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Weinrich, Mahanoy Creek Watershed Association (42) 
 

Comment 42-1 and 42-2 
In section 3, on the Existing Environment, under 3.1.3, it is stated that there are 

several other power plants within a 20-mile radius of the proposed coal to oil plant and that 
the winds come in a W, or SW direction running parallel to the ridges and valleys in the area. 
That being stated, and as this project is of epic proportions and funded largely by tax dollars, 
it would be in the best interests of all parties living in the area who may be recipients of toxic 
outfall, to perform a serious study of airborne pollutants. 

Attainment status for NAAQS should be gleaned from monitoring stations located 
within the proposed direction of winds blowing W – SW along the northeast trending linear 
ridges and valleys. In addition, cumulative pollutant loadings from existing facilities should 
be considered. 
 

Response: 
Sections 3.2.2 and 4.1.2.2 have been revised to clarify the source of air quality data 

for the region around the site and to explain more fully the reasons for selecting those data 
sources.  
 

Comment 42-3 
On page 3-7, it is stated that there are pillars of coal holding the coal shafts up. 

Anyone with any knowledge of historic local mining practices knows that it was a common 
practice to “rob the pillars” as a method of extracting the most coal from the mine. This has 
severely compromised structural integrity of the “mine rooms”. Dewatering of mine pools at 
the rate suggested by WMPI should be a serious concern, as it is likely to lead to mine 
subsidence, as the water helps support structures above the “mine room”, which includes 
private residences. In addition, the mapping of old mine workings is inaccurate; many miners 
and companies did not adequately record tunneling efforts. The potential for geologic 
hazards (4-1.3.3) are likely with the proposed removal of mine pool water and the 
unpredictable structure of underground mine workings. 
 

Response: 
See responses to comments P11-4, P11-5, and 41-15&16. 

 
Comment 42-4 
The USGS, under the capable direction of Dr. Charles Cravotta, did a Watershed 

Assessment for MCWA. It is completed and should be reviewed by your office before any 
work commences on this project. On page 3-12, it is stated that the water is acidic. A quick 
look over Attachment 1 will contradict this statement. 
 

Response:  
Data from the USGS study of Mahanoy Creek (Cravotta 2005) were reported and 

used in the draft EIS. (Attachment 1 to this comment is a copy of Tables 2 and 3 from that 
report. These tables list the stream locations sampled in the USGS study and water quality 
data for Mahanoy Creek and for abandoned mine drainage sites in the creek watershed.) The 
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final EIS has been revised to include additional information from the published report. 
Statements in the EIS to the effect that the stream’s water is acidic, both near Gilberton 
(where the USGS measured a pH value of 5.0) and through most of the stream’s length, are 
consistent with data and discussion in the USGS report. Although many Mahanoy Creek 
water samples obtained for the USGS study were in the near-neutral pH range (6.0 to 9.0) 
specified in the water-quality standards for aquatic life, the study report points out that the 
pH of acid mine drainage and water affected by acid mine drainage can be unstable due to 
continuing oxidation and hydrolysis of dissolved metals, and that samples in which acidity 
exceeds alkalinity tend to have acidic pH after complete oxidation. The report states that “the 
characterization of AMD [acid mine drainage] as acidic or neutral … should consider the pH, 
acidity, alkalinity, and concentration of dissolved metals.” Acidity exceeded alkalinity in 
many creek water samples with near-neutral pH, supporting the general characterization of 
the creek water as acidic.  
 

Comment 42-5 
With regard to the statement on 3-12 that aquatic life is severely diminished, please 

refer to Attachment 2. 
 

Response:  
Section 3.6.2 has been rewritten to incorporate information about creek biota reported 

by Cravotta (2005), and clarify the status of aquatic life in the reach of Mahanoy Creek in the 
vicinity of the project. (Attachments 1 and 2 to the comment are copies of Tables 2, 3, and 4 
from Cravotta’s report. These tables list the stream locations sampled in the USGS study, 
water quality data for Mahanoy Creek and for abandoned mine drainage sites in the creek 
watershed, and the fish species identified and counted during an ecological survey of the 
creek.) Although the Cravotta (2005) study found fish in the creek near Girardville, the study 
found only 20 fish representing only two species, both of which are tolerant of pollution. 
This finding does not alter the observation that aquatic life is severely reduced in the reach of 
Mahanoy Creek in the vicinity of the Gilberton Power Plant due to acid mine drainage. 
Cravotta (2005) stated, “The presence of any fish in Mahanoy Creek at Girardville was 
unexpected because of the poor water quality and iron-encrusted streambed at this location.” 
Also see the response to comment 42-4. 
 

Comment 42-6 
On page 3-16, it is stated that the mine pool water has an iron content of 30 mg/L, 

which is much higher than that found in the creek. As remediation effot6s have been planned 
for the Mahanoy Creek, it seems counterproductive to add more iron to water as we are 
trying to remove it through various projects. In addition, varying chemistry of pumped mine 
pool water is unacceptable. 
 

Response:  
The passage referred to by the commenter (in Section 3.4.3) describes the existing 

situation involving water in the Gilberton mine pool and Mahanoy Creek. As discussed in 
that section, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection maintains a pump that 
withdraws water from the mine pool and discharges it to the creek. This mine pool water, 
which has a high iron content and varying chemistry, is a source of contamination in the 
creek. Because water from the mine pool would be used in the proposed facilities, the 
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proposed project would reduce the volume of mine pool water that Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Protection discharges to the creek (see Section 4.1.4), thus reducing the 
quantity of iron that enters the creek from the mine pool. Before being used in the proposed 
facilities, the mine pool water would be treated to remove most of the iron and other 
dissolved constituents. Wastewater effluents from the proposed facilities (which would be 
discharged to the mine pool) would have much lower iron concentrations than the mine pool 
water. The net effect of the proposed project on iron in Mahanoy Creek would be a reduction 
(not an increase) in the amount of iron released to the creek. See Section 4.1.4.1 for 
additional information. 
 

Comment 42-7 
On page 3-20, it is stated that aquatic life is absent or severely reduced. Attachments 

1 and 2 are in direct contradiction to that statement. 
 

Response:  
See response to comment 42-5. 

 
Comment 42-8 
On page 4-15, it is stated that the only in-stream uses for the Mahanoy Creek are to 

receive treated sewage and that no impacts on water quality should be expected. That 
statement shows a total disrespect for the efforts of our organization and the remediation 
efforts we have historically been attempting. “Probably” removing pollutants is unacceptable. 
It is apparent from the discussion on page 4-16 that the wastewater is destined to become yet 
another nonpoint source of pollution in the creek. 
 

Response:  
As noted in Section 6.2, the proposed project is expected to contribute to achieving 

the objectives of ongoing watershed remediation projects by reducing the discharge of mine 
pool water to Mahanoy Creek, removing anthracite culm piles, and reclaiming mined lands. 
However, if effluents from the proposed facilities deplete dissolved oxygen in Mahanoy 
Creek and introduced other contaminants, the creek could remain unsuitable for aquatic life.  
Section 4.1.4.1 has been revised to present additional information on potential impacts to 
creek water quality from project effluents. Also, the text now identifies habitat for aquatic 
organisms as a second example of an in-stream water use. Owing to ongoing restoration 
efforts, potential future in-stream uses for Mahanoy Creek in the vicinity of the project may 
include recreational boating and fishing.  (In-stream uses include support of aquatic 
organisms, swimming, drinking water for humans or animals, boating, fishing, hydroelectric 
power production, and waste assimilation.  As opposed to “off-stream” uses like water 
withdrawals for industrial processes, power plant cooling, and irrigation.) 

 
Comment 42-9 
The statement that adverse effects from the operation of the coal to oil plant would be 

undetectable because of the existing pollution in the creek is unacceptable. Human exposure 
to any toxins is unavoidable as we are in the creek throughout the year doing various 
cleanups. If it is necessary, I will provide news articles to that effect. 
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Response:  
Section 4.1.4.1 has been revised to present additional information and analysis on the 

potential impacts to creek water quality from facility effluents, which would introduce new 
contaminants to the mine pool system and thence to the creek. DOE does not have sufficient 
information about project effluents to assess their potential toxicity to creek volunteers, who 
possibly could be exposed through skin contact, inhalation, or accidental ingestion. Also see 
the response to comment S10-5. 
 

Comment 42-10 
Certainly, the Btu value of culm banks will not sustain the plant for 25 years; what 

WILL be the Btu source when the culm is gone or needs enhancement? 
 

Response:  
See the response to comment 41-14. 

 
Comment 42-11 
How can this plant improve the lives of an area rife with poverty, except for the few 

construction jobs it will bring? 
 

Response:  
As discussed in Section 4.1.7, the proposed project would have both adverse and 

beneficial effects on social and economic resources in the local community. The most 
noticeable adverse effects on social and economic resources would be the increased traffic 
and decreased safety on roads around the proposed project. The most noticeable beneficial 
effects on social and economic resources would be the increased employment, income, and, 
after 10 years, tax revenues. 
 

Comment 42-12 
One last note, the “union forever” battle cry is weak, as Mr. Rich busted the UMWA 

in the mid 80s at his Locust Summit Coal Plant, and is just using the construction union for 
the short term, as he will surely hire at the prevailing wage of $8.50/hour when the plant is in 
operation. 
 

Response: 
See response to comment 30-1 concerning construction wages. The analysis 

presented in Section 4.1.7.2 assumes the average annual salary for a "power plant operator" 
in Schuylkill County as $40,014 (PDLI 2003). However, there is no federal legislation 
requiring a specific wage rate for operations workers at the proposed project. 
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Ewall, Mike (43) 
 

Comment 43-1 
The estimated emission limits for particulate emissions in the draft permit for the 

WMPI’s proposed coal-to-oil refinery in the area of the Mahanoy and West Mahanoy 
Townships should be held to safer, lower emissions limits. 

Particulate pollution from industrial plants has serious health impacts, leading to 
asthma attacks, heart attacks and to premature death. Particulate matter from industrial plants 
cuts short thousands of lives each year in Pennsylvania, taking 14 years on average from each 
life. 

The WMPI plant would add to these health effects as well as deteriorating public 
health in and around the community area of the Mahanoy and West Mahanoy Townships. 
 

Response: 
Many health agencies and organizations in the United States and around the world 

have concluded that the exposure response data from most air pollution studies to date have 
not demonstrated thresholds of exposure below which no adverse health effects are observed 
in the general population. This means that an incremental increase in an air pollutant 
concentration adds a corresponding incremental increase in risk for some members of the 
population to experience adverse health effects. Characteristically, the young, old, and those 
with underlying disease are likely to be those first affected by small concentration increases. 
An attempt to represent these impacts from the addition of the new operation singly and in 
combination with six other facilities in the area has been added to Sections 4.1.9.1 and 6. 
Also see the response to Comment 35-2. 
 

Comment 43-2 
Several other important studies tie fine particle levels to emergency room visits. For 

example, fine particles were associated with emergency room visits for asthma in Seattle, 
Washington; Barcelona, Spain; and Steubenville, Ohio. Studies have linked air pollution with 
both hospital admissions and emergency room visits. There is more data on hospital 
admissions that allows researchers to derive more complete estimates. 

While these studies of hospital admissions and emergency room visits provide 
evidence that exposure to fine particles is directly associated with asthma attacks, researchers 
have also examined the relationship between air pollution and less severe asthma attacks that 
do not result in hospitalization. Studies in Denver, Los Angeles, and the Netherlands found 
that substantial increases in asthma attacks were linked with fine particle exposure. 
 

Response: 
See responses to 35-2 and 43-1. The tables added to section 4.1.9.1 present estimates 

of impacts from particulate emissions from the proposed facility alone and in combination 
with six other facilities in the area. In particular, Table 4.1.3 provides estimates of the 
increase in all cause mortality. 
 

Comment 43-3 
The modeled daily PM10 maximum pollution increase of 96 μg/m3 from the WMPI 

refinery is lethal since it will result in health effects including increased premature mortality 
from cardiovascular and respiratory deaths and other adverse health effects. 
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Response: 
See the responses to Comments 35-2 and 43-2. Note that the maximum modeled 24-

hour PM-10 concentration of 96 μg/m3 (now changed to 90 μg/m3) discussed in Section 
4.1.2.1 is associated with fugitive dust from clearing, excavation, and earthwork during 
construction. The temporary impacts of fugitive dust from construction activities on offsite 
particulate concentrations would be localized because of the relatively rapid settling of 
larger-size fugitive dust particles. No exceedances of the 24-hour and annual PM-10 NAAQS 
would be expected at any residential locations because no residences are within 0.5 mile of 
the main plant area. During operation of the proposed facilities, the maximum modeled 
24-hour PM-10 concentration is predicted to be only 0.8 μg/m3. Additionally, note that the 
statement in Section 4.1.2.1 that reads “the maximum modeled 24-hour concentration should 
not exceed 96 μg/m3 …” was intended to mean it would take an increase of  96 μg/m3 (now 
changed to 90 μg/m3) given the existing background to exceed the ambient air quality 
standard. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PA DEP) has recently 
installed a PM-10 monitor at the Mahanoy State Correctional Institution adjacent to the 
proposed facilities to measure ambient PM-10 concentrations. The sampler began running on 
May 9, 2006. After sufficient data are available from this monitor (around May 9, 2007), it 
will be used by the PA DEP to monitor PM-10 concentrations in the area, instead of the 
monitoring station located in Reading. 
 

Comment 43-4 
The PM10 modeling in the Environmental Consequences Section 4.0 (pp. 4.2 - 4.5 

Part 4.1.2.1, Atmospheric Resources and Air Quality review - Modeling Discussion) presents 
the modeling results indicating the predicted increased daily PM10 emissions due to the 
WMPI plant. The modeled daily PM10 increase of 96 μg/m3 is listed as the possible GLCmax. 
This raises serious concerns that the WMPI plant will produce a range of adverse health 
effects from its maximum particulate matter emissions rate of 99.9 tons per year that DOE 
and DEP is proposing to approve in the draft air quality permit. Health effects studies 
published in peer-reviewed journals presented a strong association between a daily 10 μg/m3 
increase in PM and particulate health effects including premature deaths. When WMPI is 
emitting a maximum allowable rate of 26.7 pounds per hour of PM10 (instantaneous pounds 
per hour emissions rate based on an annual maximum 99.9 tons per year), the plant's 
predicted daily PM10 increase of 96 μg/m3 is nearly ten times the daily 10 μg/m3 increase in 
PM recognized for health effects. 
 

Response: 
See response to Comment 43-3. Section 4.1.9.1 has been expanded to include 

estimates of particulate emission mediated health impacts. The responses to Comments 35-2 
and 40-2 also address the question of impacts from particulate emissions. 
 

Comment 43-5 
The DOE's review of the WMPI permit application does not appear to take into 

account either the health effects from a daily 10 μg/m3 increase in the Mahanoy and West 
Mahanoy Townships community area from the plant's operations at less than the maximum 
WMPI refinery rates resulting in such a daily PM10 increase. The DOE also has not properly 
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evaluated the health effects from WMPI's predicted daily increase of 96 μg/m3 increase at 
maximum plant operations, or the potential for additional health effects occurring for several 
days after peak exposures. The DOE has also not evaluated the additional impacts of daily 
PM2.5 emissions from diesel locomotives to the WMPI plant's maximum PM10 daily 
emissions, which will exacerbate the health effects from the modeled PM10 increase of 96 
μg/m3. 
 

Response: 
 The assessments of air quality impacts and human health impacts in EIS Sections 

4.1.9.1 and 6 have been revised. Also, see response to Comment 43-3. 
 

Comment 43-6 
The modeled daily PM10 increase did not take into account secondary particulate 

formation from SO2 (99.9 tpy maximum) and NOx (99.9 tpy maximum) emissions between 
the stack exit points and the GLCmax area along the WMPI plant's property line. The modeled 
daily PM10 increase of 96 micrograms per cubic meter may therefore be an underestimation 
of the total daily PM10 increase at the GLCmax. 
 

Response: 
See response to comment 43-3. 
 
Comment 43-7 
In the largest study of its kind published in JAMA, a group of 500,000 adults were 

followed for 16 years and PM2.5 monitoring data collected and 11 other cofounders 
compared. The study's objective was "To assess the relationship between long-term exposure 
to fine particulate air pollution and all-cause, lung cancer, and cardiopulmonary mortality." 
The researchers conclusion: "Long-term exposure to combustion-related fine particulate air 
pollution is an important environmental risk factor for cardiopulmonary and lung cancer 
mortality." In their results, they emphasized that "Fine particulate and sulfur oxide-related 
pollution were associated with all-cause, lung cancer, and cardiopulmonary mortality. Each 
10-5g/m3 elevation in fine particulate air pollution was associated with approximately a 4%, 
6%, and 8% increased risk of all-cause, cardiopulmonary, and lung cancer mortality, 
respectively. Measures of coarse particle fraction and total suspended particles were not 
consistently associated with mortality." 
"Associations have been found between day-to-day particulate air pollution and increased 
risk of various adverse health outcomes, including cardiopulmonary mortality. However, 
studies of health effects of long-term particulate air pollution have been less conclusive." 

The American Heart Association issued a Scientific Statement on Air Pollution and 
Cardiovascular Disease in June 2004 that focused on the association between cardiovascular 
morbidity and mortality and PM pollution. 

According to this review of data on fine particles and health effects, the AHA 
determined that there is a clear potential to improve the national public health and to 
substantially reduce cardiovascular morbidity and mortality by reducing PM levels to current 
EPA standards. 

The AHA found that "...the existing body of evidence is adequately consistent, 
coherent, and plausible enough to draw several conclusions. At the very least, short-term 
exposure to elevated PM significantly contributes to increased acute cardiovascular 
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mortality, particularly in certain-at-risk subsets of the population. Hospital admissions for 
several cardiovascular and pulmonary diseases acutely increase in response to higher ambient 
PM concentrations. The evidence further implicates prolonged exposure to elevated levels of 
PM in reducing overall life expectancy on the order of a few years." 

"On the basis of these conclusions and the potential to improve the public health, the 
AHA writing group supports the promulgation and implementation of regulations to expedite 
the attainment of the existing National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Moreover, because a 
number of studies have demonstrated associations between particulate air pollution and 
adverse cardiovascular effects even when levels of ambient PM2.5 were within current 
standards, even more stringent standards for PM2.5 should be strongly considered by the 
EPA." 

Another study done in 2001 studied the relationship between particulate pollution and 
the triggering of myocardial infarction. This study found a 44% increase in heart attacks 
within 2 hours of PM2.5 exposure and 33% increase within 4 hours of PM2.5 exposure. 

This study suggests that elevated concentrations of fine particles in the air may 
transiently elevate the risk of myocardial infarctions within a few hours and 1 day after 
exposure. 
 

Response: 
Table 4.1.4, Estimates of selected morbidity effects due to the combined particulate 

matter from six surrounding facilities and the proposed coal-to-oil project, has been added to 
section 4.1.9.1. Several of these estimates are based on exposure response functions to PM2.5. 
For this assessment, the modeled PM-10 concentrations were adjusted using a PM2.5/PM10 
ratio of 0.76 which was determined to be the average ratio from the annual fixed station 
monitoring points from Reading, Harrisburg, and Wilkes-Barre. 
 

Comment 43-8 
DOE relies on the EPA's national ambient air quality standards for PM10 adopted in 

1987. However, the EPA PM10 NAAQS are less protective than the California PM10 state 
AAQS and the comments here address why the California Air Resources Board relies on 
such protective PM10 standards. As it turns out, the EPA, in setting the national annual 
PM10 standard, did not consider the carcinogenic potential of long-term exposure to PM10. 
In addition, in setting the national daily PM10 standard, the EPA did not consider the 
premature deaths resulting from short-term exposure to PM10. The presentation explains the 
significance of weak EPA PM10 standards which fail to protect public health. 

A 1991 report by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) states that CARB uses 
a daily PM10 standard of 50 5g/m3, as opposed to the EPA's daily PM10 standard of 150 
5g/m3, because EPA's standard does not address premature death. This report states that the 
annual EPA standard of 50 5g/m3 (CARB uses 30 5g/m3) is also not protective of public 
health since it does not address the carcinogenic potential of long-term exposure to PM10. 

"In 1969, the Board established the standards for total suspended particulate matter or 
"TSP" which considered all the particles in the air. In December 1982, the Board rescinded 
the TSP standards and adopted standards for PM10. The PM10 standards are roughly equal 
in stringency to the previous TSP standards. However, the PM10 standards are more closely 
related to the actual effects of particles on human health because the PM10 standards address 
the particles small enough to reach the human lung. By expressing the standards in terms of 
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PM10, the Board directed that control efforts focus on reducing the ambient particles that are 
most damaging to human health. 

The Board adopted the PM10 standards to protect the public from the health effects of 
short-term exposure to ambient PM10 (the 24-hour PM10 standard) and long-term exposure 
(the annual PM10 standard). The 24-hour standard [set at 50 5g/m3] is based on studies 
which show that people with serious respiratory illnesses suffer increased death rates when 
exposed to increase concentrations of ambient PM10. The annual standard [set at 30 5g/m3 
as an annual geometric mean] is based on studies which show that long-term exposure to 
PM10 causes decrease breathing capability and increased respiratory illness in susceptible 
populations such as children. The annual standard is also based on a consideration of the 
substances in PM10 that cause cancer. 

The PM10 standards are expressed as a weight of PM10 particles per volume of air. 
There is no consideration of the size or the chemical make-up of the particles although these 
are important factors in terms of the health risks associated with PM10 (see previous 
section). The state PM10 standard is 50 5g/m3. The state annual PM10 standard, calculated 
as the annual geometric mean of the 24-hour concentrations, is 30 5g/m3. The Board 
established both of the state PM10 standards as concentrations not to be exceeded. 

In addition to the state PM10 standards, there are national PM10 standards. The EPA 
established the national PM10 standards during July 1987. The national 24-hour PM10 
standard is 150 micrograms per cubic meter. The national annual PM10 standard is 50 
micrograms per cubic meter, calculated as an annual arithmetic means. 

Obviously, the state 24-hour PM10 standard is substantially more stringent than the 
national 24-hour standard. The adverse health effects the Board considered during the 
adoption of the state standard were premature death and respiratory illness. The populations 
at risk included individuals with prior respiratory health problems. The California 
Department of Health Services (the DHS) found that these serious health effects occur at 
PM10 levels well below what is now the national 24-hour PM10 standard. 

In contrast, the national PM10 standard was based primarily on reversible decreases 
in respiratory function, and not premature death. The populations at risk were school aged 
children with normal health status, not necessarily individuals with prior respiratory health 
problems. The PM10 levels at which these health effects occurred were higher than those 
found by the DHS to cause premature death in sensitive segments of the population. 

The results and analyses of studies published subsequent to the Board's adoption of 
the state 24-hour PM10 standard suggest strongly that the national 24-hour PM10 standard 
does not include any margin of safety, and therefore it does not adequately protect health. 

The state 24-hour PM10 standard is primarily based on two studies. One study 
demonstrated increased illness in London patients with bronchitis. The other study showed 
that there were increased deaths in London during periods with high particle concentrations. 
The particle concentrations in both of these studies were reported as British Smoke and were 
mathematically converted to equivalent PM10 concentrations using a two-step conversion 
process. The British Smoke measurements were first converted to TSP concentrations, based 
on data from collocated instruments that measured British Smoke and TSP. (These 
instruments were operated in London.) The TSP concentrations were then converted to 
equivalent PM10 concentrations based on data that measured TSP and PM10. (These 
instruments were operated in the United States.) In adopting the state 24-hour PM10 
standard, the Board also considered the recommendations of the California Department of 
Health Services. 
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The national 24-hour PM10 standard is based primarily on a study of decreased lung 
function in children living in Steubenville, Ohio. The study demonstrated that the decrease in 
lung function was closely associated with an increase in particle concentrations. The particle 
concentrations reported in this study were measured as TSP and were mathematically 
converted to equivalent PM10 concentrations. The conversion was based on collocated 
measurements of TSP and PM10 from Steubenville. 

The state and national annual PM10 standard levels also differ. The state annual 
PM10 standards is based on studies which show adverse health effects associated with long-
term exposure to particles at concentrations of approximately 50 5g/m3and higher (ranging 
from about 50 to 177 5g/m3). The state annual standard is also based on a consideration of 
the lifetime risk of cancer from exposure to the carcinogenic compounds present in PM10. 
The state annual PM10 standard is approximately equivalent to the previous state annual TSP 
standard, converted to PM10. In adopting the state annual PM10 standard, the Board relied 
heavily on the recommendations of the California Department of Health Services. 

The national annual PM10 standard is based on studies of respiratory effects and 
illness in children and adults. The particle concentrations cited in these studies were 
measured as TSP and were converted to equivalent PM10 concentrations. The conversion 
used was based on collocated instruments that measured TSP and PM10. The EPA, in setting 
the national annual PM10 standard, did not consider the carcinogenic potential of long-term 
exposure to PM10." 

In reality, the DOE and state DEP need to require WMPI make a significant reduction 
of more than 50% in its proposed PM10 emissions in order to fully protect public health in 
the Pennsylvania community area. The DOE and DEP need to require WMPI to submit 
missing technical information on the daily PM2.5 emissions from diesel locomotives and re-
model all particulate emissions. A daily PM10 pollution increase of 96 micrograms per cubic 
meter from the WMPI plant is not acceptable and fails to protect public health. 
 

Response: 
See the response to Comment 43-3. One of the concerns voiced in this comment 

relates to the inadequacy of the current particulate matter standards to protect public health. 
Data are presented to support recommendations for a lower National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard consistent with that of the California Air Resources Board (CARB). These 
comments have been noted in the record. Section 4.1.9.1 has been modified by adding some 
estimated health impacts from the anticipated increase in particulate matter. 

Re-modeling of combined emissions and the consideration of the PM2.5 fraction of 
the particulate matter had been performed and included in the health impact analyses 
contained in Section 4.1.9.1. 
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Allen, Bob (44) 
 

Comment 44-1 
As state representative of the 125th Legislative District, I am writing to confirm my 

whole-hearted support to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Gilberton Coal-
to-Clean Fuels and Power Project. 

I believe this initiative will be key in impacting our region economically through the 
creation of over 1,500 positions. It will benefit the country as a whole by introducing a 
concept that will play a vital role in our country’s energy policy and help reduce dependence 
on foreign oil. 
 

Response: 
The comments have been noted.  
Note:  The commenter reports that the facility would create over 1,500 positions. Job 

creation would average 517 persons during construction and would be only about 150 
persons after the three-year demonstration period (Section 4.1.7). However, induced and 
indirect jobs would substantially increase the employment effects of the proposal. 
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Schuylkill Chamber of Commerce (45) 
 

Comment 45-1 
At the January 26, 2006 Schuylkill Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors 

meeting, the board voted to formally endorse and support the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Gilberton Coal-to-Clean Fuels and Power Project. 
We believe this initiative will be key in impacting our region economically through the 
creation of over 1,500 positions. It will benefit the country as a whole by introducing a 
concept that will play a vital role in our country’s energy policy and help reduce dependence 
on foreign oil. 
 

Response: 
The comments have been noted. 
Note:  The commenter reports that the facility would create over 1,500 positions. We 

estimate that job creation would be an average of 517 persons during construction and would 
be only about 150 persons after the three-year demonstration period (Section 4.1.7). 
However, induced and indirect jobs would substantially increase the employment effects of 
the proposal. 
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46-1

46-2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rafter, Geronimo (46) 
 

Comment 46-1 
I was at the Shenandoah meeting and explained how right now the waste from the 

plants are dumping right in my backyard ten times the amount allowed in the air. So bad that 
it eats my clothes lines up and eats at the brass on my doors The proof is right in my 
backyard. 
 

Response: 
The EIS air quality analysis has been augmented to include an air dispersion 

modeling evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts resulting from the simultaneous 
operation of the proposed facilities with 6 existing power plants located within approximately 
20 miles of the proposed facilities. The existing power plants included were Gilberton, 
Schuylkill, Wheelabrator, Northeastern, Mt. Carmel, and Panther Creek. Other existing 
emissions have been incorporated by adding background concentrations from air monitoring 
data to the cumulative ambient concentrations predicted for the power plants. The results of 
this analysis have been added to Section 6. 

The additional air quality analysis was performed using the same ISCST3 air 
dispersion model, modeling procedures, and conservative assumptions described in Section 
4.1.2.2. However, because this analysis evaluated the cumulative impacts of 6 existing power 
plants in the region added to the potential impacts of the proposed facilities, the total 
concentrations (the sum of modeled concentrations and background concentrations) were 
compared with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) rather than the 
significant impact levels described in Section 4.1.2.2. The results indicate that the total 
concentrations would be no greater than 51% of their respective NAAQS (see Table 
6.1.added to Section 6.1.1 Multiple Air Pollutant Sources). Maximum concentrations for all 
pollutants were predicted to occur at the same location on top of Locust Mountain, an 
undeveloped forested area about 3 miles north of the proposed site. Consequently, 
concentrations at other locations, including the backyard of the commenter, would be less 
than the predicted concentrations. 
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See response to Comment P5-4 regarding new ambient air quality monitoring 

equipment installed by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection and 
operating as of May 9, 2006. 
 

Comment 46-2 
Also I read the DOE took the monitor out of Mahanoy City why do you not check 

where the dumping is going on like my backyard and now your going to put five more stacks 
up. 
 

Response:  
See responses to P5-4 and 46-1. 
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47-1

47-2

47-3
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Feeser, Tom & Diane (47) 
 

Comment 47-1 
I have serious concerns about the wisdom of federal funding of the “coal-to-oil” 

project. It seems very unlikely that it will lead to the development of a technology that will 
help us achieve true energy independence. It is totally unrealistic to suggest that we could 
produce this ‘clean’ fuel in quantities that would come close to satisfying our appetites for 
oil. There is not enough coal in the ground. 
 

Response: 
The Gilberton Coal-to-Clean Fuels and Power Project was selected to receive 

financial assistance under the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE's) Clean Coal Power 
Initiative (CCPI). The purpose of the CCPI is to assist technologies to bridge the gap from 
development to commercialization. The WMPI project is the first of its kind in the United 
States. In view of the technical and economic risks associated with the project, DOE believes 
financial support is appropriate. 

 
Comment 47-2 
I am concerned that this is just another “run” of the coal banks with the latest 

extractive technology available. This is not a clean process. The risks are on many fronts and 
there is a very poor track record of our government regulatory agencies providing careful, 
accurate and meaningful oversight. My concerns are only compounded in this era of 
deregulation. 
 

Response: 
In this EIS DOE has attempted to address all of the potential environmental impacts 

of the proposed project. If the proposed facilities are built and operated, WMPI would be 
required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local environmental regulations. 
 

Comment 47-3 
Schuylkill County does not need this… we have had enough dirty air, foul water and 

spoiled land. What we could use is some truly clean, new technology. Let us host that 
experimental facility. Why not put these federal dollars toward that end. We would welcome 
the opportunity. This is what our government should have been doing 30 years ago. Coal-to-
oil is no answer. 
 

Response:  
The comments have been noted.  See response to 47-1. 
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Calik, Pennsylvania Department of Corrections (48) 
 

Comment 48-1 
The EIS identifies the location of the State Correctional Institution at Mahanoy to be 

located 2,600 feet east of the proposal main plant site. In addition, it is stated that "The 
Mahanoy State Correctional Institution is a sealed facility in which inmates and employees 
would not be exposed to outside air except during periods of outdoor activity." For the 
record, this statement is inaccurate. The Institutions heating, ventilation and air conditioning 
systems are of the type that require the need for outside make-up air. The make-up air 
quantities can range from a minimum of 20% on the coldest days to 100% on days the 
temperature outside matches the required temperature settings inside the building envelope. 
These systems are referred to as economizers that help with fresh air requirements in heated 
and cooled occupied buildings as well as reducing operational costs throughout the year. 
 

Response: 
EIS Section 4.1.2.1 has been revised to correct the inaccurate reference to a sealed 

facility. See response to comment 31-26.  
 

Comment 48-2 
Another statement under Potential Impacts identifies a safety issue that is a concern to 

the PADOC. The statement is: "During occasional meteorological conditions when the 
atmosphere is nearly saturated, winds are light, and mixing is very low (i.e. during some 
early morning hours) condensation of water vapor from the cooling towers is possible, which 
would appear in the form of a cooling tower plume and/or fog." This safety and security 
concern is a major problem when this condition occurs. Fog hampers the visual need to 
observe all of the Institution at any one time, especially the secure perimeter. If a pattern 
occurs during the identified meteorological conditions, the inmate population will use this 
time to assist them in any potential security breech of the Institution. 
 

Response: 
The increase in frequency of fog, if any, is not expected to be great enough to result 

in a pattern that would be identified by the inmates to assist them in a potential security 
breach at the Mahanoy State Correctional Institution. 
 

Comment 48-3 
The draft identifies the working requirements of the proposed plant and the need for a 

new train of tank cars filled with liquid fuels leaving the proposed site every week, the 
potential for a hazardous spill, derailment, and/or explosion is possible. As the potential for 
any catastrophic accident would be possible, the draft states the probability of such an 
accident would be remote. The PADOC treats all potential hazards that may affect the lives 
of 2,000 plus inmates and employees as serious. The logistics of moving 2,000 plus inmates 
in a short time, not to mention the nature of security in attempting this task, is a major 
undertaking. 
 

Response: 
See the responses to Comment S2-5 and Comment 28-5. Revised Section 4.1.9.1 

describes procedures for evacuating the inmates in the event of an emergency. 
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Sherman, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection, Field Operations  (49) 
 

Comment 49-1 
It is recommended that if the Gilberton plant generates small amounts of RCRA 

hazardous waste, then WMPI should apply for an EPA Identification Number by completing 
EPA Form 8700. 
 

Response:  
This requirement has been added to Section 7.1 Federal Requirements. 

 
Comment 49-2 
Regarding the materials description within the draft EIS document; several different 

waste streams to be produced are mentioned, such as coarse slag, gasification (molten) slag, 
fine solids, wastewater treatment plant sludge, iron sludge, elemental sulfur, and spent 
catalysts. In general, please provide more detail in the final EIS for materials such as “coarse 
slag” and “molten slag”. 
 

Response:   
As discussed in Sections 2.1.2.1 and 2.1.6.3, the mineral content of the gasifier feed 

would melt inside the gasifier, collect in a water-filled compartment at the bottom of gasifier 
vessel and cool, forming solid slag. The liquid form that would exist only inside the gasifier 
is referred to in the EIS text as “molten slag.” Solidified slag would be crushed; the resulting 
crushed slag is referred to in the EIS text as “coarse slag.” 
 

Comment 49-3 
[I]t would assist the Department to have a physical and chemical characterization of 

the coarse slags, fine solids, wastewater treatment sludge, iron sludge, and spent catalysts. 
This additional description will allow the Department to better characterize the coarse and 
molten slag to be used in mine reclamation (back filling of mining pits) under the coal ash 
provisions of the residual waste regulations. 
 

Response: WMPI has not completed the detailed engineering and process testing 
necessary to allow detailed physical and chemical characterization of process solid wastes. 
Assessment of impacts in the EIS is based on estimated waste characteristics (Section 
4.1.8.2). Before any project waste could be beneficially reused or disposed, comprehensive 
characterization data would need to be provided to the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection as a basis for evaluation under the residual waste regulations. 

No molten slag would be used in mine reclamation.  
  

Comment 49-4 
The draft EIS states that WMPI will attempt to sell the coarse slag that will be 

produced as a byproduct. As per the Department’s current residual waste regulations, the 
coarse slag would have to be determined to be a “coproduct” or be covered by a general 
permit for beneficial use prior to its use. 
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Response:  
Sections 2.1.6.3 and 7.2 have been revised to include additional information about the 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection requirements for marketing and 
disposal of residual materials. 
 

Comment 49-5 
Pine Grove Landfill located in Schuylkill County is currently closed. Please note, 

Pine Grove has submitted an expansion application to the Department which is currently 
under review. 
 

Response: 
 Updated information on the status of Pine Grove Landfill has been included in 
Section 3.8. 
 

Comment 49-6 
Open burning of cleared trees and other vegetation may require a permit. It is 

recommended that land clearing waste should be mulched and/or composted rather than 
burned. 
 

Response: 
As discussed in Section 7.3, any open burning for disposal of land-clearing debris 

would be subject to the requirements of Mahanoy Township Ordinance 2006-3, known as the 
Mahanoy Township Burning Ordinance, which regulates and restricts outdoor fires. Section 
4.1.8.1 discusses the possibility of composting as an alternative to open burning. 
 

Comment 49-7 
The burial of non-hazardous construction and consumable waste (e.g., paints, greases, 

lubricants, and cleaning compounds, etc.) is prohibited pursuant to the Solid Waste 
Management Act (Act 97). This waste must be disposed at a municipal waste or 
construction/demolition waste landfill. 
 

Response:  
As discussed in Section 4.1.8.1, it is expected that any excess or surplus supplies of 

new materials would be returned to vendors or retained for future use by WMPI or its 
construction contractors. Materials not suitable for reuse could be disposed at one of the 
commercially available solid waste landfills in the region (Section 3.8). 
 

Comments 49-8 and 49-9 
To assist in project development, (see Section 7.2), the beneficial use of gasifier slag 

for aggregate, asphalt roofing, etc. would require either a coproduct determination, or a 
general permit from DEP’s Waste Management Program. The use of this material for mine 
reclamation would likely require an approval from the DEP’s Mining Program. 

The landfill disposal of any of the waste streams (i.e., spent catalysts, wastewater 
treatment sludge and elemental sulfur, etc.) to be produced would require a Form U (Request 
to Process or Dispose of Residual Waste) approval from DEP’s Waste Management 
Program, prior to disposal. 
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Response: 

As a result of these comments, additional information about the Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Protection requirements has been included in Section 7.2. 
 

Comment 49-10 
A waste management permit may not be required for the use of slag or bottom ash 

produced as a construction aggregate, antiskid material, or road preparation material, 
provided it can be adequately demonstrated that these waste materials are chemically and 
physically similar to a typical coal ash produced in Pennsylvania. However, certain 
requirements outlined in the residual waste regulations will have to be met before this usage 
is allowed. 
 

Response:  
Clarification of the PDEP requirement has been added to Section 7.2. 

 
Comment 49-11 
The DEIS implies that the discharge from the proposed plant will be routed to the 

tailing ponds on the BD Mining Company’s Surface Mine Permit, and ultimately drain to the 
deep mine pool. This scenario is acceptable if the water meets baseline effluent criteria. 
 

Response: 
The commenter’s inference is correct. Discharge from the proposed facilities would 

be routed to the tailings pond on the site permitted under surface mining permit 54850202, 
issued to B-D Mining Company, and would ultimately seep to the underlying mine pool. 
Information about the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection’s criteria for 
determining the acceptability of a discharge has been incorporated in Sections 4.1.4.1 and 
7.2. In addition, Section 4.1.4.1 has been revised to include assessments of the potential of 
(1) increased recycling of wastewaters within the proposed facility and (2) discharging 
facility effluents directly to Mahanoy Creek. 
 

Comment 49-12 
The DEIS implies that certain waste streams may be utilized for mine reclamation via 

the current coal ash beneficial use regulations. This may be allowable if the waste streams 
meet applicable requirements, and all other areas of concern outlined in the waste 
management comments are addressed. It should also be noted that if the waste streams meet 
the beneficial use guidelines and requirements, then the permits utilized will require some 
revisions (i.e., blending, tonnage, and placing, etc.) in order for DEP to approve such use. 
 

Response: 
The discussions in Section 7.2 concerning the Pennsylvania residual management and 

mining regulations have been expanded to incorporate the information provided in this 
comment.  
 

Comment 49-13 
Page 7-6 in the DEIS, paragraph one, states that the Department could waive a 

mine permit requirement for coal obtained from refuse material on abandoned mining 
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property, and sign a government financed construction contract which would cover the 
mining and reclamation of the site. This is acceptable when the proposed project meets the 
respective applicable technical guidance document (see DEP website www.dep.state.pa.us; 
Final Technical Guidance, document ID# 563-2000-001) requirements and respective 
Federal Office of Surface Mining and DEP regulations. Those requirements should be noted 
in the final EIS. 
 

Response:  
Information about the requirements for government-financed construction contracts 

has been added to Section 7.2 and Section 4.1.6.1.  
 

Comment 49-14/15 
On the plot plan, Section 2, page 2-11, there are storage tanks illustrated. If these 

tanks are aboveground storage tanks (AST’s) as defined in 25 PA Code Chapter 245.1, and 
their aggregate capacity is over 21,000 gallons, then the facility would be defined as a new 
"large aboveground storage tank facility”. Accordingly, a Site Specific Installation Permit 
would be required as per Chapter 245.231. Regardless of the tank capacities, if they are 
regulated storage tanks, they must be installed by certified installers and registered with DEP 
in accordance with all Chapter 245 regulations. 

The draft EIS document mentions the subject of storage tanks; (i.e., a used oil tank) in 
Section 2.1.6, page 2-16 (Outputs, Discharges and Wastes; Liquid Discharges) making 
general statements regarding spill control/treatment (SPCC plans, spill control procedures, 
etc). Please note, within DEP’s Storage Tank program, there are related “Site Specific 
Installation Permit” (SSIP) requirements set forth for tanks of certain specifications. DEP can 
provide additional regulatory requirement assistance with more detail on this particular area 
of the proposed project. 
 

Response:  
Information about these requirements has been added to Section 7.2. WMPI has 

applied for Site Specific Installation Permits; information from the permit applications is 
presented and discussed in Chapters 2 and 4. 
 

Comment 49-16 
The DEIS is correct in stating that there are five (5) main stacks related to the 

combustion process. However, to be precise in the wording, the facility will have a total of 
thirteen (13) stacks. Please update this information for the FEIS, to state that the five (5) 
main stack consists of: 
 

A CT/HRSG Stack, a Hydrocracker Reactor Stack, a Hydrocracker Fractionator, a 
Heater Stack, SRU/TGTU Thermal Oxidizer Stack and the Product Loading Vent 
Thermal Oxidizer Stack 

 
There are also five (5) Baghouse stacks and one (1) stack for the emergency main 

flare, one (1) stack for an emergency engine and one (1) stack for a carbon adsorption unit. 
 

Response:  
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Sections 2.1.6.1 and 4.1.2.2 have been revised to incorporate the information 
provided in this comment. 
 

Comment 49-17 
As related to “emissions” as described in the DEIS modeling, acidic deposition study, 

the document mentions 29 tons of SO2 emissions although the WMPI permit has a limitation 
of 34 tons per year; the EIS mentions 70 tons of NOx emissions when in fact the WMPI 
permit has a NOx limitation of 71.8 tons per year. The WMPI permit was issued on March 
18, 2005 with Plan Approval # 54-399-034. The DEIS used values different than those 
contained in the application in completing their modeling. The application lists potential to 
emit (PTE) values for NOx at 71.8 TPY and the PTE for SO2 at 34.2 TPY. Again, it is 
unclear why the DEIS mentions 70 TPY of NOx and 29 TPY of SO2. In addition, the permit 
issued actually has a NOx limit of 99.0 TPY and a SO2 limit of 99.0 TPY. 
 

Response: 
The predicted SO2 and NOx values in the EIS were independently derived by the 

models described in the EIS. The predicted emissions of these compounds are lower than the 
permit limits, indicating that the plant is expected to operate in compliance with the PA DEP 
Air Quality Permit. 

 
 

Comment 49-18 
Mercury emissions, as well as other pollutants of concern, will be evaluated through 

stack testing to quantify emissions. In addition, the facility may be subject to the recently 
promulgated Clean Air Mercury Rule. 
 

Response: 
After the facility is built and operating, regulations require that continuous emission 

monitors (CEMs) be used to monitor SO2, NOx, and CO. In addition, Pennsylvania DEP 
plans to require stack testing for PM10 (particulate matter) and mercury. The facility would 
be required to comply with the recently promulgated Clean Air Mercury Rule as it is an 
applicable regulation. 
 

Comment 49-19 
An application for a water quality permit has been submitted and DEP is working 

with the applicant to address design loadings, size of the treatment units, expected removal 
efficiency and expected effluent quality. 
 

Response: 
Sections 2.1.6.2 and 4.1.4.1 have been revised to incorporate and analyze information 

from the water quality permit application. 
 

Comment 49-20 
The EIS should describe the process followed that determined no watercourses or 

wetlands are located in the plant location/vicinity. 
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Response:  
Section 4.1.5.2 has been modified to include and describe the results of a wetland 

survey conducted on the WMPI property from which the conclusions were drawn. 
 

Comment 49-21 
The EIS should address any potentially adverse environmental effects to groundwater 

and surface water resources. 
 

Response:  
Potential effects to groundwater and surface water resources are discussed in Section 

4.1.4. 
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Goodman, Neal P. (50) 
 

Comment 50-1 
As State Representative of the 123rd Legislative District in which the Gilberton Coal-

to-Clean Fuels and Power Project will be located, I am writing this letter in support of this 
project. 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 
Comment 50-2 
This project will create over 1,500 permanent jobs and will go a long way in 

reclaiming much of the scarred landscape left behind by earlier generations. It will improve 
our environment and at the same time, reduce dependency on foreign fuels. Coal has always 
been the industry that has fueled the economic industry of Schuylkill County. This new 
technology will provide the constituents of my district with cutting edge jobs while at the 
same time allowing many of our unionized craftsmen who live in the area the opportunity to 
work close to home. 
 

Response: 
Please note that the commenter reports that the proposed project would created over 

1,500 permanent jobs. However, we estimate that job creation would average 517 persons 
during construction and would be only about 150 persons after the three-year demonstration 
period (Section 4.1.7). Induced and indirect jobs would substantially increase the 
employment effects of the proposal. 
 
 


