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Comment No. 1 IssueCode: 11
Gasification is different from incineration. It is a better, more
environmentally responsible approach to generating energy from the
useof fossil fuelsand refusederived fuel (RDF). Incineration produces
criteria pollutants, semi-volatile and volatile organic compounds and
dioxin/furan compounds. Ash from hazardous waste incinerators is
considered a hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). In contrast, gasification, which occurs at high
temperatures and pressures, produces no air emissions, only small
amounts of wastewater containing salts. Synthesis gas (syngas)
produced from the gasification process has very low concentrations of
particulates, NO, and SO,. Non-volatile trace metals in the feed
concentrate in the vitrified frit and are effectively immobilized,
eliminating or reducing their leachability. Thefrit from BGL Gasifiers
operating on a 100 percent coal feed has consistently been shown to be
nonhazardous under RCRA.. Sincethisproject will beusing adifferent
feed stream, the first batch of frit should be tested to ensure that it
meets all Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) criteria
and therefore nonhazardous under RCRA and applicable Kentucky
laws and regulations.

Heavy metals and mercury would be emitted only from the power
island component (combustion turbines) of the Kentucky Pioneer
IGCC Demonstration Project. Total heavy metal deposition in areas
downwind of the project would be much less than 1.1 kilogram per
hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over a 20-year period and
present little risk to human health and the environment.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 21
KPE isnot attempting to circumvent Kentucky Revised Statutes (KRS)
224, or any other state or local laws. KPE has appeal ed to the state for
an interpretation of the language of applicable solid waste laws
regarding RDF. The Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Cabinet, Department of Environmental Protection, Division
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of Waste has determined that the RDF is arecovered material and not
waste. TheKentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project facility will
be considered a recovered material processing facility and the
gasification processwill not require awaste permit aslong asthe RDF
conformsto the statutory definition. A discussion of thisissue hasbeen
added to Chapter 1 and Chapter 6 of the EIS.

Comment No. 3 IssueCode: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, discusses the production and composition
of the RDF pellets. KPE intends to supply al RDF pellets for this
proj ect fromthe same manufacturer. Thegasification technology used
producesavery consistent syngas product, regardless of thevariability
of the feed. Variation in RDF pellet composition due to different
manufacturing processes should not be an issue for this project.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 06
Comment noted. Hazardousair pollutant emissionsfrom the proposed
project are identified in Table 5.7-2 of the EIS. The estimated
maximum lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to these
emissionsfromthe proposed project arepresentedin Table 5.7-4 of the
EIS. Asnoted in the EIS, the proposed project would produce about
1.45 million metric tons (1.6 million tons) of greenhouse gas
emissions per year (mostly carbon dioxide). This would be about 25
percent less than the amount produced by a comparable natural gas
fueled power plant. Impacts to land and water are discussed in
Sections 5.6, Geology, and 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality,
respectively, inthe EIS.

Comment No. 5 IssueCode: 11
Comment noted. Modeling isthe best tool available to determine the
possible fate and transport of a substance in the environment to a
receptor and the likely heath consequences. This tool is very
conservative in the estimate of health effects in order to protect the
most sensitive members of the population. Dispersion modeling
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Comment No. 5 (cont.) Issue Code: 11
conducted for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)/Title
V permit application covered an areaapproximately 12 kilometers (7.5
miles) from the project site. The location of maximum impact was
covered within this area.

Maximum air pollutant increments associated with emissionsfromthe
proposed project indicated that no significant air quality impactswould
occur on either a short-term or long-term basis. Locations 24 to 40
kilometers (15 to 25 miles) away would be exposed to lower pollutant
level sthan the area covered by the dispersion modeling analysis. Total
heavy metal deposition in areas downwind of the project would be
much less than 1.1 kilogram per hectare (1 pound per acre)
accumulated over 20 years.

More than 99 percent of the sulfur content of the raw fuel (coal and
RDF) are removed and recovered by the sulfur removal and recovery
process. The sulfur is converted to elemental sulfur, a marketable
product. The sulfur compounds that would be emitted from the
proposed project are listed in Tables 5.7-1 and 5.7-2 of the EIS. The
emitted concentrationsare well bel ow reference concentrations and/or
air quality standards that would cause acute or short-term adverse
effectsto the brain, eye, nervous system, nasal passages, and lungs.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 07
As stated in Section 5.8 of the EIS, Water Resources and Water
Quality, treated wastewater is expected to contain conventional
pollutants such as nitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and
biological and chemical oxygen demand. Pollutant discharge
limitations would be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would be identified in the Kentucky Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (KPDES) permit. These limitations
would be established based on site-specific computer modeling of the
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Comment No. 6 (cont.) Issue Code: 07
expected effect on water quality of the Kentucky River at the proposed
discharge point and in the mixing zone immediately downgradient.
Thelimits specified in the permit would be protective of existing water
quality. Fuel cells do not consume water to generate electricity.
Furthermore, the fuel cell demonstration has been moved to the
existing Wabash River IGCC Plant near West Terre Haute, Indiana.

TheWater Resources Branch pays particul ar attention to the proximity
of wastewater discharges to drinking water intakes. New sources of
wastewater are prohibited within 8 kilometers (5 miles) of a water
treatment plant intake. This 8-kilometer (5-mile) limit was established
to provide an additional layer of protection for the water quality found
at drinking water intakes over treatment alone and is referred to as
Zone 1. Zone 2 extendsfrom 8 to 16 kilometers (5 to 10 miles), while
Zone 3 is the area from 16 to 40 kilometers (10 to 25 miles) from a
water treatment plant intake. The proposed outfall islocated in Zone
3 for the Winchester Water Treatment Plant. Water collected at the
treatment plant is tested and treated to meet all federal and state
reguirementsconcerning drinkingwater quality. Therefore, noimpacts
to drinking water are expected.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code; 21
Comment noted.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 21
The EISis part of the review to evaluate the project. DOE will issue
the Record of Decision (ROD) based on the findings of the EIS and
comments from the public.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code; 16
Comment noted. After the Final EISisissued, DOE will consider all
public comments on the project before issuing its ROD.
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Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the aesthetic and scenic environment of
the project area are presented in Section 5.5 of the EIS, Aesthetic and
Scenic Resources. The tallest structures that would be built for this
project arethefacility stacksfor the gasifiers. These structureswould
stand 65 meters (213 feet) in height.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 05
All raw materials and wastes would be stored and handled in enclosed
areas that would not bein direct contact with local soil. Therefore, no
impacts to local farmland would be expected from operation of the
plant.

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Specifictrafficimpactsarepresentedin Section5.11,
Traffic and Transportation.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 12
The proposed project would store approximately two 10-day supplies
of RDF pellets. No garbagewould be stockpiled on site. The proposed
project would produce primarily vitrified frit, which is considered a
commercia product and not awaste stream. Solid waste generated at
the proposed facility would be landfilled in the State of Kentucky.
Hazardous waste would be disposed of in accordance with applicable
state and federal laws at a licensed hazardous waste disposal facility.
As a generator of waste, KPE has to comply with state and federal
regulations pertaining to waste storage, handling, transport, and
disposal. The purpose of these regulations is to protect the public's
health and environment by minimizing the impact of pollution.
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 21
NEPA requires that the public have the opportunity to comment on
Draft EISs. Theformal hearing was designed to obtain input from the
public. Each of the public hearings was preceded by an informal open
house during which members of the project staff were available to
answer questions. One copy each of the Draft EI'S was sent to Trapp
Elementary School, Clark County Public Library (the designated
project reading rooms), and Lexington Public Library during the
general distribution on November 7, 2001. A public hearing in
Lexington, Kentucky, was added in response to comments received
during the scoping period. The public hearing dates, times, and
locationswereannounced inthe Federal Register, inlocal newspapers,
The Winchester Sun and The Lexington Herald-Leader, and in public
service announcements. All requirements in state and federal laws,
rules, and regulations regarding announcements for public hearings
were satisfied or surpassed. Due to security concerns resulting from
the eventsof September 11", DOE removed all NEPA documentsfrom
the agency’ swebsite. However, DOE distributed paper copies of the
Draft EIS to all persons, organizations or agencies who commented
during the scoping process or expressed interest in the Proposed
Action. The comment period was extended through January 25, 2002.
TheFina EISwill bedistributed to el ected officialsand any interested
parties in neighboring counties. DOE will consider all public
comments beforeissuingthe ROD. The ROD will beissued no sooner
than 30 days after the Final EIS is distributed and a notice of its
availability isissued.
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Kentucky Pioneer Ilntegrated Gasification
Combined Cycle Demonstration Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory

Written Comment Form
Must be received by January 4, 2002.

December 27, 2001

“"Dear Mr. Spears:

Please see the attached sheets for written comments.

Sincerely,

Hune . Qo8 ] -
Lisa P. Collins
2344 HarrodsburgRd. e P
Lexington, KY 40503

Please use other side if more space is needed.

Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment forms may be faxed to:
Mr. Roy Spears Mr. Roy Spears
U.S. Department of Energy (304) 285-4403

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880
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Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification
Combined Cycle Demonstration Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory

Written Comment Form

The Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Demonstration Project
should not be constructed near Trapp in Clark County, Kentucky for the following
reasons:

1. Kentucky Highway 89, the only artery to the proposed site, is not adequate to carry
500-830 vehicle trips per shift change and 40-60 heavy-duty truck trips per day. The road
is old and narrow, and many stretches lack adequate shoulders. School children enter and
exit school buses all along this route. This project puts school children and area residents
at serious risk that cannot be ignored. Carpooling and a turn lane at the proposed site's
entrance are not adequate selutions.

2. This is an experimental project. There is no firm evidence that the vitrified frit will not
be hazardous. Ifit is hazardous, the frit can be held at the proposed site for 90 days,
increasing risk to area residents in the form of air, soil, and water pollution.

3. The Commonwealth of Kentucky docs not need the power that would be generated by
the proposed project. The state will be adversely affected by price hikes and blackouts
from an excess of electricity. Kentucky’s electricity rates are currently low, merchant
power could make rates increase.

4. Very little has been said about the Red River, which is 1.5 miles from the proposed
project. This river, part of which has been designated a National Wild and Scenic River,
adds to the unique cultural and historical significance of Clark, Madison, and Estill
counties where the three counties meet near the confluence of the Red River and the
Kentucky River. This area is extremely close to the proposed project. This plant will
wholly compromise the aesthetic quality of the Red and Kentucky Rivers, in an area where
real Kentucky pioneers explored and settled the country.

5. According to the EIS, the gasifier facility stacks and plumes would likely be visible
from the City of Winchester, the community of Trapp, and the Pilot Knob State Nature
Preservation. What possible sense does it make for a county as scenic as Clark County, a5
well as the adjacent areas of Madison and Estill Counties, to be marred by stacks and
plumes in generating power the Bluegrass State does not need?

6. The Kentucky River has been compromised for many years, an example being the
nearby Boonesborough Beach, which has been closed to swimmers for many years.

1/10

2/12

3/14

4/07

5/04
6/03

7104

8/07

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Impactstotraffic levelsalong Kentucky Highway 89
are addressed in Section 5.11 of the EIS, Traffic and Transportation.
As stated, during construction, 500 to 1,000 vehicle trips would occur
aong Kentucky Highway 89 at the beginning and end of the
constructionworkday. Theexact number would depend onthestaffing
levels required onsite. Construction schedules typically call for
workers to be onsite relatively early in the morning, thus avoiding
morning schoolbus traffic, until the early afternoon.  The
Transportation Division of the Clark County School Board indicates
that schoolbuses utilize Kentucky Highway 89 when construction
workers would be leaving the site.  Section 5.11, Traffic and
Transportation, has been modified to reflect the impacts of the extra
vehicles on schoolbus routes.

The trucks would haul amaximum of 18 metric tons (20 tons) of cargo
each, which would place the overall weight below the Kentucky-
mandated maximum for Kentucky Highway 89 of 36,288 kilograms
(80,000 pounds) for afive-axlevehicle. The Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet indicated any vehicle below that weight traveling along that
road would not be expected to cause damage to the roadway. Should
damage occur from vehicles carrying more than the maximum weight
allowance, the operator of the trucks, in this case KPE, would be
responsible for any repairs to the road surface. Section 5.11, Traffic
and Transportation, has been modified to address the concerns of
damage to the local roads.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 12
Comment noted. Analysisof frit from gasification processeshasshown
that the frit is nonhazardous and rarely fails the TCLP for metals.
Vitrified frit is expected to meet the more stringent Universal
Treatment Standard criteria of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)-TCLP. Thereisno risk to residents from frit since all
its constituentsareimmobilized in aglassy matrix which isresistant to
corrosion in the environment and nonleachable by EPA standards.

Vitrified frit is a commercial product and not a waste, therefore, it is
expected to be marketable.
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Efforts to clean up the river are slow but constant. This proposed project is a step back in
the environmental healing process of the river and will further compromise both the
Kentucky and the Red rivers, since the Kentucky seasonaily backs into the Red. Is it
sensible to make a sick river sicker with a power plant that the state does not need?
Kentuckians do want the Kentucky River to be environmentally sound and are working
towards that goal,

7. Transporting over 4,000 tons of municipal waste from New York and New Jersey to
Kentucky daily to generate merchant power is an unwieldy plan. Why can’t the power
plant be built in New York or New Jersey?

8. As a property owner near Trapp, I am extremely concerned about air, soil, and water
pollution. The horrific results of the facilities in Paducah and Maxey Flats do not instill
trust into this project, regardless of how much federal and state monitoring might take
place. Don't put this risk in Trapp.

9. The community has not been informed as to the route the power transmission lines will
take to Montgomery County. This is another unknown that will adversely affect the
aesthetic and historical nature of the area. It is another aspect of this project that will
unfairly blindside area residents later on.

10. The draft EIS does not come close to adequately addressing issues of culture, history,
aesthetics. Trapp and much of Clark County, as well as most of neighboring Estill and
Madison counties, are rural areas that heretofore have been largely saved from modern
threats such as this one. Kentucky is a farming state, with a history of real pioneers in the
area of the proposed plant. Putting the proposed plant at Trapp will change the lives of
these people in too many negative ways. These people, with their history and culture were
here before this plant; the plant should not be an interloper into this community and area.

Finally, I protest the manner in which the December 2001 public hearings were advertised
and conducted, and the length of time between the meetings and the deadline for the
written comments.

First, advertisement was too little and too few. Radio and television stations are required
to carry a minimum number of public service announcements free of charge; there is no
justification for electronic media not being informed by the U.S. Department of Energy
about the public hearings. Advertisement in the Lexington, Louisville, and Winchester
newspapers was not enough. This project is extremely close to the historic College Hill
area of Madison County and close to Estill County. Extensive display advertisement, #of
classified advertisement, should have occurred in all of these counties, as well as other
countigs contiguous to Clark County., Residents of Clark County were given little notice;
residents of several contiguous counties were given zero notice, even though issues of
pollution and aesthetic compromises affect residents there as well. Could it be that the
attitude of the U.S. Department of Energy and Global Energy, Inc. is that Kentuckians are

8/07
(cont.)

9/16

10/06,
11/05,
12/07

13/21

14/04,
13/21

(cont.)
16/03
17/04

16/03
(cont.)

18/21

19/03

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 14
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's 1998 Power Requirements
Study. The study indicates that the electrical load for the region is
expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter
peak demand is expected to increase by 3.3 percent per year and net
summer peak demand is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year.
Peak demand is projected to increase from 2,031 megawatts (MW) in
1998 to 2,394 MW in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on this
load growth, EKPC will need additional power supply resources of
625 MW in 2003. The need is further shown by EKPC's plans to
construct four new combustion turbine (CT) electric generating units
to provide peaking service alongside the three existing peaker CTsat
the JK. Smith Site.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 07
The proposed plant islocated 2.4 kilometers (1.5 miles) downstream
of the confluence of the Kentucky River and the Red River. The
distance between the confluence of the rivers and the discharge point
and the fact that the confluence is upstream make the chance of any
discharges backing up into the Red River remote. Therefore, no
impacts to the Red River would be expected.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Due to the hilly terrain of the area and the distance
of the Red River from the project site, the facility stacks from the
gasification island would not be visible from the Red River.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 03
Concurrent with the EIS process and prior to committing federal
funds or granting a license or permit for this undertaking, DOE is
responsible for considering the impacts of its actions on cultural
resources. Consultation with the Kentucky Heritage Council and
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has determined that there
is no effect on historic properties from this project.
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not bright enough to notice or care about the impact this project would have on their way
of life?

Second, concerned citizens have been given from December 12 to January 4 to respond to
the Draft EIS. This is an unreasonable length of time at any time of the year, but has been
further compounded because this particular season is when students are finishing a school
term and families are involved in significant holidays and the events that surround them.
Who chose this unfair timeline at this time of the year? Again, was the thinking that
Kentuckians would not notice or care? The manner in which the public hearings have
taken place has done nothing to bolster confidence in this project.

Sincerely,

e 0. (el ime

Lisa P. Collins
2344 Harrodsburg Rd.
Lexington, KY 40503

20/21

Comment No. 6 (cont.) Issue Code: 03
Chapters 4 and 5 have been revised to include the findings of the
Section 106 Review process.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the aesthetic and scenic environment of
the project area are presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic
Resources, of the EIS. Because of DOE’s limited role of providing
cost-shared funding for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer 1GCC
Demonstration Project, alternative sites were not considered.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 07
Pollutant discharge limitations would be set by the Kentucky Natural
Resourcesand Environmental Protection Cabinet, Divisionof Water’s
Water Resources Branch and would be identified in the KPDES
permit. Theselimitationswould be established based on site-specific
computer modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the
Kentucky River at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing
zone immediately downgradient. The limits specified in the permit
would protect existing water quality.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 16
Because of DOE's limited role of providing cost-shared funding for
the proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project,
aternative siteswere not considered. KPE selected the existing J.K.
Smith Site because the costs would be much higher and the
environmental impactswould likely be greater if an undisturbed area
were chosen.
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Comment No. 10 I ssue Code: 06
Comment noted. Hazardous waste clean-up activities at both the
nuclear waste disposal site at Maxey Flats and the DOE gasdiffusion
plant at Paducah have no association with the proposed Kentucky
Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project. Theactivitiesandtechnologies
used at the Maxey Flats and Paducah sites have nothing in common
with the proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
facility.

Comment No. 11 I ssue Code: 05
All raw materialsand wasteswould be stored and handled in enclosed
areas that would not bein direct contact with local soil. Therefore, no
impactsto local soil quality would be expected from operation of the
plant.

Comment No. 12 I ssue Code: 07
Pollutant discharge limitations would be set by the Kentucky Natural
Resourcesand Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water' s
Water Resources Branch and would be identified in the KPDES
permit. Theselimitationswould be established based on site-specific
computer modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the
Kentucky River at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing
zone immediately downgradient. The limits specified in the permit
would protect existing water quality.

The primary issues with the facilities in Maxey Flats and Paducah
involved historic rel eases of radioactive materias; there would be no
radioactive materials associated with the proposed plant.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 21
Pursuant to Rural Utility Service (RUS) NEPA regulations, a NEPA
document would be prepared that would address the impactsfrom the
transmission line. Information in that NEPA document will be used
to assure impacts are avoided and solutions integrated to avoid
adverse public and environmental impacts.
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Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. All visual and aesthetic impacts from the
transmission line will be addressed in a NEPA document that would
be prepared according to RUS NEPA regulations. Informationinthe
document will be used to assure impacts are avoided and solutions
integrated to refrain from adverse public and environmental impacts.

Comment No. 15 Issue Code: 03
Thetransmission line would be constructed as part of both No Action
Alternative 2 and the Proposed Action and would be subject to
Section 106 Review as an undertaking, as defined by the National
Historic Preservation Act. Theroute of the transmission line has not
yet been determined and a cultural resource identification effort has
not been defined. The cultural resource identification would likely
include a pedestrian survey for archaeological resources and an
assessment of the potential for visua impacts to the setting of any
nearby cultural resources. Impacts to cultural resources from the
transmission line will be evaluated in aNEPA document that will be
prepared under RUS NEPA regulations.

Comment No. 16 Issue Code: 03
The EIS provides a summary of the cultural resource work that has
been conducted on the proposed demonstration project site. Chapters
4 and 5 have been updated to show the findings of the completed
Section 106 Review process. The Kentucky SHPO has found that
there is no effect on historic properties from this project.

Comment No. 17 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. DOE believesthat the EI S adequately addresses all
impacts to visual and aesthetic resources in the project vicinity.
Impacts to the environment of the project area are presented in
Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic Resources, of the EIS.
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Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 21
The public hearing dates, times, and locations were announced in the
Federal Register, inloca newspapers, The Winchester Sun and The
Lexington Herald - Leader, and in public service announcements. The
comment period was extended through January 25, 2002. The Final
EIS will be distributed to elected officials and any interested parties
in neighboring counties. All requirements in state and federal laws,
rules, and regulations regarding announcements for public hearings
were satisfied or surpassed.

Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 03
The Section 106 Review process has been completed. The Kentucky
SHPO hasissued afinding of no effect on historic resourcesfromthis
project.

Comment No. 20 Issue Code: 21
The comment period was extended through January 25, 2002.
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Paris, KY
Pagelof 5
0, Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
' Because of DOE’ slimited rolein providing cost-shared funding for the
Keatucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification proposed K entucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, and because
B el Ty Statemiat of advantages associated with the proposed location, DOE did not
N ey, Labaratory evaluate alternative sites for the proposed project. Site selection was
Written Comment Form governed primarily by benefits that Global Energy could realize.
Mt b recetved by Jamuary 4, 2002. Global Energy preferred the proposed project site because the costs
would be much higher and the environmental impacts likely much
2_(_W m v Spears, - greater for an undisturbed area.
- -—L Lo (4. ?La—. oo 7(0.??)(;(/3/?..!1 . . . . .
My s ({éo o 4%/& pm@m%() Thlg Pl’OjeCTC was first gelec?ed in 1993, with I_Dl_Jke Energy as the
m_f,_wtz' o projec?, B participant in partnership with an east coast utility. However, for
—. ) ”J /. /+ J_/” £ o va_riOL_Js reasons, the siting for the project was changed to a site in
fo Aﬂ o o Lo w/ [llinois. In 1999, Global Energy_a_pproached Duke and requesteq to
__g D, J/Z is fer 4- o omorl) e V16 takeover the project. KPE, asul_osudlaryof Global Energy, enteredl_nto
S T e ST f@ a power purchase agreement with East Kentucky Power Cooperative
% _fi f. 7, '/;; LDk (EKPC) to buy the power from the Kentucky Pioneer facility. Because
- i e ep o b oot the current proposed site for the project would provide for
#f 5 *”; ;:7 . f /';/ s j; - demonstration of the BGL technology, and the power purchase
/, 4,":/-», oo "J > pre f ' agreement between KPE and EKPC would allow KPE to meet their
ff—’— 7 7 “ / /e 2/06 repayment agreement with DOE, the partnershipwasfound acceptabl e.
M ifod ce frem, QOF __4_,/4&( / @ 7ot
(iu@mmi‘f’fmﬁi grece. feuie //“if:j( Comment No. 2 | ssue Code: 06

Comment noted. Rail transport is the most economical and energy-
efficient transportation method available for this project for fuel
materials and marketable byproducts generated by the gasification
process. Emissions per ton per mile for material transported by rail
would be substantially lessthan comparabl e emissions associated with
truck transport. Rail transport is clearly the preferred method for fuel
materialsand shipment of vitrified frit. Customersfor sulfur produced
by the sulfur recovery facility would determine whether shipment of
that material isby rail or truck. All air impacts, including adiscussion
of greenhouse gas emissions and acid rain effects, are presented in
Section 5.7, Air Resources, of the EIS.
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7 Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. Reduced impacts as a result of removing the RDF
from the manufacturer site is beyond the scope of thisEIS.
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(cont.)

5/10

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Impactsto traffic levelsalong Kentucky Highway 89
are addressed in Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation. As stated,
during construction, 500 to 1,000 vehicle trips would occur aong
Kentucky Highway 89 at the beginning and end of the construction
workday. The exact number would depend on the staffing levels
required onsite. Construction schedules typically call for workers to
be onsite relatively early in the morning to avoid morning schoolbus
traffic, until early afternoon. The Transportation Division of the Clark
County School Board indicates that schoolbuses utilize Kentucky
Highway 89 when construction workers would be leaving the site.
Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has been modified to reflect
the impacts of added vehicles on schoolbus usage.

Thetruckswould haul amaximum of 18 metric tons (20 tons) of cargo
each, which would place the overall weight below the Kentucky-
mandated maximum weight for Highway 89 of 36,288 kilograms
(80,000 pounds) for afive-axle vehicle. The Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet indicated any vehicle below that weight traveling along that
road would not be expected to cause damage to the roadway. Should
damage occur from vehicles carrying more than the maximum weight
allowance, the operator of the truck, in this case KPE, would be
responsible for any repairs to the road surface. Section 5.11, Traffic
and Transportation, has been modified to address the concerns of
damage to the local roads.
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Paris, KY
Page 4 of 5
A Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, discusses the production and composition
of the RDF pellets.
5/10
Lp el Jon e 'M_MO 0t of = (cont) Comment No. 7 I ssue Code: 21
Year, gl sp I e L s 5°/“" sl TheFinal PSD/TitleV Air Permit, issued by the K entucky Divisionfor
[k the Lot M/ fomes Uk 616 Air Quality on June 7, 2001, requires continuous emissions monitors
Ao conad Aot af, te -t /"// for NO,, SO,, CO, O,, and PM,,. Annual stack tests for all pollutants
/ey lo le? phd s ;/%«e ff’Wf/ /7 with emission limits established by the permit are also required. The
/,Lm‘u/ gy Yo coums o c/ > 721 KPDES permit, which will be obtained at least 180 days prior to the
Gre Yalki, Deurs ol wras 2 fm commencement of construction, will also have effluent limits and
wth  hp fz//;{/VMre. of Salle” fﬂ%/wzm, monitoring requirements established by state regulations. Along with
fesource s, L4 heauvy ,,g(6,7/,r [s trppe the required monitoring under the permit, K PE would also monitor the
PER's - thy fapos cde? s, / 12 |evelsof biological and chemical oxygen demand, pH, and temperature
ﬂ g / L Qﬂ"’m e e daue in any wastewater generated by the faC|I_|ty_. Any monltorlng_ and
(‘1 #L corhnie e Ha m_easurementswquld be based on usage limits and flows associated
#jm oA /em s A j )/%Wq /., with natural gas-fired plants.

\//,c_ }"« /ﬂ” 7 0 sl ege’ /ffL 921 Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 12
Livs. 7",‘ i talilits ‘{’{ s " ey copsentd The major criteria pollutant emissions and hazardous air pollutant
“’« et clade ij Shs -//FL—L emissions associated with the proposed project areidentifiedin Tables
L o J A gt Lrcad e ,,,/7‘& l)ﬁ// e and) 5.7-1 and 5.7-2 of the EIS. No polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are

y /,/NL,:‘L A ﬁuwmmi\_ﬂzﬂ generated from the proposed project.

( E(f:.l',r-’- /{/’EM 7@17'4‘_ %Vzuql /g e ¥

Heavy metal s emissions from the proposed facility are estimated to be
4.68 metric tons (5.16 tons) per year, or 93.6 metric tons (103.2 tons)
over 20 years. Based on a very conservative screening analysis of
heavy metals deposition, the resulting heavy metal deposition rate
would be an average of 0.0375 kilograms per hectare (0.0335 pounds
per acre) per year, or 37.5 grams per acre (0.54 ounces per acre) per
year. Over atotal of 20 years, the cumulative deposition of heavy
metals would total an average of 0.75 kilograms per hectare (0.67
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Comment No. 8 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
pounds per acre), or 756.6 grams per hectare (10.7 ounces per acre).
That quantity does not indicate any significant impacts from heavy
metal deposition downwind of the proposed project.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 21
The Draft EIS is avalable to anyone who requests a copy.
Additionally, copiesareavailablein the project reading roomsat Trapp
Elementary School and Clark County Public Library, as well as the
Lexington Public Library.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The NEPA processisdesigned to allow for adequate
time to review and comment on NEPA documents. DOE believesthe
schedule for the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project is
sufficient to account for public comments and review. The public
comment period was extended to January 25, 2002. DOE will consider
all public comments before issuing the ROD. The ROD will beissued
no sooner than 30 days after the Final EISisdistributed and anotice of
availability isissued.
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Tommontoealth of Renturky
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
DON PASLEY

State Representative STATE CAPITOL ANNEX

5B0S Ecton Road Room I51E
\Winchaster, Kentucky 40381 m Franklod, Kentucky 40801
(B59) 842-3337 (502) B&4-8100, Ext630

73rd LEGISLATIVE DSTRICT
January 8, 2002

Mr. Roy Spears

U.S. Department of Energy

Mational Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

Morgantown WV 26507-0880

Dear Mr. Spears:

Thank you for extending the time for taking public comment on the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement regarding the Kentucky Pioneer Demonstration Project

in Clark County, Kentucky.

Many of my constituents have expressed their concern about the project. Some
have said that they are inclined to support the demonstration plant. |, myself, continue

to study the implications of the project.

For your consideration and for inclusion into the record on this project, | submit
the enclosed documents which reflect the concerns of some of Clark County's citizens.

Please give these comments careful consideration. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Don Pasley“‘é/

State Representative

DP:cs
Enclosures
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Please accept the following comments on the Drafl Envi

al Impact Stat

reparding the Kentucky Pioneer Demonstration Project in Clark County, Kentucky:

1.

. On December 17, 2001, the K

Kentucky and Clark County will bear a disproportionate share of the burden
created by a national energy policy which emphasizes coal use,

If the technology fails, and there is no proof the technology will work as
promised, the impacts will be bome by the citizens of Clark County. If the
power created by this project is used outside of Kentueky, those burdens will
be borne in Kentucky with no corresponding benefit.

. Some citizens of Clark County fear a bait-and-switch by the operators. The

DEIS states “Global Energy, Inc.. will not begin detailed design of the
proposed project, including layout and flow sheet information, until the
project financing is finalized” It thus appears that the DEIS may not
accurately reflect the impacts that may be caused by the final design and
operation of the project.

. The Environmental Report for the projected 17 mile transmission line should

be conducted simultaneously with this DEIS. The public should be given a
picture of the impacts from the whole project. The project is valueless without
a ion to the t ion grid. Therefore, the impacts of building the
17 mile power line should be considered simultaneously with the analysis of
the project itsell and not afterward.

. Federal policy should not provide incentives for states 1o avoid their

responsibility to provide within their own borders for the proper management
of municipal solid waste. The federal funding for this demonstration project
allows New Jersey and New York to continue to export their solid waste and
in doing so to export the land, air, and water protection challenges that come
with MSW disposal. The federal grant should include financial protections for
Clark County from the consequences of failure of the technology or of the
operator walking away from problems that might arise from bringing in large
quantities of northeastern solid waste.

. The DEIS fails to fully consider the environmental impacts on Clark County if

the operator does not acquire the RDF pellets from a single supplier nor
consider the impacts if the anticipated supplier significantly changes its source
of MSW, The DEIS states only that such changes may result in a “slight
change in the resulting waste stream”. However, there is no analysis of how
changes in the sources of RDF can affect wastes generated by the project.

ky Natural R and Envi
Protection Cabinet issued a report on the cumulative environmental impacts of
electric penerating plants. The findings of this report must now be considered
for purposes of this DEIS. For example, the state report notes that wastewater
discharges from power plants may contain arsenic at levels above the

122

2/16

3/16

4/16

5/22

6/14

7120

8/07

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 22
The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project is intended to
demonstrate a power generation system with the potential to produce
clean energy from high-sulfur coal whileextending thelife of domestic
coal reserves. Since it is the first demonstration of this technology
someriskswill beassociated with the project. Chapter 3 of the EIShas
been revised to discuss financia risks in more detail. Potential
environmental impacts are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EIS.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 16
The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project was selected for
further consideration under DOE'’s fifth solicitation(CCT-V) of the
Clean Coal Technology (CCT) Program. DOE concludes that the
project falls under CCT Program requirements due to the use of the
first co-fed BGL technology. The purpose of the CCT Program is to
demonstrate the efficiency and performance of new technologies. The
power generated by the project will be used to support Kentucky’s
energy needs.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 16
Though final design has yet to be completed, conceptual design
information is sufficient to enable adequate environmental impact
analysis. DOE believesthe full scope of environmental impacts from
the construction and operation of the proposed project are sufficiently
addressed in the EIS.

The EIS is intended to be used as a planning tool that analyzes the
environmental impactsfrom aproposed project. DOE will consider the
document and public comments in making the decision of whether or
not to proceed with the project.
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maximum inant levels considered safe for drinking water. The
proposed project will discharge wastewater into the Kentucky River at a point
up river from a drinking water intake. This impact, as well as others in the
Cabinet report, must be accounted for in the DEIS.

8/07
(cont)
7120
(cont.)

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 16
The EIS examined all potential impacts associated with the
transmission line through a general analysis. Further studies of the
impacts of the transmission line are addressed in an Environmental
Report (ER) being prepared under RUS NEPA regulations.
Information in the ER will be used to assure impacts are avoided and
solutions integrated to avoid adverse public and environmental
impacts.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 22
DOE doesnot believe that this project providesincentivesfor statesto
avoid their responsibility with regard to waste management issues.
Rather, DOE believes that this project provides an opportunity to
extend the life of domestic coal reserves. The RDF that would be
imported to Kentucky is a feedstock for the facility and is not
municipal solid waste (MSW) or solid waste. Thefederal grant cannot
include financial protectionsfor Clark County from the consequences
of failure of the technology or of the operator walking away from the
project. Any financial protection should be pursued through local
legislatures during ordinance reviews. KPE iscommitted to providing
power from the plant to EKPC for 20 years. Since the project would
be the first demonstration of this technology, there are financial risks
associated with it. Thoserisks are discussed in more detail in Chapter
3 of the EIS.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 14
As discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS, KPE intends to supply al RDF
pellets for this project from the same manufacturer. The gasification
technology used produces avery consistent syngas product regardiess
of thevariability of thefeed. Variationin RDF pellet composition due
to different manufacturing processes should not be an issue for this
project.
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To: Kentucky State Representative, Donald pasley
Fr: John Maruskin, Adult Services Librarian, Clark County Public Library
Re: Kentucky Pioncer Electricity Plant

December 28, 2001

Tommy Rector asked me to put

gether a list of about the proposed Kentucky

Pioneer Inegrated Gasification plant 1o be built near Trapp, KY.

The environmental impacts are dangerous. All new power plants should be
running on cleaner fuel. High sulfur coal and unregulated municipal waste are too

hazardous.

. The impact of this system on the Kentucky River could be disastrous. This plant

will extract and consumes huge amounts of Kentucky River water. In a drought
situation the effects on drinking water supplies would be bad for all of Central
Kentucky.

. There is no economic benefit from this plant to Clark County. Only Global

Electric (the plant’s parent company) will benefit. Of the 124 jobs that will be
created from this plant ondy 24 will be in Clark County. The majority will be
executive jobs created for Global in Cincinnati.

. That this plant will be licensed in such a way that it is able to circumvent local

solid waste plans is a political atrocity that completely undermines the intent of
SB 2. the law that gives local governments the right to set their own
environmental quality standards. This irks me the most, State government is
undermining laws passed to protect citizens from these situations.

| am enclosing a “Technological Concept Evaluation™ that shows that the process
to be used at Trapp is also being considered as a way to dispose of nerve gas
weapons. With this process available in Trapp, and with local control of fuel up
to the discretion of the owning company, we could really be looking at a situation
in which Clark County would not only be the nerve gas incinerator for the
Madison County reserves, but for other, out of state nerve gas reserves. THIS
WOULD BE VERY BAD.

. Please refer to the anicle I've enclosed entitled “New power plants pose poilution

challenge.” On the bottom of the second page you will read that Governor Patton
has told the PSC that he will present a package of legislation dealing with power
plants in 2002, That legislation will make merchant power plants subject to local
zoning and planning ordinances. BUT IT WILL BE TOO LATE FOR CLARK
COUNTY IF WE DO NOT STOP THIS PLANT, NOW.

If you have any question about these concerns, please feel free to call be at the Library
859-744-5661. [ cannot tell you how much it means to us to have your interest in this
issue. Thank you for your help.

9/16
| 10/16

11/07

12/02

13/21

14722

15/21

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 20
The Cumulative Assessment of the Environmental |mpacts Caused by
Kentucky Electric Generating Units Report issued by the Kentucky
Natural Resourcesand Environmental Protection Cabinet on December
17, 2001, has been reviewed. Relevant sections of the EIS, including
Section 5.14, Cumulative Impacts, have been updated to reflect issues
presented by the report.

Comment No. 8 I ssue Code: 07
As stated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, treated
wastewater is expected to contain conventional pollutants such as
nitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and biol ogical and chemical
oxygen demand. Pollutant discharge limitations, including thermal
limits, would be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would beidentified inthe KPDES permit. These
limitations would be established based on site-specific computer
modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the Kentucky River
at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing zone immediately
downgradient. Thelimitsspecifiedinthe permit would protect existing
water quality.

The Water Resources Branch pays particular attention to the proximity
of wastewater discharges to drinking water intakes. New sources of
wastewater are prohibited within 8 kilometers (5 miles) of a water
treatment plant intake. This 8-kilometer (5-mil€) limit was established
to provide an additional layer of protection for the water quality found
at drinking water intakes over treatment alone and isreferred to as Zone
1. Zone 2 extends from 8 to 16 kilometers (5 to 10 miles), while Zone
3 is the area from 16 to 40 kilometers (10 to 25 miles) from a water
treatment plant intake. The proposed outfall islocated in Zone 3 for the
Winchester Water Treatment Plant. Water collected at the treatment
plant is tested and treated to meet al federal and state requirements
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Technology Ne. 17 July 17, 2000

TECHNOLOGY CONCEPT EVALUATION
TOXIPLEX Process for Destruction of Chemical Agents

1. Technology Overview

The TOXIPLEX Process, developed by Dynecology of Harrison, NY, is proposed for destruction
of chemical agents [1]. The process is not designed for high salt aqueous feeds and therefore
would not be appropriate for the destruction of hydrolysate or neutralents [11]. The process
employs a slagging, fixed bed gasifier (British Gas/Lurgi) to destroy organic compounds at
3000°F {1650°C) and requires a treatment system to clean the product gas containing particulate
aerosols and gaseous contaminants. The off-gas cleannp system generates a waste that will
require disposal. The cleaned product gas consists primarily of hydrogen and carbon monoxide
and can be used as a fuel for commercial boilers or for advanced pas rurbines. The residual solid
waste leaving the bottom of the gasifier is a slag that is converted into a vitreous frit.

The gasifier used in the TOXIPLEX process may be considered a “boiler™; however, from 2
regulatory perspective it may also be considered an “industrial furnace™. It is not considered an
“Incinerator” based on the definition of “Incinerator™ in 40CFR260.1. This technology was

originally developed for preducing fuel gas.

The information available for this review was evaluated relative to the application of the
TOXIPLEX concept to the destruction of chemical agents. Site specific information required to
assess impl such as req for systems interface, construction, permitting,
schedule, demonstration and testing, etc., was not available in the information reviewed. This
evaluation incorporates the comments on this process in the letter from J. Bacon (PMCD) to H.
Schulz {Dynecology), dated December 22, 1997 [8].

1 Process Description

As shown in Figure 1 [1], the Lurgi gasifier is a cylindrical vessel in which carbonaceous
material {coke) and limestone {as a fluxing agent) are fed through the top of the gasifier. A slag
is removed from the bottom as a vitrified frit by quenching the slag with water. The organic feed
{e.g., chemical agent) is introduced into a partial oxidation zone near the bottom of the gasifier
through the oxygen and steam inlet tuyere. (The liquid form of the agent fits well with the feed
requirements of the gasifier and no further preparation is considered necessary.) The product
gas, which is partally oxidized, consists predominately of CO, Hz, CHs, CO; and compounds
such as H,S, HCIL, and others, depending on the ¢l position of the feed.

The organic feed is in contact with the partial oxidation zone for 50-100 milliseconds in the
lower region of the gasifier. The temperature of the partial oxidation zone is controlled at 3000°F
by regulating the oxygen to steam ratio to balance the exothermic partial oxidation of carbon
with the endothermic water gas reaction. Upon leaving the partial oxidation zone, the reaction

*This document was prepared under comtract witk the United States Army for the sole purpore of rvaluanng the idmelfind trchnology for
appluction in the Lnied States Army Chemical Deseilisarization Program (COF), ased on Immﬁé‘em&rmarw
eime o the evauation. Ay opiniony, fisdings, conclusions o g sisied in the comiex! of the p
cumdnmoum‘rhrCD'mmmmdﬁwmrq-mumwyanmmmﬁvmnﬁrm

Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 112

14/22
(cont.)

Comment No. 8 (cont.) Issue Code: 07
concerning drinking water quality. Therefore, no impactsto drinking
water are expected.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The purpose of this project is to demonstrate a
technology with the potential to generate clean and safe energy from
high-sulfur coal.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
DOE selected the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project for
further consideration under DOE’s fifth solicitation (CCT-V) of the
CCT Program and concludes that the project falls under the CCT
Program requirements due to the use of the modified version of the
BGL technology. The purpose of the CCT Program isto demonstrate
technol ogies with the potential to provide cleaner and more efficient
energy from coa resources. All coal and RDF pellets will be
transported in covered containers. The concrete-floored storage
building for the RDF pellets and coal will be located within the 4.8-
hectare (12-acre) project siteand would be capabl e of housing a10-day
supply of coal and RDF pellets. The 4.8-hectare (12-acre) project site
islocated within the larger 1,263-hectare (3,120-acre) J.K. Smith Site
and is approximately 1.6 kilometers (1.0 mile) from the closest
residence.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 07
As stated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, the
Proposed Action would withdraw atotal of 15.1 million liters per day
(MLD) (4 million gallons per day [MGD]) of water from the Kentucky
River. Thisisequivalentto 0.1 percent of average flow conditionsand
4.0 percent of low-flow conditions. Should drought conditionswarrant
or the state mandate it, KPE would cease withdrawals from the river
and shut down the plant temporarily.
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Technology No. 17 Tuly 17, 2000

products then come in contact with an incandescent bed of coke (for one or more seconds) in the
upper region of the gasifier (a highly reducing environment) where complete pyrolysis is
achieved.

The product gas cxiting the top of the gasifier is scrubbed free of contaminants such as S,
NHs, and HCL The product gas is a medium BTU fuel gas (300 BTU fi’), which can be
substituted for natural gas in commercial boilers or as fuel for the advanced gas turbines of an
integrated gasification, combined cyele power plant. All feed material that is not gasified is
continuously withdrawn from the base of the gasifier as a molten slag. The siag is then fritted by
quenching in water,

Figure 2 [1] provides a process flow schematic of the gasifier and gaseous effluent cleaning
system. A mass balance is shown in Figure 3 [1] (based on a chemical agent feed of 11 tons per
day). The mass balance of solid waste exiting from the gasifier is primarily dependent on the ash
characteristics of the carbonaceous fue] used rather than the agent or toic material destroyed.
Dynecology has stated that in order 1o substastially reduce the solid waste exiting the gasifier
and virtually eliminate any concems related 1o heavy metals in the mass balance, refractory
oxide packing may be used instead of coke to provide surface area for reaction. In this case,
supplemental fuel will be required to ensure the desired reaction conditions are anained. The
process produces a medium BTU product gas that provides a readily available source for this
supplemental fuel [i1].

kX Process Efficacy

3.1 Maturity of Technology

Gagification has heen in ial operation for many years. Lurgi has over 170 Gasification
plants in operation including various d p for gas cl ip, sulfur recovery and
waste water treatment. These gasification reactors are of dry bottom design, meaning that the
slag is removed in dry form in contrast w the slagging gasifier where melted slag is quenched
with water to make a non-leachable frit for disposal purposes. British Gas and Lurgi developed a
slagging gasifier design that was built and operated in Westfield, Scotland to produce synthesis
gas [9]. British Gas discontinued its gasification efforts after natural gas was found in the North
Sea,

The basic gasifier and auxiliary equipment are readily available, although they would have to be
designed for site specific CWM application and integration with the plant site.

32 Process Monitoring and Control
The controlling parameter in operating the slagging gasifier to desiroy chemical agents is the

ratio of agent to oxygen/steam mixture. In general, adjusting the quantities of oxygen and steam
flow entering the reaction zone can control the bed temperature and product gas composition.

“Phis documenl was prepared andes conmac with che Uried Siates Arry for 1he sole gurpote of evalining the identified o i
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Comment No. 11 (cont.) Issue Code: 07
In order to minimize potential conflicts over water availability during
low-flow conditions, the State of Kentucky limits permitted usersto no
more than 10 percent of the lower average monthly flow.

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 02
Comment noted. The Draft EIS is designed to present all of the
possible environmental impacts of the various alternatives relating to
the proposed federal action, both beneficial and detrimental. The
economic benefits associated with the project are not intended as
justification for the environmental costs of the project; however, they
are presented as one of many resource areas impacted by the project.
All 120 jobs associated with the operation of the Proposed Action
would be created onsite in Clark County and all 270 of the jobs
indirectly created would be within Clark, Fayette, and Madison
Counties.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 21
TheKentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project isafederal action.
The EIS is used as a tool to decide whether or not the DOE should
provide funding to the project. If the project is approved, KPE would
be required to abide by al local, state, and federal regulations.

Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 22
The facility would not be used as a nerve gas incinerator at any point
during its operation.

Comment No. 15 Issue Code: 21
Comment noted. The proposed project would demonstrate power
generation technology to produce clean energy from high-sulfur coal
and RDF pellet co-feed.
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The oxyg Tatio bal the exothermic partial combustion reaction, C + 12 0y = CO,
with the endothermic water gas ion, C + H0 — Ha ~ CO. Variations in the ratio of

hydrogenicarbon monoxide and the carbon monoxide/carbon dioxide in the gas indicate
departures from sicady-state conditions.

Use of the gasification process for destruction of chemical agents would not appear to
significantly alter the number of process controls required, as the mass of agent added compared
to the mass of coke or coal utilized for oxidation is small.

If refractory oxide packing were used instead of carbon pellets, to provide surface area for
reaction, supplemental fuel would be required 1o ensure the desired reaction reduction conditions
would be present.

33 Process Robustness

Given the large thermal mass contained within the reactor system, periodic process feed
perturbations will not significantly affect the high reaction temperature, and hence reaction 14/22

kinetics.

(cont.)
Variation in agent feed flow rate would require small adjustment in oxygen, steam and
supplemental fuel flow to maintain bed temperature. The thermal inertia of the gasifier (due to
the large mass of bed material) should allow small variations in feed without compromising
destruction efficiency. Upon shutdown of agent feed, Dynecology reports that the gasifier can be
tumed down to 10 percent of its feed rate for coke, oxygen, and steam to put the unit on standby
and remain in stable operation [1].

ot

Specific data on operational reliability way not in the infi ion reviewed but the
TOXIPLEX process would most likely achieve high operability and reliability given the maturity
of the technology and the long operating history of ially sized plants.

34 Destruction Efficiency

D logy reports d ion efficiencies of & and 7 nines when treating heaachlombenzene
and PCB's {6]. Dmxm and furans measured in the PCB tests were below 0,03 ng."m which is
below the | ng/m’ EPA limit. Destruction efficiencies for chemical agents were not available
and, while mqulmd as a condition for further process develog would not be expected to be
ificantly different. D logy reports that the time required for the d i to
oocur is less than 500 mllnsmnds and most likely in the range of 50 to 100 mllllsccuruis .

4, Process Safety

Due to the rapid destructive rate (low contact time required), the inventory of toxic materials
available for release from the gasifier during an abnormal or accidental release condition is low.

“This documens s e under conrac wichthe Used Sumes Army for the sol purpost o eelucing the idetified echnolegyfor

[ appication in the Unired States Army Chemical Pregrem (CIF) b abls o the reviewer at the
e cf the pvaisation. Amy opinions, findimgs. dations or conch 1 are siaied s the f th
considerstins of the CIF, nd re ot intended for use or reference in any way by any ther party for any other purpase.”
Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation ¥z
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The low inventory minimizes both the on-site and off-site consequences for reaction vessel
failure or leakage.

The high temperatures involved, the usc of pure oxygen in the process, and the presence of
hydrogen and carbon monoxide gas would requise the use of normal industrial process safery
measures. Experience with commercial operating facilities indicates that there have been no
known accidents due to the release of hydrogen or carbon monoxide [2].

Dynecalogy recommends operation of the gasifier under a relatively low pressure (compared to
commercial gasifiers) of 100 psig. A jacketed desipn with an inert gas is used for leakage
detection and control. An even lower operating pressure could be used with a corresponding
increase in vessel and equipment size and cost, if justified by a HAZOP analysis for reducing
risk of failure.

For organic feed streams containing oxidizing agents such as dissolved munitions or explosives,
the usual industrial safety design and operating requirements for this type of feed would need to
be implemented.

14/22

5 Environmental Impact (cont.)

The overall mass balance provided in Figure 3 identifies the quantity of waste gencrated.
Assuming 10,000 pounds per day of VX as the agent treated, 27,293 pounds per day of solid
waste would be sent to disposal. This includes 16,363 pounds per day of slag from the gasifier
bottoms and 10,500 pounds per day of calcium sulfate from the gas clean-up units. The mass of
slag generated is directly related to the ash content of the carbonfeoal used in the gasifier. The
wtal solid waste would be expected to be higher for weatment of the chemical agent
hydrolysates, due 10 higher salt and water content, than for the treamment of chemical agents.

The solid waste volume from slag can be substantially reduced by substituting a refractory metal
oxide (such as zirconia) to serve as the incandescent contact surface or by using a coke product
with a low ash content [10]. The use of refractory packings as a bed may not be appropriate for
feeds hosph due to the production of phosgene gas. A moving bed reactor
design may be requtred anfor an exteral off: gas treatment process may be needed for the
phosgene formed in the highly reducing environment of the reactor.

The glassy frit produced by quenching the molten slag is non-leachable and may be sold as an
aggregate for road building or landfill. The practicality of utilizing solid waste products from an
agent destruction plant is unlikely. Waste disposal alternatives to using the molten slag as an
aggregate must be planned.

-mmMmmMmmwsum_ﬂuwwmqrm&MMh

appication i the Uil Siates Army Chemsical Demiliarizason Program (CUF). hased on informanon aveiluble o the revtewer af the

iime of the evalation Ary oplnions, findings. d are tabed in the conters of the particular
iderations of the CIWP. and ave  for ef in any way by any other party for any orher purpaze. *

Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation 412

D-27



Public Comments

Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Final Environmental Impact Satement

Commonwealth of Kentucky House of Representatives
State Representative Mr. Don Pasley

Frankfort, KY

Page 9 of 21

Technology No. 17 July 17, 2000

The gascous effluent is characterized as a fuel gas with a heating value of 300 BT/t This gas
may be used as a suppiemental fuel in a murbine to gencrate electric power or in a boiler to
generate steam.  Both alternatives would require vse of a flare during unit downtime.
Compressed storage of the gas is possible but would be very expensive due to the cost of the
siorage vessels. Economic liquefaction of the gas is not feasible since the major gas components
are hydrogen and carbon monoxide, which have boiling pomnts substantially below that of natural

gas.
If the pasifier were not operating, an alternative source of gaseous fuel would be required to

support on-site processes. The relatively short duration of the overall program and potential non-
continuous operation of supporting facilities with the TOXIPLEX process complicate the usc of

the product gas for off-site applications. The cost of a nurbine/generator may not be ical 14/22
given the short mission time, B sulfur, phosphorus, and halogens are ially present
in an agent feed (agent dependent), off-gas treatment for the removal of these inorganic (cont.)

components would be required as part of the off-gas treatment process.

Since agent from ton containers will contain heavy metals, their ultimate fate when introduced
into the gasifier must be determined. It had been expected that metals or ungasified components
of neat agent fed w reactor, or processed agents, limestone or carbonaceous feed would be
concentrated in the slag. However, tests performed at Columbia University [6] with toxic heavy
metal compounds indicate the opposite: “A preponderant fraction of the metal and metal oxides
introduced with the 1:2 coal/RDF pellets was carried over with the gaseous products: part was
plated out on the upper, cooler portion of the refractory gasifier lining; part was wapped out with
the condensed coal tars; and a negligible fraction was present in the fritted vitreous, silico-
alumina slag.” These results indicate the importance of d ining the final disg iom solids
contained within the organic feedstock, whether it be neat or treated agent such as hydrolysate.

For feedstocks containing primarily organic materials, the highly reducing environment of the
gasifier precludes the formation of furans and dioxins as would be found in an incinerator during
periods of operational upsets. This, coupled with the high destruction efficiency found for tested
organics and the low potential inventory of the pasifier, makes the gasifier a suitable treatment
for chemical warfare agent if the issues of product gas volume and mass of solid waste is
acceptable. The pasifier, as a chemical warfare agent treatment option, appears 1o be potentially
vigble compared with existing process options used or contemplated today for new facilities.

“This decamen wit prepured wndés conmac: with the United Siaves Army for the sole perpose of evatuating the idenrified schnofeg for
potential application i thr United Sioies Army Chemical Demilitarization Frogram (COF), baed on infarmation avodlable jo te reviewer af the
Jime of the evoiation. Axy opinioni. findings. recommendanions or conclusion ssated in the he parniui
comsideration: of the COF, and are nor iuended O uie or rgference o gry way by ony ooher paef for any odher purpote, ™
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5.1  Permining History

There is extensive permitting history of the process for use as a gasifier. However, use of the
process for destruction of hazardous materials only includes permitting as research and
demonstration facilities.

6. Schedule

Prior to full-scaie impiementation a pilot scale facility would need to be builr and tested, first
with surrogate feed and then with agent. Dynecology expects this to take at least 3 to 6 months.
The schedule for implementation of a full-scale design would be heavily dependent on
permitting requirements, which are expected to be less than those required for permitiing an
incinerator.

T Cost

Capital cost estimates were not contained within the information reviewed from Dynecology.
For a 22,000 pound per day agent destruction facility, Dynecology reports a cost for operation of
$1500 to 2000 per ton or about $7,500 to $10,00 per 10,000 pounds of chemical agents destroyed
{1]. Supporting information was not provided.

A detailed cost analysis comparing a facility using the TOXIPLEX technology versus existing
technologies, such as inci rs was not provided within the material reviewed. Adjustment
values for potential improved process control, lower inventory-at-risk, and higher destruction
efficiency have not been detenmined and are required in order to assess the magnitude of
potential benefits achieved by using this technology.

8. Implementation at Existing Chemical Demilitarization Incineration Facilities

Dynecology proposed [1] that TOXIPLEX replace the liquid agent incinerator at the existing
Tooele, Utah site, but did not provide any site specific implementation information including
interface requirements for existing systems, demonstration and test plans, construction schedules,
waste handling, permitting requirements and schedules, etc,

The Tooele site includes four incinerator systems, each with a specific function of treating metal
parts, explosives and propellants, liquid agent or dunnage. The TOXIPLEX system is applicable
1o only treating liguid agent and would only replace the existing liquid agent incinerator. The
other incinerator systems would still remain in operation.

For an existing agent treatment facility utilizing incineration, cost factors such as providing new
interfacing or support utilities such as material handing of coke pellets, off-gas treatment, and
effluent flanng would additionally have to be addressed.  Although no analysis has been

“This document wi prepare under eonvact with dhe Univead Siaves Areey for the sole purpase of evaluaring vhe Mewified secknology for
potennial apalization in the United States Armry Chemica! Dewilitarizanon Progrom (COF), bared on information svailabie 10 the revasasr 3 the
sime oy she evolmtior. drv opsmany, findemgs. conchy of are viated in the comtert of the parficulor
comsideranon of the CDP. and are ned uiended for wit o refertnce o any way by ey ofher party for aay ether purpose.”

Stone & Webster Engineering Corporation &2
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performed, it would appear unlikely that a cost-benefit approach could be used o justify a
process change utilizing this technolagy.

The hazards analysis [7] for the Tooele liquid incinerator system indicates that if failures were o
occur, the agent feed piping system failures are most likely. Appropriate control design,
however, could be employed to limit the release of agent from a feed line failure. Since the
dominant failure modes and risks do not involve failure of the incinerator system, replacement of
the incinerator with the TOXIPLEX system would not be expected to lead to an overall
improvement in public safety.

9. Conclusions

+ The TOXIPLEX technology offers the potential for high agent destruction efficiency.
Desiruction efficiencies of 6 and 7 nines were achieved when treating hexachlorabenzene and
PCBs and destruction efficiencies for chemical agents would be expected to be as good.

s The solid waste (slag) quantity produced requires disposal, since use of the waste for other
purposes is unlikely. However, since the solid waste produced is a function of the ash
content of the fiuel, it can be virtually eliminated by using & low ash petroleum coke or a
refractory metal oxide such as zirconia instead of ordinary coke as the incandescent contact
surface.

s Use of the product as a fuel needs to be identified, otherwise it would have to be flared.
Alternatively, it could be used as a supplemental fuel in the event that (in order to
substantially reduce the production of solid waste or slag) a refractory metal oxide is
substituted for coke as the incandescent contact surface.

¢+ The thermal inertia of the gasifier would allow variations in feeds without compromising
destruction efficiency.

» The TOXIPLEX process would most likely achieve high operability and reliability given the
maurity of the technology and the long operating history of commercial-size slapging
gasifier plants.

+ Due to the rapid destruction rate (50 1o 100 milliseconds), the inventory of toxic materials
availahie for release from the gasifier during an abnormal or accidental release condition is
extremely low. The low inventory minimizes both the on-site and off-site consequences for
reaction vessel failure of leakage. The safety of existing support systems 2t Tooele may limit
the safety benefits of the TOXIPLEX process. Therefore, the overall benefit for replacement
of the agent incinerator at Tooele, with the TOXIPLEX process, appears to be marginal.

“This documens was prepared wndr cantract with the United Stares Arser for the soie purpese of evalting the idenniind rechnlogy for
potennial applucerian in the Uniled States Arney Chevescal Demalicrizanon Program (CDPy. bated on informarian availasle o the reviewer ai the
sme of the evetuarion. Any apinions, findings, 4 clusions expressed are piated in i  the partiul
considerarions af the CIP. and are mot intended for use or reférence in auy wo by avy ocher party for amy other purpase”
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(cont.)
+ For new facilities treating chemical warfare agents, this technology may be competitive with
existing technologies and provide potential advantages in destruction capability and lower
inventory-at-risk.
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16/06
| 17/07

Comment No. 16 I ssue Code: 06
The major criteria pollutant emissions and hazardous air pollutant
emissions associated with the proposed project areidentifiedin Tables
5.7-1 and 5.7-2 of the EIS. Table 5.7-4 identifies estimated maximum
downwind concentrations of hazardous pollutants expected to be
emitted by the proposed facility and the associated maximum lifetime
cancer risks. Theair quality permit for the project requires continuous
emission monitoring for major criteriapollutants and annual emissions
testing for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen chloride, and

[18/12, 19116 dioxins/furans.

| 20/10

Comment No. 17 Issue Code: 07
As stated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, treated
wastewater is expected to contain conventional pollutants such as
nitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and biological and
chemical oxygen demand. Pollutant discharge limitations, including
thermal limits, would be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would be identified in the KPDES permit.
Theselimitationswoul d be establi shed based on site-specific computer
modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the Kentucky River
at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing zone immediately
downgradient. The limits specified in the permit would protect
existing water quality.

Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 12
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2.1 in the EIS, describes the handling and
storage of raw materials, including RDF. The RDF pellets would be
handled and stored to prevent release of particulate matter to the
atmosphere or contact with water and possible contamination of soil
and surface water from runoff.
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22/11

Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 16
Fuel processing will not be performed onsite. All RDF pellet
processing will be done by the supplier on the east coast.

Comment No. 20 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Impactstotraffic levelsalong Kentucky Highway 89
are addressed in Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation. As stated,
during construction, 500 to 1,000 vehicle trips would occur along
Kentucky Highway 89 at the beginning and end of the construction
workday. The exact number would depend on the staffing levels
required onsite. Construction schedules typically call for workers to
be onsite relatively early in the morning to avoid morning schoolbus
traffic, until early afternoon. The Transportation Division of the Clark
County School Board indicates that schoolbuses utilize Kentucky
Highway 89 when construction workers would be leaving the site.
Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has been modified to reflect
the impacts of added vehicles on schoolbus usage.

The construction vehicleswould haul amaximum of 18 metrictons (20
tons) of cargo each, which would place the overall weight below the
Kentucky-mandated maximum weight for Kentucky Highway 89 of
36,288 kilograms (80,000 pounds) for a five-axle vehicle. The
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet indicated any vehicle below that
weight traveling along that road would not be expected to cause
damage to the roadway. Should damage occur from vehicles carrying
more than the maximum weight allowance, the operator of the trucks,
in this case KPE, would be responsible for any repairs to the road
surface. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has been modified
to address the concerns of damage to the local roads.
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Comment No. 21 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The relatively small amounts and generally widely
dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not economically support
exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF
supplies. Importing RDF from a densely populated metropolitan area
is more economically viable in order to supply the necessary amount
of RDF required to operate the plant.

Comment No. 22 Issue Code: 11
Noimpactstothegeneral public’ sheath and safety would be expected
from the operation of the proposed facility, particularly from the
combustion of RDF. Incremental increases in air emissions from
operation of the combustion turbines and cooling tower would be a
very small fraction of therelevant federal and state ambient air quality
standards (less than 1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide and less than 4 percent
of the federal 24-hour PM ,, standard). There would be no significant
short- or long-term air quality impactsand the health risks are expected
to be minor.
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| 122

2/12

3/12

| 422

2/12
(cont.)

| 5/16
| 6/21
| 7105

| 822

9/16

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 22
Because of DOE’ slimited rolein providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative
sites were not considered. KPE selected the existing J.K. Smith Site
because the costs would be much higher and the environmental impacts
would likely be greater if an undisturbed area was chosen. DOE finds
that the EIS presents the full scope of environmental impacts from the
proposed project.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 12
Vitrified frit produced from the gasification process is a commercial
product, not awaste. The constituents of the frit areimmobilized in a
glass matrix making them resistant to corrosion (nonleachable) in the
environment. The vitrified frit consists primarily of ash (99.2 percent
by weight) composed of oxides of the following elements: silicon
(Si0,), duminum (Al,Q,), titanium (TiO,), iron (Fe,0;), calcium (Ca0),
magnesium (MgO), potassium (K,0) and sodium (Na,0). Thefrit also
consists chloride, fluoride, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, manganese, mercury,
molybdenum, nickel, silver, thallium, vanadium and zinc. Thefrit from
gasifiers operating on a 100 percent coa feed has consistently been
shown to be nonhazardous under RCRA. Since this project will be
using a different feed stream, the first batch of frit should be tested to
ensure that it meets all TCLP criteria and is therefore nonhazardous.
Vitrified frit isexpected to passthe more stringent Universal Treatment
Standard criteria of the EPA-TCLP analytical method. Chapter 3 of the
ElS has been refined to include a more detailed description of the frit.

Since there are no hazardous waste treatment facilities in the State of
Kentucky, any hazardous waste generated onsite would be managed in
accordance with applicable state and RCRA’s hazardous waste
regulations (40 CFR Parts 260 to 270) and disposed of at an “ out-of-
state” licensed hazardous waste disposal facility.
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12/06
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(cont.)

13/16

Comment No. 2 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
Creation of hazardous waste landfills and the disposal of northeast
municipa waste in the State of Kentucky are beyond the scope of this
ElIS.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 12
Comment noted. At this time, no decisions have been made about
disposing of the frit because KPE anticipates that the frit would be
marketable. Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to show the
importance to KPE of ensuring the frit is nonhazardous.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. Theissueis beyond the scope of the EIS.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 16
Variability in the RDF content is dependent on the MSW supply.
However, RDF production methodsinherently yield fairly uniform and
homogeneous pellets. Dueto the vitreous nature of thefrit, therewould
beno particular variability when aleaching test isconducted, regardiess
of the composition of the feed.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 21
TheFinal PSD/TitleV Air Permit, issued by the Kentucky Division for
Air Quality on June 7, 2001, requires continuous emissionsmonitorsfor
NO,, SO,, CO, O,, and PM,,. Annual stack testsfor all pollutantswith
emission limitsestablished by the permit arealso required. The KPDES
permit, which will be obtained at least 180 days before commencing
construction, will also have effluent limitsand monitoring requirements
established by state regulations. In addition to the required monitoring
under the permit, KPE would monitor the levels of biological and
chemical oxygen demand, pH, and temperature in any wastewater
generated by the facility. Any monitoring and measurements
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Comment No. 6 (cont.) Issue Code: 21
would be based on usage limits and flows associated with natural gas-
fired plants.

Comment No. 7 I ssue Code: 05
All raw materials and wastes would be stored and handled in enclosed
areas that would not be in direct contact with local soil. Therefore, no
impacts to local soil quality would be expected from operation of the
plant.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 22
The Summary and Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2, of the EIS discuss RDF
pellets. RDF is made from MSW, not hazardous waste, which has
significantly higher levels of toxic materials. MSW isdefined by EPA
as durable and nondurable goods such as appliances, tires, batteries,
newspapers, clothing, packaging, paper wood pellets, and food waste.
While some of these goods contain toxic materials, EPA hasfound that
household hazardouswasteiscomprised of lessthan 1 percent of MSW.
The possibility of “cocktailed” toxinsin RDF is unlikely based on the
constituents used to generateit.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS, discusses the production and
composition of the RDF pellets. KPE intendsto supply al RDF pellets
for this project from the same manufacturer. Variation in RDF pellet
composition due to different manufacturing processes should not be an
issuefor thisproject. Thegasification technology used producesavery
consistent syngas product, regardless of the variability of the feed.
Chapter 3 of the EIS explainsthe BGL gasification process. The RDF
pellet and coal cofeed is heated in alow oxygen environment, which
causesachemical conversion processthat resultsin theformation of the
syngas. The syngas product is combusted in the combined cycle
turbines to produce electricity.
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Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, of the EIS, discusses the production and
composition of the RDF pellets. KPE intendsto supply all RDF pellets
for this project from the same manufacturer. Variation in RDF pellet
composition due to different manufacturing processes should not be an
issuefor thisproject. Thegasification technology used producesavery
consistent syngas product, regardless of the variability of the feed.
Chapter 3 of the EIS explains the BGL gasification process. The RDF
pellet and coal cofeed is heated in alow oxygen environment, which
causesachemical conversion processthat resultsin theformation of the
syngas. The syngas product is combusted in the combined cycle
turbines to produce electricity.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 07
The process diagram in the Summary, Figure S-1, of the EIS, was not
intended to be a detailed construction drawing, but was included to
represent ageneral depiction of the overall process. KPE statesthat the
specific details of the nature and degree of aqueous effluent cannot be
identified until the plant design is in more advanced stages. Prior to
treatment, thiswaste stream may include pollutants such as metals, tars,
and oils. However, asstated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and Water
Quality, treated wastewater is expected to contain conventional
pollutants such as nitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and
biological and chemical oxygen demand. Pollutant discharge
limitations would be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would beidentified in the KPDES permit. These
limitations would be established based on site-specific computer
modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the Kentucky River
at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing zone immediately
downgradient. Thelimitsspecified inthe permit would protect existing
water quality.
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Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 06
Emissions from the flare system, when combusting syngas during
malfunction periods, would be similar to those from any gaseous fuel
combustion system. Emission rates would vary somewhat from those
of the gasturbinesbut would include essentially al the same pollutants.
NO, emissions would be lower than those from the gas turbines due to
alower combustion temperature. Sulfur dioxide emissions would be
higher than those from the gasturbines sincethe syngasflow to theflare
would not have been processed for sulfur recovery. Dioxin/furan
formation would be lower than for the gas turbines due to lower
combustion temperature and shorter residence time in the combustion
zone. Mercury emissionswould be similar to those for the gasturbines
since neither system has emission controlsdesigned to removemercury.
The air quality permit alows emission limits to be exceeded during
process malfunctions for no more than 2 hours. The proposed facility
is designed to allow full shutdown in well under 2 hours in the event
that there isamalfunction that is not readily correctable.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 16
Plant design is not available or necessary at this point because the
project is still in the planning stage. It will not be available until after
the issuance of the ROD. This project would be the first commercial-
scale application of the co-fed BGL technology in the United States.
The technology has also been used at the Schwarze Pumpe facility in
Germany and the Westfield facility in the United Kingdom.
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1/06

2/11

| 3116

Comment No. 1 I ssue Code: 06
The proposed project isnot aconventional power plant burning coal or
RDF. Instead of burning such fuelsin a boiler system, the proposed
project would use gasification technologies to convert the solid fuels
into syngas similar to natural gas. That syngas would be the fuel
burned in the gas turbine generator system. More than 99 percent of
the sulfur content of the raw fuel materials (coal and RDF pellets)
would be removed and recovered as a marketable byproduct. The
syngas would have a sulfur content similar to that of fuel oil, whichis
much lower than that of coal.

Chapter 5, Section 5.7 of the EIS, Air Resources, has been revised to
discuss the sulfur content of syngas fuel and to clarify that acid
deposition impacts would not be significant.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 11
The gasification process would produce asmall amount of wastewater
containing primarily dissolved salts. Heavy metals and mercury would
be emitted only from the power island component (CTs) of the
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project. Total heavy metal
deposition in areas downwind of the project would be much less than
1.1 kilogram per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over 20 years
and present little risk to human heath and the environment.
Furthermore, the air quality permit for the project requires continuous
emission monitoring for major criteria pollutants and annual emission
testing for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen chloride, and
dioxing/furans. Noncompliance with permitted emission levelswould
result in a plant shutdown.

Comment No. 3 | ssue Code; 16
Commented noted.
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Comment forms may be mailed 10:

Mr. Roy Spears

U.5. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Comment forms may be faxed to:

Mr. Roy Spears
(304) 2854403

Comment No. 1 I ssue Code: 06
Comment noted. Incremental ambient air quality impacts from the
project would be avery small fraction of the relevant federal and state
ambient air quality standards (less than 1 percent of the standards for
gaseous pollutants and less than 4 percent of the standards for PM ).
Table 5.7-4 of the EIS identifies estimated maximum downwind
concentrations of hazardous pollutants expected to be emitted by the
proposed facility and the associated maximum lifetime cancer risks.
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Comment No. 1 | ssue Code; 16
Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification
Combined Cycle Demonstration Project Comment noted.
Draft Envi tal Impact Statement
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Natioual Energy Tecknology 1 Y Comment No. 2 | ssue Code: 06
Written Comment Form Comment noted. Incremental ambient air quality impacts from the
Must be received by Javuary 4, 2002.

project would be avery small fraction of the relevant federal and state
ambient air quality standards (less than 1 percent of the standards for
gaseous pollutants and less than 4 percent of the standards for PM ).
_ Table 5.7-4 of the EIS identifies estimated maximum downwind
concentrations of hazardous pollutants expected to be emitted by the
proposed facility and the associated maximum lifetime cancer risks.
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Comment No. 1 | ssue Code; 16
Comment noted.
Comment No. 2 | ssue Code; 06

Comment noted. The proposed project is not a conventional power
plant burning coal or RDF. Instead of burning such fuelsin a boiler
system, the proposed project would use gasification technologies to
convert the solid fuelsinto asyngas similar to natural gas. That syngas
fuel would be burned in the gas turbine generator system. As
illustratedin Table5.7-3 of the EI'S, maximum air quality impactsfrom
the proposed project would be less than 1 percent of the relevant
federal air quality standards for gaseous pollutants such as nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide. Maximum impacts
from the proposed project on particulate matter concentrations would
be less than 4 percent of the federal 24-hour PM,, standard and less
than 1.5 percent of the federal annual average PM ,, standard. Table
57-4 of the EIS identifies estimated maximum downwind
concentrations of hazardous pollutants expected to be emitted by the
proposed facility and the associated maximum lifetime cancer risks.

Comment No.3 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. The truckswould haul amaximum of 18 metric tons
(20 tons) of cargo each, which would place the overall weight below
the Kentucky-mandated maximum weight for Kentucky Highway 89
of 36,288 kilograms (80,000 pounds) for a five-axle vehicle. The
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet indicated any vehicle below that
weight traveling along that road would not be expected to cause
damage to the roadway. Should damage occur from vehicles carrying
more than the maximum weight allowance, the operator of the trucks,
in this case KPE, would be responsible for any repairs to the road
surface. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has been revised to
address the concerns of damage to the local roads.
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 14
DOE believes that the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
EIS adequately analyzes the full scope of environmental impacts from
the proposed project. Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to provide
more detail on the gasification process, including the production of the
vitreousfrit. Detailed plant designisnot available or neccessary at this
point because the project is still in the planning stage. It will not be
available until after the issuance of the ROD.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 21
DOE believes that the EIS fully addresses all impacts of the Proposed
Action and no action alternatives, as required by NEPA. The public
comment period was extended through January 25, 2002. DOE will
consider all public comments before issuing the ROD. The ROD will
be issued no sooner than 30 days after the Final EISis distributed and
anotice of its availability isissued.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 14
The stated goal of the CCT Program is to advance DOE’s mission to
foster a secure and reliable energy system that is environmentally and
economically sustainable. As such, the CCT Program was established
to demonstrate the commercia feasibility of CCTs to respond to a
growing demand for a new generation of advanced coal-based
technologies characterized by enhanced operational, economic, and
environmental performance. Since coal is an abundant, secure and
economical fuel, and is used to produce over 51 percent of the
electricity in this country, it must continue in its role as a key
component in the United States and world energy markets.

The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project utilizes the BGL
oxygen-blown, fixed-bed slagging gasifier. The gasifier fuel will be a
high-sulfur bituminous coal and blended with RDF, which uses only
MSW as its basic component and does not use any hazardous or
industrial waste. The syngas generated in the gasifier will
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3/14
(cont.)

Comment No. 3 (cont.) Issue Code: 14
be used to fire a gas turbine. This project serves to further CCT
Program abjectivesin the following ways:

1 RDF is an example of afuel that has the potentia to enhance
the economics of coal utilization and lower the emissions
output of atotally coal-based system. Coal-based systems that
have sufficient flexibility to handle a range of fuels will have
a competitive advantage over a nonfuel-flexible, coa-only
system.

2. Gasification is a more environmentally efficient method to
generate electricity from coal. While much was learned from
the previous CCT gasification projects (Wabash River and
Tampa Electric), the different technology techniques to
produce syngas with flexible-fuel co-feeds have not been
demonstrated and operating demonstrations are essential to
accelerate the widespread use of gasification.

The fuel cell demonstration has been moved to the existing Wabash
River IGCC Plant near West Terre Huate, Indiana.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 14
DOE sdlected the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project for
further consideration under DOE'’s fifth solicitation (CCT-V) of the
CCT Program and concludes that the project meets CCT Program
requirements due to the first demonstration of a co-fed BGL gasifier
and the facility size would be approximately 40 to 50 percent larger
than other 100 percent coal-fed BGL facilities.

Because of DOE’slimited rolein providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, and because
of advantages associated with the proposed location, DOE did not
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3/14
(cont.)

Comment No. 4 (cont.) Issue Code: 14
evaluate alternative sites for the proposed project. Site selection was
governed primarily by benefits that Global Energy could redize.
Global Energy preferred the proposed project site because the costs
would be much higher and the environmental impacts likely much
greater for an undisturbed area.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 18
After the issuance of the NOI and during the scoping process, a third
aternative, in addition to No Action Alternative 1 and the Proposed
Action, was identified. The aternative was determined to be a
reasonably foreseeable future action. The construction of the proposed
project cannot begin until DOE issues the ROD. Consideration of
power generated by the Spurlock Power Station is outside the scope of
the EIS.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 14
An analysis of the use of alternative sources of power is outside the
scope of the EIS.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 21
The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project is afederal action
selected for the CCT Program. The EIS is used as a tool to decide
whether or not DOE should provide funding to the project. If the
project is approved, KPE would be required to abide by al local, state,
and federal regulations.

The Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Cabinet has advised KPE that the RDF is a recovered material, not a
waste. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project facility
will be considered a recovered material processing facility and the
gasification process will not require awaste permit as long asthe RDF
conforms to the statutory definition.

D-55



Public Comments

Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Final Environmental Impact Satement

Herrick, Will
Campton, KY
Page 7 of 108

3/14
(cont.)

414
(cont.)

Comment No. 7 (cont.) Issue Code: 21
Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to include a more detailed and
expansive description of the gasification process. The syngasis not a
component of the RDF pellets, but rather afuel generated from the coal
and RDF pellets by a series of chemical reactions within the carefully
controlled environment of the gasifiers.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 21
KPE is not attempting to circumvent KRS 224 or any other state or
local laws. The Kentucky Natura Resources and Environmental
Protection Cabinet has advised KPE that the RDF is a recovered
material, not a waste. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration
Project facility will be considered a recovered material processing
facility and the gasification process will not require a waste permit as
long as the RDF conforms to the statutory definition.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 21
KPE has a contract in place with EKPC to provide power continuously
for a20-year period. Thefacility would not shut down after the 1-year
demonstration period, but would continue to operate to honor the
commitment to EKPC. Asdiscussed in Chapters 1 and 2 of thisEIS,
the performance, technical, and economic data would be used to
determine the commercial viability of the co-fed BGL gasifier at other
new and existing facilities. There would not be a new round of
permitting following the end of the 1-year demonstration period. The
PSD/TitleV Air Permit issued by the Kentucky Division of Air Quality
isfinal and does not require renewal following the demonstration. At
the close of the demonstration period, the KPDES permit for water
usage would also be final and not require renewal. Any required fuel
feed component changes following the 1-year demonstration period
would likely require modification of the air and water permits.
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4/14
(cont.)

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 22
Before any federal funds are obligated, KPE will haveto provide proof
of finances for construction and operation of the project.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 13
The relatively small amounts and generally dispersed nature of MSW
in Kentucky does not economically support exclusive utilization of
Kentucky generated MSW to produce RDF supplies. Importing RDF
from a densely populated metropolitan area is more economically
viable in order to supply the necessary amount of RDF required to
operate the plant.

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 16
Detailed plant design is not available or necessary at this point because
the project is still in the planning stage. It will not be available until
after theissuance of the ROD. All assumptions madein conducting the
analyses are detailed in the EIS.
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9122
(cont.)

1113
(cont.)

13/02

14/21

15/06
16/22
17/14

18/22

19/12
20/02

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 02
Economic benefits from the project are presented in Section 5.3,
Socioeconomics, of the EIS. The magjority of the revenue and income
generated by the project would remain within the three-county Region
of Influence (ROI) of Clark, Fayette, and Madison Counties. All 120
jobs would be created onsite, with none in Cincinnati. The region
would also benefit from the indirect jobs created in other sectors and
increases in tax revenue from the project.

Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 21
Comment noted. KPE will pursue al required state and local permits
after financial closure on the project has been completed. KPE would
berequired to abide by all state and local regulations, including alerting
the public during the public review process throughout the permit
acquisition process.

Comment No. 15 Issue Code: 06
Comment noted. The metals content of RDF pellets may be higher than
that of coa for some heavy metals, but not necessarily for all metals.
Some heavy metals (such as beryllium, cobalt, and selenium) may not
be present in detectable levelsin RDF pellets. EPA’s AP-42 emission
rate documentsdo not provide aconvenient comparison of uncontrolled
heavy metal emission rates for coal versus RDF pellet combustion.
Tables 1.1-18 and 2.1-8 in the AP-42 document provide a comparison
of emission rates for facilities equipped with similar particul ate matter
emission controls. The data in those tables are presented as emission
rates per ton of fuel. Bituminous coal has a typica heating value
dlightly more than twice as high as the heating value of RDF pellets
(roughly 12,000 British Thermal Units[BTU] per pound for bituminous
coal versus 5,500 BTU per pound for RDF pellets). When converted
into emission rates on a fuel heat content basis (emission rates per
million BTU), using RDF pellets as fuel would appear to produce
higher emission rates than coal
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| 2v11

22/22

23/22

| 12/16 (cont.)

24/06

25/07

12/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 15 (cont.) Issue Code: 06
for metals such as cadmium, chromium, mercury, nickel, and lead.

Coa would appear to produce higher emission rates than RDF pellets
for arsenic, beryllium, cobalt, and selenium.

Thehazardousair pollutant emission estimates presented in Table 5.7-
2 of the EIS are taken from the permit application for the proposed
facility. Except for the hydrogen sulfide emission estimate, these
underlying emission rates are based on test results for a comparable
gas turbine unit fueled with syngas produced from a 100 percent coal
feedstock. Those emission rates were used in setting the emission
limits in the air quality permit for the proposed project. Those
emission limits must be met regardless of whether the fuel feed to the
gasification units is coal, RDF pellets, or a mix of coal and RDF
pellets. It should be noted that the air quality permit for the project
requires annual emissions testing for cadmium, lead, mercury,
hydrogen chloride, and dioxins/furans.

Comment No. 16 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The process to be demonstrated by the Kentucky
Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project and approved for further study
under the CCT Program is a new technology that uses a 50-50 ratio
co-feed of coa and RDF pellets. All cod for the project will be
supplied from within Kentucky. The purpose of the CCT Program is
to provide a cleaner and more efficient source of energy from coal
resources.

Comment No. 17 Issue Code: 14
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's 1998 Power Requirements
Study which indicatesthat the electrical 1oad for the region is expected
to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter peak
demand is expected to increase by 3.3 percent per year and net
summer peak demand is projected to increase by 3.0 percent per year.
Peak demand is projected to increase from 2,031 MW in 1998
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Comment No. 17 (cont.) Issue Code: 14
to 2,394 MW in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on this load
growth, EKPC will need additional power supply resources of 625
MW in 2003. The need isfurther shown by EKPC’ splansto construct
four new CT electric generating units to provide peaking service
alongside their three existing peaker CTs at the J.K. Smith Site.

Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. Because of DOE’s limited role of providing cost-
shared funding for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer 1GCC
Demonstration Project, alternative sites were not considered. KPE
selected the existing J.K. Smith Site because the costs would be much
higher and the environmental impacts would likely be greater if an
undisturbed area was chosen.

Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 12
The project produces primarily vitrified frit which is considered a
commercial product, not a waste stream. The frit from gasifiers
operating on a 100 percent coal feed has consistently proven to be
nonhazardous under RCRA. Since this project will be using a
different feed stream, the first batch of frit should be tested to ensure
that it meets all TCLP criteria and would therefore be nonhazardous.
The waste generated at the proposed facility that would be landfilled
in the State of Kentucky would be solid waste. It is difficult to
determine whether waste from this project would drive up the cost of
landfilling. Landfill cost increases are dependent on a number of
factors, not just the waste generated from this proposed facility.

Comment No. 20 Issue Code: 02
All waste streams (air, water, and solid) generated by the project
would be in compliance with federal, state, and local guidelines and
ordinances. The presence of the facility should have no impact on
future business opportunities in Clark County or Kentucky. No
burdensto the economic health of the region as aresult of this project
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12/16
(cont.)

26/12

Comment No. 20 (cont.) Issue Code: 02
have been identified. According to the Cumulative Assessment of the
Environmental Impacts Caused by Kentucky Electric Generating
Unitsprepared by the Kentucky Natural Resourcesand Environmental
Protection Cabinet, further electric generation capacity oftenfacilitates
the development of the area economy.

Comment No. 21 Issue Code: 11
No impacts to the genera public’s health and safety would be
expected from the RDF because the gasification process has no air
emissions; only minor amounts of wastewater would be generated
from this process. All facility wastewater would be treated and
discharged to the Kentucky River in accordance with their KPDES
permit. Incremental increases in air emissions from operation of the
CTsand cooling tower would be a very small fraction of the relevant
federal and state ambient air quality standards (less than 1 percent for
gaseous pollutants such asNO,, SO,, and CO; and lessthan 4 percent
of the federal 24-hour PM,, standard). There would be no significant
short- or long-term air quality impacts and the health risks are
expected to be minor.

Heavy metalsin the RDF would be sequestered in the vitrified frit, a
glassy matrix materia created during the gasification process, making
the potential of metals leaching from the frit into the soil and water
extremely low. Thefrit from gasifiers operating on a 100 percent coal
feed has consistently proven to not leach. Since this project will be
using adifferent feed stream, the first batch of frit should be subjected
to TCLP testing to ensure that it does not leach. Heavy metals
emissions from the gas turbine operation would be less than 28.3
grams (1 ounce) per year. Total heavy metal deposition in areas
downwind of the project would be much less than 1.1 kilogram per
hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over 20 years. The maximum
air pollutant increase associated with emissions from the proposed
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26/12
(cont.)

921
(cont.)

2/21
(cont.)

8/21
(cont.)

| 11/13 (cont.)

|27/16

16/22 (cont.)

| 25/

28/13

29/12

O|730/11
(cont.)
| 3102

33/21

Comment No. 21 (cont.) Issue Code: 11
project would produce no significant short- or long-term air quality
impacts. Air and water emissions from the proposed project would be
regulated by the State of Kentucky. The air quality permit for the
proposed project requires continuous emission monitoring for criteria
pollutants and annual emissions testing for cadmium, lead, mercury,
hydrogen chloride, and dioxing/furans.  Noncompliance with
permitted emission levels would result in a plant shutdown.

Comment No. 22 | ssue Code; 22
Comment noted.

Comment No. 23 Issue Code: 22
The EIS is designed to present al of the potential environmental
impacts of the various aternatives relating to the proposed federa
action, both beneficial and detrimental. The benefits associated with
the project are not intended to be used as justification for the
environmental costs. The RDF will be used to generate the syngas
fuel. The paper and plastics are retained in the RDF to add heat value
to the feed material. The Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet has advised KPE that the RDF isa
recovered material, not a waste. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC
Demonstration Project facility will be considered arecovered material
processing facility and the gasification processwill not require awaste
permit as long as the RDF conforms to the statutory definition. An
Emergency Response Plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, which document procedures for
providing emergency response and cleanup for any project related
spills, including those during materials transport, have not yet been
developed by KPE. The plans will be developed during the
engineering and construction phase of the project and would adhere to
local, state, and federal regulations.
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33/21
(cont.)

| 34/21

7/21 (cont.)

| 1022 (cont.)
| 9/21 (cont.)

4/14
(cont.)

3/14
(cont.)

12/16
(cont.)

2/21
(cont.)

Comment No. 23 (cont.) Issue Code: 22
The 454 to 635 metric tons (500 to 700 tons) per day of frit generated
by the facility would be sold as road aggregate and would not be
deposited in alandfill. KPE hasindicated that they would be willing
to work with Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection
(KDEP), Division of Water, during low-flow conditions in the
Kentucky River and would cease plant operations and water
withdrawals if required. All air emissions from the facility would
comply with the limits established by the PSD/Title V Air Permit.

Comment No. 24 Issue Code: 06
Comment noted. Readily available information does not allow amass
balance analysis for the partitioning of toxic metals among vitrified
frit, air emissions, and wastewater; however, it is expected that almost
al of the mercury and other heavy metals contained in the feed stocks
would partition out into the frit. Nevertheless, the emission estimates
presented in the EIS for heavy metals are based on data from a similar
IGCC facility using coal asthe feedstock for the gasification facilities.
Those emission rates were considered in setting the emission limits
specified in the air quality permit for the proposed project. It should
be noted that the air quality permit for the project requires annual
emissionstesting for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen chloride, and
dioxing/furans.

Comment No. 25 Issue Code: 07
The process diagram included as Figure 3.1.1-1 in the EIS was not
intended to be a detailed construction drawing, but to represent a
genera depiction of the overall process. KPE states that the specific
details of the nature and degree of aqueous effluent cannot be
identified until the plant design is in more advanced stages. Prior to
treatment, this waste stream may include pollutants such as metals,
tars, and oils. However, as stated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and
Water Quality, treated wastewater is expected to contain conventional
pollutants such as nitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and
biologica and chemica oxygen demand. Pollutant discharge
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Comment No. 25 (cont.) Issue Code: 07
limitations would be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would be identified in the KPDES permit.
These limitations would be established based on site-specific
computer modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the
Kentucky River at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing
zone immediately downgradient. The limits specified in the permit
would protect existing water quality.

TheWater Resources Branch pays particular attention to the proximity
of wastewater discharges to drinking water intakes. New sources of
wastewater are prohibited within 8 kilometers (5 miles) of a water
treatment plant intake. This 8-kilometer (5-mile) limit was established
to provide an additional layer of protection for the water quality found
at drinking water intakes over treatment alone and is referred to as
Zonel. Zone 2 extends from 8 to 16 kilometers (5 to 10 miles), while
Zone 3 is the area from 16 to 40 kilometers (10 to 25 miles) from a
water treatment plant intake. The proposed outfall islocated in Zone
3 for the Winchester Water Treatment Plant. Water collected at the
treatment plant is tested and treated to meet all federa and state
requirements concerning drinking water quality. Therefore, no
impacts to drinking water are expected.

All materials transported on land would be enclosed in vehicles and
would not be released to the environment under normal circumstances.
In the event of an accident, some materias could be released to the
environment. KPE would develop an Emergency Response Plan and
an SPCC Plan during the project engineering and construction phase.
These plans would detail KPE's planned response and clean-up
methods for any spills or emergencies that occur on the JK. Smith
Site. In addition, the Kentucky Division of Water's Emergency
Response Team should be called ([502] 564-2380 or 1-800-928-2380)
in the event of an “environmenta emergency.” The spill or
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Comment No. 25 (cont.) Issue Code: 07
unexpected discharge of a hazardous material that threatens the life,
health, or safety of citizens or the environment is considered an
environmental emergency. More information on the Emergency
Response Team can be found on the Internet at
http://water.nr.state.ky.us/dow/dwert.htm.

Comment No. 26 Issue Code: 12
Vitrified frit produced from the quenching of molten slag from the
gasification process is a commercial product, not a waste. The frit
from gasifiers operating on a 100 percent coal feed has consistently
proven to be nonhazardous under RCRA. Since this project will be
using adifferent feed stream, the final batch of frit should be tested to
ensure that it meets all TCLP criteria and is therefore nonhazardous.
The vitrified frit consists primarily of ash (99.2 percent by weight)
composed of oxides of the following elements silicon (SiO,),
auminum (AlQ,), titanium (TiO,), iron (Fe0;), cacium (Ca0),
magnesium (Mg0), potassium (K,0) and sodium (Na,O). Thefritalso
consists chloride, fluoride, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, manganese, mercury,
molybdenum, nickel, silver, thallium, vanadium and zinc. All
constituents of the frit are immobilized in a glassy matrix which is
resistant to corrosion in the environment. The frit from gasifiers
operating on other feed streams is considered nonleachable by EPA
standards. Because the slag from the gasification processisin afused,
vitrified state, it rarely fails TCLP for metals. Slag is not a good
substrate for binding organic compounds, so it is usually found to be
nonhazardous, exhibiting none of the characteristics of hazardous
waste. Vitrified frit produced by gasifiers operating on different feed
streams passes the more stringent Universal Treatment Standards
criteriaof the EPA-TCLP analytical method and is nonhazardous. The
frit from thisfacility is also expected to pass the Universal Treatment
Standards criteria. Chapter 3 of the EI'S has been revised to include a
more detailed description of the frit.
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Comment No. 26 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
Variability in the RDF content is dependent on the MSW supply.
However, RDF production methodsinherently yieldfairly uniformand
homogenous RDF. Due to the vitreous nature of the frit, there would
be no particular variability when a leaching test is conducted
regardless of the composition of the feed.

Comment No. 27 Issue Code: 16
DOE believesthat the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
ElS adequately analyzesthe full scope of environmental impactsfrom
the proposed project. Chapter 3 of the EIS has been modified to
provide more detail on the gasification process, including the
production of the vitreous frit.

Comment No. 28 Issue Code: 13
The intent of the project is not to lower the costs of waste disposal in
certain areas but rather to demonstrate this particular technology that
has the potential to enhance the economics of coal utilization and
lower the emissions output of atotally coal-based system. Norisksto
the economic health of Kentucky have beenidentified. All riskstothe
physical health of theareaareidentifiedinthe EIS. Local benefitsare
discussed in Section 5.3, Socioeconomics. The relatively small
amountsand generally dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not
economically support exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated
MSW to produce RDF supplies. Importing RDF from a densely
populated metropolitan area is more economically viable in order to
supply the necessary amount of RDF required to operate the plant.

Comment No. 29 Issue Code: 12
The project produces primarily vitrified frit which is considered a
commercial product, not a waste stream. The frit from gasifiers
operating on a 100 percent coal feed has consistently proven to be
nonhazardousunder RCRA. Sincethisproject will beusing adifferent
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Comment No. 29 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
feed stream, the final batch of frit should be tested to ensure that it
meets all TCLP criteria and is therefore nonhazardous. Waste
generated at the proposed facility that would be landfilled in the State
of Kentucky would be solid waste. It isdifficult to determine whether
waste from this project would drive up the cost of landfilling. Landfill
cost increases are dependent on anumber of factors, not just the waste
generated from this proposed facility. Analysis of east coast wasteis
beyond the scope of thisEIS.

Comment No. 30 Issue Code: 11
Heavy metals emissions from the gas turbine operation would be less
than 28.3 grams (1 ounce) per year. Total heavy metal deposition in
areas downwind of the project would be much lessthan 1.1 kilograms
per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over 20 years. The
maximum air pollutant increase associated with emissions from the
proposed project would produce no significant short- or long-term air
quality impacts and health risks are expected to be minor. Air
emissions from the proposed project would be regulated by the State
of Kentucky. The air quality permit for the proposed project requires
continuous emission monitoring for criteria pollutants and annual
emissionstesting for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen chloride, and
dioxins/furans. Noncompliance with permitted emission levelswould
result in a plant shutdown.

Comment No. 31 Issue Code: 02
The water used for the plant and any agueous waste stream generated
by the project would be in compliance with federal, state, and local
guidelinesand ordinances. The presence of thefacility should have no
impact on future economic growth in Lexington, Clark County, or
Kentucky. No burdensto the economic health of the region asaresult
of this project have been identified. According to the Cumulative
Assessment of the Environmental |mpacts Caused by Kentucky Electric
Generating Units prepared by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
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Comment No. 32 Issue Code: 14
Environmental Protection Cabinet, further el ectric generation capacity
often facilitates the devel opment of the area economy. Under the 50-
50 co-feed ratio, the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
would require the use of approximately 2,268 metric tons (2,500 tons)
of high-sulfur coal per day. The project would fulfill this need solely
through Kentucky coal.

Comment No. 33 Issue Code: 21
Because of DOE'’ slimited roleof providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative
sites were not considered. KPE selected the existing J.K. Smith Site
because the costs would be much higher and the environmental
impacts would likely be greater if an undisturbed area was chosen.

Comment No. 34 Issue Code: 22
Before any federal fundsare obligated, KPE will haveto provide proof
of finances for construction and operation of the project.
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Note:

Thisisacopy of theletter read by Mr. Herrick at the Public Comment
Hearing held in Trapp, Kentucky, on December 11, 2001. Comments
from this |etter heve been identified in the meeting transcript and the
appropriate responses are located alongside the text. The meeting
transcript begins on page D-302 of this appendix and thisletter begins
on page D-329.
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FW: comment on KY Pioneer 1GCC draft EIS Page | of

Itani, Maher -- Tt, Inc.

From: Preston, John S LRH

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2002 1:22 PM

To: Maher [tani {maher.itani@tetratech.com)

Cc: Roy Spears (repear@netl. doe.gov)

Subject: FW: comment on KY Pioneer IGCC draft EIS

Maher: Below is a “phone-in™ comment Lleyd forwarded to me. Thanks

Seat: Wednesday, January 23, 2002 11:48 AM
To: Preston, John 5: Rov Spears
Subject. comment on KY Propeer [GCU drait EIS

Commenter - J. Howe
Residenee - Clark County, KY
Tele - R39-842-3914

Date - 23 lanuary 2002

Time - ~10:00 am

Method - 1oll-free number

Comments

1. "ealled to protest the waste-to-energy project at the Trapp site” I 1/16
2. concerned about emissions of metals and carbon dioxide, and health efTects of mr emissions

3. "npposed to burming trash from cutside sources in New York and Mew Jersev - f they need to get rid of their trash, the
plant should be buslt there ™

| 416

5/22
| 6/04

7107
8/21

4. apposed o buming trash, even if the trash s from Kentucky® I
5. the stacks would create o visibihity issue

6. water usage from the Kentucky river is a concermn I
7. he would be interested i having DOE or the participants schedule another public meeting; his friends in Trapp are also
concerned, and he believes that more than 30 people would amend a future meeting & he requested direct notification it

another meeting is scheduled, and he o d no ather requests

Hackground

Mr Howe's residence is located about 5 miles from the proposed project site, and he lived there for the past 7 vears. He
works as a nurse in Lexington, has 4 children, and moved 1o Clark County from out of state for, among other reasons,
relocation away from areas of high pollution. He did not attend either of the public meetings sponsored by DOE or any other
participant- or permil-related meetings on the project. He was not aware of the prier meetings, and he does not receive the
local (Winchester) newspaper. Fle also was not aware of plans for the proposed project, only recently learned abourt the
proposed project from a friend, and he indicated that news 15 substantially communicated by “word-of -mouth.”

| 206, 3/11

Comment No. 1 | ssue Code; 16

Comment noted.

Comment No. 2 I ssue Code: 06
Comment noted. Heavy metal emissionsfrom the proposed project are
identified in Chapter 5, Table 5.7-2, of the EIS. These emissions
would average 4.68 metric tons (5.16 tons) per year. The estimated
maximum lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to these
emissions from the proposed project are presented in Table 5.7-4. As
noted in the EIS, the proposed project would produce about 1.45
million metric tons (1.6 million tons) of greenhouse gas emissions per
year (mostly carbon dioxide). Thiswould beabout 25 percent lessthan
the amount produced by a comparable natural gas fueled power plant.
Additional discussion of metal deposition issues has been added to
Chapter 5, Section 5.7.4, for the Final EIS.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 11
Incremental ambient air quality impacts from the proposed project
would beavery small fraction of therelevant federal and state ambient
air quality standards (lessthan 1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide and lessthan 4
percent of the federal 24-hour PM,, standard). Total heavy metal
deposition in areas downwind of the project would be much less than
1.1 kilogram per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumul ated over 20 years.
The maximum air pollutant increase associated with emissions from
the proposed project would have no significant short- or long-term air
quality impacts and the health risks are expected to be minor.
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Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 16
Because of DOE'’ slimitedroleof providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative
sites were not considered. KPE selected the existing J.K. Smith Site
becausethe costswould be much higher and the environmental impacts
would likely be greater if an undisturbed area was chosen. Also, the
relatively small amounts and generally widely dispersed nature of
MSW in Kentucky doesnot economically support exclusive utilization
of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF supplies, which makes
it necessary to import RDF. Importing RDF from adensely popul ated
metropolitan area is more economically viable in order to supply the
necessary amount of RDF required to operate the plant.

Comment No. 5 | ssue Code: 22
Comment noted.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the aesthetic and scenic environment of
the project area are presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic
Resources, of the EIS.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 07
The cumulative effects of withdrawals from the Kentucky River by
power plants have been discussed by the Kentucky Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Cabinet in their cumul ative assessment
report (KNREPC 2001) addressed in Section 5.14, Cumulative
Impacts, of the EIS. The report acknowledges that because many of
Kentucky's power plants are exempt from water withdrawal
regquirements, the Cabinet does not have an accurate inventory of the
volume of water being removed each day by the existing power plants.
However, the Cabinet is able to limit withdrawals from permitted
sourcesduring periodsof abnormally low flow. Althoughtheproposed
plant would not be apermitted withdrawal source, K PE has stated that
they would cease water withdrawals if requested to by the state.
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Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 21
NEPA requires that one public hearing be held during the public
comment period. Based on public input during the scoping period,
DOE decided to hold two public hearings during the public comment
period, onein L exington and another in Trapp, Kentucky. Themeeting
in Lexington was included as a result of the public input. All
requirementsin state and federal laws, rules, and regulationsregarding
public hearings were satisfied and surpassed. DOE will consider all
public comments before issuing the ROD. The ROD will beissued no
sooner than 30 days after the Final El Sisdistributed and anotice of its
availability isissued.
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2/12

3/12

4/02

5/16

Comment No. 1 | ssue Code: 22

Comment noted.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 12
There are distinct differences between gasification and incineration.
Incineration occurs at atmospheric pressures and temperatures and
mineral matter or ash in the waste is not completely fused. With
incineration, there is increased production and emission of criteria
pollutants. In contrast, gasification occurs at high temperatures and
pressures which significantly reduces the formation of oxidative
species such as SO, and NO,. Incineration produces semi-volatile and
volatileorganic compoundsand dioxin/furan compounds not produced
with gasification. Ash from hazardouswasteincineratorsisconsidered
a hazardous waste under RCRA. Analysis of vitrified frit produced
from gasification processeshasconsistently provento benonhazardous
as defined by RCRA. In gasification, nonvolatile trace metals
concentrate in the vitrified frit and are effectively immobilized
eliminating or reducing their leachability.

The proposed project isnot aconventional power plant burning coal or
RDF. Instead of burning such fuelsin a boiler system, the proposed
project would use gasification technologies to convert the coa and
RDF co-feed into a syngas fuel consisting primarily of CO and H,.
The gasifier operates as a completely enclosed pressurized system.
Gasification occurs at high temperatures which ensures complete
destruction of toxic organic compounds and incorporation of heavy
metalsin molten slag. The molten slag is recovered by quenching as
a nonleachable glassy frit. Since gasification occurs in a carefully
controlled environment, the process produces no air emissions.
Furthermore, the high temperatures achieved during gasification from
the use of oxygen instead of air prevent the formation of
dioxing/furans. A description of the gasification process can be found
in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2.2, of the EIS.
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Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 12
RDF and vitrified frit are solid materials and would not leak into the
Kentucky River. These materialswould be held in covered storage and
protected from the weather to avoid contact with precipitation and
runoff.

Comment No. 4 I ssue Code: 02
Comment noted. The EIS is designed to present all of the possible
environmental impacts of the various alternatives relating to the
proposed federal action, both beneficial and detrimental. The
economic benefits associated with the project are not intended as
justification for the environmental costs of the project; however, they
are presented as one of many resource areas impacted by the project.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 16
The purpose of this EIS is to evaluate public and environmental
impacts caused by the proposed project. DOE will consider the
information provided in the EIS and public commentsin thisdecision
process. Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's 1998 Power
Requirements Study which indicates that the electrical load for the
region is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017.
Net winter peak demand is expected to increase by 3.3 percent per year
and net summer peak demand is projected to increase by 3.0 percent
per year. Peak demand is projected to increase from 2,031 MW in
199810 2,394 MW in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on thisload
growth, EKPCwill need additional power supply resourcesof 625 MW
in 2003. The needisfurther shown by EKPC’ s plansto construct four
new CT electric generating units to provide peaking service alongside
thethreeexisting peaker CTsat the J.K. Smith Site. Because of DOE’s
limited role of providing cost-shared funding for the proposed
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative siteswere
not considered.
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1/16

2/07

| 3/02

1/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. Because of DOE’s limited role of providing cost-
shared funding for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC
Demonstration Project, alternative sites were not considered. KPE
selected the existing J.K. Smith Site because the costs would be much
higher and the environmental impacts would likely be greater if an
undisturbed area was chosen.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 07
All materials transported on land would be enclosed in vehicles and
would not be rel eased to the environment under normal circumstances.
In the event of an accident, some materials could be released to the
environment. KPE would develop an Emergency Response Plan and
an SPCC Plan during the project engineering and construction phase.
These plans would detail KPE's planned response and clean-up
methods for any spills or emergencies that occur on the JK. Smith
Site. In addition, the Kentucky Division of Water's Emergency
Response Team should be called ([502] 564-2380 or 1-800-928-2380)
intheevent of an“environmental emergency.” Thespill or unexpected
discharge of a hazardous materia that threatens the life, health, or
safety of citizens or the environment is considered an environmental
emergency. Moreinformation on the Emergency Response Team can
be found on the Internet at http://water.nr.state.ky.us/dow/dwert.htm.

Comment No. 3 I ssue Code: 02
The EIS is designed to present all of the possible environmental
impacts of the various aternatives relating to the proposed federal
action, both beneficial and detrimental. The economic benefits
associated with the project are not intended as justification for the
environmental costs of the project; however, they are presented as one
of many resource areas impacted by the project. The project will
create 120 jobs in Clark County and 270 indirect jobs throughout the
ROI.
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122

2117

3/14

4/22

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 22
The CCT Programmatic EIS, released in 1989, addresses potential
environmental consegquences of the widespread commercialization of
the successfully demonstrated CCTs. Energy use was reviewed under
the purpose and need analysis. The analysis of other power sourcesis
outside the scope of thisEIS.

Comment No. 2 |ssue Code: 17
Comment noted.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 14
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's 1998 Power Requirements
Study which indicatesthat the electrical load for theregionis expected
to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter peak
demand isexpected to increase by 3.3 percent per year and net summer
peak demand is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year. Peak
demand is expected to increase from 2,031 MW in 1998 to 2,394 MW
in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on thisload growth, EKPC will
need additional power supply resourcesof 625 MW in 2003. The need
is further shown by EKPC’s plans to construct four new CT electric
generating unitsto provide peaking servicealongsidethethreeexisting
peaker CTsat the JK. Smith Site.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. Theissue of alternative power sourcesis outside the
scope of the EIS.
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4/22
(cont.)

5/11

6/21

7114

8/22

9/06

| 10/16
11/21

12/11

Comment No.5 Issue Code: 11
The emissions from the proposed project would have a less than
significant impact becausetheincremental increasefromair emissions
isasmall fraction of the relevant state and federal ambient air quality
standards. Acute and short-term noncancer health effects would be
very low because pollutant concentrations are below criteria pollutant
and/or air quality standards. Conservative estimates of lifetime
exposure risk (probability of developing cancer) for points of
maximum downwind exposure are shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.7-4, of
the EIS. An estimated lifetime exposure risk of 5E-05 (5.0 x 10°)
applies to location of maximum exposure which is within the
boundaries of the J.K. Smith Site. Cumulative estimate lifetime risk
for offsitelocationswould belessthan 5E-05 (5.0 x 10°) and decrease
with distance from the site.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 21
All comments received during the public comment period will be
considered during preparation of the Final EIS and addressed in the
comment response document. A final decision will be made based on
the findings of the EIS and public input, in addition to other factors.
DOE will consider all public comments before issuing the ROD. The
ROD will be issued no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS is
distributed and a notice of its availability isissued.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 14
DOE selected the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project for
further consideration under DOE’s fifth solicitation (CCT-V) of the
CCT and concludesthat the project meets CCT Program requirements
due to the use of the co-fed BGL technology. The proposed federal
action is to provide funds for demonstration of the BGL gasification
technologies. The EIS providesanaysisand impacts based onthefuel
feed used for the 1-year demonstration. Theimpacts presented in this
ElS are based on the full 20-year timeframe that the plant is expected
to be operating.
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| 13/20

| 14/16

Comment No. 8 Issue Code; 22
Comment noted.

Comment No. 9 I ssue Code: 06
Comment noted. Hazardousair pollutant emissionsfrom the proposed
project are identified in Chapter 5, Table 5.7-2 of the EIS. The
estimated maximum lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to
these emissionsfrom the proposed project are presentedin Table 5.7-4.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, discusses the production and composition
of the RDF pellets using all available relevant data. KPE intends to
supply al RDF pellets for this project from the same manufacturer.
Variation in RDF pellet composition due to different manufacturing
processes should not be an issue for this project. The gasification
technology used producesavery consistent syngas product, regardiess
of the variability of the feed. Chapter 3 has been modified to provide
moredetail on the gasification process, including the production of the
vitreous frit.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 21
KPE is not attempting to circumvent KRS 224, or any other state or
local laws. KPE has appealed to the state for an interpretation of the
language of applicablesolid wastelawsregarding RDF. TheKentucky
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet has
determined that the RDF is a recovered material, not waste. The
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project facility will be
considered a recovered materials processing facility and the
gasification processwill not require awaste permit aslong asthe RDF
conforms to the regulatory definition. A discussion of this issue has
been added to Chapters 1 and 6 of the EIS.
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Comment No. 12 (cont.) Issue Code: 11
Acute and short-term noncancer health effects would be very low
because pollutant concentrationsare bel ow criteriapollutant and/or air
guality standards. Conservative estimates of long-term health effects
of cancer for points of maximum downwind exposure are shown in
Chapter 5, Table 5.7-4, of the EIS. The proposed project would be
permitted at levels to minimize the acute, short-term and long-term
health impacts to the public. The air quality permit for the proposed
proj ect requires continuous emission monitoring for criteriapollutants
and annua emissions testing for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen
chloride, and dioxing/furans. Noncompliancewith permitted emission
levels would result in a plant shutdown.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 20
Comment noted. Section 5.14, Cumulative Effects, has been revised
to include an analysis of the cumulative health effects.

Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted.
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Tom Fitzgerald

Kentucky Resources Council
P.Q. Box 1070

Frankfort, KY 40602

Elizabeth Crowe

Kentucky Environmental Foundation
P.0. Box 467

Berea, KY 40403

Naomi Schulz

Member, Kentuckians for the Commonwealth (KFTC)
109 Phillips Street

Berea, KY 40403

Phil Crewe
1817 Traveller Rd.
Lexington KY 40504
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Comment No. 1 | ssue Code: 22
Comment noted.

Issue Code: 21

122
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2/14

3/21

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 14
The stated goal of the CCT Program is to advance DOE’s mission to
foster asecure and reliable energy system that is environmentally and
economically sustainable. Assuch, the CCT Program was established
to demonstrate the commercial feasibility of CCTs to respond to a
growing demand for a new generation of advanced coal-based
technologies characterized by enhanced operational, economic, and
environmental performance. Since coal is an abundant, secure and
economical fuel, and is used to produce over 51 percent of the
electricity in this country, it must continue in its role as a key
component in the United States and world energy markets.

The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project utilizesthe BGL
oxygen-blown, fixed-bed slagging gasifier. The gasifier fuel will bea
high-sulfur bituminous coal and blended with RDF, which uses only
MSW as its basic component and does not use any hazardous or
industrial waste. The syngas generated in the gasifier will be used to
fire a gas turbine. This project serves to further CCT Program
objectivesin the following ways:

1. RDFisan example of afuel that has the potential to enhance the
economics of coal utilization and lower the emissions output of a
totally coal-based system. Coal-based systemsthat have sufficient
flexibility to handle a range of fuels will have a competitive
advantage over a nonfuel-flexible, coal-only system.

2. Gadfication is a more environmentally efficient method to
generate electricity from coal. While much was learned from the
previous CCT gasification projects (Wabash River and Tampa
Electric), the different technology techniques to produce syngas
with flexible-fuel co-feeds have not been demonstrated and
operating demonstrationsare essential to accel eratethewidespread
use of gasification.
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3/21
(cont)

Comment No. 2 (cont.) Issue Code: 14
The fuel cell demonstration has been moved to the existing Wabash
River IGCC Plant near West Terre Haute, Indiana.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 21
KPE is not attempting to circumvent KRS 224, or any other state or
local laws. KPE has appealed to the state for an interpretation of the
language of applicablesolid wastelawsregarding RDF. TheKentucky
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet has
determined that the RDF is a recovered material, not waste. The
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project facility will be
considered arecovered material processing facility andthegasification
process will not require awaste permit as long as the RDF conforms
to the statutory definition. A discussion of thisissue has been added
to Chapter 6 of the EIS.

KPE receivedtheFinal PSD/TitleV Air Permitissued by the Kentucky
Division for Air Quality on June 7, 2001, and will submit an
application for the KPDES permit at least 180 days before
commencing construction. All other permit applications required will
be completed after financial closure and during the development phase
of the project.
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John H Kawion
Algtara Plick Eausty Alicrmay

et Clak County JudyeExecviive Tirew Graham

The Council believes that further review of the proposed project should be
deferred, pending a final determination by the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet as to the applicability of the waste statutes to
the proposed facility, and a determination by the Attorney General as to whether
a formal Opinion will be provided and if so, the cutcome of that opinion.

Assuming that the state statutes concerning solid waste planning are
applicable to the importation of the waste into the solid waste planning area for
disposal, DOE should return the application to the applicant as incomplete and
deter any further consideration of the requested funding until and unless the
applicant provides documentation of consistency from the governing body of the
solid waste management area covering Clark County of the proposed importation
and utilization of the solid waste material for the facility.

3/21
(cont.)
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3/21
(cont.)

4/14

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 14
The stated goal of the CCT Program is to advance DOE’s mission to
foster asecure and reliable energy system that is environmentally and
economically sustainable. Assuch, the CCT Program was established
to demonstrate the commercial feasibility of CCTs to respond to a
growing demand for a new generation of advanced coal-based
technologies characterized by enhanced operational, economic, and
environmental performance. Since coa is an abundant, secure and
economical fuel, and is used to produce over 51 percent of the
electricity in this country, it must continue in its role as a key
component in the United States and world energy markets.

The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project utilizesthe BGL
oxygen-blown, fixed-bed slagging gasifier. The gasifier fuel will bea
high-sulfur bituminous coal and blended with RDF, which uses only
MSW as its basic component and does not use any hazardous or
industrial waste. The syngas generated in the gasifier will be used to
fire a gas turbine. This project serves to further CCT Program
objectivesin the following ways:

1. RDFisanexampleof afuel that has the potential to enhance the
economics of coal utilization and lower the emissions output of a
totally coal-based system. Coal-based systemsthat have sufficient
flexibility to handle a range of fuels will have a competitive
advantage over a nonfuel-flexible, coa-only system.

2. Gadfication is a more environmentally efficient method to
generate electricity from coal. While much was learned from the
previous CCT gasification projects (Wabash River and Tampa
Electric), the different technology techniques to produce syngas
with flexible-fuel co-feeds have not been demonstrated and
operating demonstrationsareessential to accel eratethewidespread
use of gasification.
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Comment No. 4 (cont.) Issue Code: 14
The fuel cell demonstration has been moved to the existing Wabash
River IGCC Plant near West Terre Haute, Indiana.

414
(cont.)
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414
(cont.)

5/14

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 14
Comment noted. Because of DOE’s limited role of providing cost-
shared funding for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer 1GCC
Demonstration Project, alternative sites were not considered. KPE
selected the existing J.K. Smith Site because the costs would be much
higher and the environmental impacts would likely be greater if an
undisturbed area was chosen.
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6/14

7116

8/12

7/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 14
All processing of MSW into RDF would occur at the RDF supplier’s
facilities. The actual conversion of waste to RDF is an established
process currently ongoing and is not specific to the proposed project.
The process is described so that the content of the RDF can be
explained. Theeffectsof processing M SW into RDF are outside of the
scope of thisEIS.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, of the EIS, discusses the production and
composition of the RDF pellets using al available and relevant data.
KPE intends to supply all RDF pellets for this project from the same
manufacturer. Variation in RDF pellet composition due to different
manufacturing processes should not be an issue for this project. The
gasification technology used produces a very consistent syngas
product, regardless of the variability of thefeed. Chapter 3 explains
the BGL gasification process. The RDF pellet and coal co-feed is
heated in a low oxygen environment, which causes a chemical
conversion process that results in the formation of the syngas. The
syngasproduct iscombusted in the combined cycleturbinesto produce
electricity.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 12
Gasification occurs at high temperatures and pressures using oxygen
instead of air (nitrogen and oxygen) inputs. The high temperatures
ensure complete destruction of toxic organic compounds. Inorganic
toxic heavy metals are immobilized in molten slag and recovered by
guenching as a nonleachable glassy frit. Gasification significantly
reduces the formation of oxidative species such as SO, and NO,, and
preventsthe formation of dioxing/furans. Chloride, fluoride, mercury,
arsenic, cadmium, lead, chromium, nickel and selenium have the
potential to be present in the clean syngasor gasturbine exhaust. These
elements usualy represent less than 10 percent of input into the
gasifier with coal. Nonvolatile elements such as barium, beryllium,
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7116
(cont.)

9/06

10/12

Comment No. 8 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
chromium, cobalt, manganese, nickel, and vanadium are immobilized
amost entirely in the vitrified frit.

Comment No. 9 I ssue Code: 06
Comment noted. All solid or liquid fossil fuels generate avast array
of organic compound emissionswhen combusted or subject to thermal
decomposition processes. Thetotal quantity of such compoundswould
be relatively low from the proposed project, as indicated by the
emission estimates presented in Chapter 5, Table 5.7-1, of the EIS.
These emissions are far less than those that would be produced by
direct combustion of coal or RDF pellets. Table 5.7-2 summarizes
emission estimates for hazardous air pollutants. The emission rate
estimates presented in Tables 5.7-1 and 5.7-2 are based in part on data
from similar facilities. The air quality permit allows emission limits
to be exceeded during process malfunctions for no more than 2 hours.

Additional discussion of acid and metal deposition issues has been
added to Section 5.7.4 for the Fina EIS.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 12
Frit from other gasifiers operating on different feed stocks pass the
morestringent Universal Treatment Systemscriteriaof theEPA-TCLP
analytical method and are nonhazardous. The frit from thisfacility is
al so expected to passthe Universal Treatment Systemscriteria. If itis
not marketable, KPE would dispose of the frit at an industrial solid
waste landfill in the State of Kentucky and bear all associated costs.
KPE cannot assess waste treatment costs until the plant is designed.
KPE would not know what “ specific” waste disposal requirements, if
any, may exist until the plant is designed, or waste disposal
regquirements are identified or specified by regulatory determinations.
Genera wastedisposal requirementswould not be known until day-to-
day plant operations begin.
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Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 11
101, Most of the mercury in the gasification process would be immabilized
(cont) 1n the frit. Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to discuss metal
partitioning in the gasifiers.

11/11

10/12
(cont.)
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Kentucky Retirement Systems, Ky.App.52 S.W.3d 579 (2001). Exemptions from
its reach are to be narrowly construed.

The question of whether the proposed coal and waste-fueled facility is subject
to the requirements of KRS Chapter 224 as a waste management and waste
disposal facility is of significance to the residents of Trapp and of Clark County,
since if exempted from the ambit of the term “municipal solid waste facility,” the
planned importation of processed municipal solid waste from northeastemn states
representing the equivalent of “roughly half of the residential waste generated in
the entire Commonwealth of Kentucky” will not be subject to scrutiny and a
determination by the local governing body of Clark County of the consistency
with that county’s approved solid waste plan.

When enacted in 1991, Senate Bill 2 substantially revised state and local solid
waste management, requiring of local communities that they plan for the proper
management of solid waste generated within their borders and promising, in
return, that the local “goveming bady” responsible for solid waste planning would
have the ability to control the manner and extent to which waste generated
outside of the boundary of that planning unit would be managed and disposed of
within the planning area.

The proposal 1o thermally treat and to combust the volatile fraction of one
million tons or more per 3,vearg of treated municipal solid waste falls sguarely
within the type of facility intended by the General Assembly to be scrutinized
under the solid waste planning process.

KRS 224.40-315 mandates that:

No permit to construct or expand a municipal solid waste

disposal facility shall be accepted for processing by the

Cabinet unless the application contains a determination from

the governing body for the solid waste management area

in which the facility is or will be located concerning the consistency of the
application with the area solid waste

Management plan []

The scope of this statute and the requirement for a detarmination of
consistency with the approved solid waste plan is defined by the term “municipal
solid waste disposal facility”, which is defined in KRS 224.01-010{15) to include:

Any type of waste site or facility where the final deposition
of any amount of municipal solid waste occurs, whether
or not mixed with or including other waste allowed under

¥ The Public Service Commission filing by Easi Kentucky Power Cooperative in respanse o requests for
information indicated a 50-50%: fuel to waste feed mix at | million tons of ¢ach per year, while noting that
the actual feed ratio may vary.
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“municipal solid waste disposal facility” under KRS 224.40-315(1), KRS 224.40-
310 and KRS 224.01-010(15).

Commenter appreciales the Division's consideration of these comments in
making a final determination as to the applicability of the waste statutes to the
proposed facility.

Cordially,

Tom FitzGerald
Director
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE. INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000079

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST
DATED JUNE I, 2000

FILED JUNE 9, 2000
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1

g B\ EAST KENTUCKY POWER COORERATIVE

]

RATE INTE,
Llllﬁiim

NTION
BRANCH

HAND DELIVERED

June 9, 2000

Mr. Martin J. Huelsman, Jr,
Executive Director

Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 615

Frankfort, KY 40602

Re: PSC Case No. 2000-079

Dear Mr. Huclsman:

Please find enclosed for filing with the Commission in the above-referenced case, an
original and eight copies of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Ine.'s ("EKPC™)
responses to the Commission's Information Request No. 3 dated June 1, 2000, These
responses are based on information provided by Kentucky Pioneer Energy, L.1L.C,

Very truly yours,

(L

Charles A. Lile
Senior Corporate Counsel

cal/lhs
enclosures
c: Service List
David Brown - Kinlock

4775 Lexington Read 40391 Tel. (606) 744-4812
PO. Box 707, Winchesier, Fax: (606 744-5008
Kentucky 40392-0707 Rt fwraw akpe com

A Touchsione Encrgy” Partner &_‘1}
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
FSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED JUNE 1, 2000

In response to the following Public Service Commission’s third request for information,
East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc, (EKPC) submits responses 1o the questions.
contained therein. Each response with its associated supportive reference materials is
individually tabbed,

D-191
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR
APPROVAL OF A POWER PURCHASE
AGREEMENT WITH KENTUCKY
PIONEER ENERGY, L1L.C.

CASE NO. 2000-079

e e e

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. ("East Kentucky”),
and Pioneer Energy, L.LC. ("Pioneer”) shall file the original and & copies of the
following information with the Commission with a copy to all parties of record no later
than June 8, 2000. .Each copy of the data requested should be placed in a bound
volume with each item tabbed. When a number of sheets are required for an item, each
sheet should be appropriately indexed, for example, item 1(a), Sheet 2 of 6. Include
with each response the name of the witness who will be responsible for respanding to
questions relating to the information provided. Careful attention should be given to
copied material to ensure that i is legible. Where information requested herein has
been pro\rideld along with the original application, in the format requested herein,
reference may be made to the specific location of said information in responding to this
infermation request.

1. Provide the feasibility studies for the project.

2 Provide a copy of the Tender Specification Documents ("TSD") of the

Gonstruction contractor. Provide the design and engineering of the process if it is not
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[ o.m

;

14.
15.
16,
17.
18.

19.

What is the estimated annual operating cost of the plant?

Explain the type of process that will be used for coal gasification. .
Provide the operating manual, if available.

What is the gasification media (e.g., air, oxygen, steam)?

What is the estimated cost of the synthetic gas per million Btu?

if the proposed combustion turbine is operated exclusively on natural gas,

what is the maximum gas consumption per hour and what is the maximum quantity of

gas per hour available at the site for this combustion turbine?

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this Lst day of June, 2000.

ATTEST:

By the Commission

Executive Difector
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TAB 1
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1 LY

PSC Request 1
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED &/1/00

REQUEST 1
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 1. Provide the feasibility studies for the project.
Response 1. Global Energy has concluded that the extensive operational history

of both gasification in general and the BGL in particular, serves as an adequate
demonstration of the feasibility of the technology. Commercial viability of the project is
demonstrated by the Kentucky Picneer Energy contractual commitments for the
development and long-term operation of the facility.

The enclosed brochure “Gasification of Solid and Liquid Fuels for Power Generation™,
by Department of Trade and Industry in the UK, presents a comprehensive analysis of
gasification in general and a discussion of the various versions of gasification technology.
Information presented clearly demonstrates the technology is in place and operational,

Kentucky Pioneer Energy economic modeling and engineering work are subject to
international contractual secrecy agreements and are therefore business confidential and

not available.
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GASIFICATION
OF SOLID AND
LIQuiDb FUELS FOR
POWER GENERATION
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GASIFICATION OF SOLID AND LIQUID
FUELS FOR POWER GENERATION
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GASIFICATION PROCESSES
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PSC Request 2
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC,
PSC CASE NO. 2000-07%
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 2
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
{responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 2. Provide a copy of the Tender Specification Documents (*TSD™) of

the construction contractor. Provide the design and engineering of the process if it is not
included in the TSD. Were the characteristics of Kentucky-produced coal considered in
the selection of the type of process and equipment?

Response Kentucky Coal has qualities well suited for use by the Kentucky
Pioneer Project. Kentucky Coal and other fuel components are included in all design
work.

The PSD Permit Application to the Commonwealth of Kentucky, Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), and anticipated permit conditions, contain substantial
design information for the project. Department of Air Quality (DAQ) within DEP is
preparing a Draft Permit for public comment. Since the air permit is a prerequisite to
project financing, there is ample opportunity to effectively reflect environmental
requirements in the plant design.

Kentucky Pioneer Energy project design information is subject to international
contractual secrecy agreements and is therefore busi confidential and not availabl
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PSC Request 3
Pagelofl
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.

PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 3
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

{responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 3. Provide the estimated budget for the project.
Response 3. The direct costs associated with engineering, major equipment and

construction of the project are estimated at $470 million.
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PSC Request 4
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED &/1/00

REQUEST 4
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 4. Provide the preliminary schedule for the project and estimated date
of construction.
Response 4. Kentucky Pioncer Energy expects commercial operation after a 36-

month engineering, procurement and construction period following financial closure in
late 2000.
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PSC Request §
Pagelof1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC,
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 5
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 5, Provide the ratio of the coal to solid waste.
Respopse 5. The AFT briquette Coal to RDF ratio can vary and will depend

upon economic considerations, component qualities, and desired performance. Kentucky
Pioneer Energy anticipates a ratio ranging from 2:1 to 1:1 RDF to Coal.

D-211



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 43 of 74

TAB6

D-212



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project

Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 44 of 74

PSC Request 6
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-072
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 6
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

{responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 6, Will the solid waste be combined with coal to produce a briquette
or will the solid waste be converted into gas and then processed with the coal? Explain
the process to be used.
Response 6,

Typically the fuel briquette mixture of Kentucky Coal and RDF will be gasified, though a
feed of coal is also feasible. Solid feed material will be gasified and the syngas will then
be purified before use as combustion turbine fuel. ,
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PSC Request 7
Pagelof 1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 7
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
{responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 7. ‘Will Kentucky coal be used exclusively for the briquettes? If yes,

describe the term of contracts that are expected to be signed.

Response 7. Kentucky Pioneer Energy intends to exclusively use Kentucky
Coal. Long-term (i.e. 20 year) supply contracts are planned.
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PSC Request &
Pagelof1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 8
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)

Request 8. How much coal and how much solid waste are anticipated to be
utilized on an annual basis?
Response 8. Assuming a 50/50 blend of Kentucky Coal and RDF, annual
consumption would approach:

Coal: 1 million tons per year

ROF (MSW): 1 million tons per year

D-217



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 49 of 74

i

TAB 9

D-218



Public Comments

Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 50 of 74

-

PSC Request 9
Page 1 of1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST %
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Keatucky Pioneer Energy

(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 9, Where will the solid waste and coal be stored and where will the
briguettes be made?
Response 9, The briquette production facility location has not yet been selected.

Storage of solid waste components will be avoided by just-in-time delivery. Receipt of
solid waste is planned to be indoors in a negative pressure building — followed by
immediate processing. Coal supplies will be staged sufficient to support briquette
production upon receipt of MSW.
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PSC Request 10
Page 1 of 1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOFERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 10
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 10, Will all the solid waste originate in Kentucky or will out-of-state

solid waste be imported?

esponse 10. The relatively small amounts and generally widely dispersed
nature of MSW in the Commonwealth (i.e. small quantities in each county) does not
economically support exclusive utilization of Kentucky generated MSW supplies.
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PSC Request 11
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC,
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED &/1/00

REQUEST 11
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
({responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
t11. What is the range of specifications for the coal that can be used in

this gasification process? What are the specifications of the coal that will be used in this
process?

Response 11. A major benefit of BGL gasification technology is that it is capable
of processing a wide range of feed materials, with wide-ranging specification. Also,
syngas clean up (e.g. sulfur removal} enables use of high sulfur (non-compliance) coal.
Acceptable coal content can be in excess of 7% sulfur and approximately 25% ash.

D-223



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 55 of 74

TAB 12

D-224



_ Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 56 of 74

W oar

PSC Request 12
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 12
RESPONSIELE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 12, Describe the type of purification system for the produced gas.
BResponse 12, Detailed design and final selection of the syngas purification

system will occur in the early stages of engineering and construction after project
financing. Major components of this system would typically include sulfur removal and
recovery in excess of 99% as well a5 other conventional processing steps to prepare the
syngas for use as a fuel.
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PSC Request 13
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC,
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 13
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Bequest 13, What is the estimated gas yield in Btu’s gas per unit weight of coal

and unit weight of solid waste?

Besponse 13, Syngas production is not normally measured relative to
compaonents, but rather of briquette feed. However, if one assumes a 50/50 blend of
Coal/RDF the briquette will have a heating value (HHV) of approximately 10,000 Buib
of briquette feed. The BGL gasifier has a conversion efficiency of approximately 92%.
Therefore, syngas yield will be approximately 9200 Btw/lb of briquette feed.
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PSC Request 14
Pagelof 1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO, 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 14
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

{responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 14. What is the estimated annual operating cost of the plant?
Response 14, Annual Operating Expenses for fuel and other consumables will be

governed by final contracts for those materials. Specific Operating Expenses for the
Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) facility are business confidential and
therefore not available.
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PSC Request 15
Pagelof1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-072
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 15
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

(responding for East Keatucky Power Cooperative)
Request 15, Explain the type of process that will be used for coal gasification,
Response 15, BGL gasification is oxygen blown, fixed bed slagging technology

operating at approximately 350 psig. Each of the four planned refractory lined reactors
have an internal diameter of 12 feet, are water jacket cooled and have reaction zone
temperatures at a nominal 3200°F. Briquettes are fed through a lock-hopper at the top
and descend by gravity in countercurrent flow to the rising syngas. The syngas,
therefore, causes the vaporization of moisture and volatilization of light hydrocarbons
from the briquettes. Instead of ash going to landfill disposal from a conventional coal
pawer plant, the ash content of fuel briquettes is produced as solid inert vitrified frit from
the bottom of the gasifier through a quench and lock-hopper. Vitrified frit, also known as
synthetic sggregate, is inert, non-leaching and viable for sale as road paving material.

D-231



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 63 of 74

TAB 16

D-232



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project

Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Kentucky Resour ces Council, Inc.
Frankfort, KY
Page 64 of 74

R L

PSC Request 16
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 16
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy )
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Reguest 16, Provide the operating manual, if available.
Response 16, An operating manual for the plant, consisting of a library of

volumes, will be developed after detailed design and during construction.
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PSC Request 17
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 17
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 17, What is the gasification media (e.g., air, oxygen, steam)?
Response 17. Gasification media consists of oxygen and steam,
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PSC Request 18
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 18
RESPONSIBELE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky Pioneer Energy

(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 18, What is the estimated cost of the synthetic gas per million Btu?
Response 18, Kentucky Pioneer Energy intends to deliver synthesis gas to the

combustion turbines at a unit cost lower than natural gas.
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PSC Request 19
Pagelofl

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC,
PSC CASE NO. 2000-079
INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 6/1/00

REQUEST 19
RESPONSIELE PERSON: Dwight Lockwood
COMPANY: Kentucky FPioneer Energy
(responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative)
Request 19, If the proposed cambustion turbine is operated exclusively on

natural gas, what is the maximum gas consumption per hour and what is the maximum
quantity of gas per hour available at the site for this combustion turbine?

Response 19, The combustion turbines will normally be operated at base load,
Heat input of each combustion turbine is approximately 1700 million Bawhour. Five
interstate pipelines are in the general vicinity of the project site, with at least one crossing
the property. Adequate supplies are seen to be available.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of: v
APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER )
COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC )
CONVENIENCE AND NEGESSITY, AND A GERTIFICATE )
OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY, FOR THE )
CONSTRUCTION OF A 250 MW COAL-FIRED )
GENERATING UNIT (WITH A CIRCULATING FLUID BED ) CASE NO.
BOILER) AT THE HUGH L. SPURLOCK POWER STATION ) 2001-053
AND RELATED TRANSMISSION FACILITIES, LOCATED IN )

MASON COUNTY, KENTUCKY, TO BE CONSTRUCTED )
ONLY IN THE EVENT THAT THE KENTUCKY PIONEER )
ENERGY POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENT IS )
TERMINATED )

ORDER

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. ("East Kentucky™) filed its application on
March 9, 2001 for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and a Certificate of
Environmental Compalibility to construct a 250 MW coal-fired generating unit, referred
to as “Gilbert,” at the Hugh L. Spurlock power station (“Spurock®) and related
transmission facilities in Mason County, Kentucky. The Gilbert unit was to be
constructed only in the event that East Kentucky's prior agreement to purchase the
output of a 540 MW generaling unit proposed by the Kentucky Pioneer Energy, L.L.C.
("KPE") is terminated. The Attorney General's Office ("AG") and the Kentucky Matural
Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, Department of Matural Resources,
Division of Energy ("DOE") were granted intervention and a hearing was held on

August 18, 2001.
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the KPE development. East Kentucky rejected this scenario, claiming that it should not
place all of its new base Ioad requirements at market risk, contingent on the
development of the KPE project as a commercially viable plant.

The AG recommends 1hat. East Kentucky's request to construct the Gilbert unit
be granted. However, if KPE achieves financial closure by the summer of 2002, the AG
suggests that the Commission and the parties explore cancellation of the Gilbert unit.
DOE recommends that East Kentucky should complete a full and comprahensive study
of the tachnical potential of demand-side resources and distibuted generation in ils
service territary before proceeding to construct any new generation.

Based on East Kentucky's supply analyses, the uncertainty of the KPE project,
and East Kentucky's need for addilional power, the Commission finds that the
construction of the Gilbert unit should be approved. Further, the Commission finds that
when the KPE project achieves financial closure, East Kentucky should refile the power
purchase agreement for review and approval by the Commission. The filing should
include an analysis of the feasibility of the cancellation of the Gilbert unit and the
substitution of a 93 MW combined eyele unit. In addition, the Commission finds that
East Kentucky should conlinue to review the feasibility of demand side rssouwés and
provide a detailed analysis of its review in future filings related to generating capacity.

The Gilbert unit has the ability to bum not only coal but also wood waste and
ather biomass products due to the nature of a circulating fiuid bed boiler. East Kentucky
did not propose to include as part of the initial construction the handling facilities
necessary to bum any of these other products. The AG recommended that the wood

waste handling facilities be included in the unit design and that wood waste be
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considered as one of the primary fuels, East Kentucky acknowledged that the wood
waste handling facilities would cost $2.5 to $3 million and have a relatively short
payback. Due to the potential cost savings over time from buming biomass, the
Commission finds that East Kent.ucky should conduct a detailed analysis of fueling the
Gilbert unit with wood waste and other biomass products.

East Kentucky indicated that additional transmission facilities would be needed to
maintain stability of the unit al the Spurlock station. A transmission line will be needed
to connect to transmission facilities owned by Cinergy Corp. East Kentucky indicated
that certain agreements are necessary between the utilities, and additional time will be
needed to finalize those agreements. Because of the potential delay in finalizing the
transmission agreements, East Kentucky proposed to delete the transmission portion of
its applicaon and proceed only with the proposed generating facilities. The
‘Commission finds East Kentucky's proposal to be reasonable.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that:

1. East Kentucky is granted a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity and a Certificate of Environmental Compatibility to construct the Gilbert unit,
a 268 MW coal-fired generating unit with a circulating fluid bed boiler, at the Spuriock
slation at an estimated cost of $367 million.

2. East Kentucky shall conduct a detailed analysis of the benefits of fueling
with wood waste and other biomass products and file that analysis upon completion.

3. East Kentucky's request to delete from consideration at this time the
construction of needed transmission facilities is granted. Within 30 days of completing

all analyses, including the selection of a final route for the transmission facilities and the
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| 1/08

2/08

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 08
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations
found in Title 40 Part 125 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
address coolingwater intake structuresfor new facilities. Thefinal rule
was published on December 18, 2001, and implemented in Section
316(b) of the Clean Water Act for new facilities that use water
withdrawn from rivers and streams and other waters of the United
States for cooling purposes (EPA 2001). The regulations establish
national technol ogy-based performance requirements applicableto the
location, design, construction, and capacity of cooling water intake
structuresat new facilities. The purpose of theregulationsareto reduce
impingement and entrainment of aquatic organisms and preserve the
ecosystemsthey inhabit. Theregulationsapply to new and stand-alone
facilities that use cooling water intake structures with designed intake
flows of greater than 7.6 MLD (2 MGD) and that use at least 25
percent of water withdrawn for cooling purposes. If anew facility has
or requiresan NPDES permit but does not meet the 7.6 MLD (2 MGD)
intake flow threshold or uses less than 25 percent of its water for
cooling water purposes, the permit authority will implement Section
316(b) on a case-by-case basis, using the best professional judgment.
An example of a new facility is a facility constructed on the same
property as an existing facility, but is a separate and independent
industrial operation. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration
Project meetsthe definition of anew facility. Currently, it is projected
that the facility would withdraw a total of 15.2 MLD (4 MGD) of
surface water for turbine condenser cooling and process and cooling
water makeup. Thus, 40 CFR 125 regulations would apply.
Compliance with the regulations in the design, construction, and
capacity of cooling water intake structures will minimize adverse
environmental impacts to aquatic organisms and their ecosystems.
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Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 08
The Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Cabinet has established regulatory limits relative to the Kentucky
River, which explicitly provide a mechanism to establish thermal
impact parameters. Kentucky regulations (401 Kentucky
Administration Regulations [KAR] 5:031) contain specific, seasonal
(generadly month to month) temperature limits which permitted
effluent limits are based. Project-specific information will not be
available until an application for a KPDES permit is submitted
approximately 1 year (minimum time is 180 days) before plant
operation begins. However, effluent temperature will be limited and
established to avoid impacting the monthly Kentucky River receiving
stream limits. Use of the bounding analysisin Section 5.9, Ecological
Resources, of the EIS, indicates that benthic organisms most likely to
be affected would be in close proximity to the discharge port.
Mortality of benthic organisms may occur along with apotential shift
in species’ populations or lack of recolonization of the affected area.
A statement to this effect has been added to Section 5.9, Ecological
Resources. Conditions set by the KPDES permit will be followed,
including any recommendations for further evaluation.
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 21
Comment noted.

121
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1/12

2/12

3/12

4/12

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 12
Comment noted. KPE waste management activities will be in
accordance with RCRA and applicable state regulations.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 12
Comment noted. Analysis of thefrit from other gasification processes
has found that it is nonhazardous and rarely failsthe TCLP for metals.
Thefrit generated by the proposed project is expected to passthe more
stringent Universal Treatment Systems criteria of EPA-TCLP
analytical method. If any of the frit could not be sold, it would be
stored temporarily in covered rail cars and be disposed of at alicensed
industrial solid waste landfill in the State of Kentucky, asdiscussedin
Section 5.13, Waste Management.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 12
KPE waste management activities will be in accordance with RCRA
and applicable state regulations. All waste generated onsite would be
disposed of at licensed wastedisposal facilities, asdiscussedin Section
5.13, Waste Management.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 12
As noted in Section 4.2, Land Use, the project areawill consist of a
121-hectare (300-acre) tract of land previously distributed during site
preparation for the abandoned construction of the J.K. Smith plant by
EKPC. Therefore, because of this grading, KPE does not anticipate
encountering any underground storage tanks or other contamination.
In the event of encountering an unregulated storage tank or the
occurrence of areportable quantity spill, KPE would notify the KDEP
and local emergency response units as well as the general public.
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121

2/07

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 21
Comment noted. Once design is complete, KPE will seek a Statement
of Environmental Compatability from the Public Service Commission.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 07
It is not currently anticipated that the project would result in a
discharge of dredge or fill materia into “navigable waters of the
United States.” However, if KPE determines in the more advanced
stages of plant design that such adischarge could occur, a Section 401
water quality certification and Section 404 permit would be obtained
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

We concur with the recommendation that native flora should be used
for erosion control revegetation.
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(cont.)

3/07

4/08

5/07

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 07
Sections 4.8 and 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, have been
expanded to include information on constraints on water use in the
Kentucky River during low flows. Although EKPC is exempt from
obtaining awater withdrawal permit from the state, KPE hasindicated
that they would work with state authorities during low-flow conditions
and would cease plant operationsif required.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 08
The Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Cabinet has established regulatory limits relative to the Kentucky
River, which explicitly provide them with a mechanism to establish
thermal impact parameters. Kentucky regulations (401 KAR 5:031)
contain specific, seasonal (generally month to month) temperature
limits on which permitted effluent limits are based. The impacts
analysis contained in Section 5.9, Ecological Resources, of the EIS
addressesthe potential impactsfrom athermal plume. Project-specific
information will not be available until an application for a KPDES
permit is submitted approximately 1 year (minimum timeis 180 days)
before construction begins. Thiswill occur after the project if financed
and the plant designed. However, effluent temperature will belimited,
and will be established to avoid impacting the monthly Kentucky River
receiving stream limits. Should low flow or drought conditionsrequire
the cessation of water withdrawal from the Kentucky River, an event
that has not yet occurred, the plant would be shut down for that period
of time. A statement to this effect has been added to Section 5.9,
Ecological Resources, of the Final EIS.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 07
Comment noted. The text of the EIS has been revised accordingly.
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted.

Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification
Combined Cycle Demonstration Project Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 22
Draft Environmental Impact Statcment Commeﬂ'[ nO'[ed

U.S. Department of Energy
National Energy Technology Laboratory

Written Comment Form
Must be received by Jamury 4, 2002,
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 07
The cumulative effects of withdrawals from the Kentucky River by
power plants have been discussed by the Kentucky Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Cabinet in their cumul ative assessment
o report (KNREPC 2001), addressed in Section 5.14, Cumulative
' e Impacts. The Cabinet acknowledgesthat because many qf Kentucky’s

rort Onice bz PIPELINE EXTRAVAGANGE power plants are exempt from water withdrawal requirements, the
oty 009 Cabinet does not have an accurate inventory of the volume of water
being removed each day by the existing power plants. However, the

KDEP has the authority to limit withdrawals from permitted sources

Dec 18, 2001 during periods of abnormally low flow. Although the proposed plant
Mr. Roy Spears would not be a permitted withdrawal source, KPE has stated that they
3610 Coliing Percy ks would cease water withdrawals if requested by the state. Section 5.8,
Notgantowa, WY 26507-0880 Water Resources and Water Quality, has been revised to address this
Dear Mr. Spears, |ssue.

L am writing in regard to the draft ETS for the proposed
Global Energy Power Plant located at Trapp, Kentuecky to be

operated by Kentucky Ploncer Emergy. Because of the lock and dam system on the Kentucky River in the
Neighbors Opposing Pipelime Extravagance (NOPE) is a project area, thewithdrawal sfrom the power plant located ontheNprth
Construction of o warer bupply aioolioe fiog tRose the Fork of the Kentucky River would beisolated from the areaof theriver
rprorinately 30 miles bosereich of Jou kaou is Locared in the proposed project area.

River. Lexington draws Its water supply from this small

river. The proposed pipeline, a 3100 million ratepayer—
financed project which is sought by the privately-owned

ode: 22
Kentuecky American Water Company, is intended to be a backup Comment NO 2 Iwec

water supply source duriong a drought. The Kentucky Attorney

General's office, the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Comment nOted-

Government and many Bluegrass citizens have opposed this
pipeline project as too costly and unnecessary.

During the severe drought of 1999, the Kentucky River water Comment No. 3 . Issue Code: 20
SSTer stopped Trouing over che dumyoetmoeT ol et YeaT, The recently permitted Enviropower Power Plant is located on the
Fecidente:” Expercs hove peasion was laposed on Lexington North Fork of the Kentucky River upstream from the confluence with
expanaion of the reglon the Kesemerhtqliolected population the South Fork that creates the Kentucky River. As d'SCUSSG_j in
By the yens 2020 lpE apen chanucky American s customers Section 4.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, the Kentucky River
5% Locks sad dass wewid be safficient cn el River’s systes Y97 is a series of pools created by 14 locks and dams composing the
denumhe, bot e ane mlaraias che projectid 36 2L navigation system maintained and operated by the USACE. The
femeueky River by the proposed Trapp power planc. proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project would be
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Tn a severedoughr, we simply do not have this water
available. 1 would refer you to the Kentucky Division of
Water for mere ianformation on this issue.

The end result of building a power plant at Trapp may be an
additional 5100 millien dollars burden on the people of
Central Kentueky, a burden whieh is not recognized in your
draft EILS.

I submit to you that the ecitizens of Central Kentucky are
being asked to bear all of the costs of this proposal, yet
receive few if any benefits.

1 request that the Department of Energy consider the water
withdrawal impacts of this proposal on the Kentucky River.
would also point out that the recently permitted Enviropower
power plant located on the North Fork of the Kentucky River
in Knott County, will also draw enormous quantities of water
from the North Fork of the Kentucky River. It is possible
that these twe power plants will remove so much water from
the Kentucky River that Lexington would be unable to survive
even a 1999-type drought.

Sincerely,

-2;”%5%::;%?7vg_.
David S.
Pregident,

Cooper
NOFE

Diavid (.‘mpeh
40503

usa
201 Woest:
O@ I.t'ain:l.ot:. ?\

1

2/22

o7
(cont.)

3/20

Comment No. 3 (cont.) Issue Code: 20
located upstream of Lock 10. Therearefour additional locks upstream
from the project site to the confluence of the North and South Forks of
the Kentucky River.

The flow of the river is regulated by each lock and dam structure.
Sincetherearefour lock and dam structures between the two proposed
plants, any withdrawal sfromthe North Fork of the Kentucky River and
resulting impacts to the flow rates would be mitigated by the time the
river flow reached the area above Lock 10. As discussed in Section
5.14, Cumulative Impacts, the proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC
Demonstration Project would withdraw 15.2 MLD (4 MGD) from the
Kentucky River onacontinual basis. The cumulativewithdrawal from
the Kentucky Pioneer facilities and all seven existing and reasonably
foreseeable CTsat the J.K. Smith Site operating at full capacity would
be19.2MLD (5 MGD) of operation. The cumulativewithdrawal of all
facilities operating full time at the J.K. Smith Site would be less than
0.15 percent of theaverage flow of the Kentucky River and would have
little impact on water levels within the river itself.
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121

2/16

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 21
Each of the public hearings was preceded by an informal open house
during which members of the project staff were available to answer
guestions.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 16
Asdiscussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS, Section 3.2.2.2, Refuse Derived
Fuel Pellet Production, RDF is made from MSW. However, the
process is such that a sterile “mulch type materia” is produced. The
sterilemulch isthen formed into dense pellets by being forced through
amold at high pressures.

RDF pellets are stable and durable because they are made with
relatively low moisture content. The processinwhich RDF pelletsare
produced results in pellets with a relatively uniform size and shape.
They also have a relatively low ash content and good handling and
storage life before use. The concrete-floored storage building for the
RDF pellets, located within the 4.8-hectare (12-acre) project site,
would be capable of housing a 10-day supply of coal and RDF pellets.
The4.8-hectare (12-acre) project siteislocated withinthelarger 1,263-
hectare (3,120-acre) JK. Smith Site and is approximately 1.6
kilometers (1.0 mile) from the closest residence.
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From: <OBP§1044@aol.com> Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 12

To: <rspear@netl.doe.gov>, <james.watts@netl.doe.gov>
Date: 12/29/01 12:00PM
Subject: Re: DOE Extends Public Comment Period - KY Pioneer Energy IGCC Demo. Proj.

John Preston,

Thanks far the extension. | hope it is beneficial.

|, personally, am opposed to this construction, but am not scientifically

versed well enough to comment on my greatest fear, the residue coming from
the facility.

The human animal and such proponents of the IGCC have so liltle concemn for
the long term,and know their short term goal is profit or momentary pleasure,
and nol public service, Such would actually be best found in conservation
measures, not their priority.

| am also concerned about the visual effect of the stacks from the top of

Pilot Knob, a place | visit and hold dearly in my respect for the

environment.

Mot so humorously, | commented if you approve and they do build two slacks,
that they be allowed to hang banners of and for advertising, even
ennvirenment promaos for themselves.

The hypocrisy would be more obvious.

- don pratt, 210 Walton Ave., Lexinglon, Ky. 40502,

| 112

| 2122

| 3/04

NOTICE OF EXTENSION
OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

The U.S. Department of Energy is extending the public comment period on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Kentucky

Pioneer Energy Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) Demonstration
Project at Trapp, Clark County, Kentucky from January 4, 2002 to January 25,
2002. Comments may be submitled by mail. fax, or electronically to: Mr.

Roy Spears, NEPA Document Manager. U.S. Department of Energy, National
Energy Technology Laboratory, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507-0880; FAX:
304-285-4403; e-mail: rspear@nell. doe.gov. For further information, please

call Mr. Spears at 304-285-5460 or leave a message at 1-800-276-9851.

Air and wastewater emissions from the proposed facility would be in
compliance with air quality and NPDES permits. If emissions were to
exceed alowablelimits set by the air permit and the problem could not
be remedied within 2 hours, the plant would be shut down to avoid
being found in violation of the requirements of the air quality permit.
Theair and wastewater pollutants|imitshave been established to protect
the public health and the environment.

Incremental ambient air quality impacts from the proposed project
would be avery small fraction of the relevant federal and state ambient
air quality standards (lessthan 1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide and less than 4
percent of the federal 24-hour PM , standard). Therefore, the overall
increasein air emissionsdueto operation of the plant would bevery low
and present little risk to human health and the environment. KPE is
uncertain about the residue referred to by the commentor as coming
from the facility.

The management of other waste streams associated with the proposed
project is discussed in Section 5.13 of the EIS, Waste Management.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
was selected for further consideration under DOE'’s fifth solicitation
(CCT-V) of the CCT Program. The purpose of the CCT Program isto
provide a cleaner and more efficient source of energy from coa
resources.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. |mpactsto the aesthetic and scenic environment of the
project area are presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic
Resources, of the EIS.
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 22
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Comment No. 1
Comment noted.

| ssue Code: 22

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 16
Because of DOE’ slimitedroleof providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative
sites were not considered. KPE selected the existing J.K. Smith Site
becausethe costswould be much higher and the environmental impacts
would likely be greater if an undisturbed area was chosen.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 12
The waste that would be generated at the proposed facility would be
similar to waste generated at industrial facilities. Section 5.13, Waste
Management, discusses waste that would be generated during
construction and operation of the proposed facility. Solid waste
generated during operation includes: office garbage (e.g., paper,
boxes); liquid maintenance wastes; wastewater treatment sludge,
processfilters, treated salts from the wastewater treatment system and
waste oil. Hazardouswaste would include cleaning solvents. Vitrified
frit and elemental sulfur produced in the gasification process are not
waste streams, but rather marketable products. Solid and hazardous
wastes generated at the facility would be managed and disposed of in
accordance with applicable state and RCRA regulations.
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1 APPEARANCES:

2 FORTHE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY:

3 Roy Spears, U.S. Department of Energy

4 John Preston, Corps of Engineers, Project Manager
5 Jim Watts, Project Manager

6 Gordon Lorenzi, Compliance Officer

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20 The U.S. Department of Energy public meeting

21 washeld at 7:00 p.m., December 10, 2001 at the
22 Lexington Public Library, downtown Lexington,

23 Kentucky, before Michele G. Hankins, Court Reporter.
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1 PROCEEDINGS

2 MR. SPEARS: May | have your attention,
3 please?

4 Everyone should take a seat, or find a

5 comfortable spot to lean up against, we will begin
6 this meeting.

7 Is the volume okay back there, Tim?

8 Good evening ladies and gentlemen.

9 Just afew housekeeping chores that we

10 want to cover before we get too far into this public
11 mesting.

12 If you find it necessary to go to the

13 restroom, you can take the elevator, which isjust
14 outside and to your right. Go to the second floor
15 and it ison either side of the elevator.

16 In the event of an emergency evacuation,
17 fire, or some other emergency, we have this exit from
18 thisroom and there are two exits both street sides
19 here.

20 And if thereis something back there

21 that prevents us from getting out that way, thereis
22 an exit behind me here off the stage.

23 So | just want you to know that those

24 arethere, and hopefully we won't need them, at least
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1 weknow wherethey are.

2 There are afew people that | would like

3 to introduce tonight who have been very, very,

4 helpful in putting together this draft environmental
5 impact statement for the Kentucky Pioneer Energy,
6 1GCC project.

7 Oneisfrom the Department of Energy,

8 and project manager for this project, Jim Watts, who
9 sitson the back row back there.

10 John Preston who is going to be doing

11 some presenting tonight. John works for the U.S.
12 Army Corps of Engineers out of the Huntington

13 District. John isthe project manager for the NEPA
14 document here.

15 We have three gentlemen that are here

16 from the Kentucky Pioneer Energy Project. We have
17 Mike Muslin, Dwight Lockwood, who isthe

18 environmental regulatory affairs person.

19 We have Rich Bailey, whoisvice

20 president of Global Energy, but heis also with

21 Kentucky Pioneer.

22 I would like to express my appreciation

23 to these gentlemen for al the efforts that have been
24 put forward. It has been along rigorous process
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1 getting to this point, and we think we have made

2 significant progress and we look forward to

3 continuing, going through this public hearing, public
4 comments that we will receive from you. Putting that
5 together in afinal EIS and getting a Record of

6 Decision, which is our ultimate goal, of course.

7 | think without further adieu | would

8 liketo turn the program over to John Preston, who

9 will take us through the NEPA process and give us
10 someinsight on some of the things that we have done,
11 and some of the things that we still need to do.

12 John?

13 MR. PRESTON: Thank you, Roy. | thought
14 it important to talk alittle bit about why we are

15 here. ItisNational Environmental Policy Actisa
16 planning tool. And any federal action requires that
17 we go through the NEPA process.

18 It isimportant tonight because we are

19 at that point where it provides another opportunity
20 for the public to give us comments so that we can do
21 abetter job of planning.

22 We started back in April with what is

23 called aNotice of Intent, just basically an

24 announcement that the Department of Energy determined
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1 that the appropriate document for this project, or

2 proposed project, was the Environmental |mpact

3 Statement.

4 In May, we had a scoping meeting in

5 Trapp, Kentucky, and | recognize some of the faces,
6 some of you werethere. That is where we got your

7 comments on what we should look at in the process.
8 Since then, we have been preparing this

9 Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Anditis

10 draft because we are now at the public hearing stage,
11 or public comment period where we want to get your
12 comments on how well we did in addressing those
13 issuesthat you told us were important to you, as

14 well asthe ones we may have aready decided were
15 important.

16 After this hearing tonight, we have

17 another in Trapp tomorrow at the same time, and then
18 on January 4, we close the public comment period.
19 So we are requesting your comments be

20 either submitted orally tonight, or you can submit
21 theminwriting to Mr. Spears, and the addressisin
22 your handout, by January 4.

23 We will take those comments and each

24 comment will be considered, and we will have a
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1 comment document that will accompany the final

2 ElISand you can see in there how we addressed your
3 comments.

4 After that, within the agency, the

5 Department of Energy will make a decision, and the
6 decision will be whether to fund this demonstration
7 project. That isindeed the federal action hereis

8 to decide whether or not to provide funding.

9 The EIS, we have the draft, considers

10 three aternatives. Number one, is something

11 required in all NEPA documents, thisisthe No

12 Action. If thefedera government does nothing, what
13 will the environmental conditions be like, it pretty

14 much remains the same, but there can be some adverse

15 impacts, aswell as beneficial impacts, to no federal
16 action.

17 No Action, Number 2, isimportant in

18 this document because should the DOE not fund the
19 gasification demonstration and fuel cell

20 demonstration of this project, Global Energy and

21 Kentucky Pioneer, have indicated that they would go

22 ahead and build what we term the power island portion

23 of the project, which has determined to produce
24 dectricity, they would fuel that with natural gas.
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1 So, therefore, there are impacts from

2 that no federal action alternative, as well, and we

3 decided to call them both No Actions, because, again,
4 thefederal action is demonstrating the technology by
5 providing that which would alow the demonstration to
6 take place.

7 So the proposed action is DOE provides

8 funding to assist in the demonstration of the British

9 GasLurgi, IGCC, power plant at acommercial scale,
10 along with atwo megawatt fuel cell -- and | am sure
11 these gentlemen, if you got a chance to talk to them
12 earlier, can describe that better than |, asfar as

13 technically, anyway.

14 The EIS, we consider alot of

15 environmental factors, thisiswhere some of your

16 comments camein at scoping, what we should look at.

17 Thisis essentially the outline of the
18 main topic we considered.
19 There istoo much detail to goin, but |

20 do just want to say, that our analysis indicates that
21 thereisno significant impact from this project.

22 Every one of them has an impact, but we don't feel
23 any are significant on this scale of a project.

24 So, again, thisis an important part of
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1 the NEPA process where we get the public's comments
2 on how well we did addressing the impacts from this

3 proposed action. Because it isimportant to the

4 agency to make the decision on whether or not to go

5 forward with the proposed alternatives, or not.

6 So | appreciate you all coming, and
7 again the close of comment period is January 4.
8 Y ou can speak oraly here, we have a

9 list of people registered to speak, we will open it

10 to thefloor, after those who have registered to

11 spesk.

12 Again, you can submit commentsin

13 writing, but aso over the Internet. And

14 | believe those addresses are in your pamphlet, there
15 but again, you can submit comments in writing and
16 also over the Internet. | believe those addresses

17 areinyour pamphlet. There are a couple of things
18 in there that describe the project in more detail, as
19 well as describe the NEPA process.

20 Thank you.

21 MR. SPEARS: John mentioned the handout
22 that isavailable at the table at the back of the

23 room. Andthisiswhat it lookslike, | hope

24 everyone got one, if you did not, thisiswhat it

10
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1 lookslike and it has some materia in the back.

2 It also has the comment sheet inside.
3 Besureto pick one up if you don't have one yet.
4 One other gentleman that | waited to

5 introduce, he sort of overlooks everything that we do

6 onthe NEPA side, at the National Energy and

7 Technology Laboratory. Heisour NEPA compliance
8 officer, LIoyd Lorenzi, heisin the back.

9 We are very pleased that a number of you

10 cameout tonight. Thisisindicative of at least a

11 concern of what is going on in your community, and a
12 that is, in essence, why we have the public meeting.
13 We want to find out what you think about

14 things, what comments you have, what concerns you
15 have. So the purpose of this meeting tonight, aswe
16 have indicated a couple of times, isto receive your

17 comments on this draft environmental impact statement
18 for the Kentucky project.

19 I would like to now ask the first on our

20 sign-up sheet to come forward. Actually, you will

21 have amicrophone delivered to you.

22 We would like for you to state your

23 complete name slowly so that the court reporter can
24 make sure that we get your name correct. And it

11
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12
1 probably wouldn't hurt if you spelled your name as
2 well.
3 We would like to request somewhere in
4 the neighborhood of afive-minute comment period. We
5 do not have awhole lot of commenters tonight, so
6 that isnot real, real important, but we do not want
7 to gointo a20- or 30-minute dissertation.
8 So, if you will hold them to about five
9 minutes, and then later on, after all of your
10 speaker, or speakers, have had an opportunity to
11 comment, then perhaps you could come back up and make
12 another comment if you wish.
13 Let's talk about the handout. One very
14 important issue is the closing of the comment period,
15 whichisJanuary 4, 2002. So if you keep that in
16 mind as you comment, we surely would appreciate that.
17 We are now ready for Mr. Crewe, to begin
18 his comment.
19 MR. CREWE: My nameis Phil Crewe.
20 My nameis spelled C-R-E-W-E, and
21 | live herein Lexington. | am amember of the
22 SierraClub.
23 My concerns are several, one of them s
24 firstly, why isthis plant specificaly the

114

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 14
Because of DOE’ slimitedrolein providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative
sites were not considered. Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's
1998 Power Requirements Study which indicates that the electrical
load for the region is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year
through 2017. Net winter peak demand is expected to increase by 3.3
percent per year and net summer peak demand is expected to increase
by 3.0 percent per year. Peak demand is expected to increase from
2,031 MW in 1998 to 2,394 MW in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015.
Based on this load growth, EKPC will need additional power supply
resources of 625 MW in 2003. The need isfurther shown by EKPC’s
plans to construct four new CT electric generating units to provide
peaking service alongside the three existing peaker CTs at the J.K.
Smith Site. The power generated by the project will be used to support
Kentucky’ senergy needs. Therelatively small amountsand generally
widely dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not economically
support exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce
RDF supplies. Importing RDF from a densely popul ated metropolitan
area is more economically viable in order to supply the necessary
amount of RDF required to operate the plant.
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1 gasification of municipal waste being builtin

2 Kentucky?

3 We understand that the municipal waste

4 will come from New York and New Jersey. Thereisan
5 abundance of municipal wastein New Y ork and New
6 Jersey and thereis a shortage of power in the

7 northeast.

8 We, on the other hand, don't have that

9 degree of shortage of power. It would seem logical
10 that the plant be built where there is the abundance
11 of the waste to be processed, and where thereisa
12 market, where the price for power is much higher.
13 Asamatter of environmental justice,

14 1 believe the plant should be built near where the
15 most of the feed stock for the plant is generated.
16 And | am concerned, and have so far not
17 gotten completely satisfactory answers about the
18 environmental state of toxic heavy metalsin the
19 municipal waste.

20 We understand that most of them will end
21 upinthe vitrified frit component, and that is just
22 the bottom of the gasfired.

23 What insurance do we have that this

24 material will not leach toxic heavy metals, plus

13

114
(cont.)

2/13

3/12

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 13
DOE does not believe that the proposed project poses environmental
justice concerns. The environmental justice analysis is presented in
Section 5.19 of the EIS, Environmental Justice.

For this project, KPE selected the J.K. Smith Site due to the initial
grading and development that occurred during the construction on the
previously discontinued J.K. Smith plant. KPE determined that the
project costs would be much higher and the environmental impacts
greater if an undisturbed area was chosen.

Comment No. 3 IssueCode: 12
With the exception of whitegoods (e.g., refrigerators), glass, and cans,
the remaining components of MSW (e.g., paper, plastic, and food
waste) are processed to make RDF. The process of manufacturing the
RDF creates a relatively homogeneous end product; however, since
MSW is variable, the exact components of RDF are not known. The
vitrified frit consists primarily of ash (99.2 percent by weight)
composed of oxides of the following elements: silicon (SIO,),
auminum (AlLO,), titanium (TiO,), iron (Fe,0;), calcium (Ca0),
magnesium (MgO), potassium (K,0) and sodium (Na,O). Thefritalso
consists of chloride, fluoride, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, manganese, mercury,
molybdenum, nickel, silver, thallium, vanadium and zinc. Since all
constituents areimmobilized in the frit, which isresistant to corrosion
in the environment and has been proven nonleachable by EPA
standards, they will not contaminate the environment.
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1 lead, dioxin, cadmium and others over the long haul.
2 Evenif it does pass, how doesthe claim

3 that is made by Global Energy that the frit passes

4 the so-called -- | believeitisthe TTLT, leach

5 test, if that is correct. How does that translate

6 into thereal world? If it just barely passes that

7 test, it can be sold as road aggregate or

8 construction material or fill material. How much

9 leaching of toxic aday will occur? We don't have

10 the answer to that question.

11 Wheat isthe basis of the claim that this

12 will not leach toxins in the Kentucky environment
13 that have come from another part of the country?

14 Another concern would be the amount of

15 water usage. This plant will consume water from the
16 Kentucky Riversin the pool above Lexington. There
17 isacontinuing demand on the Kentucky River.

18 Last year, if you remember, we had a

19 severe drought where the flow of the river almost

20 stopped and the consumption by the community, was
21 actually greater than the flow of theriver.

22 So the component of gasifying coal

23 and/or municipal waste, greatly increases the water
24 consumption. So, we would be assured that this plant

14

3/12
(cont.)

4/07

Comment No. 3 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
Vitrified frit from this facility is expected to pass the more stringent
Universal Treatment Systems criteria of the EPA-TCLP analytical
method. Frit is considered a commercial product, not a waste;
therefore, the vitrified frit from the gasification process can be usedin
areas such asroad and building construction. Chapter 3 of the EIS has
been modified to include a more detailed description of the frit.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 07
The cumulative effects of withdrawals from the Kentucky River by
power plants have been discussed by the Kentucky Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Cabinet in their cumul ative assessment
report (KNREPC 2001), addressed in Section 5.14, Cumulative
Impacts. The Cabinet acknowledgesthat because many of Kentucky’s
power plants are exempt from water withdrawal requirements, the
Cabinet does not have an accurate inventory of the volume of water
being removed each day by the existing power plants. However, the
KDEP is able to limit withdrawals from permitted sources during
periods of abnormally low flow. Although the proposed plant would
not be a permitted withdrawal source, KPE has stated that they would
cease water withdrawals if requested to by the state.
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1 would not consume a large amount of water, when there
2 were extremely low flows in the Kentucky River.

3 Another concern isthe visual pollution.

4 The stacks from the gasification aspect of this

5 plant, would be visible from the top of Pilot Knob,

6 that is supposedly where Daniel Boone first viewed
7 the Bluegrassin 1769 on thefirst long hunt in

8 Kentucky into the bluegrass.

9 And | have been up there many times and

10 itisabeautiful siteanditislargely arural

11 view. You arelooking at what looks like a great sea
12 stretching out into infinity. And thiswill be

13 visual pollution, if you will, about eight miles away
14 it will bevisible.

15 | will probably have other comments

16 later, or before the January 4th cut off period, but
17 particularly my concernis, | will reiterate, the

18 ultimate environmental phase of the heavy metals
19 coming into Kentucky in municipal waste. Keeping
20 toxic waste out of that, which | don't think there

21 will beaway to do. And the question of

22 environmental justice, why the plant is not being

23 built near the source of the feed stock and the

24 municipal waste?

15

4/07
(cont.)

5/04

3/12
(cont.)

2/13
(cont.)

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the aesthetic and scenic environment of
the project area are presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic
Resources, of the EIS. Thetallest structuresthat would bebuilt for this
project arethefacility stacksfor the gasifiers. These structureswould
stand 65 meters (213 feet) in height and would likely be visible from
the 222.5-meter (730-foot) high observation position ontop of the Pilot
Knob State Nature Preserve, 12.8 kilometers (80 miles) east of the
project site. However, due to the distance from the facility, the
aesthetic and scenic impact to the viewshed from Pilot Knob would be
minor.
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1 That isal | haveto say right now. |
2 appreciate the opportunity.
3 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much,
4 Mr. Crewe. | appreciate your comments.
5 Commenter number two, Ramesh Bhatt.
6 MR. BHATT: My name is Ramesh Bhatt.
7 R-A-M-E-S-H, B-H-A-T-T.
8 | am aresident of Lexington, Kentucky,
9 aso.
10 I have many of the same concerns that

11 Crewe voiced just recently. | want to reinforce some
12 of them.

13 First, | was struck by the vagueness of
14 the analysis of the draft EIS.
15 My judgment isthat an EISis useful and

16 highly special, and | was surprised that there was no
17 data on whether thisfrit, thisleft over product

18 that comes from this process, whether it is hazardous
19 or not.

20 The people don't even know at this

21 point. | think the EIS document is unclear whether
22 it ishazardous or not.

23 | don't know what kind of EIS can be

24 doneif you don't even know that. Thereare all

16

6/14

7112

6/14
(cont.)

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 14
DOE believesthat the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
ElS adequately analyzesthe full scope of environmental impactsfrom
the proposed project. Chapter 3 has been modified to provide more
details on the gasification process, including the production of the
vitreous frit.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 12
RCRA, Subtitle C, has established special on-site accumulation
requirements for generators of hazardous waste depending on the
RCRA generator status of the facility. Assuming that the proposed
plant would be alarge quantity generator (generating more than 1,000
kilograms [2,200 pounds] or more of hazardous waste per month),
under RCRA it is allowed to accumulate hazardous waste conversion
onsite for no more than 90 days (8§262.34a).

Vitrified fritisconsidered acommercial product, not awaste. Thefrit
produced by the proposed project is expected to be marketable. The
frit from gasifiersoperating on a100 percent coal feed has consistently
proven to be nonhazardous and rarely failsthe TCLP test. Since this
project will be using a different feed stream, the first batch of frit
should be tested to ensure that is meets all TCLP criteria and is
therefore nonhazardous.
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1 kinds of environmental issues with the handling of

2 the hazardous materid, if it turns out to be

3 hazardous.

4 So | was alittle surprised by that. |

5 think for thefinal EIS, we need to know more

6 information, because thisis obviously going to be a

7 critical aspect of this project here.

8 That is one point.

9 The second point that | am concerned

10 about that was clear to me from the EI'S document, the
11 draft anyway, was the nature of the monitoring.

12 Thisis an experimental facility. This

13 isthefirst time that something like thisis going

14 tobetriedinthe U.S.

15 It isdesignated as an official

16 municipal waste combustion. It isabout amile from
17 alocal school. Given all this, shouldn't there be

18 some more information about who is going to be

19 monitoring it, what is going to be monitored? This
20 issupposed to be a one-year project, we want to know
21 what happens at the end of it. Isthere going to be

22 apublic meeting at the end of one year where we know
23 what will come of this? Isit going to be a complete
24 new permitting process at the end of the first year?

17

6/14
(cont.)

8/11

9/21

Comment No. 8 IssueCode: 11
Theair quality permit issued by the Air Quality Division of the KDEP
requires continuous emissions monitoring. Compliance with emission
limits set by the Final PSD/Title V Permit would be verified by a
detailed set of monitoring and reporting requirementsasoutlinedinthe
permit. Continuousemissionsmonitoring equipmentisrequired onthe
generator system stacks for NO,, CO, O,, SO,, and opacity. Initial
stack tests are required for NO,, CO, SO,, PM,,, volatile organic
compounds, beryllium, cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen chloride,
and dioxins/furans. Initial monitoring of hydrogen sulfide (H.,S) is
required at the sulfur recovery facility, and periodic opacity
observations are required at various material handling facilities. In
addition, annual stack tests are required for PM,,, cadmium, lead,
mercury, hydrogen chloride, and dioxins/furans.

Appropriate and required personnel monitoring would aso be
conducted. Health and safety procedures and health monitoring
requirements would be addressed during the design and construction
phase of the proposed project.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 21
KPE hasacontract in place with EKPC to provide power continuously
for a20-year period. Thefacility would not shut down after the 1-year
demonstration period, but would continue to operate to honor the
commitment to EKPC. Asdiscussed in Chapters 1 and 2 of the EIS,
the performance, technical, and economic data would be used to
determine the commercial viability of the BGL gasifier at other new
and existing facilities. There would not be a new round of permitting
following the end of the 1-year demonstration period. The PSD/Title
V Air Permit issued by the Kentucky Division of Air Quality isfinal
and doesnot requirerenewal following the demonstration. Attheclose
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1 | think all of thisinformation needsto
2 beintheElS.
3 The third point that is of concernto me
4 isthat from what | could make up, the analysis was
5 based on 50 percent of this refuse pellet and 50
6 percent coal waste. But my understanding isthat in 10/14
7 the future, more refuse may be used. All of this
8 chemical analysis, what is going to be the outcome,
9 et cetera, et cetera, based on 50 percent/50 percent,
10 orisit going to be 80 percent, 90 percent?
11 That brings me to another critical
12 aspect of the EIS that needsto be addressed. A
13 fourth aspect is the nature of this refuse pellet, or
14 therefuse derived fuel. Itisunclear, itisa 11/16
15 little vague, as to what the components of thiswould
16 be, not alot of hand waiving about things may be
17 removed, some things ought to be removed, but if they
18 get removed, we don't know.
19 It says that the intent isto buy this
20 fuel from one particular supplier. If that isthe
21 intent, will we have more information about this? We
22 should probably have alot more information about the (101;#:3 )
23 composition of these pellets, what happens, what are
24 the pellets made for, are they being burned into the

Comment No. 9 (cont.) Issue Code: 21
of the demonstration period, the KPDES permit for water usage would
also be final and not require renewal. Any required fuel feed
component changes following the 1-year demonstration period would
likely require modification of the air and water permits.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 14
The EIS provides analysis and impacts based on the fuel feed used for
the 1-year demonstration. Theimpacts presented in the EIS are based
onthefull 20-year timeframethat the plant is expected to be operating.
Varying the percentage composition of the feed stream after the
demonstration period will not significantly alter the expected
environmental impacts from the proposed project.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the EIS, discusses the production and
composition of the RDF pellets using all available and relevant data.
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1 atmosphere, are they being used el sewhere for

2 whatever purpose?

3 So | would like to know about all of

4 thesethings. My suggestion isthat we have the

5 information of this nature. It should be an integral

6 part of the EIS.

7 The draft EI'S also says that on these of

8 tons of tons of sulfur dioxins, carbon monoxide, that
9 it kind of dismisses this as not being significant.

10 From what perspective? It may not be significant in
11 termsof atraditional coal-fired plant, but we don't
12 want to have chemicals anymore than we need.

13 So | don't understand how EI'S can be so

14 dismissive of athing likethis. You have a

15 cumulative impact of all of these things on the

16 environment of Kentucky. | think thisisan

17 important issue and it needs more discussion.

18 Ancther point | have was the visua

19 pollution that someone made about the stacks being
20 visible from this Pilot Knob and the City of

21 Winchester. Thisisacritical issue and an

22 important issue from this region, but at the same

23 timethey are talking about beautifying this region
24 and bringing more people in for tourism and things of

19

11/16
(cont.)

12/06

13/20

14/04

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 06
The EIS characterizes the emissions from the proposed project as
having alessthan significant impact based on thefact that incremental
ambient air quality impacts from these emissions would be a very
small fraction of the relevant federal and state ambient air quality
standards (less than 1 percent of the standards for gaseous pollutants
and lessthan 4 percent of the PM ,, standards). In addition, the project
would comply with al applicable federa and state air quality
regulations, including federal PSD regulations.

Section 5.7, Air Resources, of the EIS has been revised to further
evaluateimpactsrelated to acid deposition and heavy metal deposition
downwind of the project site.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 20
Comment noted. Section 5.14, Cumulative Effects, has been revised
to include an analysis of the cumulative health effects.

Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the visua setting of the project area are
presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic Resources, of the EIS.
The large size of the surrounding J.K. Smith Site and the hilly nature
of the area would reduce the visual and aesthetic impacts to a large
degree. The facility would be visible from high elevations including
the 222.5-meter (730-foot) high observation position on top of Pilot
Knob State Nature Preserve, 12.8 kilometers (8 miles) east of the
project site. However, due to the distance from the facility, the
aesthetic and scenic impact to the viewshed from Pilot Knob would be
minor. No impactsto regional tourism have been identified asaresult
of this project.
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1 that nature.
2 Another point, afinal point, from the

3 draft EIS, | could make out that up to 60 percent of

4 the water istaken from the Kentucky River, itis

5 used for thermal electric power production, that isa

6 lot.

7 In other words, of all of the water that

8 istaken from the river, most of it, the majority of
9 it, 60 percent of it, goes for the production of

10 energy. Now, what doesit do to theriver

11 eventualy?

12 The draft EIS statement dismisses the

13 water taken out as not being a significant amount and
14 amaximum of up to four percent of the flow when the

15 water levelsare low. But if you look at the

16 cumulative aspects of al of this, ultimately

17 1 think we are going to be in trouble if we don't
18 take better care of our water.

19 S0, those are the comments that

20 | have. | suspect that other speakerswill have
21 issues about water, too.

22 The bottom line for me has been that the
23 EIS, | don't fedl like it gives enough information,
24 andreliesalot on data provided by the interested

20

15/07

6/14
(cont.)

Comment No. 15 Issue Code: 07
The cumulative effects of withdrawals from the Kentucky River by
power plants have been discussed by the Kentucky Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Cabinet in their cumulative assessment
report (KNREPC 2001), addressed in Section 5.14, Cumulative
Impacts of the EIS. The Cabinet acknowledges that because many of
Kentucky's power plants are exempt from water withdrawal
requirements, the Cabinet does not have an accurate inventory of the
volume of water being removed each day by the existing power plants.
However, the KDEP is able to limit withdrawals from permitted
sourcesduring periodsof abnormally low flow. Althoughtheproposed
plant would not be apermitted withdrawal source, KPE has stated that
they would cease water withdrawals if requested to by the state.

D-277



Public Comments

Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Final Environmental Impact Satement

Public Comment M eeting
December 10, 2001
Lexington, KY
Page 21 of 44
21
1 company, rather than presumably from objective 6/14
2 observers on the outside. (cont.)
3 The process of it, we don't know what
4 thefrit is going to be about, we don't know whether
5 itishazardous or not. If it ishazardous, how can 7112
6 we get rid of it in anonhazard way? What isthe (cont)
7 concentration of the hazardous waste, they get up to
8 60 days or 90 daysto move this hazardous waste in
9 the same location.

10 There alot of environmental issues

11 involved with al of those things. It seemsto me

12 that a complete EIS would have to bring out these

13 issues.

14 Thank you.

15 MR. SPEARS: Thank you, Mr. Bhatt.

16 Our next commenter is Patty Draus.

17 MS. DRAUS: Thank you. My name s Patty
18 Drausand | am from Lexington.

19 My comments are very similar in nature

20 to the previously mentioned ones.

21 I do have some concerns about the water

22 usage and the fact that large quantities -- the 16/07
23 quantity that will returned to the water, presumably
24 totheriver, would be at a higher temperature than

Comment No. 16 Issue Code: 07
Section 5.9 of the EIS, Ecological Resources, discusses potential
impacts from the water returned to theriver at high temperatures. As
stated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, treated
wastewater is expected to contain conventional pollutants such as
nitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and biological and
chemical oxygen demand. Pollutant discharge limitations, including
thermal limits, would be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would be identified in the KPDES permit.
Theselimitationswoul d be establi shed based on site-specific computer
modeling of the expected effect on water quality of the Kentucky River
at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing zone immediately
downgradient. The limits specified in the permit would protect
existing water quality.

TheWater Resources Branch pays particular attention to the proximity
of wastewater discharges to drinking water intakes. New sources of
wastewater are prohibited within 8 kilometers (5 miles) of a water
treatment plant intake. This 8-kilometer (5-mile) limit was established
to provide an additional layer of protection for thewater quality found
at drinking water intakes over treatment alone and is referred to as
Zone 1. Zone 2 extendsfrom 8 to 16 kilometers (5 to 10 miles), while
Zone 3 is the area from 16 to 40 kilometers (10 to 25 miles) from a
water treatment plant intake. The proposed outfall islocated in Zone
3 for the Winchester Water Treatment Plant. Water collected at the
treatment plant is tested and treated to meet all federal and state
requirementsconcerning drinking water quality. Therefore, noimpacts
to drinking water are expected.
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1 what was taken out, what will be the environmental

2 impacts of that? Aswell aswhat chemicaswill be

3 returned to the river?

4 As previously mentioned, during low flow

5 times -- we have had some concerns herein Lexington,
6 where will we get our drinking water and now we will
7 have drinking water with additional chemicalsin it

8 that | am particularly not interested in drinking.

9 My second concern has to do with the

10 trash that is being brought from out of state. |

11 hateto see the State of Kentucky become the trash
12 reciprocal for other states, now we can start getting
13 thisfrom all over the nation. How do you control

14 the content of the trash and when you burn this and
15 when you produce this frit, how do you control what
16 comes out and what effect it will have on our

17 environment?

18 S0, | just really would rather see that

19 we not be using trash as the fuel source for this

20 power plant.

21 And my third concern, which probably, or
22 isdefinitely not within the scope of your

23 environmental impact, but | do have concern about
24 whether we need this power. Whereisthe demand for

22

16/07
(cont.)

17/12

18/16

19/14

Comment No. 17 IssueCode: 12
The RDF pellet and coal cofeed that is processed during gasification
results in the formation of molten slag, which becomes vitrified frit
when quenched with water. The vitrified frit from gasifiers utilizing
other feed stocks is resistant to corrosion in the environment and
considered nonleachable by EPA standards. Thefrit produced by this
facility is expected to meet all TCLP criteria. 1t will be a marketable
product, not awaste.

Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 16
DOE selected the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project for
further consideration under DOE's fifth solicitation (CCT-V) of the
CCT Program and concludesthat the project fallsunder CCT Program
reguirements due to the use of the co-fed BGL technology.

Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 14
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's 1998 Power Requirements
Study whichindicatesthat the electrical |load for theregion isexpected
to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter peak
demand is expected toincrease by 3.3 percent per year and net summer
peak demand is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year. Peak
demand is expected to increase from 2,031 MW in 1998 to 2,394 MW
in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on thisload growth, EKPC wil
need additional power supply resourcesof 625 MW in 2003. The need
isfurther shown by the EK PC’ splansto construct four new CT electric
generating unitsto provide peaking serviceaongsidethethreeexisting
peaker CTs at the JK. Smith Site. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC
Demonstration Project will not be used to phase out existing coal-
burning plants. The power generated by the IGCC will be used to
support Kentucky’ s energy needs.
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1 thisplant or will it be phasing out another old
2 coal-burning plant that is not as efficient and not
3 asclean?

4 And those are the three things that | am

5 concerned with.

6 Thank you.

7 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much,

8 Ms. Draus.

9 Our next commenter, Naomi Shultz.

10 MS. SHULTZ: My nameis Naomi Shultz.

11 And | am speaking tonight on behalf of my colleagues
12 at the Kentucky Environment Foundation, which is

13 located in Greenup, Kentucky.

14 For the past six weeks, Kentucky

15 Environment Foundation has focused almost exclusively
16 on theissue of chemical weapons disposal and have
17 fought hard to protect all central Kentucky citizens

18 from the effects of a proposed chemical weapons

19 incineration.

20 At Kentucky Environment Foundation, we

21 steadily support non-incineration technology which do
22 not release toxic chemicals in Kentucky's air, water

23 and food.

24 We continue to maintain focus on the

23 Comment No. 20
19/14 Comment noted.
(cont.)

20/22

Issue Code: 22
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1 chemical weapons incinerator, yet are compelled to
2 comment tonight, and later in the form of written

3 comment, on the ludicrous idea of awaste burning
4 power plant in Clark County.

5 Here briefly are our primary concerns.

6 Thefirst concernisusing municipal wasteto fuel a
7 power plant -- | am having trouble with using this

8 word -- municipal waste to fuel a power plant. We
9 think it is extremely dangerousto public health.

10 Municipa waste have heavy metal,

11 corrosive plastics and other materials, which when
12 burned, come out the other end in the form of toxic
13 compounds (inaudible).

14 One such family of chemicals known as

15 dioxins, are considered by the U.S. EPA, various
16 health organizations, and the United Nations

17 Environmental Program are among the most dangerous
18 chemicals ever made.

19 In 1994, the U.S. EPA stated that the

20 average U.S. citizen there has aready found unsafe
21 levelsof dioxins. That is, we have aready been

22 exposed to alevel of dioxins as which health effects
23 can occur.

24 What are the health effects, cancer,

24

20/22
(cont.)

21/11

Comment No. 21 IssueCode: 11
No significant impactsto the general public’ s health and safety would
be expected from gasification of RDF. The proposed project is not an
incinerator or conventional power plant burning coal or RDF. The
gasifier operates as a completely enclosed pressurized system.
Gasification occurs at high temperatures which ensures complete
destruction of toxic organic compounds and incorporation of heavy
metal sin molten slag, recovered by quenching asanonleachableglassy
frit. Since gasification occurs at high pressures, the process produces
no air emissions. Furthermore, the high temperatures achieved during
gasification fromthe use of oxygen instead of air prevent theformation
of dioxing/furans. The resulting product of the gasification processis
syngas, consisting mainly of CO and H,. Only minor amounts of
wastewater are produced from the gasification process. The
wastewater would be treated and discharged to the Kentucky River in
accordance with the KPDES permit. Sludge from the wastewater
treatment process is expected to be nonhazardous.

No emissions or waste products are produced from the gasification
process. Refer to Chapter 3 of the EIS, Section 3.1.2.2, for an
additional description of the gasification process. Use of RDF reduces
theburden associated with disposal of large quantitiesof MSW and the
need for additional landfill space.

Dioxin discharges are presented in Chapter 5, Table 5.7-4 of the EIS.
The value given in this table overstates the actual emissions that will
occur because it is the maximum limit established by the PSD/Title V
Air Permit. No datais available for plant design to alow for modeling
of actual dioxin emission rates, so the permit limit was used for the
analysis.
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1 birth defects, immune system defects, diabetes and
2 much more.

3 We know the effects are linked to low

4 levels of mercury, lead and a host of other heavy

5 metals.

6 Our second concern, is arelease of

7 toxic chemicalsinto the environment, a new

8 international treaty aimed at protecting health and
9 the environment.

10 Last summer, the United States agreed to
11 ratify the international treaty of the preexisting

12 organic pollutants, or POPS.

13 POPS are a category of chemicals,

14 including dioxins, PTBs, pesticides and some other

15 metals, which are already found around the world and
16 include abody of people all over the globe and which

17 can cause the health effects explained above.
18 The POPS treaty calls for the ultimate
19 eimination of the chemicals. Central and eastern

20 Kentuckians are being asked to deny satisfying public

21 health and safety and accept this facility, which
22 will pollute our families for generations to come.
23 Our third concern that even use of the
24 state-of-the-art plant, contributes significantly to

25

2111
(cont.)

22/22

22/22
(cont.)

23/06

Comment No. 22 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The EIS is intended to analyze environmental
impactsfromthe proposed project. DOE doesnot believeinternational
treaties are being violated.

Comment No. 23 Issue Code: 06
The project area does not experience poor air quality. Both the state
and EPA consider the project region to be in compliance with all
applicable ambient air quality standards. Incremental ambient air
quality impacts from the proposed project would be a very small
fraction of the relevant federal and state ambient air quality standards
(less than 1 percent of the standards for gaseous pollutants and less
than 4 percent of the PM ,, standards). Table5.7-4 of the EISidentifies
estimated maximum downwind concentrations of hazardous pollutants
expected to be emitted by the proposed facility and the associated
maximum lifetime cancer risks. Theair quality permit for the project
requires continuous emission monitoring for major criteria pollutants
and annual emissions testing for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen
chloride, and dioxins/furans.
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1 bad air quality.

2 It may be true that central Kentucky has

3 suffered poor air quality that has affected so many
4 urban and rural communities.

5 Let's set our goalsto provide the

6 highest possible standards for clean air, not the

7 highest number of children requiring asthma

8 treatment.

9 The fourth concern is that waste should
10 be reduced and recycled, not shipped across state
11 linesto be burned, period.

12 And the fifth and final concern for

13 tonight, solution to demands for power in Kentucky
14 and elsewhere, will not be found in shortsighted,
15 waste to energy facility but in more sustainable
16 methods.

17 The Kentucky Environmental Foundation
18 will provide more detailed comments in writing by the
19 January deadline.

20 For now, we emphatically state our

21 opposition to thisfacility in Clark County, central
22 Kentucky, or anywhere.

23 Thank you very much.

24 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much,

26

23/06
(cont.)

24122

25/22

26/16

Comment No. 24
Comment noted.

Comment No. 25
Comment noted.

Comment No. 26
Comment noted.

Issue Code: 22

Issue Code: 22

Issue Code; 16
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1 Ms. Shultz.

2 Our next commenter, Bernard McCarthy.

3 MR. McCARTHY: My nameis Bernard

4 McCarthy. | live herein Lexington.

5 | just want to say, first of all, |

6 think burning garbage asafuel isalot more 27/16

7 sensible than burying the garbage in landfills and

8 then having to use other fuels.

9 | think that while coal is not as good

10 of afuel source asthe garbage, in that coal hasto

11 bemined, | still would rather see coal-fired power

12 plants than have natural gas used up generating

13 electricity, because natural gas can be used so

14 easily for so many other things from home heating and

15 cooking, to even as an dternative to gasolinein

16 powering vehiclesis used.

17 You pressit into the right kind of

18 tanks and get the right kind of vehicles.

19 Now, having said that, if a plant were

20 to primarily burn coal, it would make the most sense

21 to put it as close to the coal mine asyou can, 28/10

22 instead of the electricity by live wire to wherever

23 itisgoing to be used. That way, we would not wear

24 out and clog up our highways near as bad.

Comment No. 27 Issue Code; 16
Comment noted.

Comment No. 28 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. For thisproject, KPE selected the J.K. Smith Sitedue
to the initial grading and development that occurred during the
construction on the previously discontinued J.K. Smith plant. KPE
determined that the project costs would be much higher and the
environmental impacts greater if an undisturbed area was chosen.
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1 If on the other hand, you are going to
2 burn ahigher percentage of garbage, then it makes
3 sense to put the plant wherever the garbage is coming
4 from. Although, | am pretty sure the garbage is
5 being produced everywhere and the thing to do might
6 beto go ahead and build the plant here, but instead
7 of hauling in garbage from another state, burn the
8 garbage generated right here in Kentucky that is
9 currently going into landfills and then somebody else
10 build another plant in those other states to burn
11 their garbage.
12 And if you are planning on burning a
13 50/50 mixture of garbage and coal so that one or the
14 other has to be transported long distances, which is
15 going to burn up various other fuels to power the
16 trucksor thetrains.
17 And probably the best thing to do is put
18 the plant wherever you have the most number of
19 unemployed persons to meet the work, which | think
20 about east of here should readily qualify.
21 I would also liketo point out that if
22 the environmentalist, various firms object to it, it
23 tellsmethat it is probably the right thing to do,
24 by al means build this thing.

29/16

28/10
(cont.)

30/02

Comment No. 29 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. Because of DOE’s limited role of providing cost-
shared funding for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer [IGCC
Demonstration Project, alternative sites were not considered. KPE
selected the existing J.K. Smith Site because the costs would be much
higher and the environmental impacts would likely be greater if an
undisturbed area was chosen. Also, the relatively small amounts and
generally widely dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not
economically support exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated
MSW to produce RDF supplies. Importing RDF from a densely
populated metropolitan area is more economically viable in order to
supply the necessary amount of RDF required to operate the plant.

Comment No. 30 Issue Code: 02
Comment noted. The unemployment rates for the counties within the
socioeconomic ROI are presented in Chapter 4 of the EIS, Table4.3-2.
The rates have risen since 2000, with recent figures presented by the
Kentucky Department for Employment Services showing
unemployment rates of 5.3 percent for Clark County, 3.0 percent for
Fayette County, and 4.5 percent for Madison County as of December
2001. The ROI rate has risen to 3.5 percent and the State of
Kentucky’' srateis5.2 percent. Thisincreaseinthe unemployment rate
indicates that the jobs are needed in the area.
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1 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much,
2 Mr. McCarthy.
3 The next commenter is Chris Huestis.
4 And | hopethat | pronounce your last name correctly.
5 MR. HUESTIS: You got it.
6 My nameis Chris Huestis. | am from
7 Lexington.
8 | wrote down afew notes, | don't know
9 if I can read my own notes, but | will try.
10 There is an interesting history in terms

11 of the environmental protection in Kentucky.

12 Basically, it does not happen.

13 We have had environmental disasters from
14 Paducah and the radiation from the nuclear power

15 plants. We have had al the way to eastern Kentucky
16 with the coal slurries spilling out into the river

17 and streams and having incredible disasters all over
18 this state that EPA has already failed the peoplein
19 Kentucky to protect the environment.

20 Our local and state government isalso a

21 part of that. We have failed everyone. Even our

22 local people often are dumping their waste in various
23 placesinrivers and streams. Go to Red River Gorge,
24 you will find tiresin the Red River in the place

29 Comment No. 31
Comment noted.

3122

31/22
(cont.)

Issue Code: 22
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30

1 that is supposed to be preserved for natural beauty.
2 We are under atoxic siege. Our
3 leadership hasreally failed us. Thereisreally a
4 readl lack of leadership in protecting the
5 environment.
6 One of my main questions s, how can we
7 expect any protection or of any promisesin the
8 future from the federal government, from the local
9 government, from the state government, where we have
10 had one disaster after another?
11 It seems that Kentucky iswanting to be
12 atoxic dump. And the leadership creates achain
13 reaction. It can go toxic or it can provide a
14 habitat for change. A habitat for life. Thereisa
15 biologist, hisnameis Edward O. Wilson, heisa
16 naturalist. He hastaught had Harvard for about, |
17 don't know, 45 years. He haswon a couple of
18 Pulitzer Prizes. One of his books, Diversity of
19 Life, isworth checking out.
20 But in that he states, that we are under
21 amassive extinction on the planet, it has gone
22 through it several times, about five or six times at
23 thelevel of what heistalking about.
24 Wherein, incredible numbers of species,

32/11

Comment No. 32 IssueCode: 11
The primary purpose of federal, state, and local environmental
regulationsisto protect the public health and safety, the environment,
and to reduce the likelihood and impacts of accidents. The past
performance of federal, state, and local governments on disasters is
beyond the scope of thisEIS.
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1 80 percent, 90 percent of the species of life, are

2 wiped out.

3 The current one that he sayswe are in

4 through hisresearch is essentially caused by the

5 humans, by people, by the way welive. If we can

6 take $78 million for research for a power plant, why

7 not take $78 million for some environmental

8 protection in Kentucky?

9 | think that is my main comment is that

10 we havelost our leadership for the environment and
11 thereis no credibility within the corporate world

12 when they say they can produce clean safe energy in
13 the environment in Kentucky.

14 So | think that iswhat is essentially

15 ismissing. Another comment | would like to makeis
16 when you have these public hearings there needs to be
17 more attention drawn to the public hearing itself.

18 More notice in the newspapers, or television, or the
19 mediato get the word out.

20 | found out about this through a friend,

21 personal word of mouth, which isfine for me, but

22 what | want to know is how many other people in the
23 community know about this, or if they have even heard
24 about this meeting. | think it isimportant for

31

33/14

31/22
(cont.)

34/21

Comment No. 33 Issue Code: 14
The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project isaCCT selected
by DOE to demonstrate the efficiency and environmental performance
of new technologies. The issues of alternative uses of the Nation's
funds are beyond the scope of the EIS.

Comment No. 34 Issue Code: 21
The public hearing dates, times, and |ocations were announced in the
Federal Register, in loca newspapers the Winchester Sun and
Lexington Herald-Leader, and in public service announcements. All
requirementsin state and federal laws, rules, and regulationsregarding
announcements for public hearings were satisfied or surpassed.
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1 people to know so that they can come down and make a
2 comment.

3 Thank you.

4 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much.

5 | appreciates everybody's comments.

6 We have our last signed up commenter, at

7 least.

8 | am not sure about the name here,

9 Chetan Talwalker.

10 MR. TALWALKER: Hi. My nameis Chetan

11 Tawalker. | am amember of the Kentucky

12 Environmental Foundation and a member of the board of
13 the Kentucky Resources Council.

14 | want to express my concern about the

15 proposal that has been offered. | found out about
16 thisfrom agroup of folks who are interested in the
17 issues of the Daniel Boone National Forest. | am a
18 frequent user of the forest. | spend alot of time
19 inthat area. | am very concerned about the impact
20 that thiskind of combustion facility is going to

21 have, both of the aesthetic and public health aspect
22 of theforests.

23 And as someone who for the last 10 years
24 has been promoting alternative to building a

32

35/04

36/08

Comment No. 35 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the visual setting of the project area are
presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic Resources, of the EIS.
Due to the hilly nature of the terrain and the reduced visibility
associated with forests, the project would have negligible aesthetic and
scenic impacts to the forests of the region.

Comment No. 36 Issue Code: 08
Potential impactsto local forest health would result primarily through
the air emissions pathway. Air Quality Permit Number V-00-049
terms and conditions address operational limitations and conditions
including monitoring and testing requirements. The air permit was
issued based on a high level of sulfur removal and recovery from the
syngas stream prior to its use. Additionally, a component of the air
quality permit includes a Phase Il Acid Rain Permit. Adherence with
permit conditionswould limit air pollutant emissionsin the local area
and reduce the likelihood of adverse impactsto forest health.
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1 pipeline, | am certainly very much in support of

2 efficient use of natural resources and energy. |

3 think efficiency is an energy option that is vastly

4 under utilized in Kentucky, and is something that

5 would be amuch better aternative, a much better

6 use, amuch better way of getting the electricity

7 that might otherwise be supplied in keeping the

8 electricity that might otherwise be supplied by this
9 facility.

10 In other words, what | am saying is,

11 spend your $78 million, or however much it is going
12 to end up costing on measures that reduce the need
13 for the electricity, instead of spending money in a
14 supply site option that may or may not work, and is
15 going to have significantly greater health

16 consequences.

17 I will also be submitting written

18 comments. And | thank you for your time.

19 MR. SPEARS: Okay. Thank you very
20 much.

21 Our next speaker is Erin McKenzie.

22 MS. MCKENZIE: My nameisErin

23 McKenzie. | am astudent at the University of
24 Kentucky.

33

37/22

Comment No. 37 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. Theissue of alternative power sourcesis outside the
scope of the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project EIS.

D-290



Public Comments

Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Final Environmental Impact Satement

Public Comment M eeting
December 10, 2001
Lexington, KY

Page 34 of 44

1 I would just liketo say that | am
2 outraged at the fact that | didn't have any ideathat
3 thiswas being planned or discussed in a public

4 forum, until this afternoon when | checked my e-mail.

5 It isonly because | am on alist of a

6 particular citizens group that | found out about

7 this.

8 | think it isvery wrong that thereis

9 not more mention of thisin the media, that citizens
10 don't know that thisis going in their own

11 community.

12 And furthermore, on behalf of my fellow
13 students, | would like to say that it isalso an

14 outrage that this takes place without the

15 consideration of the students, without the

16 consideration of the young population of Lexington.
17 Because contrary to popular belief, we

18 do care about socia issues and we are concerned
19 about what happens to our environment.

20 We do plan on having children and I, for
21 one, don't like the idea of garbage being burned in
22 my backyard that my children my have to breathe
23 several years down the road.

24 And | look at the flowchart over here

38/21

38/21
(cont.)

39/11

Comment No. 38 Issue Code: 21
The public hearing dates, times, and locations were announced in the
Federal Register, in loca newspapers the Winchester Sun and
Lexington Herald-Leader, and in public service announcement
information made availabletolocal mediaoutlets. All requirementsin
stateand federal laws, rules, and regul ationsregarding announcements
for public hearings were satisfied or surpassed.

Comment No. 39 Issue Code: 11
No significant impactsto the general public’shealth and safety would
be expected from the gasification of RDF. The proposed project is not
an incinerator or conventional power plant burning coal or RDF. The
gasifier operates as a completely enclosed pressurized system.
Gasification occurs at high temperatures which ensures complete
destruction of toxic organic compounds and incorporation of heavy
metal sin molten slag, recovered by quenching asanonleachabl e glassy
frit. Sincegasification occursinacarefully controlled environment, the
process producesnoair emissions. Furthermore, the high temperatures
achieved during gasification from the use of oxygen instead of air
prevent the formation of dioxins/furans. The resulting product of the
gasification processis syngas, consisting mainly of CO and H,. Minor
amounts of wastewater consisting primarily of salts are generated by
the process. The wastewater would be treated and discharched to the
Kentucky River in accordance with the KPDES permit. Sludge
generated from the treatment processis expected to be nonhazardous.
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1 and | don't understand all the chemistry behind it,

2 but sounds to me like burning garbage cannot be the
3 cleanest possible alternative.

4 Furthermore, | would like to see maybe

5 some more evidence that this power plant isreally
6 needed. Do wereally have ademand for the

7 electricity and if so, certainly can we please

8 explore other options that take into account our

9 fragile environment in Kentucky?

10 | think it is often taken for granted

11 that the State of Kentucky isavery backwards

12 place. That is something that we, as citizens of the
13 Commonwealth have to share and have to change.
14 Building power plants near schools,

15 power plantsthat threaten our fragile natural

16 resources, does not tell the rest of the country that
17 we are anything but backward, and only invites

18 corporations and other states to come in and take
19 advantage of us.

20 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much,
21 Ms. McKenzie.
22 That isall | have down on my list here

23 for commenters. Does anyone else wish to make
24 another comment?

35

40/16

41/14

42/22

Comment No. 40 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3 of the EIS explainsthe BGL gasification process. The RDF
pellet and coa cofeed is heated in a carefully controlled, low oxygen
environment, which causes a chemical conversion processthat results
intheformation of the syngas. The syngasproduct iscombusted inthe
combined cycle turbines to produce el ectricity.

Comment No. 41 Issue Code: 14
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC's 1998 Power Requirements
Study whichindicatesthat the electrical load for theregion isexpected
to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter peak
demand is expected to increase by 3.3 percent per year and net summer
peak demand is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year. Peak
demand is expected to increase from 2,031 MW in 1998 to 2,394 MW
in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based onthisload growth, EKPC will
need additional power supply resources of 625 MW in 2003. The need
is further shown by EKPC’s plans to construct four new CT electric
generating units to provide peaking service alongside their three
existing peaker CTs at the J.K. Smith Site. The issue of aternative
energy options is outside the scope of the EIS. The purpose of the
CCT Program is to demonstrate technologies with the potential to
provide cleaner and more efficient energy from coal resources.

Comment No. 42 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted.
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1 Mr. Crewe?
2 MR. CREWE: If you can bear with me, if
3 | can make afew additiona comments, | would
4 appreciateit.
5 Global Energy and Kentucky Pioneer and

6 the authors of this Draft Environmental |mpact

7 Statement makes the claims that this process, or

8 gasification of coal and natural waste, does not

9 involve combustion. From my knowledge, that isa
10 mideading statement.

11 The temperature at the bottom of the

12 combuster is 3,000 degrees fahrenheit, at the top it
13 is 900 degrees fahrenheit. Fed in from the top are
14 combustible material, coal and refuse-derived fuel

15 pellets.

16 Fed in at two places, at |least,

17 according to the flow chart on the opposite page of
18 seven, isoxygen. By any reasonable definition,

19 inductothermic reaction that occurs from 3,000 to 900
20 degreesin the presence of oxygen combustible

21 material is combustion.

22 Which you know some combustion occursin
23 the presence of this drained and injected oxygen.

24 And | believeit isamatter of public relations and

36

43/16

43/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 43 Issue Code: 16
Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to expand the discussion of the
BGL gasification process. RDF pellets and coal are heated in a
carefully controlled, low oxygen environment, which causes a
chemical conversion process and the chemical element for formation
of the syngas.
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1 not precision, to claim that this does not involve

2 combustion. | think thisis more about public

3 relations. This does involve some combustion and it
4 involves burning garbage in Kentucky.

5 Also | am concerned about the

6 production, as the representative from the Kentucky

7 Environmental Foundation talked about, dioxins can be
8 produced under certain conditions.

9 There has been no specific information

10 furnished to us to dissuade our concerns, only maybe
11 general comments.

12 What assurance do we have that this

13 process will not produce dioxins? | am curious about
14 what the power plant will produce. What facility is
15 this scale, without having been done somewhere, so
16 that we know what the outcome is?

17 And what outcome shows that dioxins and
18 uraniums will not be produced? Will not, say, exit
19 in the dlip stream from the gasification process and
20 thereisan obviousinfluence.

21 And at some point in this statement, |

22 don't know the page right now, it says that they do
23 not know what the characteristics of the operation of
24 the plant will be. So that seems rather vague.

37

43/16
(cont.)

44/06

44/06
(cont.)

45/16

44/06
(cont.)

46/16

Comment No. 44 Issue Code: 06
The Final PSD/Title V Permit for the Kentucky Pioneer 1IGCC
Demonstration Project sets a very low limit on allowable dioxin
emissions (0.01 nanograms per dry standard cubic meter of stack
exhaust gas). Compliance with thislimit must be demonstrated by an
initial source test at project startup and by annual source tests
thereafter. Because the potential uranium content of fuel materialsis
so low, neither EPA nor the state require any specific monitoring for
uranium.

Dioxin discharges are presented in Chapter 5 of the EIS, Table 5.7-4.
The value given in this table overstates the actual emissions that will
occur because it is the maximum limit established by the PSD/Title V
Air Permit. No datais availablefor plant design to alow for modeling
of actual dioxin emission rates, so the permit limit was used for the
analysis.

Comment No. 45 Issue Code: 16
An important consideration during site selection was to meet DOE’s
purposefor the proposed project to generate technical, environmental
and financial data from the design, construction, and operation of
facilities at a sufficiently large enough scale to allow the power
industry. Emissions and pollutants are discussed in Section 5.7, Air
Resources, and 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, of the EIS.

Comment No. 46 Issue Code: 16
KPE engineering and plant design are subject to international
contractual secrecy agreements, and aretherefore businessconfidential
and not available. This project would be the first commercial-scale
application of the cofeed BGL technology inthe United States. Similar
technology has aso been used at the Schwarze Pumpe facility in
Germany and the Westfield facility in the United Kingdom.
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1 What are the characteristics of a power

2 plant stage, what has been done, | think it will be

3 helpful to know how this plant will work. It does

4 not appear in what | have been able to read about it

5 sofar.

6 Also, and this may be a complaint about

7 the process and environmental law in general about
8 other projects, | would have been very interested in

9 knowing about the scoping meeting that occurred in
10 May of 2000. | didn't know that. 1t was apparently
11 published in an obscure section of the paper where
12 things like this get publicized, but most people

13 don't read that and don't know about that.

14 The process doesn't seem to be tailored

15 to inform the broadest possible group of the public

16 that would be concerned. | certainly would have been

17 at ascoping meeting had | known that it was
18 occurring.

19 There have been severa fairly critical
20 articlesin thelocal newspaper here, The Herald

21 Leader, but nothing that informed me that there was a

22 scoping meeting held in May of 2000, | believe that

23 iswhen it was. Because| certainly would have gone

24 to that at that time had | known about it.

38

46/16
(cont.)

47/21

Comment No. 47 Issue Code: 21
The date, time, and location of the May 2000 scoping meeting was
announced inthe Federal Register, inlocal newspapersthe Winchester
Sunand Lexington Herald-Leader, and in flyersdistributed to thelocal
community. Community groups and local elected officials are
included on the project mailing list.
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1 And | believethatisal | haveto
2 say. | will have some other things before the
3 4th.
4
5

MR. SPEARS: Thanksagain, Mr. Crewe.
Do | have anyone else?

6 Y es, the gentleman in the back.

7 MR. HERRICK: Thank you. My nameis
8 Will Herrick and | live on the north fork of the

9 Kentucky River.

10 MR. SPEARS:. Can you repeat your name,
11 so that our reporter --

12 MR. HERRICK: Will Herrick.

13 H-E-R-R-I-C-K.

14 MR. SPEARS: Thank you.

15 | livein Lee County, which puts me

16 upstream and upwind.

17 And having observed the other comments,
18 1 think that one of the questionsthat | was | eft

19 with was a specific question about the Ph of the
20 water being returned to the Kentucky River.

21 There was discussion about particul ate
22 matter asit being used to scrub gases and to cool
23 gases, manifestly is going to have some

24 contamination. | would be very interested in

48/07

49/06

48/07
| (cont)

Comment No. 48 Issue Code: 07
The pH of the wastewater would be specified in the KDPES permit.
Wastewater would be treated to adjust the pH so that it would fall
within limits allowed in the KDPES permit.

Comment No. 49 Issue Code: 06
The suspended particul ate matter contained in the gas stream from the
gasification units would contain most of the metals and low volatility
compoundsemitted during the gasification process. The cooling of the
gas stream produced by the gasification unit woul d cause condensation
of low volatility compounds onto the particles aready present, and
would also cause much of the water vapor in the gas stream to
condense on the suspended particulate matter. Gravitational settling
would remove the condensed droplets and associated particulate
matter, thus cleaning the gas before it is processed by the sulfur
recovery facility.
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1 characterizing that water.

2 Kentucky River isin the State of

3 Kentucky, there isthree tiers of water quality, and

4 it is pretty much aburden on the public to improve
5 the quality of the water in this state.

6 It basically goes dl the way to the

7 bottom of that tier before the state will become

8 involved. Soitisup to the public, and perhaps the
9 federal government, to help improve the quality of
10 that water.

11 | am also particularly interested in the

12 permitting events, and again, it is getting the feds
13 to support the notion that thisis a demonstration

14 facility, and that the federal government has

15 expressly said our interest hereisin the

16 demonstration of this, and it is clear from the

17 documents and the air quality permit and other

18 documents, that East Kentucky Power would very much
19 liketo keep rolling at the moment that demonstration
20 part isdone, under the same body of permits.

21 And it is something that | think

22 everybody should stand up and know, thisisa

23 demonstration. It isthere to demonstrate the

24 technology, and at the end of the demonstration, we

40
48/07

I (cont.)

50/21

50/21
(cont.)

Comment No. 50 Issue Code: 21
KPE hasacontract in place with EK PC to provide power continuously
for a20-year period. Thefacility would not shut down after the 1-year
demonstration period, but would continue to operate to honor the
commitment to EKPC. There would not be anew round of permitting
following the end of the 1-year demonstration period. The PSD/Title
V Air Permit issued by the Kentucky Division of Air Quality isfinal
and doesnot requirerenewal following the demonstration. Attheclose
of the demonstration period, the KPDES permit for water usage would
also be fina and not require renewal. Any required fuel feed
component changes following the 1-year demonstration period would
likely require modification of the air and water permits.
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1 have achanceto review this, and it is a new round

2 of permitsand | would very much like the feds to

3 stand up and join in that.

4 | guess| would just like to say that

5 also there are bad economics for the public of

6 Kentucky. Itisirrefutable that no matter how you
7 deal with the body of waste, whether it is

8 atmospheric, put in the water, put in the ground, the
9 magjority of the waste product from this facility will
10 belandfilled. And driving up the cost of landfills
11 in Kentucky does not serve the public in Kentucky
12 well.

13 S0, again, there are considerations that

14 | don't see being addressed to the virtue of the

15 residents of Kentucky.

16 Manifestly, there are scarcities of air

17 quality and there are comparative issues about what
18 other industries may or may not be eliminated from
19 siting in Kentucky because they are denied access to
20 the quality air or the introduction to the quantity

21 of pollutants. And that is a burden to the economic
22 environment of Kentucky.

23 And particularly also the discovery of

24 what isthetoxicity of the frit resemble. Much of

41 Comment No. 51 Issue Code: 12
The project produces primarily vitrified frit which is considered a

5021 commercial product, not a waste stream. The waste generated at the

(cont)  proposed facility that would be landfilled in the State of Kentucky
would be solid waste. It is difficult to determine whether waste from
this project would drive up the cost of landfilling. Landfill cost
increases are dependent on a number of factors, not just the waste
generated from this proposed facility.

Comment No. 52 Issue Code: 02
5112 All wastestreams (air, water, and solid) generated by the project would
be in compliance with federal, state, and local guidelines and
ordinances. The presence of the facility should have no impact on
future siting decisions for other businesses or industries in Clark
County or Kentucky. No burdensto the economic health of theregion
as a result of this project have been identified. According to the
Cumulative Assessment of the Environmental Impacts Caused by
Kentucky Electric Generating Units prepared by the Kentucky Natural
Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, further eectric
generation capacity often facilitates the development of the area

a0 ECONOMY.
(cont.)
Comment No. 53 Issue Code: 12
The constituents of the frit areimmobilized in a glassy matrix making
62102 them nonleachable and resistant to corrosion in the environment.

Analyses of the gasification process utilizing other feed stocks have
found that the frit is nonhazardous and rarely fails the TCLP for
metals. The frit from this facility is expected to not only pass the
TCLP criteria but also the more rigorous TCLP Universal Treatment
Standards criteria.

53/12
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1 that burden may, in fact, fall on the average

2 Kentuckian.

3 There are no guarantees from the federal

4 government, or from anybody else, that should this

5 proveto be -- that there, in fact, are definitive

6 quantities of metals and leaching materials, that is

7 anybody's burden but the county that signs the host

8 agreement that accepts the waste from the landfill.

9 I would like to see that investigated

10 much more thoroughly by the federal government asto
11 what the true nature and outcome of long-term storage
12 of frit under landfill-type conditions.

13 Thank you.

14 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much for
15 your comment.

16 Do we have anyone else that would like
17 to make any additional comments.

18 | [eft this dlide up intentionally so

19 that perhaps this January 4, 2002, would jump out at
20 you and you would be assured that the January 4 date
21 of turning in your comments.

22 We redlly appreciate everyone being here

23 tonight. | appreciate your interest in your local

24 community and the technology that we hope to have in

42

53/12
(cont.)
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1 thiscommunity at some point in time.

2 With no one else desiring to comment, |

3 amgoing to -- | am sorry, | thought we had one more
4 commenter back there.

5 With no other comment, | would like to

6 for the record show that this public meeting ended at
7 approximately 7:55 p.m., on the 10th day of

8 December.

9 We will be around after the meeting here

10 if you would like to address any of those that |

11 introduced awhile ago, for points of clarification
12 or whatever.

13 So we would welcome your interaction
14 with those folks that are here.

15 Thank you very much.

16 (Meeting adjourned.)

17

18

19

43
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1 STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, To-wit:

2 I, Michele G. Hankins, a Notary Public and

3 Court Reporter within and for the State aforesaid, do
4 hereby certify that the proceeding was taken by me
5 and before me at the time and place specified in the
6 caption hereof.

7 | do further certify that said proceeding was

8 correctly taken by me in stenotype notes, that the

9 same was accurately transcribed out in full and

10 reduced to typewriting, and that said transcript is a
11 truerecord of the testimony.

12 | further certify that | am neither attorney

13 or counsel for, nor related to or employed by, any of
14 the parties to the action in which these proceedings
15 were had, and further | am not arelative or employee
16 of any attorney or counsel employed by the parties
17 hereto or financially interested in the action.

18 My commission expires the 29th day of December

19 2003.

20 Given under my hand and seal this 7th day of
21 January 2002.

22

23 Michele G. Hankins
Notary Public
24 Court Reporter
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1 APPEARANCES:

2

3

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY:
Roy Spears, U.S. Department of Energy

4 John Preston, Corps of Engineers, Project Manager
Jim Watts, Project Manager

5 Gordon Lorenzi, Compliance Officer

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 The U.S. Department of Energy public meeting

21 washeld at 7:00 p.m., December 11, 2001, at Trapp

22 Elementary School in Trapp, Kentucky, before

23 Michele G. Hankins, Court Reporter.
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4
1 PROCEEDINGS
2 MR. SPEARS: Before we get into the
3 program, | have a couple of housekeeping chores, if
4 you will.
5 If anybody needs to take arestroom

6 break, pleasefed freetodo so. Itisat thefar

7 end of the hall towards the Christmas tree and to the
8 right.

9 In the event of an emergency evacuation

10 of any kind -- we don't know what that might be, and
11 we certainly hope nothing happens -- but in the

12 event, we have some exits just out this door and to

13 theright and to the left. Just in the event that

14 anything would happen.

15 I am Roy Spears with the Department of

16 Energy out of our Morgantown Office of the National
17 Energy Technology Laboratory.

18 And we were responsible for seeing that

19 the Environmental Impact Statement, or the Draft

20 Environmental Impact Statement was prepared for this
21 project.

22 About ayear and ahalf ago -- and |

23 recognize some faces here tonight -- about a year and
24 ahalf ago we had the scoping, the original scoping
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1 meeting, in May of 2000. In the meantime, we have
2 been preparing the Draft Environmental Impact

3 Statement.

4 Some folks that have assisted greatly in

5 the preparation of this document, | would like to

6 recognize, Mr. Rich Bailey. Heiswith Kentucky

7 Pioneer Energy.

8 Dwight Lockwood, Kentucky Pioneer Energy
9 and Mike Muslin, President of Kentucky Pioneer.

10 Lloyd Lorenzi, who is our NEPA

11 compliance officer of our national |ab.

12 John Preston is here. John iswith the

13 Corps of Engineers, and heis the project manager for
14 the Environmental Impact Statement.

15 He isthe one that actually saw that

16 thisthing was completed. And of course, Jim Watts,
17 whoisthe overal project manager for this project.
18 We do have some folks here from Techni

19 Tech, aswell, Maher, Andrew and Jackie. And they,
20 of course, are the ones who actually got things on

21 paper. Andthat isvery important that occurs, we
22 truly appreciate everyone's effort in getting to this
23 point.

24 We recognize that it has taken along

D-306



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Public Comment Mesting
December 11, 2001
Trapp, KY

Page 6 of 79

1 time, alot of agencies that we have to deal with and

2 itjust atime-consuming process, but we feel that we

3 have made some progress.

4 Two other folksthat | would like to

5 recognize this evening, and appreciate your

6 attendance, County Judge Executive, Drew Graham. And
7 state representative from this district Tom Pavney.

8 Thank you very much for showing an

9 interest and coming out. Wereally appreciateit.

10 Arethere any other officials that we

11 are unaware of that might like to be recognized?
12 If not, we will march forward.

13 John Preston will now give us somewhat

14 of an overview of what has happened in this NEPA
15 process and he will bring us up to date on where we
16 areat thispoint in time.

17 MR. PRESTON: Thank you.

18 Roy mentioned NEPA. ItisaNational

19 Environmental Policy Act, put in action by Congress
20 in 1969. Which basically required anytime there was
21 afederal action, which there would be an expenditure
22 of federal funds, or some decision made by the

23 government, to consider the environment in project
24 planning and that is what we are here for tonight.
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1 It isan important part of the NEPA
2 process.
3 It began about April of 2000, when we

4 issued a notice of intent that the Department of

5 Energy felt we needed to prepare an Environmental

6 Impact Statement, in order to adequately address the
7 impact of a project of this magnitude.

8 We were here, as Roy mentioned, in May

9 of 2000, to have our public scoping meeting. And the
10 purpose for that for those who did not attend, we

11 wanted your input on what we could look at, what we
12 should evaluate.

13 Since then, we have been preparing this

14 document that Roy mentioned, the Draft Environmental
15 Impact Statement, and itisadraft. Anditisa

16 draft because we are now in the public comment

17 period, which began on November 16th, we published
18 it. Thisthing was ready for the public's review for
19 the other federal agenciesto review, other state

20 agencies.

21 And tonight, the important part of the

22 NEPA processis because we are here to get your oral
23 comments on how we did in preparing that, did we
24 consider everything fully?
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1 There are several ways to comment

2 besides orally tonight. Y ou have aform in your

3 packet that you can write your comments and submit
4 them heretonight. You can also email them.

5 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Can we get a copy of
6 that?

7 MR. PRESTON: Yeah, | will get to that.

8 Y ou can e-mail your comments or you can

9 writethem down. These are available, if you want to
10 request one, we will get oneto you. They are aso

11 inthelibrary, they arein the Lexington Public

12 Library, they are in the Winchester Public Library,

13 and we will send you oneif you do not have accessto
14 thoseinthelibrary.

15 The public comment period ends on

16 January 4, 2002. And we would appreciate your

17 comments by that date so that it gives ustime to

18 adequately consider them.

19 The purpose of the meeting tonight again

20 isto receive your comments. We came early to answer
21 questions, but this part of the meeting isjust to

22 get your comments, or statements and concern.

23 We will take each and every comment. A

24 recorder will record them verbatim, and we will
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1 address them and in our final document, which will be
2 the document that the Department of Energy makes

3 their decision on whether or not to partially fund

4 this project, we will have addressed each and every

5 comment. So you will have a chance to seeit again.

6 AUDIENCE MEMBER: May | ask a question?
7 | don't understand how we can comment on

8 thisif we have not read it?

9 MR. PRESTON: | am going to explain a

10 little bit to you all. | appreciate that. And that
11 isoften the problem, but we did try to make this
12 available by putting it in the library.

13 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thereisno copy of it
14 at the Clark County Public Library.

15 AUDIENCE MEMBER: We are from the

16 library, and thereisno copy in the library.

17 AUDIENCE MEMBER: We do not have a copy
18 of thisin the Clark County Public Library.

19 Sorry.

20 MR. PRESTON: Well, one was sent.

21 Let mejust tell you briefly about the

22 content of what is in the document then.

23 We considered three plans, or

24 dternatives. Thereis onethat NEPA requiresyou to
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1 consider which is no action, which meansthereis
2 no -- the federal government does nothing.

3 In this case, the decision on the

4 federal government is due, they partially fund this
5 project to demonstrate the technology.

6 The No Action |, Alternative was the

7 Department of Energy decides not to fund the

8 project.

9 Well, Kentucky Pioneer Energy says that

10 without DOE funding, they will go ahead and build a

11 plant and fireit with natural gas, that is No Action

12 11, that would occur whether the federal government

13 takes any action or not so that we dubbed that No
14 Action Il, that is the name that we gaveit.

15 The proposed action iswhat we are here
16 to discuss, aswell asthe No Action, the proposed

17 action is DOE would provide $78 million funding to

18 demonstrate the technology.
19 The technology is gasification, using
20 combined materials of coal and refuse derived fuel

21 and that gasification process makeswhat is called a

22 synthetic gas. Itisthat synthetic gasthat is
23 combusted to produce the power.
24 The gasification takes the raw materials

10
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1 and creates a synthetic gas.

2 And we have analyzed thisand | want to

3 show you the categories of environmental areas that
4 we considered. A lot of you all are probably

5 thinking, environmental areas, well, that is the

6 streams, and the air, and those are indeed very

7 important. But we also look at socioeconomics,

8 cultural resources, occupational health and safety,

9 traffic and transportation. Thisis abroad category
10 and each one is discussed in detail in the document.
11 There is obviously not enough time to go
12 through that, there was about a year and a half of
13 analysis and you will have to get the document.

14 Hopefully, this overview will give you someidea
15 about what we are anticipating. | will say that in
16 summary we do not believe any of the impacts from
17 this project are significant impacts.

18 There are impacts, no doubt, some

19 positive, some negative. Traffic, transportation,

20 you will see a cooling tower out there, that isa

21 visua impact. Noise, there may be some noise during

22 construction. We have tried to recognize all of
23 these, but we do believe they are minor, and that is
24 our summary.

11
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12
1 | am going to turn it back over to Roy,
2 but again, we would like to hear your feedback on
3 thisand your comments.

4 And if you have not had a chance to read
5 the document, we will make it available to you.
6 So, please, if you want, just leave your

7 name, we will get you one. We have afew that we can
8 possibly pass out, but they are limited here on what

9 we could carry on the plan, so we will make sure that
10 you get the document and have it available.

11 Thank you.
12 MR. SPEARS: Thank you, John.
13 | would liketo reiterate just alittle

14 bit, before you leave, we do have afew here, but we
15 may not have enough for everybody, but if you will

16 just --

17 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Whatever number we
18 have, subtract three to five for the library.

19 MR. SPEARS: Okay.

20 MR. PRESTON: We will take them over

21 there tomorrow and make sure the library has some.

22 Areyou all with the library?

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

24 MR. PRESTON: Okay, great.
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1 MR. SPEARS: That will be taken care of
2 tonight then.
3 But anyway, in your packet, there are

4 addresses, and phone numbers, and so forth, and just
5 jot them down and we will make sure that you get one.
6 Because we want everybody to have an

7 opportunity to read this and comment and we do not
8 want thisto be an impediment to your looking at

9 things.

10 Thank you, again, John.

11 In amoment, | have sign-up sheets for

12 those of you who signed up to make a comment.

13 But first, | would liketo -- itisa

14 little bit of a different room configuration than we
15 normally have here in the school, thisisin the

16 library.

17 When you comment, if you would come up
18 toright here and state so that everybody would be
19 ableto hear you, and that puts you alittle bit

20 closer to our court reporter, who then would be able
21 to make sure that she gets everything down.

22 We have several speakers here. Our

23 original request isto limit your comments to about
24 five minutes, five or six minutes. And if after al
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14
1 of the commenters have completed and get done, then
2 if you have other comments, then we can come back

3 up.

4 We want to give everyone ample time to
5 gpeak and speak your mind here tonight.

6 The handout, | think, if anybody did not

7 get ahandout, it looks like this, we have plenty of

8 handouts and | want to make sure that we get those.
9 One of the very important things, as

10 John mentioned, the public comment period ends
11 January 4.

12 And we would like to have those comments
13 in by the 4th, or certainly that Monday or Tuesday
14 after the 4th, if you have them on that Thursday or
15 Friday. We encourage you to mail them as soon asyou
16 can.

17 That way, it gives us alittle bit more

18 timeto evaluate those comments and make sure that
19 they get incorporated into the final document.

20 | am going to leave this up here and

21 maybe this January 4th will jump out at you alittle
22 bit more as we go through this presentation.

23 After | put my glasseson, | will read

24 thefirst name.
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1 | hope everybody is comfortablein our
2 over-sized chairsin here. We appreciate your
3 patience with us here tonight.
4 Bobby Bailey.
5 MR. BAILEY: Yes, sir.
6 MR. SPEARS: If you would come up and
7 introduce yourself.
8 MR. BAILEY: My nameis Bobby Bailey.
9 | live along Iron Works Road.
10 | have several questions | would liketo
11 ask.
12 | just found out about this tonight. | 1/16

13 noticed that you refer to it in here as solid waste

14 asafud? Am| correct that that is garbage? And
15 if it isgarbage, whereis this garbage coming from?
16 And | understand gas from a pipeline,

17 coal can be hauled by big trucks, but this garbage --
18 and | have had quite a bit of dealings with

19 garbage -- some of these state officials, and some of
20 the county officials -- and | don't mind telling you,
21 some of them haslied to me.

22 I don't know what you people are going

23 to do, who owns Global Energy? Who is Global Energy?
24 |sit owned by the federal government, or isit

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
Global Energy, Inc., is a privately-owned energy company. AS
discussedin Chapter 3, RDF ismanufactured in aprocessthat includes
controlled steps for the processing of MSW or common household
waste. White goods (e.g., refrigerators) are removed, cans and glass
are also removed for recycling, and plastics are retained for their
energy content. The remaining material, including the plastic, isthen
processed in a type of pressure cooker in which temperature and
moisture of the RDF product is controlled. The result is a sterile
“mulch type material” that is then formed into dense pellets by being
forced through a mold at high pressures. RDF pellets would be
shipped from a single manufacturer located on the east coast of the
United States.
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1 private enterprise?

2 Can nobody tell me?

3 MR. SPEARS: What we are attempting here
4 todo, isto receive all the comments and then when
5 we get all the comments received, and the court

6 reporter will close that part of the meeting, then

7 you will be able to ask the appropriate people here

8 and we have the individuals here to be able to answer
9 those.

10 MR. BAILEY: Likel say, the garbage

11 just hasto be stockpiled, so | have alot of problem
12 with stockpiling waste, hazardous waste. It don't
13 even need to be there. That iswhat | am concerned
14 about.

15 I would like to hear from some of these

16 state people that try to convince me that everything
17 isstored underground, won't show up anyplace else,
18 it staysright whereit isat.

19 Most of us Kentucky people, we just

20 don't believe this. There are underground streams.
21 If you stockpile something out here, your waste,

22 whatever it isthat comes out of this plant, it has

23 got to go someplace.

24 And what | am up here doing isthat it

16

2/12

2/12
(cont.)

3/07

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 12
Any hazardouswaste stored onsite would be stored in accordance with
state and RCRA regulations. Once a waste has been tested or is
determined to be hazardous it would be stored in proper containers
(e.g., 55 galon drums) and labeled as “hazardous waste” with
applicablehazardouswaste codes and the date the accumulation period
began. Based on generator status, the facility would have a maximum
of 90 or 180 days for on-site storage of hazardous waste prior to
disposal. During that time, the facility would be required to keep
contai ners with hazardous waste in good condition and closed, inspect
containers on a weekly basis, and keep a log of inspection.
Regulations also require that facilities generating hazardous waste to
have spill contingency and emergency response plans, which include
procedures to notify the state regulators and the public in the event of
aspill. KPE waste management activitieswould bein accordancewith
applicable state and RCRA regulations. Compliance with state and
RCRA regulations significantly reduces the risk of leakage of
hazardous waste.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 07
All raw materials and waste would be stored and handled in enclosed
areas that would be isolated from local soil, water, and rainfall.
Therefore, no impacts to local water quality would be expected from
operation of the plant.
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1 isgoing into the water, | already have problems with
2 water. Thereisalot of questions | would like to

3 ask somebody.

4 Where isthis garbage coming from?

5 Winchester doesn't have that much garbage.

6 MR. SPEARS: Thosefolksthat |

7 introduced earlier with Global and so forth, and we
8 have a couple of folks from --

9 MR. BAILEY: January 4th don't giveus a
10 wholelot of time.

11 | don't use e-mail, folks. If | didn't

12 voice my comments tonight, you won't hear from me.
13 MR. SPEARS: You can do it by regular
14 mail.

15 | appreciate your comments.

16 | understand that you would like some

17 other dialogue and | am sure there are lots of

18 questions.

19 MR. BAILEY: Yes.

20 MR. SPEARS: And you will have the

21 opportunity, after alittle while, to do that.

22 We will be here after we close the

23 forma meeting. You can feel freeto ask, and | will
24 make sure that we know who the folks are that you can

17

3/07
(cont.)

| 1/16
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1 tak with.

2 Thank you, again, Bob for your comments.
3 Tommy Rector.

4 MR. RECTOR: It may be redundant from

5 the questions that gentleman has, but | think in

6 general, we are all coming in on the backside of

7 trying to get the information here before we get to

8 draw any conclusions.

9 | livefairly close to the power plant

10 and immediately | was concerned about off gases from
11 anything that may be burning and/or stored, like the
12 gentleman mentioned.

13 Aswell as specifically what kind of

14 garbage, in detail, what DOE hasto -- they will be
15 laying it on trucks, or if it israilroad, or

16 whatever.

17 So upfront, we as a community, should

18 have access to that information. And, if it isgoing
19 to be stockpiled, in what mode of transportation is
20 it going to be brought in here on?

21 If thisisacut and done deal by the

22 Department of Energy, or our federal government, |
23 think it has not taken the feel of the community and
24 their -- | don't want to say approval, but itis

18

4/06

5/16

6/10

6/10
(cont.)

7121

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 06
The handling and storage of coal, RDF pellets, limestone, petroleum
coke, and vitrified frit would not produce any significant quantity of
off-gases. The storage and handling of sulfur from the sulfur recovery
facility would produce asmall quantity of hydrogen sulfide emissions,
asindicated in Chapter 5, Table 5.7-2 of the EIS. The Final PSD/Title
V Permit for the facility includes emission limits for the sulfur
recovery facility and sulfur storage and handling operations.

Comment No.5 Issue Code: 16
As discussed in Chapter 3, RDF is manufactured in a process that
includes controlled steps for the processing of MSW or common
household waste. White goods (e.g., refrigerators) are removed, cans
and glass are al'so removed for recycling, and plastics are retained for
their energy content. Theremaining material, including the plastic, is
then processed in atype of pressure cooker in which temperature and
moisture of the RDF product is controlled. The result is a sterile
“mulch type material” that is then formed into dense pellets by being
forced through a mold at high pressures. RDF pellets would be
shipped from a single manufacturer located on the east coast of the
United States.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. An Emergency Response Plan, which documents
procedures for providing emergency response and cleanup for any
project related spills during materials transport, has not yet been
developed by KPE. The planwill be devel oped during the engineering
and construction phase of the project and would adhereto local, state,
and federal regulations. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has
been modified to discuss the Emergency Response Plan.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 21
The public can provide comments on the project at any time during the
process. Two formal opportunitiesfor the public to provide input have
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19 Comment No. 7 (cont.) Issue Code: 21
been provided during the scoping period from April 14 through May
] 21, 2000, and the public comment period from November 16, 2001,
2 questions to be answered, as well asthe through January 25, 2002. All comments received during the public
3 interrogation of you all, and the motives of the 7121 comment period have been considered during preparation of the Final
(cont) EIS and addressed in this comment response document.

1 still America, and | think we are entitled to all the

4 company, and the whole big picture. Hopefully itis

5 not forced upon us against the will of the people. Comment No. 8 | ssue Code: 07
6 That is my main concern. All raw materials and wastes would be stored and handled in enclosed

areas that would be isolated from local soil, water, and rainfall.
_ _ . o 406  Therefore, no impactsto local water quality would be expected from
8 itentailsawholelot. Specificaly, what isgoing (cont)  operation of the plant. Wastewater discharges would be required to

9 to be burning going up in the sky? Isit going down goy  Meetal pollutant limitations specified in the KDPES permit.

7 When you say environment, like you say,

, 5 , N 6/10
10 inthe water? What |'s burning? Aswell, aswhat may ont) Comment No. 9 |ssue Code: 06
11 fall off trucks, therailroad cars, or whatever means As noted in the EIS, the proposed project would produce about 1.45
12 they are planning to bring it in here. million metric tons (1.6 million tons) of greenhouse gas emissions per
- . year (mostly carbon dioxide). Thiswould beabout 25 percent lessthan
13 That is, in general, what | was wanting the amount produced by a comparable natural gas fueled power plant.
14 to say. Greenhouse gas emissions from an equivalent coal fired power plant
15 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much. would be more than twice as high.
16 There are legitimate concernsin the

17 community here.

18 Tim Walters.

19 MR. WALTERS: Thank you. | think first
20 of dl, | would like to make sure that we understand
21 the problem and the basic science that isinvolved
22 here.

23 | am primarily concerned here with the

24 make of the carbon dioxide, that results from the

9/06
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1 burning of coal.

2 | think the answer to the gentleman that

3 just spoke here, the garbage is going to get burned

4 out hereis going to come from New Y ork and New
5 Jersey. So Clark County is going take care of the

6 garbage from New Y ork and New Jersey, but that is
7 another problem.

8 The problem that is presented here, and

9 theway | seeit, isthat coal isamost pure

10 carbon. And the problem isthat when coal is

11 attempted to convert to energy, it isnot an

12 efficient process.

13 Y ou cannot convert 100 percent of a

14 pound of coal to heat. Therefore, what you are going
15 to have left over isamixture of carbon and oxygen,
16 which is carbon dioxide.

17 It is estimated that when you burn a

18 pound of coal, you are only going to convert about
19 one-third of that pound of coal to energy.

20 The two-thirds of that pound, is going

21 to go up into the atmosphere in the form of carbon
22 dioxide.

23 Now, to my knowledge, | don't think

24 thereisaany method, scientific method, that you

20
| 9/06
(cont.)

10/16

9/06
(cont.)

9/06
(cont.)

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The relatively small amounts and generally widely
dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not economically support
exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF
supplies. Importing RDF from a densely populated metropolitan area
is more economically viable in order to supply the necessary amount
of RDF required to operate the plant.
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1 can use, to try to convert coal to energy without a

2 substantial amount of carbon dioxide resulting in it.
3 So, what is the mischief here? The

4 problem isthat the carbon dioxide goes into the

5 atmosphere, it islighter than the rest of the gasses

6 in the atmosphere, so the carbon dioxide then goes up
7 into the stratosphere. There it traps heat.

8 Now the earth has a beautiful system of

9 making it an equilibrium, with respect to the heat

10 that has escaped from outerspace and then the heat
11 that stays. But the problem is that the abundance of
12 carbon dioxide that is produced by humans each year,
13 whichis seven billion -- seven billion, now -- tons
14 of carbon dioxide is put up into the atmosphere as a
15 result of human activity during the year.

16 Four billion tons of those are consumed

17 by the oceans and forests. Three billion tonsremain
18 in the atmosphere.

19 So you can see easily what is happening

20 here. The equilibrium between the heat that is

21 escaping and the heat that is staying is out of

22 Kkilter.

23 In the last century, the parts per

24 million of carbon dioxide that has been added to the

21

9/06
(cont.)
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1 atmosphere is almost 100.

2 The United States, although we have four

3 percent of the population, we put into the atmosphere
4 21 percent of the total carbon dioxide.

5 So what is going to happen here? The

6 earth is going to keep heating up, and what does this
7 haveto do with uswith Trapp? What does it have to
8 do with anybody?

9 Eventually, what is going to happen is

10 that we are going to have a greenhouse effect and you
11 aregoing to start melting icebergs up in the North

12 Pole, and you can forget about every city down the 9/06
13 east coast and down the west coast, they are going to (cont)
14 be inundated with water when you raise the

15 temperature of the earth.

16 And | notice here, and | was

17 flabbergasted when | read this to indicate that

18 apparently the legislatures, or the government, had
19 deleted the effect of carbon dioxide from

20 consideration of this power plant out here. That is

21 theway | read this. | hope that is not correct. 1w
22 Because of all the three dangerous

23 gasses here, sulfur dioxide, nitric oxide and carbon

24 dioxide, carbon dioxide is much worse. The other two

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 11

Dispersion modeling conducted for the PSD/TitleV Permit application
covered an area of about 12 kilometers (7.5 miles) from the project
site, including the area of maximum impact. The maximum air
pollutant increments associated with emissions from the proposed
project indicate that no significant short-term or long-term air quality
impacts would occur. Locations 24 to 40 kilometers (15 to 25 miles)
away would be exposed to lower pollutant increments than the area
covered by the dispersion modeling analysis. The emissions of SO,
and NO, from the proposed facility would belessthan 1 percent of the
applicable federal and state ambient air quality standards. This
negligible incremental increase in No, and SO, emissions is not
expected to contribute to respiratory illnesses.
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1 are bad because they contribute to respiratory

2 illnessesin people.

3 But there has been a study that was

4 conducted by the Oakridge National Laboratory down in
5 Oakridge, that estimates that for every 500 watts of

6 electricity that is produced by the power plant

7 through the conversion of coal to energies, one pound
8 of carbon dioxide is produced.

9 So when you convert that to the

10 potential of this plant out here, which is 540

11 megawatts, which is 540 million tons per year that

12 this power plant is going to produce. Simple mathis
13 going to tell you that this power plant is going to

14 produce into the atmosphere 1,080,000 of carbon

15 dioxide up into the atmosphere.

16 Somewhere around 3,400 pounds of nitric

17 oxideisgoing to be produced and somewhere around
18 1,620 pounds of sulfur dioxide is going to be

19 produced.

20 So, | guess | have problems with number

21 one, taking care of New Y ork and New Jersey's garbage
22 down here. And then turning ablind eye to what this
23 plant is going to do to our earth that we all have to
24 live on and have to share, for the sake of some jobs

23

111
(cont.)

9/06
(cont.)

111
(cont.)

10/16
(cont.)

111
(cont.)

12/02

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 02
Comment noted. The EIS is designed to present all of the possible
environmental impacts of the various alternatives relating to the
proposed federal action, both beneficial and detrimental. The
economic benefits associated with the project are not intended as
justification for the environmental costs of the project; however, they
are presented as one of many resource areas impacted by the project.
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1 that they say is going to result permanently out

2 here, | am not quite sure.

3 | know jobs are important, but | guess

4 my pointisthis: When you counterbalance the grave
5 potential for harm that can be done to the earth

6 against the temporary benefits of some jobs, | think

7 itisobvious asto what the conclusion should be.

8 Now, | know | am taking some time here,

9 but | wanted to suggest -- | want to talk about

10 something else before | sit down.

11 Thisis supposed to be an environmental

12 impact. Probably about athird of you do not livein
13 Trapp here, you drove out on Highway 89. Did you see
14 that ridiculous mess that you drove on?

15 That isthe worst road in Clark County.

16 Theworst road. What happened was, back when they
17 first built this power plant out here, the first time

18 they built it, whoever it was, called down at

19 Frankfurt and got them to reclassify the road so that
20 heavier trucks could travel the road and bring that
21 heavy equipment out here, in heavier loads than the
22 infrastructure of the road was capable of holding.

23 So theroad tore up.

24 Then they, what? Built it back. That

24

12/02
(cont.)

13/10

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. The truckswould haul a maximum of 18 metric tons
(20 tons) of cargo each, which would place the overall weight below
the Kentucky-mandated maximum weight for Kentucky Highway 89
of 36,288 kilograms (80,000 pounds) for a five-axle vehicle. The
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet indicated any vehicle below that
weight traveling along that road would not be expected to cause
damage to the roadway. Should damage occur from vehicles carrying
more than the maximum weight allowance, the operator of the trucks,
in this case KPE, would be responsible for any repairs to the road
surface. Section 5.11 of the EIS, Traffic and Transportation, has been
modified to address the concerns of damage to the local roads.
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1 isalooseterm for reconstructing aroad. The

2 construction company that built it went bankrupt.

3 But at any rate, you can see what kind of road they

4 built.

5 Last winter, they started bringing some

6 more things out here at the power plant, and they

7 absolutely in front our own eyes, crumbled that

8 road.

9 That road has a classification that

10 cannot, under any circumstances, contain and maintain
11 the heavy trucksthat are bringing in the equipment
12 and materia over.

13 So, who is going to build the roads?

14 | wish the government would contemplate what is going
15 to happen to the road and who is going to build it?
16 Somewhere around $250 damage is done to
17 the average car per year from roads, the average road
18 inthe country. Thisroad here, you can multiply

19 it. You could multiply it and you are going to get

20 at least $500 damage to your car.

21 Plus, it doesn't make any difference to

22 these peoplethat get to leave after they build it,

23 when they go back to Cincinnati, or wherever. But
24 the peoplethat live out here at Trapp and have to

25

13/10
(cont.)
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26 Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 14

1 drive this road everyday, your car is going to suffer 1310 TheKentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstrati Qn_Proj ect isaCCT Program
(cont) selected by DOE to demonstrate the efficiency and environmental

2 damage. performance of new technologies utilizing coal resources. The current
3 But at any rate, | think we al know the state of the Nation’s economy and aternative uses of the Nation's

funds are beyond the scope of the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC

4 history of it, and | am not downing east Kentucky, Demonsiration Project EIS

5 they are good people out there. And | know them, and

6 they are well-meaning people, and | don't mean this Comment No. 15 | ssue Code: 22
7 to be personal. Comment noted.
8 But honest to God, that first attempt of

9 the power plant out here was an absol ute disaster.
10 Even up here when they borrowed $1 billion from the
11 government for a project that was not even feasible,

12 and they quit it. 14114
13 So, | think you should make sure, number

14 one, that the economy of this country requires this

15 to be built.

16 Number two, we should rethink our 15/22

17 priorities. When it comes to supplying energy and
18 the permanent damage that we do to our country and
19 our earth.

20 So having said that, thank you very much
21 and | appreciate your patience.

22 MR. SPEARS: Thank you, Mr. Walters, for
23 your comments.

24 I note on the sign-up sheet,
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1 Mr. Walters, that you were down for personally and
2 for an organization; is that correct?

3 MR. WALTERS: Excuse me? | probably put
4 down sdlf. | just represent myself.

5 MR. SPEARS: Okay.

6 MR. HERRICK: | am going to present on

7 behalf of Kentucky Resource Council first.

8 Thisis actually from Tom Fitzgerald of

9 the Kentucky Resources Council and | will hand this
10 to you in writing.

11 | am going to read this verbatim, and

12 then | will talk for a minute after that.

13 Before The Department of Energy National
14 Energy Technology Laboratory.

15 Comments Concerning DEIS for Proposed

16 Kentucky Pioneer Energy Integrated

17 Gasification Combined Cycle Demonstration
18 Project.

19 Dear Mr. Spears: These preliminary

20 comments are submitted regarding the proposed
21 Kentucky Pioneer Energy |GCC Project Draft
22 Environmental Impact Statement and will be
23 supplemented with extensive written comments
24 concerning the project prior to the close of

27
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

the comment period.

As a preliminary matter, however, the
Council was asked to address the relationship
of the proposed project and the utilization of
a shredded, milled and palletized municipal
solid waste fuel, to Kentucky's solid waste
disposal statute and the requirement of
maintaining consistency with local solid waste
plans.

After areview of the position paper
submitted by Global Energy to the state
Division for Waste Management, and after
review of the applicable statute and case law,
| believe that the facility is subject to the
solid waste regulations and is required to
obtain a determination of consistency from the
solid waste management governing body of Clark
County before importing and disposing of the
solid waste fuel.

By letter dated October 9, 2000, Global
Energy Inc., Suite 2000, 312 Walnut Street,
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, through its manager of
Regulatory Affairs, Dwight Lockwood, requested
a determination from the Kentucky Division of

28

16/21

Comment No. 16 Issue Code: 21
KPE is not attempting to circumvent KRS 224, or any other state or
local laws. KPE has appealed to the state for an interpretation of the
language of applicablesolid wastelawsregarding RDF. TheKentucky
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet has
determined that the RDF is arecovered material and not waste. The
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project facility will be
considered arecovered material processing facility and thegasification
process will not require a waste permit as long as the RDF conforms
to the statuary definition. A discussion of thisissue has been added to
Chapters 1 and 6 of the EIS.
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Waste Management as to the applicability of
KRS 224.40 to the proposed integrated

gasification combined cycle (IGCC) power plant

project in Clark County.

The request letter from Global Energy
(Hereafter Global) asserted that the proposed
project was exempt from waste regulations.
The 2-paged letter contained an attached
Analysis of the Non-Applicability of KRS

224.40 to the Kentucky Pioneer Project.

The determination of applicability of
the waste regulations restsin the first
instance with the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet, subject to
review by the courts.

KRS Chapter 224 is a statute that is
remedial in nature and its protections are to
be broadly construed consistent with the
public and environmental protection goals of
the statute. Exemptions from its reach are to
be narrowly construed.

The question of whether the proposed
coal and waste-fueled facility is subject to
the requirements of KRS Chapter 224, asa

29

16/21
(cont.)
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waste management and waste disposal facility,
is of significance to the residents of Trapp
and of Clark County, since if exempted from
the ambit of the term municipal solid waste
facility, the planned importation of processed
municipal solid waste from northeastern states
representing the equivalent of roughly half of
the residential waste generated in the entire
Commonwealth of Kentucky, will not be subject
to its scrutiny and a determination by the
local governing body of Clark County, for the
consistency with that county's approved solid
waste plan.

When enacted in 1991, Senate Bill 2
substantially revised state and local solid
waste management, requiring of local
communities that they plan for the proper
management of solid waste generated within
their borders and promising, in return, that
the local governing body responsible for solid
waste planning would have the ability to
control the manner and extent to which waste
generated outside of the boundary of the
planning unit would be managed and disposed of

30
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(cont.)
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within the planning area.

The proposal to thermally treat and to
combust the volatile fraction of one million
tons or more per year of treated municipal
solid waste falls squarely within the type of
facility intended by the General Assembly to
be scrutinized under the solid waste planning
process.

KRS 224.40-315 mandates that:

No permit to construct or expand a
municipal solid waste disposal facility shall
be accepted for processing by the Cabinet
unless the application contains a
determination from the governing body of the
solid waste management area in which the
facility isor will be located concerning the
consistency of the application within the area
of the solid waste management plan.

The scope of this statute and the
requirement for a determination of consistency
with the approved solid waste plan, is defined
by the term municipal solid waste disposal
facility, which is defined in KRS 224.01-010
(15) to include:

31
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(cont.)
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Any type of waste site or facility where
the final deposition of any amount of
municipal solid waste occurs, whether or not
mixed with, or including, other waste allowed
under subtitle D of the Federal Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as
amended, and includes, but is not limited to,
incinerators and waste-to-energy facilities
that burn municipal solid waste.

Thetermis broadly inclusive of all
types of waste sites, or facilities, where the
final deposition of any amount of municipal
solid waste occurs.

There can be no serious argument that

the feed material to be combined with the cod

isasolid waste, which isto say, that the
material is garbage, refuse, sludge and other
discarded material.

The waste that is to be processed,
according to the applicant, at the facility in
a state other than Kentucky, where it will be
manufactured from municipal solid waste by
removing large objects and white goods, as
well as glass and metal.

32
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The remaining material, including
chlorinated plastics, will be milled and
shredded. These pellets are municipal solid
waste processed as an intermediate step to the
thermal treatment of the waste to produce a
gas for combustion.

The proposed facility isutilizing a
fuel stream comprised of partially separated
and shredded and shaped municipal solid waste

used asafuel source. Disposing of the waste
through thermal treatment at high temperature
to drive off the volatile fraction for
combustion.

Assuch, it isengaged in disposal of a
municipal solid waste stream and falls within
the ambit of amunicipal solid waste disposal
facility the siting and operation of which
should be reviewed from consistency with local
solid waste plans.

The applicant claims exemption for the
waste fuel from the waste programs as a
recovered material, yet the clearly better
reading of the statute, and the intent to
carefully regulate the disposal of solid waste

33
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(cont.)
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1 by thermal treatment, as well as other means,
2 militates against the exemption of the
3 material from regulation as a solid waste.
4 The material is not arefuse-derived
5 fuel, notwithstanding the claim by the
6 applicant to the contrary, since the applicant
7 has indicated that it intends to retain the
8 recoverable plastics in the waste (likely for
9 the Btu value), and thusis outside of the
10 ambit of recovered material, since that
11 definition specifically excludes materials
12 diverted or removed for purposes of energy
13 recovery or combustion from being considered
14 recovered material.
15 Assuming, for the sake of argument, that
16 the waste were further processed over what is
17 proposed, in order to meet the state
18 definition of refuse derived fuel by removing
19 all recoverable plastics and other recoverable
20 material, such as mixed paper, corrugated
21 paper and newsprint, the definition of
22 recovered material still would not apply to
23 exempt the entire waste stream from regulation
24 since only 15 percent of the material

16/21
(cont.)
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processed by the facility creating the pellets
could be credited as RDF.

While the acceptance by the applicant of
regulation under EPA's Municipal Solid Waste
Combustor standards makesit difficult to
accept at face value the assertion of
non-applicability of state waste designation,
commenter concurs that the state law itself
determines how this facility isto be

characterized for purposes of state
regulation.

Because the material isnot arefuse
derived fuel under KRS 224.01-010 (23) in that
it has not been subject to extensive
separation of municipal solid waste including
the extraction of recoverable materials for
recycling, the processing of the municipal
solid waste stream to create the palletized
fuel does not make the material arecovered
material under KRS 224.01-010 (20).

The proposed gasification step in the
process and the cleaning of the volatile
fraction of the waste for combustion, does not
make the facility arecovered material

35
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processing facility, so asto exempt it from
the definition of amunicipal solid waste
disposal facility, or to avoid the obligation
to be consistent with the local solid waste
plan.

Beyond the specific failure of the
application to meet the criteriafor an exempt
recovered material processing facility,
because the waste feed will retain recoverable

materias, including all plastics and paper,
the context in which municipal solid waste
disposal facilities are regulated under KRS
Chapter 224 makes clear that the attempt to
shoehorn this substantial waste-fueled energy
facility into the category of arecovered
materials processing facility isan ill-fit

from apublic policy standpoint.

KRS 224.01-010, which contains many of
the definitions for this chapter, is prefaced
with the caveat, a, used in this chapter
unless the context clearly indicates
otherwise.

The statutory provision requiring a
determination of local consistency for

36
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disposal facilities was plainly intended to
cover thermal treatment of municipal solid
wastes with and without energy recovery, and
to segment the facility into the component
processes in order to exclude from the
application of KRS 224.40-315, afacility
which uses a sequential process of thermal
treatment followed by combustion of volatile
gases, and which presents many similar
concerns in management of air, water and solid
waste biproducts from a heterogeneous fuel
source such as municipal solid waste (even if
homogenous in shape), is contrary to the
intent of the statute and the public policy
behind it.

In sum, the palletized mixed municipal
solid waste does not fall within the ambit of
the state statutory definition of refuse
derived fuel and isthis not arecovered
material. By definition, the facility isa
municipal solid waste disposal facility under
KRS 224.40-315(1), KRS 224.40-310 and KRS
224.01-010(15).

Commenter suggests that DOE undertake

37
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1 these actions in order to assure full
2 compliance with applicable state laws prior to
3 engaging in funding support for this project:
4 One, request and await final
5 determination by the Natural Resources and
6 Environmental Protection Cabinet as to the
7 applicability of the waste statutes to the
8 proposed facility;
9 Two, assuming the applicability of the
10 statutes, defer the funding decision until the
11 applicant demonstrates the viability of the
12 project by obtaining a determination of
13 consistency from the governing body of the
14 solid waste management area covering Clark
15 County of the proposed importation and
16 utilization of the solid waste material for
17 the facility; and
18 Three, extending to the Governing Body
19 of that solid waste management area the
20 opportunity to participate in the EIS review
21 process as a cooperating agency.
22 That isthe sum of Mr. Fitzgerald's
23 comments.
24 Shall I move into my five minutes?

38
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1 MR. SPEARS: Sure.

2 MR. HERRICK: Thank you, Sir.

3 Okay. | am Will Herrick. I livein

4 Lee County. | am about 35 miles upwind from you.
5 | guessthefirst thing | would like to

6 point out, you have presented, last night and tonight
7 that you have three options for what EPA can do;

8 nothing, dightly nothing, and passive.

9 And you said in your second issue that

10 you believe that this facility would be built with or
11 without EPA approval or the island production.

12 | am going to quote you from the DOE 1718
13 document, Natice of Intent Environmental Impact

14 Statement for the Kentucky Pioneer Gasification

15 Combined Cycle Demonstration Plant in Kentucky and
16 Notice of Involvement, U.S. Department of Energy.

17 Let me see, "In absence of DOE funding, the Kentucky
18 Pioneer, IGCC Demonstration Plant, will probably not
19 be constructed.”

20 Okay. So that completely contradicts

21 the second proposal that something would be 18/14
22 constructed. In fact, the DOE should look at these

23 two documents together.

24 DOE does not think the value of

Comment No. 17 Issue Code: 18
After the issuance of the NOI and during the scoping process, a third
aternative, inadditiontothe No Action Alternative 1 and the Proposed
Action, was identified. The alternative was determined to be a
reasonably foreseeable future action.

Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 14
Because of DOE'’ slimitedroleof providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative
sites were not considered. KPE selected the existing J.K. Smith Site
becausethe costswould be much higher and the environmental impacts
would likely be greater if an undisturbed area was chosen.
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40 Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 21

1 aternative sites for the proposed plan. Site Comment noted.
2 selection was governed primarily by benefit that
3 Eastern Kentucky Power Co-op could realize.

4 The Eastern Kentucky Power Co-op 18/14
5 serviced the proposed site because the cost would be (cont.)
6 much higher and the environmental impacts would be
7 great from an undisturbed area.

8 S0, DOE has said that they haven't

9 actually looked around for a better site.

10 Okay, | am holding in my hand the Clark

11 County Solid Waste Ordinance.

12 This document isfiled at the State of

13 Kentucky at the Department of Natural Resources

14 Environmental Protection.

15 Section 6 permit: No person shall

16 engage in the business of collection and

17 transportation or processing solid waste within the 121
18 county, without a permit secured from the director.
19 And | believe that probably means the solid waste
20 director.

21 No such permit shall be issued until or

22 unlessthe applicant -- therefore, unless the

23 applicant -- therefore, in addition to all the

24 requirements set forth, shall file and maintain with
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1 thedirector evidence of a satisfactory liahility

2 insurance policy, which goes on to talk about how
3 much that is.

4 Section 6.1. Permit Issuance:

5 If the application shows that the

6 applicant will collect, transport and process solid

7 waste, without hazard to public health or damage to
8 the environment, and in conformancy with the laws of
9 the State of Kentucky and this ordinance, the

10 director may issue a permit authorized by the

11 ordinance.

12 The director shall have the authority to

13 limit the number of permitsissued to preserve the
14 health, comfort, safety and welfare of the residents
15 to promote energy conservation, and to provide

16 information on good management practices.

17 That iswhat you guys havein Clark

18 County asyour local law. The dialogue | read you
19 from Kentucky Resource Council basically speaks to
20 you asto why thislaw is germane.

21 Y ou have here, the obligation for your

22 fiscal court and your magistrate to permit, or not
23 permit, the 5,000 tons of New Y ork garbage a day.
24 That isavery difficult decision for the fiscal

41
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(cont.)
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1 court, given the circumstances.

2 I would like to just tell you some

3 stories about other counties.

4 In about 1988, Owsley County, sought to
5 start avery large landfill. That was astruggle

6 that nearly changed government, and it went away.
7 In 1990, the County of Wolfe, signed off
8 for afacility very much like this one, awaste to

9 energy site from aWest Virginia company.

10 2,000 people met in the streets on that

11 one, and the county backed away very quickly and it
12 went away in about a month.

13 In Magoffin County, it took about four

14 years, and a change in government, as| recall, to
15 eliminate the Florida-based mega landfill.

16 Lee County recently had an issue with a
17 gasoline dump, it went away.

18 Estill County has had political troubles
19 over their landfill.

20 | believe that it is an accurate

21 statement that no county government has survived
22 importing large quantities of waste.

23 And | would ask Globa Energy to stand
24 behind their samaritan belief that they are here to

42

20/22

Comment No. 20 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The EIS is intended to analyze public and
environmental impacts. DOE will consider the impactsand all public
comments before issuing the ROD.
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1 help, and invite them to walk away from the solid

2 waste component of this plant, in the spirit of not

3 causing the kind of conflict that will come about the
4 local government there.

5 To the EPA, | would like to make the

6 point that the vitrified frit is easily contaminated

7 metal that changesits leeching characteristics.

8 Y ou get very much copper in that, and

9 you will find, according to the literature that |

10 read, that it very much changesits ability to leech.
11 Manifestly, thereis asignificant solid

12 waste stream that is going to have an exotic array of
13 metals, many of which, you don't want to leech out;
14 led, cadmium, linium.

15 And what | have found isthat thereis

16 plenty of data on the quality of frit and its

17 long-term behavior in alandfill or in aroadbed, or
18 anywhere else.

19 So | would very much ask you to

20 serioudly review the heterogenous nature of this

21 thing called solid waste, and the impact on this off
22 product. | believe it may be qualified as hazardous
23 waste.

24 In the event that it is a hazardous

43

20/22
(cont.)

21/12

Comment No. 21 Issue Code: 12

Vitrified frit from gasifiers operating on other feedstocks rarely fails
TCLPfor metals and isfound to be nonhazardous. Thefrit generated
by this facility is also expected to meet al TCLP criteriaa. The
constituents of the molten slag from the gasification process are
immobilized in a glassy matrix which is nonleachable by EPA
standards. The Proposed Action does not include construction of a
landfill. Solid waste generated from the proposed project would be
disposed of at alicensed disposal facility in state. Hazardous waste
would bedisposed of at an out-of-state permitted disposal facility since
there are no hazardous waste disposal facilities in the State of
Kentucky.
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1 waste, that bringsto this reason the likelihood of a
2 hazardous waste landfill.

3 These guys are looking at producing--

4 the air quality permits allows them 500 tons a day of
5 frit.

6 Once you open alandfill, basically

7 its-- dl betsare off. Anybody who can get their

8 name on the permit of that landfill can dump in that
9 landfill.

10 So, thereis astrong likelihood that by

11 permitting this plant, you, or an adjacent county, in
12 fact, will end up with becoming the victim of a

13 landfill that they don't want. That can take pretty
14 much anything ugly that people want to get rid of.
15 Hazardous landfills are areal burden to

16 close. Many of those federally super-sized sites are
17 hazardous landfills and they can be areal expensive
18 proposition.

19 The air quality permit describes that

20 the start up and shut down of thisfacility can only
21 be out of compliance for a period of two hours.

22 That seems very difficult to reconcile

23 with the physics as far as starting up and cooling
24 down facilities likethis. So, | have avery strong

21/12
(cont.)

22/06

Comment No. 22 Issue Code: 06
The Kentucky Division for Air Quality has primary regulatory
jurisdiction over air quality issues during al aspects for facility
operations. Existing regulationsallow emissionsto exceed the normal
operating limits for no more than 2 hours during facility startup,
shutdown, or equipment malfunction periods. Emissions of the major
criteria pollutants will be tracked by continuous emission monitoring
equipment.
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45
1 question about who is, in fact, going to be governing
2 the emissions during those two hours, and
22/06
3 particularly beyond the two hours that the State of (cont.)

4 Kentucky saysthat isall we are going to call start
5 up and shut down.

6

7 tothe director of the Big Smokey National Park, |
8 believethat iswhat | wastold. And that begsthe
9 question why the federal parksin the State of

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

| was told that Global Energy had spoken

23/06
Kentucky, for which the Daniel Boone and the Wild and

Scenic Red, have not been equally considered in the
impact of what is coming out of the atmosphere.

The Wild and Scenic Red, in particular,
is atextbook protected zone that, I, for one, would
very much like to see not be impacted by heavy metals

or acid rain.
In regard to Mr. Walters comments about
Co2, | haveto say that | am equally concerned with

i 24/11
the concentrations of metals.

Thetotal tonnage of mercury and led and
cadmium, being offered in the import of municipal
solid waste over the many years that thislooks like

it may happen is an extraordinary burden.
Heavy metals affect our central nervous

Comment No. 23 Issue Code: 06

Dispersion modeling conducted for the PSD/TitleV Permit application
covered an area of about 12 kilometers (7.5 miles) from the project
site, including the area of maximum impact. The maximum air
pollutant increments associated with emissions from the proposed
project indicated that no significant air quality impactswould occur on
either a short-term or long-term basis. Locations existing 24 to 40
kilometers (15 to 25 miles) away (Wild and Scenic Red River areq)
would be exposed to lower pollutant increments than the area covered
by the dispersion modeling analysis. Total heavy metal depositionin
areas downwind of the project would be much less than 1.1 kilogram
per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over 20 years. Acid
deposition impacts downwind of the project would be too small to
produce any measurable changein existing acid deposition conditions.
Additional discussion of metal deposition and acid deposition issues
has been added to Section 5.7.4 for the Final EIS.

Comment No. 24 Issue Code: 11

The gasification process would produce asmall amount of wastewater
containing primarily dissolved salts. Heavy metalsand mercury would
be emitted only from the power island component (CTs) of the
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project. Total heavy metal
deposition in areas downwind of the project would be much less than
1.1 kilogram per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over 20 years
and present little risk to human health and the environment.
Incremental ambient air quality impactswould be avery small fraction
of therelevant federal and state ambient air quality standards (lessthan
1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
dioxide, and carbon monoxide and | essthan 4 percent of thefederal 24-
hour PM ,, standards). Therefore, the overall increase in air emissions
due to operation of the plant would be very low and present little risk
to human health and the environment.
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1 system, mad hatter disease, mercury is bad news.

2 They typically bioaccumulate, plants

3 take them up and concentrate them. They do not

4 degrade over time.

5 My family and | own about a square mile

6 and a half of land, 35 miles upwind from here. | am
7 confident over the course of the proposed 20 years

8 that East Kentucky Power Plant is talking about

9 running this plant, or longer, that my burden from
10 heavy metal from you, from this site, ismeasured in
11 pounds.

12 If somebody came to my property and

13 poured a pound of mercury on it, we would have the
14 police in there right now, and it would be a crime.
15 Y ou need to persuade me somehow that it
16 isnot acrimeif you do it in atimespan over the

17 course of 20 years.

18 That is the extent of my comments and

19 | thank you for your time.

20 MR. SPEARS: Thank you.
21 Julie Maruskin.
22 MS. MARUSKIN: | do not have much to say

23 except that | work at the Clark County Public Library
24 and this came as a surprise to those of us who work

46

24/11
(cont.)

25/06

Comment No. 24 (cont.) Issue Code: 11
Furthermore, the air quality permit for the project requires continuous
emission monitoring for major criteriapollutantsand annual emissions
testing for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen chloride, and
dioxins/furans. Noncompliance with permitted emission levelswould
result in a plant shutdown.

Comment No. 25 Issue Code: 06

No direct modeling of particul ate matter deposition was conducted for
the air quality permit application. However, Table 5.7-2 in the EIS
indicates that annual emissions of heavy metals would be only 0.53
kilograms per hour (1.18 pounds per hour) (4.68 metrictons[5.16 tons]
per year). There are 325,370 hectares (804,000 acres) within 32
kilometers (20 miles) of the project site, and 1.0 million hectares (2.5
million acres) within 56 kilometers (35 miles) of thesite. Evenif the
wind blew toward a single compass sector continuously for 20 years
and all of the emitted particulate matter was deposited within 56
kilometers (35 miles) of the plant, heavy metal deposition would
average atotal of 0.75 kilograms per hectare (0.67 pounds per acre), or
756.6 grams per hectare (10.7 ounces per acre) over the 20-year period.
Using this conservative high-end bounding estimate, the total amount
of heavy metal disposition for the 3.9-square kilometer (1.5-square
mile) tract of land would be 291.4 kilograms (643.2 pounds) over the
20-year operation period. The actual quantity would be far lower;
however, because the winds would vary, thus dispersing the heavy
metals over a greater area than one compass sector, and the tract of
land isupwind from thefacility. All emissionsfrom thefacility would
be within established federal and state statutory limits.

Additional discussion of metal deposition issues has been added to
Section 5.7.4 for the Final EIS.
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47 Comment No. 26 IssueCode: 21
One copy each of the Draft EIS was sent to Trapp Elementary School,

1 atthelibrary.

Y . _ _ Clark County Public Library (the designated project reading rooms)
2 And since we are in the business of and Lexington Public Library whilethe general distribution was made
3 disseminating information, we wanted to come here and on November 7, 2001. Additional copies were sent to the Clark

County Public Library following public comments at the Trapp public

4 get as much information as we possibly could. _ _
hearing. The comment period was extended through January 25, 2002.

S We thought that we would have alot of All requirements in state and federal laws, rules, and regulations
6 concerned citizens who wanted more, especially, regarding distribution were satisfied.
7 hopefully, if wewill get the document.

peruily, itwewit g . ! 26/21  Comment No. 27 Issue Code: 16
8 That would be nice. Comment noted. The concrete-floored storage building for the RDF
9 And hopefully by tomorrow everyone will pelletswill be located within the 4.8-hectare (12-acre) project siteand

would be capable of housing a 10-day supply of coa and RDF pellets.
The 4.8-hectare (12-acre) project site is located within the larger

10 be able to check out the documents that we take back,

11 take them home, have alook at them, read them in the 1,263-hectare (3,120-acre) J.K. Smith Site and is approximately 1.6
12 library. kilometers (1.0 mile) from the closest residence.
13 Thisis of aspecia concern to me

14 because | am aKentuckian. Tonight, | was driving
15 back from Lexington, | heard Kentucky referred to as
16 athird-world country.

17 One of the thingsthat happensin a

18 third-world country, is that other countries who have
19 more power, more money, send their garbage to

20 third-world countries that they are not living in.

21 I don't think Kentucky is athird-world

22 country, but | think other people have that concept 16
23 of us.

24 | would rather not have other people's
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1 garbage in my backyard.

2 So that is one thing that | hope comes

3 of thistonight. | liveon Iron Works Road. | am

4 very proud of our community and | don't want any more
5 problems than we have now environmentally.

6 | thank you for your time. And thank

7 you for having the meeting. And | hope more people

8 comeinto the library to get more information about

9 this before January the 4th.

10 | appreciate your time.
11 Thank you.
12 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much for

13 your comments. Rest assured that we will have those
14 copiesfor you shortly after the meeting here.

15 John Maruskin.

16 MR. MARUSKIN: | am John Maruskin and |
17 am the adult serviceslibrarian at the Clark County

18 Public Library.

19 When you listen tonight to the people

20 from Global and Eastern Kentucky Power, stop and
21 think if you hear the word combustion.

22 What is happening hereisthat we are

23 sort of being deceived, and the state is being

24 deceived, into believing that thisis going to be a

48

27/16
(cont.)

28/16

Comment No. 28 IssueCode: 16
Chapter 3 of the EIS explainsthe BGL gasification process. The RDF
pellet and coal co-feed areheated inacarefully controlled, low oxygen
environment, which causes achemical conversion process that results
in the chemical element for formation of the syngas.
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49
1 non-combustion plant.
2 But as Tim Walterswastelling alittle
: , . , 28/16
3 bit earlier here, there is no way that you can fire (cont.)

4 coal into a gas and not have combustion.

5 Itif it isnot acombustion plant, then

6 the people who want to import the sewage from New
7 York and New Jersey can do that without permit.

8 Once that becomes a solid waste that is
9 going to be combusted, then they need the permit.
10 AsWill Herrick pointed out, and | want

11 to emphasize isthat we can stop this plant from

12 being built if we decide as a community that we do
13 not want these permits issued to bring the solid

14 wastein. And that can be done, as Will pointed out,
15 through our local sanitization plan, our local solid
16 waste plan.

17 One of the thingsthat we can do in this

18 room, or to make sure that that does not happen isto
19 contact our local magistrate.

20 It isvery easy to get the number for
21 thelocal magistrate, it is 745-0200.
22 Call the office and ask them and they

23 will send you alist, just like they sent me, with
24 dl their names, addresses and telephone numbers.
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1 And | think it really behooves usto

2 start an action now to make sure that our local

3 officias know that we do not want solid waste

4 brought in here.

5 One of the things that always amazes me

6 when | walk around here and people walk up and say to
7 me, You are not from around here, are you? And | am
8 not, | have only lived here for 25 years.

9 And one of the reasonsthat | moved here

10 isbecause where | come from in western Pennsylvania,
11 the landscape had aready been destroyed by power
12 plants, and by factories, and by chemical plants, and
13 by the importation of waste.

14 And when he was talking about the

15 environmental impact of alarge smoke stack, it is

16 dreadful. Thereis particulate matter going through
17 theair all the time and you do not know what it is.

18 | grew up in an area where we had carbon

19 dioxide, coal products falling on us continuously.

20 | mean, the houses were always gray with dirt and

21 with the kind of particulate matter that used to

22 fall.

23 Of course, the plant that they are going

24 to be building, they would tell you that it is going

50

29/22

30/06

29/22
(cont.)

Comment No. 29 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted.

Comment No. 30 Issue Code: 06
Although afull chemical characterization of PM,, associated with any
fossil fuel combustion process is not possible, most of the hazardous
air pollutants listed in Table 5.7-2 of the EIS would be found in the
PM,, emissions from the proposed project. Maximum impacts from
the proposed project on PM,, concentrations would be less than 4
percent of the federal 24-hour PM,, standard and less than 1.5 percent
of the federal annual average PM,, standard. Table 5.7-4 of the EIS
identifies estimated maximum downwind concentrations of hazardous
pollutants expected to be emitted by the proposed facility and the
associated maximum lifetime cancer risks. The air quality permit for
the project requires continuous emission monitoring for major criteria
pollutants and annual emissions testing for cadmium, lead, mercury,
hydrogen chloride, and dioxing/furans.
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1 tobealot cleaner. Okay? Infact, itisknown as

2 one of the most economical and one of the most

3 efficient power plants that there are.

4 The studies by the RAN Corporation

5 suggests that probabilistic studies have not been

6 done enough on what will happen as far as building
7 these plants are concerned.

8 What the cost overrides will be, and

9 what the environmental effectswill be. There has
10 never been aplant in operation for people to know
11 what thereal long-term effects of this are.

12 It can always be feasible to do this if

13 we have like atwo-year plan, where we say, isthis
14 going to work or not, and then get rid of it.

15 But after listening to Tim, that seems

16 to be unfeasible, too. If they are going to destroy
17 theroads, and destroy the environment around our
18 community, thereisno sensein letting it get

19 started in the first place to even test it.

20 So what | suggest doing is that if you

21 feel strongly about this, is get in touch with our

22 local magistrate, and tell them that we do not want
23 permits given to people who are going to import the
24 waste.
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31/16

32/10

33/11

Comment No. 31 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project
was selected for further consideration under DOE' s fifth solicitation
(CCT-V) of the CCT Program. DOE concludes that the project falls
under CCT Program requirements due to use of the co-fed BGL
technology. The purpose of the CCT Program is to demonstrate the
efficiency and performance of new technologies. Plant design is not
available or necessary at this point because the project is still in the
planning stage. It will not be available until after the ROD is issued.
This project would bethefirst commercial-scal e application of the co-
fed BGL technology inthe United States. Similar technology has also
been used at the Schwarze Pumpe facility in Germany and the
Westfield facility in the United Kingdom.

Comment No. 32 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. The truckswould haul a maximum of 18 metric tons
(20 tons) of cargo each, which would place the overall weight below
the Kentucky-mandated maximum weight for Kentucky Highway 89
of 36,288 kilograms (80,000 pounds) for a five-axle vehicle. The
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet indicated any vehicle below that
weight traveling along that road would not be expected to cause
damage to the roadway. Should damage occur from vehicles carrying
more than the maximum weight allowance, the operator of the trucks,
in this case KPE, would be responsible for any repairs to the road
surface. Section 5.11 of the EIS, Traffic and Transportation, has been
expanded to address the concerns of damage to the local roads.

Comment No. 33 Issue Code: 11
The syngasfrom the gasification process would be the fuel combusted
in the gasturbine generator system. Asillustrated in Chapter 5, Table
5.7-3, maximum air quality impacts from the proposed project would
be less than 1 percent of the relevant federal air quality standards for
gaseous pollutantssuch asNO,, SO,, and CO. Maximum impactsfrom
the proposed project on PM,, concentrations would be less than 4
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1 And, please, don't fall for thisidea

2 that somehow this plant is going to be clean and

3 nothing is going to happen. Thisiswhat we have

4 heard al of our lives, and it does not work.

5 And | think as Tim Walters also said, it

6 istimeto start thinking of some more really

7 creative ways of generating electricity, and ways

8 that we can improve our environment by conserving, or
9 finding new sources of energy, instead of always

10 going for incredibly expensive, and not really

11 practical solution to energy problems that we don't

12 even have at the moment.

13
14 from New Y ork and New Jersey, what is going to happen

We are ready to be importing solid waste

15 to this power? Anybody experiencing any power
16 outages when they plug in their Christmas lights? |
17 don't think so.

18
19 Julie said, please come to the library and see us and

If you need any information, again, as

20 wewill be glad to give you all the information that
21 you need. We also take phone calls.

22 MR. SPEARS: Thank you for your comments
23 there.
24 LisaCollins.
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34/22

35/14

Comment No. 33 (cont.) Issue Code: 11
percent of thefederal 24-hour PM,, standard and less than 1.5 percent
of the federal annual average PM,, standard. Therefore, the proposed
project isexpected to have minimal impact on public health and safety
and the environment.

Comment No. 34 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The issue of alternate power sources is beyond the
scope of the EIS.

Comment No. 35 Issue Code: 14
Chapter 2 of the EIS discusses EKPC’s 1998 Power Requirements
Study whichindicatesthat the electrical |oad for theregion isexpected
to increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter peak
demand is expected to increase by 3.3 percent per year and net summer
peak demand is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year. Peak
demand is expected to increase from 2,031 MW in 1998 to 2,394 MW
in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on thisload growth, EKPC will
need additional power supply resourcesof 625 MW in 2003. The need
is further shown by EKPC'’s plans to construct four new CT electric
generating units to provide peaking service alongside their three
existing peaker CTs at the JK. Smith Site. Power generated by the
project will be used to support Kentucky’s energy needs.
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1 MS. COLLINS. | wasn't sureif | wanted

2 to speak tonight or not because | am a newcomer to

3 your community and | wanted to hear what you as a
4 community had to say about what was happening in
5 Trapp.

6 But since | have heard you speak, | did

7 want to go ahead and say that I, too, was broadsided
8 by this.

9 Thefirst | heard about it was Sunday,

10 and | thought surely that the people here had heard
11 about this. But now | am hearing that even your

12 local library did not have this document for you all
13 toread.

14 I have had an advantage over you, | have

15 had it for 24 hours. And it truly something you need
16 to get and read.

17 | went back into the Herald Leader

18 archivestoday because | still could not imagine how
19 that this had just escaped my attention, even though
20 this has been in the works since 1998.

21 And | found asum total of five articles

22 inthe Herald Leader archives about this project, two
23 of which were commentaries and the other three

24 articles of which they gave very little information
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36/21

36/21
(cont.)

Comment No. 36 Issue Code: 21
Copies of the Draft EIS were sent to Trapp Elementary School, Clark
County Public Library (the designated project reading rooms) and
Lexington Public Library while the general distribution was made on
November 7, 2001. All requirementsin state and federal laws, rules,
and regulations regarding distribution were satisfied.
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1 about this project. 36/21
2 When | look at this document that has | (con)
3 been prepared -- and | have lost my page.

4 There are afew thingsin here that |

5 want to bring to your attention and you will be able
6 to read these in more detail when you get this

7 document.

8 First of al, thisplant isan

9 experiment. Thereisno other plant like thisin the 3716
10 United States and this experiment will be happening
11 here in your community.

12 Second of dl, this document indicates

13 that thereis a potential for an increase in traffic

14 associated with construction of 500 to 830 vehicle
15 trips per work shift.

16 If they have two shifts at the plant,

17 you can multiply that by two. If they have three

18 shifts, multiply that by three.

19 There will be 40 to 60 heavy-duty truck

20 trips per day to the site.

38/10

21 Now, driving out here tonight we came

22 out 89 from Winchester. There was an accident or a

23 breakdown heading in -- down towards Winchester, with
24 four or five vehicles. We were amost in an accident

Comment No. 37 Issue Code: 16
The EIS is intended to be used as a planning tool that analyzes the
environmental impactsfrom aproposed project. DOE will consider the
document and public comments while making the decision of whether
or not to proceed with the project in the ROD.

Comment No. 38 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Impactstotraffic levelsalong Kentucky Highway 89
are addressed in Section 5.11 of the EIS, Traffic and Transportation.
As stated, during construction, 500 to 1,000 vehicle trips would occur
aong Kentucky Highway 89 at the beginning and end of the
constructionworkday. Theexact number would depend onthestaffing
levels required onsite. Construction schedules typically call for
workers to be onsite relatively early in the morning to avoid morning
schoolbus traffic, until early afternoon. The Transportation Division
of the Clark County School Board indicates that schoolbuses utilize
Kentucky Highway 89 during the period when construction workers
wouldbeleavingthesite. Section5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has
been modified to reflect the impacts of added vehicles on schoolbus

usage.
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1 right there at that site tonight on that road. A lot

2 of the area has bad shoulders or no shoulders.

3 Thisroad out here is not designed to

4 carry thiskind of traffic. And you all have your

5 children getting on and off of school buses along

6 thisartery.

7 Approximately 160 additional vehicle

8 trips per day will be made utilizing Kentucky Highway
9 89.

10 Another comment -- and in my 24 hours

11 that | have had this, | have not had time to read all
12 of it, so if | am getting my facts wrong, please

13 forgive me.

14 But | believe it saysin one place that

15 thetowers, the cooling towers would stack -- and |
16 am not sureif it is one stack or multiple stacks,

17 | haven't been able to figure that out yet, will be

18 visible either from eight miles away or from 12 miles
19 away, al the way to Winchester you will see these
20 stacks.

21 One of the thingsin my brief time

22 period in the community, asland owners near here,
23 and the plant would be, | think, one and a half miles
24 from my door, isthe beauty of your area. That is

55 Comment No. 39 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the visual setting of the project area are
presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic Resources, of the EIS.

38/10
(cont.)

39/04
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56 Comment No. 40 IssueCode: 10
Comment noted. An Emergency Response Plan, which documents

1 the thing when we came here that impressed us about o
39/04 procedures for providing emergency response and cleanup for any

2 thisplace. You all have awonderful, wonderful, (cont) project related spills during materials transport, has not yet been
3 unspoiled area here. developed by KPE. Theplanwill be developed during the engineering
4 We bring guests here from all around and construction phase of thg project and wquld adhereto Iocgl, state,

and federal regulations. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has
5 Kentucky and from out of the state and they are been modified to present a discussion of the Emergency Response
6 alwaysimpressed with the beauty that is here. We Plan.

7 can Edtill County, we can see Madison County, we can

8 see Clark County from near where we live, and the one

9 thing that everybody saysis, Look at this beautiful,

10 unspoiled place you have here. s0/04
11 And when that stack, or stacks, or (cont.)
12 cooling tower goesin, that is there forever, and

13 that is going to absolutely ruin this area here.

14 Another thing from this document,

15 Typica industry measures would be implemented to

16 minimize waste generation. Hazardous waste would be
17 disposed of in approved hazardous waste landfills

18 outside of Kentucky.

19 So not only will this material come here 40110

20 via-- assumeably railroad, according to this-- then

21 it will also leave here again with a double jeopardy,
22 bringing the bad stuff in and taking the bad stuff

23 back out. Not that we want the bad stuff to stay

24 here, but there are dangers associated with
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1 transporting these materials back ouit.

2 "Should the vitrified frit be shown to

3 be hazardous -- " should it be shown to be

4 hazardous? In other words, they are not sure.

5 "It would also be disposed in approved

6 hazardous waste landfill." They don't know all the

7 answersto this project. Itistruly an experiment.

8 The power line that would be generated,

9 according to this document, to Montgomery County from
10 the plant, the 17-mile power line, according to this,
11 thelocation for that power line has not been

12 determined.

13 So, after thisthing is constructed,

14 three years or three shifts of 1,000 workers on 89,

15 and the construction noise, and the dirt, and when

16 the plant becomes operational, and we are dealing

17 with all these thingsthat all these folks have

18 talked about, Mr. Walters and others, the leeching,
19 and the waste, and we do not know what will bein the
20 air, and we don't know what will be in the water, we
21 don't know what will be in our systems, then they are
22 going to build thisline. And | don't know how many
23 of you arein the pathway of that line, aswell,

24 because that yet has not been determined.

57 40/10
| (cont.)

41/12

42/16

38/10
(cont.)

| 43/09

41/12
(cont.)

44/06
| as/07
46/11

42/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 41 Issue Code: 12
Vitrified frit from gasifiers operating on other feedstocks rarely fails
the TCLP for metals and is nonhazardous, exhibiting none of the
characteristics of hazardous waste. The frit from this project is
expected to meet the TCLP criteria. The constituents of the vitrified
frit are immobilized in a glassy matrix resistant to corrosion in the
environment. The frit is nonleachable by EPA standards.

Comment No. 42 Issue Code: 16
Pursuant to RUS NEPA regulations, a NEPA document would be
prepared that would address the impacts from the transmission line.
Information in the NEPA document will be used to assure impacts are
avoided and solutions integrated to refrain from adverse public and
environmental impacts.

Comment No. 43 I ssue Code: 09
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 5.10.4 of the EIS,
construction activitieswould not have any significant impact on noise
levels beyond the boundaries of the J. K. Smith Site.

Comment No. 44 Issue Code: 06
The major criteria pollutant emissions and hazardous air pollutant
emissions associated with the proposed project areidentifiedin Tables
5.7-1 and 5.7-2 of the EIS. Table5.7-4 of the EISidentifies estimated
maximum downwind concentrations of hazardous pollutants expected
to be emitted by the proposed facility and the associated maximum
lifetime cancer risks. The air quality permit for the project requires
continuous emission monitoring for mgjor criteria pollutants and
annual emissions testing for cadmium, lead, mercury, hydrogen
chloride, and dioxins/furans.
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1 So, the unknown extends much further out
2 than the three-year construction phase. As some of
3 you have said, this has long-term ramifications and ?fcﬁtl.)
4 people said at last night's hearing that | also went

5 to, this has generational impacts for your children
6 and your grandchildren.

7 Thank you.

8 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much,
9 Ms. Callins.

10 Arethere othersin attendance that

11 would like to speak?

12 Y es, maam?

13 MS. BACK: Good evening.

14 My nameis Neelie Back, and | am also
15 from Lee County.

16 And like John and others, | want to tell

17 youwhy | don't sound like | am ahomegirl. | live
18 and amile and a half from where my dad grew up out
19 the Big Andy in Lee County and he left during the
20 World War 11 and went off and became a fighter pilot
21 and | wasraised everywhere. But | am ahome girl.

22 And | wanted to come down and talk to
23 you all.
24 My disciplineis solid waste, that is

Comment No. 45 Issue Code: 07
As stated in Section 5.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, of the
EIS, treated wastewater is expected to contain conventional pollutants
such asnitrogen, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, and biological and
chemical oxygen demand.

Comment No. 46 IssueCode: 11
The gasification process would produce asmall amount of wastewater
containing primarily dissolved salts. The CT engines and cooling
towers (see Table 5.7.3 of the EIS) produce criteriaand hazardous air
pollutant emissions. Dispersion modeling conducted for the PSD/Title
V Permit application covered an area about 12 kilometers (7.5 miles)
from the project site, including the area of maximum air quality
impact. Incremental ambient air quality impacts from the proposed
project would be avery small fraction of the relevant federal and state
ambient air quality standards (lessthan 1 percent for gaseous pollutants
such asnitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxideand less
than 4 percent of thefederal 24-hour PM ,, standard). Total heavy metal
deposition in areas downwind of the project would be much less than
1.1 kilogram per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumul ated over 20 years.
The maximum air pollutant increase associated with emissions from
the proposed project would have no significant short- or long-term air
quality impacts and the health risks are expected to be minor.
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1 what | do in Lee County, | am the person who is

2 responsible for the permitting of and the evaluation

3 of and the participation in by my community of

4 developments such as this.

5 And just like your community, we are

6 really concerned about jobs. And we are concerned

7 having agood way of life and agood quality of life

8 | know that East Kentucky Power has been avery good
9 corporate partner in your community in some aress.
10 They have done alot of good things for

11 you, and | applaud them for that.

12 | believe that | am correct when | say

13 that both Southeast Kentucky Power and myself were
14 recipients at the Governor's Environmental Award for
15 excellencein thefield.

16 So, | at least share that company with

17 them. And | want to tell you this, in Lee County, we
18 have what is called a siting ordinance and that

19 ordinanceis very explicit about what we do and what
20 local folks have a chance to say about solid waste.

21 Earlier, Mr. Herrick alluded to a

22 gasoline farm, they wanted to put a storage place for
23 contaminated soil that came out of all of these gas

24 stations where they have put in new tanks -- you all
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60 Comment No. 47 Issue Code: 21
NEPA requires that the public have the opportunity to comment on

_ _ Draft EISs. Theformal hearing was designed to obtain input from the

2 doing them wanted a place to store this and they public. Each of the public hearings was preceded by an informal open

3 wanted to put it in Lee County. And that was my house during which members of the project staff were available to

answer questions. All requirementsin stateand federal laws, rules, and

regulations regarding public meetings were satisfied.

1 haveall seen them -- well, the company that was

4 first experience with really being able to exercise

5 local control.

6 I am telling you, it isimportant for

7 you all to have that option, and that option is

8 guaranteed to you in Senate Bill 2, it has already

9 beendiscussed. And I, for one, am a bit alarmed

10 that the State of Kentucky, did not alert the people
11 who were doing thisto the fact that solid waste was
12 going to be an issue.

13 When you have a siting agreement, what

14 it does-- and | will giveit to you in avery

15 general sense and you may have a copy of this, |

16 brought it with me, | will leave it with the

17 librarian, you can make a copy of it -- if you don't

18 actually want to suggest that we adopt this ordinance
19 inyour area, you might get some good ideas about how
20 to organize how you approached it. p—
21 I would like to say for the record that

22 | do have objections the way this meeting was held.

23 | for one, would have listened to the questions,

24 particularly the first gentleman who spoke, who
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1 wanted some answers from the people who are going to
2 build this plant, and we are being denied listening

3 tothisas acollective whole.

4 And for me, it is very important when |

5 goto aconference, | want the speaker to talk to me,

6 and | want to be able to turn my next door neighbor,
7 or the person sitting next to me and saying, Did you
8 hear what | heard? And I think we have been denied
9 that by thisformat.

10 | am not saying that it was intended,

11 but | think it was done just the same and | would

12 like to register my protest. | would like for them

13 to answer to al of us, so that we have that

14 advantage.

15 The next thing isthat | would very much

16 likefor you to supply for us an opportunity to have
17 the names and addresses and e-mails of the people who
18 are here.

19 We can leave a pad out there and if you

20 want to, you can sign up -- and you folks with the
21 library, you are welcome to take that with you if you
22 want and | will put my name on that.

23 | want to say one small thing about

24 economic development. | am very interested in
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47/21
(cont.)

48/21

Comment No. 48 Issue Code: 21
The names and affiliations of individuals and organizations providing
comments during the public comment period will be included in the
Final EIS, along with the names of al individuals and organizations
that have requested a copy of the Final EIS.
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1 economic development.

2 | am from Lee County and the difference

3 between the really secure way of life that you all

4 have herein Clark County, we look to you in so many
5 ways as being very innovative and very capable and a
6 head of the game and you are sort of arole model in

7 that way.

8 And we are struggling to come out of

9 economic devastation that was brought on by the fact
10 that we are, in alarge extent, still want us to be

11 an extraction economy, and there are problems with
12 people who come from extraction economies, which has
13 been alluded earlier here, also.

14 But | think that it isreally, really,

15 redlly important that you all understand Hal Rogers,
16 who isthe representative, he does not represent

17 Clark County, but he does represent fifth

18 congressional district. Heis chair of ways and

19 means, okay? Heisaso chair of transportation.

20 Those are two extremely powerful committee positions.
21 He is pumping in hundreds of millions of

22 dollarsinto the southeast Kentucky economy to clean
23 itup. And he hasjust announced from his summerset
24 place hislatest initiative called Companies Coming
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1 inwhich we intend to entice the tourists of the

2 northeastern corridor, up therein New Y ork, and all
3 up and down that corridor there, to come and visit us
4 in southeast Kentucky and leave their money.

5 I am telling you, folks, thereis more

6 than oneway to skinacat. And one more important
7 thing, when you are acommunity that has afacility
8 like alandfill, guesswhat? One of the things that 49/21
9 you get to do, usually, iswrite a host agreement.

10 And in that agreement, you tell the company what you
11 want to make sure that your infrastructure staysin

12 good shape. To make sure that you have monitoring
13 capabilities.

14 When we were looking at the gasoline

15 farm, we said to the people who were putting it in,
16 wewant you to do thiskind of testing, and we want
17 you to report that testing to us. We want to have a
18 chanceto evaluate our water. So those tools are

19 availableto you and | will leave a copy.

20 | want you to know that you have

21 friends, upwind.

22 Thank you very much.

23 MR. SPEARS: | think | saw another hand
24 back here.

Comment No. 49
Comment noted.

Issue Code: 21
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1 MR. WILLIAMS: My nameis Sam Williams.

2 | sound like | am from Clark County and | am. Comment No. 50 IssueCode: 16
Comment noted. The relatively small amounts and generally widely
} . dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not economically support
4 traveled as an officer of the Navy, asamining exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF
5 engineer, as afuel procurement officia for a supplies. Importing RDF from a densely popul ated metropolitan area
is more economically viable in order to supply the necessary amount
of RDF required to operate the plant.

3 But during the course of my life, | have

6 utility company, and | seealot fallaciesinwhat is

7 inthisdraft plan that we have here.

8 First, I would like to discuss -- they

9 talk about the RDF, they say it is going to come out
10 of New York and New Jersey.

11 When | was a civil engineer corps

12 officer, stationed at Philadel phia Naval Shipyard in
13 1981, there was a problem then. Garbage trucks | eft
14 Philadelphia, going over the bridges into New Jersey,
15 massive landfills.

50/16

16 | mean, landfills probably atenth the

17 size of Clark County, just stacks and stacks of
18 garbage. They have to get rid of that stuff.

19 If you recall some of the news back at
20 that time there were garbage barges that they were 50/16
21 taking out to seatrying to get rid of it. So that (cont)
22 isaproblem, but that istheir problem, that

23 shouldn't be our problem.

24 Number two, the coal that is coming into
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65 Comment No. 51 Issue Code: 16

KPE intends to use high-sulfur coal asthe coal fuel co-feed. Western
_ _ , Kentucky coa is generally considered the high-sulfur coa region;
2 | understand about the lerky system, it requires high Y18 however, Eastern K entucky may also providehigh-sulfur coal supplies.
3 sulfur coal. That high sulfur coal will come from KPE intends to use Kentucky coal to supply the 2,268 metric tons
(2,500 tons) per day required for gasifier operation.

1 thisplant. From what | read, and from what

4 Indianaor lllinois, or west Kentucky. It will not

5 come from our region in eastern Kentucky. Comment No. 52 |ssue Code: 16
6 The third thing that came as a surprise Comment noted.

7 to me, they have to have petroleum coke to start this 52/16 Comment No. 53 |ssue Code: 10
8 plant up. | don't know if you know what petroleum Comment noted. Asdiscussed in Section 5.11 of the EIS, Traffic and

Transportation, KPE intendsto ship all required fuelstothesiteviarail

9 cokeis, but that is a biproduct of the refining =1 : e
transport. KPE feelsthat thisismore economically beneficial and that

10 process of crude oil. truck transportation of all fuel feeds is not a viable alternative. KPE
11 And petroleum coke is avery strange intends to adhere to the community desire to avoid use of significant
truck transport.

12 component of awaste component. It isvery dusty, it
13 isvery highin sulfur, it isavery hard material to

14 handle.

15 And the petroleum coke generators have ?czéﬁf )
16 been trying to pawn that off on the utility industry
17 for 20 yearsthat | know of. It isawaste biproduct
18 and we don't need it herein Clark County. Itis

19 very dusty and it is very hard to handle.

20 So the point that | want to make here,

21 thisisatransportation nightmare. You are going to
22 haveto bring this material from New Y ork, New

53/10

23 Jersey, up over the Appalachia mountains or either
24 down the coast and up the Mississippi River. Itis
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1 going to be very expensiveto get here.

2 And itisgoing to haveto be

3 transloaded to bring in by railroad car. What are

4 you going to do? What is going to happen? They are
5 going to end up on trucks because you cannot work

6 out -- if you recal, | hope you remember this, a

7 company | was affiliated with, had a power plant down
8 near Danville and they could not negotiate reasonable
9 rates with the railroad, so they ended up bringing

10 all the coal into this power plant for a period of

11 two years by truck.

12 We were talking about 5- to 700 trucks a

13 day coming in and out to basically generate the same
14 amount of electricity that we are talking about here.
15 So you are looking at atremendous

16 amount of impact if that comes to pass.

17 Let's talk about the coa. It will have

18 to be transloaded, probably originate by barge,

19 transloaded to railcar to bring it in. What is going
20 to happen? It isgoing to be on trucks. And the

21 petroleum coke, it is originated in barges and it

22 will comein probably by trucks, also.

23 That is just some observations there.

24 The one lady mentioned about the frit, and the other
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53/10
(cont.)

53/10
(cont.)

54/12

Comment No. 54 Issue Code: 12
Thevitrified frit produced from the quenching of molten slag from the
gasification processutilizing other feedstocksrarely failsthe TCLPfor
metals and is nonhazardous. The frit produced by this facility would
result from a coal and RDF co-feed and is expected to meet all TCLP
criteria. The frit consists primarily of ash (99.2 percent by weight)
composed of oxides of the following elements silicon (SO,),
auminum (Al,Q,), titanium (TiO,), iron (Fe,0;), calcium (CaO),
magnesium (MgO), potassium (K,0O) and sodium (N&0O). It also
consists of chloride, fluoride, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, boron,
cadmium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, manganese, mercury,
molybdenum, nickel, silver, thallium, vanadium and zinc. All
constituentsof thefrit areimmobilized in aglassy matrix whichisnon-
leachable in the environment. Vitrified frit would pass the more
stringent Universal Treatment Standards criteria of the EPA-TCLP
analytical method. Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to include a
more detailed description of the frit. The frit is considered a
commercial product, not a waste, and is expected to be marketable.
Since there are no hazardous waste landfills in Kentucky, any
hazardous waste generated onsite would be disposed of at a licensed
out-of-state hazardous waste disposal facility.
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1 biproducts, talks about them being potentially

2 hazardous.

3 What is going to happen? If itis

4 hazardous, what are they going to do with it? There
5 are no hazardous landfills in the State of Kentucky,
6 we have already heard that. So it isgoing to have

7 to be stored somewhere. If it isgoing to be stored,

8 itisgoing to be a hazardous landfill, it is going

9 to have be generated somewhere in this region.

10 Also, it talks about ethereal effluent,

11 what isthat? They talk about an ethereal effluent,
12 it hasn't been addressed at all, how to treat that,

13 what itis?

14 S0, | think there are too many questions

15 here that remain unanswered. If the tests goes on,
16 it will probably make it work so they can get their
17 $78 million or whatever from the federal government,
18 then usfolksin Clark County are going to be sitting
19 here with agray elephant, or a blue elephant, or

20 whatever color it is painted, and there is somebody
21 going to comein here and try to make it work and
22 they will cut corners, they won't be bringing it in
23 on therailroad, they won't be disposing of the

24 material, they will have to haul the material out and
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54/12
(cont.)

55/22

Comment No. 55 Issue Code: 22
The EIS isintended to be used as a planning tool. The DOE will use
the document and public comments to address concerns and answer
guestions. DOE will consider all public comments beforethe ROD is
issued. The ROD will beissued no sooner than 30 days after the Final
ElSisdistributed and a notice of its availability is issued.
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1 itjust won't work.

2 That is my thoughts. By the way, |

3 appreciate -- | have one of my former science

4 teachers here and hopefully | haven't bundled up any
5 of the science.

6 But, as acitizen of Clark County, and

7 likel say, | am 49 years old, moved here when | was
8 five. And Clark County isagreat place. And | am
9 tickled to death to see our county judge here and our
10 newly elected state representative. And it is good
11 to seethat our leaders are interested in what is

12 going on.
13 With that, | will let you go.
14 By theway, | got my book about two

15 weeks ago, so | got achanceto read it.

16 MR. STICKLING: My nameis Jack

17 Stickling. | livein Estill County, about four or

18 five miles downwind of thisarea. Upstream, | guess
19 you cal it, but downwind.

20 | live on afarm about 130 acres, me and

21 my wife and our two-year-old child.

22 And when | heard about this -- | have

23 been kind of following this plant for several years,
24 three or four years| have been reading it in the

68
| 55/22
(cont.)
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1 paper and certain journals and stuff.

2 But | realized that it was coming down

3 theline, but my first concern -- well, first, | am

4 inkind of in aquandary.

5 Because | feel here in this part of the

6 state, obviously, we need the jobs, and plus my

7 environmental background, | applaud the DOE to a
8 certain extent, for looking at alternative energy

9 project likethis, and for taking care of some of our
10 solid waste issues and the fact that we need more
11 electricity, and | appreciate that.

12 The quandary, the other flip side causes
13 are more negative than it is positive. We are

14 concerned about the air quality of being so close
15 downwind.

16 | haven't had a chance to read the

17 document yet, and | certainly will as soon as| do
18 get achance, but any time you have incinerators,
19 there are going to be off gas, there are going to be
20 problems. Things don't run the way you want them to
21 runall thetime. So thereisgoing to be problems
22 with off gases, that is my first concern.

23 My second concern is, | think, herein

24 this part of the state, we are also close to the
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56/02

57/22

58/06

58/06
(cont.)

59/20

Comment No. 56 Issue Code: 02
Comment noted. The unemployment rates for the counties within the
socioeconomic ROI are presented in Chapter 4 of the EIS, Table4.3-2.
The rates have risen since 2000, with recent figures presented by the
Kentucky Department for Employment Services showing
unemployment rates of 5.3 percent for Clark County, 3.0 percent for
Fayette County, and 4.5 percent for Madison County as of December
2001. The ROI rate has risen to 3.5 percent and the State of
Kentucky's rate is 5.2 percent. This increase in unemployment
indicates that jobs are needed in the area.

Comment No. 57 |ssue Code: 22
Comment noted.

Comment No. 58 Issue Code: 06
The air quality permit for the project requires that conditions which
upset the process be reported to the Kentucky Division for Air Quality.
If the problem cannot be remedied within 2 hours, the affected
facilitieswould haveto be shut down to avoid being found in violation
of the requirements of the air quality permit. Conditions in the air
guality permit are enforceable under both state and federal laws.

Comment No. 59 Issue Code: 20
Comment noted. A review of the Kentucky Division for Air Quality
websitedid not identify any TitleV operating permit or state-issued air
quality permit for facilities at either the Bluegrass Army Depot in
Richmond, Kentucky or the now closed Lexington Bluegrass Army
Depot. A review of the EPA Region 4 Waste Management Division
website identified some clean-up programsat the Lexington Bluegrass
Army Depot facility which the Army has closed and which was
subsequently leased to the Kentucky Division of Military Affairs.
None of the information from these website searches identifies any
activities or facilities which would have meaningful cumulative air
guality impacts when considered in conjunction with the proposed
project.
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1 Bluegrass Army Depot, | think that it isinevitable

2 that we are going to have some type of incinerator,

3 or some type of adisposal system there that is also

4 going to cause negative impact to the air quality.

5 And | have not read the document, but |

6 think it ought to address any effect of those two

7 airstreams of contaminations. What do you call it

8 where you have the cumulative effect? And | think
9 those ought to be looked at closely what the

10 cumulative effect of people downwind, which will just
11 asmall part of Clark County, but alarge part of

12 Powell County and alarge part of Estill County and
13 further to the east.

14 And my guessisthat it does not look at

15 the cumulative effect of contamination that we are
16 going to have to see down in the next few years.

17 Another thing that | learned tonight, |

18 didn't realize the waste stream was going to be

19 coming from areas outside of Kentucky.

20 As a Kentuckian, one of the reasons |

21 was not so negatively concerned about this plant, |
22 figure we would be taking local solid waste.

23 | think we need to take care of our own

24 environment, take care of our own problems. Hearing

70

59/20
(cont.)

60/16

Comment No. 60 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The relatively small amounts and generally widely
dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not economically support
exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF
supplies. Importing RDF from a densely populated metropolitan area
is more economically viable in order to supply the necessary amount
of RDF required to operate the plant. The RDF pellets will be stored
within a concrete-floored storage facility on the 4.8-hectare (12-acre)
project site that would be capable of housing a 10-day supply of coal
and RDF pellets. The 4.8-hectare (12-acre) project site is located
within the larger 1,263-hectare (3,120-acre) J.K. Smith Site and is
approximately 1.6 kilometers (1.0 mile) from the closest residence.
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60/16 Comment noted.
(cont.)

Comment No. 62 Issue Code: 12
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to demonstrate and determine
thereliability, availability, and maintainability of autility-scale IGCC
6U22  system using high-sulfur bituminous coal and an RDF blend as a co-

1 that it is coming from out of state also concerns
2 me. And | don't think we need to be the dumping
3 grounds of the United States herein Kentucky. |

4 think we have paid our dues alot, especialy in

5 eastern Kentucky in supplying in our coal resources feed to produce the syngas that will run the CTs. Neither DOE nor
6 and in our timber resources. KPE has plans to incinerate radioactive and mixed waste at the
7 And | don't think we need to be the proposed facility.

8 dumping grounds of waste.

9 Thethird point that | am alittle

10 concerned about, and | also learned tonight, was this
11 term called thefrit, glassfrit. And it kind of

12 cametogether when | was listening to this. | know
13 DOE, pretty much one of their main endeavorsis
14 dealing with hazardous and radioactive materialsin
15 the state, radioactive waste. And | know that DOE
16 has been looking into the technology of gasification
17 of radioactive waste, mixed waste.

18 And | am afraid that this incinerator

19 may be just kind of alearning ground in the

20 technology for rad and mixed waste disposal in the
21 future.

22 And | think this environmental impact

23 statement ought to address that and confirm to us
24 that thereis no chance of that. Again, thatisa

62/12
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1 concern that | have that this could be used for a
2 dumping ground of radioactive materialsin the 62/12
3 future. And definitely the hazardous wasteissuein (cont)
4 dealing with the frit. 1 would like to know where

5 the proposed disposed of those. | certainly don't

6 want them disposed here in my community, herein

7 Edtill County. And | am sureyou al in Clark County
8 don't want it either.

9 That isabout it for my comments.

10 Thank you.

11 MR. SPEARS: Do we have anyone else that
12 would be interested in making a comment?

13 MR. FISHER: Hi. My nameis Robert

14 Fisher and | was born here in Clark County in 1959.
15 I amlikealot of you all, | was kind of broadsided
16 by this, too.

17 | really learned alot more tonight than

18 | really probably thought | probably would. Me and
19 my wife, we came down, and | told her, | said, Well,
20 | don't know what to expect. If | am going to look
21 up and seefour or five people, or 200 people.

22 But the main thing | wanted to stand up

23 too, that | wanted to commend everyone of you all for
24 being here and representing your community and we
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1 haveto push, to me, on thisissuein thistown

2 bitterly. To make thisabigger issue than what it

3 is, or what it seems to be.

4 There should be 200 people here. You

5 are here representing your future. We are coming up
6 on an election year. Thelegislationisgoingin

7 Frankfurt, it isaheck of an opportunity for usall

8 to get together in big numbers.

9 We can al sit around and whine and

10 moan, and gripe, and stay out here at the store and
11 drink an Ale-8 and talk amongst ourselves and nothing
12 isgoing to happen.

13 But if we continue to get together and

14 not just wait on these type of meetings, we keep our
15 names together and get accountability from our local
16 officials -- which we are blessed to have a couple
17 here -- let's get them involved. At the beginning of
18 an election year, let them know.

19 And up to the state officials. That is

20 the only way -- it seems to me that we can stop it,
21 if that iswhat we want. That is not going to be on
22 a 101 or 202 basis, we havegot todo it in large

23 numbers and let's not let it be just aone and a half
24 year meetings like | understand of them happening.
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1 Let'skind of stay together on this

2 thing, that isall | have to say.

3 Thank you.

4 MR. SPEARS: Thank you very much for
5 those comments. They were very good.

6 Anyone else?

7 MR. HERRICK: The EIS said that trains

8 aretypically going to be the mode of transport for

9 the million tons of garbage aday. The State of

10 Kentucky, of course, regulates garbage trucksto the
11 extent that they cannot leave a drop.

12 | would like for the EIS to address the

13 velocity of the average train car and the long-term

14 effect -- these train lines run along the rivers of

15 Kentucky mostly. And years and years of leeching of
16 untreated solid waste in an areais going to be kind
17 of anissue.

18 And | guess the discussion of

19 gasification reminded me of the normally reoccurring
20 radioactive materials issue comment in the oil fields
21 and are not uncommon in coal.

22 And in the event that thereis a capsule

23 of metalsthat the normally required radioactive

24 materialswill not be concentrated to some degree in

74

63/10

64/12

65/11

Comment No. 63 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. An Emergency Response Plan, which documents
procedures for providing emergency response and cleanup for any
project related spills during materials transport, has not yet been
developed by KPE. The planwill be devel oped during the engineering
and construction phase of the project and would adhereto local, state,
and federal regulations. Section 5.11 of the EIS, Traffic and
Transportation, has been revised to include a discussion of the
Emergency Response Plan.

Comment No. 64 Issue Code: 12
Chapter 3 of the EIS, Section 3.1.2.1, describes the handling and
storage of raw materials. Primary and secondary measures (e.g.,
unloading in a closed area) would be taken to prevent PM,, from
becoming airborne.

Comment No. 65 IssueCode: 11
The combustion of coal releases naturally occurring radioactive
material such asuranium. Since the coal would be converted to syngas
andfritinthe carefully controlled environment of the closed-loop high
pressure and temperature gasifier, much of the radioactive material
would bereturned inthefrit. Radioactive emissionsfrom the proposed
project were not evaluated in the permit. These emissions would be
very small and bel ow regulatory threshol ds, and would not be expected
to result in any health effects.
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75
1 that process and | would like the EIS address that. ?férlmtl)
2 MR. SPEARS: Okay. We have that so
3 noted.
4 Thank you very much for those comments.
5 AUDIENCE MEMBER: |sthere an East
6 Kentucky Power representative here?
7 Hello?
8 AUDIENCE MEMBER: | work at East

9 Kentucky Power and | am hereto learn right along
10 with everybody else.

11 And | am not hereto betarred and
12 feathered.
13 MR. SPEARS: Two or three things that

14 | would like to mention here before we close this

15 part of thisforum.

16 My apologies go out to the library for

17 not having received your Draft Environmental I mpact
18 Statement.

19 In the back of those, you will note that

20 the mailing lists are there of those -- they were

21 mailed from Washington, D.C., from our headquarters
22 and | don't know what happened from there to you, but
23 something did and | will assure you that we will get
24 you acopy.
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1 | also apologize for some of you perhaps

2 not becoming aware of the meeting. We published in
3 the Louisville, Lexington and Winchester papers for
4 three consecutives weeks. Which is more than our

5 regulations say we need to, but we wanted to publish
6 it, we wanted to get the word out in other parts of

7 the media

8 Perhaps this type of situation tells us

9 that maybe next time we have to do a better job,

10 maybe we haveto call every radio station. | don't
11 know. We will have to analyze that and see how we
12 can better do that.

13 | can truly appreciate everybody being

14 here. Thisisthe purpose for this kind of meeting
15 isto receive your comments.

16 And | just want to say one other thing

17 to the young lady that said she didn't know why we
18 don't answer questions.

19 We have thisin about three different

20 schedules, if you will. From 4 to 7 we had the

21 informal, which allows you to come in and ask

22 questions and look and see things and get alittle

23 bit prepared, if you will, for the comment period.
24 The comment period then isthe legal
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1 part where we have the court reporter, take

2 everything isverbatim, it isall on record.

3 Assoon as| close herein amoment,

4 please feel free to ask questions of those folks that
5 | introduced while ago.

6 And that is one of the reasons that we

7 introduce folksisto et you know that they are here
8 and that it is an open meeting. We can have some
9 dialogue, we just don't do that in this formal

10 session because of the court reporter and that sort
11 of thing. It can drag on for along time.

12 So we separate that out, that is how our

13 headquarters folks recommend that we conduct these
14 mestings.

15 So inamoment, | am going to close this
16 formal portion. Pleasefed freeto tak to the

17 representatives of Kentucky Pioneer Energy.

18 We are going to be here for awhile. So
19 pleasefeel freeto do so. There are three of us

20 here from the Department of Energy and oneisfrom
21 the Corps of Engineers and three from Kentucky
22 Pioneer.

23 So please feel freeto do that and stay

24 asyou wish.
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1 AUDIENCE MEMBER: | am looking at the
2 agendaand it says, open house, welcome,

3 introductions, overview and formal comment period,
4 and | assume that the formal comment period is what
5 wejust completed?

6 MR. SPEARS: We have.

7 AUDIENCE MEMBER: And | would like for
8 Mr. Bailey, thefirst speaker, to be ableto ask his

9 questions so that these folks to come and answer the
10 questions now.

11 MR. SPEARS: Thatisfine. | am going

12 to close this part of it and then we can continue

13 that dialogue.

14 | want to let the record show that at

15 8:34 p.m., the formal session has ended.

16 (Public hearing adjourned.)

17

18

19

20

78
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1 STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, To-wit:

2 I, Michele G. Hankins, a Notary Public and

3 Court Reporter within and for the State aforesaid, do
4 hereby certify that the public meeting was taken by
5 me and before me at the time and place specified in
6 the caption hereof.

7 | do further certify that said testimony was

8 correctly taken by me in stenotype notes, that the

9 same was accurately transcribed out in full and

10 reduced to typewriting, and that said transcript isa
11 truerecord of the testimony.

12 | further certify that | am neither attorney

13 or counsd for, nor related to or employed by, any of
14 the parties to the action in which these proceedings
15 were had, and further | am not arelative or employee
16 of any attorney or counsel employed by the parties
17 hereto or financially interested in the action.

18 My commission expires the 29th day of December

19 2003.

20 Given under my hand and seal this 7th day of

21 January 2002.

22

23 Michele G. Hankins
Notary Public

24 Court Reporter

79




Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project

Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Shoebrooks, Jeff and Robin
Winchester, KY
Page 1 of 10

Comment No. 1 | ssue Code; 16
Comment noted.

Kentucky Pioneer Integrntcd Gaslfication
Combined Cyde D ation Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

U8, Department of Energy
National Energy Techaology Laboratory

fgn.ac { 53 /0
Written Comment Form
Must be pecrived by Jorary 4, 2002,
ﬂ‘-e .»"/&{w 2
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o el et Lt b ok —
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Ploase use agbky side if more spics is needed. i
Comment forms may be mailed to: Comrment forms may be faxed to-

. Roy opears 2 pears
U.S. Department of Energy (304) 2854403
National Esergy Technology Laboratory
1610 Collins Ferry Road
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880
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Combined ation

Kentucky Pionur Inte;rmd Gasification
roject

Draft Envirenments] Impact Statement
U.S. Department of Energy
N ) Energy Technology Laboratory

Written Comment Form
anm:iwm{ 2002 p:-ac Jile
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Comement fntms may be mailed to: Comment forms ‘“&r be faxad to:

US Depanment of Energy (‘lm} 225-140‘!
National Energy Technology Laboratory

3610 Collins Ferry Road

Morgantown, WY 26507-0880

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 08
DOE appreciates the provided list of wildlife species in the project
area. Section 4.9, Ecological Resources, of the EIS provides
information regarding speciesthat are typically found in the region as
well as special interest species. Section 5.9, Ecological Resources,
provides an assessment of impacts to species common to the region
and special interest species. The submitted list of wildlife specieswill
be retained for reference in the project administrative record.
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I(ulnckr ﬂcner !aleguted Gasification
Combi Project

\ Draft Environseotal Impact Statement
| U.5, Department of Energy
National Euergy Techuology Lal y

Written Comment Form
Musr be received by Jonary 4, 2002.
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Pleass wic other side If more space is needed.

Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment forms may be faxed to:

VI Koy Spears - Roy Spears
U8, Department of Energy (304) 2854403
National Esergy Techoology Labomtory

3610 Callins Ferry Road

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

| 4/03

| 3/10

3/10
(cont.)

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Solid waste would be transported to landfills via
trucks. An Emergency Response Plan, which documents procedures
for providing emergency response and cleanup for any project related
spills during materials transport, has not yet been developed by KPE.
The plan will be developed during the engineering and construction
phase of the project and would adhere to local, state, and federal
regulations. Section5.11, Traffic and Transportation, hasbeenrevised
to discuss the Emergency Response Plan.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 03
The commentor’ s concern regarding the potential for impacts to any
cultural resources in the vicinity of downtown Winchester has been
addressed as part of the consultation with the Kentucky Heritage
Council. The Section 106 Review process has been completed and the
Kentucky SHPO hasissued afinding of no effect on historic properties
from this project.

Chapter 4 has been revised to clarify that impactsto the entire Area of
Potential Effect have been addressed as part of the Section 106 process.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 06
Comment noted. Asdetailed in Table 5.7-3 of the EIS, maximum air
quality impactsfrom the proposed project would belessthan 1 percent
of therelevant federal air quality standardsfor gaseous pollutants such
asNO,, SO,, and CO. Maximum impacts of the proposed project on
PM,, concentrations would be less than 4 percent of the federal 24-
hour PM,, standard and less than 1.5 percent of the federal annual
average PM,, standard. Asnoted inthe EIS, the carbon content of the
syngas is expected to be less than that of natural gas. Consequently,
greenhouse gas emissionsfrom the proposed project would belessthan
from a comparable facility using natural gas.
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Comment No. 5 (cont.) I ssue Code: 06
Table 5.7-4 of the EIS identifies estimated maximum downwind
concentrations of hazardous pollutants expected to be emitted by the
g;;w_‘;*;::;:;j:,‘;;‘;;‘?’,ﬁ;;""""‘ proposed facility and the associated maximum lifetime cancer risks.
O Departmeat of Energy | Most of these compounds (all except benzene, carbon disulfide,
Natioaal Edergy Techaalegy Leboratnry carbonyl sulfide, formaldehyde, and hydrogen sulfide) would be
Wriktten Cemment Ferm Page Yep Lo a;@oci ate/d Wlith PM, emissiorlﬁ Disperi on mod;]elinghco?ducted fo][
the PSD/Title V Permit application indicates that the location o
Doce cue _ctbio 2 Mﬁf’—“‘“—“‘éﬁ—z“—ﬂ‘—%ﬂ'&‘“ maximum 24-hour average and maximum annual average PM,
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b Biawel Hangte srnclisin beitin's bl e, (o) tacility, within the boundaries of the J. K. Smith Site property. PM,,

forer, toein spect: Jlio o oMl crtle o Fi5_ concentrations (and consequently most hazardous air pollutant

enile A "t odeidele pa do by bocke 810 concentrations) beyond the boundaries of the J. K. Smith Site property
?M—é—ﬂfs-fiﬁaw” Bivets ot el detegr oy (%) \would be lessthan the maximum values. Theareaof maximum annual
peles Lies ol poca La_y-..u- B average concentration for gaseous emissions would be about 9.1
L ;::ﬁmlﬂ"*’ J“‘ﬁ:) L kilometers (5.7 miles) downwind of the facility.
- wli2e nd-nw Q\'V-CA.A.A-C-— L=
£= p_z%_wé—tﬁ@ﬂ-f-@ﬂ—%ﬁﬂ’ plotconcd Section 5.7 of the EIS, Air Resources, has been revised to discuss the
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Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment forms be faxed to:

ROy .
U.S. Deparmment of Energy {304) 285-4403

National Energy Technology Laboratary
3610 Collins Ferry Road
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

D-384



Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project

Public Comments Final Environmental Impact Satement

Shoebrooks, Jeff and Robin
Lexington, KY
Page 5 of 10

Kentucky Pioncer lotegrated (_:nil'intiun
Combined Cytle Demonstration Project
Impact Statement

Draft Eovi
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Nationa] Energy Technology £ Y

Written Comment Form
Must be recaived by Jameary 4, 2002.
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5/06
(cont.)

6/11

7108

8/22

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 11
No impacts to health and safety of the general public would be
expected from the operation of the proposed facility. Wastes generated
at the plant would be managed in accordance with applicable state and
federal regulations. Air and wastewater permits would limit these
emissions to protect the public health and safety as well as the
environment.

The gasification process would produce asmall amount of wastewater
containing primarily dissolved salts. Emissions would be primarily
from the CT engines and cooling towers (see Table 5.7.3 of the EIS).
Dispersion modeling conducted for the PSD/TitleV Permit application
covered an area about 12 kilometers (7.5 miles) from the project site,
including the area of maximum air quality impact. Incremental
ambient air quality impactsfrom the proposed project would be avery
small fraction of the relevant federal and state ambient air quality
standards (less than 1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide and less than 4 percent
of thefederal 24-hour PM ,, standard). Total heavy metal depositionin
areas downwind of the project would be much less than 1.1 kilogram
per hectare (1 pound per acre) accumulated over 20 years.

Therefore, the overall increasein air emissions due to operation of the
plant would be very low and present little risk to human health and the
environment. Possible public health effectsthat could occur asaresult
of fire or a natural gas explosion would be minimized through basic
facility design considerations.
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Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification
Combined Cycle D tration Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

*)  U.S. Departwent of Energy
Natioaal Evergy Technology Laboratory

Written Comment Form
Must be recetved by Jarmuary 4, 2002.
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U.S. Department of Energy (304) 2854403
lonal B Technology Lak

3610 Collins Ferry Road

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

9/16

8/22
(cont.)

10/16

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 08
Based on the impacts analysis in the Draft EIS, Sections 5.7 through
5.9, and 5.12 and 5.13, potentially adverse impacts to wildlife would
be minimized or avoided through the project design, implementation
of various management plans, and compliance with permit conditions.
By design, there would be no discharges into the groundwater and
surface water dischargeswould be regulated by KPDES permit. Prior
to surface discharge, pollutant loads on the river would be examined
and discharge limits established to protect water quality. An SPCC
plan would bein place prior to operation. This plan would set forth a
series of response activities that would reduce or avoid potential
impacts to groundwater and surface water during a spill event. The
terms and conditions set forth in Air Quality Permit Number VV-00-049
specify operational limitations and conditions, including monitoring
and testing regquirementsthat regul ate the emission of air contaminants.
The air permit is based on ahigh level of sulfur removal and recovery
from the syngas stream prior to its use. The air permit application
included an assessment of air toxics and a screening eval uation of risk
from possible stack emission constituents. The Kentucky Department
of Air Quality determined that this risk was insignificant and that no
further evaluation was required. While this evaluation is specific to
human health concerns, it is an additiona indicator for a low
probability of adverse impacts to wildlife. Additionally, a component
of the ar quality permit includes a Phase Il Acid Rain Permit.
Adherence with permit conditions would limit air pollutant emissions
in the local area and reduce the likelihood of adverse impacts to both
plants and animals. Prior to plant operation, the effluent temperature
of discharges into the Kentucky River would also be established and
regulated to minimize impacts to the aquatic organisms.
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Kentncky Pioneer Integrated Gasification
Combised Cyele Demonstration

Draft Eovi tal Lmspact Statement

U.5. Departmeat of Energy
Nationa! Energy Technology Laboratory
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8/22
(cont.)

1/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The benefitsassociated with the proposed project are
increased tax revenues for the State of Kentucky and additional jobs.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 16
The purpose of this EIS is to evaluate public and environmental
impacts caused by the proposed project. DOE will consider the
information provided in the EIS and public commentsin this decision
process. Chapter 2 discussesEKPC’ s1998 Power Requirements Study
which indicates that the electrical load for the region is expected to
increase by 3.0 percent per year through 2017. Net winter peak
demand is expected to increase by 3.3 percent per year and net summer
peak demand is expected to increase by 3.0 percent per year. Peak
demand is expected to increase from 2,031 MW in 1998 to 2,394 MW
in 2003 and 3,478 MW in 2015. Based on thisload growth, EKPC will
need additional power supply resourcesof 625 MW in 2003. The need
is further shown by EKPC'’s plans to construct four new CT electric
generating units to provide peaking service alongside their three
existing peaker CTsat the J.K. Smith Site. The power generated by the
project will be used to support Kentucky’s energy needs. Because of
DOE'slimited role of providing cost-shared funding for the proposed
Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project, alternative siteswere
not considered.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
Therelatively small amounts and generally widely dispersed nature of
MSW in Kentucky doesnot economically support exclusive utilization
of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF supplies. Importing
RDF from adensely popul ated metropolitan areaismore economically
viable in order to supply the necessary amount of RDF required to
operate the plant.
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American Woodeock (2-25)

Great Horned Owl

Eastern Screcch-Owl

Yellow-billed Cuckoo (5-293(5-6)
Black-milled Cuckoo (5-20)

Common Nighthawk (3-5)

Chimney Swift (4-30) (4-27)
Ruby-throated Hummingbird (4-27) (nest)
Belied Kingfisher

Red-headed Wor cher

Hairy Woodpecker

Northemn Flicker

Pileated Woodpecker

Eastern Wood-Pewee (5-17)
Eestern Phoebe {3-27)(3-4-00)
Eastern Kingbird (4-3¢) (5-2)
Greut Crested Flycatcher (5-22)
Tree Swallow (4-5)(4-6)
~orthern Rough-winged Swallow (4-23)
Barn Swallow (4-25)

Bitse Ty (nest,00)

American Crow

Page 8 of 10
wildlife of 366 Old Ruckerville Road =g £41©
BIRDS (- = at feeders) 92 species Blue-gray Goatcatcher (4-27) (4-23) {nest)
Great Blue Heron Eastern Blucbird
Green Heror (4-22) (4170 American Robin (nest)
Turkey Vulture Gray Catbird
Black Vulture (5-21) Northern Mockingoird
Canada Goose Brown Thrasher
Wood Duck European Starling {nest)
COsprey (5-21) Cedar Waxwing
Sharp-shianed Hawk Red-eved Virea {3-10)
Red-taifed Hawk White-cyed Vireo (4-25
American Kestrei Tenpessee Warbler
Wild Turkey 7 i
Northern Bobwhite Black-throated Green Warhler
Killdeer Magnolia Warbler
Solitary Sandpiper {4-23) Black-and-white Warbler (4-27)

Palm Warbler (4-29) (5-3)

Prairic Warbler (4-25) (5-3)

Yellow Warbier (5-10) (3-3)
Blackpol] Warbler (5-10)

Moming Warbler (10-4)

Common Yellowthroat (4-27) (4-23)
Yellow Chat (5-7} (5-1)

Field Spamrow (4-2-00)

W«
§ 4

Raltimore Oriole (5-2

Orchard Origle (5-%)

Eastern Meadowlark
<

Garolipa Ween (nest 99,00)
House Wren (4-23)
Guoldsn-crowned Kinglet
Ruby-prewmsd King

indigo Bunting (5-2)
Rumm&ﬁnm

House Spehvw

2/08
(cont.)
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Page 9 of 10
bepe 73 (0
MAMMALS 1§ species :RELIES 21 specics
Virgirie Opossum Eastern Tiger Swallowail
Bat sp. Zsbra Swallowtail
Man Black Swallowrail
Woodehuck Faicate Crangetip

East=xn Chipmunk
Eesiern Gray Sauirel
Eastern Fox Squirrel
White-footed Mouse
Deer Mouse
Domestic Dog
Cayore

Common Gray Fox
Corzmon Raccoon
Mink

Striped Skunk
Domestic Cat
White-zaled Decr
Eastern Cottantail

REPTILES 4 specles
Common Snapping Turtle

Eastern Box Turtie

Common Carter Snzke

Northem Water Snase

Eastern Rat Srake

Milk Spake

AMPHIBIANS 8 specics
Streamside Salamander

Southern Two-lined Sal fer

Ravine Salamander

Amerizan Toad (4-19)(4-2-000

Cope’s Gray Trezfrog (3-17)

Spring Peeper (warm nights &l winter)
Bull Froy (figst cail: 5-10)

Gieen Frog (first coll: 5-23)

d 6 species
Emerald Shiner

Creek Chub

Fathead Minnow

White Sucker

Green Sunfish

Orangetheoat Darter

Cabbage White

Orange Sulfur

Spring Azure

Meadow Frititlary

(irear Spangled Fritillary
Silvery Checkerspot (5-18)
Question Mark
Mourmning Cloak

Red Admiral
Red-spotied Admiral
Hackbery Emperor
Tawry Emperar
Mona:ch

Little Wood Satyr
Silver-spatted Skipper
Least Skipper

American Saout

2/08
(cont.)
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5 of Species
| Mammas _ li
\ Bards a2

s

| Reptiles ! 6

| Amphibians | 8
Fishes | @
Total Vertebrates | [y

e ——————

- t
(Duoetics | 21|

Gt | 2

Trees of 266 Old Russerville Read

Slippery Elm 13 species (incomplees)
Blacx Walnut
Eastern Sytamore
Shellbark Fickory
Chinguapin Oak
Hackberry

Eastern Redesdar
Black Cherry

Silver Maple

Bex Eider
Flowering Dogwood
Black Locust

Green Ash

P..&{ [o4 &

2/08
(cont.)
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
DOE believesthat the Kentucky Pioneer |GCC Demonstration Project
ElS adequately analyzesthe full scope of environmental impacts from
Sierra Club Cumberland Chapter the proposed project. Chapter 3 has been revised to provide more
Ramesh Bhatt, Ph.D. detail on the gasification process, including the production of the
Le;?ﬂ"g;‘f;ﬁ‘;“;]s vitreous frit. KPE plant designs and engineering work are subject to
email :'f'—,?s‘l,ff‘%%?sf—e‘ mter_natio_nal contractual secrecy agreements and are therefore
confidential and not available.
January 20, 2002

DOE-National Energy Technology Laboratory

Attn.: Roy Spears

Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project EIS Document Manager
P.O. Box 830

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Re: Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project drafi Envirc | Impact S nt

Dear Mr. Spears:

I am writing on behalf of the 4500 bers of the Cumbertland (Kentucky) Chapter of the Sierra

Club. Approximately a third of our members live within 30 miles from the proposed power plant in

Trapp, Kentucky. We arc extremely concerned about this experimental facility. We feel that the

draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) gmeralod by the Department of Energy (DOE) is

seriously lacking in specifics and underestimates or ignores potentially significant negative impacts 1/16
of the pmpou:d facility. '['he DOI:. has not ensured that a complete identification and analysis of

direct, indirect, and I from the demonstration and full commercial operation of

this plant has been evaluated in the DEIS Also, not enougj] attention has been paid to the

monitoring of this facility and the evaluation of this d ation/experiment. In the following

paragraphs, we discuss our concems in deuul

Vitrified Frit
Vitrified frit will be the major solid byproduct of the British Gas Lurgi gasification process that will
be used in this plant'. Concerning this waste product, the DEIS states the following:

The vitrified frit would undergo leach testing 1o determine if it is considered hazardous
material. Should the leach testing indicate that the frit is not hazardous, KPE (Kentucky
Pioneer Energy) would market the product for use in road paving and construction. If the
l:'rilzis determined to be hazardous, KPE would have %0 days to manage the material (page 3-
17

' Kentucky Pioneer integrated gasification combined cycle de ion project drafi emvi | impact
U. S. Department of Energy (DOEEIS-0318). Page 3-17.
? Ibid. Page 3-17.
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In other words, it is unclear as to whether this frit will be inert or hazardous. We feel that the
absence of specific information about the nature of this waste makes the DELS incomplete; it is
impossible to judge the environmental impact of this project without this information. Given the
fact that there are no proposed waste acceptance criteria for the refuse that is converted to the fuel
used in this facility (see below), we are concerned that there may be residual contaminants in the frit
that may exceed RCRA Toxicity Characteristic regulatory levels.

The DEIS further states that if the Ent is found to be hazardous, KPE, the owner of this plant, will
have 90 days Io manage this mzmnal However, no information is provided about the

of g this ial (; fora ber of hs, transportation of
th:s hazardous mdlenal ACTOSS xhe CDD.I‘.I.I]'}‘SIdc toa “a.sl:: facility, and the disposal of this material).
Onee again, we feel that the lack of specific and complete information about the management of the
frit makes the DEIS incomplete.

Further gaps in the DEIS concem the mechanics of the testing of the frit. When will the frit be
tested and, given the potential for significant variability in the quality and composition of the fuel
pellets, how will DOE and Pioneer ensure that sampling is representative? Who will conduct the
tests? How often should these tests be conducted and under what conditions? Answers to questions
of this nature are missing from the DEIS.

Refuse Derived Fuel

KPE proposes to gasify fuel pellets derived from municipal waste (RDF) in this facility. RDF will
be obtained from one or more manufacturers from out of state. The DEIS does not specify the
nature of this RDF. There are no proposed waste acceptance criteria or visual and/or chemical
analytical analysis to ensure that hazardous waste, including household hazardous waste,
nonhazardous industrial waste, and polychlorinated biphenyl waste is not accepted. The DEIS does
not specify whether there is any kind of quality control involved in the manufacture ofthese pellets.
It appears to rely solely upon KPE's assertion that these pellets are suitable for gasification.’

Moreover, the DEIS assumes that variability in the composition of the RDF will not have an impact
on the resulting syngas and byproducts, even though there is no independent evidence provided to
support this assumption.”  This lack of information about the nature of RDF is especially troubling
because KPE has indicated that even waste from industrial facilities might be included in the
manufacture of these pellets.®

Another major gap in the DEIS concerns the ratio of high-sulfur coal to RDF used as raw material.
During the 1-year demonstration period of the project, it is assumed that the ratio of coal to RDF
will be 1:1 and the draft EIS bases its analyses on this assumption. However, KPE has indicated
that proportionally more RIDF might be used in the furune Will this chan,gt: the nature of the waste
produced by this plant? If so, what are the envi q

¥ Ibid. Page 5-41

* Ibid, Page 3-21.

* Ibid, Page 3-22.

* Kentucky Pioneer Energy’s writlen responses 10 questions raised at the Subpart Eb Siting Analysis public meeting on
June 28, 2001, Page 8.

2

2/12

3/16

| 416

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 12
Chapter 3 of the EIS has been revised to include a more detailed
description of the frit. As discussed in Chapter 3, vitrified frit,
produced from the gasification process, is nonhazardous and would be
sold as a marketable product for use as road aggregate. The vitrified
frit consists primarily of ash (99.2 percent by weight) composed of
oxides of the following elements silicon (SiO,), aluminum (Al,0,),
titanium (TiO,), iron (Fe,0;), calcium (CaO), magnesium (MgO),
potassium (K,0O) and sodium (Na,O). The frit also contains chloride,
fluoride, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, boron, cadmium, chromium,
cobalt, copper, lead, manganese, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, silver,
thallium, vanadium and zinc. Analysis of the gasification process has
shown that frit is nonhazardous and rarely fails the TCLP for metals.
The vitrified frit is nonleachable by EPA standards and is expected to
pass the more stringent Universal Treatment Standards criteria of the
EPA-TCLP analytical method.

Variability in the RDF content is dependent on the MSW supply.
However, RDF production methodsinherently yield fairly uniform and
homogeneous RDF. Dueto the vitreous nature of the frit, there would
beno particular variability when aleaching test isconducted regardless
of the composition of the feed.

Any hazardouswaste stored onsite would be stored in accordance with
state and RCRA regulations. Once a waste has been tested or is
determined to be hazardous, it would be stored in proper containers
(e.g., 55 galon drums) and labeled as “hazardous waste” with
applicable hazardouswaste codes and the date the accumulation period
began. Based on generator status, the facility would have a maximum
of 90 or 180 days for onsite storage of hazardous waste prior to
disposal. During that time, the facility would be required to keep
contai nerswith hazardous waste in good condition and closed; inspect
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Transmission Line
A 27-kilometer transmission line, with a 40 to 45 meter wide right of way, will be built in

Comment No. 2 (cont.) Issue Code: 12
them on aweekly basis and keep alog of inspection. Regulations also
require that facilities generating hazardous waste have spill

conjunction with this plant. Therefore, this element of the project does not have utility independent Conti ngmcy and Emergency Responw Pl ans, whichincl Ude procajures
of the power plant and must be included in the DOE’s NEPA analysis. Otherwisc, DOE is | 5/21 . L .
impermissibly segmenting its NEPA analysis. The draft EIS alludes to the possibility that this to n0t|fy state regu| ators and the pUblIC in the event of a SpIII . KPE
transmission line might impact a dcsagnalc-i wild river m}l.hxs area and therefore m:ght be rtqulred 6/07 L. K i .
10 obtain a permit form the Kentucky Division of Water.” However, not enough i is waste management activities would be in accordance with applicable
provided to assess the exact nature of this impact. K ) . .
Visual Polut state and RCRA regulations. Compliance with regulations

15ual Foliution
ﬁ{;ﬁms’im:ﬁm facility stacks and plumes will be visible from the city of Winchester and from the S gnifi cantl y reduces the risk of Ieakage of hazardous waste
Pilot Knob State Nature Preserve.® The view from Pilot Knob is of special significance not only in 7/04 .
the present day context, but also b:c;lus_e Daniel Boone is thought to hav:algazcdand haf:umnfclilluesmss
region for the first time ever from its heights. Thus, from both recreatiol istori

rs, ives visu, i y i i s wi f ignifi . Yet, the .
BT ETS drens s rpact 25 matorafeant. The DO is esponsible under Section 106 of the Comment No. 3 _ ~ Issue Codg..lﬁ
R e o sona ol At et indieret ipacts i porentisny historic 803  Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, discusses the production and composition
viewsheds are an adverse effect from this project thal s subject to the NHPA process. of the RDF pellets using all available and relevant data. KPE intends
A e enclude that the <o in i pollgon cased by he proosed pamis to sgpply aI | RDF pelletsfor thIS'p.I'O] ect from t.he same manufacturer.
e 300 onaar L Son aeet 9107 ronaycas of hasardous aif polluants geaerated by gios Variation in RDF pellet composition due to different manufacturing
oy he K onsscky Mol Resources and Environt "“‘““",P“""f"‘,f;‘,,,,{;"’"‘.‘, hgrs processes should not be an issue for this project. The gasification
prosimity go o aperation, ol of Arseie and i‘fﬁ?ﬁiﬁ?ﬁf&&bﬂi{&ﬁ?m 1020 technology used producesavery consistent syngas product, regardless
for h hal ex " Mor h 1t by this ver plant wi . . p
d?;plau::arrjl'le ability of lc}::\::rl';utm* and morete:onomlcally beneficial mdump::s fr:m locating in 11/22 Of the varl abl I |ty Of the feed
the region because of its use of pollution credits.
'I‘?t:“_,ﬂmpph‘:th:?l? ithd: 15.1 million liters/day from the Kentucky River." I.nru':ﬂt Comment NO 4 I ssue COde 16

¥ xpertenced droughts. Ci ntly, water supply for the residents . .
s et elading thase in Lexingtan, has been affecied by the o f:](;.f f“’mfx.mi ] The Cooperative Agreement between DOE and K PE requires the fuel
/ wil wal of ad | from the system will si tensify . . .

ELv::lhzTEow?;dlr:wﬂ the ﬁ‘?::nf\l;:z:hr;e I_t)lilsyir:dica::s t;.ﬁn:nf:nam'i':\;';cse by Ji-.i’“gim““‘ | 12/07  feed to contain a minimum of 50 percent cod. The EIS provi des

analysis and impacts based on the fuel feed used for the 1-year

K ky Pioneer 1 cycle de ation project dreft e | impact .
U. S. Department of Encrgy rDom-.ls.oa 18). Pq;: i, demonstration.
Y Ihid. Page 3-27.
°nnd Pu;: S-18
of the i  impacts mumﬂb Mmuio« electric generating um.r; Report

publlshcd by the Kentucky Matural and
2001-771. December, 2001, Page 36.

" Kentucky Pioneer integrated gasification combined cycle demonsiration project draff environmental impact
starement. 1, 5. Department of Encrgy (DOE/EIS-0318). Page 5-24.

Cabinet in resp

3

The impacts presented in this EIS are based on the full 20-year
timeframe that the plant is expected to be operating. Changes in the
ratio of RDF to coal in the fuel feed after the demonstration period
would not significantly alter the impacts discussed in the EIS.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 21
Pursuant to RUS NEPA regulations, a NEPA document would be
prepared that would address the impacts from the transmission line.
Information in the NEPA document will be used to assure impacts are
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12/07
(cont.)

will amount to 4% of the water flow during the 7-day low flow average measure, it fails to address
the impact of water withdrawal when the water flow is at its fowesr,

Also, measures of average flow in this area of the river used by the drafi EIS are based on a study

from 20 vears ago'? and it is unclear as to whether there has been a significant change in the | 13/07
quantity of water in the river at this point.

Moreover, according to the draft EIS, withdrawal of water from the Kentucky River for
thermoelectric production constitutes over 60% of all water withdrawn from the river (133 of the
203 million gallons withdrawn from the river/day)."”” The proposal to withdraw even more water
from the river and to discharge treated warm water back into the river will have significant
cumuiatli;'c impacts, cspecially given that there are many mussel beds downstream of the proposed
project.

14/20

Monitoring
Most importantly, the draft EIS fails to ad ISSUES O the ing of the operations
of the proposed plant. Ostensibly, this project will be a demonstration project for a year. What will
be the nature of monitoring during this period? What are the criteria that will be used to judge
whether this project is a success? What input will be public have on the evaluation of this project?
How long will it take to evaluate the project? If the evaluation takes some time, will the plant be
shut down during this period of evaluation? We understand that the DOE typically requires an
Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMP) and Program for its recipients of innovative gasification
funding, which includes all reg ily-required ing and DOE-required monitoring. The
EMP should be made a part of the DEIS and included for public comment, particularly given the
dous variability possible in the feed to the gasification system, which could impact the
quality of the effluent, air ions, and frit

15/21
16/21

17/21

Conclusion

.’\coord].rqf to a recent study, Kentucky leads the nation in per capita premature deaths due to air
pollution.”” This study indicates that the mortality rate is 44.1 per 100,000 adults in Kentucky,
which is over 30 times the rate in California. In t!us context, we are extremely concerned about a
new experimental facility that is cla.ssﬂ'ed asaN ipal Waste C facility ', which will
be located within a mile from a school,'” and which prop to utilize ipal and possibly
industrial waste as fuel.

18/11

As residents of this arca, we will be the guinea pigs in this experiment. Too many questions remain
1o be answered before this project can go forward. We need more specific, complete, and unbiased | /16

(cont.)

* Kentucky Pioneer integrated gasi d cycle ation project drafi environmental impact
statement. U. 8. Department of Energy (DOE/EIS-03 18). Page 4-27.
* Ibid. Page 4-31.

** Letter from Lee Barkley, Field Supmlsm Fish and Wildlife Service, U, S Department of the Interior, regarding the
EIS. Kentucky Pioneer integrated hined cyele d oject draft environmental impact
statement. U, S. Department of Energy (DOE/EIS-0318). Page A-3,

* Clear the Air Organization. Death, disease, and dirty power: Mortalily and health damage due to air pollution from
power plams. November, 2000,

*® Kentucky Pioneer integrated gasi) bined cycle d
statement. U. S. Department of Energy (I)()I."I 15-0318), Page 3-21.
7 Ibid. Page $-10.

fon profect draft environmental impact
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Comment No. 5 (cont.) Issue Code: 21
avoided and solutions integrated to avoid adverse public and
environmental impacts. DOE believes that thisis not a segmentation
of the NEPA analysis as the transmission line is a related action and
bounding estimates of impacts have been included in the relevant
sections and chapters of the EIS.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 07
Impacts from the transmission line would be addressed in the NEPA
document being prepared subject to RUS NEPA regulations. All
impacts, including those to the Wild and Scenic Red River, would be
addressed in this NEPA document. It is unlikely, however, that any
impacts would occur since the transmission line would run northeast
from the project siteinto Montgomery County, and the Red River lies
to the south and east of the project site.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 04
Comment noted. Impacts to the visual setting of the project area are
presented in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Scenic Resources, of the EIS.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 03
As discussed in Section 5.5, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, the
gasifier stacks may be visible from Pilot Knob. This has been
addressed in consultations with the Kentucky Heritage Council. The
criteria of adverse effect, as described in Section 5.4, Culturd
Resources, has been applied to determine whether the undertaking
would diminish theintegrity of the resource. The Section 106 Review
process has been completed and the Kentucky SHPO has issued a
finding of no effect on historic properties from this project.
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information. We request that the DIES be reissued for public comment with a full identification
and explanation of impacts, in accordance with NEPA.

Sincerely,
JERES

Ramesh Bhatt, Ph.D.
Sierra Club

ce:  Heinz Mueller, Chief, Envir

tal Accountability Division, EPA, Region 4 {61 Forsyth St,

§.W., Atlanta, GA 30303-8960.)

19/21

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 06
As detailed in Table 5.7-3 of the EIS, maximum air quality impacts
from the proposed project would be less than 1 percent of the relevant
federal air quality standards for gaseous pollutants such as NO,, SO,
and CO. Maximum impacts of the proposed project on PM,,
concentrations would be less than 4 percent of the federal 24-hour
PM,, standard and less than 1.5 percent of the federal annual average
PM,, standard.

A screening analysis of acid deposition issues has been made by using
the following very conservative assumptions: that wind directions
would blow continuously into asingle 45 degree compass sector for the
entireyear, and that all sulfur compound emissionswould be converted
into sulfuric acid and deposited within 96 kilometers (60 miles) of the
project site. Since the annual average wind speed for the Lexington
region is 14.6 kilometers (9.1 miles per hour) (NCDC 2001), this
represents less than 7 hours of transport time as an annual average.
The resulting sulfur deposition rate would be an average of 1.9
kilograms per hectare (1.7 pounds per acre) of sulfuric acid per year.
If this were dissolved in the annual average precipitation (113.16
centimeters[44.55 inches] per year), the resulting rainfall would have
apH increment of 5.47 attributable to the project’s sulfur emissions.
Thisisonly slightly more acidic than the pH of precipitation through
clean air in balance with existing atmospheric carbon dioxide
concentrations. Even under unrealistically conservative assumptions,
the proposed project would not have any significant impacts on acid
deposition patterns in areas downwind from the facility.

The Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Cabinet report on cumulative impacts from electric generating plants
does not separate emissions from the KPE facility from those of the
existing and proposed EKPC unitsat the J.K. Smith Site. Nevertheless,
the analysis presented in the Kentucky Natural Resources and
Environment Protection Cabinet report is consistent with the cancer
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Comment No. 9 (cont.) Issue Code: 06
risk evaluation presented in Table 5.7-4 of the EIS. However, the EIS
presents amore conservative analysis based on 5 years of site dataand
the use of the official ISCST3 model as opposed to the 1 year of data
and newer 1SC model, which is not yet officially specified for permit
applications, used for the Kentucky Natura Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet report. The hazardousair pollutant
risk evaluation in the Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Cabinet report uses alifetime cancer risk of 1 in amillion
asaconservative screening threshold. Table5.7-4 of the EISidentifies
five hazardous air pollutants that would exceed that screening
threshold: arsenic, cadmium, chromium, nickel, and dioxins/furans.

The sulfur emission allowances that will have to be obtained by KPE
for this facility apply only to electric generating plants. Since such
emission allowances can be transferred on a nationa level, KPE's
acquisition of these alowances will not significantly diminish the
availability of such emission allowances. The PSD increment
consumption by the proposed project also is small, and would not
affect any proposed industrial facility that has emissionslower thanthe
relevant major sourcethresholds. Thus, itisunlikely that the proposed
project would affect the ability of “less polluting and more
economically beneficial” industries to locate in the region.

Additional discussion of acid deposition and metal deposition issues
has been added to Section 5.7.4 of the Final EIS.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 20
The Cumulative Assessment of the Environmental Impacts Caused by
Kentucky Electric Generating Units report issued by the Kentucky
Natural Resourcesand Environmental Protection Cabinet on December
17,2001, has been reviewed and rel evant sections of the EIS, including
Section 5.14, Cumulative Impacts, have been updated to reflect issues
presented by the report. The report raises concerns about arsenic and
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Comment No. 10 (cont.) Issue Code: 20
nickel levels exceeding risk-based screening valuesin the area should
both the Kentucky Pioneer IGCC Demonstration Project and proposed
peaker units operated by EKPC begin operation. These concernshave
been added to Section 5.14, Cumul ative | mpacts; however, it should be
noted that the Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Cabinet report states that the majority of the arsenic and
nickel emissions would be produced by EKPC's peaker units. The
emission estimates determined in that report are based on continuous
firing of a 90 percent natural gas and 10 percent fuel oil feed. These
unitswould only operateduring timesof peak el ectrical demand, which
tranglatesto roughly 500 hours per year. EKPC intendsto runthe units
using a100 percent natural gasfeed. They would only usefuel oil, the
source of the hazardous air pollutants of concern, as a back-up fuel.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 22
All wastestreams (air, water, and solid) generated by the project would
be in compliance with federal, state, and local guidelines and
ordinances. The presence of the facility should have no impact on
future siting decisions for other businesses or industries in Clark
County or Kentucky. No burdensto the economic health of theregion
as a result of this project have been identified. According to the
Cumulative Assessment of the Environmental Impacts Caused by
Kentucky Electric Generating Units prepared by the Kentucky Natural
Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet, further electric
generation capacity often facilitates the development of the area
economy.

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 07
The cumulative effects of withdrawals from the Kentucky River by
power plants have been discussed by the Kentucky Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Cabinet in their cumul ative assessment
report (KNREPC 2001), addressed in Section 5.14, Cumulative
Impacts. The Cabinet acknowledgesthat because many of Kentucky’s
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Comment No. 12 (cont.) Issue Code: 07
power plants are exempt from water withdrawal requirements, the
Cabinet does not have an accurate inventory of the volume of water
being removed each day by the existing power plants. However, the
KDEP is able to limit withdrawals from permitted sources during
periods of abnormally low flow. Although the proposed plant would
not be a permitted withdrawal source, KPE has stated that they would
cease water withdrawals if requested to by the state.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 07
Data provided in Section 4.8, Water Resources and Water Quality, on
the mean flow of the Kentucky River at Lock 10 is from the U.S.
Geological Survey from 1961 to 1999. Thistimeframeisinclusive of
the timeframe used in the J.K. Smith EA (1961 to 1977). Therefore,
the average annual flow estimated at the proposed site during that
study is still assumed to be valid.

Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 20
Inlight of the projected popul ation growth and associated industriesin
the affected area, the EISacknowledgesthe cumul ative effects of water
withdrawal. It is a potential problem in all regions of the country,
especialy in those locations with declining water quality, including
thermal pollution. The Kentucky River Authority website indicates
that the annual averageriver flow at Lock and Dam 10 (Lexington) is
12.9BLD (3.4BGD). KPE'suse, at 15.1 MLD (4 MGD), isabout 0.1
percent of that flow. Asdiscussedin Section 4.8, Water Resourcesand
Water Quality, the 7-day low flow with a recurrence interval of 10
yearsis 371.5 MLD (98.2 MGD). Under these conditions, the plant
withdrawal s would be equivalent to about 4.0 percent of the low flow
average. Thermal plumes have the potential to kill mobile aquatic and
benthic organisms and shift aguatic populations. This effect can be
cumulative and a statement to this effect has been added to Section
5.14, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final EIS.
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Comment No. 14 (cont.) Issue Code: 20
The Kentucky Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Cabinet has established regulatory limits relative to the Kentucky
River, which explicitly provide them with a mechanism to establish
thermal impact parameters. Kentucky regulations (401 KAR 5:031)
contain specific seasonal (generally month to month) temperature
limits, and on which permitted effluent limits are based. Project
specific information will not be available until an application for a
KPDES permit is submitted approximately 1 year (minimum time is
180 days) before plant operation. Thiswill occur after the project is
financed and the plant designed. However, effluent temperature will
be limited, and will be established to avoid impacting the monthly
Kentucky River receiving stream limits. Should low flow or drought
conditions require the cessation of water withdrawal from the
Kentucky River, an event that has not yet occurred, the plant would be
shut down for that period of time.

Comment No. 15 Issue Code: 21
TheFinal PSD/TitleV Air Permit, issued by the Kentucky Divisionfor
Air Quality on June 7, 2001, requires continuous emissions monitors
for NO,, SO,, CO, O,, and PM,,. Annual stack testsfor all pollutants
with emission limits established by the permit are also required. The
KPDES permit, which will be obtained at least 180 days prior to
commencing of construction, will also have effluent limits and
monitoring requirements established by state regulations. Along with
the required monitoring under the permit, KPE would monitor the
levelsof biological and chemical oxygen demand, pH, and temperature
in any wastewater generated by the facility. Any monitoring and
measurements would be based on usage limits and flows associated
with natural gas-fired plants.
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Comment No. 16 Issue Code: 21
KPE hasacontract in place with EK PC to provide power continuously
for a20-year period. Thefacility would not shut down after the 1-year
demonstration period, but would continue to operate to honor the
commitment to EKPC. Asdiscussed in Chapters 1 and 2 of the EIS,
the performance, technical, and economic data would be used to
determine the commercial viahility of the BGL gasifier at other new
and existing facilities. Should the facility prove commercialy viable,
the demonstration would be considered asuccess. Therewould not be
a new round of permitting following the end of the 1-year
demonstration period. The PSD/Title V Air Permit issued by the
Kentucky Division of Air Quality isfinal and does not require renewal
following the demonstration. At thecloseof thedemonstration period,
the KPDES permit for water usage would also befinal and not require
renewal. Any required fuel feed component changesfollowing the 1-
year demonstration period would likely require modification of theair
and water permits.

Comment No. 17 Issue Code: 21
An Environmental Management Plan will be required for the KPE
project and must be approved by DOE before operation of the plant
begins. Because the Plan would not be prepared until detailed design
is complete, it was not available for inclusion in the Draft EIS. The
Plan will be posted on DOE’s Clean Coal Technology Compendium
Website when complete (http://www.lanl.gov/projects/cctc/).

Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 11
There are distinct differences between gasification and incineration.
Incineration occurs at atmospheric pressures and temperatures and
mineral matter or ash in the waste is not completely fused. With
incineration, there is increased production and emission of criteria
pollutants. In contrast, gasification occurs at high temperatures and
pressures which significantly reduces the formation of oxidative
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Comment No. 18 (cont) Issue Code: 11
species such as SO, and NO,. Incineration produces semi-volatile and
volatile organic compounds and dioxin/furan compounds. Ash from
hazardous waste incinerators is considered hazardous waste under
RCRA. Analysisof vetrified frit produced from gasification processes
has consistently been proven to be nonhazardousasdefined by RCRA.
In gasification, nonvolatile trace metals concentrate in the vitrified frit
and are effectively immobilized eliminating or reducing their
leachability.

The proposed project isnot aconventional power plant burning coal or
RDF. Instead of burning such fuelsin a boiler system, the proposed
project would use gasification technologies to chemically convert the
coa and RDF mix into a syngas fuel consisting primarily of CO and
H,. Thegasifier operatesasacompletely enclosed pressurized system.
Gasification occurs at high temperatures which ensures complete
destruction of toxic organic compounds and incorporation of heavy
metals in molten slag. The molten slag is recovered by quenching as
anonleachableglassy frit. Gasificationoccursinacarefully controlled
environment. Theprocessproducesnoair emissions. Furthermore, the
high temperatures achieved during gasification prevent the formation
of dioxins furans. A description of the gasification process can be
found in Section 3.1.2.2 of the EIS.

The gasification of RFD and coa occurs at high temperatures and
pressures and produces no air emissions. Incremental ambient air
quality impacts from the proposed project (CTs and cooling towers)
would beavery small fraction of therelevant federal and state ambient
air quality standards (lessthan 1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as
SO,, NO,, and CO and less than 4 percent of the federal 24-hour PM
standard). The maximum air pollutant increments associated with
emissions from the proposed project indicate that no significant short-
or long-term air quality impacts would occur and health risks are
expected to be minor.
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Sierra Club Cumberland Chapter

Lexington, KY

Page 12 of 12
Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 21
DOE believesthat the EIS fully addresses al impacts of the Proposed
Action and No Action Alternative, as required by NEPA. The public
comment period was extended through January 25, 2002. DOE will
consider al public comments before issuing the ROD. The ROD will
be issued no sooner than 30 days after the Final EIS isdistributed and

anotice of its availability isissued.
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Comment forms may be mailed to: Comment forms may be faxed to:
Mr. Roy Spears Mr. Roy Spears
U.5. Department of Energy (304) 285-4403

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road
Morgantown, WY 26507-0880

1/16

2/22

1/16
(cont.)

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
Comment noted. The relatively small amounts and generally widely
dispersed nature of MSW in Kentucky does not economically support
exclusive utilization of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF
supplies. Importing RDF from a densely populated metropolitan area
ismore economically viablein order to supply the necessary amount of
RDF required to operate the plant. Theissue of the Nation’sfunds are
beyond the scope of the EIS.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 22
Comment noted. The issue of aternate power sources are outside the
scope of the EIS.
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1/16

2/11

Comment No. 1 | ssue Code; 16
Comment noted.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 11
Noimpactstothegeneral public’ sheath and safety would be expected
from the combustion of RDF. Incremental increases in air emissions
from operation of the CTs and cooling tower would be a very small
fraction of the relevant federal and state ambient air quality standards
(less than 1 percent for gaseous pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide,
sulfur dioxide, and carbon monoxide and less than 4 percent of the
federa 24-hour PM,, standard). There would be no significant short-
or long-term air quality impacts and health risks are expected to be
minor.
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U.S. Department of the Interior

Washington, DC
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Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 21
The comment period was extended through January 25, 2002.

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington, D.C. 20240

ER 01/1096
0 4DEC 2 0 2001

Mr. Roy Spears

NEPA Document Manager

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.0O. Box 880

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880

Dear Mr. Spears:

This is in regard to the request for the Department of the Interior's comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Propased Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification
Combined Cycle (IGCC) Demonstration Project in Clark County, Kentucky.

This is to inform you that the Department will have comments, but will be unable to reply within
the allotted time. Please consider this letter as a request for an extension of time in which to | w21
comment.

Qur comments should be available by January 25, 2002.

Sincerely,

Terence N. Martin, P.E,

Team Leader, Natural Resources
Management

Office of Environmental Policy
and Compliance
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2 United States Department of the Interior

j OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
o R L Nl e 1 Comment noted.

74 Spring Street, 537,
Atlania, Georgia 309020

January 18, 2002
ER 011096

Mr. Roy Spears

NEPA Document Manager

National Energy Technology Labaratory
53610 Collins Ferry Road

P.O. Box 880

Morgantown. WV 26507

RE: Draft FIS for the Proposed Kentucky Pioneer Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle
Demonstration Project, Clark County, K'Y

Dear Mr. Spears:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft EIS for referenced document. W kave no
comments &t this time, Thank vou for the opportunity to review this document.

/16

Sincerely,

Geragory L. Hogue
Acting Repional Envirenmental Officer

[
FWS, Atlanta
OEPC, WASD
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107

2/08

o7
(cont.)

3/07

4/06

5/06

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 07
The exact location of transmission line structures will be determined
during the detail ed design stage of the project. Typically, transmission
lines can span sensitive areas such as floodplains and wetlands. If it
were necessary to place structures in floodplains or wetlands, EKPC
would apply for the necessary permits from the USACE.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 08
A NEPA document will be prepared in accordance with RUS NEPA
regulations that will assess the potential impacts to threatened and
endangered speciesfromthetransmissionline. Thisassessment should
be coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
Prior to transmission line construction, the NEPA document will be
submitted to the USFWS for comment and/or concurrence.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 07
KPE statesthat the specific detail s on the cooling tower and associated
blowdown cannot be identified until the plant design is in more
advanced stages. However, KPE states that the volume of cooling
tower blowdown isaccounted for intheestimated 1.5MLD (0.4 MGD)
of wastewater produced by the plant. Cooling tower blowdown
typically contains elevated levels of trace metalsand salts. Thiswaste
stream would be treated along with all wastewater prior to discharge
into the Kentucky River. Impacts to river biota are unlikely, as
discussed in Section 5.8, Ecological Resources, of the EIS. Pollutant
discharge limitationswould be set by the Kentucky Natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Cabinet, Division of Water's Water
Resources Branch and would be identified in the KPDES permit.
Theselimitationswoul d be establi shed based on site-specific computer
modeling of the expected effect onwater quality of the Kentucky River
at the proposed discharge point and in the mixing zone immediately
downgradient. The limits specified in the permit would protect
existing water quality.
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5/06
(cont.)

6/21

7106

8/21

| 3/07 (cont.)

7106
(cont)

4/06 (cont.)
5/06 (cont) Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 21

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 06
Appropriate revisions have been made in the Final EIS. Additional
text has been added in Section 5.7.4 of the EISto reflect changes made
in thefinal permit.

Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 06
Appropriate revisions to Section 4.7 have been made in the Final EIS.

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 21
Comment noted. Section 6.1 has been revised.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 06
TheBest Available Control Technology (BACT) study condition added
in the Final PSD/TitleV Permit has been referenced in the Final EIS.

2/08 (cont.) IN addition, monitoring requirementsidentified in the Final PSD/Title

V Permit have also been summarized.

Appropriate sections have been revised throughout the EIS.
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Mr. Roy Spears

NEPA Document Manager

U.S. Department of Energy .@-
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880 ®
FAX: 304-285-4403 W

Comments on Kentucky Pioneer
Environmental Impact Statement

Pnges:l#i:l ;sz:::ﬂn{amkg:mmed. LT
wol is plural and ires the plural verb are. See Page 5-
Section 5.10.1, 1h:lforan'eqex:nphofgcﬂwusag=. bt

Page 2-2, §4 "If enough data is gencrated . . .*
The word data is plural and requires the plural verb are. See Page 5-19,
Section 5.10.1, line 1 for an example of correct usage,

Page 3-17, 93 and ¥4 Discussion of the frit produced ia the gasification

the metals present Lnlhefeedmheriaplfbmmmmgu:sﬂwfm.l llncf:itsm‘:8
is found to be hazardous, one must conciude that the incoming feed materials,
especially the RDF, must contain these hazardous metals. The on-site storage
addresses the possibility of leaching from RDF, but what safeguards are in place
during the transport of the that material to the site? In particular, regardless
nfﬂuduu:uonm_clmwml arrives by rail car, there are streams and rivers
fo ¢ross, communities 1o pass through, et ‘algc. How will leakage, spillage,

; s, ) W ionecr be responsible for cleanup
3,.1" the rail carrier CSX rsspm:n’sjble‘.’ Are there firms/agencies knowledgeable

Page 3-17, 95 "Steam is produced . . ., enters the cooling tower, and is cooled . . .*
Flow charts on pages 5-6 and 3-14 do not show & cooling tower in the usual
understanding of a tower producing volumes of hot water/water vapor, the latter
being then carried away by the local atmospheric movements. Is this somehow
combined with the stack carrying away the combustion products/exhaust gases?

Page 3-22, Section 3.2.2.3 "The facility would require about 2,500 TPD of RDF.
which equates o ximatcly 25 rail cars per day.” Figures from earlier
discussions of the bulk properties of RDF, most recent] Page 3-21, Section 3.2.2,
predict 31 or 32 cars is required (o camy that tonnage. is Is assuming thar CS$X
Open hopper cars are indeed carrying their maximum of 100 tons of coal. T live
along the CSX line just south of the proposed s.it:amwa,u:h:x’ coal cars go by
on an hourly basis, I can't see that Ih:sccmmmmyun itional 20%
vaolume. If the RDF must be shipped in closed comainer cars, 1 feel that
closed bopper cars have even [ess capacity. This results in three wnit trains
per “R'.][‘ﬁm 150 units trains for the one-year demonstration period.
) § same arguoenl must be applied to the figures quoted for the impact
;}fuﬂ':sgghl;m\m be trucked 1o the site. See page 5.32, Section 5.11.1

1/23

2/10

3/12

4/16

5/10

5/10
(cont.)

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 23
According to the Merriam Webster Dictionary, verb usage with the
word “data’ is acceptable in either the singular or plural form.

Comment No. 2 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. An Emergency Response Plan, which documents
procedures for providing emergency response and cleanup for any
project related spills during materials transport, has not yet been
developed by KPE. The planwill be devel oped during the engineering
and construction phase of the project and would adhereto local, state,
and federal regulations. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has
been modified to discuss the Emergency Response Plan.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 12
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2.1, describes the handling and storage of raw
materials, including RDF. Emergency Response Plans would be
devel oped by KPE to address accidental spills, leaks, and derailments.
KPE would be responsible for cleanup of all leaks and spills.

Comment No. 4 Issue Code: 16
The exact physical location of the cooling tower and the decision of
whether or not it would be combined with facility stackswill be made
during final design for the project. Detailed design isnot conducted at
this stage of planning as the NEPA process has not been completed.
Theentire facility footprint is only 4.8 hectares (12 acres), so the area
in which it can actually be located is small.

Comment No.5 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. Calculations have been refigured using volume as a
limiting factor for transportation.
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Vickery, Jon P.
Winchester, KY
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Page 4-3, 11"The ROI is a three-county area in Kentucky comprised of Ciark, Fayette,
and ‘.\- i counties . .." The site is much closer by road 1o Estill, P(mel]
omeTy mlm:.\cs than Madison and Fayente Watching and driving in
wurk ic along KY way 89 suggests these other counties will be impacted
more than Madison and Fayette. Factory workers from these counties must travel
to Clark, Fayete. and Scott jes already to find employment. This site
wouldbemotedmrebletn ﬂwm simply from a lessening of commute time if

% !.ng the ROI 1o Clark, Estill. Powell, and Montgomery counties with
minor influences in Madison and Fayette makes the presentations in Sections
43.1,4.3.2, and 4.3.3 sadly misstated.

Page 4-30, Section 4.8.2, 13, line 5 “More recent data , . area Is not available.
18, line 4: W:mr quality data . . . Is available for . .
The word data is plural and mqm.rcs the plural verb are. See Page 5-29,
Section 5.10.1, line 1 for an example of correct usage.

Page 4-38, Section 4.11.1 12 "All data was obtained from the Kenmucky .
"The actual count data presented . . . Is the  average .
Dmkﬁnlypresemadmmg?for
"]]ntn for Kcnnu:ky Highway 52 is presenwd
pacity data for Kentucky Highways is mvmlahle
The word data is phml and requires the plural verb were. See Page 5- 29
Section 5.10.1, line 1 for an example of correct usage.

Page 4-38, Scction4.11.2  “The linc scgment . . . has been operating in the region for an
extended period of time.” Of concern should be the bridges the this
segment pass over. Both steel bridges were built ip 1912 and local residents
recall few if any structural repaits/mmprovements to the framework. True, CSX
periodically replaces rails and timbers (cross ties), but is oot seen working on
the framework. Since both bridges cross tributaries of the Kentucky River,

of both Lexi and Winch water intakes, concern over the
increased traffic Ieadms to derailment and carloads of RDF falling into the
waterways is a concern.

Plans call for the RDF to be stored on concrete at the site to climinate the
possibility of leaching suggesting there is concern over RDF components. If
hazardous materials can leach out from rain on stockpiled RDF, what will happen
if the materisl is spilled into a creek or river? Are there government agencies
or private contractors who can get to an accident snc under these bridges and
clean u{ylhe RDF materials before ¢ for waterway

'ho's responsible for clean up - CSX or K:nm:ky Pioneer?

Page 4-41, Section 4.13  Although Estill and Monigomery Ceunties are not considercd
in the ROI, they have the closest landfills to wastes generated dur
construction and operation. Since they wili be affecied by the traffic w and from
those landfills, mtu:ypmuftheROIofmupm_]ect?

Page 5-5, Section 5,3.3.1 * 1to be
agmxuuawly 3.2 kilometers 2 mﬂﬂ} west of Trapp. Ke

1sm:smmllly"farh=rmthzﬂs(§z.ges4 lhcsrcwlocatedlﬁld]m!&n‘

(1 mile} west of the community of Trapp,

Page 5-6. Section 5.3.4.1, Y1, lincd " .
Common usage would expect *

. cost 5432 million and would take 30 month to .
- ‘months to construct. .

3]

d at the site, which is

6/02

1/23
(cont.)

7/10

8/07

3/12
I (cont.)

9/10

| 10/16

|11/23

Comment No. 6 Issue Code: 02
The three-county ROl was established based on population and
employment patterns determined from the U.S. Census Bureau's
County Business Patterns. Based on the large population of Fayette
and, to a lesser degree, Madison Counties (with respect to other
counties in the area) and the large number of individuals employed in
thesecountiesinthe constructionfield, these countieswere sel ected for
the ROI. Other countiesin the area (Estill, Powell, and Montgomery)
were not included because the smaller populations and county
employment figuresindicated that few workerswould comefrom these
counties. Itislikely that several workersfrom these counties may find
employment at the project site, but that number is expected to be
minimal in comparison to the number employed from within the ROI.
Section 5.3 of the EI'S, Socioeconomics, addresses impacts to the ROI
from any employees coming from outside the ROI for employment at
the site.

Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 10
Comment noted. An Emergency Response Plan, which documents
procedures for providing emergency response and cleanup for any
project related spills during materials transport, has not yet been
developed by KPE. Theplanwill be developed during the engineering
and construction phase of the project and would adhereto local, state,
and federal regulations. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has
been modified to discuss the Emergency Response Plan.

Comment No. 8 Issue Code: 07
All materials transported on land would be enclosed in vehicles and
would not be rel eased to the environment under normal circumstances.
In the event of an accident, some materials could be released to the
environment. KPE would develop an Emergency Response Plan and
an SPCC Plan during the project engineering and construction phase.
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Page 5-6, Section 5.3.4.1. Entire section relates to impacts on the ROL, but the ROI used is
grossly inaccurate, especially cons phases. The jobs will draw more
workers from Estili, Powell, Bell, Montgomery moreso than from Fayette and
Madison. Unemployment and undemmfloynwns for those counties needs 1o be
addressed. Those workers would ikely commute daily and have little impact
on housing. schools, hospitals, etc.. bul a great effect on traffic.

Page 5-7, Section 5.3.4.1, §7 "The project location, 3.2 kilometers (2 miles) west of Trapp. . .~
Sameque.umnas?ages-s,smimsunm

Page 5- !2 Section 5.5.4, 13, “There would be visible plumes associated with the cooling towers .~ I
Same question as earlier: Where are the cooling towers in the diagrams of Page S-6 and 3-147
‘What is the content of the plumcs" Is it just condensed water vapor or is it mixed with
the exhaust combustion p

6/02
(cont.)

10/16
| (cont.)
4/16

I 12/06

Page 5-17, Section 5.7 4, %6, last line: "A ¢ooling tower unit would be assiviated with the
heat exchanger facility.” Same question as above: Where are these towers in the disgrams?

Page 5-18, Section 5.7.4, 3rd
udmst‘admmxmnd'ug g?
Still not located on diagrams.

Page 5-22, Table 5.7-4: Nickel is listed as being the largest hazardous component downwind
of the facility. The table lists only cancer risks from the exposure, but nickel is
also a known producer of skin allergies/rashes. Where is mention made of that cisk
and data on the expected severity?

Page 5-24, Section 5.8-4, 12 "The Kentcky Pioneer . . .
The statement is missing the units MLID.

Page 5-25, Section 5.8-4, 96: "The storage and handling of . . . RDF could present potential new
groundwater contamination scurces , . " If the RDF can comtaminate water when stored on
site, there then exists the possibility of coptamination of water during tr:
to the site. What precautions and procedures will be in place in case of spill due
to accidents. derailments, etc.? See page 4-39, Section 4.11.2 above.

Page 5-29, Section 5.10.1 " .. . and the community of Trapp is about 3.2 kilometers (2 miles)
from the main facility sitc.” Which is it: 1 mile (page 5-4) or 2 miles?

Page 5-30, Section 5.10.4, §7 "The facility would require . . . 25 rail cars per day each of RDF
pel]elsanicoa] Earlier in the EIS, the densities of coa! and RDF were ¢ and
get equal weight of RDF wlllch\nr:SSJ’M greater volume or sumber of rail cars per day.
SncPlge322 tion 3.2.2.2 above.

Page 5-32, Section 5.11.1, §1 "The col periods are established as 7:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m
for the morning commute, and 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. for the evening commute. In reality,
the moming commuite period for Highway 89 between the Trapp site and Winchester is
pretty much over by 7:30 a.m. as the majority of that traffic is factory workers
coming up from Estill and [ ee counties to work in factories in Georgetown., Lexington,
and Winchester. Since most factory shifts begin in the 6 1o 7 a.m. range, workers will
be traveling much earlier than that. The same is true for evening commute; the majority
of the factory waffic will be thru Trapp by 4:30 p.m.

What this means is that construction traffic will be added to the

4/16
cont.
: Cooling tower function finaily described and ( )

major sonrce of particulare matter potlution.

13/11
withdraw a total of 15.1 (dMGD) . ."

| 14/23

8/07
(cont.)

10/16
(cont.)

5/10
(cont.)

15/10

3

Comment No. 8 (cont.) I ssue Code: 07
These plans would detail KPE's planned response and clean-up
methods for any spills or emergencies that occur on the J.K. Smith
Site. In addition, the Kentucky Division of Water's Emergency
Response Team should be called ([502] 564-2380 or 1-800-928-2380)
in event of an “environmental emergency.” The spill or unexpected
discharge of a hazardous material that threatens the life, health, or
safety of citizens or the environment is considered an environmental
emergency. Moreinformation on the Emergency Response Team can
be found on the Internet at http://water.nr.state.ky.us/dow/dwert.htm.

Comment No. 9 Issue Code: 10
The three-county ROl was established based on population and
employment patterns determined from the U.S. Census Bureau's
County Business Patterns. Based on the large population of Fayette
and, to a lesser degree, Madison Counties (with respect to other
counties in the area) and the large number of individuals employed in
thesecountiesintheconstructionfield, these countiesweresel ected for
the ROI. The ROI is established for the analysis of social and
economic impacts resulting from the project and is referenced in the
traffic and transportation analysis. It isnot meant asalimiting region
for traffic impacts. Section 5.11, Traffic and Transportation, has been
revised to include the method of waste transport offsite.

Comment No. 10 Issue Code: 16
The distance presented in the Summary of the EIS, on page S-4, refers
to the distance from Trapp to the boundary line of the J.K. Smith site.
The distance presented in Section 5.10.1, page 5-29, refers to the
distancefrom Trapp to themain facility, whichisamilewithintheJ.K.
Smith Site boundary.

Comment No. 11 Issue Code: 23
Comment noted. The change has been made to the document.
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existing waffic along Highway 89. In addition, Clark County school buses begin using
that route before 7 a.m. and after 3 p.m. Granted, some of the construction traffic may
be in the opposing lane both rimes, but this limits the speeder’s ability to pass and will
ultimately lead to increased accidents.

Page 5-32, Section 5.11.1, §3 "Based on established traffic data . . it is assumed that each
vehicle is occupied by 1.2 individuals, " That number may be valid when all waffic during
2 week is counted, i.e., commuters, school buses, family trips t shop or attend church,
eic. are included but if only commuter waffic is counted, that occupancy drops to
just slightly over 1.0. My informal counts of recent construction worker 1c toward
this site yielded about 1 wehicle in 20 having more than 1 individual or a 1.05 occupancy.
Thus unless the contractor provides mass transport or an incentive to truck pool, this
figure (1.05) should be used to calculate the traffic volume changes produced by
construction at the site.

Page 5-32, Section 5.11.1, 14 "For delivery purposes, a truck is assumed to haul 18 metric tons
(20 tons) of cargo per load and a rail car is assumed to haul 91 metric tons (100 tons)
of cargo per load. ™ Again, referring to the bulk density of RDF co to coal, a contziner
can hold only about 78% the weight of coal when {illed with RDF. Since usage is measured
in weight, not volume, additional truck and rail car loads of RDF will be required over
those quoted in this par; h. This leads (o additional daily/hourly truck traffic in and
out of the site, The aritametic needs to be redone fer both truck and rail traffic

Page 5-33, Section 5.11.4, 11 "During periods of average constructicn worker st2ffing. an additiona!l
1000 vehicle trips . . . 500 at the beginning . . .and 500 at the end . . . This number
would increase to 1,666 vehicle trips per day . . .,833 at the beginning of the shift and 833
at the end of the shift.” These numbers were computed based on a 1.2 vehicle occupancy.
As pointed out in Section 5.11.1, the correcr mumber for commuter, censtruction worker
traffic is probably closer to 1.05. Recomputing with this occupancy rate raises the
average construction time to 570 vehicle trips moming and aflernoon and during peak
construction to 350 vehicle trips moming and afternoon.

Page 5-33. Scction 5.11.4, §2 *Another reason that traffic gererated . . . should not impact

existing traffic flows is that the typical construction shift . . . around 7:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. *

This is true, but the existing traffic flow on Highway B9 peaks during those same time pericds
a5 the commuters are factory workers traveling t¢ Winchester and beyond for shifts

in that same time period. Thus both lanss, toward and away from Winchester, will be full,
See similar discussion under Page 5-32, Section 5.11.1, [ above

Page 5-34, Scction 5.11.4, 94 *The tucks disposing of construction wastes . . . located in
Montgomery County. . . . New truck traffic . . . should have little or no impact on existing
traffic.” Earlier this paragraph states truck traffic will be oue every 7.5 minutes during
the work day.” Since Montgomery County is affected, shouldn't they be included in the
ROI? Have they been made aware of their role in construction and operation? Were they
even invited to the scoping sessions? Were they provided with copies of this EIS?

Page 5-34, Section 5.11.4. 97 "As stated earlier, the facility would ire £1.4 rail cars of
material supplies per day o operate, 25 cars of RDF pellets, 25 cars of coal, and 1.4 cars
of limestone.” Previous sections pointed out the lawer bulk density of RDF pelicts compared
10 coal, 44/56 the fraction quoted. Thus identical rail rars, cne carrying 100 tons of coal
will only hold about 78 tons of RDF pellets, Thus to achieve 2500 tons of RDF pellers
will require about 32 carloads of RDF per day in¢reasing daily rail traffic to about
58.4 rail cars per day.

(O]

15/10
(cont.)

16/10

5/10
(cont.)

16/10
(cont.)

15/10
(cont.)

9/10
| (cont.)
| 17/21

5/10
(cont.)

Comment No. 12 Issue Code: 06
The plume will be visible on occasion because of condensed water
vapor. All of the emissions associated with operation of the gas
turbines also will be present in the plume.

Comment No. 13 Issue Code: 11
No reference to noncancer endpoints for nickel were evaluated in the
EIS. Some nickel compounds (e.g., nickel chloride) can penetrate skin,
especialy if the skin has been damaged. Skin exposuresto the general
public are predominantly to nickel metal found in jewelry, coins,
buttons, zippers, and cooking utensils. Allergies and rashes due to
nickel exposure are due to sensitization from fregquent or prolonged
contact with nickel-containing or nickel-plated consumer products. In
persons not sensitiveto nickel, normal, long-term oral, inhalation, and
skin exposure to low levels of this element have not been associated
with adverse health effects. Nickel metal doesnot readily penetratethe
skin and, thus, the likelihood of developing skin alergies and rashes
would be extremely low.

Comment No. 14 Issue Code: 23
Comment noted. The change has been made to the document.

Comment No. 15 Issue Code: 10
The construction commute times are based on estimates of shift times
provided by KPE and those determined from other construction work
performed throughout the region. Commuting patterns and times used
in the analysis are statistically derived from standard traffic commute
patterns throughout the region. As discussed in Section 5.11 of the
EIS, Traffic and Transportation, the construction shift typically starts
very early in the morning, approximately 7 am., and ends early in the
afternoon, approximately 3 p.m. This would require workers to be
onsite before this time, thus limiting interference with morning
commutes, and leave the site early in the afternoon, which limits
interference with evening commutes.
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Page 5-35, Section 5.11.4, §8 "As stated eatlier, the equivalem number of trucks required is .
Aga.m as stated wlna the lesser bulk density of RDF will permit the same size truck o
carry 15. GmMRDFcompamdszmmofmd Thus to provide 2500 tons per day of RDF
will require 158 truck loads per day, raising the toal to 290 per day or one truck trip
every 2 1/2 minutes during 2 24-hour period.

Page 5-37, Section 5.12.3, 94 "Since EMF attenuates with distance " Your own glossary,
page viii, defines EMF as electric and magnetic felds, l.be plur-a'l form. Thus the staterment
above should be "Since EMF attenuvate with distance .

Page 5-37, Section 5.12.3,94 "Because there is still sclentiflc uncertainty about EMF, .
The unce: uncertainty is not about EMF, but about their long term effects on plants and animals.
I feel this could be stated: ' Because there s still scientific nty about the long term
effects of EMF on ts and animals, the human effects of EMF from the proposed
facility cannot be fully evaluated at this time. *

Page 5-38, Section 5.12.4, 13 “Although there is mme[somnual for fire or ign:lta!:lll.ty from coal

storage, . . . ° This suggests there is no potential for fire from RID: shonf: Realiy?
Amr:n 3 rhn:f llets going into the same reactor as the coal? Don't paper and plastic (a major
crion o

F) have lower kindling wemperatures than coal?
Page 5—-9 Section 5.17, 93 “The gasifier requires feeds of 2,268(2.500 tons) per day . . . "
he quantity mentioned has no primary units; the alternative qua ified suy ts
me: intent was 2,268 metric tors (2,500 tons) ity spec gges

. -357.° 5/10

(cont.)

I 18/23

19/23

| 20/12

| 21/23
Submitted by:
Jon P. Vickery

135644 Irvine Road
Winchester, KY 40391-8020

(5)

Comment No. 15 (cont.) Issue Code: 10
The Transportation Division of the Clark County School Board
indicates that schoolbuses utilize Kentucky Highway 89 when
construction workers would be leaving the site. Section 5.11, Traffic
and Transportation, has been modified to reflect the impacts of added
vehicles on schoolbus usage.

Comment No. 16 Issue Code: 10
The vehicle occupancy rates utilized in the analysis were statistically
derived from regional and national traffic and passenger count data.
The section has been modified to reflect sampling error in the statistics
used. The vehicle occupancy rate of 1.2 passengers per vehicleis now
used as alow-end estimate for impacts. See Section 5.11 of the EIS,
Traffic and Transportation, for arevised impact estimate.

Comment No. 17 Issue Code:
21

The public hearing dates, times, and locations were announced in the
Federal Register, in local newspapers The Winchester Sun and The
Lexington Herald-Leader, and in public service announcements. The
Final EIS will be distributed to elected officials and any interested
parties in neighboring counties.

Comment No. 18 Issue Code: 23
Comment noted. The change has been made to the document.

Comment No. 19 Issue Code: 23
Comment noted. The change has been made to the document.

Comment No. 20 Issue Code: 12
Comment noted. The probability of spontaneous combustion of RDF
pellets in storage is low. Adequate fire safety prevention measures
would be implemented to reduce the likelihood of spontaneous
combustion of RDF pellets.
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Comment No. 21 Issue Code: 23

Comment noted. The change has been made to the document.
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Must be received by Jamry 4, 2002.
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Comment forms may be mailed to:

Mr. Roy Spears Mr. Roy Spears
U.S. Department of Energy (304) 2854403
National Energy Technology Laboratory

3610 Collins Ferry Road
Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

/16

2/06

1/16
(cont.)

3/21

Comment No. 1 Issue Code: 16
Therelatively small amounts and generally widely dispersed nature of
MSW in Kentucky doesnot economically support exclusive utilization
of Kentucky-generated MSW to produce RDF supplies. Importing
RDFfrom adensely popul ated metropolitan areaismore economically
viable in order to supply the necessary amount of RDF required to
operate the plant.

Comment No. 2 I ssue Code: 06
Comment noted. The proposed project is not a conventional power
plant burning coal or RDF. Instead of burning such fuelsin a boiler
system, the proposed project would use gasification technologies to
convert the solid fuelsinto asyngas rather similar to natural gas. That
syngas fuel would be the fuel burned in the gas turbine generator
system. Asillustrated in Table 5.7-3 of the EIS, maximum air quality
impacts from the proposed project would be less than 1 percent of the
relevant federal air quality standards for gaseous pollutants such as
NO,, SO,, and CO. Maximum impacts from the proposed project on
particulate matter concentrations would be less than 4 percent of the
federal 24-hour PM ,, standard and less than 1.5 percent of the federal
annual average PM,, standard. Table 5.7-4 of the EIS identifies
estimated maxi mum downwind concentrations of hazardous pollutants
expected to be emitted by the proposed facility and the associated
maximum lifetime cancer risks.

Comment No. 3 Issue Code: 21
Comments provided by EPA and DOE'’ sresponses to those comments
areincluded in this appendix. EPA’s comments are on page D-407.
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