13. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIS

13.1 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) announced the availability of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in aNotice of Availability published in the Federal Register on June 1,
2007 (see Appendix G). During the comment period (June 1, 2007 to July 16, 2007), DOE held
four public hearings for the FutureGen Project Draft EIS. This report provides a summary of the
public hearings, explains the methodology for receiving and coding comment documents (defined
in Section 13.3), and responds to comments received. Section 13.2 includes a summary of the
public hearings; Section 13.3 presents the methodology for receiving and responding to
comments; Section 13.4 provides a brief summary of the types of comments received; and
Section 13.5 includes the comment documents and responses.

13.2 PUBLIC HEARINGS

DOE held four public hearings for the FutureGen Project Draft EIS in June 2007; the dates
and locations of these hearings are shown in Table 1. The hearing locations were sel ected based
on their proximity to the aternative site locations in Texas and Illinois. Three of the four hearings
were in the same |l ocations as the scoping meetings. The public hearings were announced in the
June 1, 2007, Federal Register notice. In addition, DOE published noticesin local newspapers
during the weeks of June 11, 18, and 25, 2007, as shown in Table 2 (see Appendix H).

Table 13-1. Public Hearing Locations and Dates

Location Date

Odessa (Midland), Texas June 19. 2007
Center for Energy and Economic Diversification (CEED) Building, Midland, Texas

Jewett (Buffalo), Texas June 21. 2007
Buffalo Civic Center, Buffalo, Texas

Mattoon, llinois June 26. 2007
Riddle Elementary School, Mattoon, lllinois

Tuscola, llinois June 28. 2007
Tuscola Community Building, Tuscola, lllinois

Comments on the Draft EIS were received during the comment period via telephone, fax, e-
mail, and mail. In addition, comment forms were completed and given to DOE during the public
hearings. Oral comments were also given and transcribed at each of the public hearings.

Each public hearing began with an informal open house from 4:00 to 7:00 pm (Daylight
Saving Time) during which time attendees were given information packages about the project and
were ableto view project related posters. The agendafor each public hearing is provided in
Appendix I. DOE FutureGen Project personnel were available to answer questions.
Representatives of the FutureGen Alliance, Inc. and local representatives were also available at
displays illustrating various features of the proposed project and proposed sites.
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Table 13-2. Public Hearing Newspaper Advertisements

Meeting Location/Newspaper

Dates Advertisement Appeared in
Newspaper

Odessa (Midland), TX (June 19, 2007)

Midland Reporter-Telegram

June 14,17, and 19

Andrews County News

June 14 and 17

The Fort Stockton Pioneer June 14
Odessa American June 14, 17, and 19
El Seminario June 14

Jewett (Buffalo), TX (June 21, 2007)

The Bryan-College Station Eagle

June 14, 17,19, and 21

Waco Tribune-Herald

June 14, 17,19, and 21

Jewett Messenger

June 14 and 21

Fairfield Recorder

June 14 and 21

Mattoon, IL (Ju

ne 26, 2007)

Mattoon Journal Gazette

June 20, 22, 24, and 26

Charleston Times Courier

June 20, 22, 24, and 26

Decatur Herald and Review

June 20, 22, 24, and 26

Tuscola, IL (June 28, 2007)
The Tuscola Review June 26
The Regional June 22

The Tuscola Journal

June 19 and 26

Tri-County Journal

June 21 and 28

The News-Gazette

June 21, 23, 26, and 28

The informal open house was followed by a formal DOE presentation and the formal public
hearing. Collectively, 554 individuals attended the public hearings; a few individuals attended

more than one meeting.
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Table 13-3. Number of People in Attendance at Public Hearings

Meeting Location Number of People in Attendance'
Odessa (Midland), Texas 76
Jewett (Buffalo), Texas 124
Mattoon, lllinois 151
Tuscola, lllinois 203
Total 554

'Based on individuals who signed the attendance sign-in sheets.

All attendees were invited to provide comments, either written or spoken, on the proposed
project. Those attendees wishing to speak were given an opportunity to sign up to do so (see
Appendix J). Comment sheets were made available for all attendees wishing to provide written
comments.

DOE led the presentations and presided over the four formal meetings. A court reporter was
present at each meeting to ensure that all oral comments were recorded and legally transcribed
(see Appendix K). A total of 58 individuals presented oral comments. In addition, individuals
could request to receive the Draft EIS, Final EIS, or Summary (either a hard copy or a hard copy
Summary plus a CD containing the entire EIS).

Table 13-4. Number of People that Provided Oral Comments at the Public Hearings

Meeting Location Number of People that Gave Oral Comments'
Odessa (Midland), Texas 12
Jewett (Buffalo), Texas 14
Mattoon, lllinois 12
Tuscola, lllinois 20
Total 58

" Based on transcripts for each meeting.

Anyone who wished to provide comments in writing was invited to do so by completing a
comment card at the public hearing and giving it to a DOE FutureGen Project Team member at
the meeting or mailing in a postcard format comment card at a later date. DOE also provided an
e-mail address for members of the public who preferred to submit their comments electronically,
a postal address for those who preferred to mail their comments, a telephone fax number for those
who preferred to fax their comments, and a toll-free telephone number for those who preferred to
provide spoken comments.

Most of the comments discussed at the public hearings amongst the FutureGen Team and
attendees were comments from individuals who seemingly had not read the entire Draft EIS.
Team members would provide responses and point out where in the Draft EIS the information
was located. This approach addressed the majority of concerns and comments, however, all
attendees were encouraged to provide an oral comment, complete a comment card, or mail a
comment postcard. Therefore, the general comments were either addressed one-on-one at the
public hearing and, where oral or written comments were provided, were addressed in this
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comment and response document. The DOE FutureGen Project Team also conducted a debrief
with local representatives following each public hearing to review comments received during
discussions with the public hearing attendees.

13.3 METHODOLOGY

In preparing the Final EIS, DOE considered all comments. An identification number was
assigned to each originator of comments (i.e., per commentor), including those orally expressed
at the public hearings. After reviewing the comment documents received, a list of general
comments and topics was developed (see Table 5). A list of general terms used for the comment-
response process is provided in Table 6. A listing of the commentors names, their affiliation and
assigned identification number, issues raised by each commentor, and the location of the
corresponding comment document are provided in Table 7. A flow chart illustrating the
comment-response process is provided in Appendix L.

Table 13-5. General Comments from Public Hearings

Aesthetics: Concerns were expressed regarding the design of the plant. Comments were received
requesting that the FutureGen Plant be aesthetically pleasing.

CO; Sequestration: Concerns were expressed regarding the sequestration of CO». Specifically:

e Potential for long-term effects of injected CO- in the subsurface-mingling of CO, with
deep subsurface gasses;

The manner in which CO» stays underground;

Potential for well leaks and pipeline leaks;

Hazardous properties of CO; (in the pipelines and wells);

Impacts of CO on coal mining; and

Short-term fate, ultimate fate, plume growth and movement and potential for
earthquakes to either affect the storage or to be generated by the storage of COx.

Economy, Employment, and Income: Individuals questioned whether there would be compensation for CO»
storage under their property. They also expressed concern about property devaluation, crop reduction, and
impacts to taxpayers. Individuals asked about potential employment opportunities at the FutureGen plant.

Farming: Concerns were expressed regarding impacts to farming and whether farmers will be compensated
for their losses (e.g., field tiles or fertilizer).

Groundwater: Concerns were expressed regarding the sources of and impacts to groundwater.
Noise: Individuals expressed concern about noise from traffic and operations.

Public Outreach: Individuals requested access to DOE-sponsored animations or model demonstrations of
geologic sequestration. Individuals would like further educational outreach on the topic of geologic
sequestration.

Risk Assessment: Individuals living close to the proposed site locations expressed concern about the risks of
leakage, the routes of leakage, and health effects. Individuals also questioned why Mattoon has higher risks
under the accident and terrorism scenarios.

Surface Water: Individuals expressed concerns about controlling runoff from the power plant site and how
rainfall runoff and downstream flooding will be mitigated.

Technology: People expressed concern that the technology associated with FutureGen will be outdated by
the time the plant is constructed.

Waste disposal: Individuals expressed concern regarding the handling and disposal of waste such as ash,
slag, mercury, arsenic and hazardous wastes.
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Table 13-6. General Terms on the Comment-Response Process

The following terms provided in DOE’s, The EIS Comment-Response Process (October 2004) are used
within this comment-response document and are defined as follows:

Administrative Record — All materials (paper or electronic) that DOE will use or has used to make a
decision as part of the NEPA process, compiled by the NEPA Document Manager during preparation of an
EIS and kept as part of Program or Field office records.

Comment — a distinct statement or question about a particular topic (issue) such as:

DOE'’s purpose and need for action
The merits of the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives discussed in the Draft
EIS

® Any aspect of potential environmental impacts arising from the Proposed Action or
alternatives

® DOF’s use of facts, methodologies, or analyses in the EIS
DOE'’s implementation of the NEPA process
The broad context for the proposed action, such as environmental quality,
technologies, DOE credibility, or government policy

® Matters outside the scope of the EIS.

Comment Document — Written version of comments submitted by a commentor (e.g., a letter,
postcard, e-mail, or transcript of oral comments at a public hearing or in a telephone message). A comment
document can contain any number of comments.

Comment Category — The topic (e.g., the NEPA process, the affected environment section of the EIS,
air quality impacts) to which a comment is addressed.

Comment Index — An alphabetized list of commentors’ names (individuals and organizations) or
comment topics with information on where to find the comment document and DOE responses to the
comments(s) therein.

Commentor — Individual or organization making one or more comments.

Duplicate Comment Document — A comment document that is exactly the same in wording (or so
similar as to be virtually the same) as another comment document. Examples are (1) a postcard or e-malil
submitted as part of an organized campaign to encourage people to comment on the Draft EIS, and (2) a
petition through which more than one individual indicates agreement with the same comment.

Theme — A topic or issue addressed in many comment documents; can be an area of concern,
controversy, or misunderstanding. A summary of a theme should reflect the range of ideas and perspective
presented in the comments.

In some instances commentors may have submitted comments more than once (e.g., orally at
a public hearing and in writing). Therefore, there is a possibility for double-counting.
Furthermore, there is no process to verify signatures on a signed petition and there is no
restriction on one person sending multiple faxes, e-mail messages, or postcards. To the extent
practicable DOE ensured all commentor names are spelled correctly; however, in some instances
written names may not have been legible.

Based on the comments received on the Draft EIS, DOE prepared responses and modified the
EIS (Summary, Volume I and Volume II), where appropriate. The EIS was also revised based on
DOE’s internal technical and editorial review of the Draft EIS (i.e., changes made to the EIS that
were not in response to a comment received).

Transcripts of each public hearing as well as scanned images of the original comment
documents in chronological order as they were received by DOE are included in their entirety in
Section 5 of this document. All comment documents on the Draft EIS, as included in this
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comment-response document, will be included in the Administrative Record for this EIS. The
commentors and their comments are identified and labeled on each comment document image,
including the public hearing transcripts. Individual responses and issue code(s) for each comment
are provided on the right-side of the same page where the comment originates.

If in response to a comment a change was necessary in the Final EIS, the section number
where the change appears in the Final EIS is provided in the comment response. To easily locate
changes in the Final EIS (including those resulting from DOE’s internal review), new text is
highlighted in bold and italicized and a vertical bar is provided in the left hand margin. Where
text has been deleted, a vertical bar appears in the left hand margin; the deleted text is not shown.

13.4 DESCRIPTION OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

A total of 175 individuals and organizations provided comments on the Draft EIS. Out of the
comments received, a majority (135 commentors) stated support for the project. Table 7 provides
a list of the commentors, their affiliation, the assigned identification number, the resource area
addressed (e.g., air quality, wetlands, etc.) per commentor, and the unique comment numbers
assigned to identify individual comments.

Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?

Comr;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
General

G1 Adams, T.L Kentucky Division of Air Quality G1-1 General
G2-1 General
G2-2 Air
G2-3 Surface Water
G2-4 Surface Water
G2-5 Wetlands
G2-6 Wetlands

G2 Chezik, Michael T U.S. Department of the Interior G2-7 Wetlaqu
G2-8 Biological
G2-9 Clarification/Correction
G2-10 Biological
G2-11 Biological
G2-12 Clarification/Correction
G2-13 Clarification/Correction
G2-14 Clarification/Correction

U.S. Department of Agriculture -
G3 Wickey, Kevin Natural Resources Conservation G3-1 No Comments
Service

G4-1 Risk Assessment
G4-2 Risk Assessment
G4-3 Risk Assessment
G4-4 Risk Assessment
G4-5 Risk Assessment
G4-6 Risk Assessment

G4 Crookshank, Steven | API i Risk Assessment, CO,

Capture & Storage
G4-8 Air, Purpose & Need
G4-9 Risk Assessment, CO»
Capture & Storage

G4-10 Risk Assessment

G5 Anderson, A. Scott Environmental Defense — Natural G5-1 gg&ggf%@ifgg{;ﬁ n

and Peridas, George | Resources Defense Council Site
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?

Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
CO; Capture & Storage,
G5-2 Geology & Sequestration
Site
G5-3 Technology, Air
G5-4 CO; Capture & Storage
G5-5 Technology, Air
G6 Elm, Kevin L. Private Citizen G6-1 Public Outreach
Technology, Purpose &
G7 Scott, John T. Private Citizen G7-1 Need, Socioeconomics,
CO; Capture & Storage
G8-1 Air
G8-2 CO; Capture & Storage
G8-3 Odors
G8-4 Floodplains
G8-5 Risk Assessment
G8-6 Risk Assessment
G8-7 Risk Assessment
G8 Swager, Ronald — FutureGen lllinois Team G8-8 Monitoring
Patrick Engineering
G8-9 Odors
) CO; Capture & Storage,
G8-10 Risk Assessment
G8-11 Clarification/Correction
Clarification/Correction,
G8-12 Risk Assessment
G8-13 Risk Assessment
G9-1 Air, Biological
] Air, Regulatory
G9-2 Requirements
G9-3 Air, R_egulatory
Requirements
Go-4 Air, R_egulatory
Requirements
) Air, Regulatory
G9-5 Requirements
) Air, Regulatory
G9-6 Requirements
Go-7 Air, R_egulatory
Requirements
. Air, Regulatory
G9-8 Requirements
Air, Regulatory
G9-9 .
. . Requirements
G9 Reed, Michael T. lllinois EPA 5910 Air, Regulatory
Requirements
G9-11 Biological
G9-12 Biological
G9-13 G_eology & Sequestration
Site
. Geology & Sequestration
Go-14 Site, Monitoring
G9-15 Regulatory Requirements
G9-16 Air
G9-17 Air
G9-18 Air
G9-19 Air, R_egulatory
Requirements
G9-20 Odor
G9-21 Air
G9-22 Air
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
G10-1 Monitoring
) Surface Water, Regulatory
G10-2 Requirements
G103 Air, Regulatory
Walden, Steven — Requirements
G10 Walden Consulting FutureGen Texas Team G10-4 Air, Regulatory
Requirements
} Air, Regulatory
G10-5 Requirements
G10-6 Risk Assessment
G11-1 CO; Capture & Storage
. . Surface Water,
G11 Miller, Anne Norton X.i.nlgnwronmental Protection G11-2 Groundwater
gency G11-3 Groundwater
G11-4 Wetlands
Mattoon, IL
M1 Ashworth, Larry Private Citizen M1-1 None
M2 Donnell, Tom Private Citizen M2-1° Support, Land Use
M3 Lilly, Larry D. Mattoon Schools M3-1° Support
Md-1 Noise, Odor, Risk
Assessment
M4-2 Risk Assessment
M4-3 Air
M4-4 Air
. . - M4-5 Air
M4 Daily, Bruce Private Citizen Va6 Air
M4-7 Odors
M4-8 Risk Assessment
M4-9 Noise
M4-10 Land Use
M4-11 Risk Assessment
— Materials & Waste
M5 Dwiggins, Mark Upchurch Group M5-1 Handling
Risk Assessment,
M6 Gire, Jim Private Citizen M6-1 Materials & Waste
Handling
M7 Freeland, D. Private Citizen M7-1 Liability
M8 Roytek, Phyllis Rita Private Citizen M8-1 Support
M9 Strader, Mitch Mattoon Fire Department M9-1 Support
M10 Thompson, Kyle CB)L(;srzroads Workforce Investment M10-1 Support
M11 Bloomer, Phil U.S. Representative Timothy Mi1-1° | Support
Johnson
. lllinois Department of Commerce 43
M12 Lavin, Jack and Economic Opportunity M12-1 Support
. lllinois State House of 3
M13 Rose, Chapin Representatives M13-1 Support
M14 Short, Ann City of Sullivan M14-1° Support
M15 Griffin, Angela Coles Together M15-1° None
M16-1° Meteorology, Support
Mi6-2° Aesthetics
M16-3° Noise
. . M16-4° Aesthetics
M16 Metzger, Kent Private Citizen M165 7 Traffic & Transportafion
M16-6° Risk Assessment
3 Materials & Waste
M16-7 Handling
M17 McShane, Jim (B)g%srzroads Workforce Investment M17-1 2 Support
M18 Gonet, Phil lllinois Coal Association M18-1° Support
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
International Brotherhood of 3
M19 Taylor, John Electrical Workers Local 146 M19-1 Support
M20 Bell, Jim Private Citizen M2o-1°¢ | General Risk .
Assessment, Aesthetics
M21-1 Proposed Action
M21-2 \Ijvroposed Action, Surface
ater
M21-3 Wetlands
Wetlands,
M21-4 Clarification/Correction
M21-5 Biological
M21-6 Proposed Action
Swager, Ronald — i M21-7 Surface Water
M21 Patrick Engineering FutureGen llinois Team M21-8 Proposed Action, Surface
) Water
M21-9 Air
M21-10 Risk Assessment
M21-11 Surface Water
M21-12 Land Use
M21-13 Land Use
M21-14 Land Use
M21-15 Traffic & Transportation
Tuscola, IL
T Burnes, Kennett Cabot Corporation T1-1 Support
T2 Hettinger, Steve L Tuscola Fire Department T2-1 Support
T3 GE Service T3-1 Support
T4 Landeck, Judy Private Citizen T4-1 Support
Air, Noise, Vibration,
T5 Patterson, William Private Citizen T5-1 Traffic & Transportation,
Risk Assessment
Air, Noise, Vibration,
T6 gﬁgerson, Marilyn Private Citizen T6-1 ;ﬁffgzg‘vrlggf’portat'on’
Groundwater
T7 Robinson, Chris BRH Properties T7-1 Support
T8 Hardwick, C. T Property Management T8-1 Support
T9 McDaniel, Curt Private Citizen T9-1 Support
T10-1 Purpose & Need
T10-2 Purpose & Need, Air, Risk
Assessment
T10-3 Risk Assessment, Liability
T10 Edmiston, Catherine | Private Citizen T10-4 | Risk Assessment, Surface
Water, Groundwater
Socioeconomics, CO»
T10-5 Capture & Storage
T10-6 CO; Capture & Storage,
Risk Assessment
U.S. Representative Timoth 3
T11 Jones, Matthew Johnsonp y T11-1 Support
. lllinois Department of Commerce 3
T12 Ribley, Warren and Econgmic Opportunity T12-1 Support
T13 Burgess, Joe Tuscola School System T13-1° Support
lllinois Department of Natural
T14 Knapp, Vernon Resources — lllinois State Water T14-13 Support
Survey
T15 Cook, David Carle Foundation Hospital T15-1° Support
Arrow Carle Ambulance, Air Life,
T16 Sapp, Larry Air Medical Transport and Carle T16-13 Support
Regional EMS Systems
T17 Guffey, Anita Carle Foundation Hospital T17-1° Support
T18 Looby, William Private Citizen T18-1° Support, Socioeconomics
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
T19 Matchett, Barry (E;z\r/][[r:rnmemal Law and Policy T19-1° Support
T20 Shoemaker, Alan Tuscola Stone Company T20-1° Support
T21 Kleiss, Dan Cabot Corporation T21-1° Support
T22 Clinton, Reggie Private Citizen T22-1° Support
To3 Moody, Brian ;I;]ucscola Economic Development, To3-1° Support
T24 Livingston, Tom CSX Transportation T24-1° Support
. Assistant Chief, Tuscola Fire 48
T25 Wineland, George Department T25-1 Support
T26 Yoakum, James Ambitec Engineering T26-1° Support
T27 Kennedy, John Private Citizen T27-1° Support
T28 Hanner, Dennis Private Citizen T28-1° Support
; . 43 Purpose & Need, Air, Risk
T29 Robertson, Ann Private Citizen T29-1 Assessment
T30 Rose, Chapin glmms State House of T30-1° Support
epresentatives
T31 Schumann, Robert Private Citizen T31-1 No Comment
T32-1 Surface Water,
Groundwater
T32-2 Noise
T32-3 Surface Water
Surface Water,
Taz24 Groundwater
T32-5 Air
T32-6 Site Description
_ . Geology & Sequestration
T32 Swager, Ro.nald . FutureGen lllinois Team 1327 Site
Patrick Engineering -
Geology & Sequestration
T32-8 )
Site
T32-9 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
T32-10 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
T32-11 Groundwater
T32-12 CO; Capture & Storage
T32-13 Cultural Resources
lllinois — Both
IL1-1 Wetlands
IL1-2 Aesthetics
) Geology & Sequestration
IL1-3 Site
IL1-4 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
) Geology & Sequestration
IL1-5 Site
Geology & Sequestration
Swager, Ronald — . .
IL1 Patrick Engineering FutureGen lllinois Team IL1-6 Site, CO, Capture &
Storage
Geology & Sequestration
IL1-7 Site, CO, Capture &
Storage
IL1-8 Groundwater, Risk
Assessment
IL1-9 Wetlands,
Clarification/Correction
IL1-10 Wetlands
IL2 March, Linda Red Barn Vet Service 1L2-1 Support
IL3 Lange, John J. City of Effingham 1L3-1 Support
1L4 Tuttle, Albert D. Private Citizen 1L4-1 Support, Purpose & Need
IL5 Hughes, Polly Private Citizen 1L5-1 Support
IL6 Nuding, Elaine Private Citizen 1L6-1 Support
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
IL7 French, Tamra Private Citizen IL7-1 Support
IL8 Stephenson, Bob Crossroads Workforce Center IL8-1 Support
1L9 Hickox, Don Private Citizen 1L9-1 Support
IL10 Waldhoff, Leonard Effingham County Board IL10-1 Support
Risk Assessment, Noise,
. - Vibration, Traffic &
IL11 Corley, Glenna J. Private Citizen IL11-1 Transportation,
Socioeconomics
IL12 Gillespie, Charles E. | Lawerence County Board IL12-1 Support
IL13-1 Risk Assessment, Surface
Water, Groundwater
Scott, Barbara . " Surface Water,
IL13 Attebery Private Citizen IL13-2 Groundwater
IL13-3 Risk Assessment
IL13-4 Purpose & Need
Jewett, TX
J1 E:r:ccjiirr:’ Mary Private Citizen J1-1 General, Purpose & Need
J2 Darden, Robert Private Citizen J2-1 General, Air
) Brazos Valley Council of 3
J3 Wilkerson, Tom Governmentg J3-1 Support
J4 Allen, Jerry A. Willis and Allen Construction J4-1 Support
J5 Wilson, Dennis D Limestone County Sheriff J5-1 Support
J6 Wiliams, Michael | Sommissioner, Railroad J6-1° | Support
Commission of Texas
J7 Ryder, Byron Leon County Judge J7-1° Support
J8 Burkeen, Daniel Private Citizen Jg-1° Support
J9 Jackson Jr., Ivan Private Citizen Jo-1° Support
J10 Benedict, Kevin Private Citizen J10-1° Support
J11 Milberger, Lionel J. Private Citizen J11-1° Air
J12 Mechler, Gary J. Limestone Power Plant J12-1° Support
J13 Hill, Roy Mayor, City of Fairfield J13-1° Support
J14 Kirgan, William P. Limestone Commissioner J14-1° Support
J15 Grant, Linda Private Citizen J15-1° Support
J16 Brenner, Juanita City of Mexia J16-1° Support
J17 Abernathy, Jan Private Citizen J17-1° Support
Brazos Valley Seven County
J18 Ryder, Diane Regional Workforce Development J18-13 Support
Board
J19 Walden, Steven — FutureGen Texas Team J19-1 Site Description
Walden Consulting J19-2 Site Description
J19-3 Physiography & Soils
J19-4 Biological
J19-5 Reasonably Foreseeable
Projects
J19-6 Surface Water
J19-7 Geology
J19-8 Site Description
J19-9 None
J19-10 Physiography & Soils
J19-11 Reasonably Foreseeable
Projects
Reasonably Foreseeable
J19-12 Projects
J19-13 Air
Reasonably Foreseeable
J19-14 Projects g
J19-15 Air
J19-16 Air
J19-17 Air
J19-18 Air
J19-19 Air
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
J19-20 Air
J19-21 Clarification/Correction
J19-22 Clarification/Correction
J19-23 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
J19-24 Site Description
J19-25 Site Description
J19-26 Air
J19-27 Meteorology
J19-28 Meteorology
J19-29 Ssglogy & Sequestration
J19-30 CO; Capture & Storage
. Geology & Sequestration
J19-31 Site
J19-32 G_eology & Sequestration
Site
. Geology & Sequestration
J19-33 Site, Groundwater
J19-34 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
. Geology & Sequestration
J19-35 Site
J19-36 G_eology & Sequestration
Site
J19-37 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
J19-38 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
. Geology & Sequestration
J19-39 Site
J19-40 Ssglogy & Sequestration
J19-41 Physiography & Soils
J19-42 Clarification/Correction
J20 Francis, Denise S. Office of the Governor — Texas J20-1 No Comments
J21 Lilley, John M. Baylor University J21-1 Support
Odessa, TX
011 Air, Supprt
. . " 01-2 Geology, Support
O1 Brown, Jim Private Citizen 013 Water Resources
01-4 Groundwater
02-1 Air
02 Van Deventer, Gil Trident Environmental 0227 Support
02-3 Support
03-1 Support, Socioeconomics
03-2 Support, Geology
03-3 Support, Socioeconomics
03-4 Support, Geology
03 LaGrone, Scott Clean Coal Technology Council 03-5 Support, Socioeconomics
03-6 Support, Socioeconomics
03-7 Research & Technology
03-8 Research & Technology
039° Support
04 Edwards, Kirk Private Citizen 041 Support
05 Rankin, Kay \l/JVna}(r)dnCounty Teachers Credit 05-1 Support
. University of Texas of the
06 Watts, David Permian Basin 06-1 Support
o7 Woltz, Jeff Private Citizen Q71 Support
08 Gore, Jesse W Private Citizen 08-1 Support
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?

Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
. Odessa Council Member,
09 Bodiford, Royce District 3 09-1 Support
010-1 Support
o10 Boswell, John Private Citizen 010-2° Support
010-3° Support
o011 McCulloch, Michael Private Gitizen O11-1 Support, Groundwater,
J. Surface Water
Complex Community Federal )
012 Jones, Carolyn Credit Union 012-1 Support
Complex Community Federal )
013 Montoya, Grace Credit Union 013-1 Support
Complex Community Federal )
014 Rook, Tom Credit Union 014-1 Support
. Complex Community Federal )
015 Jimenz, Mayra Credit Union 015-1 Support
Complex Community Federal
O16 Henry, Beth Credit Union 016-1 Support
017 Till, Justin Private Citizen 017-1 Support
018 Till, Jarred Private Citizen 018-1 Support
019 DeFranco, Tino Best Made Designs 019-1 Support
020 Brown, Gene Best Made Designs 020-1 Support
021 Garcia, Connie Best Made Designs 021-1 Support
022 Caulder, KC Best Made Designs 022-1 Support
Shropshire, . .
023 Catherine Private Citizen 023-1 Support
024 Till, Donna Private Citizen 024-1 Support
025 Till, Lynn Private Citizen 025-1 Support
026 Cobos, Cynthia Private Citizen 026-1 Support
027 Opyerbides, Patricia Ward County 027-1 Support
Ward County Commissioner, )
028 Hanna, Larry J. Precinct 2 028-1 Support
Monahans Main Street
029 Walker, Paula Association 029-1 Support
030 Hunt, Todd First National Bank 030-1 Support
031 Almanza, Rosie First National Bank 031-1 Support
032 Fredericks, Jim First National Bank 032-1 Support
033 Johnson, Sheran West Texas State Bank 033-1 Support
034 Wells, Robert West Texas State Bank 034-1 Support
035 Heslin, Frank West Texas State Bank 035-1 Support
. . Monahans-Wickett-Pyote )
036 Richardson, Keith Independent School District 036-1 Support
037 Cutbirth, David Monahans Office of the Mayor 037-1 Support
038 Garica, Mary City of Monahans 038-1 Support
039 Wilson, Jeppie S City of Monahans 039-1 Support
040 Benad, Ken City of Monahans 040-1 Support
041 Ward, Ted City of Monahans 041-1 Support
042 Hawkins, Richard City of Monahans 042-1 Support
043 Mills, David City of Monahans 043-1 Support
044 Marquez, Lorena City of Monahans 044-1 Support
Monahans Economic 045-1 Support
045 Haynes, Morse Development Corporation 045-2° Support
046 Williams, Michael Commissioner, Texas Railroad 046-1 Support
. . U.S. Representative Mike
047 Wright, Ricky Conaway 047-1 Support
048 Perkins, Denise Texas State Senator Kel Seliger 048-1 Support
049 George, Mike Odessa Chamber of Commerce 049-1 Support
050 Heard, Beatrice Private Citizen 050-1 Support
051 Mayberry, Michelle Private Citizen 051-1 Support
052 Sparkman, Jessica Private Citizen 052-1 Support
053 Walden, Steven — FutureGen Texas Team 053-1 None
Walden Consulting Geology & Sequestration
053-2 Site
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FINAL 13. Comments and Responses on the Draft EIS
Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
053-3 Site Description
053-4 Surface Water
053-5 Biological
053-6 S.eology & Sequestration
ite
053-7 None
Geology & Sequestration
053-8 Site, Carbon Capture &
Storage
053-9 Sﬁ:logy & Sequestration
053-10 Surface Water
053-11 G.eology & Sequestration
Site
) Proposed Action, Surface
053-12 Water
053-13 Air
053-14 Air
053-15 Air
053-16 S.eology & Sequestration
ite
053-17 None
Geology & Sequestration
053-18 Site, Carbon Capture &
Storage
053-19 Site Description
053-20 Air
053-21 Meteorology
053-22 Meteorology
053-23 Sﬁ:logy & Sequestration
053-24 Ssglogy & Sequestration
053-25 Carbon Capture & Storage
053-26 Wetlands
053-27 Meteorology
053-28 Site Description
B Site Description, Risk
053-29 Assessment
Swager, Ronald — . )
054 Patrick Engineering FutureGen lllinois Team 054-1 Climatology
055 Read, Bill City of Coahoma 055-1 Support
056 Sivalls, C. Richard Sivalls, Inc. 056-1 Support
Raymond James Financial
057 McCall, Peggy Services, Inc. 057-1 Support
. . San Angelo Chamber of )
058 Neighbors, Phil Commerce 058-1 Support
059 Williams, Gregory D. | Odessa College 059-1 Support
Samaritan Counseling Center of 060-1 Support
060 Jones, Margaret T. West Texas, Inc. 060-2 Community Services
061 Burkholder, Mike A. ggfgs Economic Development 061-1 Support
062 Sollis, Wendell ctor Sounty Independent Schaol 062-1 Support
063 Bradley, Hugh City of Levelland 063-1 Support
064 Rodman, Thomas E. | Meteor Crater Friends, Inc. 064-1 Support
065 apears, Bermadine City of Odessa Housing Authority 065-1 Support
066 McMinn, Tom McMinn’s Furniture 066-1 Support
067 Leck, Bonnie Office of the County Judge 067-1 Support
068 Solla, Gino Ector County Health Department 068-1 Support
069 Webster, William Medical Center Hospital 069-1 Support
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Table 13-7. Commentors, Comment Numbers and Resource Areas'?
Comn;entor Name Affiliation / Organization Comment # Resource Area
069-2 Community Services
Texas - Both
TX1-1 Air
1 Trainor, Eileen Private Citizen TX1-2 Air
TX1-3 Purpose & Need
) . Air, Purpose & Need,
TX2 Wilson, Diane Calhoun County Resource Watch TX2-1 Surface Water
TX3 Sembritzky, David Private Citizen TX3-1 Purpose & Need
Texas Department of Traffic & Transportation,
TX4 Barta Jr., James P. TransportZtion TX4-1 Regulatory Reguirements
Geology & Sequestration
TX5-1 Site, CO, Capture &
Storage
TX5-2 Air
TX5-3 Air
TX5-4 Proposed Action
TX5-5 Monitoring
TX5-6 None
TX5-7 Air
Walden, Steven — TX5-8 Air, Regulatory
TX5 Walden Consultin FutureGen Texas Team Requirements
g
TX5-9 Surfape Water, Regulatory
Requirements
TX5-10 Surfa_ce Water, Regulatory
Requirements
Material & Waste
TX5-11 Handling, Regulatory
Requirements
TX5-12 Clarification/Correction
TX5-13 Air
TX5-14 Meteorology
lllinois State Federation of Labor
TX6 Carrigan, Michael T. | and Congress of Industrial TX6-1 Support, Socioeconomics
Organizations
Swager, Ronald — . TX7-1 Monitoring
TX7 Patrick Engineering FutureGen lllinois Team 72 Socioeconomics
TX8-1 Air
o Materials, Waste
Texas Commission on >
TX8 Weber, Thomas W. Environmental Quality TX8-2 Handling, Surfacewater,
Groundwater
TX8-3 Floodplains

' All comment documents submitted to DOE for the Draft EIS (as shown in Section 5 of this volume) will be included in the
Administrative Record for this EIS.

2 Comment documents with more than one comment are given comment numbers (e.g., Commentor G2 comment document
contained 14 comments identified as comments G2-1 through G2-14 for this commentor).

® Oral comments provided at one of the public hearings held in June 2007 for the Draft EIS.

13.5 COMMENT DOCUMENTS AND RESPONSES

Scanned images of the comment documents and DOE’s individual responses to the comments
are provided as follows.
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General
Table of Comments
G1. Kentucky Division of Air Quality (Adams, T.L.) ...coooiiiriiiiniiiiiiiiieeee e 13-19
G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.).......cccccccevvviieniiiiniieeiieeieecee e 13-21
G3.  U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service
(WICKEY, KEVIN) c..uiiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt et et e st e et eetaeeeasaeesnseeennseeennns 13-32
G4.  API (Crookshank, STEVEN) .......cccvuviiiiiiiiiiiiieieee e ettt e e e eeeeree e e e e e eeetrareeeeeeeeeeaaaareeeaeeeens 13-34
G5.  Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council (Anderson, A. Scott and
Peridas, GEOTZE) ..cc.uveerueiiiiiieiiieeette ettt ettt sttt e st e st e e sabeeseabeesaaee 13-42
G6.  ConocoPhillips (EIm, KeVIN L.) ..cccuiiiiiiiiiieieeeieceee ettt 13-51
G7.  SCOtE JONN T oottt e e e e e et et e e e e e e e et taa s e esseeesesssaaasees 13-53
GS8.  FutureGen Illinois Team (Swager, Ronald — Patrick Engineering)..........cccceevvveveveenveennnnen. 13-55
G9. Illinois EPA (Reed, MIChaCl T.) .....cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 13-80
G10. FutureGen Texas Team (Walden, Steven — Walden Consulting)..........cccccueeeevveerieeenveennnen. 13-92
GI11. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Anne Norton Miller).......ccoceevviiiniiiiniiennieennne. 13-103
Commentor (Alphabetical) Commentor #

API (Crookshank, Steven) G4

ConocoPhilips (Elm, Kevin L.) G6

Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council

(Anderson, A. Scott and Peridas, George) G5

FutureGen Illinois Team (Swager, Ronald — Patrick Engineering) G8

FutureGen Texas Team (Walden, Steven — Walden Consulting) GI0

Illinois EPA (Reed, Michael T.) G9

Kentucky Division of Air Quality (Adams, T.L.) Gl

Scott, John T. G7

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service

(Wickey, Kevin) G3

U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.) G2

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Anne Norton Miller) Gl1
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G1. Kentucky Division of Air Quality (Adams, T.L.)

#1
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G1. Kentucky Division of Air Quality (Adams, T.L.)

Response to Comment #1: DOE contacted the Commentor to discuss recent experience of the
commonwealth of Kentucky with regards to permitting an IGCC unit. It was
determined that DOE would coordinate with the Kentucky Division of Air
Quality during the site characterization and permitting phase.
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G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

#1

#2
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G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

#2

#3

#4
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G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

#5

#6

#7

#8
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G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

#8
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G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

#8

#9

#10

#11
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G2. U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

#12

#13

#14
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G2.

U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

Response to Comment #1:

DOE will consider whether the proposed project at each of the proposed sites
would present such potential environmental impacts or such risks of harm that
DOE would not want to fund the project at that particular site. Assuming the
FutureGen Alliance selects a host site from among more than one site approved
by DOE, it is expected that the Alliance will apply a full range of business
considerations, including environmental considerations raised in this EIS, in the
site selection process. The Alliance is expected to review this EIS and to use
the contents of this EIS, including comments submitted, in their planning and
design efforts. DOE will consider whether to impose specific requirements,
such as a mitigation plan (in the Record of Decision) for the project.

Response to Comment #2:

Comment noted and will be included in the Administrative Record of the EIS.

Response to Comment #3:

The FutureGen Project would implement best management practices to reduce
potential impacts, as expressed in these comments. Also, in the Record of
Decision, DOE may require the Alliance to make commitments to complete
specific actions (such as mitigation for specific impacts) as a condition to
receive government funding.

Response to Comment #4:

The FutureGen Project will implement best management practices to reduce
potential impacts, as expressed in these comments. Also, in the Record of
Decision, DOE may require the Alliance to make commitments to complete
specific actions (such as mitigation for specific impacts) as a condition to
receive government funding.

Response to Comment #5:

The FutureGen Project will implement best management practices to reduce
potential impacts, as expressed in these comments. Also, in the Record of
Decision, DOE may require the Alliance to make commitments to complete
specific actions (such as mitigation for specific impacts) as a condition to
receive government funding.

Response to Comment #6:

The FutureGen Project will implement best management practices to reduce
potential impacts, as expressed in these comments. Also, in the Record of
Decision, DOE may require the Alliance to make commitments to complete
specific actions (such as mitigation for specific impacts) as a condition to
receive government funding.
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G2.

U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

Response to Comment #7:

Text has been added in Sections 4.8.2.1; 5.8.2.1; 6.8.2.1; and 7.8.2.1 to address
Executive Order 11990, which requires federal agencies to avoid short and long
term impacts to wetlands (including isolated wetlands) if no practicable
alternative exists. Regarding site specific discussions of non-jurisdictional
wetlands, the Illinois sites do consider non-jurisdictional wetlands as indicated
by the following statements in Sections 4.8.2.1 and 5.8.2.1: "IDNR has the
authority to regulate wetlands under the Interagency Wetland Policy Act of
1989 (IWPA) for projects that receive funding or technical assistance from the
state. The IWPA defines federal money that passes through a state agency as
state funding. Isolated, farmed and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
jurisdictional wetlands are state jurisdictional wetlands under the IWPA." The
wetland delineations conducted for the Illinois sites included non-jurisdictional
wetlands as indicated by the following text in Section 4.8.2.1: "Based on the
IDNR site survey and a review of available resources, several wetland areas
subject to Section 404 and IWPA jurisdiction exist..."

Regarding the Texas sites, a formal wetland delineation has not been conducted
to determine 404 jurisdiction; therefore, the text in Sections 6.8.2.1, and 7.8.2.1
has been revised to eliminate emphasis on jurisdictional wetlands as no official
404 determination has been made. Regarding practicable alternatives to avoid
wetland impacts, the reader is referred to the Mitigation and Best Management
Practices Section where these measures are discussed. Text has been added in
Sections 4.8.3.1; 5.8.3.1; 6.8.3.1; and 7.8.3.1 under Construction Impacts,
"Tables 3-13 and 3-14 in Section 3.4 provide potential mitigation measures and
best management practices to avoid, minimize, and offset impacts to wetlands."

Additionally, after site selection, non-jurisdictional wetlands will be identified
and mapped in Texas if one of the Texas sites is selected. Wetlands in Illinois
have already been delineated and mapped as discussed in Sections 4.8.2.1 and
5.8.2.1. Appropriate mitigation and alternatives to avoid such wetlands can be
addressed at that time. Development of the EIS has not revealed quantities of
non-jurisdictional wetlands that would materially affect the selection of a site
for the FutureGen Project or the DOE decision(s) that might be published in a
Record of Decision.
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G2.

U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

Response to Comment #8:

The text has been revised in Section 4.9.3.1 to accurately reflect April 1 to
September 30 breeding season for the endangered Indiana Bat.

Text regarding migratory birds has been added to Sections 4.9.2.4; 5.9.2.4;
6.9.2.4; and 7.9.2.4 under "Other Protected Species." For example, for Mattoon
the following text has been added, "Coordination with the USFWS and IDNR
did not identify any migratory bird populations that could be affected by the
project. However, habitat (i.e., wetlands, forests, riparian corridors) for these
populations is present. Therefore, a likelihood exists that migratory birds could
use habitat within the areas as stopovers during migration".

Discussion of impacts to these populations was also added to Sections 4.9.3.1;
5.9.3.1;6.9.3.1; and 7.9.3.1. For example, for Mattoon the following text has
been added under Utility Corridors, "Construction of the utility corridors could
result in temporary impacts to aquatic habitat utilized by migratory birds.
Clearing of forests to accommodate utilities would result in a permanent loss of
forested terrestrial habitat utilized by migratory birds. This permanent loss of
forested habitat would have a minimal effect on migratory bird species as
comparable habitat is available in the overall region. If land clearing were to
occur during the nesting season, individual bird species could be lost."
Regarding timing of land clearing activities, the following has been added to
Table 3-14, "Land clearing activities would be avoided during the peak nesting
season (April 1 to July 31) in order to avoid impacts to migratory birds.
Additionally, surveys for raptors would be conducted if determined necessary.”

Response to Comment #9:

Text was revised as follows: "Federal and state agencies were contacted to
determine the potential for threatened and endangered species to occur within
the proposed construction areas at all four sites (correspondence is provided in
Appendix A)."

Response to Comment #10:

Text was revised to read, “...the state listed Eastern sand darter....”

Response to Comment #11:

These statements highlight conclusions made during the analysis of each
specific site in Chapters 4 to 7. The following sentences have been clarified and
refer the reader to the appropriate section in the document for further reference:
"There are no known unique or rare aquatic terrestrial habitats present at any of
the alternative sites or corridors. Therefore, no direct impacts to these resources
are expected (see Sections 4.9, 5.9, 6.9, 7.9 and Appendix A)." "...the potential
for resident wildlife populations at these sites is low (see Sections 4.9 and 5.9)."
"The Jewett and Odessa sites provide a greater opportunity for wildlife to be
present due to the lack of current intrusive human activities (see Sections 6.9
and 7.9)." "Aquatic habitats and species may be lost through
construction....none of these features is known to contain any habitat or species
that are not plentiful in this area of Texas (see Section 6.9)." "If listed species
were discovered to occur within construction areas...."

Response to Comment #12:

Text was revised for the bookmark for Earthquake Occurrence in Illinois to --
http://www.isgs.uiuc.edu/research/earthquake-hazards/pdf-files/qk-fct-
occur.pdf. Text was revised for the bookmark for Damaging Earthquakes in
[llinois to -- http://crystal.isgs.uiuc.edu/research/earthquake-hazards/pdf-
files/qk-fct-damag.pdf (Both accessed July 18, 2007).
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G2.

U.S. Department of the Interior (Chezik, Michael T.)

Response to Comment #13:

Text was revised for the bookmark for Geology and Oil Production in the
Tuscola Area to -- http://www.isgs.uiuc.edu/sections/oil-
gas/Circulars/Cir424_Geology_and_Oil_Production_in_the_Tuscola_Area_Illi
nois.pdf. Text was revised for the bookmark for Earthquake Occurrence in
[linois to -- http://www.isgs.uiuc.edu/research/earthquake-hazards/pdf-files/qk-
fct-occur.pdf Text was revised for bookmark for Damaging Earthquakes in
Illinois to -- http://crystal.isgs.uiuc.edu/research/earthquake-hazards/pdf-
files/qk-fct-damag.pdf (All accessed July 18, 2007).

Response to Comment #14:

Text was revised for the bookmark for Damaging Earthquakes in Illinois to --
http://crystal.isgs.uiuc.edu/research/earthquake-hazards/pdf-files/qk-fct-
damag.pdf (Accessed July 18, 2007).
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G3. U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service (Wickey, Kevin)

#1
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G3. U.S. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Service (Wickey, Kevin)

Response to Comment #1: Comment noted and will be included in the Administrative Record of the EIS.
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G4. API (Crookshank, Steven)

#1

#2
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G4. API (Crookshank, Steven)

#2

#3

#4

#5

#6
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#6
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#8
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G4. API (Crookshank, Steven)

#10
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G4. API (Crookshank, Steven)

Response to Comment #1:

DOE expects the data and lessons-learned from the sequestration part of the
project, especially from the monitoring of the sequestration, will be subjected to
extensive review and analysis, with reports being made available to the public.
As a research and development project, risks and potential impacts are expected
to be reviewed and reassessed, if appropriate, as the project progresses.

Response to Comment #2:

DOE believes that this EIS does communicate clearly the most significant risks
that could be posed by the FutureGen Project, as well as the assumptions and
uncertainties involved in the assessment of risks. Furthermore, DOE has made
available the Risk Assessment Report upon which the risks presented in the EIS
are based. DOE believes that this EIS and the Risk Assessment Report provide
the facts to enable the reader to understand the risks and potential impacts in
context. DOE has evaluated the most reasonable risk scenarios associated with
the Project and has presented these results both in the body of the EIS and also
in a more distilled manner within the EIS Summary, Section S.9
(Environmental Consequences), which highlights potential risk areas. DOE
believes that the presentation of risks and potential impacts allows both the
public and decision-makers to understand the hazards of the project. DOE
decision-makers may further consider in the Record of Decision and at
subsequent decision points the methods by which risks and impacts could be
reduced or mitigated.

The purpose and need for this project is to establish the technical and economic
feasibility of co-producing electricity and H, from coal, while capturing and
sequestering the CO, and greatly reducing the emissions of pollutants generated
in the process. This purpose and need is entirely consistent with the President’s
Hydrogen Fuel Initiative and National Climate Change Technology Initiative,
and the National Energy Policy (see Section 1.3). Therefore, comparison of
FutureGen Project risks with those from alternate methods of power generation
(e.g., wind turbines, solar panel arrays, wave power, tidal flow power, etc.) is
outside the scope of this EIS. As a research and development platform,
FutureGen aims to foster technology improvements at future coal-fueled power
plants over the next decade that would reduce pollutants and GHG emissions
over the longer term.

DOE recognizes the importance of climate change and intends that FutureGen
will demonstrate capture and sequester the greenhouse gas CO, as stated in this
EIS (see page 1-1). Furthermore, DOE recognizes that, as recently set forth in
the report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), the
issue of climate change is large and complex. There is no need for this EIS to
restate the IPCC’s analyses or restate their conclusions and recommendations.
DOE does believe that the risks associated with the capture and geologic
sequestration of CO, are less than the risks associated with unabated, ever
increasing emissions of greenhouse gases and the consequent impacts. For
more information on the risks posed by potential global climate change, please
see the reports of the IPCC listed in the Reference section of the Final EIS.
FutureGen’s contributions to emissions of CO,, in the context of global climate
change, are discussed in newly added text in Section 3.3.1.2.
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G4. API (Crookshank, Steven)

Response to Comment #3:

DOE believes that this EIS comprehensively presents the risks associated with
possible release scenarios for both pre-injection and post-injection operations,
based on conceptual plant design. A qualitative discussion of how risks
associated with CO, capture and storage compare with each other is presented
in the Summary, Section S.9 (Environmental Consequences), which highlights
the potential impacts and risks. Comparison of these risks with those from
alternative methods of power generation is beyond the scope of this EIS.
Furthermore, it is beyond the scope of this EIS to compare the risks associated
with the FutureGen Project with the risks and potential impacts of global
climate change for the reasons stated in the Response to Comment #2. In
general, given the preliminary and somewhat unsettled nature of the predictions
regarding global climate change, DOE is not prepared to compare, in a
programmatic sense, the potential risks and impacts (both good and bad)
associated with CO, capture and geologic sequestration versus global climate
change. DOE does believe that the risks associated with geologic sequestration
of CO, are less than the risks associated with unabated, ever increasing,
emissions of greenhouse gases from the combustion of fossil fuels, both in the
U.S. and world-wide. DOE further believes that widespread and intense public
interest in these subjects will drive such assessments and comparisons when
data become available from projects like FutureGen.

Response to Comment #4:

DOE expects the project as a whole to help establish the nature of the risks,
effective monitoring and mitigation strategies, and cost effective engineering
approaches to CO, capture from power plants and to geologic sequestration.
Furthermore, DOE expects that the site selection effort, planning, engineering,
construction practices, operational practices, and monitoring efforts would
minimize health and safety risks to the public. Mitigation action plans for
various contingencies would be developed based on the detailed site
characterization data and the site-specific design work.

Response to Comment #5:

DOE agrees with the comment which reflects a major conclusion in the EIS.

Response to Comment #6:

The findings of the risk assessment for the project are that H,S and SO, gases
that could be released from various types of events and accidents would likely
create greater risks of harm than releases of CO,. Following site selection, the
Alliance would complete a detailed site characterization and preliminary
designs for all the facilities. DOE would then reassess, as needed, the risks and
potential impacts of the proposed project to determine whether they (as
perceived at that point in time) would fall within the ranges of impacts
expressed in this EIS. The resulting Supplement Analysis would be made
available to the public, along with a determination of whether a Supplemental
EIS would be required.
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Response to Comment #7:

DOE agrees with the idea that the Project would help to reduce uncertainties
with CO, capture and geologic sequestration by providing an opportunity to
gather data and to distribute it to the public. DOE further agrees that the current
approach of providing upper bounds for estimating impacts does result in
greater impacts/risks than would most likely be the case but has done so in an
effort to be conservative and account for design and data uncertainties
(discussed in Section 3.2). As stated in previous responses, DOE would reassess
potential impacts as more information becomes available during the next phase
of the project, and the results would be made available to the public. .

Response to Comment #8:

See response to comment G4-2 and G4-3. Along with considering technical
feasibility and compliance with the Project’s purpose and need, DOE did
consider and compare the potential environmental impacts of potential
alternative technologies for electric power generation and for CO,
sequestration, as briefly reported in Section 2.4.7 for alternative technologies
dismissed from further consideration.

FutureGen, as a single project, would not emit sufficient CO,, nor sequester
sufficient CO,, to significantly affect global climate change. FutureGen’s
relevance to global climate change rests in its significance as a widely
deployable prototype of an integrated system of electric power and hydrogen
gas generation from fossil fuels with CO, capture and permanent CO,
sequestration. It would provide the design basis, cost basis, and risk
information that would enable the electric power industry to begin substantial
reductions (more than 85 percent for new power plants) in CO, emissions per
unit of electricity or hydrogen gas produced. Qualitative discussion of the
desire for widespread deployment of this technology, leading to substantial
reductions in CO, emissions from fossil-fueled power plants, has been added
under Cumulative Impacts in Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.1.3. See also the Purpose
and Need for Agency Action and the description of the Project provided in
Sections 1.3 and 1.4 for brief statements of the intended benefits of the Project.
A substantive analysis of the potential reductions in CO, emissions from coal-
fueled power plants would require a number of speculative fundamental
assumptions, some of which may or may not occur in the future, especially
regarding the timing assumed for events. Rather than engage in unfounded
conjecture, DOE believes that it is sufficient to say that deployment of
FutureGen-related technologies could reduce CO, emissions by at least 85
percent (potentially by more than 90 percent) at new fossil-fueled power plants.

Response to Comment #9:

For the Project as a whole, mitigation measures are discussed in Section S.11,
Table S-16; and Section 3.4, Table 3-13; and best management practices in
Table 3-14. Additionally, during development and drafting of the Record of
Decision, DOE would again consider various actions that either must or should
be pursued to help ensure risks are minimized or mitigated. DOE would decide
whether a mitigation action plan would be required for this project.
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Response to Comment #10:

DOE believes that the Risk Assessment methodology is explained in sufficient
detail in the Risk Assessment Report, which was provided on a CD with the
EIS and Appendix D, Risk Assessment Methodology of this EIS. In addition to
the discussion of both the pre- and post-sequestration approaches in Sections 4
and 5 of the Risk Assessment Report, the report has a series of detailed
appendices that describe the methods used in the modeling analyses of pipeline
and wellhead releases and the analog database. The part of the FutureGen Risk
Assessment that was similar to the Australian sites was the estimation of
leakage rates from wells based on industry experience and natural analogs. The
actual rates used in the Australian risk assessment for leaks from the CO,
reservoir at Latrobe Valley were based on reservoir modeling and experience of
a panel of experts (Hooper et al, 2005). The Latrobe Valley CO, Storage
Assessment Report said on Page 76 that the URS RISQUE approach would be
used for the other key performance indicators, but not for risk events that relate
to CO, containment. The application of the RISQUE approach to the four
conceptual GEODISCTM storage sites was described in Bowden and Rigg,
2004. The Risk Assessment Report will not be revised in response to this
comment.

NOVEMBER 2007

13-41



DOE/EIS-0394 FUuTUREGEN PROJECT EIS
FINAL GENERAL - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Gb. Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council
(Anderson, A. Scott and Peridas, George)

#1

NOVEMBER 2007 13-42



DOE/EIS-0394 FUuTUREGEN PROJECT EIS
FINAL GENERAL - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

G5. Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council
(Anderson, A. Scott and Peridas, George)

#2

#3

NOVEMBER 2007 13-43



DOE/EIS-0394 FUuTUREGEN PROJECT EIS
FINAL GENERAL - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

G5. Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council
(Anderson, A. Scott and Peridas, George)

#3

#4

#5

#3
#5

NOVEMBER 2007 13-44



DOE/EIS-0394 FUuTUREGEN PROJECT EIS
FINAL GENERAL - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

G5. Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council
(Anderson, A. Scott and Peridas, George)

NOVEMBER 2007 13-45



DOE/EIS-0394
FINAL

FUuTUREGEN PROJECT EIS
GENERAL - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Gb. Environmental Defense — Natural Resources Defense Council

(Anderson, A. Scott and Peridas, George)

Response to Comment #1:

DOE and the Alliance are not aware of other publicly available and materially
different detailed simulations that take into account reservoir heterogeneity
based on real data. Modeling to predict the size of the projected CO, plumes at
each site was conducted by the Alliance; this modeling considered vertical
heterogeneity through appropriate stratigraphic assignment of physical and
chemical properties in the geological model for each site. Results of the
modeling are included in the EIS in Table S-1; Table S-2; Table S-3; Table S-4;
Section S 7.2.1; Table 2-1; Table 2-2; Table 2-3; Table 2-4; Section 2.5.2.1;
Table 4.1-1; Section 4.4.3.2; Section 4.4.3.3; Section 4.6.3.2; Table 5.1-1;
Section 5.4.3.2; Section 5.4.3.3; Section 5.6.3.2; 3; Table 6.1-1; Section 6.4.3.2;
Section 6.4.3.3; Table 7.1-1; 7.4-10; Section 7.4.3.2; and Section 7.4.3.3. DOE
is aware of the importance of considering horizontal heterogeneity and
anisotropy in the reservoir. Following site selection, the Alliance will perform
reservoir simulations that include or account for lateral heterogeneity and/or
anisotropy. These simulations will use information from additional site-specific
geologic characterization (including the drilling of one or more exploratory
wells, performing well tests, and conducting additional seismic surveys)
completed during the detailed site characterization phase.

On September 20, 2007, DOE sought from the authors of the comment letter
their knowledge about more detailed reservoir simulations that had been
prepared as part of the site offeror's bids. The conclusion of both the comment's
authors and the DOE was that, although some simulations had apparently been
performed by the site offerors in Texas, the results of these simulations had not
been made available to the public and had not been given to either the
commentors, the Alliance, or DOE. DOE will review and consider the results
of such simulations when this information becomes available.

CEQ regulations implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA state that an
agency must prepare a supplement to a Draft or Final EIS if (1) the agency
makes substantial changes in the Proposed Action that are relevant to
environmental concerns, or (2) there are significant new circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns and that have bearing on the
Proposed Action or its impacts. DOE has not made any substantial changes to
the Proposed Action and no new significant information has become available
since the issuance of the Draft EIS. Thus, there is no reason to prepare a
Supplemental Draft EIS at this time. However, following site selection and
additional site-specific characterization, DOE has committed to preparing a
Supplement Analysis to determine if the Final EIS should be supplemented (see
10 CFR 1021.314). If as a result of the Supplement Analysis, DOE determines
that there are substantial changes or significant new circumstances or
information that are relevant to the Proposed Action and impacts, then DOE
would prepare a Supplemental EIS.

Response to Comment #2:

Discussions of future NEPA activities are in the EIS in Sections S.1.3; 1.6.3;
and 2.6.1.3. The four reasonable alternative sites were selected after a thorough
screening process by the Alliance and DOE, including a review by a panel of
experts in geologic sequestration. The sites are considered good candidates for
sequestration based on their suitable geology (including the presence of seals or
confining layers), which is well understood and documented for each site on a
regional basis. However, a detailed characterization (that includes exploratory
drilling) of all four alternative sequestration sites would be exorbitantly
expensive and time consuming and would not necessarily provide information
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“essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives” for the purposes of this EIS
(40 CFR 1502.22a). A “reasoned” choice does not have to be based on ideal
availability of information. The current information is sufficient to support the
decisions that should be made in the Record of Decision. And, given the
possibility of the Alliance changing their selection if their first choice proved
inadequate, it is not “essential” at this point in the process for either DOE or the
Alliance to pursue detailed site characterization at all four sites. For example, if
a significant leakage pathway could be uncovered now at one of the alternative
sites while exploring all four sites, it would also be uncovered later during the
detailed site characterization phase, if that site is selected — and the cost of the
selection process would have been much less.

Therefore, after selection of the host site, the Alliance would conduct additional
site-specific characterization work on the chosen site and would develop a site-
specific plant design for the FutureGen Project. Both the additional site
information and the site-specific design work would be reviewed by DOE and
would support the completion of a Supplement Analysis. Based on the results
of the Supplement Analysis, DOE would determine if there were substantial
changes in the Proposed Action or significant new circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns, as discussed in 40 CFR 1502.9(c). If the
results of the characterization studies reveal that the chosen site is not
acceptable, the Alliance (and, if necessary, DOE) would revisit the list of
approved sites and select the next best site for a restart of the characterization
phase. Both DOE and the Alliance are aware of this possibility.

A brief discussion of the additional detailed site characterization activities that
would be conducted at the selected site is provided in Sections S.8.1.2 and
2.6.1.2. More detailed planning, including items such as those recommended
by the Commentor would need to be completed before a Supplement Analysis
and a Supplemental EIS would start, so these items would be more appropriate
for inclusion in a planning document or in statements of work for the detailed
characterization phase. Generally, planning documents (e.g., including any
decision tree(s) produced) held by DOE can be provided to the public.
Additionally, statements of work that include or incorporate plans could be
released to the public (excluding sensitive information, such as patentable
matter, financial information, etc.) as part of the solicitation process. The
recommendations in these comments will be reviewed and considered when
plans are completed for the detailed site characterization phase.

Since the publication of the FutureGen Project Draft EIS, there have been no
substantial changes to the Proposed Action and there are no significant new
circumstances or information available at this time that would require the
production of a supplement to the Draft EIS.

DOE believes that if the electric power generation industry is to adopt carbon
capture and geologic sequestration as a means to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, the industry must be able to identify sequestration reservoirs at
reasonable costs and within reasonable time periods. The FutureGen Project’s
approach of evaluating several candidate sites using readily available data and
then selecting a site for more detailed investigation is a process that would most
likely be employed by the energy sector in the future for similar projects. DOE
agrees that if the detailed investigations uncover a problem with the primary
and secondary storage reservoirs at a site, then the next best site could be
selected and the same investigations would be conducted at that site. The
process would continue until an acceptable site (or reservoir) is found. At least
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one exploratory well would be drilled and tested to confirm the storage
potential of each selected host site.

Response to Comment #3:

A research and development target of the FutureGen Project is to demonstrate
the ability to achieve emissions of less than 0.05 Ib/MMBtu nitrogen oxides
(NOx), as stated in the report to Congress: FutureGen: Integrated Hydrogen
Electric Power Production and Carbon Research Initiative (DOE, 2004). For the
purpose of the EIS, the emissions envelope was developed based on achieving
the stated goal, emitting NOx at a rate slightly below 0.05 1b/MMBtu,
equivalent to approximately 15 parts per million volumetric, dry basis (ppmvd)
@ 15 percent O, dilution. Achieving NOx emissions rates substantially below
0.05 Ib/MMBtu would result in a marked decrease in NOx emissions and would
result in lower potential impacts. Therefore, evaluating emissions at the upper
end of the expected envelope results in a conservative (high) estimate of impact
to ambient air quality for purposes of NEPA analysis. FutureGen would employ
a utility size combustion turbine firing hydrogen as its primary fuel. Because
nearly all fuel-bound nitrogen is removed in the gas cleaning and conditioning
units upstream of the turbine, any NO, formation would be a result of thermal
NOx formation resulting from oxidation of nitrogen in compressed air delivered
to the combustion chamber of the turbine.

Combustion of hydrogen results in appreciably greater firing temperatures than
would result from the combustion of syngas consisting of primarily H, and CO.
There are no commercially available hydrogen-fired turbines of a size suitable
for FutureGen. While there is a considerable knowledge base of the NOx
formation and control for natural gas and syngas-fired turbines, there is not
sufficient knowledge to fully understand the same for hydrogen-fired turbines.
DOE currently has a significant turbine development program focused on
achieving low NOx emissions from hydrogen-fired turbines. Two goals of the
program directly linked to FutureGen are (1) by 2010 — reduce NOx emissions
to 2 ppm in the turbine exhaust at 15 percent oxygen when firing syngas and (2)
by 2012 — develop emissions control technology capable of reducing NOx
emissions to near-zero for hydrogen-fired turbines. Selective Catalytic
Reduction (SCR) is a well proven technology for reducing NOx emissions from
combustion turbines fired using natural gas. There is limited performance data
for SCR from combustion turbines fired using coal-derived syngas.

Many IGCC projects recently proposed have considered SCR, and it is expected
that there will be a reasonable amount of data available for syngas-fired
turbines when FutureGen goes online in 2012. The conceptual design of
FutureGen, as presented in the Initial Conceptual Design Report (ICDR), does
in fact consider the application of SCR to achieve NOx emission levels of
approximately 0.02 Ib/MMBtu, and at present the design indicates that such
levels are likely achievable with satisfactory cost and performance. Design
activities are currently underway to evaluate the application of SCR at
FutureGen.

e Table S-16 mentions SCR as a possible mitigation measure for NOy
emissions.

¢ Footnote 3 of Table 2-9 was revised to provide the expected NOx
emissions if SCR is used.

e Sections S.7.5.3 and 2.5.6.4 provide an estimate of the amount of aqueous
ammonia that the SCR would use.
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Because FutureGen would be designed to gasify a wide variety of coal types
(including some high sulfur coals), the plant would not be optimized to fuel
type for either efficiency in energy conversion or pollutant minimization, so the
optimal minimization of NOx emissions may not be achieved. Furthermore,
because the plant would be designed to accommodate a variety of R&D
applications that may be proposed in the future, the plant components would be
integrated loosely such that the power plant as a whole may not perform
optimally.

As stated in Response to Comments #s 1 and 2, after site selection and the
results of the site-specific characterization, DOE will prepare a Supplement
Analysis to determine if (1) there are any substantial changes in the Proposed
Action that are relevant to environmental concerns, or (2) there are significant
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns that have
bearing on the Proposed Action or its impacts. If as a result of the Supplement
Analysis, DOE determines that there are substantial changes or significant new
circumstances or information that are relevant to the Proposed Action and
impacts, then DOE would prepare a Supplemental EIS.

Response to Comment #4:

The FutureGen ICDR considered a number of technologies and conceptual
technology integration configurations that could meet the FutureGen
performance goals. The emissions envelope developed for the EIS does not
represent any single technology configuration, and to build conservative
estimates the envelope represents the poorest performance of each
configuration. Therefore, the CO, emissions and capture rates presented in the
EIS are expected to be worse than the performance of the as-built facility.

The 1.1 million tons per year of CO, captured is really a goal for the
sequestration of CO,, as stated in the report to Congress (2004). The value is
simply a minimum number by which to judge success of geologic sequestration.
DOE acknowledges that the FutureGen power plant will likely have very
significant non-operating time during the first year, and this will result in less
CO; captured and sequestered compared to that which could be captured and
sequestered if the plant ran full time. DOE also acknowledges that the initial
capture rate could be as low as 85 percent, although the engineering design
must be for at least 90 percent capture. It is expected that the annual tonnage
captured would be higher than 1.1 million tons per year.

The emissions envelope was developed based on the worst case scenarios for
coals. As described above, in the first year of operation, it is assumed that the
CO, capture rate would be 85 percent, so that 15 percent of the CO, generated
would be emitted into the atmosphere. This equals 114.21 Ibs/MWhr to 243.14
Ibs/MWhr of CO, emitted and 647.2 Ibs/MWhr to 1,377.77 IbssMWhr of CO,
captured, depending on plant availability (the quantity captured (or emitted)
each year (tons per year) would be a function of the amount of time the plant is
running each year). For 2016, when the R&D of the project ends, it is assumed
90 percent of the CO, would be captured and 10 percent would be emitted into
the atmosphere; therefore, from 76.14 1lbs/MWhr to 162.09 lbs/MWhr of CO,
would be emitted depending on plant availability. At a level of 90 percent
capture, this results in 685.3 Ibs/MWhr to 1,458.9 Ib/MWhr captured.

The Alliance may sell excess CO, (that CO, captured above the 1.1 million tons
per year would be sequestered in a saline aquifer) for enhanced oil recovery
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purposes which would ultimately result in the permanent sequestration of a
significant amount of the excess CO,.

For additional information, see Section 3.3.1.2 on Project Emissions.

Response to Comment #5:

A goal of the FutureGen Project is to demonstrate the ability to achieve greater
than 90 percent removal of mercury (Hg) from syngas. For the purpose of the
EIS, the emissions envelope for Hg emissions was based on a minimum design
Hg capture of 90 percent of the Hg in the feed coal. Specifically, steady-state
emissions were calculated using an average coal Hg content and a heat input
rate of 1,754 MMBtu/hr at 70°F. Based on technologies considered for the
conceptual design, Hg emissions are expected to meet design specifications
during steady-state operations. As with other emissions of interest, upset Hg
emissions were based on best engineering judgment and are included in the
annual totals for each year of operation.

Achieving Hg removal substantially greater than 90 percent would result in a
marked decrease in Hg emissions and would result in lower potential impacts.
Therefore, evaluating emissions at the upper end of the expected envelope
results in a conservative (high) estimate of impacts due to Hg emissions for
purposes of NEPA analysis. Current technologies to remove Hg from syngas
are reasonably well understood in industrial applications. For example,
Eastman Chemical Company has employed carbon beds for Hg removal from
syngas. Information suggests that properly designed carbon beds can remove
90 — 95 percent of the Hg in coal-derived syngas. Commercial experience in
removing Hg from natural gas using carbon beds has indicated that removal
levels greater than 99.99 percent have been achieved. However, similar levels
have not been demonstrated at coal-based IGCC plants.

The goal to achieve greater than 90 percent Hg removal is to demonstrate an
attainable level that would facilitate the deployment of high-efficiency Hg
control technologies in IGCC power plants. Higher levels of removal, such as
99 percent, present technical challenges such as an undesirable pressure drop
caused by the use of multiple carbon beds in series. Furthermore, emerging
technologies to capture Hg at higher temperatures provide significant
opportunities to increase overall system efficiencies but are currently not as
effective as those that operate at lower temperatures such as carbon beds.
These technologies would be integral to achieving near-zero emissions power
plants and are likely to be tested at FutureGen. FutureGen would be designed
to cost-effectively remove Hg with high capture efficiency and could provide a
design basis and test platform for Hg control technologies for the next-
generation of FutureGen plants.

NOVEMBER 2007

13-50



DOE/EIS-0394 FUuTUREGEN PROJECT EIS
FINAL GENERAL - COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

G6. ConocoPhillips (Elm, Kevin L.)

From: Elm, Kevin [mailto:Kevin.EIm@conocophillips.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2007 3:24 PM

To: FutureGen.EIS@netl.doe.gov

Subject: FutureGen EIS

Mr. McKoy - did DOE open an electronic public docket for the FutureGen projects? | have read the EIS, but |
am more interested in any public comments, transcripts of meetings, letters of support, etc. that might be in
#1 |a docket.

Could you please direct me to the appropriate docket? Thanks very much.

Kevin L. Elm, P.E. kevin.elm@conocophillips.com
Global Gas - LNG; ConocoPhillips

600 N Dairy Ashford; Houston, TX 77079
281-293-3217; fax: 281-293-4830
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Response to Comment #1: DOE did not create an electronic public docket. Public comments have been
reproduced in this Final EIS, and posted on the DOE website
(http://www.netl.doe.gov/technologies/coalpower/futuregen/EIS), and
othe