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Responses to Comments from the  
January 9, 2006, Shenandoah, Pennsylvania, Public Hearing on the  

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed  
Gilberton Coal-to-Clear Fuels Project 

 
 

NOTE: For the purpose of coding comments and ease of cross-referencing between 
documents and other comments, the Shenandoah transcript has been coded as S_-_. The first 
number identifies the chronological order of the speaker. The second number, if used, 
identifies the chronological order of the speaker’s comments. 
 

Comment S1-1: 
There are so many conflicting reports where this plant is going to be located. When I 

read, when I read the approved air emissions programs from DEP in Wilkes-Barre, the plant 
is in two townships, Mahanoy Township and West Mahanoy Township. There's a big 
difference in where the plant is going to be location, located. If it's located in West Mahanoy 
Township, they're no longer in the KOZ zone. If they're located in Mahanoy Township, 
they're located in a KOZ zone. In a KOZ zone, they pay nothing. For 10 years, it's a freebee. 
No income tax, no sales tax, no tax. 
 

Response: 
The proposed facilities would be located in Mahanoy Township in one of 

Pennsylvania's designated Keystone Opportunity Zones (KOZ). KOZs are geographical areas 
that receive local and state approval for tax abatements for the purpose of stimulating 
economic development. Because of this designation, local real estate taxes (to Schuylkill 
County, Mahanoy Township, and the Mahanoy Area School District) for the proposed 
project site and taxable improvements would not be due until 10 years after project 
construction is complete. To provide an example of the future tax revenues that could be 
generated, assuming 2003 real estate tax rates and a projected assessed value on land and 
improvements, the facilities' annual real estate tax payments would be approximately 
$73,000 starting 10 years after project construction. 

 
Comment S2-1: 
I can't understand why there's so many comments in this impact statement such as 

maybe, if, likely, could be, possibly. Give us some definites. Tell us what's going to happen 
to us. 

 
Response: 
The EIS has been prepared in compliance with NEPA, which ensures that early 

consideration is given to environmental impacts in federal planning and decision making. 
Prior to completion of the NEPA process, any actions taken by DOE with regard to the 
proposed project are not considered final decisions. No project action or activities, including 
detailed design and construction, are allowed that would have an adverse environmental 
impact or limit the choice of alternatives. Because of NEPA’s early involvement during the 
preliminary design stage of the proposed WMPI project, many details have not yet been 
finalized and evaluation of potential impacts is less definitive. As a result, many of the EIS 
analyses use conservative estimates that form an upper bound of predicted impacts. 
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Comment S2-2: 
And I wondered why there's so many specs in that impact statement concerning 

Pottsville. This plant is not being built in Pottsville. And Pottsville's name is repeated in the 
article so many times. This is being built in Mahanoy Township. 

 
Response: 
The EIS contains data on the social and economic resources most likely to be affected 

by construction and operation of the proposed facilities. Data are included for the city of 
Pottsville because it is the largest city in Schuylkill County and would likely be the 
destination of any workers relocating to the area for project construction or operations. 
However, most of the social and economic data in the EIS are for Schuylkill County, and 
data for Mahanoy and West Mahanoy townships and Frackville and Gilberton boroughs are 
provided where available. 

 
Comment S2-3: 
In the one section of the impact statement, it says that sulfur dioxide will pose no 

problems. Toward the back of the impact statement, it says that the plant averaged three 
complaints a month about the rotten-egg odor from the hydrogen sulfate which occurs at the 
plant's lowest emission. So even at its lowest emission, there will be odor. 
 

Response:  
There were no records identified regarding odor complaints for the existing Gilberton 

Power Plant. However, in Section 4.1.2.2, Operation, Scoping Concerns, a comparison was 
made between the proposed facility’s state-of-the-art technology and a slightly different 
technological process used at Sasol’s coal-to-oil facilities located in Secunda, South Africa. It 
was Sasol’s Secunda facilities that were noted to have experienced about 3 odor complaints 
per month, over the last year, not the Gilberton Power Plant. 

Odors from the proposed facilities should not be perceptible due to the difference in 
technologies i.e., Sasol’s coal-to-oil facilities and WMPI’s integrated F-T process and 
gasification facilities, which include synthesis gas cleanup equipment. 
 

Comment S2-4: 
On page 4-34 of the impact statement, it says that during the construction of these 

proposed facilities, that potential health impacts to the public could result from fugitive dust 
emissions into the atmosphere; however, these impacts will only last a short time. 

How long does it take to hurt a person's health? We're not concerned with a short time 
or a long time. We don't want a health hazard for our health. And I will firmly state that all of 
my concerns are for the health and safety of the township where I live and serve. 

 
Response:  
On April 29, 2006, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 

installed a PM-10 monitor at the Mahanoy State Correctional Institute, near maintenance 
buildings on the east end of the prison. The sampler began running on May 9, 2006, on a 
6-day cycle (i.e., operating for one 24-hour period every sixth day). If the monitor indicates 
that the PM-10 ambient air quality standard is being exceeded during construction, WMPI 
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has agreed to lessen the intensity of the heavy earthwork to prevent future exceedances, when 
the wind is blowing toward the prison. The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection also installed high-volume particulate samplers that began running on May 9, 
2006, to measure ambient concentrations of metals (i.e., arsenic, cadmium, chrome, nickel, 
and lead) and total suspended particles at the Mahanoy State Correctional Institution, the 
Mahanoy City Sewage Treatment Plant, and the Frackville State Correctional Institution. 
 

Comment S2-5: 
And then there's the issue of the prisoners. This project will be 2,600 feet west of the 

Mahanoy State Correctional Institute. There are 2,200 inmates there and 570 employees. In 
case of emergency, how do you relocate this large number of inmates safely? This is a 
maximum security prison. 

 
Response:  
While no credible emergencies have been identified at this time that would require 

the rapid emergency evacuation of the prison, this type of event could be identified in the 
preparation of the Risk Management Plan and the Emergency Response Program, as 
described in the revised Section 4.1.9.1. Should the need for rapid evacuation of the prison be 
identified in the Risk Management Plan, the necessary procedures and safeguards would be 
developed to protect public health and safety in accordance with 40 CFR 68.  Revised 
Section 4.1.7.5 notes that the Schuylkill County Emergency Management Agency (SCEMA) 
would be responsible for evacuating nearby residents, in necessary.  SCEMA, in conjunction 
with the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency, is in the process of developing a 
hazard mitigation plan for Schuylkill County. 

In addition, an emergency operations plan for Mahanoy State Correctional Institute 
that includes procedures for evacuation of inmates and employees in the event of an 
emergency has been developed (Major Dennis Durant, Chief of Security, Pennsylvania 
Department of Corrections, e-mail to Cheri Bandy Foust, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
March 15, 2006). The evacuation of approximately 2,300 inmates would be accomplished by 
exercising agreements with bus services in the area, which are in place. Logistical 
considerations with other prisons for relocating inmates would require approximately 24 
hours. The movement of inmates would require an additional 24 to 48 hours (Ed Martin, 
Superintendent’s Assistant, Mahanoy State Correctional Institution, personal communication 
to Robert Miller, ORNL, March 16, 2006). 
 

Comment S2-6: 
More importantly, how do you bus our children from nearby Mahanoy Area District 

and their teaching staff to a safe facility in case of an accident or an explosion? 
 

Response:  
The revised Section 4.1.9.1 describes more clearly the development of a Risk 

Management Plan and an Emergency Response Program, which is not complete, that must be 
submitted to the EPA prior to plant operations. The safeguards and procedures for the 
protection of the public health from potential accidents are to be addressed in this plan as part 
of compliance with 40 CFR 68.  Section 7.1 describes the hazard assessment that is part of 
the Risk Management plan, including an analysis of the effects of a worst case accident 
scenario on offsite populations.  
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In addition, an emergency operations plan for evacuating students and staff in the 
event of an emergency has been developed that includes procedures which are in place 
(Anthony Crimaldi, Superintendent, Mahanoy Area School District, e-mail to Cheri Bandy 
Foust, ORNL, April 18, 2006). 
 

Comment S3-1A: 
Short list of area pollution: Home heating - oil burners, coal, wood stoves; fly ash 

used as antiskid for roads and landfill which gets into the air and water; biosolids and dredge; 
pesticides; Centralia mine fire; Interstate 81 - dump trucks, cars, idling trucks at the new 
warehouse sites being loaded and unloaded; foundries - Goulds Pumps, Ashland; Quirin 
Foundry, St. Clair; Alcoa, and so on; active and old landfills - Pine Grove, Frackville, 
Shenandoah; sewage plants; red rivers and streams; acid water/acid rain; prisons; pollution 
from the government's superfund cleanup sites; 7 or 8 cogeneration plants in this area; Rich's 
company polluting drinking water wells in a large area in Frackville. 
 
 Response: 
 Cumulative impacts of the proposed project, in combination with other facilities, 
operations, and activities are discussed in Section 6. 
 
 Comment S3-1B: 
 It will cost more to make this fuel than they can sell it for.  So this means the taxpayer 
will subsidize the difference.  The taxpayer will help to pay for building this project and get 
no benefit in return. 
  
 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, while it is true that the proposed facilities would 
be partially funded using taxpayer dollars, it is also true that the potential benefits of the 
proposed facilities (a cleaner, more reliable and affordable source of electricity and jobs and 
income for the project region) would benefit taxpayers.    
 
 Comment S3-1C: 
 The public will be harmed by this project from all the types of pollution coming from 
this project. 
 
 Response: 
 Based on the analyses presented in this EIS, DOE does not believe that the public 
would be harmed from the construction and operation of the proposed project.  
 

Comment S3-1D: 
 And if this becomes another government superfund cleanup site, the taxpayer will pay 
to clean up the site. 
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Response: 
The comment has been noted.  DOE has no reason to believe the project will become 

a superfund site. 
 
Comment S3-2: 
Questions for the Department of Energy, DOE:  Why should a hundred million dollar 

grant be given for old obsolete technology? Why is the DOE funding fossil fuel research? 
 
Response: 
As noted in the EIS, the CCPI Program is open to any technology advancement 

related to coal-based power generation that results in efficiency, environmental, and 
economic improvement compared to currently available state-of-the-art alternatives.  While 
the individual technologies that make up this proposed project 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. 
 

Comment S3-3: 
Did the DOE add in their study all the other polluters in this area? Did the DOE add 

in their study all the pollution already in this area like in my list given before? Did the DOE 
add in their study the 7 or 8 cogeneration plants? 
 

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 6.1.1. 
 
 

Comment S3-4:  
Did the DOE study the impact the weather, cloud cover, fog and climate in this area 

will have on this project? 
 

Response: 
Yes.  Section 3.2.1 discusses the existing climate in the vicinity of the proposed site. 

The air dispersion modeling used a full range of 54 potential meteorological conditions (i.e., 
conditions representing different combinations of atmospheric stabilities and wind speeds). 
 

Comment S3-5:  
Did the DOE study the high numbers of illnesses in this area because of pollution like 

the high rate of cancer, asthma, heart disease? 
 

Response:  
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Potential effects of the proposed project on human health and safety are discussed in 
Sections 3.9.1 and 4.1.9. 
 

Comment S3-6:  
Did the DOE study what effects an accident such as explosion, fire, or release of 

deadly gasses at this project will have on the hundreds of prisoners locked in their cells, the 
prison guards and workers at the state prison just a few feet from this project? 
 

Response:  
DOE has not conducted a study to identify and analyze hazards and accidents.  

However, as discussed in the revised Sect. 4.1.9.1, hazards and accidents (including 
explosions and releases of H2S and SO2) would be identified and analyzed as part of the 
preparation of a Risk Management Plan that is to include an Emergency Response Program 
for the facility. This plan must be submitted to the EPA prior to operation of the facility.  
Also, see response to Comment S2-5. 
 

Comment S3-7:  
How and where will the byproducts and waste material from this project be disposed 

of? 
 

Response: 
To the extent possible, byproducts and wastes would be sold commercially. Waste 

materials that are not suitable for commercial use would be used in mine reclamation or 
disposed of in commercial landfills. See Sections 2.1.6.3 and 4.1.8 for additional 
information.  
 

Comment S4-1:  
I live in Frackville. And I am absolutely positively opposed to this, as everyone has 

known, every meeting we’ve ever had. I am opposed to this. 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 
Comment S4-2:  
First of all, when they show you a pretty picture of the process of how this is going to 

be done, they didn’t show where will the water come into this and where will it go to? 
 

Response: 
Most water for project construction and operation would come from the Gilberton mine pool. 

Some of the water used would be consumed in facility processes. Treated wastewater from the facility 
would be discharged to a tailings pond that seeps to the Boston Run mine pool. Water supply sources, 
wastewater management, and their impacts are discussed in Sections 2.1.5.2, 2.1.6.2, 3.4, and 4.1.4.  
 

Comment S4-3:  
But yet for what I’m understanding -- and she just said -- it will go back into the mine 

pool, the 7 million gallon of water a day that will be used in this process. And then they’re 
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going to take it out of the mine, they’re going to clean it, use it because acidic water will not 
be conducive to this process. So they will clean the water, and they will use. And the water 
that’s left over that is even more contaminated than what they’ve taken out of the mine pool, 
they’re going to put it back into the mine pool to get into the streams to kill everything it 
touches, to get into the groundwater -- 
 

Response:  
Facility wastewater would be treated before being discharged to the tailings pond 

from which it would seep to the mine pool system. Discharges to the mine pool system 
would be subject to regulation by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. 
The potential environmental impacts of facility wastewater are discussed in Section 4.1.4.1. 
 

Comment S4-4:  
I think it’s positively outrageous that we have to accept garbage, prisons, 

cogeneration plants. And then the first thing they tout is jobs, jobs. Well, guess what? They 
went out on the mountain and they started chasing the people that have the job just like 
cockroaches, all illegal Mexicans running into the bush. That’s the kind of jobs that they 
produce. 
 

Response: 
Because the proposed facilities would be located within a 1-hour drive of some large 

labor markets (i.e., Reading, Allentown, and Wilkes-Barre), it is expected that most of the 
construction and operations jobs would be filled by workers who already reside in the east 
central Pennsylvania region (see Section 4.1.7). 
 

Comment S5: 
I am just, just saddened by this whole thing. And I do not think that a gasification 

plant should be put here until they come up with the truth and let us know what's going on. 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 
Comment S6-1:  
Section 6, the cumulative effects, fails to look at the future expansion planned by 

WMPI for this facility, an expansion which they’ve bragged about in news articles you can 
read. That expansion is going to vastly increase the outputs, the emissions from the plant. 
 

Response: 
 DOE is not aware of a proposal to expand the facility, and therefore it is not 
addressed in this EIS.  Expansion, if any, would not be within the period affected by the 
DOE’s proposed financial support.  The applicant would be required to obtain the necessary 
permits for any future expansion of the site. 
 

Comment S6-2:  
It also fails to look at the cumulative air effects of the facilities in the region. This was 

touched upon by Mr. Gera earlier. 
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There’s 8 other waste coal burning power plants in the region, 5 in county, 3 in the 
region. None of these will be considered cumulative impacts because their emissions of 
considered pollutants are less than 100 tons per year each. So by that logic, there can be 100 
facilities located in the same area that have less than, let’s say, 99.9 tons per year of 
emissions of each considered pollutant. And none of them will be considered because they’re 
not required to do a cumulative impact study if those requirements are under that level. This 
is absurd. I’ll stick to that. 
 

Response: 
See response to Comment S3-3. 
 
Comment S7-1:  
These jobs are to be filled by local union construction workers. We need these jobs 

desperately in Schuylkill County. 
 

Response: 
See response to S4-4. 

 
Comment S8: 
“…So they pick on an area like this where all the creeks and streams are already 

tainted…” (See transcript for the remainder of the comment.) 
 

Response: 
The location proposed for the proposed facilities is due in large part to the existence 

of the culm resource in the local area, which is a legacy of the history of mining to which the 
commenter refers. 
 

Comment S9-1:  
This is a poor area. Do you think for one minute that this would be happening in a 

wealthy area, that they would stand for it, that they would sell their children and 
grandchildren out because they so desperately need a job? 
 

Response: 
Section 4.1.7.7 addresses the possibility of disproportionate impacts to local "low-

income" populations that are below the poverty level as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
The EIS text acknowledges that two census tracts near the site of the proposed facilities 
(Census Tracts 5 and 6) have poverty rates that exceed those of both the State of 
Pennsylvania and the United States, and that they represent low-income populations to which 
the adverse impacts of constructing and operating the proposed facilities could be distributed 
disproportionately. The EIS concludes, however, that no serious air quality, water quality, 
and health impacts to these populations are expected (Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, and 4.1.9). 
Therefore, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on these low-
income populations. 

 
 

Comment S10-1:  
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There’s also things like comments around two years ago in the scoping period of this 
asking that the complete chemical composition of all the feedstocks that will be used by this 
plant be discussed and that mass balance be done for all the metals, halogens, sulfur 
compounds, radioactive compounds, and other toxic elements that will be going into this 
facility. That has not been done at all in this document. 
 

Response: 
See response to comment 41-10. 

 
Comment S10-2:  
And it’s also not been considered that anything other than anthracite waste coal be 

processed in this facility yet it’s been stated many times on both the news articles and also an 
application for the $100 million that you’re looking at giving out, that they plan on 
processing municipal waste, industrial waste, and biomass, which is a wild west category of 
almost everything else that they can burn or process. None of those are discussed in this 
document. 
 

Response: 
The feedstock for the proposed Gilberton facilities would be anthracite culm. The 

facilities would also be capable of using a blend of feedstock containing up to 25% 
petroleum coke. Other feedstock materials, such as municipal waste, industrial waste, and 
biomass, are not planned for the proposed Gilberton facilities, but may be used at other future 
facilities in the United States, if the integrated technologies are successfully demonstrated at 
Gilberton and commercialized. Appendix G has been added to this EIS to present the 
potential effects of a blended feedstock containing anthracite culm and up to 25% petroleum 
coke, and Section 4 has been supplemented appropriately. 
 

Comment S10-3:  
It also fails, in dash 2 -- 2-7 in this fails to talk about how much waste product will be 

produced in the beneficiation process. They talk about 4,700 tons per day of culm that will be 
going into the bin, but that’s only the beneficiated coal. They don’t talk about full amount 
because they have a very high ash content around here in the culm. And they can’t put the 
actual culm that’s growing in the waste coal piles around here into their finery. They have to 
clean it up. So that’s also deficient in this document. 
 

Response:  
Sections 2.1.6.3 and 4.1.8.2 have been revised to provide additional discussion of coal 

beneficiation waste and its management. 
 

Comment S10-4:  
In the water issues, page 3-16 talks about the mine pool water. It totally fails to talk 

about lead or any other metals that are in the mine pool. There are very high elements of 
some toxic metals in the mine pool. That’s just completely ignored. 
 

Response:  
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Section 3.4.3 has been revised to present additional water quality data for the mine 
pool, including concentrations of lead and other metals. This information is reflected in the 
revised discussion in Section 4.1.4.1. 
 

Comment S10-5:  
Also, on page 4-16, also on water, they say, “Toxic and carcinogenic substances, 

including cyanides and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons” – which sounds big, but it causes 
cancer. That’s all you really need to know about it – “such as pyrene, might be present in low 
concentrations.” But then it says, “Any adverse effects of these substances on Mahanoy 
Creek water quality would probably be undetectable because of the overriding impacts of 
acid mine drainage.” Now, that’s some of the worst science I’ve ever seen. No insult to the 
folks at Battelle, but acid mine drainage impacts have nothing to do with the toxicity of 
things that will be going in there. So there are no overriding impacts. There are toxic 
materials that are going to go into that mine pool, and you’re just basically trying to find a 
way to ignore them 
 

Response: 
Additional information is included and discussed in Sections 2.1.6 and 4.1.4.  

However, effluents from the proposed facilities still cannot be characterized in detail. 
Therefore, contaminants that could be present in facility wastewater are identified on the 
basis of fundamental chemistry, characteristics of wastewaters from other gasifiers and 
synthetic fuels facilities, and general principles of water and wastewater treatment system 
design and performance. The toxic substances mentioned by the commenter are among those 
that could be present in the proposed facility’s wastewater discharges, but for which data are 
not yet available.  

Acid mine drainage has made it essentially impossible for fish to survive in Mahanoy 
Creek in the vicinity of the proposed facilities. Although substances such as polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons are toxic to fish and other aquatic organisms, these substances 
generally do not kill off entire fish populations, even at environmental concentrations much 
higher than might be found in effluents from the proposed facilities. Thus, it is accurate to 
say that any adverse effects of these substances in the creek would probably be undetectable 
because of the overriding impacts of acid mine drainage. 
 

Comment S10-6:  
On solid waste, there’s discrepancies between this document and between the 

company’s own permit application with DEP. There’s also discrepancies between their 
permit applications to DEP. And so I suggest you go back and actually look at those 
applications and figure out how many tons per day of slag, fine solid waste, and other solid 
waste that they cannot produce because those numbers don’t all match. 
 

Response: 
Sections 2.1 and 4.1.8 have been revised to present and discuss information about 

solid wastes that is included in the permit applications. The apparent differences between 
values reported in different documents noted by the commenter are attributable to different 
bases for reporting (for example, wet weight versus dry weight) or different design 
assumptions. 
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Comment S10-7:  
Simpler things like the color of the slag don’t even match. And in numerous news 

articles, they talk about it being brown. This document says it’s black. If you can’t even 
figure out what color the stuff’s going to be, it really makes me wonder if you know what’s 
you’re doing. 
 

Response: 
The color of the slag is mentioned in the EIS to help readers understand what this 

waste stream would look like. The actual color of the slag may vary. The EIS statement that 
it would be black is consistent with the most recent information provided to DOE by WMPI 
(Robert Hoppe, WMPI, e-mail to Diane Madden and Janice Bell, DOE, April 24, 2006, 
quoting Mr. Ross Fava, Shell Global Solutions (US), April 21, 2006). 
 

Comment S10-8:  
Now, there’s another discrepancy. Page 4-31 talks about how the waste coal ash from 

the Gilberton Power Plant right next door has 0.2 parts per million in mercury yet EPA’s data 
from 1999 when they did information collection across the whole country for mercury that 
was in coals and waste coals, they found waste anthracite to be 0.19, which is pretty much 
the same. It’s impossible for the ash from having burned that to have the same concentration. 
It would be far higher. So you’re underestimating and trying to make it seem as if there was 
lower levels of mercury in this waste collection than there really are. And that’s also 
unscientific and inappropriate. 
 

Response: 
Information presented in the EIS regarding coal ash characteristics is based on 

available analyses of ash. The EIS does not rely on estimates from data on coal chemistry. It 
is likely that some of the mercury in the coal burned in a cogeneration plant volatilizes, and 
either is emitted to the atmosphere or is trapped by air emissions control systems. As a result, 
it is possible for coal combustion ash to have the same mercury concentration as the coal 
from which it was produced. 
 

Comment S10-9:  
In the “Alternative” section, you try to define the alternatives far too narrowly. We 

commented about this two years ago, and you went ahead and ignored our comments on this. 
You basically went ahead and said, Okay, well, we want to decide whether we’re going to 
give money to a project of this specific type of thing; and therefore, any alternatives we can’t 
look at because it’s not the specific type of thing. That’s just completely in violation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act and intentions of looking into alternatives. 
 

Response:  
As stated in Section 2.2, the goals of a federal action establish the limits of reasonable 

alternatives under the NEPA process. 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. Reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action (to provide cost-shared funding for the integration of coal 
gasification and F-T synthesis technologies to produce electricity, steam, and liquid fuels) 
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must be capable of meeting this goal [however, CEQ NEPA regulation 40 CFR Part 
1502.14(d) requires the alternatives analysis in the EIS to include the no-action alternative]. 

Congress directed DOE to pursue the goal of the legislation by providing partial 
funding for projects owned and controlled by non-federal-government participants. This 
statutory requirement places DOE in a much more limited role than if the federal government 
were the owner and operator of the project. In the latter situation, DOE would typically 
review a wide variety of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. However, under the 
CCPI Program, DOE’s role is limited to approving or disapproving the project as proposed 
by the participant. 

As a specific example, the use of other technologies and approaches that are not 
applicable to coal (e.g., natural gas, wind power, solar energy, and conservation) would not 
contribute to the CCPI Program goal. Furthermore, DOE has no authority to spend funds on 
alternative technologies that have not been appropriated by Congress for the CCPI Program. 
 

Comment S11-1:  
If these jobs are going to be scientific, if they’re going to be high paying technology 

jobs, whether new information through chemistry, laboratory work, whatever, you and I both 
know there are not many people in this room who are qualified to fill that type job. Are 
people going to be trained from this area to hold down that type high paying job? 
 

Response: 
The project proponents have made no commitment to train local residents to fill the 

construction and operations jobs that the proposed facilities would generate. Because the 
proposed facilities would be located within a 1-hour drive of some large labor markets (i.e., 
Reading, Allentown, and Wilkes-Barre), it is expected that most of the jobs would be filled 
by workers who already reside in the east central Pennsylvania region (see Section 4.1.7). 
However, it is likely that some of the more specialized jobs, particularly during project 
operations, would be filled by workers from outside the region. To account for this 
specialization, as well as the difference in the length of the construction and operations 
periods (i.e., the shorter the period, the less likely that workers would relocate), the EIS 
analysis assumes that 10% of the peak construction work force and 60% of the operations 
work force would relocate from outside the region. 

 
Comment S12: 
“…There’s nothing going on in the Gilberton Valley that I can say is polluting 

anything…” (See transcript for the remainder of the comment.) 
 

Response: 
The comments have been noted. 

 
Comment S13: 
“…Everybody I talk to, they all tell me the same thing. You’re so worried about 

employment and a job for you and a job for you…” (See transcript for the remainder of the 
comment). 
 

Response: 
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The comments have been noted. 
 

Comment S14: 
“…Money speaks louder than words…” (See transcript for the remainder of the 

comment.) 
 

Response: 
The comments have been noted. 

 
Comment S15-1:  
And trust me, you’re going to find people who are currently infected with mercury in 

our area. 
 

Response:  
It is very likely that some part or all of the population in Schuylkill County have trace 

amounts of mercury in their tissues. Mercury is a naturally occurring element that is found in 
air, water and soil. Human activities have resulted in the additional release of mercury to the 
environment.  
 

Comment S15-2:  
The air you’re breathing, believe me – let me tell you one thing. Interstate 81 is a 

tragedy. What I would like them to do is move the air quality, air quality station they have 
right now here in Shenandoah School District and put it up on 81. And you know what? The 
meters will go off the scale. 
 

Response:  
The comment has been noted.  The location of the air quality monitoring station is not 

the responsibility of DOE.  However, total suspended particulate (TSP) samplers have been 
installed at the Mahanoy City Sewage Treatment Plants, the Mahanoy State Prison, and the 
Frackville State Prison. 
 

Comment S16-1:  
But these plants are producing high amounts of mercury, and the government’s 

allowing it. 
 

Response:  
The power plants are operated under air permits granted by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Environmental Protection. 
 

Comment S17-1:  
And the values of the homes aren’t going to be worth hardly anything when this 

comes in. 
 

Response: 
Section 3.7.3 acknowledges that the median values of owner-occupied housing in 

both Mahanoy and West Mahanoy townships and in the borough of Gilberton are far lower 
than the median value of owner-occupied housing elsewhere in Schuylkill County. EIS 
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Section 4.1.7.3 concludes that because the relatively small increase in demand for housing 
associated with the proposed project is not likely to affect housing availability or cost in 
Schuylkill County, it also is not likely to increase residential property values. 
 

Comments S17-2 and S17-3:  
I would like to talk about noise. … And it says because it is a sealed prison. It is not a 

sealed prison. Anyone who has went on a tour of that prison realizes that prison is made up 
of concrete sections. And the prisoners have to walk from one concrete unit to another, to the 
cafeteria, to the chapel, to the unit; and they are not inside a unit all day. They are exposed to 
that air and so are the 570 people who work at that plant. 

 
Response: 
Potential air quality and noise impacts from construction and operation of the 

proposed facilities, including impacts to workers and in the vicinity of the prison, are 
discussed in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.10, which have been revised.  

During operation of the proposed facilities, the principal sound sources would result 
from the equipment. These sound sources would be enclosed and acoustically isolated. Noise 
sources within the buildings would be fitted with sound-attenuating enclosures or other noise 
dampening measures that would meet all state and federal regulations. Workers would be 
required to wear hearing protection equipment during maintenance or repair events. In 
addition, the proposed site would provide a hearing protection program for workers. 

To analyze the incremental noise effects outside the proposed facilities, a doubling 
rule was used, as discussed in Section 4.1.10.  A doubling of sound energy indicated that the 
proposed site’s highest sound level measurement would be 58 dB(A) (based on data provided 
by WMPI). For comparison, 55 dB(A) is the EPA’s approximate level of a quiet subdivision 
during daylight hours. A change in the sound level of plus or minus 1 dB is not perceptible to 
the human ear, a change in the sound level of plus or minus 3 dB is the threshold of 
perception to the human ear, and a change of plus or minus 5 dB is clearly noticeable to the 
human ear. Distance attenuation estimations reveal that when the distance is doubled from a 
noise source, the sound level decreases three decibels. For example, if a sound level is 70 
decibels at 50 feet it will be 67 decibels at 100 feet, etc. The nearest Mahanoy State 
Correctional Institution buildings are about 1,000 feet from the perimeter of the proposed 
site.  The 3 dB increase in noise levels at the proposed plant site would probably be 
imperceptible at the Mahanoy State Correction Institution because of (1) the distance 
between the prison and the proposed project site, (2) planned nose attenuation measures, (3) 
natural and man-made terrain features and structures, and (4) the limited period during which 
inmates are allowed outside. 

Also see the response to comment P6-1. 
 

Comment S17-4: 
What about the citizens of Morea and the Morea Community Park where the Little 

League comes up to play and to park? How much noise and odor will they receive from this 
project? 
 

Response: 
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Noise from the proposed facilities would be imperceptible due to the sound-
attenuating enclosure, other noise dampening measures and the distance to the city of Morea 
(see Section 4.1.10). 

Odors from the proposed facilities should not be perceptible to the citizens of Morea 
or at the Morea Community Park due to the technologies to be employed including the 
synthesis gas cleanup equipment (see Section 4.1.2.2) and the distance from the proposed 
facility. 
 
Comment S17-5: 

…throwing more emissions into the air and into the fog area. They’re – in nowhere in 
this book is there any stats on the number of accidents in the fog area between Pine Grove 
and Hazelton. Nowhere in this book is listed the number of fatalities that we have every year 
in that fog area. And now they want to add more emissions to that fog area, but they said 
that’s okay. We’ll put flashing lights up on the highway. 
 

Response:  
Section 4.1.2.2 concludes that any fog created by operation of the proposed facilities 

is not likely to affect Interstate 81 because of the distance from the facilities to Interstate 81. 
The EIS text has been revised to eliminate the reference to "flashing lights" on Interstate 81 
as a possible mitigation measure because operation of the proposed facilities is not likely to 
increase fog on Interstate 81 and the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation has not 
raised the issue of additional fog on Interstate 81 and has not recommended mitigation for 
such an impact. 
 

Comment S17-6: 
And the fact that there were no other sites seriously considered for this is a puzzle. 

 
Response: 
Section 2.2.2.1 explains the rationale for not considering other sites.  See response to 

comment S10-9. 
 

Comment S18: 
And my gravest concern is the good, the bad, and the ugly relative to mercury toxicity 

which at this very moment is causing a silent brain damage epidemic amongst our nation’s 
youth and children and pets. 

Let me begin with the bad. It is a known fact that the EPA is finding that their own 
recommended safety levels to control mercury emissions are much too high and are actually 
unsafe. And because of these high safety parameters, air monitoring stations are not 
registering toxic air emissions within safe limits. 

Studies show that women exposed to these supposedly safe levels of mercury during 
pregnancy have children with autism, learning difficulties, poor memory, and ADHD, better 
know as attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. 
 

Response: 
There is much debate on defining safe levels of mercury in blood and continues to be 

an active research area. The EPA continues to reconsider and refine its Clean Air Mercry 
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Rule that caps and reduces mercury emissions from coal-fired power plants 
(http://www.epa.gov/camr/index.htm). 
 Potential mercury emissions to air from the proposed facilities are discussed in 
Section 4.1.2.2, under the subheading “Hazardous Air Pollutants.” Sections 3.9 and 4.1.9 
have been revised to include additional discussion of the human health effects of mercury 
exposure. 
 

Comment S19-1: 
5:00 a.m. this morning, I was walking to church from the Heights, the Annunciation 

down in Shenandoah. And I looked in the sky. Up near the Heights, the sky was full of stars. 
Where the cogen plant is, a dark cloud, no star, not one single star in the sky. And if they’re 
saying there is no fly ash in Gilberton, go up the Heights. There’s plenty of it. And I invite 
you from DEP or whoever they are, come up there. I can scrape it off of my fence, off of the 
deck. And the three clothes lines got enough, if I went like this, it would hit that guy in the 
front row. That’s how much fly ash. They’re sitting up there. I invite you up there. They’ve 
been there for maybe a year now. I’m sure it’s still on there. I’ll go like this. You sit there, 
and I’ll hit you with it. Thank you. 
 

Response: 
The comment has been noted.  Potential effects of the proposed project on air quality 

are described in Section 4.1.2.  The generation and disposal of solid wastes from the 
proposed project, including fly ash, are described in Section 4.1.8.2. 
 


