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Comment No. 1 |ssue Code: 22
Comment noted.

Kentucky Resources Council, Inc.
Post Office Box 1070
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602
(502) 875-2428 phone (502) 875-2845 fax
g-mail FitzKRC@aol.com

February 1, 2002

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
NATIONAL ENERGY TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY

COMMENTS CONCERNING DEIS FOR PROPOSED
KENTUCKY PIONEER ENERGY INTEGRATED GASIFICATION
COMBINED GYCLE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

Roy Spears By fax & email
NEPA Document Manager 304-285-4403
U.S. Department of Energy rspear@netl.doe.gov
National Energy Technology Laboratory

PO.0. Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880
Dear Mr. Spears:

These comments supplement those earlier submitted Into the record during
the public hearing on the proposed Kentucky Pioneer Energy Integrated
Gasification Combined Cycle Demonstration Project (IGCC Protect). | appreciate
your commitment to accept comments through today, and offer these comments
as supplemental to those submitted previously by the Kentucky Resources
Council, Inc. (Council). In addition, the Council endorses comments submitted
by the Kentucky Environmental Foundation, Sierra Club Cumberiand Chapter
and Will Herrick, which are contained in the recard.

122

The Council is a non-profit environmental advocacy organization providing
legal and technical assistance without charge to individuals and organizations in
the Commonwealth on air, waste, water and resource extraction issues.,

INTRODUCTION

By letter dated November 8, 2001, the Council received the Draift
Environmental fmpact Statement for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer Energy
Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) Demonstration project in Clark
County, Kenlucky. According lo that letter, the document was prepared "to
evaluate the envirenmental impacts of a Clean Coal technology Program
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demonstralion project that is proposed 1o be partially funded by the Department
of Energy.”

The praoject purpase, according o that letter, is "to establish the commercial
viability of the fixed bed British Gas Lurgi process in the United States and the
operation of a high temperatura molten carbonate fuel cell using synthesis gas.”

The comment pariod, which was to close on January 4, 2002, was extended
by nolice published in the Federal Register on January 18, to January 25, 2002.
By telaphonic communication, Mr. Spears indicated to the undersigned that
comments would be accepted through today, February 1, 2002.

The proposal 1o construct a 540 mW IGCC plant at the J.K. Smith site in
Trapp, Kentucky for generation of electricity from a gases generated from a
mixed waste-coal fuels, raises several threshold questions concerning the
suitability of the project for expenditure of Clean Coal Technology monies, and
whether the project has met applicable solid waste requirements under state law.

1. THE PROJECT VIABILITY APPEARS CONTINGENT ON LOCAL
APPROVAL BY CLARK COUNTY SOLID WASTE PLANNING
UNIT; FURTHER REVIEW SHOULD AWAIT CLARIFICATION

OF APPLICABILITY OF WASTE REQUIREMENTS

The applicant has acknowledged that the use of solid waste is a component of
the economics of the project, without which one would assume thal the project
may not be viable. Given the central role that the blending of a 50% - 80%
mixture of processed waste plays in the project, the uncertainty concerning the
proper characterization of the waste for state and local regulatory purposes
advises that the project review be suspended until this threshold matter is
resolved.

The Council was asked to address the relationship of the proposed project
and the intended utilization of a shredded, milled and pelletized municipal solid
waste fuel, lo Kentucky's solid waste disposal stalutes and the requirement of
maintaining consistency with local solid waste plans.

Afier a review of the position paper submitted by Global Energy to the state
Division for Waste Management, and after review of the applicable stalute and
case law, the Council believes that the facility is subject to the solid waste
regulations and is required 10 obtain a determination of consistency from the solid
waste management goveming body of Glark County before importing and
disposing of the solid waste fuel.

By letter dated October 8, 2000, Global Energy Inc., Suite 2000, 312 Walnut
Street, Cincinnati, OH 45202, through its manager of Regulatory Affairs Dwight
Lockwood, requested a determination from the Kentucky Division of Waste

2/14

3/21

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

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

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

2. Gadfication is a more environmentaly efficient method to
generate electricity from coal. While much was learned from the
previous CCT gasification projects (Wabash River and Tampa
Electric), the different technology techniques to produce syngas
with flexible-fuel co-feeds have not been demonstrated and
operating demonstrationsareessential to accel eratethewidespread
use of gasification.
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Management as to the applicability of KRS 224 .40 to the proposed “integrated
gasification combined cycle (IGCC) power plant project in Glark County.”

The request letter from Global Energy (Hereafter Global) asserled that the
proposed project was “exempt from waste regulations.” The 2-paged letter
contained an atlached "Analysis of the Non-Applicability of KRS 224.40 to the
Kentucky Pioneer Energy IGCC Project.”

The determination of applicability of the waste regulations rests in the first
instance with the Natural Resources and Environmental Pratection Cabinet,
subject Lo review by the couris. KRS Chapter 224 is a statute thal is remedial in
nature and its protections are to be broadly construed consistent with the public
and environmental protection goals of the statute. Exemptions from its reach are
ta ba narrowly canstrued.

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

When enacted in 1981, Senate Bill 2 substantially revised state and local solid
waste management, requiring of local communities that they plan for the proper
management of solid waste generatad within their borders and promising, in
return, that the local "governing body" responsible for solid waste planning would
have the ability to control the manner and extent to which wasle generated
outside of the boundary of that planning unit would be managed and disposed of
within the planning area.

The proposal ta thermally treat and to combust the volatile fraction of one
million tons or more per year' of treated municipal solid waste falls squarely
within the type of facility intended by the General Assembly to be scrutinized
under the solid waste planning process.

KRS 224.40-315 mandates that:
Mo permit to construct or expand a municipal solid waste

disposal facility shall be accepted for processing by the
Cabinet unless the application contains a determination from

' The Public Service Commission filing by Fast Kentucky Power Cooperative in response to requests for
| formation indicated & 50-50% fuel to waste feed mix at | mallion tans of each per year, while noting that
the actual feed rario may vary,

3/21
(cont)

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

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

KPE receivedtheFinal PSD/TitleV Air Permitissued by the Kentucky
Division for Air Quality on June 7, 2001, and will submit an
application for the KPDES permit at least 180 days before
commencing construction. All other permit applications required will
be completed after financial closure and during the devel opment phase
of the project.
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the governing body for the solid waste managemsant area

in which the facility is or will be located conceming the cansistency of the
application with the area solid waste

Management plan [.]

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

Any type of waste site or facility where the final deposition
of any amount of municipal solid waste accurs, whether

or not mixed with or including other waste allowed under
subtitle D of the Federal Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976, as amended, and includes. but is nol
fimited to, incinerators and waste-to-enerqy facilities that
burn municipal solid waste, . . .

The term is broadly inclusive of all types of waste sites or facilities where the 3/21
final deposition of any amount of municipal solid waste occurs, There can be no (cont.)
serious argument that the feed material to be combined with the coal is a solid
waste, which is o say, that the material is "garbage, refuse, sludge and other
discarded material.” The waste is o be processed, according to the applicant, at
a facility in a state other than Kentucky, where it will be manufactured from
municipal solid waste by removing “large objecls and white goods™ as well as
“glass and metal " The remaining material, including chiorinated plastics, will
be milled and shredded.

These "pellets” are municipal solid waste processed as an intermediate step
in the thermal treatment of the waste to produce a gas for combustion. The
proposed facility is utilizing a fuel stream comprised of partially separated,
shredded and shaped municipal solid waste used as a fuel source, disposing of
the waste through thermal treatment at high temperature to drive off the volatile
fraction for combustion. As such, il is engaged in disposal of a municipal solid
wasie stream and falls within the ambit of a "municipal solid waste disposal
facility” the siting and operation of which should be reviewead for consistency with
local solid waste plans.

The applicant claimed exemption for the waste fuel from the waste program
as a “recovered material " yel the clearly better reading of the statute, and the
intent to carefully regulate the disposal of solid waste by thermal trealment as
wall as other means, militates against the exemption of the material from
regulation as a solid waste. The material is not a “refuse-derived fuel”
notwithstanding the claim by the applicant to the contrary, since the applicant has

T Subpart [ Siting Analysis Public Mecting and Comments, pp. 7-8.
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indicated Ihat it intends to retain the recoverable plastics in the waste® (likely for
the Btu value), and thus is outside of the ambit of “recovered material,” since that
definition specifically excludes “materials diverted or removed for purposes of
energy recovery or combustion []" from being considered recovered maierial.

Assuming, for the sake of argument, Lthat the waste were further processed
over what is proposed, in order to meet the state definition of “refuse derived
fuel” by removing all recoverable plastics and other recoverable material, such as
mixed paper, corrugated paper and newsprint, the definition of “recovered
material® still would not apply to exempt the entire waste stream fram regulation
since only 15% of the material processed by the facility creating the pellets could
be credited as “RDF."

While the acceptance by the applicant of regulation under EPA’'s Municipal
Solid Waste Combuslor standards makes it difficult to accept at face value the
assertion of non-applicability of state "wasta” designation, commenter concurs
that the state law tself determines how this facility is to be characterized for
purposes of state regulation,

Because the material is not a *refuse derived fuel” under KRS 224.01-010(23)
in that it has not been subject to “extensive separation of municipal solid waste”
including “the extraction of recoverable materials for recycling” the processing of
the municipal solid waste stream to create the palletized “fuel” does nol make the
material a “recovered material’ under KRS 224.01-010(20). The proposed 3/21
gasification step in the process and the cleaning of the volatile fraction of the (cont.)
waste for combustion does not make the facility a “recovered material processing
facility” so as to exempt it from the definition of a municipal solid waste disposal
facility or to avoid the obligation 1o be consistant with the local solid waste plan *

Beyond the specific failure of the application to meet the criteria for an exempt
“racovered material processing facility” because the waste feed will retain
recoverable materials, including all plastics and paper, the context in which
municipal solid waste disposal facilities are regulated under KRS Chapter 224
makes clear that the attempt to shoehom this substantial waste-fueled energy
facility into the category of a ‘recovered matenals processing facility” is an ill-fit
from a public policy standpoint. KRS 224.01-010, which contains many of the
definitions for the chapter, is prefaced with the caveat "[a] s used in this chapter
unless the context clearly indicates otherwise .]" The statutory provision

14

* Even assuming that the partially processed waste fell within the ambit of “refuse derived fuel” and the
15% limitation on ROF didn™t limit the applicability of “recovered material” even as to ROF, the proposed
facilisy is pot & “recovered material processing Facility' since it propases 1o comibust the gases created by
thi thermal and preasare treatment of the waste and is not storing and processing for resale or reuse.
“Reuse,” us that term is used by the General Assembly does not include use of wastes s & fuel with or
without hear recovery. The latier concept is “resource recovery™ and is 3 term distinet from “reuse of selid
waste,” See: KRS 224 43-000 (3) (which sers reuse of solid waste us a priority below reduction. and above
recveling, composting. and resource recovery through mixed waste composting or incincration.
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requiring a determination of local consistency for disposal facilities was plainly
intended to cover thermat treatment of municipal solid wastes with and without
energy recovery, and 1o segment the facility into the component processes in
order to exclude from the application of KRS 224.40-315 a facility which uses a
sequential process of thermal treatment fallowed by combustion of volatile gases,
and which presents many similar concems in management of air, water and solid
waste byproducts from a heterogeneous fuel source such as municipal sofid
waste (even it homogenous in shape), is contrary to the intent of the statute and
the public policy behind it.

In sum, the palietized mixed municipal solid waste does not fall within the
ambit of the state statutory definition of “refuse derived fuel” and is thus not a
"recovered material,” By definition, the facility is a “municipal solid waste
disposal facility” under KRS 224.40-315(1), KRS 224.40-310 and KAS 224.01-
010(15).

The letter by which the Council requested a formal determination from the
Division of Waste Management concerning the applicability of KRS Chapter 224
is annexed lo these comments.

Subsequent to the Council's preliminary comments, the County Attorney for
Clark County, the host communily in which the project is proposed, has written
on behalf of the Clark County Fiscal Courl, seeking an opinion from the Kentucky
Attorney General as to the applicability of KRS Chapter 224. A copy of that letter
Is reprinted below:

3/21
(cont.)
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The Council believes that further review of the proposed project should be
deferred, pending a final determination by the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet as to the applicability of the waste statutes to
the proposed facility, and a determination by the Attorney General as to whether
a formal Opinion will be provided and if so, the cutcome of that opinion.

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

3/21
(cont.)
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Further, DOE should in that case extend to the Governing Body of that solid
waste management area the opportunily to participate inany further EIS review
as a cocoperating agency.

2, PROJECT NECESSITY AND SCOPE; ALTERNATIVES
MUST BE BROADENED

The necessity of funding the project and suitability of a project that proposes
to displace up to 80% coal feed with pelletized garbage is another legitimate
threshold inguiry, for one aspect of the environmental review and determination
of reasonable alternatives is the question of whether the project as proposed is
necessary, and whether the expenditure of federal funds intended to enhance
rather than displace coal utilization, is appropriate.

Initially, appears that, with respect to the co-firing of municipal sofid waste and
coal, sufficient information exists or could be derived from comparable facilities
firing comparable waste feeds without the substantial capital investment
propased in this case.

Avaiiable information suggests that this project is duplicative of another

project reported to be under development by the parent company, Global Energy,

in Lima Ohio, in which, according to information cbtained from the EPA website,
a 540 megawatt electric generation unit utilizing coal gasification and fed with a
carmbination of coal and municipal solid waste, will be ut lized.” To the extent that
the Lima project is similar in technology and waste feed, an afternative that must
be considerad is whether the technology has been sufficiently "demonstrated”
and/or whether that unit, or anather unit, could be modified to demonstrate any
aspects of this proposal at far lesser cost.

There are additional altematives beyond those evaluated, that are well within
the *rule of reason” established by the courts for bounding the scope of agency
consideration of alternatives. The first is utilization of the Lima facility or the
European counterpart facility in Germany, to demonstrate the technology, rather
than providing new monies for capital construction of a facility which will be in
"demonstration” mode for a brief pariod and which has the potential to revert with
littte modification to a traditional natural gas-fired plant. Either plant could be
retrofitted lo include the fue! cell unit.

The propoesed construction of the Lima Energy Project raises a second
question, which is whether DOE subsidy is necessary, since that project is
proceading without faderal support. The federal Claan Coal effort has been
criticized as spending taxpayer funds on projects that would have been viable
without the subsidy, for technologies that were not in need of such support. In
this case, it would appear that funding a 400 mW project utilizing a technology

" www g pa.goviswerospsDEpd s lima.edf

3/21
(cont.)

4/14

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

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

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

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

and feedstock very similar to a project under construction by the parent company
in a sister state without such subsidy, ta be a questionable use of R&D monies.

An additional question is the extent to which the technalegy is in need of
further demonstration. Funding of the development of a commercial coal-fired
base load plant would not be an appropriate use of research and demanstration
doliars, yet there is evidence in the record that the proposed technology is
adequately demonstrated and that the proposal to provide federal funding is
more a start-up subsidy for a commercial project than a demonstration project:

* according to the National Coal Council, the British Gas/Lurgl (BGL)
gasification process has already been demonstrated by Global Energy in Europe
at the Schwarze Pumpe GmbH plant in Germany, raising the question of why the
eonsiruction of this ptant is being subsidized if the technology is “proven.*s The
project description makes much of the assertion that this will be the first
commercial application of the technology in the United States, but there is no
meaningful distinction ta be drawn from the geographic location of the plant in ar
out of this country for purposes of analyzing the refiability, environmental impacts
and costs of operating such a plant using the propesed waste feed, Ina
response to comments provided by the applicant as part of the air permitiing
process, the applicant indicated “This plant will be the first application in this
country of the BGL technology and will be the first in this country to process RDF
as well. An identically sized BGL is currently operating in Germany as part of the
primary waste recycling facility in that country."

The applicant also noted that:
R 4/14
The main point is that the technology is well undarstood t
and has and agueous stream cleanup technologies are (cont.)

wall understood.

* |n response to the Public Service Commission request to provide feasibility
studies for the project from East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. in the Public
Service Commission case of 2000-079, Dwight Lockwood of Kentucky Pioneer
Enargy, responding for East Kentucky Power Cooperative, stated that:

Global Energy has conciuded that the extensive operational
history of both gasification and the BGL in particular,
serves as an adegquate demonstration of the feasibility

of the technology. Commercial viability of the project is
demonstrated by the Kentucky Pioneer Energy centractual
commitments for the development and long-term
operation of the facility.

The enclosed brochure "Gasification of Solid and Liquid

* www nutionalcoalcouncilore!docurments May 2001 report-revised. pdl
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Comment No. 5 Issue Code: 14
Comment noted. Because of DOE’s limited role of providing cost-
shared funding for the proposed Kentucky Pioneer IGCC

Fuels fol G ion", by D f Trade . . . . .

Sl ;F,w;.;',?ﬁ;a f,’.‘r'j":::;:%m“; it s leor g Demonstration Project, alternative sites were not considered. KPE

asification in general and a discussion of the various versions Hp H :

o casication ehnology, hiformation pressnted clearly sglected the exigti ng JK. Smlth_ Site becausethe_ costswould be much

Soovaiis (e tsehn oy B i pldos and apsreiton sk higher and the environmental impacts would likely be greater if an
{Emphasis added).” undisturbed area was chosen.

If the technology is sufficiently demonstrated that no feasibility study is deemed
necessary to respond to the Public Service Commission request, how then can
the DOE justify the expenditure of $78 million of taxpayer funds to fund a
"demonstration project” for a technology with ‘extensive operational history” that
the applicant admits has had "adeguate demonstration[.]

* The synopsis of the project on the DOE NETL wabsite describes the 414
technology in this way: (cont.)

The technology is expected to be adaptable 1o a wide variety of potential
market applications because of several factors. First, the BGL gasfication
technology has successfully used a wide variety of U.S. coals. Also, the
highly medular approach to system design makes the BGL-based IGCC
and molten carbonate fuel cell competitive in a wide range of plant sizes.
In addition, the high efficiency and excellent environmental performance of
the system are compelitive with or superior to other fossil-fuel-fired power
generation technologies.

Since the systern design is "highly modular,” one aternative that must be
evalualed in addition to those proposed is to test the molten carbanate fuel cell
(which accounts for a very minor relative amount of the power expected to be
generated) on an existing unit, whether cne of Global's or otherwise.

The consideration of altematives must also consider alternative sites within
and outside of the Commonwealth of Kentucky. The DEIS indicates that the
DOE's role is fimited to cost-sharing, and that this justifies the failure to consider
altemative sites. In truth, the DOE support is important to the project economics,
and the fact that DOE's role is a financial one rather than a permitting action does
not excuse the agency from the obligation to consider a range of aternatives, 5/14
including alternative sites. There is nothing unique or inherently advantageous to
the propased site; it will be importing both the coal and garbage peliets from
elsewhere, and is certainly not the only site previously disturbed by industrial
activity that is avaitable. The record reflects that East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, which had a contract to purchase the generated power, has
recelved approval 10 construct a new unit to supply its anticipated power needs
because the Public Service Commission found it reasonable for that utility nol to
rely on the power proposed 1o be generated and sold by this project.

 Accopy of this response 15 attached to the hard copy of these comnents.
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Comment No. 6 |ssue Code; 14
All processing of MSW into RDF would occur at the RDF supplier’s
facilities. The actual conversion of waste to RDF is an established

Aol s ahichtho DES b incidag in andlyels b o coreidorafion &2 process currently ongoing and is not specific to the proposed project.
i tal efiect th cessing of the wa al. The proposed pr . .
o, Accorthiq (0 rescioss to Canvnents doveloped by he company. The process is described so that the content of the RDF can be
“th ivatent of ly half of the residential waste generated in the entire . . . .
e AGall b Kar i, -t 1 Whthe DO lrgm;u:hal sats The explained. Theeffectsof processing M SW into RDF are outside of the
direct and indirect effects of the management and processing at material, .
incluing air, land and water effects, must be assessed in order to determine the scope of thisEIS.
full range of environmental impacts associated with diversion of that waste to 6/14
*fuel.*
Comment No. 7 Issue Code: 16
There are a number of concems thal must be assessed by DOE relative to . . ;
the fuel source(s) and processing: Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2, of the EIS, discusses the production and
* What controls will be in place to assur@ that industrial and commercial composition of the RDF pellets using all available and relevant data.
wastas, including exempt hazardous wastes, will not be in the MSW? KPE Intends to Supply a” RDF pel | s for thlS prOJ ect from the e
- Yihene vl the.visisty e pracond, by what, Wi G S conooe manufacturer. Variation in RDF pellet composition due to different
be in place and how will this be monitored? . ) - ]
manufacturing processes should not be an issue for this project. The
* What emissions and discharges will be associated with the - . R
transportation, storage, transfer and processing of the MSW? gasification technology used produces a very consistent syngas
3. WASTES GENERATED BY PROJECT NEED FURTHER product, regar dIESS of the variability of the feed. Chapter 3 explai ns
CHARACTERIEANON ANG/NALYSE s the BGL gasification process. The RDF pellet and coal co-feed is
Thle project proposes to co-mingle and thermally freat two waste streams that heated | n a |OW Oxygen envi ronment, Whl Ch causes a cheml caI
contain many constituents of ecological and human health concern. With a . . .
heterogeneous waste stream being utilized as a fuel source, the possibility for conversion process that results in the formation of the syngas. The
variability in the chemical composition of the waste streams that could in turn ) X K .
affect combustion performance and the creation of praducts of combustion and of syngasproduct iscombusted i n the combined cycleturbinesto produce
incomplete combustion that are of air foxics and wasle management concern, is el ectri Ci t
increased. Moisture, chiorine, and metals content may vary widely among and Y.
within these waste streams. The coal itself contains numerous metals of potential
public health concern, and the fate and transport of these metals in the 8/12
gasification process (including mercury) must be evaluated and addressed. The Comment No. 8 | ssue COd e 12
DEIS lacks appropriate assessment of the composition and fate of thess L . . )
constituents of concem during the thermal treatment process, including the fate Gasification occurs at hi gh temperatures and pressures using oxygen
of metals and chlorinaled compounds released during thermal trealment. . . . . .
-ne Instead of air (nitrogen and oxygen) inputs. The high temperatures
While th sed garbage will be sized to homogenous dimensions, the . . . .
il ompockion gE e wasto stream will vary, Yet the DEIS contains litte (cont) ensure complete destruction of toxic organic compounds. Inorganic
informati the fuel composition, moisture, metals or chiorine eontent, : H TR :
&:]Iggliil:r::;in; 3:1?:1 onntjhp:h;te and transport of the products of complete or toxic heavy metaIS are ImmObI I Ized n mOI ten S|ag and reCOVQred by
inccmplela thermal treatmeanl of this RDF/coal mixture under various blending quenchl ng as a n0n| eachabl e g|assy fl’lt. GaS|f| cation s gnlflcantly
scenaros

reduces the formation of oxidative species such as SO, and NO,, and
preventsthe formation of dioxing/furans. Chloride, fluoride, mercury,
arsenic, cadmium, lead, chromium, nickel and selenium have the
potential to be present in the clean syngas or gasturbine exhaust. These
elements usualy represent less than 10 percent of input into the
gasifier with coal. Nonvolatile elements such as barium, beryllium,
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