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Comments of the Clean Energy Group on IPM Modeling and Subcategorization

Utility MACT FACA

June 26, 2002

Robert LaCount, PG&E National Energy Group and Clean Energy Group FACA Representative

The Clean Energy Group (CEG) appreciates the opportunity to comment on EPA’s modeling assumptions for the mercury MACT process.  We submit these comments in anticipation of the FACA meeting scheduled for June 27, 2002.  Our view is that it is important to generate information as to how sensitive the IPM model is to various assumptions, particularly assumptions regarding the efficiencies associated with various control technologies.  In generating information to inform the MACT decision-making process, it will be important for EPA to have a more robust set of data than one that is based on only one set of control efficiency assumptions for each of the modeled control technologies.

Members of CEG are major electric generating companies that are committed to the provision of clean energy and to responsible environmental stewardship.  Member companies maintain a broad generation mix, which includes substantial coal-fired generation.  The Group supports policies that are sustainable from both an economic and environmental perspective.  In the past, the Group has submitted comments or engaged in litigation largely supportive of EPA on, among other issues, the NOx SIP call, the mercury emissions ICR, and NSR reform.

EPA has engaged ICF Consulting to conduct its MACT modeling runs using the IPM model.  Recently, CEG employed ICF, again using the IPM model, to perform an economic analysis of its proposed Integrated Air Quality Planning Act, which included mercury removal assumptions.  Our familiarity with the IPM model and with the wide range of mercury assumptions has led us to comment on the Agency’s MACT-related work.

In its modeling runs, the Agency assumes four mercury removal technologies: activated carbon injection (ACI), fluidized gas desulfurization (FGD), lime spray dryer (LSD), and  selective catalytic reduction (SCR) with scrubber.  While we generally agree with the removal rates assumed for ACI and LSD (although we welcome the Agency’s recent indication that it plans to model runs with 60 and 90 percent removal rates for ACI), we find some important differences in CEG’s modeling assumptions and the ones used by the Agency for FGD and SCR (with scrubber) applications.  In particular, the Agency assumes nearly twice the removal rate for FGD as the Clean Energy Group.  Even more importantly, the Agency assumes a 95 percent removal rate for SCR with scrubber, whereas CEG assumes no incremental removal or co-benefits from SCR technologies.  In our view, insufficient data exist to make any mercury removal rate assumptions for SCR.  

Our point is not that the Clean Energy Group’s modeling assumptions are justified and that EPA’s assumptions are wrong.  Indeed, neither set of assumptions is likely to be precisely correct.  Rather, our point is that it is necessary to model varying control efficiency assumptions in order to generate an optimal understanding of the effects of a range of assumptions on subcategorization options.  We suggest that the Agency model high, low and, time and resources permitting, median control assumptions, for each of the modeled technologies.  We note that the technologies will undoubtedly continue to evolve, even as the FACA process goes forward, and that it will be important to have generated information that will support the Agency’s decision-making process some months hence. 

We are also aware that EPA uses different demand growth factors for its IPM modeling than those that CEG has used.  Please keep in mind that these are important variables that will impact the overall modeling results.  Finally, the Agency has not made public its fuel cost assumptions; we urge that it make those assumptions available for public review.
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