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DECISION

OnJune 22200, the lllinois Environmental Protection Agency ifibis EPA) issued an air
pollution control construction permit dGP Ingredients of lllinois, Inc. (MGRY construct a

solid fueHired cogeneratiofacility at its existing plant in Pekinln response to public comments,
the issued permit includen number of additional requirements for the propogesjectcompared

to the draft permit, as well as various clarificationpéomitconditions.

Copies of the documents can be obtained from the contact listed at the end of this document. The
permit and dditional copies of this document can also be obtained from the lllinois EPA website
www.epa.state.il.us/publnotices?2008/generahotices.html

BACKGROUND

OnMarch 22 2007, the lllinois EPABureau of Air received a construction permit application

from MGP Ingredients of Illinois, Ingrequesting a permit tconstruct a solid fudired

cogeneration boiler and associated equipment at its existing plant in Pe&proposedoiler

would beused to generatgeam anelectric power usingoalas the principal fuel. The key

emission unit®f the poposed cogeneration facilityould bethe solid fuekired boiler, a natural
gasfired auxiliary boiler fuel handling operationsnd various anttary operations.While MGP

is currentlynot operating its Pekin plant because of market conditions, MGP has not abandoned its
plans for the proposed facilityyndeedthe proposed facilityauld be important to the continued
operation and economicwdile i n g oPRekinp@m.o s

The construction permit issued foigiprojectidentifies the applicable rules governing emissions
from theproposed cogeneration boiler and other emission units that are part of the praject
establishes enforceable limiions ortheiremissions. The permit also establishes appropriate
compliance procedures, including requirements for emissions testing, continuous emission
monitoring, recordkeeping and reportinglGP will be required to carry out these procedures on
an agoing basis to demonstrate that peposed boiler facilitys operating within the limitations
established by the permit and that emissions are being properly controlled.

COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING

The lllinois EPA Bureau of Air evaluates ajgaitions and issues permits for sources of emissions.
An air permit application must appropriately address compliance with applicable air pollution
control laws and regulations before a permit can be issued. Following its initial re@&Ri s
applicatio, the lllinois EPA Bureau of Air made a preliminary determination that the application
met the standards for issuance of a construction permit and prepared a draft permit for public
review and comment.

The public comment period began with the publicatiba notice in the Pekin Daily Times and

Peora Journal Star on May 31, 2Q0Bhe notice was published again in the Daily Times and

Journal Star on June 7 and 14, 2008. A public hearing was held on July 14, 2008 at the Pekin High
School to receive oral aaments and answer questions regarding the application and draft


http://www.epa.state.il.us/public-notices/

construction permit. The publiccomment period closed @gkxugust 13, 2008.

AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS

The permit issued thIGP and this responsiveness summany availablat the lllinoisE P A 6 s
internet site abttp://www.epa.state.il.us/publizotices2008/generahotices.htmf Copies of

these documents may also be obtained by contacting the lllinois EPA at the telephone numbers
listed at the end of this document.

APPEAL PROVISIONS

The construction permit issued for the proposed projectggaproval to construct pursuant to

the federal rules for Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD), 40 CFR 52.21.
Accordingly, individuals who submitted comments on the draft permit or participated in the public
hearing may petition the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to review the
PSD provisions of the issued permits. In addition, any personailed fo file comments or

failed to participate in the public hearing on the draft permit may petition for administrative
review but only to the extent changes were made to the draft permit by the final permit decision.

As comments were submitted on thaftipermit for the proposed project that requested a change

in the permits, the issued permitedmot become effective until after the period for filing of an

appeal has passed. The procedures governing appeals are contained in the Code of Federal
Regula i ons, AnAppeal of RCRA, UIC and PSD per mit:
be submitted to USEPA by a means other than regular mail, refer to the Environmental Appeals
Board website at www.epa.gov/eab/eabfaq.htm#3 for instructions. If aalappde sent by

regular mail, it should be sent on a timely basis to the following address:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Clerk of the Board, Environmental Appeals Board (MC 1103B)
Ariel Rios Building

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC. 204660001

Telephone: 202/238122

QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS WITH RESPONSES BY THE AGENCY
1 How much ethanatanMGP producennually?

MGP indicates that it has the capability of producing 90 millions gallons of ethanol
per year, of which roughly hdf can be food grade ethanol, which is used for

" If necessary arrangements can be made with USEPA, this information may also be available on the Illinois Permit
Database at www.epa.gov/region5/air/permits/ilonline.htm (please look for the documents under All Permit Records
(sorted by name), Construction Permit Records).
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beverages, food products, and pharmaceutical products.
How does MGP currently obtain the steam needed for the operation of its Pekin plant?

MGP obtains its steam from boilers at the Indian Trails Cogeneation facility. This is
a facility owned and operated by Ameren that is located within the boundaries of the
MGP plant. This facility was developed in the early 1990s and replaced the cdakd
boiler that MGP previously operated to provide steam to thelant.

Why candét t he c uthe supply of ateam tiha MG plantcansnuefinbor
the future?

MGP indicates that Ameren is not interested in continuing to operate the existing
Indian Trails facility to supply steam to MGP and has plans to let the current
contract expire. MGP entered into the original contract for the facility over 15 years
ago, when circumstances were significantly different. Natural gas was relatively
inexpensive. MGP was working with CILCo, a much smaller power@mpany than
Ameren, that at that time provided electric power to the Pekin area. Natural gas is
now much more expensive. The Pekin area is now serviced by Ameren, which
purchased CILCo in 2003 and took over the contractual obligation to supply steam to
MGP. Ameren is a large power company, with over 2iarge power plants ranging in
capacity from 150 to 2400 MW. The Indian Trails facility has a nominal capacity
that is less than 20 MW and its actual output is constrained by the actual steam
demand from MGP, which can fluctuate hour-by-hour based on manufacturing
operations at MGP. As such, Ameren does not consider it desirable to continue to
operate the Indian Trails facility and it has given notice to MGP that it will let the
current agreement with MGP expire.

| understand why MGP is looking for lower energy costs. h#ulooking forlower
energy prices.

While MGP would like to reduce its longterm energy costs, MGP has indicated that

its basic objective for this project is to continue in peration. This will require a

substantial capital investment to develop a new boiler facility to poweits existing

plant. In part, the magnitude of thiscapital cost is due to the cost of themission

control equipment that must be installed ora new cal-fired boiler to comply with

applicable environmental requirements. MGP6s secondary objecti
are to proceed in a way that is affordable and that will hopefully stabilize its energy

costs and avoid the future increases in energy costsat would certainly accompany

continued reliance on natural gas. This is the reason that the proposed boiler facility

would be designedo both produce steam and generate electricity.

What does fAcogeneratineam® of steam and el ec
Cogeneation is the simultaneous generation of electric energy and process steam

heat by the same facility. h the case of the Indian Trails facility,whenthis facility is
cogenerating electricity,the high pressure steam from the two main boilerst the



facility , at approximately 1200pounds per square inch gsi), is first fed to a steam
turbine generator to generate electricity. The steam exits the turbine at
approximately 165 psi and is then sent to MGP fousein its manufacturing
operation.

Cogeneraton uses fuelmore efficiently than separatelygenerating energy and
process steam. For example, cogeneration at the Indian Trai facility takes
advantage ofthe energyor heatvalue of lowpressuresteam thatis available after
generating electricity that cannot be eficiently used for generation of electricity This
low-pressure steam igproductively used for processand comfort heating. Coalfired
power plants in Illinois, which are not celocated with manufacturing facilities, do not
cogenerate andhe heatvalue of their low quality steam is dissipated by thie cooling
systens. From an energy perspectivea facility that performs cogenerationis
typically over twice as efficient asa facility that only generates electricity.

6. The IntegovenmentalPanel on Climate Change has urged urgent action to achieve global
warming pollution reductions in the range oftd®0 percent by 2020 and 8990 percent
by 2050. Any longerm decisions about how MGP meets its energy needs, such as
building anew coalfired boiler, must be consistent with these reduction targets.

The actionsrecommenced b2y the IntergovernmentalPanel on Climate Changeas
describedby this comment,” are at mostrecommendations that apply togovernments
around the world, asa whole. It isnot appropriate to expect that a particular
company can or should individually comply with theserecommendatiors,

particularly as reductions in emissionsof greenhouse gasesill entail comprehensive
global action to reduce energy consumptin and developalternative energy systems

7. While cogeneration should be strongly supported as an efficient andpoleting option
for MGP to meet its steam and electricity needs, it is not apparent that MGP has considered
the environmental immas of using lllinois coal or the broader global warming and other
air pollution impacts of generally using codlow, before investing $100 million on a new
coakired boiler, is an opportune time to assess Hbereductionsn global warming
pollutionrecommended bthe IntegovernmentaPanel on Climate Changan be
achieved and for MGP to demonstrate its commitment to environmental stewardship.
MGP should pull back its application for this project and, at a minimum, reassess the

2 The internet site of thelntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCCYoes not provide confirmation of
the specific recanmendations by the IPCC that are indicated in this commentAs explainedatt he | PCC6 s
internet site, i Tie Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chang&IPCC) was established to provide the
decisionmakers and others interested in climate change with an objéive source of information about climate
change. The IPCC does not conduct any research nor does it monitor climate related data or parameters. Its
role is to assess on a comprehensive, objective, open and transparent basis the latest scientific, tedrarich
sociaeconomic literature produced worldwide relevant to the understanding of the risk of humatinduced
climate change, its observed and projected impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation. IPCC reports
should be neutral with respect to polig, although they need to deal objectively with policy relevant scientific,
technical and socioeconomic factors. They should be of high scientific and technical standards, and aim to
reflect a range of views, expertise and wide geographical coverage.



potential for contining to use natural gas to generate its steam and electricity.

As a legal matter, MGP fulfills its environmental obligations by complying with
applicable environmental laws and egulations In terms of social and corporate
responsibility, MGP fulfills it s obligations to shareholders and society at lardey
using raw materials and fuels efficiently, and bybeing a good neighbor to theCity of
Pekin and its residents It is inappropriate and unrealistic to expect MGP to forgoa
project that would enable itto use coal as a fuel when its competitors currently use
and will continue to use coal as their fuel

Global warming and the broader impacts ofthe use of coal are appropriately
addressed by laws and regulations that directly address these matters andadsish
requirements that are applied in a uniform and equitable fashion tgarticular classes
of sources. With respect to global warming, those laws would preferably be set by
Congress on a national levedo asto not put states at an economic disadvangge
compared to states that have not adopted programs dhat have adopted less
rigorous programs to address global warming.

8. MGP currently receives steam and electricity from naturafiged boilels under a
contractual arrangemewith Amerenand would continue to receive steam and electricity
from a new natural ga&red boiler until its proposed ccéfed boiler becomes
operational . Ev e n -fae boder is doiGtRIGtes] (ifftisoposed co
constructed), MGRvouldreceive steam and eleicity from the proposed new natural gas
boiler from time to time when the coal boiler is not available.

This comment reflects animorrectu nder st andi ng of Ma&R6s circ
while MGP does currently receiveprocesssteam fromnatural gasfir ed boilers at the

Indian Trails facility , MGP obtains its electricity off the grid. In particular, th e

Indian Trails f acility currently operated by Amerensuppliesonly steam directly to

MGP, as necessary to meAnyelettt@®/dremthneéndiah f or st
Trails facility goesto the grid. Ameren retains discretion as to how igenerates the

electricity suppliedto MGP. The Indian Trails facility can be and is at times

operated to directly supply 165 psi steam to MGP without generation of any

electricity.® Whether the facility actually operates as a cogeneration facility depends

upon the relative cost to Ameren of generating electricity with the facility, which uses

natural gas, and withits other power generating facilities most of which usecoal.

Secondthe new natural gasfired boiler now beingproposed by MGPwould only
provide low-pressureprocess steanior the plant. It would not be part of a
cogeneration system and would not be designed for cogeneration as it would not have
the ability to generate highpressure steam.Instead, the gasfired boiler would be a
backup boiler for periods when the solid fuelfired boiler is not in service.

? The Indian Trails facility has the capability of directly supplying 165 psi steam to MGP through an
attemporation system. This system converts high pressure steam into low pressure steam by “diluting” the
steam with water. This cools the steam, reducing its pressure, while increasing the quantity of steam as the
introduced water evaporates contributing to additional steam.



Natural gas i significantly cleanefuel than coal containingvirtually no sulfur,ash or

mercury. It alsoemits a fraction of thearbon dioxide emissiortd coalwhen it is burned
Switching from natural gas to coal would be a major step in the wrong direction in terms of
air quality andglobal warming issues.

AUse of natural gas 0 a ®seghy thip commentyould not result in lower
emissions of CQ from the operation of MGP plant. This is becausé¢he project that
MGP would undertake would be drastically different. Economic and marketbased
considerations direct theplans of companiesincluding MGP. These factorshave led
MGP to proposea facility to meet itsneed forsteam in the future that would be
fueled with coaland have the capability to cogenerate electricityHowever, if the use
of natural gas were made compulsory for the poposed facility, hese factors would
lead to a drastically differentplan by MGP. If MGP could only use natural gas
MGP would not construct a cogeneration facilitywith its capacity to produce 15 MW
of electricity. Instead,MGP would only construct natural gas-fired boilers to
generatelowpr essure steam to meet theMGPl ant s ne
would purchaseall the electricity to run the plant off the grid. This electricity would
be generatedprimarily by existing coal-fired power plants that are not cogeneration
facilities, so emit substantially more CQ emissions for thér productive output than
the coalfired cogeneration boiler proposed by MGP. In addition, the emission rates
of theseexisting coalfired power plants for SO,, NOy, and PM are greater than those
of the new boiler proposed by MGP, which would have modern emissions controls

The change to thenatureo f MGP & s pprroojpeocste dt hat woul d r esu
onynatural gaso is a direct ctoralgassand®a.ce of
In particular, natural gas is not used in lllinois to provide routine, baseload electrical

power, as needed by MGRo operate its plant In Central lllinois, base-load electrical

power is provided by coalfired power plants. Naturalgasisonlyusedori peak i ngo
electricalpowerand i nt er medi at e duing péribde wheritmegaal power
fired plants cannot meet the demand for electricity. As a result, it would not make

economic sense for MGP to attempt to generate its own etdcity using natural gas

asa fuel, when less expensive electricity can be purchased from cdimed power

plants. This is reflected in the design of the natural gas fired auxiliary boiler, which

would be designed to producéow-pressure steam, not thdigh-pressure steam

needed to efficiently generatelectricity.

Inthisr e g ar d, cirddiGsRadcssare the same afAmerend with respect to the
Indian Trails facility . Ameren has no interest in continuing to operatehat facility ,
which is fueled with natural gas. This situation is also generallydemonstratedby the
new fuel ethanol plants currently being developed in lllinois These plantgyenerally
only use natural gas to meet their neexfor process steam and heatThey do notuse
natural gas tocogenerate electricity and instead obtain their electricity off the grid.

The premise of this comment wuld only be correct if MGP would cogenerate
electricity with natural gas. Only in that case, would the environmenactually see a



benefit from the lower CO, emission ratethat accompanies usef natural gas*

10. Best Available Control technologBACT) limits should beset for this project for
emissions oPM,s. As explained by USEPA in rulemaking proposed on November 1,
2005,fThe requirements @ficable to NSR SIPs for and the obligation to subject sources
to NSR permitting foPM, sdirectand precursoemissions are codified in the existing
federal regulations and can be implemented witsopte ci f i ¢ r eg(O0OFRRt ory c
66,043, Novembet, 2005.)

This comment migonstruesthe quoted statement by USEPA asthe statementis
provided out of context The quotedsentencds in a section of thigproposed
rulemaking dealing with implementation and transition issues associated with New
Source Review. USEPA goes on to sathat it has foundit acceptable to conduct PSD
permitting for PM , s using PM;p as a surrogate. ii(T)he obligation to implement PSD
for the NAAQS was triggered upon the effective date of the NAAQS, as explained in
prior guidance [filnterim Implementation for New Source Review Requirements for
PM2.5," J. Seitz, EPA (Oct. 23, 1997)](In that guidance, EPA also explained that
PSD permitting for PM 1o would be accepted as a surrogate approach for this
obligation, as discussed in nme detail below.o Accordingly, the statement by
USEPA quoted in this commenbnly addresses the basilegal obligationunder the
PSD rules and does not indicate how a BACT determination should be conducted for
emissions ofPMs s,

11. OnMay 16, 2008 USEPA adoptedevisionsto the PSDrulesto implement PSD for
PM, 5, defining thefi s i g n enfissian aatéfor PM, s as an increasef 10 tonsor more
per year (73 FR 28,321, May 16, 2008However the newprovisionthat wouldallow
PMjg to continue 6 be used sia surrogatéor PM, sfor permit applications submitted prior
to July 15, 200840 CFR 52.21(i)(1)(xi))which was also adopted as part of these
revisions to the PSD ruleis,illegal.® If the Court of Appeals vacates or stdlyis
provisionof the PSD ules this project would continue to be a major modification for
PM,s. TheSierra Club reserves its right to petition for review of this permit for lack of a
BACT limit for PM,si f U S Hd@/ RAES ruls arevacated or stayed by the courts.

Neither MGP nor the lllinois EPA relied on the cited provision of the revised PSD
rules to forgo consideration of BACT for PM, 5. MGP specifically addressed BACT
for emissions of PM sin a letter dated May 15, 200&upplementingits application. °
In addition, the lllinois EPA specifically considered control of PM s emissions as part
of its BACT determination. As such it is not necessary for the lllinois EPA to

* The CO, emissions of burning natural gas, in terms of the heat input of fuel, are approximately half those of
coal, i.e., 117 pounds per million Btu compared to 205 pounds per million Btu, based on information collected
by the Energy Information Administration.

® The provision in the May 16, 2008 rulemaking thatuld waive the requirement to implement RMBACT by
substituting PMo BACT is believed to beinlawful for a number of reasanét shouldtherefore be overturnday an
appeal that isurrently pending in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Coluriaitural Resurces
Defense Council, et al v. ERB&ase No08-1250 (D.C.Cir.).

% In this submittal, MGP confirms that fabric filtration is appropriately considered BACT technology for
control of emissions PM, 5 from the solid fuel-fired boiler and material handling operations, proposing BACT
limits that are identical to those for PM,,



respond to thevarious arguments put forth by the commenter to support its belief
that 40 CFR 52.21(i)(1)(xi) isimproper, which argumentsmay eventually be rulel
upon by afederal appeals court.

12 Commonparticulatecontrol technologies, such as the fabric fitteat wouldbe used on
the proposed solid fuel boileare highly effective atontrolling PM and Plb, However,
they ardess effective atantrolling finer PM, 5 PM, s emissions are more aggressively
controlled by cont r ol lniaddigon,tcdrtain typeslofifitetbagst 6 s
are more effective at controllirdirect emissions of filterable PM.

The permit for the proposed project provides BACT asspecifically recommended by
this comment. The permit doessetBACT limits for emissions of SQ and NO, which
are theprecursor pollutants of concernfor PM 5, which react in the atmosphereo
form PM ;s and contribute to theambient concentrationsof PM, s In addition, the
BACT determination for direct PM, s emissions fom the solid fuel-fired boiler
requires that the baghouseon the boiler be designed and matained to specifically
target control of emissiors of PMs. In particular, Condition 2.1.2(c) of the permit
requires that the filter material used in the baghouse be of a type specifically designed
for enhanced performance forthe control of fine particulate, i.e., PM s, rather than a
conventional filter material.” Finally, evenif equipped with conventional filter
materials, baghouseshould not be consideredsignificantly less effectiveor control
of filterable PM, sthan PM 1.2 For solid fuel-fir ed boilers, baghouses are commonly
considered the most effective control technology farontrol of the filterable
emissions be they PM,PMjo or PMs.

13. Substitutindimits for PMyo emissiongor limits for PM, s emissions undehe PSD rules
is arbirary becauséMg is not the same as BRM The USEPA should not for expediency
in PSDpermitting act as if these pollutants are the same., 5Pk health impacts at
lower concentrations than Ry Condensablearticulatecomprises a much larger fraum
of PM,sthan of larger PM. 73 FR 28,334. Additionally, controls for;Pae not
necessarily controls for PMand, more importantly for BACT determinations, 4@mked
controls for PMg are not necessarily tejanked controls for Pkt Highwoodat 9, 25
(A[t] he Seitz memodbs guidance to rely on B
maxi mum achievable reductions in emissions

" For the solid fuel-fired boiler, as proposed in Condition 2.1.2(c) of the draft permit, “The filter material used
in the baghouse shall be a membrane material, micro-fiber material, micro-fiber capped composite material or
other similar filter material that has enhanced performance for collection of fine particulate as compared to
conventional woven or felt filter material.”

8 When generally discussing the performance of baghouses, the Institute of Clean Air Companies indesithat
fBaghouse removal efficiency is relatively |l eveld acros:
andPM-2 . 5 can b dinstitietobdleaneAdt Cainpanies, Technologies: Particulate Controly As
explained by USEPA, his is because particles are captured by several mechanismes,, inertial impaction,
interception, Brownian diffusion, and sieving on already collected partices that have formed a dust layer on
the bags. The fabric materialalsocan capture particles that have penetrated through the dust layer.
Electrostatic attraction may also contribute to particle capture in the dust layer and in the fabric itself. Due to
the multiple mechanisms of particle capture possible, fabric filters can be highly efficient for the entire particle
size range of interest in air pollution control. (USEPA, Module 6: Air Pollutants and Controlfechniquesi
Particulate Matteri Control Techiques)
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instructed applicant that it could deal with PMBACT limits by installing more #icient
bags, but that the applicant should avoid
restrictions being placed upon wus. 0) .

On April 24, 2009,USEPA announced that it intends to repeadl0 CFR 52.21(i)(1)(xi),
t he current fgravision tof PMbt shnghe PSDgubes It also
immediately stayed this provision for a period ofthree month.” Any permanent
repeal of this provision would only occur following opportunity for public comment
asa result of formal rulemaking.

Notwithstanding this developmentthe historic approach takenby USEPAfor the

Ai ntr oduc tbjinboiPBD permittifyMvhich was reflectedin the
grandfathering provision, was not arbitrary.'® The approachreflects a reasoned
approach based onthe overlapping naure of PMoand PM; 5 which enables PM 1, to
serve as a effective surrogate for PM, 5. Emissions of PM s also constitute PMg, as
PM,sis a subset ofPM;o with an aerodynamic diameter ofless than2.5 microns
While the percentage of condensable padulate in PM, s emissions may be higher
than in PMpemissions, the absolute amount of condensable particulatePM, s and
PMjpemissionss commonly the same. While progress has been made in addressing
the technical issues involved with implementatiof PSD for PM, s, significant issues
have yet to be resolved. Notably, USEPA has not finalized a reference test method for
PM., s and there is a dearth of PM s emission data for emission units based on actual

°In a letter dated April 24, 2009, to Paul Cort, Earthjustice,Lisa Jackson, Administrator of USEPA,
announced that the USEPA was ganting a petition for reconsideration of the grandfathering provision related
to PM, 5 in the PSD rules, with the intention of eventually repealing the provision. In addition, Administrator
Jackson announced an immediate stay of the grandfathering provision for a period of three months

19 When USEPA adopted its revisions to the PSD rules to address emissions of PM, s, it also adopted a
transition provision that shielded or grandfathered pending permit applications from the new requirements
provided that the pending application used PM,, as a surrogate for PM,s. In particular, 40 CFR 52.21(i) and
(i)(1)(xi) provide “(i) Exemptions. (1) The requirements of paragraphs (j) through (r) of this section shall not
apply to a particular major stationary source or major modification, if; ... (xi) The source or modification was
subject to 40 CFR 52.21, with respect to PM, s, as in effect before July 15, 2008, and the owner or operator
submitted an application for a permit under this section before that date consistent with EPA
recommendations to use PM;, as a surrogate for PM, 5, and the Administrator subsequently determines that
the application as submitted was complete with respect to the PM, s requirements then in effect, as interpreted
in the EPA memorandum entitled “Interim Implementation of New Source Review Requirements for PM, 5”
(October 23, 1997). Instead, the requirements of paragraphs (j) through (r) of this section, as interpreted in the
aforementioned memorandum, that were in effect before July 15, 2008 shall apply to such source or
modification.”

The USEPA also adopted a transition provision for condensable particular matter. This provision excludes
condensable particulate from PM;, and PM, 5 at the present time. In particular, 40 CFR 52.21(b)(50) and
(b)(50)(vi) provide that “Regulated NSR pollutant, for purposes of this section, means the following:...(vi)
Particulate matter (PM) emissions, PM, s emissions and PM,emissions shall include gaseous emissions from a
source or activity which condense to form particulate matter at ambient temperatures. On or after January 1,
2011 (or any earlier date established in the upcoming rulemaking codifying test methods), such condensable
particulate matter shall be accounted for in applicability determinations and in establishing emissions
limitations for PM, PM,sand PM;,in PSD permits. Compliance with emissions limitations for PM, PM, s and
PMissued prior to this date shall not be based on condensable particular matter unless required by the terms
and conditions of the permit or the applicable implementation plan. Applicability determinations made prior to
this date without accounting for condensable particular matter shall not be considered in violation of this
section unless the applicable implementation plan required condensable particular matter to be included.”

10



testing* USEPA also has not adopted signifant air quality impact levels for PMy.s.

Likewise, the approach taken by the Illinois EPAtot he pr oposed facilit
of PM_sis not arbitrary. Moreover, the approachis also responsive to this comment.

Emission rates for PMp are not subsituted for or used as limits on emissions of

PM,s. Rather BACT limits for emissions of particulate matterfrom the proposed

solid fuel-fired boiler are initially set in terms of particulate matter,rather than

PMyo, S0 as tostringently limit the facility éemissionsof PM, s In addition, as

related to theHighwoodDecision, which addressed a proposed cefited boiler, the

permit requires that the baghouse for the proposed solid fudired boiler usean

enhanced filter fabric, which is more effective n controlling PM , s than conventional

filter fabrics.

14. Because PWMsis aregulatedpollutantand would potentiallybe emittedrom the proposed
project ina significant amount, a tegpown BACT analysis is requirddr the project for
emissions oPM, .12

While the PSD rulesat the time that the draft permit was released for public
commentdid not require a determination of BACT for emissions of PM s from the
proposed facility,**the lllinois EPA considered PM sin its BACT determination.

For emissions of PM 5, the BACT determination for the proposed project is based on
the fact that PM, s emissions are a subset of emissions of RMind are controlled by
the same devices and measuwséhat control emissions of PMo. The difference is that
emissins of PM1o may alsocontains larger particles, whichhave an aerodynamic
diameter greater than 2.5 microns, which PM; s does not. It should also be
recognizedthat the PSD rules do not specify how a permitting authority must make a
BACT determination, much less specify that BACT determinations must be made
usi ng -dao wint onpe't \WhilelBAGT determinations are commonly made

"1 USEPA only recently formally proposed a reference method for PM, s on March 25, 2009, Methods for
Measurement of Filterable PM;, and PM, s and Measurement of Condensable Particulate Matter Emissions
From Stationary Sources (74 FR 12969). The proposed test method would only be suitable for measurement of
PM, ;5 emissions from stacks that do not have entrained moisture droplets and could not necessarily be used on
emission units controlled with wet scrubbers.

12 To ensure that the limits in a PSD permit ensure the “maximum degree of reduction,” based on applicable
production processes, fuel cleaning, clean fuels, and other pollution control techniques, a permit applicant is required
to propose a permit limit that constitutes BACT and to supply sufficient information on the control option used to
achieve that limit. Each step of the BACT analysis and especially a decision to reject a more effective pollution
reduction option in favor of a less effective option must be adequately explained and justified. Specifically, 40 CFR
52.21(n)(1)(iii) requires that an applicant for a PSD permit must submit “...a detailed description of the system of
continuous emissions reduction planned for the source or modification, emission estimates, and any other information
necessary to ensure that best available control technology would be applied.”

3 Because the permit application for the proposed facility was submitted and determined to be complete
before July 15,2008, 40 CFR 52.21(i)(1)(xi), the grandfathering provision for PM, 5 in the PSD rules, excused
the project from BACT for PM,s. In this regard, the application was clearly complete before July 15, 2008
because the Illinois EPA held the public hearing on the draft permit for the proposed facility on July 14, 2008.
Y On December 1, 1987, the USEPA implemented certain initiatives to improve the effectiveness of NSR
programs within the confines of existing regulations, including the top-down approach to BACT. As explained
by J. Craig Potter, Assistant Administrator for Air and Administration, “To bring consistency to the BACT
process, I have authorized OAQPS to proceed with developing specific guidance on the use of the '""top-down"
approach to BACT. The first step in this approach is to determine, for the emission source in question, the most
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using the top-down method developed by USEPA, this method accommodates

judgment by the permitting authority in the extent of invegigation that is conducted.

This is becausghis methodf ocuses attention on the most
alternative, with the presumption that the top control alternative should be

determined to beBACT unless the permitting authority determinesthat it is not

achievable. The top-down method does not requirea permitting authority to conduct

a detailedevaluation of lesser ranked control technologiesvhich would be an

academic exercise mereljo confirm that lesser ranked control technologiesre

indeed less effective.

Accordingly, the BACT analysis for PM, s emissions for the proposegroject follows
a very straightforward path. In particular, for the proposed solid fuekfired boiler, a
baghouse or &bric filtration is generally consideredthe best control technologyor
emissions ofilterable particulate matter as theemissionsof solid fuel-fired boilers
cannot becontrolled by application of pollution prevention techniques. Fabric
filtration is feasible forthe proposed boiler as theemperature and other conditions
of the exhaust gas and the character of the particulateom the boiler would not
preclude use of fabric filtration.’ In considering the performance of filtation
control devices it is recognized thatsome filter fabrics are more effective than other
filter fabrics. New designs ofifter fabrics have been developed that are more
effective than traditional filter fabrics for control of fine particulate.*® Accordingly,

fi e n h a rfabree ditéation has been determined to constitte BACT for the
particulate emissionsfrom the proposedsolid fuel-fired boiler, for PM, PMjpand
PM,s. The emission limit that was proposednd is setas BACT for filterable
particulate is 0.012 Ib/million Btu, as PM This reflects an emission rate ttat is
achievable, i.e., that has been consistently demonstratedbe met by emission tests of
existing coalfired boilers with baghouses, and providean appropriate safety margin
to account for normal variation in performance of a baghouse

stringent control available for a similar or identical source or source category. If it can be shown that this level
of control is technically or economically infeasible for the source in question, then the next most stringent level
of control is determined and similarly evaluated. This process continues until the BACT level under
consideration cannot be eliminated by any substantial or unique technical, environmental, or economic
objections. Thus, the "top-down'' approach shifts the burden of proof to the applicant to justify why the
proposed source is unable to apply the best technology available. It also differs from other processes in that it
requires the applicant to analyze a control technology only if the applicant opposes that level of control; the
other processes required a full analysis of all possible types and levels of control above the baseline case.”
(Memorandum, J. Craig Potter, December 1, 1987). While the “Top-Down BACT Process” is commonly used
for making BACT determinations, its most important attribute is that it is a standardized way for a source to
submit its BACT demonstration and a permitting agency to make its BACT determination.

'S The proposed solid fuel-fired boiler would use a dry scrubber for control of SO, emissions, so that the
baghouse on the boiler, which would be downstream of the scrubber, will not be subject to elevated levels of
moisture and sulfuric acid mist, which would threaten its integrity. In addition, as dry scrubbing minimizes
the introduction of liquid droplets of water into the flue gas, it minimizes the formation of sulfuric acid mist
and emissions of condensable particulate.

'S The USEPA’s Environmental Technology Verification (ETV) Program has verified the effectiveness of such
filter materials as a technique to improve the performance of baghouses for emissions of PM, ;. However, the
ETYV testing is performed on samples of the fabric, using laboratory procedures to generate a precise loading of
particulate to the ample of filter fabric. The ETV testing does not address the actual PM, 5 emissions of units
controlled with baghouses with enhanced fabrics, so does not provide a basis to set a numerical BACT limit for
emissions of PM, s.
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For the auxiliary boiler, use of natural gashas been selected as BACT for particulate

matter. Since allofthisboi | er 6 s par t i c ushautdeonstitatePMesr e mi s
based on USEPA emission factorshe BACT determination for particulate matter

directly address emissions of PMs. For material handling operations and roadways,

in which particulate matter emissions are generated by mechanical processes rather

than by combustion, PM 5 will only be a fraction of the PM;o emissions. Accordingly,

BACT measues for particulate matter emissions of these unitsra also adequateand

appropriate to address the PMoand PM s fractions of their emissions

This comment has not challenged thdetermination of BACT for particulate matter
that was made for the propsed project. In particular, for the proposed solid fuel
fired boiler, this comment does not question theelection & enhancedfabric filtration
asthe BACT control technologyfor emissions of particulate matter measured as PM
and PMjpor the accompanyirg emission limit selected as BACTThe comment only
challenges theBACT determination as related to PMs. However, as a baghouse or
fabric filtration constitutes BACT technologyfor PM and filterable PM 1, it also
constitutes BACT technologyfor emissians of PM, 5. The further consideration is
whether a different emission limit should be set as BACT for PMs. As a general
matter, reliable emission data is needed to set a BACT limit, since a BACT limit must
be achievable on a routine, continuing basjgonsidering normal variation in the
performance of a control system when properly operated and maintainedHowever,
reliable data for emissionsof PM, s is not available fornew coalfired boilers
equipped with modern baghousesand advanced filter materils.'” Accordingly, an
empirical basisis not availableat this time to seta BACT limit for the emissions of
PM, s from the proposedboiler that would be lower than the BACT limit for PM and
PM1o, for which empirical data is available Such empirical dat is neededor the
performance of a baghouse because of tikemplexity of a baghousgin which
different physical mechanismsactin concertto capture particles. The filter bagsalso
operate dynamicallyas theygradually build up a filter cake made up ofaccumulated
particulate and the bagsmust beperiodically cleaned to removehe filter cake.

In response to tlis needto collectempirical data for filterable PM, s emissionsthe

issued permit does requirea series ofat least threetests for the emissionsof filterable

PM, s from the solid fuelfired boiler, with this testing to be completedduring the first

three yearsof operation of the boiler'® Becausehe filterable PM, s emissions of the
proposed project are no | BPSDgregramidsgar andf at he
Apendi ng a pheidsuedparmii further ppovides that a BACT limit

expressed in terms of PMswill be setfor the solid fuel-fired boiler based on the

results of such testingand other relevant information. For this purpose, theissued

permit sessatarget or default BACT limit for filterable PM, s emissionsof 0.008

7 The USEPA only recently proposed amendments on March 25, 2009, to Test Method 201A to establish a
reference method for measurement of emissions of PM, s. Proposed Rule: Methods for Measurement of
Filterable PM, and PM; s And Measurements of Condensable Particulate Matter Emissions from Stationary
Sources, 74 FR 12,971 (March 25, 2009)

'8 This period may be extended for a further year upon a showing by MGP that additional time is needed,
provided that another test is conducted during this year.
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Ib/mmBtu. This accouns for the required use of anenhancedfiltration fabric in the
baghouse for the boiler basedon the premise thatonly half of the particulate
emissionsfrom the boiler can be attributed tothe filter fabric in the baghouseand
thus will be controlled with an enhancedfilter fabric in the baghousé? If the results
of the required emissiongests for PM ;s and other relevant information show th& a
limit of 0.008 Ib/mmBtu is notiachievablep as that term is used in the definition of
BACT in the PSD program a limit would be set at a level that is achievablevhich in
no case would be more than the BACT limit that is set for filterable PM emissits
from the boller, i.e., 0.012 Ib/mmBtu.

Upon further reflection, it has also been realized thainitially setting aBACT limit in
terms of PM, s that would be identical to the limit that is setfor PM ;o would be

unsound This is becausé would potentially exclude larger particulate with an
aerodynamic diameter between 2.5 and 10 mions from the determination of
compliancefor PM ; 5, thereby allowing more emissions of PMs than allowed by a

limit set in terms of PM3o0or PM. Particles larger than PM, s are included in the

historic testdata for PM emissionsand in the established limits foremissions of PM

that are the basis of the BACT determinatiorfor particulate matter. Indeed, as

testing of filterable particulate matter emissions ottoalfired boilers is routinely
conducted using USEPA Method 5, it is appropriatethat he pr oposed boi
emissiors of PM, s and PMyginitially be addressedn termsoft he b &M 1| er 0 s
emissions. Until the BACT limit in terms of PM , s becomes effectivehis will result in
the most stringentlimit for particulate matter, as all particulate in the exhausgas of
the boiler, irrespective of its size, is addressed by theitial BACT limit. %°

15. In the Project Summaryhelllinois EPA stated that the BACT limibf PMpfi al s o ser ve
to control particulate matter as M 0 But that | i milimitandisr espor

not the result of an independent, 4g@vn (or equivalent) BACT determination for M
linoisEPAG6s fail ure t o ,s5iBACGTIinitdseerroaeous asfaimatteriofe n t
law. This is a deficiency that must be corrected before a PSD permit can issue.

This commentdoes not demonstrate that the emission limitgsroposedas BACT for

' The permit sets a BACT limit of 0.012 Ib/mmBtu for filterable particulate matter emissions, as would be
measured by USEPA Reference Method 5. For purposes of the target value for emissions of PM, s, it is
presumed that one half of the particulate emissions would be attributable to the filter fabric or filter media and
the rest of the emissions would be attributable to other factors that affect the performance of the baghouse,
notably leakage around the filter housing. The use of an enhanced filter media can reasonably be relied upon
only to reduce the contribution to particulate emissions related to the filter media itself. It is further assumed
that the contribution of the filter media to emissions would be reduced by at least 75 percent with the enhanced
media, resulting in a target emission limit of 0.008 Ib/mmBtu.

0.006 + 0.75 x 0.006 =0.0075 Ib/mmBtu, = 0.008 Ib/mmBtu, following appropriate rounding of results.
2 This approach to BACT for PM, 5 is supported by statements by this commenter. In particular, this
commenter has effectively suggested that the majority of the particulate emissions from the proposed solid fuel-
fired boiler will be PM, 5, since it is believed that the performance of a filter is significantly lower for PM, 5 than
for PM;, or PM. Assuming for purposes of discussion that the commenter is correct, this would indicate that
the empirical measurements of particulate matter emissions of coal-fired boilers are in fact predominantly
made up of and are representative of emissions of PM, 5 from the boilers. This supports a position that a
BACT limit for emissions of PM, 5 from the proposed solid fuel-fired boiler should not be lower than a BACT
limit in terms of PM emissions that is based on empirical emission data.
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the particulate matter emissions of the proposed mject, which arenow initially set
in terms of PM and/or PMy, also do not serve as BACT for PMs, providing an
effective and appropriatelevel of control for emissions of PMs. As such, the
comment is not responsive to thquoted statement of the Illinois EPA in the Project
Summary for this project. Instead, the commentmerely positsa legalstic
presumption that the requirement that BACT be set for PM, s necessarily requiresa
BACT determination for PM, s that is completely separate and independerit om the
BACT determination required for PM 1o leading toBACT limits set in terms of
emissions of PMs. However, asa technical matter, as discussed above, PMis a
subset of PM and is controlled by the samdamily of control technologesas PM.
Assuch the BACT determination for PM, s can appropriately be combined with the
BACT determination for PM 10 and does not necessarily have to result from an
independent BACT determination, assuggested by this commentMoreover, this
comment does not putdrward any substantive deficiencies in the determination of
BACT, identifying other control technologiesthat should be required as BACT or
suggesting ower | i mits are achievable for the pr

16. Pursuant to Section 169(3) thie Clean Air Act, a BACT determination must include
consideration of cleaner production processes and innovative fuel combustion techniques.
In the Project SummaryllihoisEPA st ates that, A[w]hile nat
recent years to suppMGP with steam, the cost of natural gas has risen significantly and
MGP finds it desirable to switch to a fuel
llinosEPAgoes on to state that AMGP has made a
gasas an option that Adoes not necessarily r
is not a correct interpretation of the BACT requirement. BACT is applicable regardless of
an applicant ds b us This&asnfitnediniingeHibling daconitte si r e
Company2 E.A.D. 838 Administrator1989).%*

This comment misconstrues the quoted statement in the Project Summary for the

proposed project. The statement merely reports the business decision that MGP has
madeand observes thathis business decisiomlone doesot compel a permitting

a gency 6.sinthiseregard the lllinois EPA is not aware of guidance that
suggests business decisions of the type de
solid fuel-fired boiler, must be reviewedif the proposed projectwould provide BACT.

In this regard, this comment does not identify any guidance that suggests that

compani esd6 business decisions, per se, are

Moreover, the statementaddressed by this commendloes not indcate that it is

% |In the case oflibbing Taconite Companyibbing Taconite sought a permit to modify its furnaces to burn
petroleum coke, rathéhan the natural gas and fuel oil that the furnaces were burning at the time of the application.
The USEPA rejected the applicantds argument that the p

decision to burn nat weorohic gtwaton if theusteel industry [and that] egiurakgasssendw
too costly. o The Administrator reversed the permittini
gas at the i me of its appulriaclatgiaosn ifisc rae aftiensa nac iparlel syu napcthi
BACT analysisd conclusion that bur jsrienngo vheadt uwaasl ngoats aw ofiusl
di scussion of cost effectiveness; 0 themdturd da9 alternatiwe isanptp | i ¢ a |
economically feasible. o

15



17.

18.

unnecessary to consider use of natural gas as a control alternative in the BACT
determination made for the proposed project. Indeed, it is cleahat the use of
natural gas was consideredby the lllinois EPA when determining BACT for the
proposed project The use of natural gas waspecifically rejected based on a finding
that the cost of controlling SGQ emissionsby this meanswould be disproportionately
high when compared to the costtypically expended for control of SQ emissions.

In its Hibbing Taconitedecision theEnvironmentaAppeak Boardspecificallyconsidered
andrejected the argument that MGP might be tempted to make hetbehaition of
burningnaturalg as woul d fr e &élieB o a rfiddhein Kibbingr c e . ©
Taconiteapplies equallyor this project TheMGP plant currently burngaturalgas.

MGP also intends to constructnaturalgas boiler that is capable of meetitggneeds (and
will meet its needsntil the coalboiler isoperationgl. Burning natual gas will not

redefine the souréeas it will continue to produce the same product from the same general
production process regardless of what fuel is used to create steam. Thea#ferahan
begin to use coait is reasonable to assume tMBP cancontinue to rely upon natural
gas as a fuel, or alternatively to rely onngduralgasfired boiler as a cleaner production
process. Both options are required under a BACT analysis.

In fact, as acknowledged in passing at thgtart of this comment,neither MGP nor the
lllinois EPA madethe argument thatit would be inappropriate as part of the BACT
analysis for the proposed project taconsider theuse of natural gasbecause itwould

fi rdefine the sourced

A number of similar plants with the san§andardndustrialClassification(SIC) rely on
natural gas boilers, including, for example, a Cargill plant in Shelby County, Tennessee,
the Didion Milling plant in Cambria, Wisconsin, and many others across the United States.

There are a large numbe of plants across the country engaged in variougypes of

grain processing, including plants that produce starch, vegetable oil, sweeteners, flour
and various other products for direct human consumption, food ingredients, and
animal feed. While the cited plants may be in the same general SiCQassification as
MGP, which covers the wide range of grain processing plant#jey are not in the
isame busi n® Jheoelewst plaitStRat are comparable to MGP are

22 «“Traditionally, EPA has not required a PSD applicant to redefine the fundamental scope of its project. However,
this argument has not been made, and in any event, the argument has no merit in this case. EPA regulations define
major stationary sources by their product or purpose (e.g., “steel mill,” “municipal incinerator,” “taconite ore
processing plant,” etc.), not by fuel choice. Here, Hibbing will continue to manufacture the same product (i.e.,
taconite pellets) regardless of whether it burns natural gas or petroleum coke. Likewise, the PSD guidelines state that
in choosing alternatives to be considered in a BACT analysis, the applicant must look to what types of pollution
controls other facilities in the industry are using. The record here indicates that there are other taconite plants that
burn natural gas, or a combination of natural gas and other fuels. Thus, it is reasonable for Hibbing to consider natural
gas as an alternative in its BACT analysis. Moreover, because Hibbing is already equipped to burn natural gas, this
alternative would not require a fundamental change to the facility.” Page 843, In re Hibbing Taconite Co.,2 E.A.D.,
PSD Appeal No. 87-3, Slip Opinion (EAB 1989)

2 The Cargill plant in Tennessee is not an ethanol plant but a wet corn mill, producing starch and other
products from corn. The Didion plant in Wisconsin is a dry corn mill, producing corn meal, grits, and other

16



those that specialize in production of beerage ethano] which is quitable for usein
beverages and food productsAs MGP indicated at the public hearing, it major
competitors areactually using coal. Consequently,MGP is currently at a significant
economicdisadvantagecompared to its competiors.?*

More generally, the fact that certain manufacturing plants are currentlysupported
with natural gasfired boilers does not demonstrate that MGP should not be allowed
to build and operatea coaltfired boiler. There are many manufacturing plants across
the country that are supported with coal-fired boilers. In addition, electricity is
commonly generatedwith coatfired power plants. The relevant issue is whether

M G P @ysplication for the proposedsolid fuelfired boiler complies with applicable
regulatory requirements for development ofa new boiler. Thisit does ast shows
that emissions of the proposed boiler would be appropriately controlled and would
not cause or contribute to violations of air quality standards.

19. It is my understandindiait approximately 60 ethanol plants are either existing or being
proposed in Illinois and over 90 percent (all but two) are served biyrgddoilers, rather
than coaffired boilers.

As explained above, theircumstances of other ethanol plants in lihois are not
directly relevant to the review and permitting of M G P (pi®posedsolid fuel-fired
boiler. In addition, this commentdoes not accuratelyreflect the circumstances of
ethanol plants in lllinois. There are four existingethanol plants in Illin ois, which
werein existence as 02000, including MGP. MGP is the onlysuchplant that
currently does notoperate acoalfired boiler. (In fact, MGP also had a coafiired
boiler until 1995, when that boiler was shut down.)Thus existing ethanol plantsn
lllinois are commonly equippedwith coakfired boilers. Only the newfuel ethanol
plants, which have been developed or proposed since 2000, averwhelmingly fired
on natural gas?> However, these plants are not directly comparable to MGP as they
are only designed to produce fuel ethanol. Thepecificationsfor fuel ethanolare less
demanding than thoseor beverage ethanol which mustbe distilled multiple times to
obtain the necessary level of quality®

20. Natural gas is a fossil fuel, but igsificantly cleaner than coal. It contains no suiur
mercury and emits a fraction of tli®, emissions. Natural gatearly isan available fuel
since t is currently the fuelor the existingfacility that supplies steam tdGP, the fuel

edible products from corn. Didion recently added a fuel ethanol facility with an annual capacity of about 40
million gallons per year to its existing dry corn mill.

2 MGP has indicated that its major competitors, which have coal-fired boilers, are: 1) ADM, Peoria, Illinois; 2)
ADM, Cedar Rapids, Iowa; 3) Grain Processing, Muscatine lowa; and 4) Aventine Renewable Energy, Pekin,
Illinois.

3 Of the ten new ethanol plants that have been or are likely to be developed in Illinois since 2000, only one
plant is being developed with a coal-fired boiler.

“® Since steam is the source of the heat for the distillation process used in the manufacture of ethanol,
significantly more steam is needed to produce a gallon of beverage alcohol than a gallon of fuel alcohol.
Accordingly, steam or energy costs are a larger factor in the cost of producing beverage ethanol than
producing fuel ethanol. More broadly considered, beverage ethanol and fuel ethanol plants operate in different
markets and their operations should not be directly compared.
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that MGP isplanning to uséo supply steamntil the coalfired boiler is operational, and

the fuel that MGP plans to use supply steanfrom time to time when itproposedoal

boilerisoffl i n e . Thus, wusing natur al gansed woul d
from the ground upo or fthat t ISieraflubavnt und
U.S. E.P.A.499 F.3d 653, 655 (7th Cir. 2007). The-tbippvn BACT analysis must

therefore consider the use of natural gas as clean fuel, clean productios,probesh.

Ideally, MGP would developa highefficiency naturaigas firedcombined cycle

cogeneratioracility rather thara coaffired boiler. Such #acility would be more

efficient, i.e, useless fuel, and would emit a fraction of the emissions.

In fact, asalready discussed, restrictng the proposedboiler facility to use of natural
gas would result inMGP redesigning itsproposed facility fifrom the ground up.0

This is because th@atural gas-fired auxiliary boiler is not designed to produce high
pressure steam to enable the cogeneration of electricity. Only tselid fuel-fired

boiler is being designed to support cogeneration. MGP would not use natural gas for
cogeneration, just as Ameren is no longer willing to continut operate the existing
Indian Trails facility to use natural gas for cogeneration?’

Notwithstanding these circumstances, the BACT determination for the proposed

project considereduse of natural gas as an alternative tase ofcoal in theprimary ,

solid fuel-fired boiler. This is because a higipressure boiler fired on natural gas

could theoretically be substituted for the proposedolid fuekfired boiler and meet

MGP6s objective for this project, i.e., de
directly supply the steam andmuch of the electric power needed by its existing plant.

As explained elsewherethis approachto control of emissions from the proposed

project was rejected because a#xcessive cost impacts, evaluated in terno$ cost

expended per ton of emissions thatould be avoided

This comment does not demonstrate that a natural gas fired owhined cycleturbine
facility could serveas a practical alternativeto the proposed boiler facility, as was
suggested by this commerf® Combined cyclefacilitiescertainly are the most
efficient way currently available to generate electricity with natural gas. However,
sincethey achieve this efficiency by using all the steam that [groduced to generate
electricity, there is nolow-pressuresteamremaining for process useT he critical
elementof the proposed projectfor MGP is to maintain a sourceof processsteam for

2" If MGP were restricted to use of natural gas for the proposed facility and, as a consequence, proposed a
facility to only supply steam, rather than for cogeneration, it would be inappropriate “redefining of the source”
to require MGP pursuant to a BACT determination to develop a facility with the capability for cogeneration of
electricity. In such circumstances, MGP would be proposing a project whose only purpose would be to
provide steam. This is different than the circumstances of the current project, where MGP has proposed a
facility with the capability for cogeneration.

2% In a natural gas fired combined cycle facility, the principal item of equipment is a gas or combustion turbine
(i.e., a jet engine) that powers an electrical generator. The heat energy in the exhaust from this unit is
recovered as steam in a heat recovery steam generator (HRSG), which is used to generate additional electricity
via a steam turbine generator. This second step enhances the efficiency of electricity generation, enabling
combined cycle facilities to achieve a high thermal efficiency. The facilities are referred to as combined cycle
facilities as electricity is generated by both the Brayton thermodynamic cycle with a combustion turbine and by
the Rankine thermodynamic cycle with a steam turbine.

18


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Steam_turbine
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Electricity_generation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brayton_cycle
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rankine_cycle

its Pekin plant. Process steans essential for the operation of the plant and cannot be
obtainedfrom the grid like electricity. The proposedboiler facility is designed
foremostto meetM G P theedfor processsteamand only as asecondarymatter for
cogeneration of electricity?® Theseobjectives are metwith a conventional
cogeneration facility,i.e., with a boiler that produces high pressure stearwith which
electricity can begeneratedand an extraction steam turbine that provideghe lower
pressure steanthat is suitable for process use

Conventional cogeneratiortechnologyalso has the well-demonstratedability to meet
changes in theneedfor steamas occur atM G P Gesisting plantwhenvarious
manufacturing operationsgo on and off line. Combined cyclegas turbine technology
hasdevelopedfor electricity production, where the change# operating levels of the
combined cycle generating unitare typically gradual, asother generating units are
in service to handle and respond tghort-term variation in electrical demand.
Combined cycleturbine technologyhas notbeendevelopedto reliably addressand
respond tosignificant variability in electrical and steam demangdaswould be needed
to the needs othe MGP plant.*

21 The permit record for this project does not demonstrate that use of natural gas is-not cost

effective, as is necessarytag use of natural gas is the most stringent controlradtere
for the proposed projeciAs explained by USEPA in the NSR Manual

[An] applicant should demonstrate to the satisfaction of the permitting
agency that costs of pollutant removal for the control alternative are
disproportionately high when comparedthe cost of control for that
particular pollutant and sourae recent BACT determinations.

NSR Manualpage B.32.

This principlehas beeronfirmed bydecisions by th&/SEPAEnvironmental Appeals
Board®! However, this principle was not followédr the proposed project

In fact, this was exactly what was donéor the proposedproject. MGP demonstrated
to the satisfaction of the lllinois EPA thatthe coststo reduce anissions through use of

¥ It is not appropriate for the permitting process to modify or shift these objectives as it would effectively
change the business of MGP’s Pekin plant, making it a commercial electric power company, competing in an
entirely different market than its current business.
% “We would like to caution all HRSG End Users who are considering cyclic operations on their Heat Recovery
Steam Generator’s (HRSG’s). Each HRSG and the corresponding operating philosophy requires special
attention. ...Many HRSG’s were designed essentially for “steady state service” operations. If the operating
philosophy changes from that for which your units were designed for, then good engineering practice would
necessitate that the End User seek guidance with the original equipment Manufacture (OEM) or reputable
firm that can perform a cyclic assessment on the cause/effects of the proposed changes.”
Memorandum, Jeff Daiber, Vogt Power International, July 27, 1999.

U Inter-Power, 5 E.A.D. at 134, “Where the applicant proposes to eliminate the most stringent control alternative on
the grounds that it is not ‘economically’ achievable, EPA guidance provides that the record must show that the option
is not cost-effective.”

Hibbing Taconite, 2 E.A.D. at 842 (requiring applicant to “provide a detailed consideration of objective economic
data, noting that there “was no serious discussion of cost effectiveness,” and concluding that “[g]reater efforts must be
made by the applicant to show that the natural gas alternative is not economically feasible”).
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natural gas would bedisproportionately high when compaed to the cost ofemissions
control in recent BACT determinations. In this regard, MGP determined that the
costeffectivenesf using natural gas asan approachto control the SO, emissions of
the proposed facilitywould be in excess of $50,000 per taf SO, emissions avoided.
The Il linois EPAG6s i ndeopfiemediceststofateastbaIHEOme nt
per ton of SO, avoided? This would be an extraordinary cost for control of SQ
emissionsfrom a coakfired boiler. For emissions of S@ cost-effectivenesssalues on
the order of $10,000 per torhave commonly beenconsideredsufficient to reject use
of an alternative fuel as an approach to reduce SGmissions The analysis of the
costeffectiveness ofhe use ofnatural gas by the lllinois EPA confirmed costsfor
control of SO, emissionsthat would bein excess of $10,000 per toff. By comparison,
in the Hibbings Taconitecase also cited by this commentthe projected cost forthat
project for control of SO, emissionswith use of natural gaswasa fraction of this level
at $1300 per ton

Moreover, permits have been and willikely continue to be issued tmther
manufacturing facilities to construct new solid fuel-fired boilers with similar levels of
PM emissionsand control of SO, emissias as thosebeing required of the proposed
solid fuelfired boiler.3* This establishes a significant precedent thanust be overcome
to show that theconstruction of the proposedsolid-fuel fired boiler would be contrary
to BACT becausehe boiler should be developed to firenatural gas, a cleaner fuel
Conceivably,this would support an argumentthat when considering natural gas as an
alternative for a solid fuel-fired project, the higher coss of natural gasshould be

32 The Illinois EPA calculated the annual difference in the cost of using coal and natural gas for the proposed
facility at $25 million per year, based on Illinois coal at $2.17 per mmBtu and natural gas at $8.12 per mmBtu.
The additional capital and operating costs for the proposed facility with use of coal, due to the more complex
boiler and necessary emission control system and coal handling equipment, was calculated to be about $14
million per year. This resulted in a cost-effectiveness of $34,000 per ton of SO, controlled for the use of natural
gas as a measure to control SO, emissions. [($25,000,000 - $14,000,000) ~ 323.6 = $22,000 per ton]. The Illinois
EPA’s assessment does show higher costs for using coal than MGP’s evaluation. However, this is to be
expected given the nature of the Illinois EPA’s assessment, i.e., it was based on USEPA’s conservative generic
cost-estimates for the costs of boilers and air pollution control equipment.

> The Illinois EPA’s assessment also shows an overall cost-effectiveness, also considering the reductions in
emissions of PM and NO, that would accompany use of natural gas, at $22,000 per ton. This level of cost-
effectiveness is also considered excessive for the combination of emissions of SO,, NO, and PM.

** Notably, construction permits have recently been issued for coal-fired boilers at the following manufacturing
plants:

Cargill, Blair, Nebraska, September 2006: 1500 mmBtu/hour boiler — SO, limits 0.20 Ib/mmBtu, 30-day
average, for fuel with an equivalent SO, content of 2.0 Ib/mmBtu or greater and 90 percent control, 30-day
average, for fuels with an equivalent SO, content less than 2.0 Ib/mmBtu but more than 1.1 Ib/mmBtu. PM
limit 0.12 Ib/mmBtu (filterable).

ADM, Columbus, Nebraska — two 1536 mmBtu boilers fired on a blend of coal - SO, limits 0.20 Ib/mmBtu, 30-
day average, for fuel with an equivalent SO, content of 2.0 Ib/mmBtu or greater and 90 percent control, 30-day
average, for fuels with an equivalent SO, content less than 2.0 Ib/mmBtu but more than 1.1 Ib/mmBtu. PM
limit 0.015 Ib/mmBtu (filterable).

Red Trail Energy, Richardton, North Dakota, September 2004: 250 mmBtu/hr lignite-fired boiler - SO, limit
0.09 Ib/mmBtu, 30-day average (equivalent to a nominal 96.5 percent reduction in SO, for the proposed lignite
fuel, with equivalent SO, content of 2.39 Ib/mmBtu). PM limit 0.015 Ib/mmBtu (filterable).

Ag Processing Inc., Hastings, Nebraska, September 2006: 382 mmBtu/hour boiler fired with Powder River
Basin coal - SO, limit 0.11 Ib/mmBtu, 30-day average. PM limit 0.015 Ib/mmBtu (filterable).
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considered excessive when the emiess ofthe proposedcoalfired unit would be
appropriately controlled to levels thathave been determined t@wonstitute BACT.

It appears thatlinoisEPAG6s st at ement t-éffactivenBssdfesing al cul a
g a agameanstocontrol $3@misi ons i s on the order of $5I
single paragraph contained in December 200

paragraph contains no citations or explanation for how the figures were genéwdited.

not find backup documentatio in the materials provided in response to our request for all
documents pertaining to the permit application. This makes it impossible for the public to
comment on MGPOGs calculations and to evalu
were added or raoved appropriately (such as capital costs, financing, emission rates,

waste handlinggmissioncont r ol , et c. ) . Clearly, this i
effectivenesso required to justify Seejectdi
Hibbing TaconitePSDAppeal No. 873, Opinion (July 19, 1989), page 8

MGP provided a reasonablediscussion ofthe costeffectivenesof using natural gas

as an alternative fuelfor the proposedfacility giventhe nature of the proposed

facility. Therewould bea substantial difference tens of millions of dollars per year

in the costs offuel for the proposed facility if MGP usednatural gasrather than coal
as the fuel for this facility. Given the magnitude of this difference, MGP believed that
its discussion wasufficient to show thatuse of natural gas would not be a cost
effectivealternative approach for control of emissionsfrom the proposed facility. For
this purpose,MGP focused onthe consequences for themissions of SQfrom the
facility, as use of natural gas would have the greatest effect on its S€nissions

In response to this comment, which requesta more detailed analysiof the
alternative of using natural gasfor the proposed facility, the Illinois EPA has
conducted a furtherassessmentf the costeffectiveness of this alternative While the
costeffectiveness values calculated by the lllinois EPA atewer than those
calculated byMGP, the conclusion is the same. Use of natural gas is not a cost
effective alternative for the control of the emissions of the proposed facility.

While certain insights can be obtained fronthe EABG decision forHibbing Taconite,
the decisionis not directly applicableto the present project. The Hibbing Taconite
decisionaddressed gproposedfuel conversion projectin which existing pelletizing
furnacesthat were being fired on natural gas and fuel oilvould be convertedto
petroleum coke, a solid fuel whose sulfur content is generally similar to that of coal.
The circumstances were such thahe nominal costeffectiveness of use of natural gas
for control of SO, was only $1300/ton, a value that is commonly considered
reasonable for control of SQ emissions. Moreover, \ile the permit issued to
Hibbings Taconitefor its fuel conversion projed would have tentatively limited SQ
emissions to 1.2 Ib/mmBtu, it was unclear thathis limit w ould have been practically
achievable, given theapparent lack of control equipment specifically installed for SG
emissions. It was also uncleahat the SO, limit of 1.2 Ib/mmBtu would have been
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enforceable in practice givencertain provisions of the permit® Effectively, the
permit for Hibbing Taconite that wasappealedwould have allowed use of higtsulfur
fuel in existing furnaces with only incidental control of SO, emissions as provided by
the existing control systems for particulate matter® In contrast, the proposedsolid
fuel boiler project would be equipped with a scrubber system for control of SQ
emissions, with SQ emissions fully limited to no mae than 0.185|b/mmBtu, and a
costeffectiveness for use of natural gas that igadily consideredexcessive

23. A more robust analysisf the costeffectiveness of use of natural gasst be performed.
For example, one obvious issue is that the pridiirois coal has roughly doubled over
the past year. MGP assun@esost of630 per ton in its December 2007 letter, but lllinois
Basin coal has risen to a current figure of $71 perliased on information reported by
the federal Energy Information Adnistration®’

This comment does notdentify a flaw in the evaluation ofthe use of natural gas as an
alternative to the proposed solid fuelfired boiler. This is becauseéhis comment cites
data for the commodity spot priceof lllinois coal. Thisis not an appropriate type of
data to predict the price of lllinois coal for the proposed facility. A spot price is the
price pursuant to a onetime transactionfor t h @nmédiated purchase of aspecific
quantity of coal from a mine, without any commitmentsfor further purchases. 3 3 It
is not the price for coal over a period of timeunder a coal supply contract as would

be applicablefor the proposed facilityas MGP would obtain its coal pursuant to long-
term, multi -year contracts.

%% The permit for Hibbing Taconite that was the subject of the appeal set a limit of 1.2 Ibs/mmBtu for SO,

emissions. However, the permit also provided for the limit to be revised upward (without a ceiling) if Hibbing

was unable to meet this limit after a short, 9-month trial period. Moreover, Hibbing Taconite stated on the

permit record that the pelletizing, which were apparently only controlled with Venturi rod scrubbers, could

not possibly meet this limit. Memorandum, June 15, 1989, Mary Jane Angelo, Assistant Judicial Officer,

USEPA, to the Administrator, USEPA.

*® In discussing the continued use of natural gas by Hibbauwpfite, th€EABst at es Al n my vi ew, Hi l
to continue to operate using natural gas creates a presumption that natural gas is a financially achievable alternative.

Of course this presumption can be rebutted, but to do so, Hibbing must paalédailed consideration of objective
economic dat a. Mere generalizations about the economi
analysis does not contain the level of detail and analysis necessary to overcome the presumpgomatiaat gas

alternative is economically achievable. The BACT analysis shows that the cost of burning natural gas is $1310/ton

SO2 removed, however, there is no serious discussion eéffestiveness. Greater efforts must be made by the

applicant toshow that the natural gas alternative is not economically feasible. This might be done, for example, by
comparing the costs of burning natural gas with the costs associated with SO2 control used in other similar types of
facilities that have gone throughS D r evi ew. 0 AfFootnot e: Aln its petition
$1300 per ton is within the cost range f olamrdibbingr BACT
Taconite Companyp? SDAppeal No. 873, Opinion (July 19, 989), p. 8

3" Energy Information Administration, Official Energy Statistics from the U.S. Government, Coal News and Markets

Report dated August 4, 2008 (available at http://www.eia.doe.gov/cheaf/coal/page/coalnews/coalmar.html).

3% As defined by the Energy Information Administration, the spot price is “The price for a one-time open

market transaction for near-term delivery of a specific quantity of product at a specific location where the

commodity is purchased ‘on the spot’ at current market rates.”

% It should also be noted that the spot price of coal does not account for the cost of transporting the coal from

the mine to the customer. This can be a significant factor in the cost of coal, especially when comparing the

cost of coal from the Illinois Basin and the Powder River Basin. A comparison of difference in cost of Illinois

Basin and Powder River Basin coal should also consider the significantly lower heat or energy content of

Powder River Basin coal, on a Btu per ton basis.
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24,

For purposes of asessing the cost afoal for the proposed facility, a reasonablevalue
is $45.50per ton (equivalent to $2.17 per mmBtu) Thisis based orrecent
information from Platts Infostore for the cost of coal from the Viper Mine outside
Elkhart, Illinois, about55 miles from Pekin,asdelivered by truck to a power plant
near Pekin. While this cost for coalis higher than the $3000 per ton usedby MGP in
its December 200 discussionsit only represents an increase of $0.74 per mmBtu.
This does not make naturalgas a costeffective fuel for the proposed facility.

As a general matterthe assessment of the casof fuel for the proposed project
should conside fuel costsin a manner that appropriately accounts for andeliminates
short-term variability in fuel costsand accurately assess the relative costs of these
fuels. This is because the proposed facility would operate for many years. When
appropriately considered on this basis, the cost of coal is consistently substantially
less than that ofnatural gas. In particular, the cost of lllinois coal is typically about
one quarter that of natural gas, when appropriately considered in terms of the cost
per Btu of fuel energy. While the costs of bothcoal and natural gasare increasing
over time, the rate of ircrease is less for coal. Whileatural gas and coalboth
experienceprice spikes, the spikes are less pronounced for codfor coal, the effect of
price spikesis also routinelyavoided or moderated as coal is obtained pursuant to a
long-term contract directly with a coal mining company?°

The project summary mentions the increase and volatility in the cost of natural gas. The
federal Energy Information Administration (EIA) publishes information on the cost of
natural gas. The price, in dollars pemBtu, ranged from $1.43 in 2005 to $11.99 in

2006, to $11.31 in 2007, and $11.54 in 2008. This does not seem to be highly volatile. For
comparison, at the end of 2006, data from the EIA shows that the cost for liasrs

coal was about $34/ton (nonaity equivalent to about $1.44/mmBtu). It is now $70/ton
(nominally $2.97/mmBtu). That is an increase and volatility in the cost of fuel. For

certain coal from outside the lllinois basin, the cost of coal increased even more, from $40
to $130/ton (nominky, $1.54 to$5.00/mmBtu).

This comment confirms greater increases in the cost of natural gas as compared to
the cost of lllinois-basin coal. The comment cites data indicating an eigtfiold
increase in the cost of natural gas. In comparison, the commeecites data showing
that the cost of lllinois coal only doubled

More data than is presented in this comment is needed to assess the volatility of fuel

“ When a person obtains coal pursuant to a long-term contract, spikes in the reported cost of coal do not
translate into an increase in the cost of coal for the purchaser. The contract shields the purchaser from
increase in the cost of coal while at the same time guaranteeing that the particular mine has a customer and
source of revenue for its coal. Long-term contracts no longer are available for the purchase of natural gas.
Natural gas is increasingly handled as a commodity without the cost protection provided by a long-term
contract. This is to be expected given the nature of natural gas and its production and distribution. Natural
gas is a standardized material that is handled by a pipeline network that is supplied by multiple sources and
directly delivers natural gas on an as-needed-basis to large numbers of consuming facilities.

*! For natural gas, $11.31/mmBtu + $1.43/mmBtu =7.9. For Illinois Basin coal, $70/ton + $34/ton = 2.06.
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cost, which is actually a different measure of cost than the increase in cost over time

as addressedy this comment. When the EIA specifically evaluated the volatility of

the cost of natwural gas in 2007, i1t observ
relative to other commodities have ranked it among the highest. Electricity has been

the only commodity group with price volatility consistently higher than those of

natural gas. o0 AA high degree of price vol
owing to the nature of the commodity, supply capacity constraints, and the sensitivity
ofpeakday demand to*temperature.d

Moreover, as previously discussedyhat is relevant for the economics of this project
are both volatility in cost and the average costs of coal and natural gas. Based on
EIA data, between 2005 and 2008, the monthly cost patural gas in dollars per
million Btu ranged from a high of about $13.50 and a low of $5.00, averaging $8.76.
The monthly cost oflllinois coal on a spot basis, freight on board, ranged from a high
of about $4.25 and a low of $1.50, averaging $2.06 paillion Btu, reflecting about a
four-fold difference in the costof natural gas and coal This is consistent with the
data used in a 2007 study of the cost and performance of new electric power p&bly
the Department of Energy. This study used fuel cets of $1.80 and $6.75 per million
Btu for coal and natural gas, respectively? reflecting slightly less thana four-fold
difference in fuel cost.

25.  Anotherreasonwhy a more robust analysid the costeffectiveness of use of natural gas
must be perfanedis the relative cost of a new coal boil@rsusrelying instead on the
steam supply already being provided, or relying on the proposed new gas boiler alone. Itis
not clear what costs were included or excl
analysisthat was performedA transparent cost effectiveness analysis is especially
necessary here because the construction prices for coal handling equipment, boilers, and
other similar equipment has experienced drastic increases, it is unlikely thapita cost
of an additional coal boiler and associated equipment iseffesitive in terms of dollars
per ton of additionagémissions

The analysis ofrelative costs andcosteffectiveness was more than adequate given the
relative difference in the cost ofnatural gas and coal The cost of coal is typically25
percent that of natural gas, with a costdifferential of at least $6 per million Btu.** *
This difference in fuel costs is more than sufficient to compensate for the additional
costs that areinherent in construction and operation of asolid fuel-fired boiler and a

2 Energy Information Administration, An Analysis of Price Volatility in Natural Gas Markets, August 2007.

* United States Department of Energy, National Energy Technology Laboratory, Cost and Performance
Baseline for Fossil Energy Plants, Volume 1: Bituminous Coal and Natural Gas to Electricity, Final Report, May
2007, DOE/NETL-2007/1281, page ii.

“In its Annual Energy Outlook 2009, the Energy Information Administration (EIA) provides data for the
production prices of natural gas and coal based on wellhead and minemouth prices, not including distribution
or transportation costs. The EIA data shows current production prices for natural gas of about $6/mmBtu,
with projected prices of between $8 and $9/mmBtu by 2030, as more expensive resources are tapped to meet
demand. For coal, the current average production price of coal for the Illinois Basin (Interior Region) is only
about $1.60/mmBtu, with a projected price of only about $1.80 in 2030.

5 The Illinois EPA’s assessment of the potential use of natural gas for the proposed facility was based on costs
of $2.17/mmBtu for coal and $8.12 for natural gas, a difference of only 3.75 times and $5.95/mmBtu.
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natural gas-fired boiler of the sizeplanned by MGP, i.e.,approximately 500million
Btu per hour. While coal is not a cost effective fuel in smaller boilershe proposed
boiler is of sufficient sizethat the added operational costs for use of coal aeasily
offset by the savings in fuel cost

Moreover, the increases in equipment and construction cosexperienced in recent
years, as mentioned by this commentyould not act toincreasethe cost ofthe solid
fuel-fired boiler project, on a percentage basis, more that the cost afnatural gas
fired boiler project. First, theserecentincreases m costs affect both natural gas and
coakfired boiler projects. Second, ashe solid fuel-fired boiler project is larger and
starts with higher costs the principle of economy of scale indicates that the smaller
natural gas-fired boiler project would experience greater relativemcreases in costs

26.  The public must be given an opparity to review and comment on such analysis before
the permit is issued. At a minimum, lllinois EPA should require a robust cost effectiveness
analysis that follows the guidance in #ie Pollution Control Cost Manualprepared by
USEPAGs Of fuality Blannirig andl Stanc#) and provide that documentation to
the public in a new comment period

The public has been provided with an opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed project and draft permit. The logical outcome othis process is hat the
lllinois EPA thoughtfully consider any comments that are submitted and, as
appropriate, take necessary actions to respond to those commeni&he information
upon which the preliminary determination for this project was made was provided to
the public. It did not prevent meaningful public comment, as evidenced by the
various comments that were submitted on this topic. Moreover, a decision to
supplement the record with additional research or analysis to respond to public
comments does not triggertie need for a further opportunity for public comment.

Moreover,as t hi s comment speci fAircalutibnyContrelf er s t ¢
Cost Manual this commentsuggestsa minimum element forthe further analysis of

the possible continud use of natural gas that iswithout practical significance. This is

because teU S E P A Rollution Cost Control Manualdoes not provide guidance on

how an analysis of coseffectiveness should be conducted for use of an alternative

fuel as a means to control emissis of SQ.*

27.  Tothe extenthat thellinoisEPA r el i es on MGRtha analysisisrotr y di
sufficient to demonstrate that the price o
Manual at B.31Hibbing,2 E.A.D. at 842 Most pollution controls will cost money biie

4 As observed by the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, “Coal can provide usable energy at a cost of
between $1 and $2 per MMBtu compared to $6 to $12 per MMBtu for oil and natural gas, and coal pricees are
relatively stable....coal is so expensive that one can spend quite a bit on pollution control and still maintain
coal’s competitive position.” Coal and Climate Change Facts, http://www.pewclimate.org/global-warming-
basics/coalfacts.cfm.

7 At this time, the Table of Contents for USEPA’s Air Pollution Control Cost Manual (Sixth Edition) indicates
that “Fuel Switching” for NOx Control and “Fuel Substitution” for SO, control are both planned chapters for
the control cost manual.
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28.

29.

PSD prograntoes notallow sources to escaganissionsontrol merely because it might
cost money. ABACT is required by | aw. I
business and are not to be considered a f t e ridt éhto uBj.h 1L o( Al n t he
impacts analysis, primary consideration should be given to quantifying the cost of control

t
e (

and not the economic si tsueaet iaolns oo fAltahsek a nDde

Environmental Conservation EPA 124 S.Ct. 983, 1005 (2004) (upholdid§E P A 6 s
order rejecting a BACT analysis that eliminated a pollution control option on claims of
economic infeasibility without an adequate recoktijbing Taconite Slip Op. at 8
(AMere gener aleiczoantoimdncs waobecsutoft tehe st eel
Here, there was no demonstrationNdP or thelllinois EPA that would justify ignoring

the lower emissions achievable with cleaner fuel.

The BACT analysis for the proposed project has not ignoredie lower emissions
levels that would potentially be achievable with the use of cleaner fuelsThe BACT

determination alsodoes notallowMGPt o fiescape poll ution cont

mi ght ¢ o s Ratherdhe BACT determination requires use ofappropriate
emission controlson the solid fuelfired boiler and was based on an analysis that
considered use of natural gas as an alternative approach to control of emissionk.
was not based on the current economic woes of MGP or the ethanol industry

Thelllinois EPA should require MGP to provide a comprehensive analysis of the
economic feasibility of using natural gas as fuel. This analysis should be made available to
the public for comment before any permsitssuel.

The PSD rules do not spport the action requested by this comment. In particular,
this comment askdor an assessment of theconomic feasibilityof using natural gas,
As such, it asks thatMGP make public its economic assessment of the proposed
project. This of necessity woul alsoinclude an assessment of its current economic
circumstances, an assessment of its current and plannethrkets for products, its
current and future costs of manufacturing, andinformation on other financial
matters to which the public is not entitled to have access This request goes far
beyond the analysis of coseffectiveness requiredor a BACT determination.

The analysis of lower sulfur coal is insufficient because lower sulfur coal seams are
available in lllinois. There is no discussiaabout limiting coal sulfur content to lower
sulfur coals available in lllinois.

The analysis ofthe potential coal supplyfor the proposed project is appropriate as it
addresses coal thaits commercially availableand could be purchased by MGP.The

fact thasuffow coal seamso exist in IIlinoi
seams is actually mined or should be considered commercially available so as to
potentially be used bythe proposed facility. In this regard, it is significant that this

comment does notactually statethat lower sulfur coal is available in Illinois. Rather,

the commentonly indicates thatlower sulfur coal existsin lllinois. While this is a

true statement, it is does not showhat coal from such seams is economically

recoverable is currently being mined, or will continue to be mined These are

prerequisites for a discussion or detailedevaluation of a potential coal supply as
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generally requestedoy this commentfor the use oflower sulfur lllinois coal

In fact, the lower sulfur coal seams in lllinois are not currently being minedo an
extentthat ensures that supplies ofuchcoal will continue to available into the
future.*®*® The majority of the coal that iscurrently being mined in lllinois is higher
sulfur coal. The deposits of this coal aref sufficient thickness and extent to be
commercially recoverableand there are markets for this coafrom electric power
plants located outside of Illinois®® *>* This is nolonger the case for thedeposits of
lower sulfur coal that remain in lllinois. >

30.  The analysis of lower sulfur coal is insufficient becatingge is no basis for assuming that
delivery of low sulfur coal is any different than for Illinois coal. Some plants burning low
sulfur coal receivé by truckor small train deliveries, and some plants burning lllinois
coal receivat by large trains.Even if certain changes to the fuel receiving portionthef
MGP plant would need to be redesigned to accommodate cleaalsuch changes must
be considereth a topdown BACT analysis. See e.in,re East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc., Hugh L. Spurlock Generating Statiitie V Petition No. \V06-007,

Order Responding to Petitionero¥ Request t
(Administrata Aug. 30, D07) (finding thathe Kentucky Department of Environmental

8 An overview of the coal mining industry in Illinois is available from the 2006 Annual Statistical Report
prepared by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources, Office of Mines and Minerals. This report shows
only 22 operating coal mines in Illinois, producing about 33 million tons of coal. Most of the coal was mined at
15 underground mines. In total, they produced 27.4 million tons of coal, with the largest mine producing 7.2
million tons. These mines were producing Danville, Springfield and Herrin coal (Illinois No. 5, No. 6 and No. 7
coal) from seams that were nominally 5 feet or greater. These are the main coal reserves in Illinois and are
considered high sulfur coals. The seven surface mines produced about 5.6 million tons of coal in 2006, with the
largest mine producing 2.6 million tons. In addition to producing Danville and Herrin coal, three surface
mines in southern Illinois each produced coal from more localized coal seams, i.e., the Murphysboro,
Friendsville and Allenby (also known as Baker) seams.

* Information from 2008 from the US Office of Surface Mining and Reclamation and Enforcement, Mid-
Continent Region reports only 21 active mines in Illinois, 16 underground mines and 5 surface mines.
 Information on the recoverable reserves of coal remaining in Illinois and the sulfur content of Illinois’ coal
reserves is available the 2003 Keystone Coal Industry Manual. It shows that the major reserves of coal
remaining in Illinois are the high-sulfur Springfield and Herrin coal seams.

1 As explained by Emily Medine in “The Illinois Basin: A Second Coming,” an article in Coal Age, February
2005, “It is the Illinois Basin that many industry participants are now looking to as a domestic replacement for
Appalachian coal. The demonstrated reserve base according to the Department of Energy exceeds that of all
Appalachia. Illinois alone has demonstrated reserves in excess of 100 billion tons...” “Most of the low sulfur
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