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ABSTRACT

The DOE has prepared this Supplement to the Draft EIS to correct information regarding carbon
dioxide (CO,) emissions from the proposed Gilberton plant, to provide information on the feasibility
of carbon sequestration of the CO, emissions from the Gilberton plant, and to present additional
information regarding CO,-related cumulative impacts associated with potential future deployment of
the proposed technology.

The Draft EIS for the Gilberton Coalto-Clean Fuels and Power Project (DOE/EIS-0357), issued in
December 2005, assesses the potential environmental impacts that would result from a proposed DOE
action to provide cost-shared funding for construction and operation of facilities near Gilberton,
Pennsylvania, which have been proposed by WMPI PTY, LLC, for producing electricity, steam, and
liquid fuels from anthracite coal waste (culm). The proposed project was selected by DOE for further
consideration under the Clean Coal Power Initiative (CCPI) to demonstrate the integration of coa
waste gasification and Fischer-Tropsch (F-T) synthesis of liquid hydrocarbon fuels at commercial
scale. The Draft EIS evaluates potential impacts of the proposed facilities on land use, aesthetics, air
quality, geology, water resources, floodplains, wetlands, ecological resources, socioeconomic
resources, waste management, human health, and noise. The Draft EIS aso eva uates potential
impacts on these resource areas for a scenario resulting from the no-action alternative (DOE would
not provide cost-shared funding) in which the proposed facilities would not be built or operated.



DOE received comments from the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) regarding how the
Draft EIS addressed carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions from the proposed project in letters dated
February 7, 2006, June 2, 2006, June 5, 2006, and August 9, 2006 (see Attachment). In addition, DOE
staff met with NRDC representatives on June 27, 2006, to ensure that the Department understood the
comments. The comments expressed concern about the potential impacts on global warming and
questioned the accuracy of the annual rate of CO, emission reporting in the Draft EIS. These
comments aso requested DOE to enhance the analysis of potential CO,-related cumulative impacts,
to further explore the feasibility of CO, sequestration, and to provide a public comment opportunity
on the revised sections of the EIS. Comments on CO, emissions and carbon sequestration were also
received from the following organizations and members of the public: the Coalition of Concerned
Coa Region Citizens, the Mid-Atlantic Environmental Law Center; the Citizens for Pennsylvania' s
Future (Penn’s Future); Mike Ewall; Edward and Helen Sluzis; and James Kotcon (see Attachment).
These comments were similar in nature to those received from the NRDC, and therefore, are
addressed as described below.

In considering these comments, DOE found that the annual rate of CO, emissions reported in the
Draft EIS included only the total quantity of CO, that would be emitted directly from the proposed
facilities. The reported quantity did not include alarger quantity of CO, in a concentrated stream
exiting the Rectisol unit that would also be emitted. It was previously anticpated that this stream
would be sold; however, the industrial participant has informed DOE that the commercia sale of the
CO, would not occur in the foreseeable future, and therefore, al of the CO, would be emitted to the
atmosphere. In response to comments, DOE has revised the document to clarify the total CO,
emissions rate. In addition, DOE has enhanced the discussion of cumulative impacts and the
discussion of the feasibility of carbon sequestration.

To further the purposes of NEPA, DOE isissuing for public comment these revised pages of the EIS
that address CO,. Please note that this Supplement to the Draft EIS contains only those sections/pages
affected by comments related to CO, emissions and associated issues, including carbon sequestration.
DOE is requesting comments only on these sections. All changes to the text contained in the Draft
DOE/EI S0357 are shown in boldface italics font (asis this sentence).

PUBLIC COMMENTS

DOE encourages public participation in the NEPA process and invites the public to comment on this
Supplement to the Draft EIS during a 45-day comment period ending February 27, 2007. DOE will
consider late comments to the extent practicable. Comments may be submitted in writing to Ms.
Janice L. Bell at the above address. Comments may aso be submitted by fax to: (412) 386-4806;
electronicaly to: jbell@netl.doe.gov; or via a toll-free telephone number: 1-866-576-8240. DOE
will consider comments on this Supplement to the Draft EIS in preparing the Final EIS, together with
comments on the Draft EIS. Commenters do not need to resubmit their earlier comments.



REVISIONS TO CO>-RELATED DISCUSSIONS IN DRAFT DOE/EIS-0357

Pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.314, this Supplement to the Draft Environmenta Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0357) for the Gilberton Coal-to-Clean Fuels and Power Project was prepared in response
to comments received concerning carbon dioxide (CO,) emission totals and the potentia of the
proposed action to capture and sequester CO, emissions. The primary focus of the comments was the
total amount of CO, emissions that would be generated by the integrated facility. In response to
comments, DOE has determined that the concentrated CO, stream exiting the gas cleanup system had
not been included in the CO, emission total. This Supplement presents the sections of the Draft EIS
that were modified to revise the CO, emission total and other sections of the Draft EIS related to CO,
emissions and carbon sequestration, including sections that consider the impacts of commercial
operation and cumulative impacts. It should be noted that this Supplement contains only those
sectiong/pages affected by comments related to CO, emissions and sequestration. The U.S.
Department of Energy is requesting comments only on these sections. All changes to the text
contained in the Draft DOE/EI S 0357 are shown in boldface italics font (asis this sentence).

From the Summary

Carbon dioxide emissions to the atmosphere resulting from the operation of the proposed
facilities would include CO, emitted by facility operations (832,000 tons per year) and concentrated
CO; exiting the gas cleanup system (1,450,000 tons per year). While it was previously anticipated
that the concentrated CO, stream would be sold as a byproduct, the industrial participant has
informed DOE that the commercial sale of the CO, would not occur in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, all of the CO, would be emitted to the atmosphere. I n combination, these sources would
increase global CO, emissions by about 2,282,000 tons per year, adding to global emissions of CO,
resulting fromfossil fuel combustion, which are estimated to have been 26,000,000,000 tonsin the
year 1999 (1PCC 2001).

From Section 2 The Proposed Action and Alternatives
2.1 Proposed Action

2.1.6 Outputs, Discharges, and Wastes

2.1.6.1 Air Emissions

Based on a plant operating rate of 7,500 hours per year (an 85% capacity factor), air emissions from
the proposed facilities would total less than 100 tons per year for each of the criteria pollutants. SO,
emissions would be about 29 tons per year, NO, emissions would be about 70 tons per year,
particulate emissions would be about 23 tons per year, and CO emissions would be about 54 tons per
year. VOC emissions would be about 28 tons per year (see footnote b of Table 2.1.1 for potential-to-
emit annual emissionsincluded in the air permit application submitted to the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection). Trace emissions of other pollutants would include
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mercury, beryllium, sulfuric acid mist, hydrochloric acid, hydrofluoric acid, benzene, arsenic, and
various heavy metals, which are not yet quantified but for which an air quality permit has been issued
by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection with annual limits to ensure that the
proposed facilities would be a minor new source of the pollutants (Section 4.1.2.2). The proposed
facilities would also produce about 2,282,000 tons per year of CO,. Although CO; is not regulated
asan air pollutant, it isa greenhouse gasthat is generally regarded by a large body of scientific
expertsas contributing to global warming and climate change (I PCC 2001).

From Section 4 Environmental Consequences
4.1  Proposed Action
4.1.2 Atmospheric Resources and Air Quality

4.1.2.2 Operation

Global Climate Change

A worldwide environmental issue is the possibility of changesin the globa climate (e.g., global
warming) as a consequence of increasing atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases.

I nternational scientific consensus has indicated that the earth’s climate is changing and that
human activity isafactor (IPCC 2001). The atmosphere alows alarge percentage of incoming solar
radiation to pass through to the earth’ s surface and be converted to heat energy (infrared radiation)
that does not pass back through the atmosphere as easily as the solar radiation passesin. The result is
that heat energy is“trapped” near the earth’s surface.

Greenhouse gases include water vapor, CO,, methane, nitrous oxide, O;, and severa
chlorofluorocarbons. The greenhouse gases constitute a small percentage of the earth’ s atmosphere;
however, their collective effect is to keep the temperature of the earth’ s surface about 60°F warmer,
on average, than it would be if no atmosphere existed. Water vapor, a hatural component of the
atmosphere, is the most abundant greenhouse gas. The second-most abundant greenhouse gasis CO..
It has been estimated that CO, concentrations in the atmosphere have increased by 31% since 1750
(IPCC 2001) and by 19% from 1959 to 2003 (Keeling and Whorf 2005). Fossil fuel burning is the
primary contributor to increasing concentrations of CO, (IPCC 2001). The increasing CO,
concentrations likely have contributed to a corresponding increase in temperature in the lower
atmosphere. The globally averaged temperature in the lower atmosphere has increased by about 1 to
1.4 in the last hundred years (IPCC 2001). Because CO, isrelatively stable in the atmosphere and
essentialy uniformly mixed throughout the troposphere and stratosphere, the climatic impact of CO,
emissions does not depend on where the emissions occur .

Carbon dioxide emissions resulting from the operation of the proposed facilities would add
about 2,282,000 tons per year to global CO, emissions, thus adding to global emissions of CO,
resulting from fossil fuel combustion, which are estimated to have been 26,000,000,000 tonsin the
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year 1999 (IPCC 2001). A more recent study estimated global emissions of CO, from fossil fuel
combustion to be 28,320,940,000 tonsin the year 2003 (Marland et al. 2006). The total emissions
from WMPI would include CO, emitted directly to the atmosphere by facility operations (832,000
tons per year) plus the concentrated CO, stream separated in the gas cleanup system (1,450,000
tons per year; Radizwon 2006), which would be emitted at the site. Section 5.1.4 discussesthe
possible feasibility of CO, sequestration during the 50-year life of the plant.

From4.2 POLLUTION PREVENTION AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Pollution prevention and mitigation measures have been incorporated by WMPI as part of the
design of the proposed project. The proposed facilities use of anthracite culm as feedstock would
allow reclamation of land currently stockpiled with culm and would provide a beneficial use for this
waste materia. Also, the quality of water returned to the mine pool following use by the proposed
facilities would be improved. WMPI plans to sell the coarse dag and elemental sulfur as byproducts
to offsite customers. In addition, mitigation measures have been developed to minimize potentia
environmental impacts. Table 4.2.1 lists the pollution prevention and mitigation measures that WMPI
would provide during the construction and operation of the proposed facilities.

Additional mitigation measures have been considered for the concentrated stream of CO,
exiting the Rectisol unit. The measures considered include the sale of the concentrated CO, stream
and geologic sequestration of this stream. However, it has been determined that these options
would not be feasible during the project demonstration phase. The industrial participant has
informed DOE that sale of the CO, byproduct would not occur in the foreseeable future. In
addition, DOE has considered the potential to reduce project CO, emissions using geologic
sequestration. Thisisnot a reasonable option because sequestration technology is not sufficiently
mature to be implemented at production scale during the demonstration period for the proposed
facilities. The future potential for geologic sequestration of CO,during commercial operation of
the proposed facilitiesis discussed in Section 5.1.4.

From Section5 IMPACTS OF COMMERCIAL OPERATION{tc"5. IMPACTS OF
COMMERCIAL OPERATION"}

Following completion of the 3-year demonstration, three scenarios would be reasonably
foreseeable: (1) a successful demonstration followed immediately by commercial operation of the
facilities at approximately the same production level; (2) an unsuccessful demonstration followed by
conversion of the facilities to an integrated gasification combined-cycle power plant; and (3) an
unsuccessful demonstration followed by dismantlement of the facilities. The following sections
discuss the potential environmental consegquences of these three scenarios. For the first two
scenarios, the expected operating life of the facilities is assumed to be 50 years
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From5.1 COMMERCIAL OPERATION FOLLOWS DEMONSTRATION

Under the first scenario, the level of most short-term impacts during commercia operation would
not change from those described for the demonstration (Section 4) because the proposed facilities
would continue operating 24 hours-per-day with the same operating characteristics. There could be
differences, however, for impacts that accumulate with time (eg., resource consumption, solid waste
disposal, and buildup of greenhouse gasesin the atmosphere). Also, changesin the environmental
setting and other changes external to the facilities could result in changesin project impacts.

From5.1.4  Carbon Dioxide (CO;) Emissions

Over the 50-year duration of commercial operation, the facilities could release a total of about
114,000,000 tons of CO, to the global atmosphere, consisting of about 42,000,000 tons of CO,
emissions from facility operations and 72,000,000 tons of CO, recovered in the Rectisol unit. In the
long term (following the demonstration phase), the industrial participant may negotiate the sale of
the concentrated CO, stream for usein other types of industrial or commercial operations. In
addition, during the 50-year period it might become feasible to reduce the project’ s contribution to
global climate change by sequestering some of the recovered CO, (1,450,000 tons/yr) underground.

Underground storage, or geologic sequestration, of CO, isa promising technology * being
actively investigated and tested nationally and internationally by DOE and other organizations
(Davison et al. 2001, | PCC 2005). Most of the research projects being conducted are at a pilot or
smaller scale. Large-scale commercial deployment of the most promising carbon sequestration
technologiesis expected to be technically practicable within the next 15 years (CO, Capture and
Storage Working Group 2002). During the 50-year duration of commercial operation, a
combination of economic incentives and new legal requirements might result in theindustrial
participant investigating the option to sequester CO, recovered from the proposed facilities.

The feasbility of any potential sequestration technology requires the availability of a suitable
geologic setting. Based on geologic factors, there are two theoretically possible scenarios for future
geologic sequestration of CO, from the proposed facilities: (1) sequestration at a regional
sequestration site and (2) sequestration in the Schuylkill County area.

In thefirst scenario, regional sequestration could occur in Western Pennsylvania, wherethe
Midwest Regional Carbon Sequestration Partnership hasidentified a potential for geologic
sequestration of 76 gigatonnes (83 billion tons) of CO, in saline formations, depleted oil and gas

! potential geologic sequestration technologiesinclude injection into depleted oil and gas fields (to enhance
recovery of residual hydrocarbonsin addition to trapping CO5); injection into deep saline formations (in
which CG, istrapped physically and also reacts chemically with dissolved substancesin ground water,
precipitating to form solid compounds that remain in the formation); and injection into unmineable coal
seams (in which adsorption of CO, onto the coal displaces trapped methane, which can be extracted for sale
asnatural gas).
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fields, and coal seams (Battelle 2005). Theregion’s sequestration capacity would be more than
sufficient for the 72,000,000 tons of CO, that would be recovered during the facilities 50-year
operating life. A buried pipeline (similar to a natural gas pipeline) or extensive rail transportation
(about 14,500 100-ton or 10,360 140-ton rail tanker cars per year) would be required to transport
the CO; to an injection sitein Western Pennsylvania (150 miles or more from Gilberton). Multiple
injection wells would need to be installed and operated to receive the CO,; multiple extraction wells
also would be needed for CO, sequestration in depleted oil and gasfields or methane-bearing coal
beds.

In the second scenario, sequestration could occur in the Schuylkill County area, in deep
unmineable coal seams, while producing coal bed methane for sale as natural gas. While Midwest
Regional Carbon Sequestration Partnership geologic mapping did not extend into Eastern
Pennsylvania (Gupta 2006), analyses of the region’s geology, geologic history, geologic structure,
mining history, and measurements on coal samples suggest a considerable potential to recover
methane from unmineable coalsin the anthracite region (Milici 2004a and 2004b, Milici and
Hatch 2004). DOE estimates that a local carbon sequestration and coal bed methane production
operation could sequester only a portion of the facilities concentrated CO, stream, as the potential
sequestration capacity in Schuylkill County could not accommodate the facilities' lifetime CO,
production (72,000,000 tons).

Under either scenario, carbon sequestration operations could have environmental impacts
from the use and disturbance of land (for exploration activities, well fields, and CO, pipelines) and
possibly from rail or truck transportation of CO,. Any oil or gas production associated with CO,
sequestration would produce local economic benefits along with potential environmental impacts
from refining, storing, and transporting the hydrocarbon fuels. In addition, sequestration

2 The presence of methanein the area’s coal isindicated by measurements on coal samplesand by a
history of “fire-damp” (methane) explosionsin anthracite mines during the early years of mining (Milici
2004b). While the anthracite region’s complex geologic structure would inhibit coal bed methane recovery,
the U.S. Geological Survey hasidentified several areasin the Southern Anthracite Field (i.e., central
Schuylkill County) where coal bed methane recovery might be feasible because rock strata are subhorizontal
to gently inclined. Total coal bed thicknesses of 50 to 100 ft within the interval about 500 to 2,000 ft below
the ground surface (Milici 2004a and 2004b) and in-place gas content expected to average around 300 ft*/ton
may support future development of a commercially viable natural gas production operation, particularly if
angled drill holesare used (Milici 2006).

To estimate potential sequestration capacity in Schuylkill County, DOE assumed the coal has an average
gasin-place methane content of 100 ft*/ton (USGS data suggest that thisis a conservative estimate); the
density of CO, gasis 17,250 ft3/ton; 90% of the methane contained in the coal could be extracted and
replaced by CO,; and the volume of CO, sequestered would be twice the volume of methane extracted
(Battelle 2005). Based on these assumptions, if oneyear’s production of CO, from the proposed facilities
(1,450,000 tons/year, or about 25 billion ft3/yr as gas) wereinjected, the injected material would utilize the
CO, storage capacity of about 140,000,000 tons of in-place coal, while producing about 12.5 billion ft3/year
(about 34,,000m000 ft/day) of natural gas (methane). Assuming that anthracite coal has a density of 1,500
kg/m® (93 Ib/ft®) and the average total thickness of suitable coal is 50 ft, sequestration of one year’'s CO,
production would utilize the coal under 1,380 acres.

To sequester the entire 72,000,000 tons of CO, generated over the proposed facilities' 50-year operating
lifewould require 6.9 billion tons of in-place coal, which exceeds the total unrecoverable coal reservein
Schuylkill County (Section 3.3.3).
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combined with coal bed methane recovery could result in impacts from the pumping and disposing
of water from the methane-bearing coal beds. I n extracting coal bed methane, water is pumped
from the coal bedsto lower the pressure that keeps methane adsorbed to the surface of the coal,
thus stimulating desorption of methane (USGS 2000). | n the anthracite region, unmineable coal
and surrounding rock layers are likely to contain abundant groundwater, which would contribute
to the potential for impacts (Milici 2004b).

From Section 6 Cumulative Impacts

6.1 Air Quality

Asdiscussed in Section 4.1.2.2, the operation of the proposed facilities would increase globa
CO, emissions by about 2,280,000 tons per year, adding to global emissions of CO, resulting from
fossi| fuel combustion, which are estimated to have been 26,000,000,000 tonsin the year 1999
(IPCC 2001).

I'n addition, the successful demonstration of the integration of coal waste gasification and F-T
synthesis of liquid hydrocarbon fuels at a commercial scale may encourage the development of
similar facilities producing liquid hydrocarbon fuelsfrom coal. Therefore, another consideration
for evaluating potential cumulative impacts from the proposed facilities on greenhouse gas
emission totals wasto compare the greenhouse-gas contribution from the coal-to-liquids (CTL)
technology to be demonstrated with the greenhouse-gas contribution from conventional
technologies for producing liquid transportation fuels. Because coal has a higher carbon-to-
hydrogen ratio than crude ail, production of liquid hydrocarbon fuel from coal generates more
excess carbon (released as CO,) than production of the same quantity of liquid fuel from
petroleum.

Over the entire fud cycle (from production of the raw material in a coal mine or oil well
through utilization of the fuel in a vehicle) and considering all greenhouse gases, production and
delivery of liquid transportation fuels from coal has been estimated to result in about 80% more
greenhouse-gas emissions than from production and delivery of conventional petroleum-derived
fuels (Marano and Ciferno 2001, Williams and Larson 2003, Williams et al. 2006). However,
recovery and sequestration of CO, at a CTL production facility (Section 5.1) could reduce
greenhouse gasemissionsfrom CTL fuel production to levels below conventional petroleum-
derived fuel production (Marano and Ciferno 2001). Based on a conceptual analysis of potential
CO, capture and sequestration at facilitiesthat produce liquid fuels from coal using technologies
similar to those included in the proposed project, it has been estimated that CO, sequestration
could reduce total fuel-cycle greenhouse gas emissions to 8% more than from the conventional
petroleum-derived fuel cycle (Williams et al. 2006). With technology advancements, future large
scale CTL facilities are expected to be able to achieve higher rates of CO, capture and
sequestration (Larson and Tingjin 2003, Southern States Energy Board 2006), potentially resulting



in life-cycle greenhouse-gas emissions that are lower than those resulting from use of conventional
petroleum refineries that are not equipped for CO, capture and sequestration.

I n estimating how increased use of CTL technology could affect total greenhouse gas
emissions associated with liquid transportation fuels, DOE considered forecastsof the potential
extent of CTL utilization in 2030. Using reference case assumptions, the Energy | nformation
Administration (2006) has forecast that by 2030 U.S. CTL production will consume 94,000,000
tons of coal annually (5% of the nation’s coal use) and produce the equivalent of 277,000,000
barrels of crude oil, supplying 2.75% of the nation’s petroleum needs’. Based on this forecast and
assuming the CTL fue cycle generates80% more greenhouse-gas emissions than production and
delivery of conventional petroleum-derived fuels(Marano and Ciferno 2001, Williamsand Larson
2003, Williams et al. 2006), the use of CTL technology for producing transportation fuels would
cause the U.S. “petroleum” sector to release 2% more greenhouse gasesin the year 2030 than if
the same quantity of liquid fuel was produced from petroleum. I f all CTL facilities employed
carbon sequestration that reduced greenhouse-gas emissions from the CTL to about 8% more than
the petroleum-derived liquid fuel cycle, the greenhouse-gas emission contribution of the U.S.
“petroleum” sector in that same year would be about 0.2% higher than if the same quantity of
liquid fuel was produced from petroleum. I f fuel-cycle emissions from CTL technologies were
reduced to 10% less than conventional petroleum technologies dueto a combination of more
efficient carbon capture and sequestration at CTL production facilities, increased capture of the
methane released during coal mining, and other potential mitigation measures (Marano and
Ciferno 2001), thegreenhouse-gas emission contribution of the U.S. “ petroleum” sector would be
about 0.3% lessthan if the same quantity of liquid fuel was produced from petroleum.

Using high-range estimates of future oil prices (high oil prices would encourage more CTL
production), the Energy I nformation Administration (2006) has forecast that in the year 2030 U.S.
CTL production would consume 207,000,000 tons of coal (10% of the nation’s coal use) and
produce the equivalent of 617,000,000 barrels of crude oil, supplying 6.7% of the nation’s
petroleum needs. Based on this forecast and assuming the CTL fuel cycle generates80% more
greenhouse-gas emissions than production and delivery of conventional petroleum-derived fuels,
expanded use of CTL technology to produce transportation fuels could cause the U.S. “ petroleum”
sector to release about 5% more greenhouse gas emissions than if the same quantity of fuel was
produced from petroleum. However, carbon sequestration that reduced greenhouse-gas emissions
fromthe CTL fuel cycle to about 8% more than the petroleum-derived liquid fud cycle could
reduce this greenhouse-gas emission increment to about 0.5% more than if the same quantity of

3 On December 5, 2006, the Energy Information Administration made an early release of a portion of its 2007
Energy Outlook (http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/aeo/index.html, accessed December 7, 2006), including reference
case projections for 2030, but no projections for other sets of assumptions. The reference case projections
indicate 19% more CTL production in 2030 than was projected in the 2006 analysis. Resulting contributions to
greenhouse gas emissions from the liquid fuels sector would be roughly 19% higher for the reference case than
the values estimated based on 2006 projections. DOE expects to revise the final EIS to reflect the 2007 Energy
Outlook report, which is planned for release early in 2007.
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liquid fuel was produced from petroleum. | f fuel-cycle emissions from CTL technologies were
reduced to 10% less than conventional petroleum technologies due to more efficient CO, capture
and sequestration and other measures, as discussed above, the greenhouse-gasemission
contribution of the U.S. “petroleum” sector would be about 0.7% less than if the same quantity of
liquid fuel was produced from petroleum.
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NRDC MATURAL RESDURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

Tetk HanTh's BesT Dyrines

February 7, 2006

Janice L Beall

Mational Enwvironmental Policy Act Document Manager
.5, Department of Energy

MNational Energy Technology Laboratory

&26 Cochrans Mill Road

PO, Box 10240

Fittsburgh, PA 15238-0040

Re: Comments on Draft EIS for the Gilberton, PA, Waste Coal Plant
Dear Ms. Beill,

The MNatural Resources Delense Council (NRDC) appreciates this cpportunity to
commeant on tha environmental impact statement (EIS) conducted by the US Department of
Enmargy (DOE) ragarding the proposed combined cyela coal plant in Gilberton, PA. [See: 70 Fed.
Regq., 73003 ({Dec 8, 2003).] NRDC is a non-profit membership organization dedicated to
protecting the global environment and presesving the Earth’s natural resources. See
wwnw.nrdc.org. Thirty thousand of NADC's s hundred and fifty thousand members reside in
Pernnsylvania.

MADC has two primary areas of concem with the drafl EIS. First, the draft EIS dismisses
carbon dioxide (COz) emigsions from the plant as insignifican based upon reasons that do not
reflect the true iImpact on the climate of releasing CO; into the atmosphare and that ignore
abligations of the faderal government to factor climate change considerations into significant
aclions such as his proposal o provide federal financial assistance o stimulate the devealopment
of a coal-to-liquids industry. Second, the drait EIS does not provide a sufficient discussion of
compliance with several relevant Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements
regarding both DOE's Clean Coal Power Initative (CCPI) and the specific technologies proposed
for the Gilberten plant. The project and program cutlined in the EIS will result in signilicam
increases in greegnhouse gas amissions from the production and use of transpoartation fusls yet
tha EIS fails 10 discuss reasonable alternatives to the proposed federal action. In particular, the
E|S tails to discuss the alternative of funding a demonstration plant that incorporates GO, captura
and storage as an integral parl of the project s design and operation as a means of mitigating
G0y emissions from this plamt and from other such plants that may be stimulated by the proposed
action,

Treatment of Carbon Dioxide (CO03)

The EIS contends that “an increase in CO. emissions at a specific source is effective in
aftering COs concentrations only o the extent that it contributas to the global tatal of fossil fusl
burning that increases global COp concentrations,” arguing further that since the proposed plant's
COp smissions equate to only a small fraction of total global emissions that these new ermissions
are therefore not significant enough to merit jurther consideration. (EIS, 4-11)

wwnwirde . org 1200 Mew York Avenus, sy, Suite 400 HEW YORK = LOS AMGELES - SAM FRANG|SCD
Washingtan, DT 2o003
202 289-6368 202 289-1080
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MNADC finds this argument problematic for several reasons. First, under such a lest no
individual source of CO; would ever have ils emissions regulated given the improbability of a
single scurce aver constituting a significant percentage of total global emissions. Second, DOE's
argument does not reflect the currant sclence about the implications that the increasing COy
concentrations have on climate changa, The negative impact of COs is due to the unnatural and
sccelerated rate at which it is bedng emilted into the atmesphera. Such emissions are attributad
primarily to the burning of fossil fuels, a fact acknowledged by a DOE report cited in this EIS."
The US is the largest emitter of global warming gases accounting for roughly 25% of total global
emissions. Of that amount, the coal fired eleciricity generating sector accounts for about a third,
of raughly B% of total global COs emissions, making the Gilberton plant part of tha single most
significant CO, emitting sector worldwide, Third, the United Mations Framawork Gonvention on
Climate Change {UNFCCC), to which the United States is a party and which has the status of
federal law, commits the federal government o consider the impacts of itz decisions on emissions
aof greenhouse gases and includes a pledge o develop programs that aim to return anthropogenic
emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouss gases ta 1990 lovels.® President Bush has
raaffirned the federal govermment's commitmant to the UNFCCGC's objective of “stabiliz[ing]
atmospheric graenhouse gas concentrations at a level that will prevent dangerous human
interfsrance with tha climate,”

Given these reasons, each source of CO; merits more serlous consideration, particularly
new sources supported by fedaral funds that represent a net increase in emissions. The Gilberton
plant by itzelf will relaase an estimated 832,000 tons/year of CO; into the atmos phere which is
the eguivalent of adding 166,400 cars to the road. Such a large amount of CO; requires DOE to
address these emissions and potentlal mitigation strategies more extansively.

NEFPA Reguirements

Nurmerous courts have now held that agencies must consider the contribution of potential
projects or actions to global warming. This includas not only the impact of a particular project, but
also an evaluation and consideration of the sumulative impacts on global warming that come from
replication of the project or action undar raview.”

Thes draft EIS either lacks sufficient axplanation of compliance or simply does not comply
with NEPA guidelines in the following three areas:

' DOE (U S, Department of Energy) 1989, Clean Coal Technology Demensiration Program, Final Programmatic
Emdrormerial Impact Statomert, DOEEIS-0148, Wassington, D.C., Movember.

# United Nations Framewerk Comventien on Climats Change (UMFCCC), Art. 4, Para. 2, Cls. (a), (b); 138
Cong. Rec. 33521-27 (Oct. 7, 1992) [Senate ratification).

? Address by Presicent George W. Bush 1o the National Oceanic and Atmespharic Administration (Fab. 14,
2002).

* See, 2.g., Mid-Slates Coalition for Progress v. Surface Transp. Bd., 345 F.3d 520, 548-50 (8" Clr. 2003)
(addressing a challenge o he approval by the Surface Transportation Board of a railroad to coal mines in
Wyoming's Powder River Basin and holding tha! lhe EIS was Inadequate becausa, inter alia, it failed to
axaming the reasonably forasesabla effact on glebal warming of the subsaquent Increase in eoal
consumplion); fnends of the Earh v. Watson, 2005 WL 2035596, "2-6 (M.D. Cal. 2005) (case concsming
glabial warming mpacts of Oversaas Private invasiment Comparation ("OPIC") projects finding that the
plaintiffs evidence of global warming and ils potential impacts ware sufiicient to demonstrale a reasonablo
probabdlity that the projects funded Dy the defandants would hanm the plaintiffs’ interests); Barger Power
Elant Warking Group v. Deol of Energy, 260 F, Supp. 2d 997, 1025-29 (5.D. Cal. 2003} (addressing a
challenge to a FONSI issued for California-Mesdco border power plants permita and concluding that tha
agency had fallad to provide adequate enviranmental analysis, in pan because the EA failed to disclese and
analyze the effects of carbon dioxide emissions as a greenhouss gas contributing to global warming).



1] Programmatic E1S — The courts hava held that MEPA requires agencies to conduct EIS
slatements an research and development programs,” Although DOE conducted an EIS onthe
Clean Coal Technology Demenstration Program which was the pracursor to COPY, that EIS
ecourred nearly two decades ago and reflecied a program focused on vastly different
envirenmental challenges, something the COPl website tsell proclaims, COP is a research and
development program based upon discovering the next generafion of coal fired plant designs that
could substantially impact the environment. The stated mission of GCPI s to invest in risky,
advanced technology with the hopes of accelarating their introduction inta the market by
demonstrating a commercial sized version that gamers envirocnmental and economic benelils
over existing coal technologies. The program itsalf has chogen a dozen technologies in which 1o
invest al various locations around the US. Given the investments into these coal-fired anargy
production technologies that have praviously nol axisted on the commarcial scale, MEPA raguires
a programmatic EIS 1o determineg the potential impacts of CCPI investmenls on the environmeant.
Moreover, considering that the average operating life of a coal-fired power plant ranges from fifty
to sixty years it is impertant for DOE to consider the projected lifetime emissions of the plants
furded through CCPL.

2} Cumulakive impacts - Bince lhe CCP| program chooses technologias that it hopes will calsh
on commercially, the EIS is required to include at least some reasonable degree of forecasting. In

Schentists’ Ingtitute for Public Information, Ine. v. Momic Energy Gommission, the court
concluded:

To wait until a technology attaing the slage of complats commercial feasibility betore
considaring the possible adverse environmantal effects attendant upen ultimate
application of the technology will undoubtedly frustrale meaningtul consideration and
balancing of environmental costs against economic and other benefits.®

The draft EIS doas not Include any censideration of the cumulative impact of the specific
tachmolagy propesed for the Gilberton plant. By undarlaking a quick analysis of the Gilberlon
plant speciically, we can illustrate how this technology, when applied more broadly, would be
worss in terms of CO; emissions. The Gitberton plant is designed net enly to create electricity
from waste coal through a gasification process, bul 1o use Fischer-Tropsch (F-T) coal to liguid
technelogy to produce bguid fransportalion el Analysis indicates that the life cycle GO,
emissions from these fuels will be substantially greater than comparable fuels made from crude
oil. Moreover, as documentad in & 2007 DOE study, the bulk of these emissions occur during the
F-T production process.”

Baszed on a review of the production of fual, electricity, and carbon dioxide raported In the
Et5 for the Gliberton plant, we find that tha net fuel cycle emissions of the F-T liguids produced at
the plant would be 35 0 60 parcant higher than 1he comparable emissions from conventional
gasoline or diesel luel made from crude oil. The range depends on the emissions credit allocated
to the electricity produced st the plant.” We balieve that a reasonable benchmark is the emission
rale 0 a natural gas combinad cycle power plant since this is the most likely source of electricity
to be displaced by the operafion of such plants. Using this assumption, the fuel produced using
the process summarized in the EIS would have 50 percent greater fuel cycle emissions than

tiais' [ Inc. ¥. Atomic Ener n, 481 F.2d 1079 (D.C. Cir. 1973) (case
conceming the Commissicn choosing only fo conduct an EIS on a specific nuclear plant instead of the larger
RAD program undar which it was funded. The coust found thal the entire program fell under NEF#A and that
an Er'S of the program wes necassary, stating furiher lhat an agency could not avald drafling an impact
staternent evan il it requires some foreeasting.)
F Scienlists |nst. for Pub. int,, Ing. v, Atomic Energy Comm'n, 481 F.2d 1079 {0.C. Cir. 1973
" DOE. Natianal Enargy Technology Lab. “Lile-Cycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory for Fischar-
Tropsch Fuels®. June 2001, Prepared by Energy and Envirenmental Solutisns, LLP.
* The most favorable comparison credils the eleciricity generated at the amission rate of conventional coal:
{he |sast favorable cradits the electicily at the amission rate of coal with carbon captune and disposal



conventional gascling, Even il 4 conventional coal plant emission rate is used as tha benchmark,
the fual cycla emissions of all of the fouid fuel produced by this and simiar plants (withewl CC
capture) would be 35 percent hagher than gascline from cruda oll. Since one of the stated
purposss of the propogad federal action (5 10 faciliate braad application of the F-T process as a
gource of transportation fuels, the mpecis of CO; increasss resulting from introduction of
signifizant number of such plarts must be addressed, A cumulative impact assessment s
required to address how many such piants night b built if this deme project succesds:; what
amaunt or fraction of oil supply mighl be replaced with F-T liquids; and wial would be tha
resulting batal G0y increasae.

Pear-roviewed studies indicate that i order for greenhouss gas eoscanirations o
stabilize scon encugh o prevent dangerows climata changa, "as much &a 83% of the caplial
stock of U5, Tossd power plants would need to be replaced with state-ol-the-art GO. capiure and
storage (CCS)-enabled power plarts by the wear 2050, Az aferementioned, conzldering that tha
operational life of a coaliusled power plant s filty to sixty years, federal action on the new coal-
tueled plants curmenily baing proposed withowt CCS (and without technologles that facilitale
implementation of CC3) will have a ggnilicant impact on the ability of the jederal government ta
mieet its stabilization cosmmilment. Fecaral law requires the United Stales govemiment, as a
partial means of meeting that commitment, 1o Hake climate change considerabons ine account™
in iz “social, economic and envirenmental golicies and actions.™™

3 Frimany and Secondary Altematives — Treugh many primary altematives such as ranewable
enargy fall outside the scope of CCPL, that does not release DOE from naading 1o consider
secondary aternatives that include altérations on the planned plant design aimed at mitigating the
emironmenial impacts. Inthe case of the Giberton plant, CGS echnoiogies would heip miligate
the impacts of the plant's GO, emigssions, Thars is no considaration i the E1S of the aplion of
mitigating COs emissions by Incorparating CC3 into the plant dasign. Coal-based liguids, in
particular F-T liquids, can be made with lowser fusl cycle CO, emissions han conventianal
gasafing, but only f the G0y predused n the conversion process is captured and safely disposed
of in an Appropeiate geologic fomaltion. Very low net fuel cyche emissions (comparabla to those
from callulosic athana! or hydrogen made with GO0 capture) can be achisved # some biomass is
used a5 a Teedsiock along with coal In conjunction with carbon capiure and disposal.

As the source of fedaral funds 1or the groject, DOE is oblgatad to facior climate change
considerations into 18 E15 for the Gilberton plant The CCPI's goals of fosteding commarcially
viable, environmentally acceptabla technalogies fer coal generated enargy cannot be met by
ignoring the Increased CO: amissions from demoenstration prajects and NADC submils this
techrology canneot be demonstrated 1o e commersially viable and environmentally agceptable
without demaonsirafing agglication of CCS as part of this project. Itis evident that CCS
technalogy is essential to achieva signilicant reductions in CO, emssions when using coal to
produse power or fuel, Given the LLS, cormmitment bo honor the Framework, Convention's
ohjective of stabilizing gresrhousa ges concentrations, It i eritics!, given mited resourcas and
limited timeframea for aflective aslion, te inclede CCS from the slast,

Adding carbon capturs to this project is compatibls with DOE's existing CCS programs.
Consideration of this altlemative is particularly appeopriaie given the government's funding of
Regional Carbon Sequestration Patnarships.. A component of these gadnarships is to
demonstrale large-acale injection of COs into geclgic formatons. Ag i3 obvious from the EIS,
the Gilberton plant is a large new sourca of CO, that could supply a gaslogic siorage
dermonstration projact in Pennayhania. By inegrating these programs, the federsl government

? ). Dacley, e of, Acceimraled Aduption of Carban Codde Capture and Siseage Witkin tha Uniied Siates
Electric Utility Industry; Tha Impact of Stabilizing at 450 PPMV and 553 PPMY, Seventh Intemational
Confarence on Gresnhouse Gas Conlrol Techno ogies (GHGTT) (Doc. 2, 2004)

" UNFCCE, Adt. 4, Parm. 1, C1, (1),



could use taxpayer dofiars more efficiently, demonsirale F-T lechnology that manages
greenhouse gasas, and avoid the CO, emissions associated with this project and others modeled

an it

The technology propased for the Gilbertan plant will make global warming worse unless
the carbon dioxide produced at such plants is caplured and safely disposed of, Since CCPI aims
to accelerate the next generation of cleaner coal technologies into commercial viability and DOE
has a potentially willing partnar in the Commonwealth of Penngylvania, we urge that this action be
maodified to incorporate carbon capiure and geclogic disposal in the project design and operation.

Thank you for considering these comments. If you have any guestions, pleasea feel free to
coniact ma, either at the address or lelephone number that appears on the first page.,

Sincersly,

Cravid Doniger
Policy Director, Climate Center
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N RDC NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

THE EARTH'S BEST DEFENSE

June 2, 2006

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom

Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Dear Ms Borgstrom,

On December 8, 2005, the US Department of Energy released the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for a coal to liquids facility proposed in Gilberton, PA. DOE is considering funding
$100 million of the plant's construction cost under the Clean Coal Power Initiative (CCPI)
program. Given the mandate of the CCPI program to fund technologies that specifically deal with
mercury, particulate matter and greenhouse gas emissions, NRDC took particular notice of the
estimated carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions of the plant. The draft EIS estimates CO2 emissions
of 832,000 tons per year; however, no further detail is offered regarding the input assumptions
used to calculate that estimate. Since CO2 is the primary pollutant responsible for global warming
and deployment of coal to liquids plants for transportation fuels would have a major impact on
CO2 emissions, the EIS should accurately reflect these emissions from the proposed project as
well as from wider scale deployment of this technology. We have not been able to verify the basis
for the atalad emizsions in the currant drafl.

Sinsed upon the operation sesumptions providad In the dralt BI8 and velng the US Emdonmental
Profuciion Agenev's (EPA) publiahed emisslon factors for anthracile culn fhe feedslock o ke
wgart at o Giberion phint, NROO catoulstes sanugl CO2 ainbsions fo be roughly B5% higher
1.5 miifion bons) then the dalt B8 mm

{rear tha past month, NRDG has mads WM aftemyds T obinln infornedon regarding the GO2
smilssions for the propoasd Glbenon prolect, We understangd it the sathnats comtaingd in the
dhradt B15 was provided by the company spalving for the peomits SVRIET PTY. LLG) and was not
wﬁspmﬁamy wsrEled by DOE oy ek consuliands. .&Wﬁ&ml}a MR slalf atiempied w ablain
i bigls for e D02 emissiog sstimaled Dy WP for this plant, While wo havs had several
gotversations with DOE siaff, we havs ! o get the informiation reouestad,

v For vour convenisnoes Uil leller sumimanizes our efforts to obdaln this nformaiion with s raquast
) that the prooess be sxpadiisd. )
i .

& [ 2 By Tin Greell of NRDO conteoiad Janies Beli, Matonal Brnvirorenesisl Policy Ao

{NEFA} Donument Manager, end Carsd Borgatrom, Direcdor, Offios of NEPA Polloy and
Compliznes, both of whom ara isled by the dralt B35 as contacts for further information, Mr,
Groal ol & messans for M, Bail, Me. Borgsbom directad v o Brie Cobhen who beads Bie
wifins responsivle for the nal drafl, Mr. Coben contectod NRDC o velidaie el our reguest
had boen reoaived and was baing wvestipated,

WL 1200 Mew York Avenus, 1w, Sulfe 400 HEW YORK « LOS ARGELES » SAM FRANCISUD
Washington, DC avons )
TaL 207 HG-68SE max 20 280-wSo



May 3: Ms. Bell contacted NRDC and recommended we contact Bob Miller of Oak Ridge
National Laboratories who is the consultant drafting the EIS. Shortly thereafter, NRDC had a
discussion with both Mr. Miller and Ms. Bell requesting the information about the CO2
estimate. Mr. Miller informed NRDC that the emission estimates in the EIS had been sent to
him by WMPI and he would need to contact them to get the input assumptions for the

calculations.

May 11: NRDC received an email from Ms Bell containing the response from WMPI. WMPI
did not provide the basis for its emissions estimates for the plant (for example, the carbon
content of the anthracite culm feedstock), but rather simply broke the daily emissions down
into various emission points at the plant (i.e. gas turbine stack emissions, process heater
stack emissions, and AGR (Rectisol) and SRU stack emissions), totaled those daily
emissions and multiplied that total by 365 to show annual emissions of 832,000 tons.

May 15: Mr. Greeff responded to Ms Bell, Mr. Miller and Mr. Cohen in an email informing
them of the problem and reiterating what exact information we wantad. A few days later,
NEOC followsd up with Ms Bell by phone and she confirmed that she had received our
raguest and forwarded it on to WMPL Sha menticned that it would take some time for WP
to get us the information we recussied.

May 22 Me Bell sent a confirmation emall to NRDC officlally acknowladging receipt of our
second reguest far the information.

Ag of the date of this letier, NRDO has recsived no further information or contact from DOE or
WRAPL Dur inabifity to obtaln this information raises serious concerns about the adequacy of tha
EIS and our ability to comment on it Since WMPI providad the emissions sstimate condained in
the draft EIS to ORBL, the basis for the estimate should be readily avaiiable upon request.

' Moreovar, the requaests for those assumptions were sent twice by DOE and ORNL. W@ do not
understand why this information is not being made avaiiabls to us.

In Hght of the abwa, we repeat our request for a detailed description of the tgxiculatlmns- rmade to
produce the estimated emissions from the Gilberton faclity for COZ and other emisaions. Further,
we request an explanation for why it has not been possitils o provide us with this Informationina

timely mannar,

Plaase lot us Know if you have any fur%he.r guestions. We appreciste your prompt attontion to this
mattar,

_mm “@?ﬁﬁﬁ Lawitor
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N RDC ) NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

THE EARTH'S BEST DEFENSE

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom

Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Dear Ms. Borgstrom:

On Friday, June 2, 2008, we sent you a letter regarding our inability to get underlying data and

- assumptions used to calculate the annual carbon dioxide emissions for the proposed coal to
- liquids facility in Gilberton, PA. That letter contained an incorrect estimate of the potential carbon

@ﬁﬁ;&wm

L

TR OE

dioxide emissions from the plant.

| enclose a corrected version of our letter, which repeats our request for the information used to
caloulate the plant’s carbon dioxide emissions and for an explanation of the reasons that
réormation tae not been crovides (o us 1o dals, B )

Pleass raplos e Juns ¥ lslier with s vomrenied verginn.

Thastk vouinr your shentien o this matier,

Srvearely;

Ofetiar, Climate Centey

i Mew Yerk Avenue, o, Sulte 400 _ MW OVEI - LS ANCELES « SAM PRANCSSD -
Washington, DU auots ’ .
TeL 30z SBY-EEER s 202 2801060
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NRDC NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

THE EARTH'S BEST DEFENSE

June 2, 2006 (corrected copy, June 5, 2006)

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom

Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Dear Ms Borgstrom:

On December 8, 2005, the US Department of Energy released the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for a coal to liquids facility proposed in Gilberton, PA. DOE is considering funding
$100 million of the plant's construction cost under the Clean Coal Power Initiative (CCPI)
program. Given the mandate of the CCPI program to fund technologies that specifically deal with
mercury, particulate matter and greenhouse gas emissions, NRDC took particular notice of the
estimated carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions of the plant. The draft EIS estimates CO2 emissions
of 832,000 tons per year; however, no further detail is offered regarding the input assumptions
used to calculate that estimate: Since CO2 is the primary pollutant responsible for global warming
and deployment of coal to liquids plants for transportation fuels would have a major impact on
CO2 emissions, the EIS should accurately reflect these emissions from the proposed project as
well as from wider scale deployment of this technology. We have not been able to verify the basis

for the stated emissions in the current draft.

wmm@mw D Tudsls 200 gl Veble 9.3 of the drall BIS, NRDO
m&%mﬁ@mgﬁﬂﬁmfﬁvwwmw&mmmmm
29 mifion v Bremaly rather han Sa slrady enfirade of RAG 000 s,

mmmmwmmmﬁ Rt 5 obbin feformatii ropaiing v
% Gt piieel, %m&fm@sﬁmm@mﬁrﬁmm%im .
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May 3: Ms. Bell contacted NRDC and recommended we contact Bob Miller of Oak Ridge
National Laboratories who is the consultant drafting the EIS. Shortly thereafter, NRDC had a
discussion with both Mr. Miller and Ms. Bell requesting the information about the CO2
estimate. Mr. Miller informed NRDC that the emission estimates in the EIS had been sent to
him by WMPI and he would need to contact them to get the input assumptions for the

calculations.

May 11: NRDC received an email from Ms Bell containing the response from WMPIL. WMPI
did not provide the basis for its emissions estimates for the plant (for example, the carbon
content of the anthracite culm feedstock), but rather simply broke the daily emissions down
into various emission points at the plant (i.e. gas turbine stack emissions, process heater
stack emissions, and AGR (Rectisol} and SRU stack emissions), totaled those daily
emissions and multiplied that total by 365 to show annual emissions of 832,000 tons.

s May 15: Mr. Greeff responded to Ms Bell, Mr. Miller and Mr. Cohen in an email informing
them of the problem and reiterating what exact information we wanted. A few days later,
NROC followed up with Ms Bell by phone and she confinmed that she had recelvad our
request and forwarded it on to WMPL Bhe mentioned that it would take some time for WiiPi

o get us the inforrnation we reqguested.

May 22 tis Bell ssnt a confirmation emall to NRDG officially acknowledging receipt of our
sweond request for the information. )

As of the dafe of ihis letter, NRDC has received no fur'thm information or contact from DOE or
WAPL Ouwr nability to obtain this information ralses serious concerns about the adequacy of the
1S and our abllity o comment on it Sinceé WP provided the emissions sstimate centained in
the draft EI5 to ORNL, the basis for the estimate should be readily available upon reguest.

 Moreovar, the requests for those assumptions were sent twice by DOE and ORNL. We cho not

understand why this information is not being made available to us.

In light of the aha;ave, we repeat our raduest for a detalled desoription of the i:gia:;ulaimns- made io
produce the estimated emissions from the Gilberton facility for COZ and other emisaions. Further,
we reguest an expdanation for why it has not bswrs possible o provide us with this Infermaetionina

timely mannar.

Pleass let us know if you have any fufther questions, We appracisie vour prsmpt atartion to this
matter.

126 New York Avenue, B, Sule 400 HEW VORI o LS ANGELES » S30 FRANGISCO
Whashington, DC aoooy )
TaL 207 HG-68SE max 20 280-wSo
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August 9, 2006

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom

Director

Office of NEFA Policy and Compliance
United States Departiment of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-0119

Dear Ms. Borgstrom:

In a June 27™ meeting, the Department of Energy (DOE) admitted to the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) that there was a major misstatement of the amount
of CO; emissions reported in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) of the
“Gilberton coal-to-clean fuels and power project” (DOE/EIS-0357). The actual CO;
emissions of the Gilberton plant are nearly 3 times higher than the CO; emissions
originally reported in the draft EIS (see Table 1}

We were informed that the misstatement of the reported CO; emissions in the Draft EIS
stemmed from the fact that the project developer, WMPI, LLF, claimed it intended to sell
a portion of the Gilberton plant’s CO; emissions. Furthermore the US News and World
Report anticle, entitied “The Oil Rush” by Marianne Lavelle (April 24, 2006) mentioned
the project developer planned to sell to the carbonated beverage industry, However, even
if the sale of some portion of the CO; emissions is accomplished, the carbonated beverage
industry does not represent a permanent method of carbon sequestration.

The DOE staff that we met with on June 27", 2006 have agreed to correct this
misstatement in the revised EIS, along with some mischaracterizations of the impact of
the Gilberton plant on global warming. In addition, DOE has agreed that a consideration
of the feasibility of carbon sequestration for the CO; emissions of the Gilberton plant is a
necessary component of the revised EIS, given that DOE is supplying $100 million in
funding to the plant under the Clean Coal Power Initiative, the purpose of which is to
address, among other things, “the potential global climate-altering impact of greenhouse

gasses.”

Furthermore, 40 C.E.R. § 1502.9 requires DOE to “prepare, circulate, and file 2
supplement (o & statement in the same fashion . . . as a draft and final statement™
whenever “[t]here are significant new circumstances or information relevant 1o
environmental concemns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” The errors

1300 Mew York Avenue, MW, Suite 400 MEW YORE -+ LOS ANGELES + SAN FRANEISCO
Washington, DC 20005
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and corrections to the Gilberton DEIS clearly qualify under this requirement. Thus, in
order to complete the NEPA review process, DOE must also provide an opportunity for
public comment on the updated information.

Given the important implications of these substantive corrections and additions to the
Gilberton EIS for global warming and for the Clean Coal Power Initiative, NRDC
believes that the revised EIS should be made available for public comment before the
final EIS is issued.

Table 1. Reported versus Actual CO. Emissions from the Gilberton Coal-to-Liguids Pling

C0 emissions reporied in draft EIS 0.8 million tons COafyear

Actual CO, emissions, 1o appear in
corrected EIS

2.3 million tons COafyear

Please consider and respond to this request for a renewed period of public comment on
the revised EIS for the “Gilberton coal-to-clean fuels and power project.”

Thank you,

avid Hawkins, Esq.
Director, Climate Center

MNatural Resources Defense Council



Excerpt from Letter from the
Coalition of Concerned Coal Region Citizens, Schuylkill County, PA

MNoting global CO; emissions in this EIS does not focus on the actual CO; limits
established by regulation for this particular area. The entire US is responsible
for 28% of global CO; emissions, yet this one facility, as a demonstration, is
anticipated to be 0.003% of all global emissions. The EIS states that increases
in CO; emissions “would be large in terms of number of tons per year.” Will the
Department quantify those tons in respect to the local (and not the global,
worldwide) environment to ensure compliance?



Excerpt from Letter from the
Mid-Atlantic Environmental Law Center, Wilmington, DE

7. Global Warming Impacts. It is astounding that in an era when the
consequences of global warming are already beginning to be felt, and the Administration
acknowledges the role of human activity in the global warming phenomenon, that
govermment documents purporting to catalog environmental impacts would characterize
832,000 tons per year of carbon dioxide as insignificant. It is completely irresponsible
for DOE to do so in this DEIS. It is also ironic that the DOE program promaoting and
subsidizing clean coal technologies includes those that find a way to minimize or
sequester carbon emissions. In fact, coal pasification itself, one of the very technologies
advanced in the WMPI project, is considered so promising in part because of aspects that
minimize or sequester carbon. Most unfortunately, the lack of any component to this

project that would minimize carbon emissions has not dissuaded DOE from the

determination to back this project with public dollars.



Excerpt from Letter from the _
Citizensfor Pennsylvania’'s Future (Penn’s Future), Harrisburg, PA

1: ) The DEIS fails to analyze the alternative of carbon 'szequestration.

The DEIS states that “[t]he proposed facilities would increase global CO; emissions by
about 832,000 tons per.year, which is about 0.003% of global eémissions resulting from fossil fuel
combustion.” (DEIS, p. xxi) The DEIS also indicates that the “Rectisol unit” would recover an
unidentified portion of this carbon dioxide, some of which would be sold to specialty gas
companies, and the remainder of which “could be sequestrated in the future (although no firm
plans currently exist).” (DEIS, p. 2-7) This “CO; Sequestration” option also is shown in the

generalized schematic diagram on page 2-4 of the DEIS.

The DEIS says little about the alternative of CO, sequestration beyond indicating that
there are no firm plans today to sequester the carbon dioxide that is separated from the gasses
prior to Fischer-Tropsch synthesis. Sequestration is not among the “Altemnatives Dismissed from
Further Consideration™ discussed in Section 2.2.2 of the DEIS, nor should it be. In light of the
scientific consensus that greenhouse gas emissions must be curbed, where a production process
already includes recovery of carbon dioxide, it is a shame to see that captured CO; vented to the
atmesphere rather than permanently sequestered beneath the ground. The DEIS should discuss
that alternative, and WMPI and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania should vigorously pursue it
- in order to demonstrate another important technology, reduce the new plant’s greenhouse gas

-emiissions, and remove a potential obstacle to replication elsewhere. : '



Excerpt from Letter from Mike Ewall, Philadelphia, PA

35) CO2 Emissions Downplayed, Yet are Worse than Petroleum Diesel or Coal with Sequestration

Without CO2 capture and sequestration, COZ2 emissions from producing and consuming a gallon of diesel from
coal would result in 1.8 times as much CO2 as a gallon of diesel from petroleum. Even with CO2 capture and
sequestration (which isn’t planned for the WMPI refinery), Fischer-Tropsch diesel would emit 1.1 times as much
CO2 over its lifecycle as diesel from petroleum.'”

The DEIS comments on global climate change attempt to minimize the global warming emissions by comparing
to global emissions. With this sort of comparison, any single facility would look like an insignificant contributor.
Would one make the same comparison for mercury or other toxic emissions? This is a really inappropriate way
of viewing pollution and only serves a public relations purpose, not a defensible scientific purpose. Since
Pennsylvania is already responsible for about 1% of global greenhouse gas emissions and since the global
emissions are already excessive and causing irreversible climate disruption, no added amount of greenhouse gas
emissions is justifiable. Making things worse, the 1% figure doesn’t include mine fires and Pennsylvania is
responsible for about 94% of mine fires in the U.S. Tt also doesn’t account for the fact that three large new waste
coal burning power plants were permitted in the past vear... each of which would use fluidized bed boilers, which
are known to convert nitrogen into nitrous oxide (a greenhouse gas), resulting in a net 15% increase in
greenhouse gas emissions over traditional coal-fired boilers. This refinery is adding insult to injury in the global
warming department and no means of minimizing or downplaying the numbers can change that fact.



Excerpt from Letter from Edward and Helen Sluzis, M ahoney City, PA

We are residents of Morea, Pa., in Mahanoy Township and will be
directly impacted by the proposed coal-to-oil gasification plant and

the pollution it will generate. According to the DOE’s Environmental
Impact Statement, the air pollution generated will include significant
amounts of CO2, which will be released freely into the air. CO2 is
known to contribute to global warming and the DOE should not fund an
energy project that does not address the CO2 problem. Instead, DOE
should seek to fund projects that are designed to capture and sequester
the CO2 generated.



Excerpt from Letter from James K otcon, M or gantown, WV

2, The summary of air impacts (page 2-20) fails to adequately analywe global warming
impacts. This is an iesue that was identified during ecooping as being significant, yet no
serious attempt to estimate the emissions of this versus other altermatives is presented.
The cursory statement that emissions would be large, “but small in comparison to global
tntals”, is condescending and completely misses the point. Because coal is a relatively
inefficient fuel and releases large amounts of fossil carbon dioxide, further development
of coal facilities that do not include carbon dioxide sequestration will produce a
disproportionate impact on global warming. A Supplemental DEIS is needed to fully
address the issues (such as global warming) raised during scoping.

4. The conclusion that greenhousc gas cmissions would be “small in comparison to
global to1als™ (page 4-11) does not provide adequate analysis of the potential impact. An
increase of 0.003 % of global emiscions is significant, particularly given the need to
reduce, rather than stimulate increases in, emissions. By cavalierly dismissing this
increase as “small™, the DEIS infers that this is the same as “not significant’” without any
factual analvsis of the statement, and thereby misinforms decision makers and the public.
Particularly if the projcct is successful in stimulating further commercial development of
coal conversion facilities, the cumulative impact is likely to be much greater than is
presented here. A supplemental DEIS is needed that provides a factual basis for the
inference that the impacts of these emissions, and any cumulative emissions that this
project would reasonably stimulate form similar new facilities, would be “small™.
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