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Picciano, Dante J. (1) 
 

Comment 1-1 
 

“First, the Department of Energy (DOE) should fully consider the cumulative 
environmental impacts of the other projects and factors known in the immediate area of the 
proposed project. The DOE should not study the environmental impact of the proposed 
project in isolation. There are three waste coal burning power plants in the immediate area. In 
addition, there are other coal burning power plants, numerous landfills, sewage sludge 
dumping sites, fly ash dumping sites, a hazardous waste recycling plant, a hazardous waste 
disposal site and acid mine runoff problems nearby. Finally, there are other projects planned 
for the area that will add to the overall environmental burden.” 
 

Response: 
The description of the affected environment in Section 3, which forms the baseline 

for the assessment of environmental impacts, takes into account the effects of many existing 
and past operations and activities affecting environmental resources in the region. Thus, the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project are considered in a context that 
includes these other operations and activities. Additionally, Section 6 presents an assessment 
of potential cumulative environmental impacts, including potential impacts of other projects 
planned for the area. Also see the response to comment S3-3. 

 
Comment 1-2 
 
“Second, the DOE should fully consider the environmental justice issue in the 

consideration of the EIS. The area surrounding the proposed project is a community that has 
a high enough population in poverty that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania classifies it as 
an environmental justice community. 

Anything less than the full and complete consideration of the cumulative 
environmental impacts and the environmental justice issue would result in an incomplete 
analysis of the true environmental impact of the proposed project.” 
 

Response: 
DOE has analyzed environmental justice issues and has determined that there would 

be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations. 
See response to comment S9-1 and Section 4.1.7.7. 
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Liddle, John (2) 
 

Comment 2-1 
“Some of the potentially dangerous projects that are currently active in Schuylkill 

County include: numerous landfills accepting local as well as out of the area waste, most area 
homes are heated with coal or oil, five cogeneration plants, a hazardous waste recycling 
plant, spreading of sewage sludge, land filling of river dredge and etc., a construction and 
demolition waste dump, and the McAdoo Associates site. In addition, other potentially 
dangerous projects that have been and are being considered include: a new demolition waste 
dump, several soil burners, spreading paper mill sludge, a composting operation, and now a 
coal-to-oil plant. 

I don’t want to live in a depressed area or to see our children fighting a war for oil but 
when an outsider looks at these lists and the state and federal prisons in the country, he must 
think of us as one big dump. Politicians at all levels as well as the people in the various state 
and federal agencies set up to protect the general public need to consider the cumulative 
affect of all these projects. Consideration must be given to mental and physical health as well 
as numerous environmental issues.” 
 

Response:   
 Regarding the cumulative impacts of the proposed project in the context of past, 
present, and proposed actions affecting the local environment, see the responses to comments 
S3-3 and 1-1. Potential impacts of the proposed action on human health are discussed in 
Section 4.1.9. 
 

Comment 2-2 
 

“Your draft document states “County-level pediatric admission rates were not 
available.” This is one of the many pieces of data that should indicate the cumulative affects 
of these projects. Before any new project is approved there should be a through study of the 
health of county residents to be sure that the cumulative affect of all these projects are not 
adversely affecting our health.” 
 

Response: 
All estimates of public health impacts contain uncertainty. Using state or national 

rates where county rates are not available adds to the uncertainty of the predicted impacts. 
However, when the impact is small, efforts to reduce the uncertainty result in little if any 
improvement on the estimated impact. For example, in this case a 1 μg/m3 increase in the 
PM-10 concentration contributes an increase in asthmatic attacks of about 0.3 per 10,000 
asthmatics per day. Assuming there was a 10% error in the number of asthmatics, knowing 
this would still have little effect on the estimated increase in the number of attacks per day 
(0.33 vs 0.30). 
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Feeser, Rebekah (3) 
 

Comment 3-1 
 

“As a former resident of Schuylkill County, I am appalled by the short-sightedness of 
the proposed “coal to oil” refinery. Even a cursory reading of the environmental impact of 
the “Gilberton Coal-to-Fuels and Power Project” clearly reveals that the advertised “Ultra 
Clean Fuels” is anything but! In short, our families will be affected as will future generations 
fated to breathing increased amounts of hydrogen and carbon dioxide, drinking water 
contaminated by mercury and other toxins, and residing in a landscape formerly edged by 
deciduous woods now marred by piles of Gasification Slag and punctuated by sulphuric 
fumes. 

I now live an hour away from Schuylkill County, far enough not to read about this 
proposal in a local paper, but close enough to be affected by the decisions made by the 
community. I hope that citizens of the county will look beyond any potential short-term 
financial gain to consider the negative consequences.” 
 

Response: 
In this EIS, DOE has attempted to identify and consider all of the potential long-and short-
term environmental impacts of the proposed facilities, not just the short-term benefits. 
Potential impacts to air quality are discussed in Section 4.1.2.2, potential impacts to water 
quality are discussed in Section 4.1.4, potential impacts to terrestrial ecosystems are 
discussed in Section 4.1.6.1, and potential impacts from management of gasification slag are 
discussed in Section  4.1.8.2. Additionally, cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 6 and 
the balance between short-term uses of the environment and long-term productivity is 
discussed in Section 9. 
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Jackowiak, Frank (4) 
 

Comment 4-1 
“I have live in Gilberton for 34 years; in our town is a set of pumps that control mine 

water not only in our community but also control the water table from Mahanoy City thru 
Giardville. In the past, up until Mr. Rich built his processing plant and his Co-Generation 
Plant we never had a problem with the water table in town except in 1972 with Agnes or a 
storm with real heavy down pours. Since the operation of his processing plant and Co-
generating the water table has been rather high. 

I have talked to the DEP about this problem and they tell me that the water table should 
be a foot below the lowest basement. They cannot keep this level for a long period of time. 
Once a complaint is made the level might go down. But after a heavy rain we are back to the 
same problem. As a guide for the rise in water table – what ever the News predicts for rain 
amount multiply this by 6 and that about how much the water rises. There are numerous 
residents with water always in their basements. 

As for a history lesson under this town the mines go down around a mile. Once the deep 
mines closed for surface mining the mines flooded, now that water helps support the town. 
This town at one time was flat from North to South of main street now there is as much as 4 
feet different from one side to another. 

Rich states that he is using mine water for his new plant will use this water and then put it 
back in the pool. Will this draw in water affect the town, not only for the stability of the town 
but for the processed water that may or may not be polluted. 

If it is polluted this is in our homes not just under our homes but in our homes in the 
open. As an Emergency Management Coordinator for the town and Fire Chief for Gilberton. 
This is one problem we are concerned about.” 

 
Response:  

 
EIS Section 3.3.5.1 discusses ground surface subsidence over underground mines in the 

project area; Section 3.4.3 describes the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection’s pumping of the Gilberton mine pool, which is intended to prevent mine-pool 
water from flooding basements in Gilberton; Section 4.1.4.1 discusses the probable effects of 
the proposed project on water levels in the mine pool and on the amount of time that the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection would need to operate its pump; and 
Section 4.1.3.3 addresses the potential for the proposed project to increase the risk of ground 
surface subsidence.  

As discussed in Section 4.1.4.1, the proposed project could lower the average water level 
in the Gilberton mine pool. However, this is expected to lead to only a small increase in the 
chance for the underground mine workings to collapse because (as explained in Section 
4.1.3.3) water levels in the mine pool would remain within their current range and the state of 
Pennsylvania has not observed any mine roof collapses or other subsidence from several 
decades of pumping from the mine pools at Gilberton and other locations in the region. Also 
see the responses to comments P11-4 and 41-15 and 41-16.  

The basement flooding in Gilberton described by the commenter may not be due to mine-
pool water. Investigation of causes for this flooding is beyond the scope of this EIS.  
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Pumping from the mine pool to supply water for the proposed facilities should lower the 
average water level in the mine pool, thus reducing the chance for mine-pool water to enter 
basements. Because (as discussed in Section 4.1.4.1) the project would introduce new 
pollutants into the mine pool, the project could adversely affect the water quality of any 
mine-pool water that does enter residents’ basements. 
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Zukas, Frank (5) 
 
Comment 5-1 
We do believe that a positive economic impact will be experienced by Schuylkill County, as a 

whole, via the development of new “clean coal technologies” such as the one proposed in this project. 
Given the success demonstrated by the five county-based one proposed in this project. Given the 
success demonstrated by the five county-based co-generated facilities and the volume of the existing 
fuel stock of both anthracite and anthracite-reclaimed materials, we are convinced that the time is 
right to demonstrate, with the viability of coal to gas as outlined in the National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

 
Response: 
We note Schuylkill Economic Development Corporation support for the proposed Gilberton coal-

to-clean fuels project.  
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Zukas, Frank (5) 
 
Comment 5-1 

“The Schuylkill Economic Development Corporation (SEDCO) is a non-profit 
organization created in 1950s to help recruit jobs in the manufacturing sector to Schuylkill 
County to replace those jobs lost in the mining industry which began its rapid decline after 
World War II. The SEDCO Board of Directors includes 60 volunteers within Schuylkill 
County, covering a diverse range of community, business, and political leaders, who oversee 
the direction and operation of the organization. 

In July of 2003, management of WMPI PTY, LLC briefed our directors along with 
DEP Secretary Kathleen McGinty, on the Gilberton Coal to Clean Fuels project and its 
potential impact on the economic, energy, and environmental fronts of the Schuylkill County. 
In November 2005, our Executive Committee reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, as prepared by the Department of Energy, and also had members and staff attend 
the two public hearings on the Draft EIS held on January 9th and 10th 2006. 
Based on the review of these materials and the information on the project presented to our 
full board, SEDCO has formalized its endorsement of this project and of the Draft EIS in a 
vote taken at our January 12, 2006 meeting. 

We do believe that a positive economic impact will be experienced by Schuylkill 
County, as a whole, via the development of new “clean coal technologies” such as the one 
proposed in this project. Given the success demonstrated by the five county-based co-
generated facilities and the volume of the existing fuel stock of both anthracite and 
anthracite-reclaimed materials, we are convinced that the time is right to demonstrate, with 
the viability of coal to gas as outlined in the National Environmental Policy Act.” 
 

Response: 
The comments have been noted.  
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Shaulis, Peter C. (6) 

 
Comment 6-1 
“This project is not in the best interest of the surrounding population. Environmental 

damages already apparent from the activity of co-generation plants will be compounded. 
Clean air, clean water and healthy environment is an entitlement and must be protected. If 
this project is approved, legal recourse must be provided by law or regulation for damages 
incurred.” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Reilly, Theresa (7) 
 
Comment 7-1 
“Against the plant! I am a cancer survivor and I am horrified at the cancer rate in the 

area. I know Mr. Rich’s compliance history and it is not very good. Let him live near the 
plant, not us. The economic benefits do not outweigh the environmental hazards. Please deny 
the permit.” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Densmore, David (8) 
 
Comment 8-1 
“[N]o report pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, 16 U.S.C. 

661 et seq.) is anticipated at this time, and the Act’s consultation requirements for this project 
have been satisfied. However, if project circumstances change, or new information regarding 
impacts to fish and wildlife becomes available, the Service may determine that a report on 
the proposed project is appropriate.” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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McGinty, Kathleen (9) 
 

Comment 9-1 
“Thank you for your letter and copy of the draft EIS document submitted for review 

and comment by the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). My staff has informed 
me that review of the EIS is currently underway. DEP has expedited an interdisciplinary 
review among staff in order to respond to you by February 8, 2006. 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Pascavage, Daniel (10) 
 
Comment 10-1 
“Waste (solid) will be as bad as “coal” that will be used for fuel, with no gain in removal 

of said waste.” 
 
Response: 
Impacts from the proposed facilities’ solid wastes and byproducts are discussed in 

Section 4.1.8.2. The principal wastes from the facilities are expected to be relatively inert 
solids that can be managed with minimal environmental impact. By removing waste coal 
refuse from the land and reclaiming abandoned mine lands, the project would be expected to 
reduce the continuing adverse impact to the local environment from waste coal.  
 

Comment 10-2  
 
“Water use – at 80 million gallons of water per day will have a very serious effect on 

potable water in this entire area.” 
 
Response: 
Water use by the proposed facilities is estimated at about 6 million gallons per day. The 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission has authorized the withdrawal of up to 7 million 
gallons per day from the Gilberton mine pool, which is not a source of potable water supply. 
Potential impacts of this water use on water supplies are analyzed in Section 4.1.4. 

 
Comment 10-3 
“Air emissions combined with air emissions from other co-gen plants will be greater than 

we residents should have to be exposed to.” 
 

10-3
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Response: 
See response to comment S3-3. 
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Lutchen, Chris (11) 

 
Comment 11-1 
“Has the Department of Energy looked at the violation and compliance history of the 

company and all of its affiliates?” 
 
Response: 
Although DOE does not serve as a regulatory agency, if DOE decides to provide 

financial assistance, DOE will expect WMPI PTY., LLC, to follow all applicable federal, 
state, and local environmental regulations.  

 
Comment 11-2 
“Does the compliance history of an operator matter to the DOE?” 
 
Response: 
See response 11-1.  
 
Comment 11-3 
“Why can’t this project stand on its own merit without government welfare grants?” 
 
Response: 
The proposed action falls under the Department of Energy’s Clean Coal Power Initiative 

(CCPI), a statutorily authorized program to provide financial assistance to coal-based 
technology demonstrations. CCPI funds assist technologies to bridge the gap from 
development to commercialization. The WMPI project is the first of its kind in the United 
States. The proposed project would demonstrate the first clean coal power facility in the 
United States using coal waste gasification as the basis for clean power, thermal energy, and 
clean fuels production. A successful demonstration would generate technical, environmental, 
and financial data from the design, construction, and operation of the facilities to confirm that 
the integrated technologies can be implemented at the commercial scale. The project would 
demonstrate that coal waste can be used to produce steam, electricity, and liquid hydrocarbon 
fuels that may ultimately help to reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil. While the 
individual technologies have been independently operated, this project would demonstrate 
the integration of the technologies. A successful demonstration would indicate that the 
performance and cost targets for the integrated technologies are achievable at the commercial 
scale. In view of the technical and economic risk associated with the project, DOE believes 
financial support is appropriate.  

 
Comment 11-4 
“What percentage of the project cost will be funded with tax dollars or government 

money?” 
 
Response: 
DOE is proposing to fund approximately 10%, or $100 million of the total estimated 

project cost of $1 billion. 



Final:  October 2007 

   
D-189 

Comment 11-5 
“How many state and federal dollars did this project receive?” 
 
Response: 
The CCPI project has not been awarded and therefore has yet to receive any federal 

dollars. DOE is proposing to fund approximately 10%, or $100 million of the total estimated 
project cost of $1 billion. 

 
Comment 11-6 
“This project will take and use 7 million gallons of water a day. Where will this water 

come from, and what will happen when the surface subsides because of this depletion in 
aquifers? Will the company be made to restore any properties that will be destroyed?” 

 
Response:  
Withdrawal of water from the Gilberton mine pool has been authorized by the 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission. An average of 7.8 million gal/day would be 
withdrawn from the mine pool to support operations of the proposed facilities (including 
beneficiation of culm from the existing Gilberton Power Plant; Section 2.1.5.2)). As 
discussed in Section 4.1.4.1, this could lower the average water level in the Gilberton mine 
pool and increase the likelihood of ground surface subsidence due to collapse of abandoned 
underground mine workings, but the potential for such an impact would be small because (as 
explained in Section 4.1.3.3) water levels in the mine pool would remain within their current 
range and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has not observed any mine roof collapses or 
other subsidence from several decades of pumping from the mine pools at Gilberton and 
other locations in the region. WMPI has not offered to assume liability for any future 
subsidence over the Gilberton mine pool. However, property owners may qualify to purchase 
mine subsidence insurance from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s Mine Subsidence 
Insurance Fund. See the responses to comment P11-4 and P11-5 for additional discussion of 
these topics. 

 
Comment 11-7 
“There will be a staggering amount of slag or by-product created by this project. Where 

will this material be taken, how will it be transported, who will test it for leaching and how 
will it be handled if it is found to be toxic or hazardous?” 

 
Response: 
To the extent possible, the slag would be sold commercially. Byproduct sulfur also would 

be sold commercially. Fine solids, excess slag, and sludges from water and wastewater 
treatment would be used in mine reclamation, providing they meet Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Protection regulatory criteria. Testing for leachability would be the 
responsibility of WMPI, in accordance with specifications in Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection regulations and technical guidance. Materials found to be 
unsuitable for commercial sale or use in mine reclamation would be sent to a commercial 
landfill. Waste materials determined to be unsuitable for use in mine reclamation or 
placement in a municipal solid waste landfill would either be treated to stabilize them or 
would be sent to a commercial hazardous waste facility. Additional discussion on the 
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management of slag and other solid by-products from project operation is in Sections 2.1.6.3 
and 4.1.8.2. 

 
Comment 11-8 
“If this project is granted a KOZ or tax-free status for 10 years, how will it possibly be 

helping our economy? The laborers will no doubt come from Mexico or somewhere that 
provides cheap labor, based on the history of project developers in building the co-generation 
facilities.” 

 
Response: 
See responses to comments S1-1 and S11-1. 
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Chiao, Sharon (12) 
 

Comment 12-1 
“Two townships are being mentioned – which township is it being built in? He, Mr. 

Rich, has yet to show proposed location to either township – we get 2nd hand info. from 
DEP.” 
 

Response: 
 The proposed facilities would be located in the western portion of Mahanoy 
Township and the Mahanoy Area School District. This information was confirmed by the 
applicant (Robert Hoppe WMPI, personal communication to Robert L. Miller, ORNL, 
January 10, 2006). The EIS summary and Sections 1, 2, and 3 have been revised to provide 
this information. 
 

Comment 12-2 
“Also, note comment concerning location of public meetings. Pottsville has nothing 

to do with this project.” 
 

Response: 
DOE cannot dictate where the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

elected to hold its public hearing for the air permit. The DOE's initial public scoping meeting 
was held in Pottsville because it is the largest city in Schuylkill County, approximately eight 
miles from the proposed project site, and the Lengel Middle School could accommodate the 
widely attended meeting. DOE's public hearings for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement were held at Shenandoah Junior/Senior High School and again at the Lengel 
Middle School in Pottsville. The first public hearing was held at Shenandoah Junior/Senior 
High School (January 9, 2006), at the request of the West Mahanoy Township Supervisors 
(letter from Ms. Christina Hale, January 17, 2005). The second hearing was held in Pottsville 
(January 10, 2006), to ensure that interested stakeholders, who might have attended the 
public scoping meeting, also had adequate access to the public hearings. 
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Koss, Ted (13) 
 
Comment 13-1 
“Because the conformity analysis is not needed, the analysis presented on pp 4-8 and 4-9 

would not be sufficiently comprehensive anyway to demonstrate that the project would be 
exempt from conformity because of low air emissions, we recommend that the conformity 
review section be deleted and replaced with a sentence that states that the proposed action is 
exempt from General Conformity requirements because the action’s air emissions will not 
occur in an area subject to a conformity review.” 

 
Response: 
The conformity review has been removed from the EIS. 

 



WMPI EIS 

 
D-200 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Zahodnick, Michael (14) 
 

Comment 14-1 
“Common sense dictates, nitrogen oxides 81.9 tons, carbon monoxide 95.5 tons, 

sulfur dioxides 89.5 tons, particulate matter 49.8 tons, volatile organic compounds, 38.8 tons 
hazardous air pollutants 37 tons, mercury 38 lbs./yr. cannot be good –” 
 

Response: 
The impacts of operational air emissions from the proposed facilities are assessed in 

Section 4.1.2.2. 
 
 

14-1 



Final:  October 2007 
 

   
D-201 

 
15-1 

15-2 



WMPI EIS 

 
D-202 

 
 

15-3 

 
15-4 

15-5

15-6 

15-7
15-7 



Final:  October 2007 
 

   
D-203 

Gill, John (15) 
 

Comment 15-1 
“You do not live here and wake up to pink ash on your vehicle whenever the weather 

is damp, which enables the ash to stick to your cars. We know what the cogen plants are 
doing to the area, you do not. Your theoretical assumptions are just that, assumptions. I, 
personally have seen the pink emissions from the cogen plant in Frackville, PA. While sitting 
in my car at the Schuylkill Mall, I witnessed for approximately ten minutes emissions into 
the air of a pink plume. Because there are no emissions when you are monitoring does not 
mean that there are no emissions.” 
 

Response: 
Your observations have been noted. The proposed facilities integrate different 

technologies than the technologies used by existing plants, and would have environmental 
controls and permit conditions to control air emissions. Particulate emissions are described in 
Section 4.1.2.2 of the EIS. Pollution prevention and mitigation measures are described in 
Table 4.2.1. 
 

Comment 15-2A 
“Anyone who would place a monitor upwind at the Shenandoah High School really 

does not want to know the extent of the pollution in the area. As even an uneducated person 
could understand, to get a reading from a source, you must place the monitor downwind of 
the problem area” 
 

Response: 
The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection has recently installed a 

PM-10 monitor at the Mahanoy State Correctional Institution adjacent to the proposed 
facilities to measure ambient PM-10 concentrations. In addition, high-volume particulate 
samplers to measure ambient concentrations of metals (i.e., arsenic, cadmium, chrome, 
nickel, and lead) and total suspended particles have recently been installed by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection at the Mahanoy State Correctional 
Institution, the Mahanoy City Sewage Treatment Plant, and the Frackville State Correctional 
Institution. All samplers began running on the same day (May 9, 2006) on a 6-day cycle (i.e., 
operating for one 24-hour period every sixth day). 
 

Comment 15-2B 
“I am concerned about the air quality from the additional pollutants that Rich will 

spew into the air – Mercury, sulphur dioxide and other chemicals.” 
 

Response:   
The impacts of operational air emissions from the proposed facilities are assessed in 

Section 4.1.2.2. 
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Comment 15-2C 
“I am concerned about the inability to make a profit by the larger gas and fuel 

companies because the technique is not practical. Thereby not requiring Rich to pay back the 
loans and grants which WILL COST ME MONEY.” 
 

Response: 
As stated in Section 2.2, Congress established the CCPI Program with a specific 

goal— to accelerate commercial deployment of advanced coal-based technologies that can 
generate clean, reliable, and affordable electricity in the United States. Congress directed 
DOE to pursue this goal by providing partial funding for projects owned and controlled by 
non-federal-government participants. Thus, it is true that the proposed facilities would be 
partially funded using taxpayer dollars. However, DOE has no reason to expect that the 
proposed project would not be successful and that the financial assistance provided by DOE 
would not be repaid.  
 

Comment 15-3 
“The air quality to the prisoners at the SCI Mahanoy being locked in an environment 

next door to this monstrosity. What happens if as your report states that there is a 1 in 40 
chance that an accident will occur with the system. What now happens to these inmates? 
What method of transportation will be used at what of time to evacuate them and to what 
place.” 
 

Response: 
Sect. 4.1.9.1 has been revised in response to this comment to more clearly describe 

the plan and program for emergencies that might arise from plant operations. The Emergency 
Response Program, which will be incorporated into the Risk Management Plan, will address 
the approach to be taken for plant emergencies. This program has yet to be developed and 
will be submitted to the EPA prior to plant operations as part of compliance with 40 CFR 68. 
Compliance with this regulation requires adequate protection of public health and safety. The 
process of developing the Risk Management Plan includes hazard identification, hazard 
analysis, and accident analysis. These analyses would address the potential consequences of a 
worst-case accident to the nearest off-site member of the public, and would identify 
necessary process controls, procedures, training, and audits. Also, revised Section 4.1.7.5 
notes that the Schuylkill County Emergency Management Agency (SCEMA) would be 
responsible for evacuating nearby residents, if necessary. SCEMA, in conjunction with the 
Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency, is in the process of developing a hazard 
mitigation plan for Schuylkill County. 

 
See the response to Comment S2-5. 

 
Comment 15-4 
“The water usage and drainage of the Mahanoy mine pool. Draining this pool of 7 

million gallons a day and replacing ½ of that amount must drain the pool which will allow 
the rotten timbers of the mines to collapse thereby creating subsidence in Mahanoy City and 
Gilberton” 
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Response: 
EIS Section 4.1.3.3 addresses the potential for the proposed project to increase the 

chances of ground surface subsidence over the Gilberton mine pool. If timbers were used for 
roof support in mine openings that are near the ground surface, and therefore, could alternate 
between wet and dry as a result of increased pumping, then pumping from the mine pool 
might accelerate the deterioration of the timbers, and thus, might increase the possibility of 
subsidence. In Gilberton, at the axis of the Mahanoy Syncline (the approximate location of 
Long Row), the first mined coal seam is 200 to 300 ft below the ground surface (ARM Group 
Inc. 2005), and thus, is too deep to be temporarily dewatered by pumping from the mine 
pool. However, on the flanks of the syncline (both north and south of the railroad tracks), 
mined coal seams are closer to the surface, so some structures may be located over 
underground openings that are supported by timbers that would be subject to alternate 
wetting and drying due to pumping. 

Mahanoy City, which is more than two miles east of the Gilberton mine pool, is 
unlikely to be affected by pumping from the Gilberton mine pool to supply water for the 
proposed facilities. As discussed in Section 3.4.3., the Tunnel Ridge mine pool below 
Mahanoy City is reported to be connected with the Boston Run and St. Nicholas mine pools, 
which are reported to be connected to the Gilberton mine pool, but a pumping test did not 
demonstrate a direct connection. Pumping of water from the Gilberton mine pool might 
affect the water level in the Tunnel Ridge mine pool, but because of the distance and the 
limited interconnection between the mine pools, any decline in the Tunnel Ridge mine pool 
water level would be much smaller than the water level decline in the Gilberton mine pool.  

Also see the responses to comments P11-4 and P11-5.  
 

Comment 15-5 
“Excess water usage from other sources. If the mine pool is insufficient, water will be 

drawn from the water table thereby causing wells and reservoirs to go dry.” 
 

Response: 
Section 4.1.4.1 discusses the measures that could be implemented to avoid adverse 

impacts if the mine pool could not supply enough water for the proposed facilities.  
 

Comment 15-6 
“Finally, the air quality for my family and me and the damage to the environment 

including Locust Lake State Park and Tuscarora State Park. We are already experiencing 
poor air quality from the cogens and the ambient environment.” 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 
Comment 15-7 
“Rich has stated that he will burn anything. Does that mean garbage, chemicals, 

hazardous waste, you name it.” 
 

Response: 
See response to comment S10-2. 
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Davis, Daryl (16) 
 

Comment 16-1 
“Six additional smokestacks do nothing for improving the aesthetics of a region 

already scarred by landfills, prisons, and the residuals of decades of mining (while the 
proposed plant purports to address these mining residuals by removing culm piles, the 
environmental cost of the plant may exceed the aesthetic benefits).” 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. Section 4.1.1.2 discusses the aesthetic impacts of the 

proposed facilities. 
 
Comment 16-2 
“Are you saying that there is no way to predict the amount of ozone the plant will 

produce?” 
  

Response: 
As discussed in Section 4.1.2.2, the facilities would not produce or emit ozone 

directly. Rather, ozone would be formed in the atmosphere by photochemical reactions 
involving VOCs and NOx, both of which would be emitted by the facilities. The contribution 
of any individual emission source to ozone concentrations at any particular location cannot 
be readily quantified, but contributions can be assumed to be proportional to the emissions of 
either or both VOCs and NOx. Since the proposed facilities’ emissions of both pollutants 
would be very small in comparison with total emissions from all sources in Schuylkill 
County, the proposed facilities’ potential contribution to ozone concentrations in the air also 
would be very small. See Section 4.1.2.2 for additional information. 
 

Comment 16-3 
“The EIS page 4-9 states:  
‘[A] high percentage of hazardous air pollutants and trace elements in the 
synthesis gas would be removed, and no estimates of the proposed facilities’ 
emissions of these pollutants are currently available. Part of the purpose of the 
proposed project is to generate environmental data, including hazardous air 
pollutant measurements, from the operation of the integrated technologies at the 
sufficiently large scale to allow industries and utilities to assesses the project’s 
potential for commercial application (Section 1.4).’ 
 
I find this statement particularly disturbing. It essentially says you will remove a high 

percentage of on unknown value of pollutants. This leaves an unknown value of pollutants 
released into the atmosphere, which could be considerable, as we only know it’s a percentage 
of an unknown quantity. Schuylkill County cannot be a guinea pig ‘at sufficiently large scale 
to allow industries and utilities to assess the project’s potential for commercial application.’ 
This is an unacceptable risk to the health of area residents and the long-term viability of the 
local environment.” 
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Response: 
Additional information has been added to Section 4.1.2.2 on expected emissions of 

hazardous air pollutants. The quantity of any single hazardous air pollutant is expected to be 
less than 1 ton/year, which is considerably less than the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection’s permitted limit of 10 tons/year. Dioxins and furans are not 
expected to be present in the syngas or plant emissions because of the efficiency of the hot 
gas cleanup system that would be used. 
 

Comment 16-4 
“While the proposed plant would utilize culm from existing banks, thereby purporting 

to aid in the aesthetic cleanup of the area, the existing Gilberton Coal Plant already is 
utilizing culm in its operations. An additional plant utilizing culm seems to create more 
environmental issues that are not offset by the possible acceleration of culm cleanup.” 
 

Response:  
As the commenter notes, the use of culm in the proposed facilities would be in 

addition to current uses of culm in the Gilberton Power Plant and other cogeneration stations 
in the area. In this EIS, DOE has attempted to identify and consider all of the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed facilities, not just the beneficial impacts of 
accelerating culm cleanup. See Table 2.1.6, which compares the key operating characteristics 
of the existing plant and the proposed facilities. 
 

Comment 16-5 
“The EIS states on pages 4-15/16: 
‘Most of the iron, manganese, and other metals would probably be removed from 
this wastewater stream during processing (these substances would be 
incorporated into wastewater sludge), but sulfate and other anions could pass 
untreated into the wastewater discharge.’ 

“Isn’t this a little ambiguous? Can you define ‘most’?” 
 

Response:  
More specific information on wastewater characteristics is now included and 

discussed in Sections 2.1.6 and 4.1.4.l. Also see the response to comment S2-1. 
 
 

Comment 16-6 
“[W]hat measures will be taken to ensure that all employees used in construction and 

day-to-day operation of the proposed plant are legally employed U. S. citizens?” 
 

Response: 
The project proponents and their subcontractors would be required to follow all 

applicable Federal and state laws relating to the employment of persons legally authorized to 
work in the United States. 
 

Comment 16-7 
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“As the project is located in a Keystone Opportunity Zone, it would not pay local 
property taxes until 2014, generating no revenue for the local economy but taking full 
advantage of police and fire protection and other local resources. This is unfortunate for a 
facility that will potentially generate considerable income for its financiers.” 
 

Response: 
See response to comment S1-1. 

 
Comment 16-8 
“One of the byproducts of plant operation would be gasifier slag, in the amount of 

1600 tons per day (wet weight). While commercial uses may be sought, the EIS states (page 
4-29): ‘markets for this material have not yet been established. Any slag that is not used 
commercially would be used as fill material for surface mine reclamation at and near sites 
where culm would be obtained.’ If the net effect of this plant is trading one form of 
environmental waste (culm) for another (slag), the net aesthetic effect is negligible.” 
 

Response: 
The use of slag or other project byproducts in mine reclamation would not merely 

replace culm with a new waste material. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection approval would be required before slag or other solid residues from the proposed 
facilities could be used in mine reclamation (see Section 7.2). Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection would require comprehensive characterization data (including 
results of leaching tests) for the slag as a basis for its environmental evaluation under the 
residual waste regulations, and may require groundwater monitoring at sites where the 
material is approved for use (25 Pa. Code Chapter 287, Subpart H). Any placement of facility 
byproducts on mined land would need to be done in accordance with an approved mine 
reclamation plan designed to achieve environmental objectives. For example, the plan would 
include requirements for compaction, final contouring and revegetation. Additionally, the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection regulations governing mine 
reclamation include provisions for liability insurance and performance bonds in order to 
assure financing to address potential adverse consequences.  
 

Comment 16-9 
“The EIS page 4-30 states: 
‘Ash leachate concentration of all constituents except aluminum, antimony, 
arsenic, lead, and sulfate were also below the applicable drinking water 
Maximum Contamination Level Goal (MCLG) or primary or secondary drinking 
water standards (for substances without MCLGs). Due to the physical differences 
between slag and ash, leaching of slag from the proposed facilities would be 
expected to result in much lower contaminant concentrations. Thus, the risk of 
adverse impacts to groundwater quality from using this material in mine 
reclamation would be negligible.’ 

 
This statement again seem a little ambiguous, ‘Leaching … would be expected…’ – 

what does this mean? What if the expectation proves false? How will the plant owners be 
held accountable and responsible for cleanup of groundwater and associated health expenses 
for area residents affected by contaminated groundwater?” 
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 Response: 

Leaching tests would be done and the results would be evaluated by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection before any project waste or byproduct material 
could be placed in the environment. Because material placement would be in areas where 
groundwater is already contaminated due to past mining operations and is not used for water 
supply, there should be no impacts to water users. If adverse impacts occurred, financial 
responsibility for repairing adverse consequences from management of project residues 
would be assured through provisions of the laws and regulations enforced by the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.  
 

Comment 16-10 
“What guarantees are provided that construction companies and employees will 

follow all environmental laws and recommendations mentioned or discussed in the EIS? 
How often will EPA officials inspect construction activity? What recourse does the EPA 
and/or local and state government have for violations of regulations and recommendations?” 
  
 Response: 

Although DOE does not serve as a regulatory agency, if DOE decides to provide 
financial assistance, then DOE would expect WMPI PTY., LLC, to follow all applicable 
federal, state, and local environmental regulations. From a project management perspective, 
DOE would monitor the project through the terms of a financial assistance agreement. 
 

Comment 16-11 
“While I appreciate the need to discover alternative fuel sources, they cannot be at the 

risk of the environment, both locally and globally, nor seriously impact the health of local 
citizens. Federal tax dollars are better spent researching more environmentally friendly 
energy alternatives, like solar energy or wind farms. As such, I am asking that the DOE not 
fund provide funding for this project.” 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 
 



Final:  October 2007 
 

   
D-213 

 
 

 
 
 
17-1 



WMPI EIS 

 
D-214 

Emenheiser, Tim; U.S.D.A. Natural Resources Conservation Service, Harrisburg, PA (17) 
 
Comment 17-1 
“Some of the soil mapping units in the project area are classified as hydric soils or could 

have inclusions of hydric soils; hydric soils being one indicator of the presence of wetlands. 
An on-site investigation should be done to determine the presence of wetlands.  

Many of the soil mapping units in the project area are not classified as wetlands 
themselves, but may have small inclusions of wetlands within them that are too small to 
identify on a map at the scale of the soil survey map. An on-site investigation should be done 
to determine the presence of wetlands. 

Soils in this area have been extensively altered over the years, and on-site investigations 
would be needed to determine the presence of any soil-related site limitations such as 
wetlands or unstable soils. 

As for any project involving earthmoving, both temporary and permanent erosion and 
sedimentation control practices should be planned, implemented and maintained. We 
recommend consultation with appropriate county conservation districts for review of erosion 
and sedimentation control plans and practices. 

Digital soils information for Schuylkill County and other Pennsylvania counties is also 
available on-line at http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov.” 

 
Response: 
An on-site investigation was conducted on May 12 to 14, 2003, to determine the presence 

of wetlands. The proposed WMPI property was examined by Mark Dilley a Professional 
Wetland Scientist certified by the Society of Wetland Scientists. A map of soil types in the 
area was obtained in advance from Ashley Spotts of the Pottsville Office of the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Center. No hydric soils were listed on the map. It 
was noted that the Buchanan soils can contain hydric inclusions, but soils on the proposed 
site tend to be well drained due to its ridge-top location. The site was examined for presence 
of wetlands using the criteria of hydrology, hydric soils, and wetland vegetation, as specified 
in the 1987 Army Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual (Department of the Army 1987). 
No wetlands were found during the survey. A splash zone was found beneath an actively 
releasing steam valve, but the area did not meet the criteria of a wetland.  

Erosion and sedimentation control plans would be developed prior to construction of the 
proposed project; the appropriate county conservation districts would be consulted for 
review.  
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Mahalchick, Michael and Zukas, Frank; Schuylkill County Industrial Development Authority 
(18) 
 

Comment 18-1 
“Please be advised that the Board of Directors of Schuylkill County Industrial 

Development Authority (SCIDA) has voted to endorse the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, for the above referenced project, at its meeting of January 25, 2006. The 
Authority believes that moving the project to the demonstrated stage of operation is in the 
best economic and energy policy interests of not just Schuylkill County but America as a 
whole. 

SCIDA has played a role in financing 4 of the 5 co-generation projects located in 
Schuylkill County in the late 1980’s and in several other anthracite fuel related projects as 
well. We do recognize the importance of the “Clean Coal Power Initiative” created by the 
Department of Energy and we strongly believe that this project will successfully demonstrate 
that anthracite, as a fuel stock, can and will play a critical role in our country’s energy 
policy.” 
 

Response: 
The comments have been noted.  

 
 



WMPI EIS 

 
D-218 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
19-1 



Final:  October 2007 
 

   
D-219 

 

19-1 



WMPI EIS 

 
D-220 

Sheganoski, Ed J. (19) 
 
Comment 19-1 
“I am a retired welder, and participated in site work, at the Wheelabrator Plant in Morea, 

PA … the restoration that these operations followed up with, turned bombed out craters, and 
massive culm piles into restored land. 

In 18 years these impact areas have abundant amounts of deer, squirrels, robins (as big as 
soft balls) cardinals, blue jays, duck and geese…my backyard is full of all the above. Across 
the street is the remainder of an old silt dam…every year since 1990, I would walk my dog, 
and be amazed at how every year hundreds of geese would stop to (take-a-break) in the 
waters of this dam, fed with rain and run-off water from the top of Broad Mountain” 

 
Response: 
The comments have been noted. 
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Jones, Allan (20) 
 
Comment 20-1 
“Stricter regulations on the emissions of pollutants that this plant is going to have. All 

stacks and water supplies regulated to the utmost. Monitoring devices set on an easterly 
location of plant which the prevailing winds carry. At least a 10% bond be in place by 
Reading Anthracite to ensure any wrong doing will make them liable for their action.” 

 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. Additional monitoring stations have been installed at the 

Mahanoy State Prison, the Mahanoy City Sewage Treatment Plant, and the Frackville State 
Prison. DOE does not require bonding for projects in the CCPI. 
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