectric power prices throughout the country
and the m dwest have been rising and it is anticipated
that those prices will continue to rise if, in fact, the
power supply in the country and in the area does not
keep pace with the demands for electricity.

At the begi nning of 2005,
anticipate -- we anticipate Illinois utilities
that -- that are authorizing the lawto be permitted to
adjust the rates and they will conme into the Conm ssion

to request to do that to reflect the whol esale price of
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power that is in place at that tine, and as a result,
given -- if this were to happen today, there would, in
fact, probably be great argunments made to increase the
cost of electrical -- of retail power here in the state
of Illinois.

Therefore, as policynmakers address
numerous issues related to the current boomin peaker
pl ant construction, | -- they should be aware of, in
fact, the need for reliable portfolio of electric power
supply sources that are adequate to neet denand.

I'd be happy to answer any questi ons
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and to admit nmy coments and attach themafter to the
record if that would be appropriate.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  That woul d be fi ne.
Your comments are so admitted. |If you would, just pass
them down to the court reporter so she can nmark them

MR FI SHER. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Thank you. Wuld the
Board nenbers and the Board's technical unit like to ask
any questions of M. Fisher at this tine?

MS. KEZELI'S: | have a question

Thank you, M. Fisher, for com ng here

today. Can you generally describe for the record the
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regul atory framework for natural gas as it exists today?

MR FISHER  Natural gas -- the natural gas
industry is -- is in addition regulated at the federa
| evel by the Federal Energy Regul atory Conmi ssion and at
the state -- the individual state |levels by a public
utility comm ssion better known as the Illinois Comerce
Conmi ssi on.

The natural gas industry was, in fact,

at the whol esal e | evel de-regulated in the 1980s.
In fact, the -- the nodel for the actions by the
Federal Energy Regul atory Conmi ssion was based on

actions they had taken which proved to be very
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successful in the 1980s. They regulate the transfer of
gas through pipelines -- through interstate pipelines
t hroughout the country and, in fact, is a very
conpetitive market. The prices of gas have cone down.

| think today roughly between 40 and 50
percent of the custoners in the state of Illinois --
retail custoners in the state of Illinois buy their gas
not froma utility, but from another provider. Excuse
me. Forty to 50 percent of the gas, not of the
custoners itself.

At the state level, the gas industry

is -- has been regulated, as | said, traditionally in



13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

10

11

the judicial process in the electric industry.
Currently, we have had sonme pilot projects that
have gone around the state where custoners -- where
individual utilities are allow ng certain nunbers of
custoners and types of custoners to, in fact, try to
provide -- buy gas at the retail |evel through
conpetitive suppliers.

Just |ast week, NICOR filed a proposa

with the Comm ssion to open up the market for al

of their custoners in the state of Illinois, which is
about half the -- half of the gas conpanies in the
state of Illinois.
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M5. KEZELI'S: Thank you.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG M. Fisher, can you explain
what, if any, role the Commerce Conmi ssion now plays in
keeping track of what Illinois' energy needs are,
specifically to the state?

MR FISHER The conmi ssion -- the conm ssion
prior to the '97 restructuring | aw had a formal
responsibility to have filed by each individual utility
what was called a | east cost of planning, and basically
it was a 20-year forecast of power demand.

The ' 97 | aw t ook away that requirenent
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from-- fromthe utilities and, therefore, there is not
a formal role for the Comrission at this point in terns
of the overall -- looking at the overall generation

| would say that in ny tenure of the
Conmi ssion, in 1998 -- the '98/'99 sumers were very
hot and there was extraordi nary pressures on the system
and we have worked very closely to staff of the
Conmi ssion -- the Conm ssion has held several hearings
-- with the utilities nonitoring the generation of
power .

When nucl ear plants were down in 1998,
in 1999, because of operating concerns fromthe Nucl ear

Regul at ory Conmi ssion, there was a | ot of pressure
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there.

Ri ght now, we are nonitoring the
devel opnent of both the existing plants in terns of
their operating, looking at the existing life. One
issue that's -- that we're looking at right nowis the
-- each of the nuclear power plants in the state have a
licensed life at the NRC

The question is whether or not the NRC
woul d consi der | engthening those lives. Nuclear power
had gone through -- gone through a very interesting

cycle. It was -- it was originally going to be
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individually nmetered. It turned out to be nore
expensi ve than was thought. The plants had, you know,
a lot of trouble with operating.

Right now, the plants in Illinois are
bei ng operated at an efficient rate, better than they
even have in -- in at |least 10 years, if not |onger
And so sone of the nuclear plants on the east coast
have, in fact, already applied to -- applied to the NRC
to lengthen those -- the ternms of that.

But in answer to your question
specifically, there is not a fornal statutory role to
continue | east cost planning, but we are, in fact,

continuing to look at the denmand for power and supply of
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power .
CHAl RVAN MANNI NG Thank you.
MS. KEZELIS: | have one question, if | may,
M. Fisher.

You testified generally about a
de-regul ation of the electric unit and the base rates
were frozen until the end of 2004.

Can you briefly describe for the record
what happens in 2005 under the laws currently in place,

and what role, if any, peakers would play in that so we
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can continue to build or not? Can you expand upon that?

MR FISHER Well, what will happen is that the
utilities, |I would suspect, sonetinme in 2004, will file
with the Commi ssion a proposal to adjust their rates to
reflect current costs and these are the rates that are
for delivery of power primarily. The -- and so what
that will -- will be reflective of what the cost of
power is at that tinme.

The cost of power is sinply a function

of supply and demand. As we're seeing right now, we
had -- we have kind of an ironic situation, the |ast
two winters have been very mld, which as a result, the
natural gas industry has cut back on exploration and

di scovery of new gas supplies. W're now going into a
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winter and | ooking at a very high priced -- |o0oking at
probably very high prices for natural gas as a result of
t hat because -- just to neet normal demand.

The situation we have throughout the
country in the California area this sunmer, they're
havi ng extrene heat and, therefore, facing sone
difficulties with situation

They, in fact, de-regulated their --

t hey have taken on a different approach to

de-regul ation than we have and as a result, sone of
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that -- sonme of those costs of whol esal e power, in
fact, is being passed on directly to the retai
custoners and there has been sone feedback fromthe
public about it.

MS. KEZELIS: Ckay.

MR FLEMAL: Ckay.

You nentioned that there has been an increase in
t he peak demands over the | ast several years that has
been a thousand negawatts. Has there been a simlar
change in the base-load denand?

MR FISHER Base-|oad denmand has al so
i ncreased, yes, over that period of tinme. It -- one of
the things that's interesting, and | don't have the

direct statistics, but there was a report done by the
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Federal Energy Regul atory Conmi ssion follow ng the price
spi kes in the sunmer of 1998.

One of the observations that they nmade

was that in the midwest, the -- the demand for
electricity over the '90s, had grown at a rate faster
than the rate in the nation as a whole and nuch faster
than the rate on the coast. |I'mjust reflecting again
t he econony expansion that occurred during that tine

decade.
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MR FLEMAL: Have the state utilities been able
to neet that increase in base-load denand?
MR FISHER |In base-load demand to date, yes.
MR FLEMAL: But not peak?
MR FI SHER  Wen the plants are operating,
whi ch they are today.
We did have a situation in 1990 to 1998,
I think in 1999, when the najor utilities in the state
because, as | nentioned, nucl ear power plants were not
operating due to NRC concerns, that the utilities were
i mporting substantial anounts of power and -- but that
is not the case today.
In fact, in the sunmer of 2000, the
m dwest and in general, Illinois specifically, when we

have had a few hot days, and they've been very limted
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this summer, have -- have had plenty of excess in
reserves

MR FLEMAL: You used a phrase in your comments
that there is a need for a reliable portfolio of
el ectrical power supply sources. | take it you're
including in there as one of the portfolio elenents the
peaker plant, the peaker power source?

MR FISHER | think -- yes. | think it's --

yes. | guess | don't have any particular -- the
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Conmi ssi on doesn't have any particul ar preference

of one power source over another, but | think it is

i mportant that the demand for power be considered

as part of the equation when you are trying to decide
your -- you're trying to address your issues.

MR, FLEMAL: Does t he Comm ssi on have any
information on the projected magni tude peak demand? Is
that -- is the peak demand going to grow and at what
nmagni t ude?

MR FISHER W -- as | said, we no -- we're no
I onger required to go through this process of |east cost
planning. So there is -- there is no formal forecast of
that, but we, in fact, have been working with -- working
with utilities intrying to look at this issue in an

i nformal basi s.
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But so I guess the answer to your
question do we have a fornal estinmate of what peak
demand is going to be in Illinois tw years, five years
fromnow, not at this time, we do not. But it is -- it

i s somet hing obviously of great interest to us.
M5. KEZELIS: |Is that arole that is partially
pl ayed for the m dwest area?

MR FISHER There is an organi zati on -- again,
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you can kind of see on the map here. There is an
organi zation that is, in fact, responsible for
reliability of the mdwest. There are several of these
organi zations throughout the United States.

One of the things that we're -- and, in
fact, that is their job on a full day, |ong-termbasis
and on a daily basis is to manage the fl ow of power.

Power, you know, when -- there has been
a lot of heat in the south. There has been a |ot of
power flow ng from M nnesota and Illinois down to the
southern states and that is controlled through MAI N

The -- one of the things that is going
on today is that there is a change, again part of the --
what is going on at the federal level, that the order --
the traditional organizations such as MAIN are kind of

bei ng phased out in favor of these new i ndependent
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t ransm ssi on organi zati ons.
That is because MAIN has been prinarily

operating by utilities. It gets into that issue
nmenti oned before where the i ndependent power producers
want to be able to have independent access to the
transm ssi on networ k.

MR MELAS. M. Fisher, | would presune that

particularly this northeastern Illinois area, a
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significant portion of the baseload is satisfied
t hrough the use of the nuclear generator

What is the tinme frame when the NRCis
goi ng to be asking these plants to cease operation?

MR FISHER The -- | don't have the -- the
exact date of the expiration. | think the first one is
within the next 10 years. There is already a couple of
units that have already been, in effect, shut down, the
Dresden unit and the Zion unit.

But | woul d be happy to provide the --
provide the Board with the specific dates of the
licenses of all of these plants.

MR MELAS. Wll, are there any specific plans
bei ng promul gated now -- being nade now to repl ace the
power that these plants are generating as they go

off-1ine?
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MR FISHER There are -- there are no coal or
no nucl ear power plants under construction or
to my know edge, contenplated at this point. That is an
issue that we'll be dealing with in the com ng decade
MR MELAS: Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:.  Just for the record,

do want to note MAIN that was referred to earlier
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stands for Md Anerica |Interconnected Network, for any
of you who mi ght not know and for the court reporter
MR FI SHER  Thank you.
MR RAO M. Fisher, do you have any
i nformation about how rmuch energy is inported into
II'linois and how nmuch energy is sent fromutilities in
IIlinois to other states?
MR FISHER The -- | don't have -- we --
for purposes of sumer planning and so forth, we have
i nformati on provided to us by the individual utilities.
| do not have the specific information in the aggregate.
It is possible that that information
is available through the Federal Energy Regul atory
Conmi ssion and 1'd be happy to research that for you
and to provide that.
Increasingly, we're finding that the

i nformati on which generally used to be very publically
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avai |l abl e about transacti ons of power here and there is
the -- the industry itself doesn't want that to be
avai | abl e, because that, in fact, gives a conpetitive
advantage to your conpetitors. But to the extent that
that information is available, 1'd be happy to get it
and provide it to the Board.

MR RAO Thank you. And on Page 3 of your
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pre-filed testinony, you referred to electricity choice
law. Would it be possible for you to provide a citation
to this law for the record?

MR FISHER | will be happy to do so.

MR RAO Thank you very nuch.

M5, MCFAVWN.  You were tal king about
forecasting. How accurate is forecasting for demand
peak and base-1oad where before in 1997, that
requi renent for the I CC was renoved?

MR FISHER | guess the forecast that -- the
| ong answer to your question is that ina -- in the
early period of the '60s and the '70s, the forecast for
demand was forecasted to increase at about a six
percent rate on annual basis. That didn't happen

That -- and -- and as a result for a

period of tinme in the 1980s, we had an excess capacity

of power here in the state of Illinois.
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The forecasts that were made in the early '90s and the
| ast forecasts that were made in the md '90s have
proven to be generally for base-load demand
are general ly accurate.
V5. MCFAVWN: Did they foresee the peak demand

that you referenced in your testinony?
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MR FISHER No, they did not. That was
not -- that was not projected. The -- part of that is,
in fact, too, in 1998 -- |'ve learned a | ot about the
weat her in this position.

In 1998 and 1999, we had two of the
hottest sumers certainly in the decade and -- and, in
fact, in our workings with Commobnweal th Edi son over the
| ast year, we have been debating the i ssue about how
they should design their overall system not just the
generation, but also the distribution in terns of what
is, in fact, the appropriate tenperature.

Traditionally, the tenperature was set

at a 95-degree level. Now -- they are now redesi gni ng
it for 99. A forecast | sawfromthe -- froma US.
gover nnent agency readi ng about the century -- about the

t enper ature changi ng over the com ng century, it
suggests maybe we should sit down and tal k sone nore,

SO.
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M5. MCFAWN  You had mentioned al so that
transm ssion tariffs nmakes | onger transm ssions nore
costly. Could you el aborate on that?
For instance, what |'m wondering about
in connection with that statenment is what are those

tariffs and will they -- howwill they affect building
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peaker pl ants?

MR FISHER The tariffs were filed with the
Federal Energy Regul atory Conm ssion and basically the
tariff -- when you pass -- it's kind of like toll roads.
When you try and pass your power froma site that is in,
for exanple, fromChio to Illinois, you' re going through
several different utility conpanies, each of which owns
the individual transm ssion |ines.

So you're required by the tariffs filed

by those utilities to pay -- to pay, in effect, a cost
to those. One of the things that is being | ooked at
today is the idea of establishing through these
i ndependent transm ssion organi zati ons a way of avoi di ng
that what is referred to as pancaking of rates to try
to figure out a way -- try to figure out a way of
reduci ng the overall costs for purposes of
transm ssion. And |'mnot sure | answered your

guesti on.
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M5. MCFAWN:  But you expl ained how it works for
nme. Right now, do the tariffs discourage |ong hau
transm ssion or encourage it?
MR FISHER | think they encourage it nore

than they used to. | think that independent power
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producers -- and | understand you will hear from sone of
them-- would argue that the -- that there is a need for
nore changes in the -- at the federal |evel

M5. MCFAWN:  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Any ot her questions?

M5. MCFAWN: | have one question

MR FI SHER  Sure.

Ms. MCFAWN. | don't know if you can answer it
or not. |'ve also heard there was sone di scussi on about
a natural gas pipeline across Lake Mchigan. Wuld the
I CC regul ate that or be involved in that decision
maki ng?

MR FISHER No. The pipeline that is being

proposed woul d be outside of the state of IlIlinois,
first of all. It goes, as | understand, fromlndiana to
Wsconsin, and it would be -- it's a Federal Energy

Regul at ory Conmi ssion, because it's an interstate
pi pel i ne, they would be the ones that would have to --

that woul d have to sign off on that.
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If the -- the Illinois Conmerce
Conmi ssion citing responsibilities are -- do have -- we
had a situation a couple of years ago where there was a
proposal to build an oil pipeline from Canada to the

Joliet refinery by the Lake Head Conpany. They cane to
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t he Conmi ssion requesting em nent domain authority
before the public -- for the Conmission to find it was
in the public interest.

The Conmi ssion had hearings on that and
deci ded not to grant em nent domain authority for that
particular line, but I understand the line is in fact,
bei ng built anyway, just not as straight as it was
originally proposed.

M5. MCFAWN: | nteresting.
HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Anyt hing el se?

Ckay. | do want to note on the record
that the Conmerce Commission did file their pre-filed
testinmony yesterday along with the notion to file
instanter. Just for the record, the notion to file
instanter is granted.

Thank you, M. Fisher.

MR FI SHER  Thank you.
HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: (Ckay. At this point

we' Il ask the representatives fromthe Illinois
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Envi ronnental Protection Agency to step forward to the
witness table, the presenter's table.
W'll go off the record for a few

m nutes and | et them set up.
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(OFf the record.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Wiat we're going to do
with the Environnental Protection Agency is ask that
each of the presenters today of fer and nake their
presentation to the Board and then when all the
presentati ons have been conpleted, then we will address
our questions to the panel.

Ckay. Pl ease proceed.

MR, PH LLI PS: Good norning. Madam Chai r man
Manni ng, Madam Hearing O ficer, ny nanme is Scott
Phillips. I'man attorney with the Illinois
Envi ronnental Protection Agency.

This norning, the Agency will be
presenting testinony --

THE COURT REPORTER: | can't hear you. Please
speak into your m crophone.

MR PH LLIPS: This norning, the Agency will be
presenting testinony fromseven witnesses. Qur first
witness will be Director Thomas Skinner. CQur second

witness will be Christopher Ronaine fromthe Bureau of
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Air. The third witness will be Robert Kaleel fromthe
Bureau of Air. The fourth witness will be Geg Zak from
the Illinois EPA Noise Program Qur fifth witness wll

be Stephen Nightingale fromthe Bureau of Water. The
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sixth witness will be Tom Marvel fromthe Bureau of

Wat er presenting testinony on groundwater issues. And
our seventh witness will be Todd Marvel fromthe Bureau
of Land.

We have two group exhibits that | would
like to get identified, marked, and into the record so
we don't have to worry about those later on

The first is Illinois Environnental
Protection Agency Group Exhibit 1, which consists
of the seven witten pre-filed testinony that we
submitted to the Board and I'Il hand those to the court
reporter at this tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: They will be so
adm tted.

MR PH LLIPS: The second group exhibit will be
-- consists of the 20 exhibits that the Agency has
already pre-filed with the Board and | believe those
exhibits will be or are currently available on the
Board's website as well. So | will hand those to the

court reporter at this tine.
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HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Exhibit 2 is al so
adm tted.

MR PHLLIPS: | would also |ike to note that
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before we begin, there is just a correction on sone
nunbers that were in Director Skinner's testinony
regardi ng the nunber of permt applications. W have
sone nore current information and thought we woul d
provide those at this tine.

There are pernit applications submtted
to the Agency for 46 sites. Twenty-nine permits have
been issued. There have been two withdrawals. One
permt application has expired and there are currently
18 permt applications pending for peakers. Sone of
these sites have nore than one pernit application that
is why the nunbers don't add up to the 29.

Di rector Skinner?

MR SKINNER: Good norning. 1'd like to thank
all of you for the opportunity to appear before you, if
for no other reason than the Agency has certainly been
taking the brunt of the peaker heat, so to speak, over
the course of the last 18 nonths, and it's nice to have
someone to share the pure pleasure with, | guess.

To those menbers of the audi ence who

don't often visit this particular building and thought
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or made the statenent that we were having this coo
sunmer here, | would al ways wel cone you to the State of

Illinois Center.
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Because the transcript does not always
reflect attenpts at hunmor, |I'mgoing to forego the
obligatory joke on behalf of the Environnental
Protecti on Agency for another peaker plant in the air
conditioning systemin this building. Besides that's
inmplicating, I would hate to have the videotape be
pl ayed at a later date.

You have before you or in your offices
ny full witten testinony as well as the witten
testinony of ny colleagues up here with ne. | don't
intend to read that testinony verbatiminto the record
here today. You'll be even happier to know that ny nore
technically oriented coll eagues do not intend to read
their testinony into the record either. Instead, we're
going to provide you with sunmari es.

One of the things you probably noticed
inthe witten testinony is that we have not really
nmade any reconmmendations with regard to peaker plants.
And to the extent that it was possible not to do so, we
really haven't offered opinions with regard to peaker

i ssues up to this point.
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W did that quite intentionally. W

wanted to provide you with sone sort of background on
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peakers and the facts of the situation to the extent
that we had themin our possession

On the other hand, having said that,
we're nore than happy to take questions and in
adherence to the policy set by the hearing officer,
we'll be glad to take those questions after we've all
said our peace, | guess. W'Il be glad to offer you our
opinions if you want our opinions. Sone of us are
probably nore easier than others to offer those
opi nions, but if you ask us a question, we'll be glad to
answer it.

What 1'Il also do this norning in
addition to giving you a brief overview of peakers, is
to provi de sone conments as well on what I'Il call |oca
I and use and citing issues related to peaker
facilities. And I'mgoing to offer that perspective
fromnmy current position as director of the Illinois
Envi ronnental Protection Agency, but | will admt to
you up front that those -- that that perspective will
probably be col ored by ny experiences both as an
elected local official and in ny fornmer life as an

attorney who represented, at various times, folks on
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both sides of citing issues. So you can filter it

yourselves, | guess, but I'lIl try to give you a --
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real ly one prospective on |ocal citing.

In the past year and a half, you guys
have seen a nunber, and it's an increasing nunber
of permts, for what we call peaker power plants or
natural gas-fired power facilities. W seemto get
nore every day. The current total is, as Scott said,
46. Sonetinmes we say 50. Sonetines we say 42. It
really depends on how you interpret what a facility is
and facilities are often made up of specific units.

Scott gave you the nunbers as to
i ssuance and withdrawal of the various permts. You
know, please note that ny conments are going to be
directed specifically at natural gas-fired peaker power
plants, which is the subject of, as | understand it, of
t hese proceedi ngs.

Peakers operate only during peak demand
situations such as on hot sumer days when residentia
and commerci al usage of electricity creates nore demands
than the baseload plants that exist in IlIlinois nake
avai | abl e.

| -- one of the things | found in the

time that 1've been in ny current position is that |
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have a series of regul ar correspondents, whether they be
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fromstate governnent or fromthe citizens of the state
at large, and one of ny somewhat regul ar correspondents
wote to ne a while back and said, in essence, in
tal ki ng about peaker plants, you know, the probl em since
deregul ation is that nobody is regul ating these
facilities.

It really caused nme to stop and think
about it. | found it kind of funny in a way, the way it
was put, juxtaposing the de-regulation with the
regul ation. | understand what he was driving at, and
have to say that to sone extent, | disagree with that.
These facilities are regulated. They are regul ated by
our Agency, but they are regulated only with our Agency
and with regard to certain issues, largely related to
air, and as we'll hear from Christopher Ronaine in a
l[ittle while, the Bureau of Air does sone extensive
revi ews when we get a peaker application

The various technical and policy issues
with regard to peaker plants can be conplex and there is
a lot of opinion onthis. 1It's a devel oping situation,
but | can tell you that fromthe Agency's perspective,
froma regul atory standpoint right now, based on our

given authority, it is fairly straightforward.
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In the broadest sense, we categorize it
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as three basic principals that we inplenent at this
point. Nunmber one is that no pernit shall be issued
for the construction of a peaker plant unless the
permt applicant proves that the facility will not

vi ol ate existing environnental |aws and regul ati ons.

The second principal is peaker plants
nmust be constructed and operated in full conpliance
with their permts and in full conpliance with existing
envi ronnental |aws and regul ati ons.

And third, that based on our grow ng
experi ence and know edge regarding these facilities, we
as an agency are in the process of regularly
reeval uating the standards that exist out there right
now in order to nmake sure that we're adequately
protecting human health and the environnent and
mai nt ai ni ng consistency with the national air quality
standards. Now, | want to touch on each of those
principals fairly briefly this norning.

Wth regard to the first principle,
conpliance with existing laws and regul ations wth
regard to the environnment, all peaker plants require air
em ssion pernits in order to construct and operate from

our Agency. Peakers nust pass air em ssions and
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therefore they're required to cone to the state and to
the Illinois EPA

Dependi ng on the characteristics of
the particular project, some peaker plants require
permits fromour Bureau of Water as well if they have
di scharge, water discharge. W would consider what is
commonly referred to as SPDS permt.

G oundwat er wit hdrawal issues, which
can exist with regards to sone types of peaker
facilities, are sonewhat A different animal. Rick Cob
fromour Bureau of Water will tal k about that
alittle bit. W do not have authority right now over
the ground | eak withdrawal of groundwater, groundwater
consunption of Illinois.

As you all are all too aware, | guess,
Section 39(a) of the Environnental Protection Agency
states that, quote, it shall be the duty of the Agency
to issue a pernit upon proof by the applicant that the
facility will not cause violation of the act or of
regul ations, unquote, pronul gated thereunder

When we receive an application for a
permt to construct a peaker or for any structure for
that matter, we review the application to determ ne

whet her the proposal will conply with applicable state
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and federal |aws and regul ati ons.

Where the pernit application does not
prove conpliance and where the applicant cannot or
chooses not to correct the problem we deny the pernit.

VWhere the permt application indicates
conpliance, on the other hand, by |aw, we have to issue
the permt. However, we nmay and we often do include in
the permt conditions that Ilimt, to some extent,
certain aspects of the operation of the project such as
t he nunber of hours that the equi pnent nmay operate or
the parts per nillion of the em ssion or discharge of a
pollutant into the anbient environnent. Al of this is
i ntended to ensure conpliance with applicable state and
federal |aws and regul ati ons.

Public participation is an inportant
part of our permt process and that's particularly true
with regard to peakers. A nunber of residents of the
localities where it is independent power producers
sought to build new peakers have expressed their
opposi tion, have expressed it el oquently and may have
even expressed it loudly at tines.

Concerns raised included em ssions from
peaker plants, the inpact of those enissions on |oca

air quality, inpact on regional air quality, the inpact
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of those emi ssions on their health, and our
interpretation and application of the regul ations
providing for permtting of these. Qur testinony
in these proceedings will address these concerns.

In addition, menbers of the public
have al so rai sed other |and use issues, what |
woul d term perhaps environnentally rel ated, but
not environnental issues such as esthetics of the
proposed facilities, local zoning, citing, affect
on property values and issues of that sort. | wll
touch on those issues briefly inalittle while as
wel | .

The second principal you may recall is
t hat peaker plants nust be constructed and operated in
full conpliance with their pernmits and full conpliance
with environmental |aws and regul ations. To further
this objective, we have inspectors and ot her conpliance
personnel who investigate possible violations. |If we
find violations at a facility, we can tell the facility
to correct themand if appropriate, we refer the nmatter
to the Ofice of the Attorney General for the state of
II'linois for prosecution and for a civil penalty.

Odinarily, unless a particular

conpliance problemis identified of a peaker, we would
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i nspect facilities of this type and of this size every
three years. 1In the interim we would anal yze the
quarterly data which is required to be submtted on
facilities operations.

However, because of the present nunber
of peakers appearing in lllinois in a relatively short
period of time, their relative proximty to residences
in some instances, we have decided as a policy natter to
conduct annual inspections rather than every three years
of each natural gas-fired peaker plant. This, we hope,
will allowus to identify and qui ckly address any
violations of permtting conditions and environnenta
laws and regs, and we will, of course, continue on a
quarterly basis to nonitor very closely the data that we
receive with regard to the ongoi ng operations of
any and all of these facilities.

The third principal | referred to
earlier is continual eval -- continual re-evaluation.
have to say over the past 18 nonths, we as an Agency,
and | as director have spent as nuch or nore tinme
dealing with peaker issues as any other single subject.

W understand and we understand very
clearly that there is significant concern anmong the

residents of Illinois and anong the fol ks who |ive near
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t hese proposed peakers about the air quality and health
effects that these facilities nay have. Now, after a
t hor ough anal ysi s of conputer runs and continuing that
anal ysi s and nodeling, we do not believe the plants that
have been proposed to date and pernitted represent
significant health or environnental threat.

However, as we gain additiona
experience with peakers, we will regularly re-evaluate
whet her the air requirenments provide protection of
heal th and environment, and be -- are consistent with
national air quality standards. |f and when we find the
existing requirenents are |acking, we either
adm nistratively address the problem if we have the
| egal authority to do so, or we will propose appropriate
regul atory changes to the Board or |egislative changes
to the Illinois General Assenbly.

As exanples of the first of those, since
January of this year, we have nmade two admi nistrative
changes in the way we revi ew peaker permts.

First, we have decided to hold public
heari ngs on each construction permt. This is not a
nmeasure that is required by |law. These proceedi ngs are
di scretionary but as -- we really wanted to -- |'ve had

nore inmportant acts that |'ve undertaken, but | have
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undertaken to exercise that discretion across the Board
with regard to peaker plants.

W now, as a matter of course, have a
hearing before we take final action on a pernit. That
hel ps us in two ways. Nunmber one, it allow us to
receive additional information that m ght not otherw se
be obtai ned and that sonetines does happen. And it also
al |l ows t he peaker devel opers, proposed operators, if you
will, and the Agency, to sone extent, to provide
additional information about the project and about our
process for permitting the project to the public and
specifically to residents in the area where the project
i s proposed.

The second change that we have
undertaken is that we require applicants of peaker
permits to performand subnmit for our review a
conpr ehensi ve anal ysis of the potential environnental
effects. 1In essence, it's nodeling the effect of the
proposed facility on air quality.

We require that this nodeling include
em ssions fromall major sources near the proposed
peaker source as well as all others proposed new
el ectrical generating plants in the area. Prior to

January of this year, this type of analysis was
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performed only on so called najor projects, a category
t hat nost of the peaker proposals do not fall.

Again, this change is not mandated
by law, but what we decided to do is institute that
requirenent and to require the information as an
addi ti onal safeguard and as an additional tool for us to
use to consider these applications.

Finally, on a related issue, the
effect on air quality of peakers, but also of other
simlar sources, in July of this year, as you all know,
we proposed a rule to the Board to reduce statew de
ni trogen oxi des, or N, fromelectrical generator
facilities anmong whi ch peaker plants are a subcategory.

This proposal was in response to US
EPA's call for state inplenentation plans requiring
significant reductions in enissions or the so called
NOX SIP call, an area in which Illinois, as a state,
has been the | eader nationw de anbong the states and has
put in a significant amount of work over the course of
the past five to 10 years.

Now, NOx is the main air pollutant
produced by these peakers. There are other em ssions,
but NOx is the predom nant em ssions. The portion of

the NOx SIP call applicable to peaker plants establishes
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caps on NOx em ssions fromelectrical generating units
or EGUs.

The owners and operators of these units
nmust relinquish an allowance for each ton of NOx
emtted between May 1st and Septenber 30th, usually
categori zed as the ozone season beginning in the year
2003.

If adopted, this rule will result in a
reduction of NOx enissions during the ozone season from
over 200,000 tons statewi de to | ess than 31,000 tons
statewi de, which I think by any neasure is a
significant inprovenent and you will certainly dimnish
overall the effect that NOx has on air quality in
[11inois.

Swi tching gears sonewhat, | promised to
tal k about |ocal |and use proposals and sitings earlier
and | would like to take the opportunity to do that.

As | nentioned during our public coment
peri od, we frequently receive comments regardi ng the
potential effect of peakers on things |ike aesthetics,
appearance, traffic, property values, things that the
folks in the local comunity would be expected to be
concerned about .

I will state first that the Agency is
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not authorized by state | aw to consider these types of
issues inits review of permt applications. These
types of land use issues are left to local units of
governnent. And while we attach tradition occasionally
to these air permts, we don't have the latitude to
i mpose conditions that are unrelated to air quality.

Now, while inportant, these types of
issues that | refer to historically have been |eft by
the legislature to the local units of government on the
basis that |ocal governnent better eval uates these
matters in determning its citizens preferences.

I"mparticularly sensitive to the
separation of local and state functions because in ny --
in addition to ny role at the Agency, | sit on the
village board in a conmunity north of Chicago, Lake
Bluff, and I know when | take ny state bureaucratic hat
off and put on ny village hat, the last thing | want and
the last thing nmy village wants is sone bureaucrat in
Springfield telling us how we have to use our |and, how
we have to spend our noney, or anything else for that
matter.

As a result of that experience, | -- as
| travel around to the various parts of the state,

tal king to groups and individuals with regard to peaker
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plants in other areas, | try to enphasi ze the power the
vote comunities currently do possess through | oca
zoning and | and use to control whether peakers can be
built.

| have tried to enphasize that the
Illinois EPA air permt to construct a peaker
pl ant does not supercede a |l ocal zoning |and
restrictive barriers. There are two separate issues,
two separate areas of responsibility. The fact that the
applicant may have net the air quality requirenent or
air emssion requirements with regard to peaker plants,
and, therefore, we issue a pernmt does not nean we've
addressed the local issues. That's left to the |ocals.

In establishing this docket, the Board
woul d I'ike to conment on the follow ng i ssues and t hat
is a specific issue. Should new or expandi ng peaker
pl ants be subject to citing requirenments beyond
appl i cabl e zoni ng requirenents.

By this question, | assume that the
Board was referring to what is commonly called the
SP172 or local citing process with regard to pollution
control facilities.

Qur Agency has no direct involvenent in

the actual SP172 hearing process. Those hearings are
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conducted locally. However, our role is essentially
limted to making sure that the permt applicant
subm ts approval of |ocal siting was obtai ned pursuant
to SP172.

We can, though, | think, provide the
Board with a summary of the circunstances that gave
rise to the existing state requirenents for siting that
are contained in the Environmental Protection Act and we
have, in fact, done that in the witten testinony that
we submitted

This summary, | hope, will provide a
useful context fromwhich you as Board nenbers can
eval uat e whet her peaker presents simlar issues to
pollution control facilities and whet her they address
warrant sections from beyond | ocal zoning.

What 1'Il do, | think, right nowis
provi de maybe a summary of the summaries as follows. |In
1981, the Environmental Protection Act was anended to
create the requirenment that permt applicants for a
pollution control facility rmust first obtain | oca
citing approval fromthe applicable unit of the |oca
governnent that is located within the nunicipality,
that is a special hearing panel of municipality, the

facility is located in an uni ncorporated area of the
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county, it would be a special hearing panel of
essentially the county board.

The concept of local siting | referred
to enbodied originally in Senate Bill 172. It was
| ater enacted into |aw on Novenber 12, 1981, but has
been in the industry, | think, comonly referred to as

SP172 since then.

Prior to 1981, the comments of | oca
authorities in Illinois were not binding on the state
and specifically were not binding under Illinois
Envi ronnental Protection Agency in the siting and
permitting of sanitary landfills and other pollution
control facilities such as transfer stations and
i nci nerators.

SP172 dranmatically changed that
scenario, or dramatically changed the permt process by
requiring the county or municipalities in which the
facility was | ocated to conduct hearings, specifically
on the proposed project in order to determ ne whether
the facility net certain enunerated statutory criteria.

The Agency may not issue devel opnent or
construction permts until those criteria are net and

local siting is obtained. SP172 resulted in division of
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| ocal governnent and the state.

The Agency itself acknow edged and
continues to acknow edge that it does not have the sane
degree of local |and use expertise that |ocal units of
governnent do. By splitting this authority, |oca
governnents and | ocal citizens could then determ ne
whet her a proposed facility is appropriate to their
specific area.

Section 397.2 of the act, which many of
you are fam liar, provides that local authorities are to
consider nine criteria in review ng applications for
siting approval.

Section 39.2(g) also provides siting
approval procedures, criteria and appeal procedures to
be followed. The local siting authority may develop its
own siting procedures, but only if those procedures are
consistent with the act and if they augnent or
suppl enent rather than supplant the existing state
requi renents.

The end result of placing 172 siting,
local siting's approval in their permtting issuing
process was to place |ocal governnment in the role of

nmaki ng all rel evant decisions regarding | ocation,
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siting approval process or through tradition zoning
or di nances.

Now, peakers are currently not subject
to SP172 because the natural gas-fired peaker plant
does not neet the definition in the statutes of a
pollution control facility. Natural gas used in the
peaker fashi on does not neet the definition of a waste.
Hence, the question of, as we sit here today, whether
t hey shoul d be subject to SP172 or sonething simlar.

Now, as | pointed out earlier, it's not
to say, though, that these facilities are exenpt or
preenpted fromany kind of restriction as to |and usage
because the nere fact that SP172 does not apply, does
not nean the | ocal zoning doesn't apply and does not
relieve the peaker applicant fromgoing to the | oca
community in order to assure that it is conpliant with
all necessary zoning approval s as were necessary in
obtaining either a special use pernmt or some other sort
of zoning changes fromthe | ocal governnent. The normal
zoni ng process still applies in these instances.

When |'ve nmade that |ocal control pitch

in various places to various groups, |'ve heard
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essentially two basic objections. The first is that

nost | ocal government are not sophisticated enough to
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undertake the necessary analysis with regard to these
peaker facilities.

The second is that if a peaker is
| ocated on the edge of town, residents of the adjacent
comunity do not have a neani ngful opportunity to inpact
its neighboring comunity's |and use deci sion

To offer an opinion in the first
i nstance, as to the forner, | disagree with al
due respect. Local governnments address the aesthetic
i ssues, traffic issues, property val ue issues every day.
To a large extent, that is what |ocal governnments are
there for, to kind of keep a large part of their
functi on.

Now, while |ocal comunities can
undertake air analysis separate fromthe air analysis
that we undertake if they so desire and can inpose, in
fact, through their |ocal process, stricter
requirenents, if they so desire, it is not necessary
that they do that. There is a logical splitter of
responsibility. The Agency is equipped to deal with
the statew de, regional and local air issues while

| ocal governnent can deal with the traditional |oca
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air issues.

On the other hand, there are instances
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where | think, in fact, communities have undertaken
these separate analysis. There's a current situation up
in Libertyville, Illinois. Wthin a facility up there,
there is an exanple where | think a great deal of tine
and noney has been expended by the |local comrunity in
attenpting to determ ne whether or not the facility is
desirable for themas a community and sone of what
t hey' ve undertaken is what | would describe as technica
anal ysis that sonetines is left to us, but obviously
sonetinmes it is undertaken by the |local community as
wel I .

As to the second objection, perceived
| ack of influence over existing government, | will
fully agree that this is a legitinmate issue and is
somet hing that the Board and perhaps the genera
assenbl y ought to consider.

However, it's also an issue that goes

beyond peaker plants. It's an issue that existed
in the SP172 context as well. |It's an issue that has
been -- there has been conpl aints about over the course

of time. Sone conmunities variably deal with it better
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t han ot hers.
Li bertyville is an exanple where fol ks

that |ive outside of the actual municipality of
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Libertyville had a fair anount of success in getting
their viewpoints across to the local bodies that are
goi ng to make those procedural -- those |and use
deci sions up there, but having said that, | think it is
an issue that deserves further consideration.
| think what 1'lIl do is stop there. |If

you have questions, |, of course, will be glad to take
them now, but Hearing Oficer Jackson being in charge
has decided to hold themoff and 1'Il take a breath and
turn it over to Chris Ronaine who is going to tal k about
air issues.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Before you start,
| just wanted to say we're probably going to take a
[ unch break around 12: 30 today. We'Il go ahead and get
started with the next witness now Cbviously, we won't
finish before Iunch.

Ckay. You may proceed.

MR ROVAI NE: Good norning. Thank you for
allowing ne to speak today. M nane is Christopher
Rormai ne. | have been manager of the utility unit

in the air permt section since 1998.
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The purpose of ny testinony is to assist
the Board in its inquiries by providing information on

the air pollution control aspects of peaker plants and
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em ssions pernmitting.

As chairman of the utility unit, |
oversee a staff of engineers who review all air
pol lution control pernit applications for electric
power facilities. This includes the review of
construction permt applications submtted for proposed
new power plants.

My tenure in the utility unit has
coincided with the influx of proposals for new natura
gas-fired power plants in Illinois, which apparently has
acconpani ed econoni ¢ deregul ati on of the generation of
electricity in the state.

| have assisted in the review of many
of these applications for these plants and have
participated in nost of the public hearings held
by the Bureau of Air on these projects.

Through nmy work with applications for
new peaker plants, | also have acquired a genera
famliarity with aspects of these plants unrelated to

air em ssions.
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The first point | want to make is that
peaker power plants are not a new phenonenon. There
are a snmall nunber of existing peaker power plants in

II'linois that have operated as needed to nmeet peak
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el ectric power denmands or provide energency power.

In this regard, electric power is
supplied by a mx of power plants. Economics dictates
this mx of generating capacity because the use of and
demand for electricity varies greatly dependi ng upon the
time of year and the tinme of day, and the power system
nmust have the capability to respond to this variation

This m x includes so-called basel oad
power plants and peaker plants. In fact, we can get
nore technical. People also refer to themin the
internmedi ate category referred to as cyclic power
pl ant s.

In any event, basel oad power plants
run around the clock, essentially day in, day out, at
relatively stable |evels of operation. These
are the | east expensive and nost efficient plants
to operate and include fewer coal-fired boilers and
nucl ear plants.

Cyclic power plants operate on a daily

cycle, tracking the daily cycle of power demand
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as it rises and falls during the day. These plants
i ncl ude sonme of the older plants and sone of the plants
specifically designed to interpret the steam and boil er

pl ant s.
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The peaker power plants have had a
critical place in the power supply systemas they have
operated to neet the demand for electricity when the
demand is at its highest.

In lllinois, this peak demand occurs
on hot sumer days due to the use of electricity
for air-conditioning.

The engi nes that are used in peaker
pl ants are the nost expensive to operate because they
use high cost natural gas, light oil. However, peaker
pl ants can be turned on and off very quickly, conpared
to steam power plants, which allows themto respond to
t he denmand in power.

As Director Skinner has already
i ndicated, what is newin Illinois is the |arge nunber
of peaker power plants proposed since md-1998,
coincidental with the econom c deregul ati on of power
generation in Illinois.

These plants are being proposed
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t hroughout the state, not only in rural areas where new
power plants were historically sited, but also in

devel oped and devel oping areas in the greater Chicago
netropolitan area.

In the Chicago area, sone plants are
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being sited for existing industrial |ocations, but many
have selected sites that are not in industrial areas and
m ght be best characterized as open, often close to
resi dential areas.

Mor eover, unlike existing peaker plants,
whi ch were devel oped by Illinois' historical electric
utilities like Illinois Power or Conmonweal th Edi son
nost of the new plants are being devel oped by conpanies
that are newto Illinois, who, as we understand it,
intend to sell power on the whol esal e power narket.

Thus, it is not clear whether al
this additional generating capacity is needed to neet
| ocal needs or that proposed plants are being devel oped
at the nost appropriate |ocations.

At the sanme tinme, it is inmportant to
note that there are certainly new peaker projects that
are being proposed by our historic utilities. Like the
exi sting peaker plants, sone of these projects are

occurring at or adjacent to existing coal-fired power
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pl ant s.

At the sane tinme, there are certainly
some nucl ear power plants that are being proposed by
our historical utilities. Like these peaker plants,

sorme of these projects are occurring at or adjacent to
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exi sting peaker power plants.

Sone doctrines are appropriate on what
these units are when they al ready use gas turbines.
These units are nore commonly known as jet engines.
They're al so technically known as conbustion turbines.

Sinply speaking, a gas turbine is a
rotary internal conbustion engine with three mgjor
parts. | think sonebody has an overhead for ne
at this point.

The three parts are the air conpressor
burners, or conbustion chanber and a power turbine. W
have di agram on the overhead. There is also a diagram
for you on the easel

In the air conpressor, a series of
electric bladed rotors conpresses the incomng air from
t he atnosphere. A portion of this conpressed air is
then diverted through the conbustors or burners where

fuel is burned raising the tenperature of the conpressed
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air. This very hot gas is mxed with the rest of the
conpressed air and passes through the power turbine.
In the diagram that's the turbine fan.
Tur bi ne fans are powered when the force of the hot
conpressed gas qui ckly expands and pushes anot her

series of blades rotating the shaft. Sonme of the
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energy produced by the power turbine is consuned
to drive the air conpressor. The renuai nder, however, is
avail abl e for useful work in the diagrambelow. |n case
of a gas turbine power plant, the power turbine turns
t he generator and makes el ectricity.

In this basic form gas turbines are
conpact, powerful machines. Unlike steamelectric
power plants, where a boiler is used to nmake steam and
drive a steamturbine generator, in a gas turbine, the
conbustion of fuel occurs in the gas turbine itself.
See, one piece of equi pment fuels burning conbustion
chanbers.

In addition, a separate cooling system
is not required to condense steam for reuse. The waste
heat fromthe exhaust -- fromthe gas turbine is
directly discharged to the atnosphere with the exhaust
gases out a short stack, which is typically no nmore than

100 feet tall. You can see this is the exhaust gases on
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t he at nosphere.

However, the trade off for the
sinmplicity of the gas turbine is the required fuel. Gas
turbines rely on the availability of a supply of clean
fuel such as natural gas, kerosene, or light oil. In

this regard, gas turbines are called gas turbines
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because they work with a hot gas, not because they burn
nat ural gas.

Due to their characteristics, gas
turbines are useful in particular applications.

One of these applications is providing peak electricity.
It should be understood that as a point of background
that gas turbines are also used to generate electricity
in hybrid systens known as conbi ned cycl e turbines.

The di agram you have got in front of you
is the sinple turbine, the basic nodel. It shows you
peak. In a conbined cycle system which aren't used at
peak, the conbined cycle systemis, in fact, designed
generally to operate year 'round to supply electricity.

The di fference between the sinple cycle
turbi ne used for peaking and the conbi ned cycl e turbine
is that in a conbined cycle turbine, the hot exhaust

gases discharged fromthe turbine do not go directly to
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t he atnosphere. Instead, the hot exhaust gases fromthe
turbi ne which are typically about 1,000 degrees
Farenheit, are ducted to a waste heat boiler and used to
generate steam

This steamis then used to drive the
steamturbine generator as in nore traditional steam

power plants. |If you look at this diagram you'll be
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addi ng another boiler on top of the hot exhaust gases.
There woul d be steam That steamwould then al so be
used to drive another steamturbine involving a power
| oad either the sane generator or a separate electrica
gener at or .

The recovery of the heat energy in
t he exhaust of a gas turbine in this conbined cycle
fashion can increase the energy efficiency of a
conbi ned cycle plant by about 50 percent as conpared to
a sinple cycle turbine which doesn't recover any heat
energy fromits exhaust.

The additional electricity that can be
produced by a conbi ned cycle turbine is acconpani ed, of
course, by additional capital expense, a waste heat
boiler, the steamturbine and a cooling system But the
addi tional output of the plant nmakes the natura

gas-fired conbi ned cycle plant nore cost-conpetitive



18

19

20

21

22

23

24

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

with coal -fueled plants for electric power generation
In addition, conbined cycle plants

general |y pose nore issues than sinple cycle plants.

For exanple, they do have the cooling towers associ ated

with the steam power plants. Conbined cycle plants are

al so subject to regulatory requirenments nore stringent

in certain respects than those for peaker plants.
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Along with the influx of new peaker
plants, Illinois has al so experienced a nmuch small er
i nflux of conbined cycle plants. W' ve received
applications for 10 new plants roughly. Six are
permtted. One of the reasons that it is difficult to
keep a standardi zed approach with the nunbers of plants
is that there is some overlap between sinple cycle
peaker plants and conbi ned cycle plants.

In this regard two of new natura
gas-fired plants are permitted to operate initially as
peaker plants, but then they're also pernitted
to act additionally -- conbined cycle use.

In addition, we have one pernmitted --
cylinder permtted to involve both sinple cycle and
conbi ned cycl e turbines even though at this point it's

only constructed as sinple cycle turbines.
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Looki ng at the actual pieces of
equi prent, the actual turbine, there are two basic
types of turbines, so-called heavy duty or franed
turbines or an aeroderivative, that is an aircraft
derivative turbine. Franme turbines are specifically
designed for land based utility or industrial
applications.

Aeroderivative turbines, while adapted
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for |l and-based applications, are derived fromaircraft
engi nes and general ly have counterpart nodels of engines
that are used on jet aircraft.

There are a handful of manufacturers
of utilities with gas turbines. The gas turbines are
bei ng proposed for plants being built in Illinois.

Actual ly, they include turbines fromall of the ngjor
manuf act ur ers.

Each manuf acturer makes a nunber of
different nodels of gas turbines in a range in sizes.
Gas turbines are rated by their power output, i.e., the
anount of electricity in negawatts that they can
nom nal | y produce

The new peaki ng pl ants bei ng devel oped
in Illinois have turbines that range in size from

a nom nal output of about 20 nmegawatts to 190
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nmegawatts. Except for two small plants, the new peaker
power plants being developed in Illinois have two or
nore turbines, which are usually the sane nodel

The | argest nunber of identical units
proposed at a single site is 16 units. This allows the
pl ant to manage the anmpunt of power produced by turning
off and on turbines. Gas turbines nornally operate in

t he upper | oad range, which is where they were.
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A key factor in the design of a peaker
plant is the capability to maxim ze the power output of
the plant to be able to neet peak el ectric power
demand. This leads to a nunber of variations on the
basic sinple cycle turbine, which are all due to the
scientific facts that the power output of a gas turbine
varies based on the density of the air being used in the
t ur bi ne.

The denser the air, the nore air that
can be pushed through the turbine, the higher the power
output. This neans that in the absence of any
adj ustnents, the output of a given gas turbine will be
significantly I ess on a 95-degree Farenheit day in July,
when peak power is nost likely to be needed, than on a

20-degree Farenheit day in January.
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To conpensate for this phenonmenon, the
nodern sinple cycle turbines used in peaking plants are
routinely equi pped with devices to cool the air going
into the turbine. Wile it nmay appear
count erproductive to cool the air in a turbine before
heating it, cooling the air allows nore air to be
handl ed by the air conpressor, thereby allow ng nore
fuel to be burned and increasing the power output of

t he turbine.
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Gas turbines can be equipped with
several different types of air cooling systens that
vary in effectiveness with which they can cool the
inlet air to boost a gas turbine's power output. In
the sinplest system water is injected directly into
the incoming air to cool the air by evaporative cooling.
Cl ean dem neralized water nust be used to prevent excess
build up of scale on the rotor blades in the turbine.

In more conpl ex systens, water may al so
be injected at a point in the air conpressor itself.
The inlet air nay al so be cooled by indirect systens in
which the air passes through cooling coils. 1In this
case, water nmay still be used in an open cooling tower
where evaporation of water is used to dissipate the heat

generated by a mechanical refrigeration unit.
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Alternatively, a dry cooling system
may be used in which the heat generated by a
refrigeration unit is dissipated to the atnosphere by
dry cooling towers or radiators. oviously, the nore
conpl ex the cooling system the greater the anount of
energy that is consuned in its punps and conpressors,
whi ch of fsets sone of the additional increase in power
out put .

Anot her approach to boost power out put
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of a gas turbine is to inject clean water or steaminto
the burners or to inject steamafter the burners. Al
t hese neasures increase the gas flow through the power
turbine and thus increases its power output. This can
i ncrease the effects on efficiency, however, because you
do have to burn fuel to heat that water to evaporate.

In summary, while sinple cyclic gas
turbines are simlar in concept, the new peaker power
pl ants proposed in Illinois can vary greatly due to the
type and nunber of turbines and the associated systens
t hat have been sel ected by the devel oper

Sonme conments on emi ssions and Director
Ski nner has mentioned the -- related to the greatest

anount of gas turbines generally neasured oxides. The
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fact that gas turbines are no different than burning
natural gas for any purpose.

The NOx is formed. It's not a
cyclosporin, but is formed thermally by a conbination of
oxygen and nitrogen in the air at the tenperatures and
condi tions experienced in the burners of the gas
t ur bi ne.

In addition, gas turbines can and do
also emt carbon nonoxide or GO, which is forned

as a result of inconplete conbustion fuel. COis
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associ ated with nost conbustion processes and is found
in low, but measurable amounts in turbine exhaust.

Vol atil e organic nmaterial, or VOM
which is also a product of inconplete conbustion
is also present in snaller anpbunts. Factors affecting
CO and VOM formation froma gas turbine again include
burner design and firing rate, which directly influence
the time, tenperature and turbul ence of the conbustion
conditions experienced in the burners and the
ef ficiency of conbustion.

In the absence of other neasures,
em ssions of NOx and carbon nonoxi de and volitile
organic material are generally considered to be related

inversely. That is, everything el se being equal
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increasing flame tenperatures and turbulence in a
burner, which inproves conbustion efficiency and | owers
em ssions of COVOM results in conditions that are nore
conduci ve to formation of NOx.

Li kewi se, |owering peak flane
tenperatures and turbul ence, which reduces NOx
formation, tends to | ower conbustion efficiency and
i ncrease emissions of COVOM Thus, one objective in
conbustion nodifications to reduce NOx formation is to

al so take ot her conpensatory steps to also nmaintain or
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even inprove conbustion efficiency.

|'ve attached to ny testinony a USEPA
reference on emissions fromgas turbines, which is
a suppl erent of the chapter, USEPA s Conpilation of Ar
Pol | ut ant Em ssion Factors, and it provides a |ot nore
i nformation on em ssions.

Due to the particular features of
di fferent gas turbines and continuing devel opnents in
burner design, however, the preferred source of
i nfformation the expected em ssions of a particul ar
nodel of turbine is the manufacturer of the turbine.

Manuf acturers prepare detail ed data

sheets providi ng the maxi mum expected em ssi ons of
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a particular nodel of turbine, along with other
performance data, under different conditions of gas,
turbine | oad and operating conditions and anbi ent
t enperat ure.

Once gas turbines are installed, actua
em ssion rates can be determ ned by neasuring the
anount of pollutants in the exhaust of the turbine as it
passes through the stack. |In addition to the gas
burners thenselves, there are other emission units at
peaker power plants other than gas turbines.

The other type of unit nost conmonly
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found is fuel heaters. These heating systens are used
to warmnatural gas prior to its use as fuel. The fue
heaters are essential if the pressure of the natural gas
pi pelines serving a plant is above the pressure required
for its gas turbines so that the natural gas cool s when
it is deconpressed for use.

Ancillary boilers or engines, which may
be used for start-up, power augnentation or erm ssion
control, and energency firewater engines, if present,
wi Il also have em ssions due to conbustion of fuel in
these units. Again, these types of em ssions are
simlar to those of turbine -- turbine fuel

Finally, cooling towers, if present,
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will also be sources of enmissions. This is due to the
presence of dissolved or suspended solids in water
droplets lost fromthe cooling tower and other
substances in the water that nay be lost to the
at nosphere. Losses of particulate nmatter from cooling
towers can be ninimzed by using high-efficiency m st
elimnators which reduce the | oss of water droplets and
nmanagi ng the solids content of the water being
circulated in the cooling tower.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: M. Ronai ne, are you

finished with your em ssion information right now?
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MR ROVAI NE: Yes, nma' am

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: It | ooks Iike
the next thing in your testinony goes to the applicable
regul ations. W will pick up with that when we return
i n exactly one hour

Bef ore we break, though, | do want to

note for the record there was a NOx rule that is
currently pending before the Board that was referred to
in Director Skinner's testinony and just for those of
you who may not be familiar with the Board' s docket,
that rule is currently docketed at R0O1-9. It is a fast

track rul e under Section 28.5 of the Environnenta
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Protection Act. The Board antici pates conpl etion of
this rul emaki ng, the NOx rul emaki ng, before the end of
t he year.

The first hearing is currently schedul ed
for next Monday in Springfield, that is Mnday, August
28th, in Springfield. Cathy @enn is the hearing
officer for that rulemaking. |If you have any questions
today, |'msure you can track Cathy down and ask her.

She is around. So that is it.

W' Il be back in exactly one hour.
1: 30.
(Lunch break taken.)
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88
HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Good afternoon.
Wl cone back. | think we'll go ahead and get started.

W' re back on the record.

As indicated before we took a lunch break, we're
going to pick up where we left off with testinony from
the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency.

M. Romai ne was just beginning to discuss the
applicable regulations, in his pre-filed testinony. So,
M. Romaine, |I'll hand it over to you.

MR ROVAI NE: Thank you.

I"mnow going to tal k about the applicable air

control standards for gas turbines.
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Modern gas turbines are able to readily conply
with the specific em ssions standards that have been
adopted for them which address emissions of NOx and
SQ2.

Accordingly, ny testinony focuses on the
applicability of the federal rules for Prevention of
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality or PSD

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
adm ni sters the PSD permt programfor sources in
I1linois under a del egation agreenent with the U. S
Envi ronnental Protection Agency.

PSD can have an effect on a proposed peaker
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proj ect because a proposed plant that qualifies as major
for a pollutant under PSD is subject to additiona
requi renents for that pollutant under the PSD rules. In
particular, a major plant nmust be operated to conply
with control requirenents that represent best avail able
control technol ogy, or BACT, for a pollutant, as
det erm ned and approved on a case-by-case basis during
i ssuance of a construction permt for the project.

A construction permt that contains such
approval is commonly referred to as a PSD permt.
O herwise, with respect to the PSD rules, a "non-nmgjor"

peaker project need only manage and control its future
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em ssions so as to conply with the terns of its permt
so that it does not constitute a major source. Most,
but certainly not all, of Illinois" new peakers are not
maj or sources and are not subject to BACT under the PSD
progr am

Gven this situation, interest has been
expressed by the public as to why such peaker plants are
not considered nmajor so as to be subject to BACT or sone
other stringent |evel of em ssion control set on a
case-by-case basis during pernmitting, especially since
peakers will likely operate on the hot sunmer days that

are nost conducive to the fornmati on of ozone.
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The need for a PSD approval or a PSD pernit for
a proposed project is determned by its potenti al
em ssions of pollutants. Because enforceable linmts
nmust be considered in determning potential em ssions,
the permtted em ssions of a proposed new source
ef fectively becone the source's potential em ssions.
Permtted em ssions generally reflect the hours of
operation or throughput requested by a source inits
application, with enmissions in conpliance with
appl i cabl e standards or at such lower rate as al so

specified in the application. Accordingly, the need for
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a PSD permt is triggered for a proposed new peaker
plant, if the permtted em ssions of a pollutant, for
exanpl e, NOx or CO requested by the applicant equal or
exceed the maj or source threshold of the PSD rul es.
For peaker plants this threshold is 250 tons per year
One question about the applicability of PSD to
new peaker plants arise because of the seasonal nature
of peaker plants, where peaking plants will operate
primarily on a relatively small nunber of days during
the sunmer. |In contrast, the applicability thresholds
of PSD are expressed in terns of annual em ssions.
Peopl e wonder whether a programlike PSD shoul d be

applied to the new peaker plants as if the peaker plants
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woul d operate the rest of the year as they are all owed
to operate in the sumer nonths. Certainly, the inpacts
of a peaker plant on the days that it operates are
potentially nmuch greater than a conparabl e manufacturing
plant permtted for the same anmount of enissions but
operating over the course of an entire year. However,
the applicability provisions of the PSD rules do not
provide a basis to trigger applicability of PSD on a
basi s other than annual em ssions. Section 169 of the
Clean Air Act clearly provides that for purposes of PSD

nmaj or sources are to be defined in ternms of their annua
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em ssi ons.

Anot her question about the applicability of PSD
to peaker plants arises only for peaker projects in the
Chi cago ozone nonattai nment area. In particular, why is
only PSD being considered for NOx? |If NOX were
considered to be an ozone precursor in this area, a
proposed new peaker plant woul d have to be addressed
under the nonattai nnent new source review rules as well
as under PSD. This is because the applicability
threshol d for a major new source under the nonattai nnent
new source review rules in a severe ozone nonattai nnent
area |i ke Chicago is annual em ssions of only 25 tons of

an ozone precursor. Applicability of the nonattai nnent
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new source review rules would al nost certainly require
any new peaker plant proposed in the Chicago
nmetropolitan area to conply with the | owest air em ssion
rate for NOx. The answer to this question is that the
U. S. Environnental Protection Agency has granted the
states bordering to Lake Mchigan a -- called a NOx
wai ver under Section 182(f) of the Clean Air Act. This
wai ver is based on the scientific analyses that found
that controlling NOx emi ssions only in the nonattai nnent

area would actually increase ozone levels in the air,
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i nstead, for NOx reductions to inprove ozone air quality
nmust be provided on a statew de basis and preferably on
a nulti-state regional basis.

Because of these questions concerning the
applicability of PSD to a new peaker plant, the Illinois
Envi ronnental Protection Agency fornerly sought gui dance
fromU S. Environnmental Protection Agency on these
points. U S. Environnmental Protection Agency confirmnmed
that the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency is
properly inplenmenting the applicability provisions of
the PSD rules for these plants.

A review of the regulatory prograns in other
states indicates that there are states that are sinilar

to lllinois that apply BACT to a proposed project only
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when triggered by the federal PSD rules. Wsconsin is
an exanpl e of such a state. There are other states |ike
I ndi ana and Chi o where there are state-based BACT
requi renents that apply to proposed projects that woul d
not trigger BACT under the federal PSD rules. A brief
description of the requirenments in other states is
provided in Attachnent 2 to ny testinony. This
attachnent al so includes sonme information on the state
process for approval of the sitings of new plants, if

such a process exists. It also includes what | woul d
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characterize as anecdotal comments, opinions about
peopl e that we talked to about the situation with regard
to peaker plants in their particular state.

The next topic of ny testinony is enissions
control technology. Em ssions fromturbines can be
reduced by conbustion nodifications and by add-on
control devices. As enmissions of pollutants |ike NOX
and CO fromgas turbines are related to conbustion
condi tions, conbustion nodifications are the preferred
control technique as they can reduce the formation of
pol lutants. Conbustion nodifications involve only the
burners of a turbine and ot her conponents of the turbine
may be unchanged. Over tine a particular design of gas

turbi ne may be produced with several different nodels of
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burners, as the turbine manufacturer nmakes inprovenents
in the design of the burners, which then becone
avai |l abl e for newer units.

One approach to nodifying the burners of a gas
turbine to reduce NOX emissions is to inject water
either as a liquid spray or as steam into the burner in
the immediate vicinity of the flane. This reduces the
peak tenperatures in the flame zone, "slow ng down" the

conbustion process to reduce the formati on of NOx. This
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techni que can reduce NOx em ssions by 60 percent or
nore. Depending on the particular design, the anmount of
wat er injected can range from about half a pound to 2
pounds of water per pound of fuel

The ot her approach to conbustion nodifications
doesn't involve water, instead it focuses on the way
that air and fuel mx so as to mninize the "hot spots"”
inthe flane where NOx is actually fornmed. These types
of burners are conmmonly referred to as "dry | ow NOX"
burners. Wen they are avail able for a nodel of
turbine, dry | ow NOx burners can be very effective when
burni ng gaseous fuels, achieving 90 percent or nore
reduction in NOx emi ssions when conpared to the earlier
nodel s of conventional burners.

Add-on control devices are not conmonly used for
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NOx em ssions from sinple cycle gas turbines.
Neverthel ess, sonme famliarity with these types of
systens is appropriate so as to be able to understand
some of the reasons why these systens are not used. The
traditional add-on device for NOx eni ssions froma gas
turbine selective catalytic reduction is also known as
SCR SCRrelies on a catalyst material, which
facilitates a reacti on between amoni a and NOx t hat

reduces the NOx to nitrogen, formng water as a
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by-product. Beds of catalyst are installed at an
appropriate location in the exhaust ductwork of the
turbine. Ammonia is injected into the hot exhaust gas
through a grid systeml ocated upstream of the catal yst.
The difficulty with SCRis that conventional selective
catal ytic reduction of catalysts typically have an
operating tenperature wi ndow rangi ng from 450 Farenheit
to 850 Farenheit, however the exhaust gas tenperatures
of a sinple cycle gas turbine are typically above 900
degrees Farenheit. So these systens are in the correct
tenperature range for sinple cycle turbine exhaust.
There are high-tenperature SCR catal ysts that
are being built and are avail able but they are not as
rugged as the conventional catalysts and there is

limted experience with their use. One of the concerns
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with the SCR systemin naking sure that it operates
properly is that some of the ammoni a passes through the
SCR system unreactive. This anmonia slip becones |arger
as the anount of the ammonia injected into it is
increased either to get greater renoval or to conpensate
for deterioration of the catalyst. Al though ammonia is
not a criteria pollutant, it is of environnental

concern. Like NOx itself, em ssions of anmonia do
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contribute to fine particulate matter levels in the
at nosphere. They al so contribute to acid deposition
Add-on control devices are al so available for CO
and VOM eni ssions fromgas turbines. These devices use
an oxidation catalyst to conplete the conmbustion of CO
and VOM which are products of inconplete conbustion.
These devices are installed in an appropriate |ocation
in the exhaust ductwork of the turbine and all ow
conbustion to be continued at the tenperatures in
their -- present in the exhaust ductwork w thout the
need for supplenental heat. The new peaking plants in
IIlinois, which rely on -- do rely on good conbustion
practices to mnimze emssions that are not routinely
used in oxidation catal yst systenms. There is an
exception to that, that is the peaker plants approved

proposing to use Pratt & Wiitney aero-derivative
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turbines. On a national basis, oxidation catalysts are
used nore commonly in areas of the country where anbient
air quality problens with the CO have been experienced.

For detailed informati on on NOx control neasures
for gas turbines, | reconmend that you | ook at the
Al ternative Control Techni ques Docunent prepared by U S.
Envi ronnmental Protection Agency in the early 1990s.

It's alittle bit out of date but it does have a | ot of
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good i nfornmation.

And onto ny final coment, permtting of gas
turbines. | have to nake a pitch for the Agency.

The vol une of applications for new natura
gas-fired power plants, including peaker plants, has
strai ned our resources and is slow ng down other
initiatives, notably the issuance of initial Title 5
permits to sources. These applications for new peaker
pl ants consune effort in review of applications, review
of nodeling, responding to requests for information,
hol di ng public coment periods and especially hearings
and ot her outreach activities.

Li ke other construction permt applications,
construction permt applications for peaker plants are
reviewed to determ ne whether the application shows

conpliance with the applicable air pollution contro
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requirenents. |If conpliance is shown, pernmits are
prepared with detailed conditions that identify
applicable rules and requirenments and, that is, set
forth appropriate testing, nmonitoring and record keepi ng
to verify conpliance when and if the proposed facility
is built.

As previously stated, nodern gas turbines
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readily conply with the adopted em ssion standards that
apply to them The principle technical task in
processing an application for a peaker plant is to
address the federal PSD rules, as it may establish

proj ect-specific em ssion standards. As previously
expl ai ned, based on the data for maxi mum em ssions and
operation provided in the application, a proposed plant
or project may constitute a nmmjor source subject to PSD
for one or nore pollutants. Alternatively, it may
constitute a non-nmjor source for many or al
pollutants, as is the case for nost new peaker plants
proposed in Illinois.

For a proposed mnor source, the task in
permitting is to develop a pernit that contains
appropriate conditions to limt the em ssions of the
rel evant pollutant fromthe source to bel ow naj or source

thresholds. This generally requires establishnment of
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first short-termlinmts on em ssions, usually expressed
i n pounds per hour; second, long-termlimtations on
hours of operation or fuel consunption; three, annua
limts on em ssions expressed in tons per year and
provisions for testing, nonitoring and record keepi ng.

For a proposed maj or source, conditions

delineating permtted em ssions nust al so be devel oped
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as described above for a mnor source. However, the
limts for a major source provide for permtted

em ssions in excess of major thresholds and are based on
the em ssions described in the application, which are
addressed by the BACT determ nation, inpact anal yses and
other requirenments for nmjor projects.

Permit analysts rely on the information in the
application, including the em ssion data provided by the
manuf acturer of the gas turbine.

Em ssion data -- or testing to date has shown
the turbine manufacturers are able to reliably predict
maxi mum em ssi on | evel s of new turbines as needed for
t he purposes of permitting. Actual em ssion testing
shows conpliance with projected em ssion rates, often
with a substantial margin of conpliance for pollutants
ot her than NOx where manufacturers are nore conservative

in their predictions.
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Li kewi se, while nmany peaker projects request
permtted em ssion |evels just bel ow the PSD
applicability threshold of 250 tons per year, it is not
apparent that devel opers are unrealistically
constraining the operation of projects. It is quite

probabl e that the actual operation of sonme plants is
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bei ng overstated, so as to maxinize their capability to
provi de peak power. In this regard, independently owned
peaker plants do enter into advanced contracts to
provi de the power on demand. Accordingly, the requested
| evel of operation may be related to the ability to
establish contractual obligations, even though the
plant's anticipated | evels of actual operation are nuch
lower than that. 1In any event, the devel opers of peaker
proj ects have generally denonstrated an interest in
maxi m zing the pernmitted hours of operation of plants
and their ability to supply power. For certain plants,
this certainly makes it necessary for the developers to
sel ect new nodel s of gas turbines that have | ow NOx
em ssion rates, if the plant is to be pernmitted as a
non- maj or sour ce.

For a major project requiring a PSD permt, the
additional technical tasks in pernmitting are to review

the air quality inpact analysis and the BACT
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denonstration subnmitted as a part of the permt
application. The air quality inpact analysis prepared
for peaker plants subject to PSD indicate that these
plants do not pose a threat to air quality.

Si nce January of this year, the Illinois

Envi ronnental Protecti on Agency has al so been requiring
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applicants for non-najor peaker plants to provide air
quality inmpact anal yses to support their applications.
These anal yses al so show that the proposed peaker plants
that are non major do not threaten air quality. |n nost
cases, peak inpacts are bel ow the nunerical significant

i mpact levels set inthe PSDrules. This is a
consequence of | ow concentration of pollutants in the
exhaust of nodern gas turbines acconpani ed by good

di spersion to the high tenperature of the exhaust.

As al ready indicated, nost peaker plants are
bei ng devel oped as non-naj or sources. To date, there
have only been three BACT deterninations for NOx that
have been nade for sinple cycle turbines in Illinois.
Al'l involved, General Electric frane turbines burning
only gaseous fuel. Dry |ow NOx burner systens were
determned to constitute best available contro
technol ogy. Add-on control devices have not been

requi red as best avail able control technol ogy for either
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NOx or CO  The BACT denonstrations in these
applications have eval uated the use of add-on controls,
and the denonstrations have shown that add-on contro
devi ces were not routinely being used on new sinple

cycle turbines. The cost-effectiveness of the add-on
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devices, if they were to be applied, was shown to be in
excess of a level considered reasonable. Lastly, air
quality inmpacts of the new peaker plants, as addressed
in the nodeling anal ysis, have not necessitated further
control of em ssions to protect the anbient air quality.
Applications are currently pending that require
determ nati ons of BACT for additional General Electric
frame turbines burning only gaseous fuel and for frame
turbines with burners designed for both natural gas and
fuel oil as a backup fuel and also for aero-derivative
t ur bi nes.

The further tasks associated with the Illinois
EPA s processing of applications for peaker plants are
related to public involvenent in the pernitting process.
The Illinois EPA's administrative rules dealing with
public coment periods nandate a public comment period
on a draft permt before a construction permt is issued
for a nmajor source of engine nodification. This allows

for public input before a case-by-case BACT
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determnation is nade. These rules also provide for a
public coment period on any construction permt
application at the discretion of the director of the
II'linois Environnental Protection Agency. Under this

authority, the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
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routinely holds public coment periods, usually with a
public hearing, for proposed projects in which the
public has expressed a significant degree of interest or
opposition. Because of the interest in proposed peaker
pl ants generally expressed by the public, D rector
Ski nner has indicated he has decided that all
applications for proposed new peaker plants will be
subject to a public conment period before a permt would
be issued. As with the public coment period for a
nmaj or project, a public hearing is held as part of the
comment period, if one is requested, by the applicant or
in response to request fromthe public or |ocal elected
officials or if the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency expects a significant degree of public interest
in a particular project.

As a result of this, alnost half of the peaker
permts that have been issued have been through public
hearings and certainly if there was any sort of request

for public hearing, it would be allowed.
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At hearings, the public expresses many concerns
about the proposed peaker plants. It's already been
indicated the public is certainly concerned with the

potential effects of the emi ssions fromthese plants,
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and also with inpacts on water quality and noi se

Menbers of the public also routinely express concerns
about the inpacts of proposed plants on property val ues,
local water wells and the character of the area in which
the plant is proposed to be |located. They are also
concerned that proposed plants are not needed to provide
| ocal power, believing that the plants woul d be better
devel oped el sewhere.

In response to these latter types of concerns,
the Illinois Environmental Protection nmust explain that
its authority under state lawis narrowWy limted to
consi deration of environnmental issues and in the case of
construction permts for em ssion sources, natters
related to emi ssions and air quality.

I n concl usi on, peaker power plants are not a new
phenonenon in Illinois. What is new, however, is the
| arge nunber of new peaker plants that have been
proposed in the two-year span since nid-1998 in
conjunction with the econom c deregul ati on of electric

power generation. These plants do pose a range of
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concerns for the public. The Bureau of Air has enhanced
its procedures for review ng peaker plant applications
to attenpt to address concerns expressed by the public

to the extent that such concerns are within the existing
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scope and authority of the Illinois EPA

When t he panel concl udes, we will be happy to
answer questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you, M.
Romai ne.

W' Il have the next agency w tness, please.

MR PH LLIPS: The next agency witness will be
Robert Kaleel. M. Kaleel will be providing testinony
on air nodeling as it relates to peaker plants.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you.

MR KALEEL: If it is okay, | was going to use
t he overhead projector and perhaps be a little |ess
formal in ny presentation than sonme of the prior ones.
| apol ogi ze for the lights here.

M5. KEZELIS: |f you would nove one of the
speakers. Thank you.

MR KALEEL: Are you ready to proceed?

My name is Robert Kaleel of the Air Qality
Modeling Unit in the Illinois Environnmental Protection

Agency, Bureau of Air, proposed planning section. M
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responsibilities include the supervision and oversi ght
of nodeling that is perforned both for permtting of

maj or new sources and also in air quality and pl anni ng
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for non-attai nnent areas where we have requirenments to
show the adm nistrative attai nnent over a specified tine
peri od.

As | was -- | guess ny presentation is based on
the information that is in the presubnmitted testinony.
This particular table conputers in Exhibit 10 of ny
presubmtted testi nony, for those of who you have a
little difficulty reading that, hopefully, |I'm not
bl ocki ng the view of too nmany people back in the
audi ence.

The Agency has been engaged in performng or
requi ring performance of air quality nodeling for all of
t he peaker plants that have been the subject of this
hearing. As Chris Ronaine had indicated earlier, nost
of these sources are not |arge enough to trigger the
requi renents for nodeling as under the provision of
significant deterioration programor the PSD program
The threshold for requiring nodeling are em ssions based
and nany of these sources, at |east on a tons-per-year
basis, are too snmall to require air quality nodeling.

The Agency has been requiring this kind of detailed
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nodel i ng of all of these sources whether they were big
enough to trigger PSD or not, so at |east since January

of this year, as Director Skinner had indicated.
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There are two different types of air quality
limts that we're looking for in the performance of air
quality nodeling. The National Anbient Air Quality
St andards shown in this colum on this table. The
National Air Quality Standards and National Anbient Air
Quality Standards or NAAQS are based on health studies
performed and reviewed by the United States
Envi ronnental Protecti on Agency on an every five-year
basis. The health studies or other facts are hunman
health effects with some nmargin of safety and these
standards are revised fromtine to tine. Even to think
of the NAAQS or these specific pollutants as being
limts that are generally not conceded anywhere in the
country including the state of Illinois, the formof the
standard does all ow for occasional exceedances on
short-termbasis. For exanple, the 24 hour standard for
sul fur dioxide, which is a value precursing 365
m crograns per cubic neter can be exceeded at a given
| ocation on a once per year basis. The ozone standard,
whi ch many people are fanmliar with, can be exceeded as

many as three tinmes in a three-year period. It isn't
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until the fourth exceedance in a three-year period at a

given |location that constitutes a violation. But at any
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rate, you can think of each of the NAAQS linmits as a
neet limts that are not to be exceeded. There are
specific averaging tines for each of these linmts based
on whet her the health effects that have been identified
t hrough health studies are acute or short termor

whet her they're nore chronic or long term So they're
bot h annual and short-term standards.

Al so, shown on the table are what are called PSD
increnents or ass Il readings. 1In both areas a d ass
Il reading. PSD or prevention of significant
deterioration increnents are defined again by U S
Envi ronnental Protection Agency on a pollutant by
pol | utant basis and for specific averaging tinmes. These
also are fixed limts but they apply to attai nnent
areas, to areas already neeting the air quality
standard. The idea is that PSD or prevention of
significant deterioration programis that air quality is
never allowed to get much worse than it was after a
specific baseline date. For nost pollutants the
basel i nes were established shortly after the PSD
programs, | believe, inplenmented in 1978 but they -- the

idea is if an air -- aregion has air quality that neets
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or much better than the air quality standard that for

all tinme it's never going to get significantly worse
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Air quality as predicted through nodeling or measured
through nmonitoring that is worse than the baseline,
above the increments that are shown, that's called a
significant deterioration and that would violate the PSD
prograns. So that is what we're |looking for in terns of
air quality degradation, is it a significant
deterioration above the baseline as provided by the PSD
programor does it exceed the primary or secondary
National Air Quality Standards. And in the case of the
NAAQS, we're |ooking not just at the effects of the new
source but of all existing sources in the region

There are a nunber of different types of air
quality nodels that the Agency uses for a range of
di fferent applications. You will see the title. 1In
this particular figure, | should point out, which is
contained in Exhibit 11 of ny testinony, the inpact that
we're showing here was a result of a comonly used air
quality nmodel. | need to, | guess, take a mnute and
descri be some of the kinds of nodels that we would use
for the different applications before us. 1In areas
where we're | ooking at concentrations on very | ow

scal es, such as the inpacts of individual em ssion
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sources |ike a peaker or any new industrial facility, we
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woul d use what's called a house seating roomor a steady
state or sonetinmes referred to as a di spersion nodel
We woul d | ook at sonething that inpacts very close to
the source, within a matter of kilometers or mles from
a particular source, varying nei ghborhood scal e effects.
These nodel s are very good for them One thing that
these nodels don't do is account for chemical reaction
to the transformations in the atnosphere. So these
nodel s are not appropriate for pollutants Iike ozone
where we obviously have a -- chem cal reactions that
cause the ozone pollutant. |In this particular case,
we're using the steady state nodels | described.
They're called the industrial source conplex nodel or
ISC. We've nodeled a |large peaker, | wasn't going to
use the nanme of a peaker but it is one of the |argest
ones that is before the Agency, is a 950 negawatt pl ant.
I"musing this one just as an exanple of the types of
air quality mx that we've seen submtted by the various
applications before us.

NOx standards as shown in previous slides is an
annual standard as to what the inpact footprint, if you
will, that we're showing in this particular figure based

on the application of the I SC nodel is an annua
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definition of what kind of an inpact is called
significant. And | try to -- it's an unfortunate choice
of words, a significant inpact versus a significant
deterioration, I'll try to distinguish those. In terns
of what is a significant inpact, of course, what's
significant, | guess, depends on who it is that is
looking at it but for the -- what the Agency uses as the
definition of significance as contained within the PSD
rules. Significant inpact isn't one that is unlimted
like the increnents are or |like the NAAQS are. A
significant inpact is really a trigger for the Agency to
require nore detailed nodeling. In the case of all of
t hese peakers, we not only require re-nodeling, but
we're required to fund the nodeling, so it isn't serving
a function as far as the Agency's requirenments here but
I"'musing it as a way of giving you an idea of how
i nportant these inpacts are, at |east based on objective
determ nation of what is significant.

For NOx, the PSD definition of a significant
i mpact is any inpact that is above 1 m crogram per cubic
nmeter on an annual average. And this is -- this grey
shaded area represents the area where this hypotheti cal

if you will, peaker plant has an inpact that exceeds 1
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m crogram per cubic neter. O course, areas further
down where you got |esser inpacts, but at |east the
i npact that is considered by the Agency to be
significant is shown in the shaded area on this map.
The hi ghest concentration is 3.24 micrograns per cubic
nmeter. So in this case the inpact of a peaker is
significant, at least for NOx for the very |arger
peakers. One other thing to note on this particul ar
image is that the -- nost of this inpact is actually due
to fuel heaters and not due to the actual natura
gas-fired turbine itself. The turbine didn't act as
less than a tenth of a microgram certainly would not be
significant, but for conpleteness we wanted to show you
the footprint of the entire facility, not just of the
peaker itself. In terms of spatial extent, the inpact
is relatively small. | guess sonme of that depends on
whet her or not your house is underneath that -- that
particul ar shaded area. But, in general, | guess,
| ooking at the scale of the distance that we're dealing
with here, the inpacts are certainly less than a nile,
probably in the range of hundreds of feet, naybe a
t housand feet down wind fromthe facility's fence Iine.
Wth reference to the NOx PSD i ncrenent whet her

or not this represents a significant deterioration of
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air quality for the NOx, the PSD increnent is 25

m crograns per cubic nmeter, so even though the source
has a significant inpact, it does not exceed or cause
what we would call a significant deterioration under the
PSD program This is a sinmlar type of a depiction of
the air quality footprint for the sane | arge peaker

unit. | should point out there are sone, |'ve certainly
seen, that have higher inpacts. The vast najority of

t hem have nmuch | ower inpacts but, again, this is a
fairly large one. | can give you an idea of what kinds
of things we're seeing. This figure, by the way,
appears in Exhibit 11, again, in ny pre-submtted
testinmony. This is an 8 hour concentration for the
print. The footprint is even somewhat smaller than it
is for NOx. And | should refer back to the significant

i npact threshold that | described before, which is kind
of a trigger that we use to decide when a nore detail ed
nodel i ng woul d normal Iy be perfornmed. For carbon

nonoxi de, that significant threshold is 500 nicrograns
per cubic neter. The footprint I'mshowing is for 50

m crograns per cubic nmeter or only 10 percent of what we
woul d be considered to be significant. So, | guess, the
nmessage that | will |eave you with on this particul ar

figure is for carbon nonoxide, even the |argest
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facilities, do not have a significant inpact. There is
no PSD i ncrenent for carbon nonoxide but certainly this
source woul d not exceed what we woul d consider to be
significant or call what we woul d consider to be
significant inpact.

I should point out this 50 m crogram can inpact
the air quality standard for an 8 hour basis is 10,000
m crograns per cubic nmeter just as a reference.

This is a footprint for our 24 hour PMLO
concentration particulate matter of 10 microns or |ess.
Again, the footprint that we're looking at is very
small. The significant inpact threshold under PSDis 5
m crograns. The highest concentration fromthis
facility is actually less than 5. So this wouldn't be
considered a significant inpact. Peak occurs right at
this little pencil line. The PSD increnent is 30
m crograns for 24 hour averages, and, again, this
doesn't approach the PSD increnent. The Anbient Air
Quality Standard for 24 hours is 150 micrograns per
cubic feet. Again, this figure appears in Exhibit 11 in
ny testinony. This inpact is for sulfur dioxide or SC2.
Again, this is a 24 hour anbient concentration. The
significant threshold under PSD is 5 m crograns per

cubic neter. There were no hurdling inpacts fromthis
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particul ar source of 5 micrograns. The highest i npact
is only .13 mcrograns per cubic neter. And the area
I"'mshowing is .05 micrograns per cubic nmeter. This is,
what, about 1 percent of the significant inpact
threshold. So this is a very insignificant source at
| east as far as sulfur dioxide is concerned. The PSD
increment is 91, just as a point of reference, the NAAQS
for 24 hour inpact is 365 micrograns per cubic meter.

So for each of the pollutants of concern, NOx,
sul fur di oxi de, PMLO and car bon nonoxi de, the nodeling
has i ndi cated, nodeling we reviewed today supplied by
the elenments, has indicated that PSD increments will not
be exceeded as a result of any of these projects, even
the | argest ones, so, therefore, we woul dn't consider
the deterioration of air quality to be significant.
Certainly don't exceed those increnents. In terns of
whet her or not we woul d exceed the actual health based
Anbient Air Quality Standards, I'Il spare you the
details of going through all of these air quality
studies one at a tine. Wat |I've done on this
particul ar table, which, again, appears in -- | guess
this is in Exhibit 10 of ny testinony, is conpared with
the National Anbient Air Quality Standards with the sum

of the peaker inpacts, a representative background
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concentration and a total concentration. And I'Il walk
you through each of those colums. |In ternms of the
nmaxi nrum peaker inpact, we've |ooked at new ones,
different air quality studies froma whol e range of
sizes. What |'ve done for this particular table is
sel ect the highest inpact for that -- that pollutant in
that averaging tinme. Highest inpact fromany of the
peakers, subject -- the 2 mcrogram PMLO i npact, for
exanpl e, may not be fromthe sane plant for the sane
| ocation causing the 12. Wat |'mrepresenting here is
a 2 PMLO inpact is the highest one we see fromany one
of the peaker plants. The 12 also sinmilarly is the
hi ghest 24 hour fromany of the plants anywhere.

To represent the background concentration, |'ve
sel ected fromour anbient air nonitoring data the
hi ghest concentration recorded anywhere in the Chicago
area during 1999. So we're trying to be very
conservative in ny representation of inpacts from
background sources. Al the sources other than the
peakers are subject to the nodeling. O course, when we
do the nodeling on an individual basis, we provide
em ssions inventories to the consultant, to the
application's consultant and they would i ncorporate all

maj or sources in the area of the nodeling study. They
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woul d explicitly nodel those. In addition, we
explicitly nodel any of the peakers that happen to be
nearby along with what the applicant's | ooking at. So
we' ve done a nuch nore thorough job in nodeling than
what I'mtrying to represent here, but here | think what
I"'mtrying to do is just show that even in the areas of
Chi cago where you have the worst major air quality for
each of these pollutants and the highest inpact from any
of the peakers, of course, these inpacts wouldn't be
coi ncident, just bear with nme assuming that they are,
conpare the total of the sumof these two colums and
conpare this total concentration to the values in the --
in this columm, which represent the air quality
standards, in each and every case these sumor tota
concentrations are less than the Anbient Air Quality
Standards. So we, | think, have shown here that these

peakers will not be a threat to attainnent for any of

the groups that we've nodeled for this -- for this type
of a nodel

Now, | nentioned before that the dispersion
nodel s that we've -- that we've required to be used for

each of these sources on a case-by-case basis are not
appropriate for use for ozone. |In fact, the ozone

nodel i ng techni ques that are required are very conpl ex,
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those ones that -- as a result of a conplex series of
chem cal reactions in the atnosphere. It's not a
pollutant that's emitted directly froma stack but it is
the sumor the end product of a series of reactions from
what are called precursor em ssions. NXx, what 'l
call agai n conmpounds and car bon nonoxi de.

The different nodeling approaches we require are
called the urban air shed nodels, it's a grid based
nodel, that's a much, much nore conplicated nodeling
approach. W don't require that of individua
applicants for a couple of reasons. One, it's probably
cost prohibitive on a project-by-project basis, but nore
i mportantly, you'd never see the inpact fromthe
i ndi vi dual sources, even |arge ones under the PSD
program woul d not appear in the context of a poor
chem cal grid nodeling.

Before | get into the nodeling results, | wanted
to, | guess, kind of set the stage by | ooking at where
we are today with ozone air quality in the Chicago or
Lake M chigan regi on and what the trends have been over
the | ast several years. Wat |I'mpreparing in this
slide is a side-by-side slide or inmage is the nonitor of
this anmbient value at each of the nonitors in the Lake

M chigan area from 1987 to '89 period, and contrast that
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with the nmeasurenents in the nost recent three-year
peri od we have data avail able, only those nonitors that
have the neasured violations of the standard. In other
wor ds, design val ues above 125 as shown on them Now,
I"ve -- | guess before | get too much further | should
define what a nonitor design value is. The formof the
ozone standard, as | nentioned before, the standard
allows for three exceeds in a three-year period.
Three-year exceeds on a given nonitor is okay. |It's the
fourth one that triggers the violation. So what |'m
showing in this particular slide design represents the
fourth highest in a three-year period. Back in the '87
- '89 tinme frane the highest design values in the region
were occurring just at the Illinois, Wsconsin border
The highest in that tine frame was 190 parts per billion
or actually in the context of this slide, .19 parts per
billion. 1'"ll just use parts per billion as ny
convention here. Design value concentration above the
standard occurred throughout the Chicago area as well as
in Wsconsin and M chigan and | ndi ana. Design val ues of
this type occurred in 70 parts per billion occurred
right in downtown Chicago. 180 parts per billion over
in Mchigan City. See that we had a pretty serious

probl em 10 years ago, and, of course, the Agency
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proposed has many things and the Board has acted on many
things to reduce precursor emnissions over the last 10
years and through the limtation of those prograns and
progranms required by the U S. Environnmental Protection
Agency made trenendous strides. |In the |ast three-year
peri od we have data avail able, | guess we're happy to
report that we only have exceedances in Wsconsin and
even those are nuch | ower than they were ten years ago.
There are no exceedances in northern Illinois, |
shoul dn't say exceedances, no violation, no designed
val ues greater than the level of standard in northern
IIlinois in the last three-year period. None in
Indiana. None in Mchigan. So there has been
trenendous i nprovenent. The highest one in the region
now i s 134, maybe not marked here, just over in
M | waukee, kind of contrasted in the 190 that we had 10
years ago

So there have been najor inprovenments on ozone.
W still have a little ways to go. W're still not
showi ng attai nnent. And the Agency, through the NOx SIP
call, what we were maybe tal ki ng about earlier, will be
presenting its case, | guess, for additional contro
nmeasures that should be in containnment in the com ng

years. | didn't present you with results for the nmetro
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east area, that's another renaining non-attai nnent area.
The results fromtrends are very sinlar. There is
still some nonitor exceedances in the nmetro east and St
Louis region, but the trend is very favorable, simlar
to what we're seeing here.

| guess | apol ogize to the audi ence, you don't
necessarily have these figures available to you and the
colors are really kind of |ooking kind of bad here, but
try to bear with nme

This particular figure is -- | believe this is
Exhibit 13 of ny testinmony. | didn't have it witten
down, but | think you have it available to you. Qzone
nodeling is a conpletely different ani mal than nodeling
that | described to you before. Wat we try to do with
that ozone nodel is try to account for the chem ca
reactions that cause ozone concentrations. Typically we
use what is called the grid nodel or the region or
domai n subdivided into series of grid squares, 4
kilometers on side is usually about the finest
resolution we use. Wth a 4 kiloneter resolution, of
course, you can't look at very |low scale effects.
You're | ooking at regional or urban scale effects. What
I"ve represented in each of the panels on this figure

are the results, a highest 1 hour concentration
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projected by the nodel for each of a series of days in
an episode. I'mgoing to try to explain that.

VWhat we try to do with ozone nodeling is to try
to show t he photochem cal nodel, in this case, the UAM
urban air shadow nodel, can accurately reproduce a
hi storical event or a historical episode. Back in 1991
whi ch the dates you'll see across each of these figures,
both Illinois and Wsconsin, |ndiana, Mchigan, under
the direction of the Lake M chigan area | ooking for a
landfill sponsor in a major field study, $6 or 7 mllion
field study, were collected, are data, air quality data
and UR | ogi cal data, solely for the purpose of
validating this nodel, developing this nodel to try to
show that it works. W have been working on getting
this nodel over the Chicago region for over ten years
now. And what we've -- what we're trying to do here is
to use either logical conditions that occurred during
that episode to make a leap of faith that these sane
nmet eorol ogi cal conditions will occur in the attainment
area in Chicago in the year 2007, will overlay future
year em ssions or control strategies for the year 2007
on these historical neteorol ogical conditions and
proj ect these kinds of concentrations. So it's,

guess, kind of a different animal, trying to use the
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nodel in a predicted way. W can't predict what the
year nodeling conditions will be in the year 2007, but
we know t hese kinds of conditions have happened in the
past and sonething like this will undoubtedly occur in
the future. So, each of these periods represent an
epi sode case and these would be the peak predicted 1
hour ozone concentrations in our nodeling donain,
assumng all of the controls required by the dean Air
Act. This includes our enhanced special nai ntenance
program reformul ated gasoline, the state's 15 percent
progranms, all of the previous NOx, the COC linits
approved by the Board are in the ranking program
Everything that is in the Aean Air Act except the SIP
call is represented in this particular figure. On each
of these episode cases, | guess what were | ooking for --
| apol ogi ze again to the audi ence, what our attention is
focused on are the red zones. These are areas where the
predi cted concentrations exceed 120 parts per billion
roughly the level of your air quality standard. There
are still sone violations that are shown, our
exceedances that are shown, nostly along the Chio River
Val | ey, southern Indiana and around G ncinnati. In

IIlinois, the Clean Air Act Controls, for the nost part,
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of the standard. O course, as | nentioned before, may
be hidden, we're showing -- we're not seeing the
exceedances of violation even today. But there is at
| east one day of this ozone epi sode of a nodeling where
viol ati ons are shown, exceedances are shown, |evels
above 120 parts per billion both in the nmetro east and
in the Lake M chigan region, not in Chicago per se, but
in the Lake M chigan region. That corresponds pretty
well to -- are still observing high ozone al ong the
eastern Wsconsin shoreline.

This figure is, | believe, Exhibit 14. These
are the results that we're seeing fromthe nodel as a
result of not only the ean Air Act Controls that
described previously but also any limtation of the NOx
SIPcall. It's alittle hard to conpare visually two
figures against, you know, one against the other when
you don't see themboth in front of you, even harder
when the colors are blurry but throughout Illinois
concentrations have been reduced as a result of the SIP
call and nmany of the exceedances that were shown al ong
the hio River Valley are either gone or rmuch, nuch |ess
preval ent than they were before. There is still one

smal | sliver of exceedances shown over Lake M chigan
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Wsconsin. Again, no exceedances shown in Chicago, only
very mnor exceedances shown in the netro east area on
this particular item | guess ny purpose here is not to
try to show attainnent, |'mnot here naking an
attai nnent denonstration here today. Wat | wanted to
show or convey to you was that the NOx SIP call is
providing very |arge benefits and when you overlay the
results, when we obtain -- when we overlay the em ssions
of the peakers in the next results that 1'll show you,
you ki nd of get an idea of whether or not emissions in
t hose peakers will affect our ability to attain in
Chicago in 2007. | won't spend too nmuch time on this
one because you're not able to really see it too well
anyway.

| wanted to introduce a different way that we
process the nodeling results. This is called a
difference plot. This doesn't depict the concentrations
that occur at any given red zone. Wat this is actually
showing is the difference between two different
scenarios. |In this case, what we're looking at is the
di fference between the Cean Air Act scenario in the

year 2007 to the SIP call scenario that | described
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L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292

126
accrue or get nore intense on each successive day of the
epi sode, which is expected, the | owest ozone
concentration occurring early and are largely locally
generated by the time we're well within the episode, we
have much nore of an effect fromtransporti ng ozone and,
therefore, the effect of the transport or SIP call is

much greater. Benefits due to the SIP call and

throughout Illinois is as high as -- as -- based on this
color scale, 10 parts per billion, 14 parts per billion
18 parts per billion in sonme areas. And in the Chicago

regi on, Lake M chigan, benefits of at least 2 to 6 parts
per billion are evident across Lake Mchigan on its
hottest days and in sonme cases those benefits are even
greater, as high as 10 to 14 parts per billion just due
to the NOx SIP call.

In this nodeling scenario, back to show ng you,
peak ozone concentration, peak hourly, but in this case,
added to the previous scenario, a NOx SIP call scenari o,
the emi ssions fromall of the peakers. Actually, we
went overboard at adding Mchigan in this particul ar
scenario. W added not just the peakers but all the

conbustion sources that we have pernits before us and
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that we know about to this date. So some of those that
are still pending before the Agency they're in here.

Now, the peakers, at least as -- as it rolls
before the Pollution Control Board in that that is
i mpl enent ed, peakers would fall under the contro
requirenents of the NOx SIP call. In this nodeling, |I'm
adding themto the SIPcall. So this is a worst case
scenario. W're |ooking at inpacts above the SIP call,
and, in fact, they would have all of those caps.

And, | guess, | put this up there totry to
conpare those to what we saw before just for the SIP
call. Maybe we won't do this very well. Let's just try
to look at this one hot day, which is July 20, 1991. At
| east | ooking at these colors that are nice and bri ght
in front of you, I don't know if you fol ks can see here
or not, you can't notice any difference between these
two scenarios based on | ooking only at peak ozone. The
i npacts or the response to the nodel to these additiona
em ssions is very snall. Probably the better way to
l ook at the effect of the peakers is through that other

type of plot that | gave you just a mnute ago, this
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they are relatively small. The color scale | changed
here, instead of being a 2 ppb froman increase or an
increment on both scales a half of a ppb at a snall
scal e just so that you can see the effect. There are
effects that are occurring, generally very low, |ow
effects on the early days of the episode. The further
in the episode, the nore inportant transport is
occurring now, by these later days or certainly July
19th, 1991, there is transport even fromthose peakers,
they're | ocated downstate, all the way up into the Lake
M chi gan area.

Are these effects significant, | don't know.
There is no real clear definition of what significance
is. In EPA's NOx SIP call, they didn't nake an attenpt
to define significance, but it is a very nurky
definition, | think deliberately on the part of the
Envi ronnental Protection Agency to -- people are really
saying particulate inpact is significant. The -- the
basic idea of the NOx SIP call was that the entire
state's emi ssions is judged agai nst sone threshold of

significance, not just increnmental emnissions fromone
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these effects are significant. Wat | will say is that
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in the Chicago area and on sonme days we have inpacts
that we're seeing through the peakers of as nmuch as 1 or
2, maybe in sone cases 3 parts per billion in the
nmetropolitan area, Chicago, and in other areas of the
state. In the key areas where we need to be able to
denonstrate attainment, in those areas along the eastern
shore of Wsconsin, we have inpacts on nore like half a
part per billion to 1 and a half. So the effects are
not real adm ssable along any areas that we're stil
showi ng a hi gh ozone. They can certainly pose an air
quality issue in Chicago will be worse but as |
denonstrated both with nodeling and with nonitoring,
we're already naintaining the standard in Chicago. W
expect that we will continue to. El sewhere in the Lake
M chigan region it doesn't appear that the effects are
occurring in the worst |ocations.

So does this result of a peaker conplicate our
efforts to showing attainment? It certainly conplicates
our efforts. It would be easier to denpbnstrate

attai nnent without having synergies.
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attai nnment denonstration. It needs to be subnmitted to
U S. EPA by Decenber of this year. W will consider the

effects of these peakers in the denonstrating attai nment
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for the Chicago state inplenentation plan or that
subnmittal. Wether or not we're able to show
attai nnent, | guess ny expectation is that we probably
will, but that we think SIP call shows attainnment and
that the effect of the peakers is not so great as to
really affect that judgnent, that the inprovenments that
are seen fromall of the prograns that have been
i mpl enented to date far exceed the negative consequences
of the peaker emissions. Wth that 1'll conclude ny
testi nmony.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you, M. Kal eel.

MR PH LLIPS: The next Agency witness will be
Geg Zak. Geg will be providing testinony on the noise
pol lution inplications of peakers.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  You may begi n whenever

you're ready. M. Zak.

MR ZAK: Thank you. M nane is -- |adies and
gentl enen of the Board, ny nane is Geg Zak. |'mthe
noi se advisor for the Illinois Environnental Protection

Agency. |'ve been asked to testify today to provide
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gas-fired peakers plants.
I"mgoing to skip over ny background. | think a

ot of you are familiar with it and to save tine, 1'I1
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go right to the issue here, which is the potential noise
i mpact of the proposed peaker plants.

| currently manage the noi se program at the
Il1'linois Environnental Protection Agency. M/ annua
responsi bilities include assisting approximtely 2,000
citizens with noise conplaints and approxi mately 1000
informational calls dealing with technical questions
about noi se pollution neasurenent and control. | also
testify at many enforcement hearings. | take noise
nmeasur enents when necessary.

In addition to the noise advisor, there is an
additi onal person in the noise program This person is
an assi stant.

The current responsibilities of the noise
program consunme all of our avail able work hours.

Si nce previous testinony has descri bed peaker
plants in detail, | will confine ny narrative to
potential noise issues related to today's topic.

Peaker plants propose a greater threat than
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other types of noise -- I'msorry -- than other types of
state regulated facilities with respect to noi se
pol | uti on because the gas turbine engine used in peakers
is one of the nost powerful, |oudest, noise sources in

the United States. The noise power that nust be
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contai ned and neutralized in the peaker is trenendous.
The potential for releasing great anmounts of sound power
poses a greater threat than nost other types of state
regulated facilities. |Its characteristic emi ssions can
be descri bed as nui sance noi se, broadband noi se and
tonal noise

Peaker noi se em ssions can greatly exceed the
limts required in the Board's noise regulations. This
can occur if the noise is not controlled in the peaker
housi ng and al so utilizing whatever |and buffer or
set back i s needed when choosing a site.

Peaker noise control is acconplished through
four maj or noise control strategies.

The first three of these address noi se reduction
at the peaker itself. Rough approxinations are
presented in the formof percentages rather than in
detailed decibel limts found in the noise regul ations.
I've included these percentages because | think they're

easier for the average person to understand who i s not
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acoustically inclined.

Accurat e and adequate noi se control of peakers
nmust be based on the decibel limts set in the Board
regul ations. The first control strategy is conprised of

conbustion air intake silencers, which when properly
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designed and installed in the average peaker reduce the
intake noise to a tiny percentage of uncontrolled |evel.

Second, a hard acoustic enclosure conpletely
contain the gas turbine you will trap approximtely the
sanme anount of sound as the intake does, silencers wll,
down to a very tiny percentage

Third, a conbustion gas exhaust silencer, which
when properly designed and installed, reducing the
exhaust noi se even less -- to even |l esser anount than
the intake silencer in the enclosure.

Finally, a buffer of land controlled by the
peaker plant sufficient to provide enough di stance for
t he noi se escaping the plant to dissipate sufficiently
to neet all state noise pollution requirenents. This
I and buf fer should be based on the anount of noise
reducti on needed at the property lining the power
facility.

Anot her control strategy involves a new
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technol ogy call ed active noise cancellation. This

prom ses the potential of being able to cancel nuch of
the very | ow frequency, runble type sound associ ated
with large gas turbines. This technology shoul d be
viewed with caution, however, due to its unproven record

when used in | ow cost applications. However, it could
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be consi dered when the nore traditional silencer
technology is not able to satisfactorily address the
runbl e probl em

Set backs are an inportant concept in addressing
peaker noise. A need exists for setbacks, |and buffers,
consi sting of |and owned or controlled by the peaker
plant. The setback di stance necessary woul d depend upon
what | evel of noise abatenment was included in the
initial design of the peaker plant. The nost frequently
encount ered noi se pollution problemseen in conplaints
and noi se pollution enforcenent cases before the Board,
is at a residential devel opnent eventually conming to a
noi se -- a nui sance noi se em ssion source. A facility
may be in conpliance even though noi sy because it is not
near residential property. |If the facility does not
control the use of the surrounding property, such a
scenario is likely to occur. There is nothing to stop

the farmowner, which is a typical situation, from
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selling his air cultural land for residential
devel opnent and the facility then no | onger has the
luxury of a large distance to the nearest hone.

To avoid the probl em of peaker noise inpacting
noi se sensitive areas, conpliance reviews on paper of

the facility designs are essential to insure future

L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292

135
conpliance with the noi se regul ations. Then before ful
operation is started, peakers should show that it can
operate at or below the nighttinme limts of the Board.

I f a peaker plant cannot show conpliance through
denonstration, the problens then woul d be resol ved at
the beginning. Al this argues strongly the design and
noi se conpliance review of that design are the nost
i mportant project events. Designing and addi ng on noi se
conpliance after the plant is built nmay be next to
i mpossi bl e.

Q her state noi se programs were reviewed to see
i f new or unique regulatory nethods are in use. M
review of report of noise regulation in the United
States, see our Exhibit No. 19, shows that noise
abatement is not regulated by 43 states. Six states
have very little noise regulations. 1llinois is nore

active than the others in regulating noise. Peaker
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noi se i s not regulated by the other regional five
states, California, Texas or New York. However, please
remenber that the noise nmay be regul ated by | oca

ordi nance in sone of these states. It should also be
noted that in many of these states that have little
state regul ations, the larger cities nmay conduct

regul ati on of noise through | ocal ordinances. Finally,
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peaker noise is not regulated at the federal |evel.

Anot her concern over potential peaker problens
is the potential for inpacting property values, as with
any other type of industrial noise source, if peakers
exceed the noise regulations, they could significantly
af fect negatively on property values. Noise at such
| evels would Iikely be noticeable by prospective
purchasers of property and any potential conmerci al
i nvestors.

Local zoning has been a significant factor in
many of the noise conplaints |'ve handled. 1In ny
experience with the noise conplaints filed with the
Board, it appears that |ocal zoning has not been
considered -- is not considered the |and buffer
conmponent of noise control in naking zoning deci sions.
O course, the reason nay be that the local -- that the

noi se level fromthe facility may not be appreciated or
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even understood until the facility is built and
oper at ed.

This issue also strongly argues for the
i mportance of preconstruction design review. The
I1'linois Environnental Protection Agency has received no
noi se conpl ai nts regardi ng existing peaker plants so it

woul d be difficult for me to comrent on the nore
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stringent regulation of existing plants. Stricter noise
em ssion controls could first be considered for new
facilities and expansions. Upgrading costs woul d be
extrenmely high, if not prohibitive, for added noise
control, in other words -- noise control is -- | tried
to -- is added after the plant is built. Silencing
equi prent conprises the bul k of the peaker plant and is
carefully tuned to match the turbine. |In some cases it
may be | ess expensive to install a whole new unit than
try to upgrade the ol d one.

Questions will arise regarding the economnc
i npact of potential additional requirenents. The cost
coul d be anywhere in the spectrum dependi ng on how
stringent the requirenents are made. However, | can
confidently say that additional noise control in the

design stage is rmuch | ess expensive than adding it on
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after the installation is operational

| cannot say that there are currently any gaps
in the regulations. It may be that there is inadequate
preconstruction design work and design revi ew rel evant
to noi se conpliance issues. | believe that considerable
i nformation woul d be available froma turbine
manuf acturer that could be eval uated by a conpetent

noi se consultant to help design for the four conponents
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of noise control | mentioned earlier. Intake, turbine
encl osure, exhaust and the land buffer. Failure to
adequately plan for any of the four could lead to future
non-conpliance. It nmay be too |ate and/or too expensive
to look at the problemonly after numerous citizens are
i mpacted by the noise.

Thank you for |istening.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you, M. Zak

W' Il go ahead and take the next Agency witness
t hen.

MR PH LLIPS: The next agency w tness would be
Steve Nightingale who will be testifying as to water
pol lution inplications of peakers.

MR N GHTI NGALE: Good afternoon

My nanme is Steve Nightingale and | amthe

nmanager of the Industrial Unit in the Bureau of Water's



17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

10

11

12

13

14

15

permt section at the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency. |'ve been with the Agency for just over 14
years and | ama |licensed professional engineer

The testinony that | have submitted is response
to the governor's question with regard to the inpact of
natural gas-fired peak |oad el ectrical power generated
facilities or peaker plants on water

Initially, it nmust be stated that not all peaker
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pl ants produce wastewater. However, if wastewater is
generated fromthe peaker plant, the discharge fromthe
plant will be subject to existing |local, state and
federal regul ations.

The testinony is -- this testinony is intended
to address peaker plants that are used during peak power
demand to generate electricity. They are natural gas
power ed turbines, peaker plants that may choose to
di scharge directly to surface waters or to a publically
owned treatnment works or POTWand di scharge its surface
wat er s.

General speaki ng, wastewater generated from
peaker plants will either be subject to the Federa
National Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System or NPDES

permt programor the state construction and/or
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operating permtted program depending on actual
wast ewat er di sposal nmethod. The II1linois Environnental
Protection Agency admi nisters both permt prograns.
Surface water discharges will be required in an
NPDES permt in accordance with Board CFR 122 and 35
[Ilinois Adm nistrative Code 309. Pernmit limts that
will apply will be the water quality Iimtations from35
IIlinois Adm nistrative Code 302, the effluent

limtations found in 35 Illinois Admnistrative Code 304
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or other technol ogy based limtations using best
prof essi onal judgnent in accordance with 40 CFR 125. 3.
It has been determ ned that surface discharges from
these facilities are not subject to any federal
i ndustrial categorical effluent guideline discharge
[imtation. D scharges to a POTWwW Il be required to
obtain a state construction and/or operating permt in
accordance with 35 Illinois Admnistrative Code 309.
Applicable limtations that will apply are those
established by the local POTW 35 Illinois
Admi ni strative Code 307 and the federal general
pretreatnment regul ations found in the 40 CFR 403.

During the NPDES permt review process, a draft
permit will be devel oped with the required applicable

limtations. |In addition, the draft neno will al so
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i ncl ude appropriate nonitoring requirenents and speci al
conditions to verify continued conpliance.

Upon conpl etion of the Illinois Environnmenta
Prot ecti on Agency review process, a public notice, fact
sheet and a draft permt will be sent out on a 15-day
notice, followed by a 30-day public notice period.
Changes can be nade to the draft within follow ng the
notice period and the general public has the opportunity

to participate in the process through hearing coments.
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Sone peaker plants will require a construction
authorization fromthe Illinois Environnental Protection
Agency if they nust treat the wastewater to a |evel
bel ow NPDES pernmit limtation

Fi nal action on the construction authorization
will not be taken until the NPDES pernit has conpleted
the public notice period and the permt is ready to be
i ssued.

The state pernmit review process is followed when
peaker plants propose to discharge to a POTW

As previously stated, the state construction in
our operative permts are required in accordance with 35
IIlinois Administrative Code 309. Prior to pernit and

i ssuance, the applicant nust be able to show the
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di scharge will be in conpliance with the linitations
established by the local POTW 35 Illinois

Adm ni strative Code 307 and in conpliance with the
federal general pretreatnment regulations found in the 40
CFR 403.

The conposition of the wastewater generated from
peaker plants will vary and is dependent on the type of
pl ant design. Waste streans that have been identified
in the pernmt applications submtted to the Illinois

Envi ronnental Protection Agency include evaporative
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cool i ng wat er bl owdown, cooling tower bl owdown, reverse
osnosi s waste di scharge, dem neralization bl owdown,
filter backwash, chiller systemwater, various drains
and sanitary waste.

Pol | utants that could be expected in the
wast ewat er includes such things as total suspended
solids, total residual chlorine, PH, tenperature, tota
di ssol ved solids, calcium nagnesium iron, manganese,
sulfate, chloride, oil & grease, water conditioning
chemicals for bio-fouling and corrosion control as well
as radi oactive isotopes in some areas.

There nay be sonme peaker plants that generate
wast ewat er contai ning a thermal conmponent, but the

quality of the wastewater would be small as conpared to
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ot her types of power plants. As a result, these plants
shoul d be able to be operated in a way that is in
conpliance with appropriate di scharge regul ati ons.
I1linois Environnental Protection Agency expects
that all sanitary wastewater should be discharged to a
sanitary sewer.
M/ testinony has not addressed radi oactive
i sot opes because they are to be under the jurisdiction
of the Illinois Departnent of Nuclear Safety.

I have included an Illinois Environmental
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Protection Agency Exhibit 18 as an overview of the
i nformation received by the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency's Bureau of Water as part of the
permt application process.
The I1linois Environnmental Protection Agency's

Bureau of Water does not participate in the accuracy of
environnental inpact on the waters of the state as a
result of the discharge from peaker power plants,
provided the appropriate pernits are obtai ned and the
established pernmit limtations net.

Thi s concl udes the summary of ny testinony. |
woul d be happy to address any questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you, M.
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Ni ghti ngal e.

Before we go on with the final two Agency
Wi tnesses, just a procedural note, we have two
i ndividuals fromthe Departnent of Natural Resources and
| know one of themis going to be needing to catch a
train later this afternoon, so what we're going to do
is -- 1 don't think we've got a whole lot nore fromthe
two renai ni ng Agency witnesses. W'Il conclude wth
them take a very brief recess and then bring the
Department of Natural Resources on for their wtnesses

to present their testinony to us, and then ask if the
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Agency woul d be kind enough to pl ease cone back after
that and answer any questions that the Board ni ght have.
Ckay. That's the plan.

Thank you. Go ahead.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG The Board may, in addition to
that, we have lots of prepared questions that we' ve done
because of the pre-filed testinony. Those that we're
not able to ask you orally today we will put in witing
and we will ask you to respond either in witing or in
one of our future hearings. So a lot of the detailed
questions that we have for you today we may foll ow up
with the witten hearing officer order

MR PH LLIPS: GCkay. Thank you.
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Qur next witness then will be Rick Cobb. Rick
has a few brief coments on the groundwater limtation
of peaker plants.

MR COBB: As M. Phillips indicated, ny name is
Ri ck Cobb and | manage t he groundwater sections of the
Bureau of Vater of the Illinois Environnmental Protection
Agency.

M/ testinony is really just to respond to the
governor's executive order, he did ask us to address
particul ar groundwater rel ated issues and as Director

Ski nner indicated, testified earlier today, the Agency
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has no authority under the Environmental Protection Act
to regul ate the quantity of groundwater, however, we do
have regul ations for the Pollution Control Board and the
Envi ronnental Protection Act that do relate to
groundwat er quality protection provisions.

However, just to touch on what type of |aw does
apply to groundwater quantity, sinply because we have
had nurerous questions and that is a related topic and
one of the issues that the Governor indicated in his
executive order. Essentially, the law that does apply
is what is called the Water Use Act of 1983, and in

January of 1984, really brought Illinois
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under identified | guess doctrine of conmmon | aw, which
covers the devel opnment and use of both surface and
groundwat ers.

That public act in Section 3F includes the
definition of reasonable use. And key thing there is
the -- primarily the groundwater is -- that for
groundwater is non-restricted except frommalicious and
wast ef ul purposes of that water

Concurrent with the executive order that require
these hearings, it also required the establishnment of
the Water Resources Advisory Committee

And that commttee's task is to exam ne the
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various econom ¢ and social issues related to energy
producing facilities and water use in Illinois. That
commi ttee has not convened yet. The first meeting is
actually August 31st. And as | understand, | will be
participating in that conmittee.

Secondly then in ternms of groundwater quality,
and |"'msure the Board is aware of the authority through
the Board's groundwater quality standards regul ati ons,
non- degregati on provisions, the regulation in total are
applicable as well as force of water under Section 12A
of the Environnental Protection Agency Act.

That really concludes ny testinony with respect
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to potential groundwater issues froman agency
per specti ve.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Ckay. Thank you, M.
Cobb.

Looks |i ke Todd Marvel is the |ast w tness.

MR PH LLIPS: The final Agency w tness, |ast
but not least, is Todd Marvel, who will be providing
sone brief coments on the |land pollution inplications
of peakers, limted as they are.

MR MARVEL: Good afternoon

As M. Phillips said, ny nanme is Todd Marvel

I"menployed with the Illinois Environmental Protection
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Agency's Bureau of Land as the assistant nanager of the
field operations section and as the RCRA coordi nator and
U S. Environnental Protection Agency liaison for the
hazardous waste programs. And RCRA is an acronym |It's
spelled RGRA, all caps. And, of course, as we
hopefully all know, it stands for the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, which was passed by
Congress in 1976. And it established standards for the
identification and managenent of hazardous waste,
federal standards.

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency is
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aut hori zed by the U S. Environnental Protection Agency
to i mpl enent the RCRA hazardous waste programin the
state of Illinois and ny testinony will address |and
pol lution issues as they relate to natural gas-fired
peaker pl ants.

Peaker plants may generate various types of
wast e that nust be managed in accordance with waste
di sposal regulations found in Subtitle Gof Title 35 of
the Illinois Adm nistrative Code.

By conparison, peaker plants are no different
t han any ot her generator of the follow ng types of
wastes in terns of how the waste is regul at ed.

Any nuni ci pal waste generated at the facility,
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such as general office waste, must be sent to a facility
permitted to treat, store or dispose of nunicipal waste

Any special waste generated at the facility,
nmust be managed properly in accordance with the
regul ati ons applicable to the specific type of waste
that is generated. Special waste is defined as
i ndustrial process waste, pollution control waste or
hazar dous waste.

And all special waste is subject to the
requi renent to nmake a hazardous waste determ nation

which is found in the RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste
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regul ati ons.

If the waste is determned to be a non-hazardous
speci al waste, the waste cannot be accurul ated on site
for any nore than one year. Typically they are sent off
site on a regular basis. |In general, such waste nust
al so be properly sent off site to a permtted treatnent
storage or disposal facility and this waste may be
decl assified as nmunicipal waste if certain requirenents
are met and certain docunentation is maintained.

I f any special waste generated at a facility is
determ ned to be a hazardous waste, such as waste
cl eaners or solvents, then the facility nust consider

t he amount of hazardous waste generated on a nonthly
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basis in order to determ ne their generator category and
subsequent regul atory requirenents.

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
anticipates that nost, if not all, peaker plants wll
generate |l ess than 100 kil ograns per nonth of hazardous
waste. Such facilities would be classified as a
conditionally exenpt small quantity generator

A conditionally exenpt small quantity generator
is subject to three primary regulatory requirenents.

First, as | said before, a proper hazardous
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wast e determ nation nmust be made on all special wastes
generated at the facility.

Second, the hazardous waste generated nust be
accumul ated in tanks or containers.

And third, these wastes nust eventually be sent
off site to a permitted hazardous waste treatnent
storage or disposal facility.

The other two categories of generators are a
smal |l quantity generator and a |large quantity generator
There is sone nore detail in ny testinony, which | won't
go into, but I will just say that there are differing
| evel s of regulatory requirenents and waste accunul ati on
time limts that apply to the three different categories

of hazardous waste generators.
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If these requirenents are nmet, no hazardous
waste pernmit or typically any other permt woul d be
requi red fromthe Bureau of Land.

Finally, 1'lIl briefly address some past -- 1"l
briefly address past land use information that is
avail able fromthe Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency and specifically the Bureau of Land.

Peaker plants may be | ocated on property that
was once used for comrercial or industrial activities

such as gas stations, snmall manufacturing and assenbly
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operations. Information regardi ng whether or not there
have been any reported rel eases to the environnent at
these sites can be obtained fromlllinois Environnental
Protecti on Agency, as well as docunentation of any
cl eanup activities that have been conpleted in response
to these rel eases.

Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you, M. Marvel.
M. Phillips, do you have any concl udi ng renmarks that
you would like to make or would you like to reserve them
for questions the Board nay --

MR PHILLIPS: W'Ill reserve themfor |ater.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  All right. Wy don't

we take a very short break. Let's say five m nutes.
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Try to be back here as quickly as possible. W need to
get in line because of the Departnent of Natural
Resour ces testinony.
(Of the record.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: (kay. W're going to
go back on the record. W have sone presentations from
t he Departnent of Natural Resources now. M. Anderson,
if you want to begin.

MR, ANDERSON:. Thank you.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

First of all, I'd like to thank the Board for
the opportunity to appear today and al so thank you for
i ndul gi ng our schedul e.

My pre-filed testinmony is short. M/ sumary of
that testinony will be shorter

| amBrian Anderson. | amthe Director of the
Ofice of Scientific Research and Anal ysis of the
I1l1inois Department of Natural Resources.

| have three purposes here today. The first of
those is to extend the expertise in lllinois Scientific
Survey to the Pollution Control Board and their staff in
t hese deliberations. Secondly, |'mhere to represent
Director Brent Manning, Director of the Departnent of
Nat ural Resources. Director Manning and Director

Ski nner are co-chairing the Governor's Water Resources
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Advi sory Committee. And you' ve al ready heard sonething
about that committee today. You may ask, others may
ask, why do we need to be discussing peaker power plants
intw different forns, your deliberations and the
di scussions that will take place in the Water Resource
Advi sory Conmittee? That has sonmewhat been alluded to
by the Agency but let me be nore explicit. In Illinois,
except for withdrawal s of water from Lake M chigan

there is extrenely limted regulatory authorities
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associated with water withdrawal s fromour other surface
waters and from groundwater. |It's, therefore, nore
appropriate to deal with water quantity issues in front
of -- in the context of Water Resources Advisory
Conmittee, however, we do acknow edge the rel ationship
bet ween these issues and | have asked Dr. Derek
Wnstanley, Chief of the Illinois Water Survey, to
provide a conci se sunmary of sone of the water quantity
i ssues relating to peaker power plants.

That ends ny testinony and | ask that ny
pre-filed testinony be entered into the record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: It will be so entered.
Thank you.

DR W NSTANLEY: Thank you. M nane is Derek

Wnstanley. | amChief of the Illinois State Water
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Survey. W are a division of the Departnent of Natura
Resources. W're also an affiliated nmenber of the
University of Illinois at Chanpaign, U bana.

I will be speaking about groundwater resources
as they relate to peaker power plants. | will provide a
sunmary of sone of the key points in ny witten
testinony that |'ve already submtted. | do also plan

to give testinony at the first nmeeting of the Water
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Resources Advisory Conmittee at its first nmeeting on the
31st of August where | understand water resource issues
relating to power plants will be the subject of nore
detail ed di scussion.

One focal point that | do wish to nake is that
t he di scussi on of peaker power plants and the inpacts on
groundwat er resources should be placed within the
context of all other water demands including those for
conbi ned cycle plants as well as Illinois" grow ng water
needs for donestic, nunicipal, agricultural and other
i ndustrial uses. W do need to ook at total demands
fromthe groundwater resources as a basis for sound
wat er resource managenent. The water demands fromthe
peaker power plants vary w dely dependi ng upon pl ant
design, their intended use and the nunber of days of

operati on.
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| would like to give you sone exanpl es of the

gquantities of water that may be associated with
operations of peaker power plants by putting that in
context of some other water uses. First of all, peaker
power plants, and I amgoing to focus on just a sinple
cycle power plant when | refer to the peaker power
plants, these are typically small producing a few tenths

to a few hundred, perhaps a thousand negawatts of
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electricity. They do not operate everyday of the year
The typical period of operation is from perhaps 20 to 90
days per year. The range of water use there is from
| ess than 100,000 gall ons per day to about 2 mllion
gallons per day. Translating that into an annual use
that gives us a range of fromabout 1.4 to 180 mllion
gal l ons of water per year.

Turning to basel oad power plants, which is
conbi ned cycle, these are obviously nmuch | arger
typi cally generate maybe 500 to several thousand
megawatts of electricity and are intended to operate
nore or | ess continuously throughout the year. They
consunme water within the range of about 5 to 20 mllion
gallons per day. Translating that to an annual water
use, that gives us a range fromabout 1,500 nillion

gal lons per year to 6,000 million gallons per year
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So in context, the peaker power plants consune
about a fraction of 1 percent to about 3 percent of the
wat er used by typical basel oad conbi ned cycle plants.
Anot her exanpl e of water use, nunicipal water
use, and | give you data from Chanpai gn, Urbana, for
context. Chanpai gn, Wbana, has a popul ati on of about

120, 000 peopl e, and they need that water supply
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regul arly 365 days per year. Chanpai gn, Urbana,
currently consunes about 20 million gallons per day of
groundwat er, which translates into an annual use of
about 7,300 million gallons per year.

So to put the water use by peaker plant in
context of a municipal use, a typical peaker plant would
use the same anount of water as between about 25 and
3,000 peopl e, dependi ng upon the nature of the peaker

One concept that is inmportant in exan ning not
only peaker power plants but all groundwater use is the
concept of sustainable yields. And in ny witten
testinony, | refer to that as potential vyield.
Sustainable yield is a fairly diffuse concept but
generally, it tends to nmean the yield of water that can
be sustained over the long termso that it can be used
not only by the current popul ation but also by future

generations and a yield that will have no significant
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i mpacts.
The determi ning sustainable yield is a conpl ex
scientific exercise that involves consideration of
vari abl es such as rainfall, recharge rates, geol ogy and
i mpacts. Inpacts not only on existing wells, but on
peaker systens and on stream fl ows.

The point here is that for nost aquifers in
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II'linois, we do not have a very highly accurate estinate
of sustainable yield. W need much better scientific
data and nodeling capabilities to be able to estinate
sust ai nabl e yi el ds.

Anot her inportant point is that aquifers
t hensel ves are not very sensitive to the end uses of
water. That is an aquifer doesn't really differentiate
whether a million gallons of water is going to be used
for drinking water or for peaking power plants or for
gol f courses but the public often does differentiate
anong those end uses and, | think, trying to incorporate
the public values and preferences into the equation on
wat er resource managenent is an inmportant consideration
as well as the actual anount of water used.

Water quality has been nmentioned by people from
Envi ronnental Protection Agency giving previous

testinony. There are natural occurrences of various
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chenmicals in the groundwaters throughout Il1linois.
These lead to mneral concentrations that can effect not
only the operation of the peaker plants, but also the
di scharges fromthe peaker plants. So the water quality
al so needs to be consi dered.

In conclusion, | would like to nake two points,
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one focusing exclusively on groundwater, the other
conbi ni ng groundwater with surface water

Focusi ng on groundwater, it's inportant to
recogni ze that in the use of groundwater resources, all
uses of groundwater, not just peakers, that we need to
consi der the scale of the natural resource, that is the
aqui fer.

G oundwater typically is found in discrete
aquifers that transcends political jurisdictions. They
cut across municipalities, counties and even states.

Pl unbi ng managenent by individual communities will not
solve problens in the long term we need to take an

aqui fer-w de perspective. Beyond just groundwater, |
think that we need nmuch nore consideration of the
conjunctive use of surface and groundwater. There can
be many efficiencies gained in water supplying usages by
consi dering conjunctive uses of surface and groundwat er

So ny bottomline is that | think Illinois would
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benefit from noving towards nuch nore conprehensive
regi onal water resource planning and nmanagenment. This
will bring together communities and cut across
jurisdictions and we'd -- much nore appropriate to the
scal e of the natural resources, that is the aquifers in

the case of the groundwater supplies and river basins
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and wat er sheds for surface waters.

Wth that | conclude ny testinmony and will be
pl eased to take any questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Thank you, Dr.

W nst anl ey.

Do the Board nenber have any questions for the
Department of Natural Resources?

MS. KEZELI'S: Doctor, | do. Wth respect to
your testinony that conprehensive groundwater quantity
law in Illinois is needed, and you don't need to answer
this now, but | would Iike to see sone factors that you
woul d propose such a law i nclude or some other state
that you woul d propose that such a | aw woul d be nodel ed
after.

DR W NSTANLEY: Could I clarify what | think
said, may be the difference between your question and
what | was recomendi ng?

I was reconmmendi ng conprehensive regi onal water
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resource planning and managenent, not necessarily new
laws. It may require new | aws.

Let me give you one exanple | think is an
excel l ent nodel of what is going on in one part of

Illinois and that is in central Illinois. W have a
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maj or aqui fer, the Mihanmed aquifer, that extends from
the Illinois River across to Indiana, which enbraces 15
counties. Now, in the past couple of years, the |oca
comunities in that 15 county area have bonded toget her
to formwhat is called the Muhammed aqui fer consortium
and they're collectively concerned about the future of
their own water resources, want to better characterize
t hose resources and opportunities as a basis for
sel f - managenent to the water resources.

So, | think, on the one hand we may need new
| aws, regulations, but I think we al so need to encourage
local conmunities to attenpt to solve their own
pr obl ens.

MR ANDERSON: | might also -- in ny testinony,
| referenced the 1966 assessnent of Illinois water |aw

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Use the mi crophone
phone, pl ease.

MR ANDERSON: |'msorry.

In ny testinony, | referenced the 1966
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assessnent of Illinois water law. It provides a very
good and detail ed assessnment of existing statutes in
I1linois, does some conparisons with other states in
terms of regulating water w thdrawal s and | ooki ng at

water quantity and it does reference several nodel
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codes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Anyt hing el se?

MR RAO | have a question for Dr. Wnstanley.
In your testinony you focused a whole | ot on the use
of --

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Anad, use --

MR RAO Oh, I'msorry.

In your testinony, you focused a ot on the use
of surface water and groundwater for the peaker plants.
Have you consi dered use of other sources -- other
sources |ike reclai ned exposed | ake water, you know, to
be used in peaker plants or any such, you know, power
pl ant s?

DR W NSTANLEY: | think we should | ook at all
alternative sources of water. | focused on groundwater
because that was ny requirenent in presenting testinony
here today. But we equally need to ook at alternative
sources fromrivers and streans, |akes, reservoirs, Lake

M chi gan and conservation and water reuse. That is why
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' madvocating a conprehensive regi onal approach that
woul d incorporate all of those considerations.
MR RAO So the water resources that try to

be -- focus on other sources of water --
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DR W NSTANLEY: | cannot speak for the
conmittee. It is not nade yet and | have had no i nput
into the agenda.

MR RAO Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Anyone el se?

Ckay. Thank you. M. Wnstanley, if you would
al so provide a copy of your testinony to the court
reporter so she can nmark that as an exhibit.

DR. W NSTANLEY: |'d be happy to record ny
witten testinony in the record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  Yes. Thank you very
much.

At this point we'd be happy to invite the | EPA
to cone forward again.

Express on the record ny sincere appreciation
for the Agency's patience in dealing with these
schedul i ng probl ens.

We do have sone questions that the Board nenbers
and the technical unit would like to ask on the record.

However, as Chairman Manning indicated earlier, a
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majority of our questions will be submtted in witten
formto the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency and
we woul d al so ask themto respond in witten formto the

Board then so that will becone part of the record as
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3

wel I .

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG | have a question. 1'll go
ahead and start.

Di rector Skinner, as one of the co-chairs of the
Wat er Resources Advisory Conmittee, | note pending their
first neeting on August 31st, is it your understanding
that the subject of those committee neetings is going to
be the whol e idea of the use of water and those kinds of
things in terns of what the conmttee will be doi ng?

MR SKINNER Yes. The answer to that in short
is yes. It's kind of interesting. The -- the separate
conmittee cane about in part because of the peaker plant
question in general. | nmean, water consunptions, is one
of the issues that is often raised as sonethi ng we ought
to be concerned about with regard to peaker plants.

When we sat down to actually start to hash that
out alittle bit, it became clear in very short order
that this wasn't strictly a peaker plant issue, that it
really cuts across any nunber of types of facilities and

t hen when you attenpt to even to start to put nunbers to
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limts to groundwater withdrawal, you start to inpact
operations across the boards; agricultural operations,

utilities, manufacturing operations. So, it has nany
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nore conponents to it than strictly peaker plants.

For that reason, | think the Governor decided to
go ahead and appoint this separate panel to really
consi der those broader issues with -- in order not to
distract the Board from considering the specific peaker
pl ant issues. But, yes, groundwater consunption and
water use in general is the main mssion of that
separ at e board.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG | have a question, too, for
the panel directly. On the issue of noise regul ations
and whether a particular facility that is going through
the permtting process as the Environnental Protection
Agency, does a facility have to nake a denpbnstration at
all that they will nmeet the way -- they're construction
and design will neet any of the Board's noise
regul ations in order to get any of the air permts or is
t he noi se process conpletely separate fromthe air
permtting process? Can you sort of explain that
connect ?

MR SKINNER. Sure. |'mtrying to decide where

to start.
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You may have noticed fromGeg' s witten
testinony that very few states across the country have

state noi se prograns.
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In fact, we're one of the exceptions to the rule
to the extent that we have a noi se expert that works
with comunities and that keeps Greg busy year round.
Most noi se regul ation and enforcenent is left to locals

across the country.

We do have -- there are noise standards in
Illinois. W do not, as a state -- and we don't, as an
agency, have a -- what | would consider to be a

substanti al noi se enforcenent program because of
resource limtations.

The way that we chose to approach it is to nake
Greg, our expert, available to I ocal communities to the
extent that they have noi se problens that arise. Geg
works with themto try and kind of wal k through the
i ssues and in sone cases ends up testifying in court, if
the cases end up going to court.

Wth regard to peaker plants specifically, we
don't do noise permtting. So, while conpani es may
subm t docunentation and, again, Geg, you can stop mne
if I"'mwong, submt docunentation with regard to what

their noise output is going to be, It's not sonething
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that we review in the course of issuing our air permt.

MR ZAK: That's correct.
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CHAI RVAN MANNI NG That's correct. Is that
correct?

MR SKINNER Yes. That's correct.

MR FLEMAL: Just as a followup. M. Zak, have
you actually | ooked at any of the applications that are
before the Agency to see whether or not the kind of
noi se abatenment devi ces you' ve nentioned are enployed in
t hese?

MR ZAK:  No, | have not.

MR FLEMAL: Is it your understanding generally
that it is a standard practice to include abatenent
procedures --

MR ZAK: As far as --

MR FLEMAL: -- in designs?

MR ZAK: Well, as far as noise is concerned,
think that it's only rarely submtted with the -- with
the -- through the pernmit process. | think Chris
Romai ne addressed that nore -- in nore detail as far as
what actually cones in on a permt, but --

MR FLEMAL: | guess | amnot really so
concerned whether it is in the permt application or

not. | am concerned whether or not noi se abatenent is a
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standard part of the design of peaker plants, whether or

not it is nmentioned in the permt.
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MR ZAK: Yes. The -- all the peaker plants
|'ve seen to date have noise control built in to varying
degrees, but they are not uniformin the way they would
handl e the noi se question. Sone have nore noi se contro
built in and sone |ess.

To date, we have had many that you night say are
on the noisier side that have been located in a
residential area. Fortunately, those have been placed
inrural areas where they don't create a problem that
there is enough buffer there to prevent there from being
a probl em

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG M. Zak, can you explain in
laynmen's terns or scientific ternms, whichever works best
for you, what kind of noise we're tal king about as far
as levels as well as types?

You had nmentioned a runbling noise and al so you
did put it in percentages as far as the reductions that
can be achieved, but | wonder how noisy are they, in
general ?

MR ZAK: The -- the noise enissions associ at ed
wi th your peaker tend to be in the broadband area a | ow

frequency noise, nore of a runbling type noise. That's
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one noi se characteristic of the peaker
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The other characteristics that can be there are
tones. Although they're not exactly the sane, | would
ki nd of draw an analogy to the jet engine, you hear on
an aircraft. You'll notice that on your jet engine you
hear a runbling sound that can be heard for really
several miles away froma large aircraft that is under
full power. You'll also tend to hear a bit of a whining
sound. That would be the tone.

So the areas you' ve got that generate noi se
woul d be of a runble sound, of a whining sound, and all
these different types of -- these two types of sounds

can be controlled in the design stage of the peaker. As

a matter of fact, | think that a large portion of the
cost of the entire systemis -- consists of noise
control

MR MELAS. Staying on that sanme area of the
noi se, M. Ronai ne, does the Agency have a policy as you
have it right nowto require in the pernit application
that they indicate whatever noise controls they are
pl anni ng before a peaker plant pernit is granted?

MR ROVAINE: | can't speak to our authority.
As a practical matter, followi ng the Reglet decision

our air pernmt section, as a matter of policy, or as a
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matter of |law, does not go out beyond issue of air
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pol lution control issues. W have certainly allowed
people to include information on noise with their
applications as an attachnent, but it is not something
that we review as part of our decision on the air

pol lution control application

MS. KEZELIS: M. Zak, can you explain for us in
a bit nore detail what active noise cancellation is?

MR ZAK: Yes. Active noise cancellationis a
relatively new technol ogy and what it consists of is a
conputerised systemthat -- |I'll put this in very nuch
laynmen's terns, and -- the systemitself will listen to
t he sound and anal yze what the sound is like and it will
t hen, through a speaker, generate the sane sound, but

what it does to it is it reverses it by 180 degrees.

When they -- this new -- the sound creates conbined with
t he existing noise, they cancel each other out. In
ot her words, you've got -- let's say the wave goes

positive by a factor of one, it will generate a wave
that is negative by a factor of one and that will then
cancel out the sounds.

The technol ogy has been used by the Depart nent
of Defense in a nunber of engine applications where cost

was of no consequence. They sinply wanted to qui et
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somet hing down and they didn't -- they wanted to do it
ina-- without putting in a -- very, very large
muffler. So, the big advantage factor of noise

cancel lation is that it allows you to, with a relatively
smal | device, to cancel quite a bit of noise, but,

again, the cost factor has to be considered. |It's much
nor e expensive than the conventional one.

M5. KEZELIS: |Is there a difference in the noise
emtted by coal -fired peakers as opposed to the gas --
natural gas peakers that we're tal king about today?

MR ZAK: Well, if | can expand upon that a
little bit. | think perhaps what you nean, in
coal -fired powered plants, you wouldn't normally have
t he peaker associated with that just because -- it's ny
understanding the fuel isn't quite right, solid fuel as
opposed to say liquid or gas fuel. The -- but
historically with the coal-fired plants, we have had
some noi se problens. Specifically, the induced
raf f ans(phonetic) used in sone of the plants have
created tonal noise problens, specifically under Section
901. 106.

Agai n, what we were tal king about there is
usually -- | would describe it as something |ike the

sound you have for your hone vacuum cl eaner. The vacuum
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cl eaner sound is an exanple of a nmediumto | ow frequency
pure tone. And we've had those type of sounds cone from
coal -fired plants. And they have been corrected with
the use of silencers.

And in the peaker, again, we have the potential
for that to happen. So far, we've had no conplaints on
peakers. However, with the new influx of permt
applications and peakers conming on-line, we're keeping
an eye on that to see if we do have a -- have a probl em
And | tend to think that the -- the proper way to
address that in ny testinony was to exanmne the -- the
plans for the installation before it's actually built,
again, to the benefit of the peaker conpany whether --
whoever does the actual work, say it's a private
consultant, a local zoning authority, whoever, needs to
look at that to determine if there is going to be a
probl em or not before the plant actually cones on-line.

MR G RARD: | have a question, M. Zak. Do you
know of any |ocal governnments in the state that have
nore stringent noi se standards than the state standards?

MR ZAK:  No, | do not.

MR d RARD: Do you know of any reason why a
| ocal governnent could not pass a nore stringent

standard in relation to peaker plants?

L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292
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MR, ZAK: They could. The -- | think the
rel uctance on sone of the |ocal governnments, though, is
the cost of the personnel and the instrunmentation in
order to enforce that type of noise regulation. It
is -- the instrunmentation is expensive and typically the
salaries are al so expensive for the fol ks that can take
those kind of measurenents and enforce those kinds of
regul ati ons.

MR, d RARD: Thank you

CHAI RVAN MANNI NG:  Sone one of the Agency
witnesses, | think it was M. Ronmine, testified that
peaker plants have been around for a long time. They're
just really increasing in nunbers at this point in tinme.

M. Fisher asked actually as well and the
Conmmrer ce Commi ssi on gave an exanpl e of one we've have
had in Springfield that I was honestly unaware of.

| guess ny question is are the peaker plants
that are being proposed nowin up state -- in the
Northern part of Illinois, are they larger in terns of
days of output or days of usage and those types of
t hi ngs conpared to those that might have historically
been built over the course of the years in downstate
[1linois?

MR ROVAINE: |I'mnot in a position to answer

L. A REPORTING (312) 419-9292
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that question. The existing power -- peaker power
pl ants have been grandfathered sources. They have not
gone through the construction pernitting process so they
have not been subject to limtations on their operating
hour s.

Many of themare, in fact, pernmtted -- could
operate around the clock, if they wanted to. So they've
been constrained really by the demand for their
services. To the sanme extent that the proposed plants
are constrai ned by the denmand for their services, they
may operate in simlar period of time. And I've heard
statenments that say the new power plants because they're
|arger, nore efficient, may, in fact, be operated
preferentially to the existing peaker power plants. So
because of that they may, in fact, operate nore hours
t han the peaker plants would operate. |In fact, sone
devel opers have suggested they will replace the existing
peaker power plant.

So | think it would be specul ation on the
Agency's part to conment on what is going to happen in
terns of actual operations conparing the new peaker
power plants to existing peaker power plants. Al we
can tell is what they have requested and what they're

being permtted for

L.A REPORTING (312) 419-9292
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MR SKINNER That's froma nore technica
perspective. | think fromthe nore day-to-day comon
sense perspective what we're is seeing different now
conpared to the peaker plants that exist currently is
that they're being proposed for different areas, in
closer proxinmty to where people |ive.

| nean, to the extent that the older facilities
are |ocated adjacent to or near by the existing basel oad
power plants, intuitively, |I believe that it is not
going to be as big an issue as if you take a facility
and propose it for soneplace where its surrounded by
residential homes or at least, you know, within a half a

mle. That's nore what we're seeing. W're seeing it

nore in northeastern Illinois than we have in the past.
CHAI RVAN MANNI NG Right. | understand the
density issue. | was nore concerned about whether we

knew anyt hi ng about whether they were larger or nore
noi sy or nore output than sone of the ones that are
pr oposed.

MR SKINNER:  You know, again, just fromny
perspective, | doubt very much whether there are any --
I think they're probably cleaner. The technol ogy has
conme nuch further than when these old facilities were

first proposed. So froman em ssion standpoint, you're
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getting nore state-of-the-art engines at this point than
you did previously. State-of-the-art has advanced.

MS. KEZELIS: Director Skinner, you testified
that you would be -- that your agency woul d be
i nspecting these peakers annually as opposed to
tri-annually as woul d have been the case but for their
nunber. Do you -- you do not inspect peakers today or
do you?

MR. SKINNER:  No.

MS. KEZELIS: The old ones we're tal king about,
you i nspect those every three years?

MR SKINNER  Yeah. No, we -- right.

MS. KEZELI'S: Can you describe for us generally
the type of inspection that is undertaken?

MR SKINNER Sure. And | think I'Il let Chris
do that, but before |I do, when we say we generally
i nspect every three years, it is a general statenment. |
nmean, there are facilities that we inspect with nuch
nore frequently than every three years. W're kind of
averaging it out and we're taking a stab at a nunber
If we believe that there is a problem we get conplaints
fromthe public, fromlocal governnments, if they think
sonething is wong, we're out there right away. And

"1l let Chris talk about -- walk you through what an
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i nspection or -- forgot what an inspection really |ooks
like.

MR ROVAINE: Well, | want to stress what
Director Skinner said, that certainly the frequency of
i nspection does depend on the perfornance of a facility
and if a facility triggers conplaints or previous
i nspections have indicated problens, we will inspect
them nore frequently.

| -- inspecting a peaker plant may, in fact, be
a difficult activity given the nature of their
operations. By that, | nean it may be difficult to
actually get to a peaker plant when it is operating. So
that would require specific effort on our part to try to
track down a hot sunmer day when they're operating and
have an inspector present.

So, | think in a lot of cases, what the
investigators will really be |l ooking at is operating
records for the facility, the | ogbooks, the records for
a facility, fuel usage and that sort of information to
nmake sure that we are getting accurate information from
a report that we are receiving froma facility.

If there were conplaints, then there would be
specific effort nade to get to the facility while it was

in operation, working it out with a conpany and havi ng
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themnotify us when they expect to be operating or
alternatively, to nmake arrangenents to visit the
facility when they're doing sone of their test
operation. Facilities of this type, in addition to
actually working to supply power, they certainly have to
operate for sone snall period of time to make sure they
are available to operate. You don't want to have an
energency engi ne, which these really are, that has not
been exercised. So that would be another option to
coordi nate an on-site inspection during the exercising
of the engine.

MS. KEZELIS: Several of the Agency wi tnesses
had suggested that their departnent or bureaus resources
are being taxed by peakers.

Are your resources sufficient to handle the
additional |oad of inspections?

MR SKINNER | don't know whet her you noti ced,
but | specifically, in ny coments, did not talk about
how our resources are being taxed.

M5. KEZELIS: | noticed that.

MR SKINNER: Because it -- generally, it tends
to be counterproductive. It is our job to insure that
there is a safe environment and that the state's

citizens are being protected and nobody out there wants
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to hear that, you know, we can only get to a facility
every three years because we don't have enough nmoney no
do that.

The answer to your question is we're still doing
what we need to be doing. It means that our people are
wor ki ng harder to do it than they -- than they m ght
ot herwi se be and | know we all, as a state, appreciate
their efforts in doing that. W would | ove to have nore
resources. | haven't run across a state governnent

entity yet that would say it wouldn't |ove to have nore

resour ces.
You know, the Illinois" programis an exanple of
somet hing where -- an area where if we had any kind of

funding to run those prograns, the program woul d | ook
different than it does today, but | knowit is not
within your authority to grant us those extra dollars.
So, you know, we do what we can with the resources that
we have. W think we have an effective noi se program
If the general assenbly wants us to be expanded in sone
way and nore active with regard to peaker plants, for
exanpl e, then we'll have to have that discussion wth
t hem

MS. KEZELIS: Thank you.

MR FLEMAL: M. Ronai ne, you observed that sone
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gas turbines may be fueled by fuels other than natura
gases.

Are any of the peaker turbines that have cone to
you in applications been non-natural gas proposal s?

MR ROVAINE: Al the applications have proposed
use of natural gas as their primary fuel, but sone
applications have al so included provisions to have fue
oil as a backup fuel

MR FLEMAL: | gather fromstatenents that were
made earlier today that natural gas prices have been
quite nobile recently and would lead to the possibility
that some of these plants originally intended for
natural gas nmay ultinmately use a different fuel should
the market allow that or pronote it?

MR ROVAINE: That certainly could occur. M
understanding is the plants that are going in with fue
oil capacity are really |l ooking at being able to supply
the winter peaking narket. And certainly during w nter
period of time, there can be both rmuch hi gher natura
gas prices as well as possible shortage of natural gases
used at peaker plants. So | think that's their
principle reason for going to fuel oil, but | have to
agree that certainly gives the peaker plants nore

flexibility to operate with oil, when oil becones | ess
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expensi ve than natural gas at sonme point during the
sunmer .

MR FLEMAL: So far, we've heard that all of the
peak denmand, though, is summer. |Is there, in fact, a
peak denmand that occurs on occasions in wnter?

MR ROVAINE: | think I'd have to let the
sources answer that question tomnorrow.

The point that has been nmade to us is that
peaker plants do serve energency supplies of fuel. So
if there is an unexpected outage of a power plant during
the winter period of time, there is an event to be able
to turn on the peaker plant. So that would be a tine
where we mght call upon a peaker plant sone other
peri od of the year than sunmer

MR FLEMAL: Assuming we had a non-natural gas
peaker plant operating during the sunmer season for
what ever reason, | nmean, or other, would we expect any
difference in the character of the em ssions, any of the
envi ronnental probl ens or conditions associated with
peakers that have been addressed today?

MR, ROVAINE: The em ssions would certainly be
hi gher because --

MR FLEMAL: In all of the pollutants that have

been nenti oned? Probably?
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MR ROVAINE: In general, yes. Certainly it's
nore difficult to control nitron ox as conpared to oi
than it is burning natural gas. G has nore ash than
natural gas. GO has some fats as our sulfur engine
creates sulfur dioxide. It's a nore difficult fuel to
burn than natural gas, higher enissions. Wen
facilities do have the ability to burn oil, our nodeling
eval uation do address themas if they were burning that
type of fuel, the inpacts may be hi gher but, again, they
do not pose a threat to the anbient air quality
st andar ds.

MR FLEMAL: Fair, but it's still small? 1Is
that a fair characterization?

MR ROVAINE: Yes, it is.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG When the Agency anal yzes an
air pernmt for a peaker plant, what consideration or
what information do you have regardi ng the expected
hours of operation and how does that fit into either the
nodel i ng analysis or the pernit anal ysis?

MR ROVAINE: The infornmation that we have on
expected hours of operation is the information given to
us by the applicant. So the applicant is basically

telling us we'd like to have a permt that allows us to
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burn this nuch fuel per year. That information on
operating hours doesn't enter into short term nodeling.

The short term nodeli ng assunes that the
facility is operating during that particular hour or
ei ght hours a day. Were the operating hours nay factor
in the nodeling is when you're | ooking at annual air
quality standards. So for purposes of annual air
quality nodeling -- standard nodeling, you can factor in
t he annual emission rates and you -- one approach to
that is sinply assuning that the facility operates at an
average annual em ssion rate.

CHAI RVAN MANNI NG |s that the approach that
agency generally uses when it deals with that question?

MR ROVAINE: Sone facilities have sinply
assunmed that the facility is operating day in, day out,
at the short termemission rates. Qhers have, in fact,
used the average emission rates. So both approaches
have been used.

MR A RARD: | have a followup question in
terns of that.

In ternms of the annual air nodeling, do you | ook
at the cumul ative effect of potentially all 46 peaker

pl ants operating at the sanme tine or do you do it
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appl i cation?

MR KALEEL: | guess in terns of the annua
nodel i ng or even short termnodeling that | was
describing in ny testinony, we would actually |ook at a
couple of different levels of analysis. For PSD type
projects, where we're only |ooking at inpacts of new
sources then the applicant would nodel their source in
addition to any other new sources including in new
peakers address the increnments. |f we're |ooking at the
anbient air quality standards, where it is nore of a
cunul ative inpact of all sources, we would include the
em ssions of the new source and | guess to reiterate one
that Chris nade, we would do that at naxi mum operating
rates with the worst case fuels. And in conjunction to
that, we woul d add any nearby sources, including nearby
peakers, and add on top of that a background
concentration that would represent inpacts fromvery
di stant sources or low | evel sources, various sources,
ot her types of sources that are too nunerous or too
small to include in nodeling. So it is a cumulative
effect. W try to look at the effects of all emnission

sources both close by and | guess through the background
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of the past that can potentially be cited or is it just
t he ones that have been -- are operating up to that
point intime while you're reviewing a particul ar
application for a peaker in one area?

MR KALEEL: W would provide the inventories
for all of the plants that woul d be expected to inpact
the inpact area of the peakers we're aware of through
prior permt application, even if it hasn't been
permtted yet, we would include that information to the
nodel i ng organi zati on, consultant or who ever to include
intheir nmodeling. So it is -- as we find out about it,
we are continually updating the inventory we provide to
the consultants so all of themare included in and at
| east those that we know of at the tinme that were first
approached by a conpany.

MR G RARD: Thank you.

MR RAO May | foll ow up?

SPEAKER: CGo ahead, Anad, and then | have a
foll ow up.

MR RAO Thank you.

M. Kaleel, in the -- this portion of nodeling

that you do to evaluate for PSD increnent, in that case,
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MR KALEEL: W would typically include fromthe
proposed plant and any ot her proposed plants and any
ot her sources that have been pernmitted that trigger PSD
and that --

MR RAO But when you have nodeling -- when you
are nodeling the inpact on the |ocal area?

MR, KALEEL: Yes. Wen we're -- we're trying to
eval uate whether or not increnents, PSD increnments have
been consumed or that the increnent threshol ds have been
exceeded, we're required through the PSD programto
address all PSD sources, that is, all source, that have
been permtted since the baseline date has been
triggered. Baseline dates vary fromarea to area and
pollutant to pollutant, but we include all sources of
increnent. W provide that to the consultants when they
do their nodeling.

MR RAO So any inpact of clustering of these
peaker plants in a particular area is considered in your
eval uation?

MR KALEEL: Yes.

MR RAO Thank you.



22

23

24

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

MS. KEZELIS: M. Kaleel, the figures that you
di scussed with us, Figures 1 through 4, the significant

area -- inpact areas for NOx, carbon nonoxide and so on,
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was the nodeling perforned by the peaker plant or was
this perforned by the Agency?

MR KALEEL: The nodeling is perforned by the
applicants and we woul dn't serve in advance of this
little -- or nodeling to provide guidance as to what it
is we're |looking for, what kind of nodels, what kind of
procedures they should use, what kind of inventories
they should apply to the nodeling.

Once they've submitted the application, we do a
t horough review to nake sure that they follow what we
told themto do and we would al so performan audit where
we would -- without letting them know exactly which one
we're going to do, we try to redo one of their runs and
nmake sure that we agree with the results that they have.

MS. KEZELIS: So for clarification, Figures 1
t hrough 4 were peaker applicant prepared or Agency
pr epar ed?

MR, KALEEL: Actually, ny staff had prepared
t hose nmaps, but we used nodel results provided by an
appl i cant.

MS. KEZELIS: By the applicant. Ckay.
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exanple, that is reflected in Figure 1, is that at the

em ssi on point of the snoke stack or is that at ground
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level ? Were is that?

MR KALEEL: The ambi ent concentrations that are
depicted in all of those figures represent ground |evel
i npacts. The nodeling, of course, takes into account
t he height of rel ease of each emission point. So if a
source has a 100-foot stack or a 30-neter stack, that is
t he common form of nodeling.

M5. KEZELI'S: And nodeling also takes into
account if, for exanple, the largest applicant at this
timeis -- is it 16 turbines, is that correct? | think
that is what sonmebody testified to. So there is 16
smoke stacks. So it would be the cunul ative of that or
16 operating sinultaneously, if that were the source of
this particul ar nodelling?

MR KALEEL: | guess | would refer to Chris. MW
-- guess | ny understanding is that it would typically
involve their emissions to fuel stacks. But there could
be -- dependi ng how many were operating, there could be
nmultiple units vented to one or nore stacks. |f there

are nultiple stacks, we woul d nodel the stacks, but --
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M5. KEZELIS: For clarification, is there -- is
there nore than one turbine per stack?
MR ROVAINE: The usual configuration is one

stack per turbine. The particular application with the
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16 units, though, is not a usual application. It is, in
fact, proposed to conbine turbines to go to a contro
device that go through -- | don't know, a limted -- a

fewer nunber of stacks.

This is one of the peaker applications that
woul d, in fact, be large enough to be subject to PSD.
When we started our BACT eval uati on, the concl usion was
that they had not proposed that with technology. It
appears as those turbines may, in fact, be anenable to
their size on one hand and high em ssion rates that has
been proposed on the other to use of that on control
Sources then proposed to put an add on control once
flexibility is either installed, sinple cycle turbine or
conbi ned cycle turbine, it hasn't nade up its mnd yet.
It's a very curious application that we're doing.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG Coul d you expl ai n what type
of information you expect to get within the BACT
denonstrati on?

| mean, just typically, just for purposes of the

record, could you sort of go through what a typical BACT
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applicant is going to have to provide?
MR ROVAINE: Well, one piece of information for

the record is that we do require people to foll ow the

L. A REPORTING (312) 419-9292

188

United States Environmental Protection Agency's
gui delines for PSD applications. That includes going
t hrough the so-called top-down BACT net hodol ogy t hat
U S. Environnental Protection Agency has devel oped.

The first step in that evaluation is to go
t hrough an eval uation of the types of control techniques
that could theoretically apply to a particular unit.
This is sort of an across-the-board technol ogy
eval uati on.

The next step is to determ ne whether sone of
t hose techniques are, in fact, technologically
infeasible. If they are, then they don't have to be
pur sued.

The next step then is to evaluate the
ef fectiveness of the techniques that are feasible. And
If the applicant is proceeding with the nost effective
techni que, then the application doesn't to be pursued or
t he denonstration doesn't have to be pursued. That's

the end of it.
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somet hing |l ess effective than the nost effective
t echni que, then they have to go through and do a cost
eval uation or design study to decide how costly that

t echni que woul d be, how effective it would be, if, in
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fact, it were applied to the facility. They al so have
to go through an evaluation or a search of the US
Envi ronnental Protection Agency's records of other
states, back through their clearing house, to determ ne
what has been conplied at other facilities that are
subj ect to BACT requirenents.

Based on that information, we have to make a
j udgnent as whet her sonething | ess than the technol ogy
that has been applied sonewhere el se woul d be acceptabl e
as BACT or not. Qbviously, if we have gone to the top
that is fine, we wouldn't pursue it, but given the fact
that there are what | would call special projects in
pl aces |ike California where they have applied SCR to
sinmpl e cycle turbines, we have to go through the ful
eval uation to eval uate whether or not, in fact, as
applied to the proposal in Illinois, whether that would
be appropriate or not.

So far, those detail ed eval uations of SCR

control l ed technol ogy that could applied to the turbine,
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themon projects in Illinois. And part of the reason
for that, again, is going back to the list, what

det erm nati ons have been nade for projects and in

exam ning them you find out that places |ike Texas, the
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M dwest and ot her areas outside of California, contro
devices are not routinely being used for sinple cycle
turbines. In that circunstance, we don't think it is
appropriate to use what mght be done in California
given their circunstances as an appropriate |evel of
control with Illinois.

MS. KEZELIS: M. Kaleel, Exhibits 13 through
17, which address ozone concentrations, can you
general |y describe for me the netrol ogi cal conditions
that existed during this July 16th through 20th, 1991
period? Only for purpose of nmy own understandi ng
whet her that was anomalistic set of neteorol ogica
conditions creating a high ozone level in the Illinois
region or whether it was typical of sumer nonths in the
M dwest ?

MR KALEEL: Sure. 1'd be happy to.

What the various annals on each of those bl ocks

represent are peak ozone concentrations predicted by the
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nodel for individual days. Cbviously, for a multi-day
period or nulti-day episode, neteorological conditions
changed slightly, but we got a lot of famliarity

t hrough the years as to the types of neteorol ogica
condi tions that cause high ozone in the Lake M chigan

area.
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Typically, we're |ooking at the kinds of
conditions that will occur in the md summertine period,
ki nd of on the back slide of a high pressure system
basi cal | y high pressure systens centered over Chio or
some point east of Chicago, under those kinds of
conditions, where we're |l ooking at |light wi nd speeds,
clear skies, hot, humd conditions. Typically, the w nd
directions vary a little bit through the duration of the
epi sode as the high pressure systemmigrates to the
east. Typically, early in the episode, perhaps on July
16, July 17, winds would be in Chicago basically
sout heasterly or easterly. As the high pressure system
m grates, winds turn and becone nore and nore southerly.
By the end of the episode, July 19th and 20th, we're
| ooki ng at southerly and southwesterly w nds i n Chicago.
The July '91 period was -- | don't know whet her | want
to characterize it as typical, but it was probably above

average as far as ozone severity or ozone conduci veness.
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Certainly, it's not the nost extrene neasurenent that
we' ve seen over the last ten years, but certainly above
average. It is a good episode for ozone planning.

MS. KEZELIS: Thank you.

MR, KALEEL: Again, | should nention when | say

hot, we're | ooking at conditions above 90 degrees, those
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ki nds of things.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG M. Ronai ne, you di scussed
California. |In your prepared testinony, you have a |i st
of other states and controlled -- different kinds of
i ssues that they've been dealing with the peaker plants
in their states.

Do you care to comment on any of the states that
you have listed in your attachnment to sort of conpare
themto the strategies Illinois -- you may suggest
IIlinois may or nmay not want to consider, what -- what
they' re doi ng and why those states are doi ng what
t hey' re doi ng?

MR ROVAINE: Sinply stated, there are other
states that do have BACT prograns that apply at |ower
thresholds. Sinply, as part of the history of the
devel opnent of their state prograns, they have deci ded

that it's an appropriate practice in their state to have
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threshold. For exanple, | believe Indiana has a
threshol d of 25 tons per year for new source. Beyond
that, | guess the information speaks for itself.

MR SKINNER:  Just to suppl enent that sonewhat,
it's difficult to define, as we sit here in Illinois

today, the exact reasons that other states here adopted
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what ever neasures they've adopted; sone nore strict,
sone |ess strict than Illinois has.

There may be | egislative policy reasons, things
as sinple as, you know, a state wanted to encourage the
use of coal as opposed to the use of natural gas so they
i mposed stricter standards than otherw se m ght be the
case in natural gas facilities. | say that only to
caution you that it's al nost inpossible to define
intention in what we do on a day-to-day basis.

And it will probably be sonmewhat difficult
wi t hout substantial research and one-on-one
conversations for the Board to determ ne the sane thing.
That is not to say that the Board shoul dn't | ook at what
ot her states have done and determ ne whether or not
somet hing stricter is appropriate for Illinois.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG | understand that. And | was

just responding to one of the specific questions the
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are doing and to the extent to which the Agency want ed
to offer any information, we'd wel conme that and we thank
you for the appendi x that you've attached to the
testi nmony.

MR ROVAINE: | guess just one point to follow

up, those are states that have statew de BACT
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departnents for all projects. These are not statew de
BACT requirenents. They're sinply focusing on peakers.

CHAI RVAN MANNI NG Ckay.

MR ROVAINE: And that ties in with the
director's statement that these reflect historica
devel opnent and policy in their states.

M5. MCFAWN:  You nentioned that New York takes
about 18 nonths to get a pernmit. Wll, actually get
settled. How long does it take to get through the
permt process -- the air permt process -- on average,
if you can tell us?

MR SKINNER Well, by law, it's 180 days. Now,
there are instances where we get a permt out nore
quickly than that. There are instances where we go back
and request further informati on and get an extension.

And there are instances where the applicant will
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and in order to nodify it as a result of sone nore
recent devel opnents.

In terms of an average tine that we process a
permt, they vary so much frompernit to permt because
of the conplexity or sinplicity of the type of operation
they' re proposing, but, you know, it's sonmewhere in the

nei ghbor hood of 120 days probably, isn't it?
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MR ROVAINE: R ght.
MR SKINNER:  Probably nore.
MR ROVAINE: More
MR. SKINNER:  Yes.
M5. MCFAWN. That's what | woul d have expected.
MR ROVAINE: | think, in fact, if that's

sonet hi ng you would like information on, we just provide
it project by project in witten form

M5, MCFAWN: I f you wouldn't mind, it would just
give us a good sense of, you know, are we expeditious?
Are we frugal? O, you know, how are we behavi ng?

MR SKINNER Well, | think one of the things
that we have made a decision to do internally is not to
rush through with regard to peaker permt applications
and to do a very careful analysis of each one that cones

in and oftentinmes, if not usually, that means that we're
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bunpi ng up against the 180-day limt by the tinme we get
the permt out.

But given how rapidly changing this situation is
right now, we just felt that was appropriate. If -- we
often get requests fromapplicants to nove nore quickly
and they give us all sorts of conpelling reasons to do
t hat .

If it's a project where it is very sinple and
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very clear, and we have seen ten of them before, nmaybe
we can get it out for themin 180 days, but we're taking
a fair amount of time to do this.

M5, MCFAWN:  Thank you.

MR SKINNER | might just supplenent that
answer a little bit on an issue that is related, but not
exactly the sane, and that is there have been calls from
various fol ks for the Agency and/or the Governor to
i mpose a noratoriumon issuance of peaker permts.

W' ve | ooked at that issue extensively and concl uded
that we don't have the authority to do that.

By operation of law, these pernmits issue after
180 days. So, we've had it suggested to us, well, just
don't act on it. That doesn't do any good. | nean, if

we don't act on it, the permt is granted. That
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actually is counterproductive conpared to what we want
to do. So we're forced to proceed. Simlarly, the
CGovernor has concl uded that he doesn't have the |ega
authority to inpose a noratoriumby executive order. It
literally requires legislative action

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: Do we have any ot her
questions at this tinme for our Agency panel ?

Ms. MCFAWN.  Well, | had sonme nore questions

about the noise area, if we can return to that, M. Zak.
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MR ZAK:  Yes.

M5. MCFAWN. |I'mcurious as to how t hese peaker
plants fit into our existing noise regulation. You
stated in your testinony that we don't have any gaps in
our regulations. So are you saying there then that the
exi sting noise regul ations would apply to peaker plants
coul d be used to enforce adequately noise control ?

MR SKINNER: Before | pass the microphone to
M. Zak and | et himanswer that question, obviously
noise is an issue that seens to be of great interest to
the Board. | would only reiterate sonething that Geg
said earlier, which is we have -- | don't know,
somewhere nore than five of these facilities operating
currently. | don't have the exact nunber in front of

nme. We have not received a single noise conplaint from
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any of these -- fromany residents nearby the facilities
up to this point. So -- and | feel confortable saying
that if noise were a big issue for any of those folks,
they'd be making their own noi se about it because
they're very sensitive to it.

I think to sone extent the applicants, when they
propose these projects, are well aware that noise is an
i ssue or going to be an issue for their operation. And

| think they are taking neasures, if you want to call it
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on their own, | guess voluntarily, | guess you could,
but it's conpul sory alnost for an applicant, a
devel oper, at this point to do that. So, | don't want

to at all inhibit the Iine of questioning, but to ne,
it's probably not the biggest issue that we face with
regard to peakers. That's sonmething that a |ot of tines
is going to be worked out between the devel oper and the
local rmunicipalities as opposed to us at the state
level. Having filibustered for awhile, 1'll pass the
mc to Geg.

MR ZAK: |I'msorry. But can you kind of repeat
the question? | lost ny train of thought there.

M5. MCFAWN:  Certainly.

I"mcurious, you state in your testinony that
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you reference our existing noise regulations, three
sections exactly, and then you say there is no gap in
the regulation. And | just want to make sure that those
regul ati ons are adequate, that if there is a noise
problem you feel that they would be applicable and
woul d be sufficient for enforcenment purposes and health
purposes and that type of thing.

MR ZAK: Yes, they would be. | can fairly
conpetently say that, the -- if we look at all of the

various types of noise enissions we can have associ at ed
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wi th a peaker system the current regulations that we
have wi |l address all of those issues and in addition
if we have sonething a little unusual happen, let's just
say that we had sone infrasonic sound that is associ ated
with a peaker, and just throwing this out as a
possibility, not that we've ever had this probl emyet,
but in infrasonics, what they will dois it will appear
as vibration to nost people and people will think that
their house is vibrating, the ground is a vibrating and
in effect, what it is is an air wave that is being
generated by the -- let's say the Agency exanple, the
peaker, that can be addressed through the Board's
nui sance noi se regul ati on even though the numeric

regul ations only go down to, say, really 31 and a half
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hertz, which is a |l ow frequency end of a regul ations,
i nfrasonics typically occur below 20 hertz. W can
still neasure sonething, say, between 10 and 20 hertz,
and nake a good nui sance case before the Board, if there
was a probl em where we had significant a nunber of
resi dences that were experiencing this type of problem
froma peaker facility.

So, yes, | think to answer your question that
the current regulations that we have will address,

think, virtually any noise issue that woul d happen to
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cone forward froma peaker facility.

V5. MCFAVWN: Thank you.

M5. MANNING Director Skinner, you said that
noi se wasn't one of our biggest issues. Do you care to
conment on what you feel are the biggest issues in terns
of what we're doing today with the peaker power plant?

MR. SKINNER:  No.

CHAl RVAN MANNI NG Well, 1'I1 ask a fol |l ow up

MR SKINNER. | sat here and jotting down notes
in terms of the very brief summary for concl usion
conclusion notes, if | was going to make concl usi onary
remar ks, but maybe I'Il give you that part of it now

It strikes ne that the CGeneral Assenbly nmade a
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decision a couple of years ago with regard to the
question of electric supply and whether or not we needed
nore electric supply. | nean, they made the decision to
deregul ate the electric industry in lllinois. Inplicit
inthat is taking off of the ICC s docket the question
of whether or not we ought to be building nore electric
power plants and whether -- inplicit in that question is
whet her the power is going sonewhere within the state or
outside of the state.

Now, that nmay be a question that the Genera

Assenbly ought to readdress. | don't know whether there
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were unforeseen ramfications or consequences to
deregul ation or not. There -- peaker plants may have
been an unforeseen devel opnent, if you will, of the
deregul ation process, but it's certainly not within our
Agency's authority to consider that question. 'l
leave it to you to determi ne whether or not it is within
your authority to consider that question

The Agency -- | nean, we're peaker neutral, if
you will. W' re neither for nor against the devel opnent
of these facilities.

Qur forenost concern is when presented with a
proposal to determ ne whether or not it's -- the proper

controls are being applied and whether they are
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adequately protective of the environment and of human
health. W' ve devoted a |lot of resources to trying to
make sure that that is the case.

My own opinion is that if gaps exists right now,
they largely exist on the sitings or |local control side
of this issue. Property values, noise, esthetics, those
are to a large extent the conplaints that were we're
hearing that ring truer, if you will, than sonme of the
conpl ai nts about em ssions.

The fact of the matter is whether we like it or

not and whet her the opponents of peaker plants like it
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or not, these facilities are cleaner in terns of their
power production than our coal-fired facilities.

So, | think when pressed, sone of the
envi ronnental groups woul d say that given a choi ce,
assum ng the demand is going to be what it is, or
i ncrease, and assuning that power to neet that denmand is
going to cone fromsone place, either a coal-fired plant
or a peaker plant, ny guess is that even sone of the
environnental i sts would say, well, given that choice, we
prefer peakers over increased coal production

But be that as it may, | guess | would -- in

answer -- in direct answer to your question finally, |
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have woul d say that the siting aspects of this deserves
some scrutiny. | don't know whether | really believe
that the full blown SP172 requirenents ought to be
applied in the peaker context, but | can see an
argunment, | can nake an argunent that sone sub set of
t hose ought to be applied, if only the subset that
prescribes certain procedures with regard to

consi deration of these applications because those
procedures provide resources to the | ocal hearing pane
that allow themto deal with some of these issues, to
hire the lawers and the consultants that they m ght

find necessary to address the concerns that are being
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rai sed by the constituents.

The ot her question that | think you' ve been
asked to consider it and it's fully appropriate, is
whet her BACT or sone additional controls ought to be
i nposed upon these peaker plants.

Now, | think we've answered the question to the
best of our ability as to whether these facilities are
being permitted in a way that nmeets the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards and protects hunman health and the
environment. In terns of those standards, we believe
that, in fact, we're permitting these facilities the

right way. W're inposing the right level of controls
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on themto nmeet those standards.

You're really being asked to go beyond that and
say that is a given, should we inpose controls beyond
that, for whatever reason, in order to be nore
protective of health and the environnent. Again, that
is a question that is really outside, | think, the
purvi ew of the Agency. Wen you get to that |evel of
qguestion, it beconmes a cost benefit analysis as to are
you going to -- is the added cost so significant that
you're going to discourage these power plants from
comng in? 1Is that a good thing or a bad thing? That

is sonething that I have no desire to get into nor any
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real expertise. The whole power side and supply side
and demand side of the issue is frankly beyond ne.

CHAI RVAN MANNI NG Thank you.

I would just like to thank all of you fromthe
Envi ronnental Protection Agency for all of the work you
did in the presentation, obviously straining your
resources, in terns of obviously you' ve spent a | ot of
time and a | ot of work advising us and, you know, for
purposes of the public that are present here today, the
Agency staff would continue to be present throughout the

rest of the hearings for us if questions cone up that
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need to be answered. Certainly, the |ast set of
heari ngs on Cctober 5th and 6th, we will regroup and if
there are other questions that we need answered or
asked, we'll go ahead and do that.

MR SKINNER We'Il have some subset of the
fol ks that are here today at the subsequent hearings.
To the extent that you can anticipate that you' re going
to want certain areas of expertise represented, | guess,
you can | et us know ahead of tine. W're glad to

acconmodate that. To the extent that you want ne there

at these -- any of these particular hearings, | would
di scourage you, but | would -- but | would be willing.
CHAI RVAN MANNING  1'1l bet you'll work that
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out .

MR SKINNER: Yeah. | would be willing to
accommodat e you i n any event.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON: | get all the fun

Ckay. Before we conclude, | just want to nake a
couple of final remarks on the record.

Right. W do still have some witten questions

that we'll be subnmitting to the Agency and we'll get
those to you as soon as possible.
MR SKINNER  Sure.

HEARI NG OFFI CER JACKSON:  |'mjust told that
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we'll al so be posting those witten questions on the
website, for anyone here who would like to take a | ook
at those additional questions that we will be posing to
the Agency. They will be on the website as soon as they
are avail abl e.

Ckay. | also want to note Director Skinner
nmentioned that we seemto be asking a lot of noise
gquestions. | just want to point out for everyone that
the Board nenbers may ask a variety of questions at
t hese hearings, that they're not intending to focus the
scope of the hearings on any particular issue. They're
just sinply trying to develop a conplete and conci se

record. So please don't assume anything other than the
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devel opnent of a conplete record by any of the questions
that are asked by any of the Board nenbers during
today's proceedi ng or any other proceedings of this
matter.

W still have a lot of information to gather
before we're conpleted with these proceedi ngs and the
Board will not begin its deliberation until all the
information is submtted and the record is cl osed.

Ckay. | would nention again that we have

requested expedited transcript. As soon as that is
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avail able, we will be posting that on our website. If
you require hard copies of the transcript, please
contact the Board's clerk's office and hard copi es can
be obtained at a cost of 75 cents a page.

The next hearing in this matter will begin
tonorrow, August 24th at 10:30 am W'Il be in the
same room and the procedures for tonorrow s hearing wll
be very much like today's. Tonorrow, we'll be focusing
on presentations by nenbers of the peaker industry and
we' Il again be focusing on questions fromthe Board
nmenbers and the Board's technical unit. |f any nenber
of the public here today has questions prepared by
today's presentation, please feel free to subnmt those

guestions to the Board in the formof a witten conment.
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That's all | have.

Thank you all for attending. W appreciate your
pati ence and your attention and we're adjourned for
today. See you tonorrow.

(Wher eupon, the proceedings in the above-entitled cause
wer e adj ourned schedul ed to reconvene on August 24,
2000, at 10:30 a.m)

(OFFI C AL copies of this transcript can al so be ordered
directly fromthe reporter for 75 cents a copy by

cal ling (800)419-3376.)
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STATE OF ILLINOS )
) SS:
COUNTY OF DU PAGE )
|, ROSEMARI E LA MANTI A, being first duly sworn,
on oath says that she is a court reporter doing business
in the Gty of Chicago; that she reported in shorthand
t he proceedi ngs given at the taking of said hearing, and
that the foregoing is a true and correct transcript of

her shorthand notes so taken as aforesaid, and contains

all the proceedings given at said hearing.
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