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Abstract:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential
impacts of providing financial assistance to Viresco Energy, LLC, (Viresco) for its construction and operation of
a Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant, that would be located in Kanab, Utah. The plant would be located on land
leased to Viresco by the Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration. The Pilot Plant would occupy
approximately 1.5 acres of a 10-acre site located approximately 2.5 miles south of the downtown area of Kanab,
Utah.

The Fiscal Year 2010 Appropriations Act for Energy & Water Development and Related Agencies (Public Law
111-85) included a $2,500,000 earmark sponsored by then Senator Bennett of Utah for the “Utah Coal and
Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant.” In accordance with the earmark, DOE would provide financial assistance to Viresco
to support its design, construction, and testing of a pilot-scale steam hydrogasification facility. Under a cost-
sharing agreement, DOE would provide $2,404,000 (approximately 80 percent of the total cost of the research and
development project) and Viresco would contribute the remaining $601,000. The Pilot Plant would be
constructed, owned, and operated by Viresco. Viresco is responsible for obtaining the permits and other
authorizations needed for the project; DOE would have no regulatory authority over the project or its operation.
Under the cooperative agreement, Viresco would operate the Pilot Plant and collect data for a series of test runs
totaling 30 days of operation over a period of months; after DOE’s financial assistance ends, Viresco plans to seek
additional funding for continued operations.

The objective of Viresco’s proposed project is to conduct a pilot-scale evaluation of the Steam Hydrogasification
Reaction (SHR) process. The Pilot Plant would be a small-scale facility designed to evaluate the technical
feasibility of using steam hydrogasification to convert coal and biomass (such as agricultural or wood processing
waste) into synthesis gas (syngas), and ultimately into clean fuels such as substitute natural gas, sulfur-free
Fischer-Tropsch diesel, jet fuel, dimethyl ether, and methane. The successful operation of this SHR gasification
technology at a pilot scale would provide engineering information needed to develop a commercialization
pathway for this process. This project supports DOE’s goal of developing and using domestic coal and renewable
resources in an efficient and environmentally acceptable manner. This technology uses an advanced gasification
process and produces clean fuels. The addition of biomass to the coal feedstock also reduces net greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions.

The EA found that the most notable potential changes from Viresco’s proposed project would occur in the
following areas: land use, aesthetics, air quality, solid and hazardous wastes, utilities, and socioeconomics. No
significant environmental effects were identified in analyzing these potential changes.

Public Participation:

DOE encourages public participation in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. Based on early
local interest in the project, the DOE’s public involvement effort for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot
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Plant EA was more extensive than usually undertaken for an EA. The effort included a public scoping meeting in
Kanab, as well as outreach to federal, state, and local agencies; Native American tribes; and members of the
public. DOE consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Utah Department of Natural
Resources (UDNR), Division of Wildlife Resources, and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for
compliance with federal regulations, and also consulted with the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians and the Hopi
tribe.

The Draft EA was released for public review and comment in August, 2011; a public hearing was held in Kanab
on August 30; and a tribal community meeting was held at the Kaibab Paiute Tribal Headquarters in Pipe Spring,
Arizona, on August 31. The public was invited to provide oral, written, or e-mail comments on the Draft EA to
DOE by the close of the comment period on September 16, 2011. Copies of the Draft EA were also distributed to
cognizant federal, state and local agencies; Native American tribes; and organizations. All comments, including
late comments received after the close of the comment period, were considered in preparing this Final EA for the
proposed DOE action. The EA was revised where appropriate to address comments as well as incorporate data
that became available after the Draft EA was issued. Additions and revisions to the text are presented in italics
and underlined. Public comments received on the EA and DOE responses are provided in Appendix E. The EA is
also available on the DOE website at: http://www.netl.doe.gov/publications/others/nepa/ea.html.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction and Background

DOE prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the NEPA of 1969, as amended (42
United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (Title 40,

Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Parts 1500-1508); and the
DOE’s NEPA Implementing Procedures (Title 10, CFR, Part
1021). The EA evaluates DOE’s proposed action of providing
financial assistance to support the construction and operation of a
Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant that would be located in
Kanab, Utah (hereafter referred to as the “proposed project” or the
“Pilot Plant”). The Pilot Plant would convert wet carbonaceous
feedstocks such as coal and lignocellulosic biomass into synthesis
gas (syngas) suitable for further processing to liquid fuel or to
substitute natural gas.

The Fiscal Year 2010 Appropriations Act for Energy & Water
Development and Related Agencies (Public Law 111-85)

Lignocellulosic biomass: plant biomass that is
composed of cellulose, hemicellulose, and lignin.
The carbohydrate polymers (cellulose and
hemicelluloses) are tightly bound to the lignin.
Lignocellulosic biomass can be grouped into four
main categories: agricultural residues (including
corn stover and sugarcane bagasse), dedicated
energy crops, wood residues (including sawmill
and paper mill discards), and municipal paper
waste.

Synthesis Gas: a mixture of carbon dioxide,
carbon monoxide, and hydrogen made by using
water gas and reacting it with steam to enrich the
proportion of hydrogen.

December 2011

included a $2,500,000 earmark sponsored by then Senator Bennett
of Utah for the “Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant.” In accordance with the earmark, DOE would
provide financial assistance to Viresco Energy, LLC (Viresco) to support its design, construction, and testing of a
pilot-scale steam hydrogasification facility. Under a cost-sharing agreement, DOE would provide $2,404,000
(approximately 80 percent of the total cost of the research and development project) and Viresco would contribute
the remaining $601,000. The Pilot Plant would be constructed, owned, and operated by Viresco. Under the
cooperative agreement, Viresco would operate the Pilot Plant and collect data for a series of test runs totaling 30
days of operation over a period of months; after the DOE’s financial assistance ends, Viresco plans to seek
additional funding for continued operations. These operations would be limited by the funding available and the
conditions of permits and would probably not exceed 130 days of operation in any year, including a possible 90-
day continuous test run. The Pilot Plant would be decommissioned and the site restored no later than the end of
the site lease period. The City of Kanab would be responsible for the supply of water (used in feedstock for the
gasifier) to the Pilot Plant and disposal of the sanitary wastewater. Viresco would be responsible for the disposal
of the solid waste (i.e., coal ash) and the process wastewater from the Pilot Plant.

The purpose of this EA is to determine whether DOE’s proposed action or the project would cause significant
adverse impacts to the environment. If potentially significant adverse impacts are identified and, if they cannot be
mitigated or avoided, then a more detailed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required. If no
significant impacts are identified, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) would be prepared by DOE and
made available to the public before DOE provides funds for construction (see Section 1.3 for a more detailed
discussion on the NEPA process).

This EA follows the organization recommended by the CEQ regulations (40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508) and includes
the following sections:

e Section 1 — Purpose and Need

e Section 2 — Description of Proposed Action and No Action Alternative
e Section 3 — Existing Conditions and Environmental Consequences

e Section 4 — Cumulative Impacts

e Section 5 — Short Term Uses vs. Long Term Productivity

e Section 6 — References

e Section 7 — List of Preparers
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e Section 8 — Distribution List

o Appendices A through E

1.2 Purpose and Need for DOE Action

The purpose and need for DOE’s action is to comply with the Congressional earmark in the Fiscal Year 2010
Appropriations Act and its accompanying Conference Report (Conf. Rep. 111-278 (September 30, 2009)). The
technology that would be demonstrated at a pilot scale would also contribute to the goal of producing fuels using
domestic renewable energy resources. The National Energy Technology Laboratory (NETL) is a part of DOE’s
national laboratory system. NETL is dedicated to the research, development, and technology transfer for fossil
energy, renewable energy, and energy efficiency technologies. NETL supports DOE’s mission to advance the
national, economic, and energy security of the United States, enabling domestic coal, natural gas, and oil to
economically power our Nation’s homes, industries, businesses, and transportation, while protecting our
environment and enhancing our energy independence.

Viresco has been involved in the funding and development of a gasification technology conceived by the
University of California, Riverside (UCR) College of Engineering’s Center for Environmental Research and
Technology. This gasification technology is based on the SHR process (utilizing both steam and hydrogen for the
production of synthesis gas from coal or other gasifier feedstocks). UCR and Viresco have conducted research on
this gasification technology in a laboratory-scale batch process and the results indicate that this technology has the
potential to be a commercially viable means to produce fuels using domestic resources. A system analysis study
of the technology concluded that the process proposed by Viresco has the potential to reduce capital costs and
achieve higher conversion efficiencies compared to conventional, partial oxidation-based gasification processes.
The next step in development of this technology is to evaluate the process at a larger scale (i.e. pilot scale).

The objective of Viresco’s proposed project is to conduct a pilot-scale evaluation of the SHR process. The Pilot
Plant would be a small-scale facility designed to evaluate the technical feasibility of using steam
hydrogasification to convert coal and/or biomass into syngas, and ultimately into clean fuels such as substitute
natural gas, sulfur-free Fischer-Tropsch diesel, jet fuel, dimethyl ether, and methane. Hydrogasification causes
wet coal and other biomass to react with hydrogen at high temperature and pressure to produce syngas. The
biomass feedstock would consist of woody waste from southern Utah. Woody waste may consist of tree limbs,
tops, roots and foliage, as well as wood wastes from urban areas (e.g., construction wood, tree trimmings) and
products derived from trees such as lumber, paper and byproducts of wood manufacturing (e.g., sawdust and
bark). The Pilot Plant would not directly combust coal or biomass. Instead, the feedstock (coal with or without
biomass) would be gasified and the char produced from the gasification process would be combusted in the
regeneration step. All operations at the proposed facility would be on a testing scale; there would be no full-scale
production of fuels derived from processing of the syngas generated in the gasification process or storage of such
fuels at the site.

The successful operation of this SHR gasification technology at pilot scale would provide engineering
information needed to develop a commercialization pathway for this process. This project supports NETL’s goal
of developing and using domestic coal and renewable resources in an efficient and environmentally acceptable
manner. This technology uses an advanced gasification process and produces clean fuels. The addition of
biomass to the coal feedstock also reduces net greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

13 National Environmental Policy Act and Related Procedures

DOE prepared this EA in accordance with the NEPA, as amended (42 USC 4321), and the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provision on NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508).
NEPA requires that a federal agency proposing a federal action must:

e Assess the environmental impacts of any proposed action;

o Identify adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided, should the proposed action be
implemented;

e Evaluate alternatives to the proposed action, including a no action alternative; and
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o Describe the cumulative impacts of the proposed action and other planned projects in the area of the site.

NEPA requires federal agencies to take into account the potential consequences of their actions on both the
natural and human environments as part of their planning and decision-making processes. To facilitate these
considerations, a number of typical actions that have been determined to have little or no potential for adverse
impacts are “categorically excluded” from the detailed NEPA assessment process. Thus, the first step in
determining if an action would have an adverse effect on the environment is to assess whether it fits into a defined
category for which a Categorical Exclusion (CX) is applicable. If a CX is applied, the agency prepares a record of
categorical exclusion to document the decision and may proceed with the action.

For actions that are not subject to a CX, the agency prepares an EA to determine the potential for significant
impacts. If through the evaluation and analysis conducted for the EA process, it is determined that no significant
impacts would occur as a result of the action, then the agency prepares and issues a FONSI. The NEPA process is
complete when the FONSI is executed.

If significant adverse impacts to the natural or human environment are indicated or other intervening
circumstances exist either at the onset of a project or if determined through the EA process, an EIS may be
prepared. An EIS is a more intensive study of the effects of the proposed action and requires more rigorous
public involvement. The agency formalizes its decisions relating to an action for which an EIS is prepared in a
Record of Decision (ROD). Following a 30-day waiting period after publication of the ROD in the Federal
Register, the NEPA process is complete (see Figure 1-1 for a flow chart of the NEPA Process).

| Define Purpose and Need |

:

Define Proposed
Action and Alternatives

'

Automatic Is It Likely Obviously
or [ — YES —| ToBea [ NO —»| Needs
Checklist? CatEx? EIS? |
| YES
Q
® Checklist
s
- o o]
<
Complete &
CatEx &
Checklist

¢ / Prepare EA SCOPING
Extraordinary

Circumstances? l l

|
NO I YES —|FONSI?|/— NO Prepare EIS

MAKE ACTION DECISION ROD

+

Implement Decision {with mitigation and/or monitoring
where specificed in EA/FONSI or EIS/RCD)

Figure 1-1. The NEPA Process

1.4 Scoping for the Environmental Assessment

1.4.1 Public Scoping and Agency Consultation

Based on early local interest in the project, the public involvement effort for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled
Pilot Plant EA was more extensive than usually undertaken for an EA. DOE received comments about the
proposed Pilot Plant from 99 members of the public before the EA was initiated. Additionally, the Environmental
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Program Manager for the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians contacted the DOE NEPA Document Manager in
January 2011, before the EA was initiated, stating that the tribe was concerned about the project and requested to
be consulted on DOE’s action. In February 2011, the tribal representative explained that the Kaibab Band’s level
of concern resulted from the discovery of Native American remains during construction at the Jackson Flat Water
Supply Storage Project, which is located approximately 0.25 mile north of the proposed Pilot Plant site. As a
result of the enhanced local interest, DOE chose to initiate a public scoping process comparable to one normally
conducted for an EIS.

The public scoping process included the scheduling of a public scoping meeting in Kanab (Figure 1-2), as well as
outreach to federal, state, and local agencies; Native American tribes; and members of the public. DOE sent
notices (see examples in Appendix A) to these organizations and individuals informing them of the meeting and
inviting them to comment on the proposed project and the scope of the EA. DOE also initiated contact with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Utah Department of Natural Resources (UDNR), Division of
Wildlife Resources, and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO) for consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Copies of letters and
responses are included in Appendix A. Additionally, DOE sent staff-to-staff-level consultation letters on May 6,
2011 to 17 Native American tribes in the region based on a database maintained by the U.S. Department of
Interior. In addition to the Kaibab Band, which had already contacted DOE, the Hopi and Navajo tribes expressed
an interest in coordinating with DOE on the proposed project. The Hopi requested a copy of the cultural report
completed in 2010 for the proposed project site and, after reviewing the report, the Director of the Hopi Cultural
Preservation Office sent a response in a letter dated June 6, 2011 stating that the proposed project is unlikely to
affect cultural resources significant to the tribe (see Appendix A). The Navajo responded in a letter dated July 5,
2011, noting that the proposed project would not impact traditional cultural resources but also asked that they be
notified if cultural resources of significance are discovered onsite during construction. In aggregate, the public
scoping distribution included 80 notices sent by U.S. Mail and 84 notices distributed by email.

Figure 1-2. Scoping Meeting, May 18, 2011 at Kanab Middle School

DOE held a public scoping meeting on May 18, 2011 at the Kanab Middle School cafeteria in Kanab, Utah,
which was attended by 129 people. DOE published notices in two regional newspapers (Southern Utah News and
The Spectrum) on May 8th, 11th, and 18th announcing the meeting location and time. The scoping meeting
began with an informal open house from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm, during which time attendees were able to view
project-related posters and ask questions of DOE and Viresco representatives. The informal open house was
followed by formal presentations given by DOE and Viresco and then the formal comment period, all of which
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were transcribed by a court reporter. Oral comments were made by 21 individuals at the scoping meeting. The
public scoping period ended on June 17, 2011, after a 30-day comment period.

In conjunction with the public scoping meeting in Kanab, DOE made arrangements to meet with the Kaibab Band
at their monthly Council Meeting on May 19, 2011 and sent all presentation items to the tribe prior to the meeting
as requested. The meeting was attended by two DOE representatives, including the NEPA Document Manager
for the EA. At the meeting, council members expressed their dissatisfaction that a DOE Tribal Liaison
representative and the DOE Technical Project Manager were not in attendance. Council members were also
offended that DOE had scheduled the public meeting before meeting with the tribe, and they disagreed with
DOE’s presentation at the public meeting, which implied that formal consultation had been initiated with the
tribe. The Kaibab Band subsequently sent a letter to DOE, dated June 13, 2011 (Appendix A), reiterating the
concerns expressed at the Tribal Council Meeting and outlining their environmental concerns about the proposed
project. DOE responded to the Kaibab Band’s concerns by initiating formal government-to-government
consultation with attendance at a Tribal Council meeting on July 21, 2011. DOE also followed up with a letter
date August 1, 2011, to the Tribal Council (see Appendix A).

DOE representatives attending the Kaibab Band Tribal Council on July 21, 2011 included the Director for Tribal
and Intergovernmental Affairs, a Senior Program Analyst, the Project Manager, and the NEPA Document
Manager. Council members requested that DOE provide a written statement retracting the comment noted on one
of the slides shown to the citizens of Kanab during the May 18th scoping meeting presentation stating that
consultation with the Kaibab had already begun. They also expressed their desire to engage in a written agreement
outlining how the Kaibab could be an active participant in the decision process regarding any unanticipated
discovery of cultural resources, artifacts, human remains, or burial sites, should such be located onsite during
construction. In addition, they asked to be granted access to the site and that they be provided with periodic
updates on the project’s status and progress.

Council and tribal members provided additional scoping comments that included: 1) a request that an EIS be
prepared due to the project’s potential for causing environmental impacts that could destroy their land; 2) a
concern about the potential for impacting previously undiscovered burial grounds that may be located on the
proposed project site; and 3) a concern that radioactive particles would be released into the air by burning coal in
the proposed Pilot Plant. The Kaibab Band also provided DOE with a list of culturally significant plants and
animals, requesting that they be taken into consideration in preparation of the environmental analysis.

Charley Bulletts of the Southern Paiute Consortium expressed numerous concerns about the proposed project and
provided the following scoping comments: 1) that the increasing number of federal projects in the desert
southwest are having adverse impacts on water demand and supplies; 2) that the water stored in the Jackson Flat
Reservoir project will be used for the coal gasification Pilot Plant and not for irrigation and recreation, as
originally planned; 3) that the proposed project’s emissions will generate pollution, which will adversely impact
medicinal plants that grow in the area; 4) that DOE and other Federal Government agencies need to improve their
communication with the tribes and provide regular meeting updates; 5) that he is opposed to the proposed coal
gasification project’s current location and believes the site was selected due to its proximity to nearby surface
mines, which would provide the coal; 6) that different government offices often provide inconsistent information
or offer different stories when contacted; 7) that the Kaibab are very unhappy that cultural resources and burial
sites were disturbed at the nearby Jackson Flat Reservoir project; and 8) that Water to Tribes is a living Breathing
element and like all things living if it’s abused it will show us it’s Strength.

In response to the Kaibab Tribal Council’s request for a written retraction, the DOE sent Chairman Manuel Savala
a letter on August 1, 2011, expressing their regret that previously noted statements incorrectly implied that formal
government-to-government consultation had occurred prior to the public meeting on May 18, 2011(Appendix A).
DOE intends to continue consultation with the Kaibab Band throughout the NEPA process.

DOE also received scoping comments from an attorney representing the Taxpayer Association of Kane County,
which informed DOE that a legal petition had been filed with the City of Kanab that would require that its
pending conditional use permit application be subject to approval by a vote of the citizens of the City of Kanab.
Shortly thereafter, DOE received a supplemental scoping letter on July 11, 2011, informing DOE of the risks of
proceeding with funding the project in light of the pending citizen initiative. This letter also requested that the
DOE stop any further preparation of the EA and prohibit any funding release until the citizen initiative for the
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Viresco coal gasification Pilot Plant was completed. On August 2, 2011, the attorney representing the Taxpayer
Association of Kane County again contacted DOE informing them that they were appealing the conditional use
permit issued by the City of Kanab on July 20, 2011. The appeal was dated July 29, 2011.

1.4.2 Comments Received and Issues Identified During the Scoping Period

DOE received scoping comments with respect to specific natural and human environmental resources. Comments
were expressed orally by individuals attending the scoping meeting; others were received on comment forms
provided at the meeting, as well as by letter or email. Some commenter’s expressed support for the Pilot Plant,
primarily for the technological aspects, including potential environmental benefits of clean domestic fuels and the
use of renewable biomass. The majority of commenters expressed opposition to the Pilot Plant, primarily based
on concerns about air quality, odors, visual aesthetics, effects on local economy (as a result of decreased tourism),
among others. In all, 192 separate submissions of oral and written comments were received from a total of 146
individual commenters. Many commenters addressed multiple issues, resulting in a total of 803 comments on
specific issues. Figure 1-3 illustrates the distribution of comments by subject matter.

Figure 1-3. Distribution of Scoping Comments by Subject Matter

Table 1.4-1 provides a summary of scoping comments received and identifies the respective sections within the
EA where the comments were taken into consideration. Overall, the majority of comments stated support or
opposition to the Pilot Plant. Other comments consisted of questions about the Pilot Plant, with most questions
relating to the steam hydrogasification process. Still other comments expressed concern about financial
responsibility by Viresco, as well as preference for taxpayer money to go towards wind and solar technology.
The scoping comments identified the following resource areas as chief concerns that should be addressed in the
EA:

e Air Quality;

e Socioeconomics.
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e Aesthetics;

e Public Health and Safety;
e Groundwater;

e Materials and Waste;

e Surface Water;

e Community Services; and

e Utilities.

Table 1.4-1. Summary of all Scoping Comments Received

NEPA - Several citizens asserted that an EIS rather than an EA should be prepared for the proposed action; many
also opposed to the project. Others expressed dissatisfaction with the local zoning process and argued that it
should be re-conducted with more transparency. Comments expressed concerns about local politicians and
religious leaders not listening to public interests.

Purpose and Need — Comments included questions about milestones, the NEPA process, funding activities,
funding information, political influence (local and national), rental price for the property, and preference for taxpayer
money to go towards wind or solar technology. Section 1.2.

Project Description and Alternatives —Commenters expressed concerns regarding: plans for the facility once
testing is complete, gasifier repair costs and timelines, questions about whether the City of Kanab will have any
financial responsibility for cleanup if Viresco abandons the project site. Several people compared the project to a
failed/abandoned plant outside of Fredonia, and several would prefer that the EA consider another location.
Section 2.3.

Traffic and Transportation — Comments included concerns about coal traffic leaving Alton mine and travelling
through small towns, and noise from trucks going to the project site. Chapter 2.7.3.

Surface Water — Comments included concerns about water pollution, released toxins (benzene, toluene, and
xylene), unexpected releases, and effects to Kanab Creek and the reservoir under construction. Some questioned
who will monitor the impacts to surface water. Section 2.7.4.

Vegetation and Wildlife — Comments included concerns about endangered species and critical habitat, wildlife,
avian species, livestock, fish and birds. Section 2.7.5.

Land Use — Comments included concerns that the project would be located adjacent to the reservoir under
construction, land use violations, and an increase in industrial use in area. Section 3.1.

Aesthetics — Comments included concerns about odors, noise, visuals, light pollution, proximity to National Parks.
Section 3.2.

Geology and Soils — Comments included concerns about petrified wood and ancient rocks. Others are concerned
about soil contamination and have questions on how the levels of contamination would be measured. Section 3.3.

Cultural Resources — The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians expressed substantial concerns about the project, the
potential for effects on tribal artifacts and human remains that may be located on the site, and the lack of
appropriate government-to-government consultation by DOE. Comments included concerns that the Kaibab Band
was not appropriately notified. Others are concerned about local archaeological finds, and possible destruction of
other artifacts. The Hopi tribe requested to be kept informed of project progress. The Utah SHPO concurred with
DOE on the determination of no effect on historic properties. Section 3.4.

Air Quality — Comments included concerns about particulate matter, mercury, smog, toxins, preserving fresh air
and clean skies, impacts to asthma, and effects from temperature inversions, contamination, and pollution. Some
asked about pollution control equipment and who would inspect the plant; others made comparisons to residential
wood burning practices. Commenters wanted to know if they’ll be downwind of the project. Section 3.5.

Groundwater — Comments included concerns about groundwater pollution and toxins, especially from plant
discharges and the sewage ponds. Questions about whether the ponds would be single- or double-lined. Citizens
are concerned about who will monitor groundwater quality and about contamination from Kanab sewer ponds.
Section 3.6.
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Table 1.4-1. Summary of all Scoping Comments Received

Materials and Waste — Comments included concerns about spills and cleanup, spent ash, fuels to be stored at
plant, source of coal, solid toxic waste (i.e., mercury, lead, arsenic), waste disposal (both amount and frequency),
storage of feedstocks. Some individuals are also concerned about oversight of waste disposal. Section 3.7.

Utilities — Comments included concerns about the pipeline along US 89A that would bring a large amount of
“culinary grade” water to project. Section 3.8.

Public Health and Safety — Comments included concerns about toxins, mercury levels, respiratory illnesses, risk
of fire and explosions, violation of health standards, and potential for evacuation of prison or city. Some
commenters questioned whether Viresco would be responsible to pay for emergency response or health risks to
the public. Citizens are concerned about staffing at hospital and fire department in case of project-related
emergencies. Concerned about lack of hazardous materials (HAZMAT) facilities close by. Concerned that City of
Kanab would need to create a cleanup bond. Section 3.9.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice — Comments included concerns that local economy would be hurt
because of adverse effects on tourism and the attraction of retirees. Others are concerned about real estate
values and local jobs. Questions were raised about an economic impact analysis, and infrastructure costs to
Kanab and Kane County. Comments included concerns that location was picked because it is a low income area,
or that it doesn’t have the environmental controls of NJ, TX or CA. Section 3.10.

Cumulative - Comments included concerns about cumulative effect of toxins, creation of additional unnecessary
development (plant near Kane County Public Safety Facility and Jackson Flat Reservoir), coal mining in Alton, UT
and its effects on noise, air and traffic. Section 4.2.

General - Comments included concerns that there are no Inspection plans or Quality Assurance Plans released to
public for review. Provided a link to Kanab Cares website.

In general, most resource areas were commented on in a substantive manner during the public scoping period.
Resource areas that received less attention in the scoping comments included: Wetlands and Floodplains, Noise,
Vegetation and Wildlife, Land Use, Geology and Soils. Although these resource areas received limited attention
from the public, the EA nevertheless addresses potential impacts to all resources potentially affected by the
project.

15 Public Involvement on the Draft Environmental Assessment

1.5.1 Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental Assessment

The Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant was published in August, 2011. DOE distributed
copies of the Draft EA to officials, agencies, Native American tribes, organizations, libraries and members of the
public identified in the distribution list (Chapter 8). DOE advertised the availability of the Draft EA as well as
the meeting location and time of the public hearing in two regional newspapers (Southern Utah News and The
Spectrum) on August 17th, 21st, and 24th.

DOE held one public hearing for the Draft EA at the same location as the scoping meeting. An informal
information session was held at the same location prior to the hearing from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm, during which
time attendees were given information about the project and were able to view project-related informational
displays. Based on sign-in sheets, 59 individuals attended the public hearing. The informal open house was
followed by formal presentations given by DOE and Viresco and then the formal comment period. The public was
encouraged to provide oral comments at the hearing and to submit written comments to DOE by September 16,
2011. A court reporter was present at the hearing to ensure that all oral comments were recorded and
transcribed. Oral comments were made by 11 individuals at the public hearing. The 35-day public comment
period ended on September 16, 2011.

Appendix E of this EA describes the process DOE followed for cataloging and responding to comments.
Appendix E also includes scanned images of the comment documents, beginning with the transcripts from both
public hearings, and provides responses to all comments. DOE considered all comments to the extent practicable
in preparing the Final EA.
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1.5.2 Kaibab Community Meeting on the Draft Environmental Assessment

Prior to the August 30, 2011, public hearing in Kanab, DOE made arrangements to meet with the Kaibab Band at
their reqular monthly Council Meeting on August 25, 2011, and to continue formal government-to-government
consultation; DOE sent all presentation materials to the tribe prior to the meeting as requested. The meeting was
attended by two DOE representatives, including the Tribal Liaison and the NEPA Document Manager for the EA.
At the meeting, council members discussed potential impacts as outlined in the Draft EA as well as DOE’s plan
for treatment of any unanticipated discovery of cultural resources, artifacts, burial sites or human remains,
during construction. Tribal Council members and staff also requested that DOE extend the Draft EA’s comment
period for 30 days. DOE requested that the Kaibab submit comments on the Draft EA by September 16, 2011,
adding that it is DOE’s policy to consider late comments to the extent practicable. Discussion also surrounded
the Kaibab’s preparation of a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) pertaining to their active participation in
the unanticipated discovery plan. Kaibab council and tribal members also discussed the details of a DOE-led site
visit scheduled for the following day, along with their desire for DOE to hold a community meeting on tribal land.
DOE accommodated this request and made arrangements to hold this community meeting after the public

hearing.

DOE’s Tribal Liaison and the NEPA Document Manager both led and participated in a site visit on August 26,
2011, which was attended by the Kaibab tribal chairman and four tribal staff members. The project site visit
enabled the tribal contingent to walk the site, take photographs, and to ask additional questions regarding project
activities.

DOE representatives, who included the Tribal Liaison and the NEPA Document Manager, attended a community
meeting from 3 pm. to 5 pm on August 31, 2011 at the Kaibab community center. A total of six Kaibab staff and
tribal members attended the meeting. Two individuals provided oral comments, which were transcribed by a
court reporter. DOE did not receive any written comments from the Kaibab during the community meeting.

Following the August 31, 2011, meeting, the Tribal Council chairman sent a letter to DOE formally requesting a
30 day extension on the Draft EA comment period (see Appendix E). In response, DOE replied by letter to the
chairman_acknowledging the request and again encouraging the tribe to submit comments by September 16,
2011. DOE also assured the tribe that, in the interest of continuing an effective working relationship between
DOE and the Kaibab Band, it would give special consideration to comments received from the Tribal Council for
a reasonable time after the end of the public comment period.

1.5.3 Public and Agency Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment

DOE received comments on the Draft EA with respect to specific natural and human environmental resources.
Comments were expressed orally by individuals attending the public hearing; others were received on comment
forms provided at the hearing, as well as by letter or email. A few commenters expressed support for the Pilot
Plant and the information presented in the Draft EA. The majority of commenters expressed opposition to the
Pilot Plant, primarily based on concerns about air quality, water quality, odors, visual aesthetics, and effects on
local economy (as a result of potential decreased tourism). In all, 91 separate submissions of oral and written
comments were received from 79 individual commenters. Many commenters addressed multiple issues, resulting
in a total of 573 comments on specific issues. Figure 1-4 illustrates the distribution of comments by subject
matter.
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Figure 1-4. Distribution of Comments on the Draft EA by Subject Matter

In Figure 1-4 several comment classifications, such as the connected action, were grouped with resource areas as
well; therefore, the number of comments in this pie chart adds up to more than the total number of comments
discussed above. The portion of the pie chart labeled ““other”” includes comments about the issuance of a FONSI,
irreversible or irretrievable impacts, mitigation, noise, risks, compliance monitoring, energy balance, odors,
permits, plant operations, proposed action, references, scoping summary, self monitoring by Viresco, tourism,
and the use of coal. Table 1.5-1 provides a summary of comments received on the Draft EA and identifies the
respective sections within the Final EA where the comments were taken into consideration.

Table 1.5-1. Summary of all Comments Received on the Draft EA

NEPA - Legal and general arguments asserting that an EIS should be prepared for the proposed action; many also
opposed the project. Others expressed continued dissatisfaction with the local zoning process and expressed
concerns about local politicians not listening to public interests.

Purpose and Need — Comments included dissatisfaction with locating the project in Kanab and providing cost-
shared funding to Viresco without considering other potential applicants or alternatives. Section 1.2.

Project Description and Alternatives —Commenters expressed concerns regarding: plans for the facility once
testing is complete, guestions about whether the City of Kanab will have any financial responsibility for cleanup if
Viresco abandons the project site. Sections 2.7.5 and 2.8.

Traffic and Transportation — Comments included concerns that the number of truck trips estimated to travel to
and from the proposed Pilot Plant were misrepresented. Section 2.9.2.

Surface Water — Comments included concerns about the potential for contamination of surface waters from
discharge or runoff of pollutants from the Pilot Plant, including potential impacts to the future Jackson Flat reservoir,
which will be closer than Kanab Creek. Section 3.12 (new).
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Table 1.5-1. Summary of all Comments Received on the Draft EA

Vegetation and Wildlife — Comments included concerns of the effects of construction and operation on plants and
animals of cultural significance to the Kaibab Band, including access by animals to detention basins or evaporation
ponds causing potential health risks. Section 3.11 (new)

Land Use — Comments included concerns over the uncertainty of the height of the tallest structure and the
potential aesthetic impacts on vistas. Section 3.1.

Aesthetics — Comments included concerns about odors, noise, and the uncertainty of the height of the tallest
structure and the potential aesthetic impacts on vistas. Sections 3.2, 3.5, and 3.9.

Geology and Soils — Comments included concerns about potential soil contamination from percolation of Pilot
Plant contaminants into the ground at the site, including design (single-layer versus double-layer) of the
evaporation pond liner. Section 3.3.

Cultural Resources — The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians expressed substantial concerns about the project, and
claim that the site is sacred to the tribe and undoubtedly contains tribal remains; they requested that tribal
representatives participate in the monitoring of ground-disturbing activities during construction. The Kaibab Band
of Paiutes also gave DOE a list of plants and animals that they consider of cultural significance to be considered in
the Final EA. Sections 3.4 and 3.11 (new).

Air Quality — Comments included concerns about air emissions and potential health effects from toxic/hazardous
emissions and exposure of detainees and staff at the new Kane County Public Safety Facility and at the future
Jackson Flat reservoir and associated recreational facilities. There were concerns over potential deposition of
toxic/hazardous components in surface waters, on plants used by the Kaibab Band, and otherwise entering
pathways for human and animal ingestion. Section 3.5.

Groundwater — Comments included concerns about potential groundwater contamination from percolation of Pilot
Plant contaminants into the ground at the site, including design (single-layer versus double-layer) of the
evaporation pond liner. Commenters expressed concern about who will monitor groundwater quality and about
contamination entering the existing Kanab sewage lagoons. Section 3.6.

Materials and Waste — Comments included concerns about wastes to be disposed of at the county landfill and
potential contamination of surface and groundwater from leaching of contaminants; there were also concerns that
hazardous wastes and coal ash from the Pilot Plant would be improperly disposed at the county landfill even if it is
not licensed to receive hazardous wastes. Section 3.7.

Utilities — Comments included concerns about demands on utilities and effects on suppliers as well as potential
impacts from the improvements necessary to supply electricity to the proposed Pilot Plant. Section 3.8.

Public Health and Safety — Comments included concerns about potential safety hazards from catastrophic
accidents at the Pilot Plant and the potential ramifications of having insufficient local response capabilities (i.e.,
support would be required from St. George, which is over an hour away). Commenters also expressed concerns
about staffing at the hospital and fire department in case of project-related emergencies and the lack of HAZMAT
facilities close by. Commenters also guestioned whether the City of Kanab would need to create a cleanup bond.
Section 3.9.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice — Comments included concerns about the effect the Pilot Plant
would have on tourism and the potential loss of tourism revenues; impacts on desirability and value of residential
and commercial property; loss of commercial establishments by relocation in response to perceived Pilot Plant
effects; economic impacts from potential default by Viresco and need for local support for site restoration and
clean-up of wastes. Comments also stated that the Draft EA misrepresented the distance to the closest residence
and did not consider residences in Arizona. The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians expressed concern about impacts
of the proposed project based on disproportionate effects on resources of cultural significance to the tribe
(contamination of plants used for ceremonial purposes, contamination of culturally significant animals,
contamination of tribal water sources, etc.) Section 3.10.

Cumulative - Comments included concerns that the proposed coal mine in Alton, UT, and the proposed Lake
Powell Pipeline were not considered in cumulative impacts; also that the Draft EA did not adequately address past
projects and activities that contribute to cumulative impacts. Chapter 4.

General — Majority of the comments were from citizens who are opposed to the project and are unhappy with
decisions made by local and state politicians.

In general, most resource areas were commented on in a substantive manner during the public comment period.
Because the topics of Surface Water and Vegetation and Wildlife Resource received substantial comments by
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citizens and the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians, the Final EA was revised to consider these resources in Chapter
3, and they were removed from Section 2.9, Resources not Considered in Detail.
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the proposed action and no action alternative analyzed in this EA. As described in Chapter
1, CEQ’s regulations direct all federal agencies to use the NEPA process to identify and assess the reasonable
alternatives to proposed actions that would avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of
the human environment (40 CFR 1500.2(e)).

2.2 Proposed Action

Under the proposed action, DOE would provide financial assistance, pursuant to a Congressional earmark, to
Viresco for construction and operation of a Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant that would convert carbonaceous
feedstocks such as coal and lignocellulosic biomass into synthesis gas (syngas) suitable for further processing (i.e.
downstream processes) to liquid fuel or to substitute natural gas. It is important to note that, because the Pilot
Plant would operate on an intermittent basis (i.e. test runs), there are no plans to utilize the resulting syngas for
sale or for downstream processes. The syngas produced as a result of the testing would be combusted properly in
a flare system. No fuel products or electricity would be produced as a result of the proposed project.

The project would be located in Kanab, Utah, on land that is administered by the State of Utah, School &
Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA). The proposed site is 1.5 acres of a 10-acre parcel to be leased
by Viresco. To date, this lease has been negotiated but not officially signed. The successful operation of this
SHR gasification technology at the planned scale would achieve the goal of acquiring engineering information to
develop a future commercialization pathway for this gasification process to produce liquid/gaseous fuels, and/or
electric power from domestic resources such as coal and biomass. Viresco has no plans to commercialize the
proposed Pilot Plant at the Kanab site in the future; it would remain a research and development facility.

2.3 Alternatives

DOE’s proposed action is limited to providing financial assistance to Viresco in a cost-sharing arrangement to
meet the requirements of a Congressional earmark in Fiscal Year 2010 Appropriation Act and its accompanying
conference report. Therefore, DOE’s decision subject to NEPA is limited to either accepting or rejecting the
project as proposed by the proponent and specified by Congress, including its proposed technology and selected
site. DOE’s consideration of reasonable alternatives in this case is therefore limited to the proposed action and
the no action alternative.

2.4 No Action Alternative

The no action alternative is required under Section 1502.14(d) of NEPA and DOE implementing regulations (40
CFR 1021.321(c)). A no action alternative is considered in this EA and provides a benchmark, enabling decision-
makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the proposed action. Under the no action
alternative, DOE would not provide funding for the construction and operation of the Pilot Plant. To create the
basis for a meaningful analysis, it is assumed under the no action alternative that the proposed project would not
be undertaken, no construction or operations of the Pilot Plant would ensue at the proposed site, no other
alternative at the proposed site would be implemented, and the proposed site would remain unchanged. It is
possible that Viresco could construct the Pilot Plant or pursue another use for the proposed site using other funds
independent of DOE. However, this scenario is unlikely as DOE funding is a critical component of this project
and the project would likely not go forward without DOE’s financial support.

2.5 Description of the Proposed Project

2.5.1 Primary Tasks and Goals

This Congressionally directed project would initiate evaluation of the SHR process at pilot scale. As discussed in
Section 1.2, Viresco has been conducting research and development for several years on an innovative
gasification technology concept that utilizes SHR to produce liquid fuels from coal and/or other carbonaceous
materials (e.g., biomass). Building upon their prior laboratory-scale research and development, Viresco intends to
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design, build, and operate a pilot-scale steam hydrogasification facility capable of converting 5 tons per day (tpd)
of feedstock into a clean, high-energy content product gas suitable for downstream production of electricity or a
number of fuels, including Fischer-Tropsch diesel, jet fuel, dimethyl ether, and methane; although the Pilot Plant
would not include further processing of the syngas or generation of electricity.

The SHR process incorporates a fluid bed gasifier, fluidized by steam and hydrogen with sand as the primary bed
material. A heat carrier is connected by a standpipe and return line to a fluid bed regenerator (combustor) that
heats the sand using char carbon and air. The SHR process offers several advantages over conventional air- or
oxygen-blown gasification processes. For example, oxygen is not required to gasify the coal thereby eliminating
the need for costly air separation units; the process uses wet feedstock, which has the advantage of eliminating
energy-intensive drying steps used in other thermo-chemical conversion processes; and waste streams can be used
as feedstock.

The following major tasks would be undertaken for the construction of the Pilot Plant:

o Design, construct, and commission an SHR gasifier t0 | pyroiysisis a thermochemical decomposition of
process incoming slurry of coal or coal-biomass blended | organic material at elevated temperatures in the
material.  Coal or coal-biomass pyrolysis and steam | absence of oxygen. Pyrolysis typically occurs
gasification would occur in this vessel. During this process | under pressure and at operating temperatures
the carbonaceous feedstock is converted into high energy | @bove 430 °C(800 °F).

content syngas (primarily methane, hydrogen, carbon
monoxide, and carbon dioxide).

o Design, construct, and commission a fluidized bed regenerator (combustor) which would recover and
return heat to the hydrogasifier. The SHR would be coupled to the fluidized bed regenerator.

e Design and install the coal biomass fuel feed system. This system would consist of slurry mixers, slurry
pumps, and storage bins. Coal would be delivered to the site pre-ground, although Viresco is considering
adding coal grinding for future operations (see Section 2.8 Consideration of Connected Actions).

o Design and install the syngas flare.

e Design and install the process instrumentation and control system. The plant would be operated using
both a computerized performance reporting and documentation system and manual daily logs to ensure
that monitoring and other management activities are performed correctly.

e Interconnect the proposed Pilot Plant with existing utility systems, including potable (i.e., culinary or
drinking) water and sewer to be supplied by the City of Kanab, electricity to be supplied by Garkane
Energy, and communications to be provided by South Central Communications. As natural gas is not
available at the site, propane would be purchased from Garkane Energy and would be stored on site.

e Design and construct a building to house the laboratory space, office space, machine shop and storage
area.

The goal of primary testing would include operations to determine:
e The thermal and mass balance of the system;
e The carbon conversion efficiency and the thermal efficiency of the system;
e Conditions required to sustain gasification with a minimum steam input to the reactor;
e Conditions required to maintain the heated fluidized bed regenerator;

e The impact of steam input rates and steam/carbon ratios on the steam hydrogasification of coal including
determining syngas composition and carbon conversion within the hydrogasifier; and

e The fate of coal impurities.
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2.5.2 Project Site

The project would be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and meridian, SW4NW4NW4, Section 10,
in southern Utah’s, Kane County, near the Arizona border. The Vermillion Cliffs are located to the north of the
site and Shinarump Cliffs are located to the south. The land is administered by SITLA. The proposed 1.5-acre
site (Figure 2-1) is part of a 10-acre parcel to be leased by Viresco located approximately 2.5 miles south of the
center of the City of Kanab in Kane County, Utah. As previously mentioned, the terms and conditions of the
lease have been negotiated but not yet signed.

The site is accessible from US 89A by a recently paved road (Kaneplex Road) which leads to the Kaneplex Rodeo
and Kane County Landfill. Figure 2-2 shows the location of the proposed site at the intersection of Old Landfill
Road and Kaneplex Road and its immediate surrounding site features. The proposed project site is an existing
undeveloped lot that currently consists of shrubby and herbaceous vegetation. The surrounding region generally
consists of shrub/scrub, grasslands, and pasture land cover. Approximately 0.25 mile north of the site,
construction is_underway for the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project, which would consist of the
construction of a dam embankment, water supply pipeline, water storage area (i.e. reservoir), and pump station.
The closest residential property in Utah (a farm) is located off US 89A approximately 0.6 mile west of the site; the
closest residential property in Arizona is located approximately 0.55 mile southwest of the site. Additional
residential and non-residential buildings are located within approximately 1 mile of the site.

Figure 2-1. Proposed Pilot Plant Site (looking Northwest)

The site is also less than 2 miles from the northeastern border of the Kaibab Paiute Reservation. The reservation
occupies approximately 189 square miles in northeastern Mohave County and northwestern Coconino County in
Arizona and approximately 200 individuals reside there. The Tribal Council headquarters are located near Pipe
Spring National Monument, approximately 17 miles southwest of the proposed Pilot Plant site.

2.5.3 Site Layout of the Proposed Pilot Plant

Figure 2-2 is an aerial photograph showing a conceptual overlay of the Pilot Plant. Figure 2-3 is a conceptual
drawing of the Pilot Plant. Note that connections to existing utilities (i.e. potable water, sewer, electricity, and
communications) would generally be contained within and located along the northern boundary of the project site
(Kaneplex Road). Equipment, processes, and utilities are discussed in more detail in Section 2.7.2.
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Figure 2-2. Project Location Map
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Figure 2-3. Conceptual Drawing of Pilot Plant
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2.6 Construction

Construction of the Pilot Plant would take approximately 4 months beginning in early 2012. It is estimated that up
to 30 construction workers would be required at the site at any given time. Construction activities would include
site clearing and preparation; build-out of support areas and buildings; installation of equipment for process
systems; and final systems check. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit would be
required as there would be more than 1 acre of disturbance. Specific stormwater control best management
practices (BMPs) would be developed during final site design and could include BMPs such as temporarily
seeding bare soil areas with appropriate native vegetation to reduce onsite soil erosion. Construction of the Pilot
Plant would occur in the following sequence:

e Site clearing, installing the stormwater drainage system, setting the final elevation of the site, installing
the gravel for the roads and parking lot, and installing the perimeter fence.

e The manufacturing, assembly, and installation of the SHR gasifier, fluidized bed regenerator and
associated infrastructure (i.e. coal biomass fuel feed system, syngas flare).

e Construction of the laboratory building (which would include offices, a laboratory, a storage area, and
machine shop) and support structure (which would house the steam-generating boiler). Installation of the
utilities including the electrical system, potable water, sewer, and communications.

e Performing a final installation check for all systems. This would consist of operating all equipment in the
system. Each system component would be checked individually as they are assembled and installed. The
process instrumentation and control system would be checked for proper operation according to the
design specifications.

e Performing “shakedown runs” at the Pilot Plant to bring all equipment online after final installation
checks. Once this is complete, the Pilot Plant would enter operational mode.

2.7 Operation

Operation of the Pilot Plant would be expected to commence during 2012. The Pilot Plant operations under the
cooperative agreement with DOE would be limited by funds available and would be expected to total up to 30
days. These operations would focus on optimizing the functionality of the individual and integrated equipment
components. The plant would not be operated for 30 continuous days but would operate during three or four
testing periods; typical test periods are expected to last an average of 5 to 20 days each. Plant personnel would
provide the daily management and monitoring of quality, performance, and health and safety of workers during
periods of testing and would perform maintenance and service responsibilities as needed. Approximately 9
employees would be required for the operation of the Pilot Plant. Table 2.7-1 summarizes the feedstock,
materials, and waste streams that would result from operation of the Pilot Plant. The following sections discuss
these components in greater detail.

2.7.1 Materials Required

The primary required feedstocks would include coal and biomass. The biomass would consist of a woody waste
from southern Utah, which would be transported to the site via truck. Pre-pulverized coal would be delivered to
the Pilot Plant in bags for the 30-day demonstration under the cooperative agreement with DOE. The proposed
Pilot Plant would utilize a maximum of 5 tons of coal per day for testing. The Pilot Plant would use sub-
bituminous or lignite coal and Viresco would store up to 40 tons of the coal on site for testing. Overall it is
anticipated that approximately 150 tons of coal would be required for 30 days of testing. The coal would be
obtained from commercial sources and transported to the site via trucks; it is anticipated that there would be a
total of 8 truck deliveries of coal and up to 4 truck deliveries of biomass over the 30 days of operation under the
cooperative agreement with DOE. Viresco plans to test one coal-biomass mixture during the DOE cooperative
agreement, after the initial testing is completed with coal. The percentage of biomass to be used in the feed would
be decided later; however, it is likely to be 10 to 50 percent by weight.
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Table 2.7-1. Feedstock, Materials, and Waste Streams

Item | Description

Feedstock and Material — Quantity and Source

Coal 5 tons per day, 150 tons for 30 days of operation;
transported by truck

Lignocellulosic Biomass The percentage of biomass in the feed to be decided later;
however, it's anticipated to be 10 to 50 percent in weight.

Process Water 3,290 gallons per day (gpd), supplied by the City of Kanab
(850 gpd may be supplied by recycled water)

Sand Up to 300 tons, for 30 days of operation, transported by
truck.

Propane 660 gpd, purchased from Garkane Energy

Hydrogen 52 pounds per hour (Ibs/hr)

Nitrogen 276 Ibs/hr for purging and fluidization

Electricity 225 kilowatts (kW); supplied by Garkane Energy

Potable water 250 gpd; supplied by the City of Kanab

Products and Wastes — Quantity and Method of Treatment

Process Wastewater Total of 850 gpd, either recycled or transported offsite for
treatment and disposal (the remaining process water that
does not become effluent would exit the system as steam)

Sanitary Wastewater Sanitary/gray water 250 gpd, collected by the City of Kanab

Solid Waste 1,168 pounds of ash per day not including fines, Total of 26
tons including fines and ash for 30 days of testing. Would
be collected, analyzed, and disposed of in a landfill
permitted to accept ash.

Air emissions Most notable emission would be carbon monoxide and is
estimated to be less than 4 tons for the 30 days of
operation; 4,690 gpd of steam would be generated and exit
the gasifier flare and regenerator exhaust into the

atmosphere.

The SHR gasifier and the regenerator would use less than 300 tons of sand for the 30 days of operation. Unlike
the feedstock, the sand is not consumable and therefore, would not need to be supplied regularly. The maximum
amount of sand to be stored on site would be 350 tons. The sand would be obtained from commercial sources and
transported to the site via trucks; it is anticipated that there would be a total of 3 truck deliveries of sand
throughout the period of 30 days of operation.

Process water would be required at a rate of 3,290 gpd for a total of 98,700 gallons for 30 days of operation,
which would be supplied by the City of Kanab (see Figure 2-4). Viresco intends to recycle up to 850 gpd of this
effluent (total of 25,500 gallons over 30 days) for the fuel feed system depending on the water composition of the
process wastewater, which could reduce the process water demand to 2,440 gpd. Prior to recycling, Viresco
would test the water quality of the process wastewater to determine the feasibility of reuse at the facility. If the
process wastewater can be reused, some water treatment may be implemented (e.q., water filtering device) and
the recycled water would be supplied back into the Pilot Plant. The daily potable water demand by the Pilot Plant
when it is operational would be limited to the needs of a workforce of 9 employees at 250 gpd for a total of 7,500
gallons for 30 days of operation. Both the process water and the potable water would be supplied by the City of
Kanab’s potable water system. The total daily rate of water use (3,540 gpd for process water and potable water
use) represents 0.07 percent of the existing wells and spring capacity that supply the City of Kanab’s potable
water system.
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Natural gas is not available at the site; therefore, propane would be used as fuel for the boiler and regenerator.
Propane would be purchased from Garkane Energy and transported to the site via truck. The propane would be
stored on site in a 6,000 gallon tank. It is expected that the 6,000 gallons of propane would be able to sustain 9
days of testing as the Pilot Plant would use 660 gpd of propane. Therefore, it is anticipated that there would be a
total of 3 truck deliveries for the period of 30 days of operation delivering propane to the site.

Hydrogen would be used as feed for the gasifier during operation of the Pilot Plant. The liquid hydrogen would
be stored on site in a 18,000 gallon tank. It is expected that hydrogen would be used at a rate of 52 (Ibs/hr) which
would sustain 8 days of testing at the Pilot Plant. The liguid hydrogen would be delivered by truck, and it is
anticipated that there would be a total of 4 truck deliveries for the period of 30 days of operation.

Nitrogen would be used for purging and fluidization at a rate of 276 Ibs/hr. Purging and fluidization would take
place continuously during normal operation. Nitrogen would also be used during startup and shutdown of the
gasifier. The liguid nitrogen would be stored on site in a 11,000 gallon tank adjacent the hydrogen tank (see
Figure 2-3). It is estimated the liquid nitrogen stored on site would sustain 10 days of testing and, therefore, an
estimated total of 3 truck deliveries would be made to the site for 30 days of operation.

Electric power would be supplied by Garkane Energy. The preliminary estimated power demand is 225 kW.
2.7.2  Facility Processes and Equipment

This section describes operations at the Pilot Plant in the context of the processes involved and associated
facilities and equipment. The Pilot Plant operations under the cooperative agreement with DOE would be limited
by funds available. These operations would focus on optimizing the functionality of the individual and integrated
equipment components. During the period of the cooperative agreement with DOE the Pilot Plant would operate
for a total of 30 days and it is expected approximately nine employees would be required for operation of the Pilot
Plant. Plant personnel would provide daily management and monitoring of quality, performance, and health and
safety of workers and would perform maintenance and service activities. The Pilot Plant would consist of the
following processes and equipment as illustrated in Figure 2-4.

Laboratory Building and Support Structure

The proposed Pilot Plant would include the construction of a laboratory building and support structure. The
laboratory building would include offices, a laboratory and a storage area. The laboratory building would also
house the computerized process instrumentation and control system for operation and data acquisition. Manual
daily logs would also be maintained and stored here. The support structure would support the main gasifier and
regenerator vessels. Ancillary equipment such as the steam boiler, slurry preparation, and air compressor are
designed to be on small skid modules. The skid modules would consist of the aforementioned items built offsite
and mounted on a heavy-duty structural steel frame base with grated working platforms and delivered to the site
fully constructed. The skids would be equipped with all the necessary ancillaries required for operation. This
allows any construction schedule to be compressed as less "onsite™ fabrication would be needed.

Feedstocks to the Steam Hydrogasification Reactor

For the SHR gasifier to work it would need to be provided certain feedstocks consisting of hydrogen, steam, and a
coal or coal and biomass slurry. Hydrogen would be generated offsite, trucked to the site and stored in a liquid
hydrogen container. Hydrogen from tube trailers or liquid hydrogen bottles would be used for the hydrogen
supply to the gasifier. The hydrogen would be heated to approximately 324 degrees Celsius (C) for feed to the
gasifier at approximately 52 pounds per hour (Ib/hr) feed rate. Steam generation would be created by adding
potable water to the boiler. A steam generator would be included that can superheat steam to 732 degrees C for
delivery at a rate of approximately 1,350 gpd (470 lbs/hr) to the gasifier. Finally, the coal biomass fuel feed
would consist of coal slurry mixers, slurry pumps, and storage bins. Five dry tons per day of coal or a mixture of
coal and biomass would be mixed with potable water to create a slurry which would then be sent to the gasifier.

20



Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

Figure 2-4. Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant Processes
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Steam Hydrogasification Reactor

Once all of the feedstocks are sent to the gasifier the steam hydrogasification reaction is ready to take place. The
gasifier would be coupled to the fluidized bed regenerator (discussed in more detail below). Coal or coal-biomass
pyrolysis and steam gasification would occur in the gasifier. The steam hydrogasification process uses both steam
and hydrogen to affect the reaction. The process takes a feed of carbonaceous material and, under high
temperature and pressure, converts it into gases predominantly consisting of methane, carbon monoxide and
hydrogen by the following primary reactions:

C+2H, — CH,
C+HO0— CO+H,
CO+H,;0— CO;+H;
CO +3H; — CH, + H,O

During pyrolysis, volatiles are released from the feedstock as a gas containing primarily hydrogen, methane,
steam and some higher hydrocarbons as oils or tars. Within the same vessel the solid char, which remains after the
initial pyrolysis, undergoes the steam hydrogasification reactions to generate syngas containing carbon monoxide,
methane, carbon dioxide and hydrogen.

Fluidized Bed Regenerator

The fluidized bed regenerator coupled to the SHR gasifier would recover and return heat to the SHR gasifier. The
fluidizing medium within the regenerator is sand. The sand would be heated by the energy generated through the
combustion of unreacted char from the SHR gasifier and additional fuel (propane) The hot sand would then be
recirculated back to the SHR gasifier. Unconverted char and some of the ash product would flow from the
gasifier to the regenerator along with the circulating sand. The char would be combusted in the regenerator along
with added propane fuel to provide heat for the process. The hot sand would be separated from the ash, and the
sand circulated back to the SHR gasifier.

Syngas Flare and Removal of Ash and Fines

Ash and fines produced as a result of the steam hydrogasification reaction would be separated from the gaseous
products and sand from the reactor and regenerator using cyclone separators. Ash would be received in a hopper
after cooling. The ash and fines would be collected, analyzed, and disposed of in a landfill permitted to accept the
ash and fines. Wastewater, which is generated as blowdown from the boiler feedwater, would be collected and
reused within the process. Process gases from the hydrogasifier would be sent to the flare, and no condensation of
process water is expected during normal operation. The product gas from the gasifier would also be flared in the
flare stack.

2.7.3 Products and Waste Generated

Based on a sub-bituminous coal feedstock, the Pilot Plant would produce 1,168 pounds of ash during each day of
testing. The ash would be removed from the process continuously using cyclone separators to separate it from the
process gases, and from the sand. The total ash produced during 30 days of testing would be around 17 tons (26
tons including estimated ash and fines). Viresco would use appropriate ash and fines handling and storage
methods to prevent dust from blowing offsite. These methods typically involve keeping the ash and fines wet or
encapsulating the ash with a cover. The ash and fines would be collected, analyzed, and disposed of in a landfill
permitted to accept the ash.

The maximum process wastewater produced during testing would be 850 gpd, consisting of 130 gpd from boiler
blowdown and 720 gpd from the non-contact cooling water system (see Figure 2-4). This effluent would be
directed to a storage container for potential reuse in the fuel feed system. As discussed in Section 2.7.1, Viresco
intends to recycle up to 850 gpd depending on the water composition of the effluent. If recycled, some water
treatment may be implemented prior to re-use; a small amount of wastewater solids would be generated and
disposed of offsite. If the process wastewater cannot be recycled, then a licensed contractor would transport,
treat, and dispose of the process wastewater offsite. The maximum process wastewater that would be generated
over the course of 30 days of operation would be approximately 25,500 gallons, to be recycled or treated and
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disposed of offsite. The remaining process water used that does not exit the Pilot Plant as wastewater effluent
would end up being released as steam from the syngas flare and regenerator exhaust. Because water creation
occurs in the syngas flare and regenerator, the amount of steam exiting these systems (4,280 gpd and 410 gpd,
respectively) is greater than the remaining balance of process water that does not exit the Pilot Plant as effluent.
Process gases from the hydrogasifier would be sent to the flare hot, and no condensation of process water is
expected during normal operation.

The Pilot Plant would be considered a minor source of air emissions. As a minor emitter for air pollutants the
project would qualify for an exemption from a full air emissions permit as a small source under regulations
enforced by the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), Division of Air Quality (DAQ), which is
the state environmental agency responsible for issuing air permits. Notably, emissions would be made up almost
entirely of typical combustion gas components (nitrogen, oxygen, carbon dioxide, and water vapor) with small
amounts of, criteria pollutants (i.e. non-hazardous) and a minute amount of uncombusted hydrogen. With regard
to hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), high molecular weight organic compounds, radionuclides or toxic metals
would not be expected in quantities that would pose a health hazard, based on the combustion efficiency of the
flare and the small concentrations of metals and radionuclides in the feedstock to the gasifiers. GHG emissions
would be approximately 543 tons of CO, for the 30 days of operation. This is equivalent to annual GHG
emissions from 96 passenger vehicles, or the electricity use of 60 homes for one year (USEPA, 2011a).

Sanitary wastewater would be generated by the employees of the Pilot Plant at a rate of approximately 250 gpd
(based on a standard rate of 28 gallons per employee per day) for a total of 7,500 gallons for the 30 days of
operation. The wastewater would be disposed of through the local public sanitary sewer system via an existing
pipeline located along Kaneplex Road. The City of Kanab’s existing sewer system would have the capacity to
meet this demand without the need for upgrades. This total daily rate represents 0.07 percent capacity of the two
wastewater lagoons currently utilized by the City of Kanab.

2.7.4 Benefits of Pilot Plant Systems

Hydrogasification does not require an oxygen plant, which can be a substantial cost to a gasification facility. The
addition of steam to hydrogasification significantly increases reaction rates, which lowers residence times
allowing for, amongst other things, smaller reactors. Since the feedstock would be gasified with water (steam), it
does not need to be dried beforehand and could potentially be fed as a slurry. Although steam hydrogasification
has been studied only recently, it appears to be compatible with all the typical gasification feedstocks, from coal
to renewable sources like wood, agriculture residues, green wastes, municipal solid wastes, food and animal
waste, and sewage sludge.

2.7.5 Decommissioning

Per the negotiated terms and conditions of the lease with SITLA, and under the terms of the cooperative
agreement with DOE, Viresco would be responsible for properly removing structures, equipment and debris,
restoring the land to the original contour, and revegetating the land as necessary upon termination of the lease. It
is_expected that decommissioning activities would take place over a period of several months. The
decommissioning activities are described below.

Decommissioning of the Pilot Plant would include the removal of all structures, equipment, and related
components (e.q., electrical wiring, piping, etc.). Structures and equipment to be removed include:

e SHR gasifier
e fluidized bed regenerator (combustor)

e coal biomass fuel feed system

o the syngas flare
e process instrumentation and control system

e |aboratory building (Iaboratory, office space, machine shop and storage area)

e steam generating boiler (located within laboratory building)
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e 6,000-gallon gallon propane tank

e 18,000-gallon liquid hydrogen tank

e 11,000-gallon liquid nitrogen tank

e stormwater detention structures

e evaporation pond (future operations, see Section 3.6.2)

e steam propane reformer (future operations, see Section 2.8)

e biomass and coal grinders, as well as a biomass slurry preparation system (future operations, see Section

2.8)

All equipment would be drained of fluids or accumulated material (e.g., sludge in boiler) and analyzed for proper
offsite treatment. Materials such as vessels, steel structures, and piping systems would be removed and either
recycled, sold for reuse, or salvaged as scrap metal. Building debris (e.qg., drywall, wood, bathroom tile, etc.)
would be segregated and transported offsite for disposal at a licensed landfill. Office and laboratory equipment
would be sold for reuse, if practicable, or transported to an offsite landfill.

Connections to utilities (i.e., potable water, sewer, electricity, and communications) would be shut off and all
connecting infrastructure would be removed. Following removal of subsurface utilities, the area would be filled
in with local clean fill dirt and graded to its original condition. Concrete from paved areas (i.e., building
foundation, areas under hydrogen, nitrogen and propane tanks) would be removed and transported to an offsite
landfill. Gravel used for the roads and parking lot would be sold for reuse or landfilled offsite. Perimeter
fencing and fence footings would be removed and recycled or landfilled offsite, whichever is most feasible.
Fencing would remain until after all other decommissioning activities are completed to restrict access to the
property during decommissioning.

The majority of materials removed from the site would consist of nonhazardous solid waste that can either be
recycled or landfilled at an offsite facility. Minor amounts of hazardous waste (e.g., unused solvents and process
chemicals) could be present and would be managed in accordance with federal and state hazardous waste
regulations to ensure the proper management and disposal of the waste. Any equipment that has the potential to
be contaminated from operations would be separated, analyzed for the presence of contaminants, and disposed of
accordingly. Fluorescent light bulbs and batteries, which are regulated as universal waste, would be segregated
and transported offsite to a licensed disposal facility. No new chemicals would be introduced during
decommissioning activities.

Ash and fine waste produced in the process are considered a special waste in Utah. These wastes would be
removed from the site periodically during operations, but it is likely some would be present at the time of
decommissioning. Any ash and fine waste would be removed from the site and transported to an offsite licensed
landfill. The surface soil and subsurface soil (typically 1-foot depth; however, if based on field reconnaissance or
sampling results, sampling could extend to deeper depths) would be sampled and analyzed for the presence of
contaminants (primarily metals). Viresco would consult with the UDEQ prior to soil sampling to ensure that all
activities are conducted in accordance with Utah requlations. If contaminants are present, a remediation plan
would be implemented in accordance with Utah requlations. Based on an approved plan from the UDEQ, the soil
would be excavated to the appropriate depth (determined by sampling results). Contaminated soils would be
excavated and sent offsite for treatment. Soils that are free of contaminants would remain in place. Excavated
areas would be filled in with clean fill dirt from a local supplier and graded to their original condition.

Operation of the Pilot Plant would require storage of sand and coal. It is expected that these materials would be
used prior to decommissioning; however, if present at the time of decommissioning, they would be sold for reuse.
The underlying surface soil in these storage areas would be graded and if necessary would be filled in with clean
fill dirt from a local supplier and graded to their original condition.

The stormwater detention structures would be drained of any water present and the water would be analyzed for
the presence of contaminants (although not expected to be present). Based on the water sampling results, the
water from the detention pond would be discharged to the sanitary sewer system, or collected for offsite treatment
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and disposal. Future operations may include the installation of a lined evaporation pond (see Section 3.6.2) that
would hold process wastewater. The process wastewater and any solids present in the evaporation pond would
be sampled and analyzed for contaminants. Based on the sampling results, the water would be discharged to the
sanitary sewer (if it meets local discharge requirements) or would be contained and transported offsite for
treatment and disposal. Similarly, solids removed from the evaporation pond would be analyzed to determine if it
should be managed and disposed of as a hazardous or nonhazardous waste. Based on the sampling results, the
solids would be placed in containers and transported offsite to an appropriately licensed facility (either a landfill
if nonhazardous or a hazardous waste disposal and treatment facility if hazardous). Following removal of the
stormwater detention structures and the evaporation pond components the area would be visually inspected.

Viresco would consult with the UDEQ to determine if soil should be sampled for the presence of contaminants. If
soil sampling is required, Viresco would consult with the UDEQ prior to soil sampling to ensure that all activities
are conducted in accordance with Utah regulations. If contaminants are present, a remediation plan would be
implemented in accordance with Utah regulations. Based on an approved plan from the UDEQ, the soil would be
excavated to the appropriate depth (determined by sampling results). Contaminated soils would be excavated
and sent offsite for treatment. Soils that are free of contaminants would remain in place. Excavated areas and
the pits where the detention structures and evaporation pond were present would be filled in with clean fill dirt
from a local supplier and graded to their original condition.

Decommissioning, transport of all materials off the property, laboratory analysis, and disposal at offsite facilities
would all be conducted in accordance with applicable federal, state and local regulations. Standard operating
procedures for safe operation of a construction site would be adhered to, including procedures for the safe
operation and movement of vehicles; maintaining staging areas for equipment disassembly and segregation of
solid waste; adhering to a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan; and maintaining fenced
and restricted access. No specific permits are expected to be required for the decommissioning activities.
Decommissioning activities would be conducted during normal business hours.

The Pilot Plant would be requlated under a NPDES permit during operation and this permit would require
proper management and control of storm water runoff and erosion during decommissioning, including adoption
of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). In accordance with its lease with SITLA, Viresco would
revegetate the land with native plants present in the surrounding area. The revegetation of the land would
prevent soil erosion, ensure the establishment of native vegetative species, and control noxious weeds and pests
(SITLA, Undated). A revegetation plan would be adopted through consultation with the UDEQ to ensure the
proper plants, number of plants, time of planting, and monitoring are appropriate to ensure successful
revegetation of the property.

2.7.6  Permits, Regulations, and Applicant Committed Measures

Table 2.7-2 summarizes permits and agency approvals, potentially applicable regulations, and Viresco-committed
measures for the proposed project.

2.7.7 Mitigation Action Plan

DOE plans to prepare a Mitigation Action Plan in the event that a FONSI is issued. The Mitigation Action Plan
would include mitigation measures for Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Health and Safety,
and Biological Resources. These measures would be targeted at controlling dust during construction, erosion
control, landscaping, and vegetative cover. The Mitigation Action Plan would also require that Viresco have a
tribal representative on site during any excavation activities as well as have an anthropologist on call in the case
that any cultural items or human remains are discovered. Additionally, the Mitigation Action Plan would require
that Viresco have a HAZMAT responder for any clean-up should a spill occur, and develop a monitoring plan for
water in the stormwater detention basin and process wastewater to determine whether animal exclusion devices
should be incorporated in the design of either the detention basin or the evaporation pond, should Viresco pursue
this option for future operations.
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Table 2.7-2. Permits and Approvals Needed Prior to Project Implementation

Material, Use, or
Resource

Type of Approval

Agency/Entity

Requirements/Applicant Committed Measures

EA

FONSI or ROD

DOE/NETL

Threatened and
Endangered Species

Determination of no
Adverse Effect

USFWS and UDNR

DOE submitted consultation letters to the Utah regional office of USFWS and to
UDNR.

The consultation letters are presented in Appendix A.

Section 106,
historical/archeological

SHPO

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects
that their federally funded activities and programs have on significant historic
properties. "Significant historic properties" are those properties that are included in,
or eligible for, the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The National
Register is administered by the National Park Service in conjunction with the state
historic preservation offices (SHPOS). If potentially significant cultural artifacts are
exposed by trenching or below-grade excavation during construction, Viresco would
ensure that construction activity would cease within an appropriate radius (no less
than 100 feet from discovery) until an archaeologist qualified under 36 CFR Part 61
could examine the artifacts and the SHPO was notified.

Air Emissions

Small Source Air
Emissions Permit

UDEQ, DAQ

As a minor emitter for air pollutants the project would qualify for an exemption from a
full air permit as a small source under regulations enforced by the UDEQ, DAQ.

Air Emissions

General Conformity

UDEQ, DAQ

A General Conformity Rule — Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 U.S.C.
7506(c)) — requires federal agencies to perform conformity reviews to demonstrate
that their actions do not impede State Implementation Plans (SIPs), plans that
discuss local efforts to control air pollution. Because the proposed action would be
sponsored and supported by DOE, the project must therefore be reviewed for
general conformity. The potential air emissions from the project would be well below
conformity threshold value established in 40 CFR 93.153(b). DOE determined that
the project would be acceptable with respect to the General Conformity Rule and
that a full conformity analysis would not be required for either site option (see
Section 3.5, Air Quality).

Stormwater

Construction NPDES
Permit

UDEQ, Water
Quality Division

For construction of the Pilot Plant Viresco would file for authorization via UDEQ’s
construction General Permit to obtain stormwater management coverage and would
adhere to NPDES regulations as required under this permit.
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2.8 Consideration of Connected Actions

This EA addresses the impacts of DOE’s proposed action and Viresco’s proposed project and any connected
actions in accordance with NEPA (40 CFR 1508.25(a)1) regardless of the entity undertaking those actions. A
connected action is one that is closely related to DOE’s proposed action or Viresco’s proposed project, including
an action that automatically triggers another action which may require an EA or EIS; an action that cannot or
would not proceed unless another action is taken previously or simultaneously; or an action that is an
interdependent part of a larger action and depends on the larger action for its justification.

Under the cooperative agreement with DOE, Viresco would operate the Pilot Plant and collect data for a series of
test runs totaling 30 days of operation over a period of months. After the DOE’s financial assistance ends,
Viresco plans to seek additional funding for continued operations. Viresco’s plans for operating its facility after
DOE’s involvement ends are not well-defined and would depend on the objectives the provider of any additional
funding sought to achieve. However, it is likely that any future operations would continue to test the gasification
process in order to improve its operation and output to achieve high process efficiency. Viresco has informed
DOE that it intends to operate its Pilot Plant for a maximum of 130 days during a calendar year if it is able to
obtain financing. These additional operations would need to be approved by UDEQ if emissions from the plant
were to exceed those allowable under the small source exemption.

This EA analyzes the possibility that Viresco may operate its facility for as many as 130 days annually as a
connected action after DOE’s involvement ends. The potential impacts of this connected action are described
below.

Viresco would continue to manage the Pilot Plant and monitor its operations and impacts during any periods of
testing after DOE’s involvement ends. Table 2.8-1 summarizes the potential changes in property features,
feedstock, materials, and waste streams that Viresco anticipates if operations were extended. Items such as
zoning, stack height, and support structures are not expected to change during any extended operations. Impacts
due to continued operations of up to 130 days per year are addressed in each resource area in Chapter 3 as impacts
attributable to this connected action.

Under the connected action, the total process water demand would increase by almost 1,000 gpd for a total
demand of approximately 4,130 gpd, which would be supplied by the City of Kanab. This increase in water
demand primarily results from the potential use of a steam propane reformer system to generate hydrogen onsite.
The steam reformer operation would increase the water rate to the boiler to generate additional steam feed for
the reformer. Similar to the proposed action, it is anticipated that some of the process water demand could be
supplied by recycled process wastewater (up to 930 gpd). Potable water use from employees would remain at a
rate of 250 gpd. The amount of water use would total approximately 570,000 gallons over a 130-day period, not
considering the potential use of recycled process wastewater.

After DOE’s involvement ends, Viresco is considering one of the following options to manage the process
wastewater, depending on the water composition of the effluent: 1) construct an evaporation pond to collect part
or all of the process wastewater for recycling; 2) transport, treat, and dispose of the process wastewater offsite,
similar to that described under the proposed action; or 3) discharge to the City of Kanab’s sanitary sewer system.
Prior to storage in the evaporation pond or discharge into the public sewer system, Viresco would ensure that the
process wastewater is tested and treated to standards as specified by the state (UDEQ, Division of Water Quality)
and federal requlations. Should an evaporation pond be used for storage, Viresco would monitor the water
guality and would include exclusionary devices (e.g., bird exclusion netting above the pond and chicken wire
around the perimeter) if the monitoring results indicate that potential impacts to wildlife may occur. Potential
impacts of these options for wastewater management are addressed as connected action impacts in Section 3.6,
Groundwater, Section 3.8, Ultilities, and Section 3.12, Surface Water. Viresco does not intend to pursue_the
options of using an evaporation pond or discharging to the public wastewater system during DOE’s involvement
(proposed action).

In the future, Viresco may also consider adding some form of gas cleanup processing and hydrogen separation.
The details regarding these additional processes are not available at this time and would depend upon the
availability of funds from other sources and the objectives those sources sought to achieve with their funding.
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Therefore, potential impacts associated with these processes are not addressed in this EA, because they cannot be
identified or analyzed at this time.

As already stated, electricity would be supplied by Garkane Energy. Viresco obtained a will-serve letter from
Garkane Energy on August 8, 2011 (Appendix C) stating that Garkane Energy has the means to provide 225 kW
of electricity to the proposed Pilot Plant. The letter explains that the provision of service would be contingent on
easements, necessary system improvements, and a 3-phase 12.5 kilovolt (kV) power line constructed to the site.
The implementation of these improvements would be connected actions for the proposed project. Improvements
would consist of installing connection wiring between an existing power transmission line on Old Landfill Road
adjacent to the proposed Pilot Plant site (see Figure 3-13) and the site proper. This connection wiring would
cross Old Landfill Road and not require any new easements or rights-of-way to be acquired or disturbed. There

would be no need for any upgrades to existing transmission features (Garkane Enerqy, 2011).

Table 2.8-1. Comparison of Proposed Project and Future Operations Components

Iltem

Proposed Project (maximum 30 days of
operation)

Anticipated Future Operations (120 to 130
days of operation during a calendar year)

Property Features

Site Property

Proposed project to take place on 1.5 acres of
land, which is part of a 10-acre parcel to be
leased by Viresco for 30 years.

Additional 0.2 acres estimated for additional
equipment.

Impervious Land
Coverage

Approximately 1 acre of impervious coverage.

Additional 0.2 acres estimated for additional
equipment.

Hydrogen Supply
System

Hydrogen generated offsite, trucked to site,
and stored in a liquid hydrogen container.

A steam propane reformer may be installed.
This would be used to produce hydrogen and
carbon monoxide using propane and steam
feeds.

Coal Biomass Fuel
Feed

Would consist of coal slurry mixers, slurry
pumps, storage bins.

Biomass and coal grinders, as well as a
biomass slurry preparation system, would be
added.

Stormwater Detention

A 144' by 54' stormwater detention basin, 2'

No change.

Basin

deep, would be constructed on site to handle
stormwater runoff.

Evaporation Pond

None

A 144' by 54' evaporation pond. 6' deep, may
be constructed on site to handle process
wastewater

Feedstock and Material — Quantity and Source

Coal

5 tpd, 150 tons for 30 days of operation;
transported by truck.

5 tpd, 650 tons for 130 days of operation,
transported by truck.

Lignocellulosic Biomass

The percentage of biomass in the feed to be
decided later however it's anticipated to be 10
to 50 percent by weight; transported by truck

No change to percentage used; however,
additional types of biomass may be tested;
transported by truck from southern Utah.

from southern Utah.

Process Water

3,290 gpd, supplied by the City of Kanab (850
apd may be supplied by recycled water)

4,130 gpd, supplied by the City of Kanab (930
gpd may be supplied by recycled water)

site, transported by truck.

Sand Up to 300 tons for 30 days of operation Up to 300 tons for 130 days of operation
transported by truck. transported by truck.
Propane 660 gpd, Up to 19,800 gallons for 30 days of 1,934 gpd, Up to 251,420 gallons for 130
operation, purchased from Garkane Energy. days of operation, purchased from Garkane
Energy
Hydrogen 52 Ibs/hr, hydrogen would be generated off- Hydrogen would not be used in future

operations. A steam propane reformer would
be installed which would be used to produce
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Table 2.8-1. Comparison of Proposed Project and Future Operations Components

Item

Proposed Project (maximum 30 days of
operation)

Anticipated Future Operations (120 to 130
days of operation during a calendar year)

hydrogen and carbon monoxide using
propane and steam feeds.

Nitrogen 276 Ibs/hr, nitrogen would be generated off- No change
site, transported by truck.
Electricity 225 kW; supplied by Garkane Energy. 265 kW; supplied by Garkane Energy

Potable water

250 gpd; supplied by the City of Kanab.

No change as employee numbers would
remain the same.

Products and Wastes — Quantity and Method of Treatment

Process Wastewater

Total of 850 gpd; either recycled within the

Total of 930 gpd; either stored in evaporation

process or transported offsite for treatment

pond and recycled, transported offsite for

and disposal (the remaining process water

treatment and disposal, or discharged into

used that does not discharge as effluent
would exit the system as steam).

public wastewater system (the remaining
process water used that does not discharge
as effluent would exit the system as steam).

Sanitary Wastewater

Sanitary/gray water 250 gpd, discharged to
the City of Kanab sanitary sewer system.

No change as employee numbers would
remain the same.

Solid Waste

1,168 pounds of ash per day not including
fines, Total of 26 tons including ash and fines
for 30 days of testing. Would be collected,
analyzed, and disposed of in a landfill
permitted to accept the ash.

Total of 113 tons, including ash and fines, for
130 days of testing. Would be collected,
analyzed, and disposed of in a landfill
permitted to accept the ash.

Air emissions

Most notable emission would be of carbon
monoxide and is estimated to be less than 4
tons for the 30 days of operation; 4,690 gpd of
steam would be generated and exit the
gasifier flare and regenerator exhaust into the

Most notable emission would be of carbon
monoxide and is estimated to be less than 14
tons for 130 days of operation; 4,920 gpd of
steam would be generated and exit the
gasifier flare and regenerator exhaust into the

atmosphere.

atmosphere.

December 2011

All necessary permits for additional construction, air emissions, and process wastewater would be obtained from
federal, state, and local entities as needed before any changes are implemented at the proposed project site.

2.9 Resources not Considered in Detail

The following resources were determined to not be affected by the proposed project under any of the alternatives.
NOTE: For the Final EA, the resources “Surface Water” and *““Vegetation and Wildlife”” are addressed in more
detail in Sections 3.11, Biological Resources, and 3.12, Surface Water.

2.9.1 Wetlands and Floodplains

Based on National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping the proposed project site does not contain any wetland
areas. Due to the natural arid climate and NWI results, as verified during a site visit, DOE decided that a wetlands
determination was not needed and further analysis was not warranted. DOE also reviewed Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRM) as provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and determined that the
project site is located outside of the 100- and 500-year floodplains and does not require further analysis.

2.9.2 Transportation and Traffic

Incremental increases in traffic from vehicles related to construction activities would primarily be limited to the
immediate vicinity of the project site and would be temporary, lasting approximately 4 months. The construction
workforce would consist of approximately 25 to 30 employees. The majority of construction activities are
expected to occur Monday through Friday; depending on additional hours needed to complete critical
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construction activities, additional construction work may occur during the weekend. Project-generated traffic
volumes during construction would be produced by employees commuting to and from the site, as well as from
trucks transporting materials, equipment, and supplies. It is estimated that there would be approximately 2 to 5
truck deliveries per day, on average, and up to 30 roundtrips per day from personally owned vehicles. In general,
construction-related impacts to transportation resources include increased vehicular traffic that could lead to
traffic congestion and delays and increased road hazards. Since the proposed Pilot Plant site is located in a
characteristically rural area that experiences relatively low to moderate traffic flows, it is expected that the
existing regional roads would have the capacity to handle the additional traffic volumes; also, because the
increase in daily vehicles is relatively minor, occurrences of congestion or delays, if any, would be of short
duration. The additional traffic from truck and construction worker vehicle trips to the site would be short term
and easily accommodated within existing roadway and intersection capacity, such that only negligible impacts
would occur.

The proposed site is located along Kaneplex Road which currently experiences a low volume of truck traffic
related to deliveries to and returns from the Kane County Landfill. It is expected that low levels of additional
traffic volumes on this road would also be generated from the Kane County Public Safety Facility, currently being
constructed. The existing local roadway network easily accommodates this volume. Kaneplex Road was paved
with asphalt from US 89A past the proposed site to the landfill during summer 2011. As shown in Table 2.9-1, the
proposed action and connected action would be expected to result in incremental increases in traffic resulting
from the truck transport of materials and waste and from automobiles of staff and visitors. It is estimated that, on
average, approximately four to five truck deliveries would occur on a daily basis for either the proposed action or
connected action. Additionally, 10 to 12 automobile roundtrips would occur on a daily basis. Note that the daily
traffic estimates in Table 2.9-1 conservatively assume that the operations would occur on a continuous 30-day
and 130-day basis. It is more likely that the total daily truck deliveries would be distributed over a greater
number of days (i.e., span a period greater than 30 and 130 days) and would average less deliveries than what is
projected in the table; the daily traffic from staff and visitors would only occur on days that the Pilot Plant would
be operating. Because the potential increase in daily traffic is relatively small and the total traffic volumes would
remain well within the capacity of the existing local roadway system, it is expected that the project would have a
negligible impact to the surrounding community.

Table 2.9-1. Projected Traffic Volumes Comparison for Proposed Action and Connected Action

Connected Action (130-day operation)

| Proposed Action (30-day operation)

Material / Waste Deliveries

Coal 8 roundtrips 33 roundtrips
Biomass 1 to 4 roundtrips 3 to 16 roundtrips
Sand 18 roundtrips 24 roundtrips
Propane 3 roundtrips 12 to 42 roundtrips
Hydrogen 4 roundtrips 4 roundtrips
Nitrogen 3 roundtrips 12 roundtrips

Ash and wastewater
solids disposal
Process wastewater

2 roundtrips 8 roundtrips

0 to 5 roundtrips 0 to 22 roundtrips

removal

Miscellaneous

Employees 10 roundtrips per day 10 roundtrips per day

Visitors 20 roundtrips 60 roundtrips

Minor deliveries 50 roundtrips 100 roundtrips

TOTAL* 89 to 97 roundtrip deliveries by trucks = | 196 to 261 roundtrip deliveries by trucks =

5 truck deliveries/day*

10 to 12 roundtrip cars/day

4 truck deliveries/day*
10 to 12 roundtrip cars/day

*Conservatively assumes that truck deliveries would be limited to weekdays and would occur on a continuous daily basis; therefore,

assumes that deliveries would occur over 20-day and 80-day periods under the proposed action and connected action, respectively
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section describes the existing physical, cultural, social, economic, and biological conditions within the
vicinity of the proposed Pilot Plant and the environmental consequences of the proposed project and the no action
alternative. Where possible, potential impacts associated with the proposed project and the no action alternative
are quantified. In some cases, it is not possible to quantify impacts; therefore, a gualitative assessment of
potential impacts is presented. The following descriptors are used gualitatively to characterize impacts on
respective resources:

e Beneficial = Impacts would benefit the resource.

e Negligible — No apparent or measurable impacts are expected; may also be described as ““none” if
appropriate.

e Minor — The action would have a barely noticeable or measurable adverse impact on the resource.

e Moderate — The action would have a noticeable or measurable adverse impact on the resource. This
category could include potentially significant impacts that would be reduced to a lesser degree by the
implementation of mitigation measures.

e Substantial — The action would have obvious and extensive adverse effects that could result in potentially
significant impacts on a resource despite mitigation measures.

3.1 Land Use
3.1.1 Existing Conditions

During the public scoping process, comments were received from several individuals concerned about the re-
zoning of the site for the proposed Pilot Plant. The proposed site is within the City of Kanab, approximately 2.5
miles south of the downtown area. The land is administered by Utah SITLA and is part of a 10-acre parcel to be
leased to Viresco. The terms and conditions of this lease have been negotiated, but it has not been signed pending
DOE’s funding decision. The project site consists of undeveloped land containing shrubby and herbaceous
vegetation. Land uses on adjacent properties all consist of undeveloped land similar in nature to the project site.

Land developments in the general area of the project site include the Kane County Public Safety Facility (Figure
3-1) that is currently under construction approximately 0.5 mile to the southeast, Kane County Landfill (Figure 3-
2) approximately 1.0 mile to the southeast, the Kanab Municipal Airport (Figure 3-3) approximately 0.5 mile to
the northwest, the Kaneplex Rodeo Grounds (Figure 3-4) and facilities (including a shooting range), which was
relocated to the west of the Kane County Public Safety Facility in summer 2011, and two cellular telephone
towers. One of the towers is to the east of the site between the safety facility and the landfill (approximately 300
feet in height) and the other tower is to the east of the landfill (approximately 140 feet in height). There are also
three cellular telephone towers along US 89A adjacent to or on the airport, which range in height from 24 to 50
feet in height (Antenna Search, 2009).

Figure 3-5 shows the locations of the proposed Pilot Plant and surrounding structures, including the facilities
described above. There are no private residences located within 0.5 miles of the proposed Pilot Plant. Two
former residential buildings currently associated with construction for the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage
Project are located approximately 0.3 mile north of the site. A residential farm property in Utah is located off US
89A approximately 0.6 mile directly west of the site. A few residences in Arizona east of US 89A are just outside
the 0.5 mile radius with the closest being approximately 0.55 mile southwest of the proposed Pilot Plant.
Properties in Arizona are screened from visibility of the site by a topographic ridge along the state border.
Additional residential and non-residential buildings are located within approximately 1 mile of the proposed Pilot
Plant site as indicated in Figure 3-5. As described in Section 2.5.2, the proposed site is also less than 2 miles
from the northeastern boundary of the Kaibab Paiute Reservation in northern Arizona.
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Figure 3-1. Kane County Public Safety Facility Construction,
looking Northwest from Kaneplex Road

Figure 3-2. Kane County Landfill (east end of Kaneplex Road)
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Figure 3-3. Kanab Municipal Airport

Figure 3-4. Kaneplex Rodeo Grounds
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Figure 3-5. The Proposed Pilot Plant Site and Nearby Buildings
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Viresco submitted an application to the City of Kanab to re-zone the 10-acre property from RA (Rural
Residential/Agricultural) to M2 (Light Manufacturing) on October 13, 2010, which was approved by a unanimous
vote at the Kanab City Council Meeting on November 9, 2010 (City of Kanab, 2010). The M2 zoning
designation is meant “to provide space for small warehousing, light manufacturing, fabrication, wholesaling,
service and other similar commercial establishments which are combined with manufacturing or warehousing
uses and to locate these establishments in a location compatible with one another and where they are convenient
to the commercial areas in the City of Kanab”. The Kanab Land Use Ordinance does not include permitted uses
that would specifically address the project; however, the most applicable use would be “miscellaneous light
manufacturing”, which is permitted in the M2 designation. Structures within 100 feet of adjoining zones are not
allowed to have heights greater than those allowed in the adjoining zone. Properties adjacent to the site are zoned
RA, which allows buildings up to a height of 40 feet. A conditional use permit was approved by the City of
Kanab Planning Commission on July 20, 2011 enabling Viresco to exceed height limits otherwise applicable to
the Pilot Plant.

Properties adjacent to the 10-acre parcel to be leased by Viresco are zoned RA. Kanab’s future land use map,
dated 2007, has the entire area south of the northern boundary of the airport on the east side of US 89A planned
for the RA zoning designation or Planned Parks; however, this area also includes the properties containing the
safety facility (under construction), the landfill, and the rodeo facilities. Construction has commenced on a new
surface water reservoir (the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project) on Jackson Ranch approximately 0.25
mile north of the site (Figure 3-6). Kanab is planning to develop recreational facilities around the reservoir
including three parks, the closest of which would be approximately 0.6 mile to the northeast of the site. In
addition, an Outfitter’s Post, race track, archery and shooting range, and rodeo are also part of the plans; however,
these plans are conceptual and a more definitive plan for the recreational areas is expected at a later date (City of
Kanab, 2009a).

Figure 3-6. Telephoto View of Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project Construction
from Proposed Pilot Plant Site

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

The proposed project would result in the conversion of approximately 1.5 acres of undeveloped vegetated land to
facilities to support the Pilot Plant (see Figure 2-3, previous). Although surrounding lands are zoned RA, the
properties in the immediate vicinity of the site are undeveloped, and an existing landfill and safety facility (under
construction) are in close proximity. Thus, construction and operation of the Pilot Plant would be considered
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compatible with existing land uses in the area; however, Kanab’s future plans for the area within 0.25 miles to the
north of the site include recreational land uses. Use of the site for an industrial facility (the Pilot Plant) would not
be considered compatible with recreational sites, such as parks, primarily due to diminished aesthetic quality (see
Section 3.2, Aesthetics).

Aside from adverse aesthetic impacts, construction and operation of the Pilot Plant would not be expected to
cause any physical alterations to adjacent properties. Offensive odors are not anticipated (see Section 3.5.2), but
any odors would be expected to dissipate effectively before reaching any residential areas that are at least 0.5-
mile away from the Pilot Plant. Likewise, noise from the site would not be intrusive to residential receptors (see
Section 3.9.2). Viresco would comply with Chapter 10 of Kanab’s Land Use Ordinance, which sets restrictions
on nuisances (e.g., glare and odors) and physical hazards on industrial properties (City of Kanab, 2009). In
addition, the Pilot Plant flare stack could be up to 67 feet in height, which required a conditional use permit issued
by the City of Kanab Planning Commission (July 20, 2011) to exceed the 40-foot height limit. The conditional
use permit also requires a flare enclosure that could cause the maximum height of the flare stack to be
approximately 72 feet. The total heights of the flare stack, including the flare enclosure, cannot exceed 72 feet,
while the major part of the structure would be about 60 feet high.

Although adjacent properties are zoned RA, they are currently unoccupied, and the presence of the safety facility
and landfill nearby likely makes this location undesirable for residential use regardless of the potential presence of
the Pilot Plant. In addition, the plans for recreational facilities in the area are conceptual and Kanab can account
for the presence of the Pilot Plant when making final plans (e.g., they could locate parks to the north or east of the
reservoir, creating an increased distance to the Pilot Plant). For example, construction is nearing completion for
the Kane County Public Safety Facility on land that had been planned for recreational use. It is important to note
that Kanab City Planning and Zoning Department approved the zoning change for the site to M2; thus, that
department is aware of the project and can plan future land uses in the area accordingly.

Overall, long-term minor adverse impacts to adjacent land uses would be expected for the 30 days of operation
during the period of the cooperative agreement with DOE due to the short and intermittent operational duration.
The Pilot Plant would be a permanent, non-natural object in the viewshed; however, operational effects would be
of a very short and intermittent duration.

Should future operations include operating the Pilot Plant for up to 130 days annually for an undetermined period
into the future, impacts would be long-term and moderate, as any possible operational effects would occur more
often and for a longer period of time.

3.1.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operations would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes to land uses as compared to the existing condition.

3.2 Aesthetics
3.2.1 Existing Conditions

During public scoping, many individuals expressed concerns about the visibility and potential aesthetic impacts of
the Pilot Plant. The proposed 1.5-acre project site is within the City of Kanab, approximately 2.5 miles south of
the downtown area. The closest residential property in Utah (a farm) is located approximately 0.6 mile from the
site; the closest residence in Arizona is located approximately 0.55 mile from the site as illustrated in Figure 3-5.
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument’s far southwestern boundary terminates approximately nine miles
to the east of the site and Coral Pink Sand Dunes State Park is approximately 10 miles to the west with a
mountain range in between.

Construction has commenced on a new surface water reservoir (the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project)
on Jackson Ranch approximately 0.25 mile north of the site. Kanab is planning to develop recreational facilities
around the reservoir including three parks, the closest of which would be approximately 0.6 mile to the northeast
of the site; however, this plan is conceptual and a more definitive plan for the recreational areas would be
prepared (City of Kanab, 2009a). Other land developments in the general area of the project site are described in
Section 3.1, above.
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Aesthetic impacts can occur at night due to outdoor lighting. Impacts caused by outdoor lighting are generally
attributable to glare, light pollution, and light trespass and encroachment. Glare ranges in severity from unwanted
brightness that creates a nuisance to levels causing physical discomfort or disability. Light pollution is generally
associated with ground-reflected light, which is scattered by particles and results in the sky glow found in all
urban areas. Light trespass or encroachment, like nuisance glare, results from unwanted light affecting an
adjacent property or nearby receptors. To preserve night skies, the City of Kanab Land Use Ordinance prohibits
direct or sky-reflected glare, whether from flood lights or high temperature processes, excluding outdoor signs or
lighting of buildings and grounds for protective purposes. Parking lot lighting also must be “downlighted” so that
light does not trespass on adjoining properties (City of Kanab, 2009). In addition, the conditional use permit
acquired from the City of Kanab Planning Commission requires a flare enclosure at the end of the exhaust stack
further preserving night skies.

3.2.2  Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

During the 4-month construction period, short-term aesthetic impacts would occur to residences in the viewshed
of the site. The most populous residential community in the viewshed of the proposed Pilot Plant site is Kanab
Creek Ranchos, located between 1.3 and 2 miles to the northwest of the site (see Figure 3-5) at the elevated base
of a cliff formation. Construction at the site would also be visible from residential and non-residential buildings
along US 89A to the west and north of the site and to vehicles on US 89A. However, the site would not be visible
from downtown Kanab properties, because views would be obstructed by buildings and trees. Likewise, Pilot
Plant construction would not be visible from most properties in Arizona, because views to the north are screened
by a topographic ridge along the state border.

Adverse aesthetic factors often consist of construction-related noise, truck traffic, dust, and the facility itself as it
is constructed. However, based on the distance from the site to the nearest residential receptors (more than 0.5
mile), noise, traffic, and dust impacts would not be anticipated as described respectively in Sections 3.9.2, 2.9.2,
and 3.5.2. The viewshed from Kanab Creek Ranchos currently contains structures in the foreground associated
with Kanab Municipal Airport as well as moving vehicles and airplanes. In addition, the Kane County Public
Safety Facility and Kane County Landfill facilities are viewable in the background. Thus, the existing viewshed
from the most populous residential area currently contains several manmade elements, such that the construction
of the Pilot Plant would not be as apparent (Figure 3-7). Overall, short-term minor aesthetic impacts would be
expected during construction considering the distance to the site.

During operation of the facility, impacts would likely be less intrusive on the residential area to the northwest as
fewer activities would be performed at the site. Overall, long-term aesthetic impacts would consist of the visible
presence of the facility (see Figure 2-3, previous), a potential minor water vapor plume emission from the stack
during various weather conditions, and truck traffic at the site. The proposed office/control room/laboratory
facility would likely be marginally noticeable, as it would be a relatively small building (19 feet high). The
support structure containing the hydrogasifier, fluidized bed regenerator, stack, etc., would be the most noticeable
structure, as the stack would be approximately 67 feet in height (not to exceed 72 feet with the flare enclosure),
while the major part of the structure would be about 60 feet high. The structure would generally look like
scaffolding with piping. The structure would have a somewhat small footprint (approximately 680 square feet);
thus, it would be visible from the residential vantage points and would look a bit different from other
developments in the area, but it would not represent a major change in aesthetic character considering distance
and other manmade features in the area.

Figure 3-7 shows a view of the Pilot Plant site and nearby facilities and features from the Kanab Creek Ranchos
community. This figure includes a conceptual drawing of the Pilot Plant at approximate scale in relation to
nearby features and the distance from the vantage point. The color of this representation was selected as
Carlsbad Canyon (2.5Y 6/2) from the “Standard Environmental Colors for the Painting of Federal Oil and Gas
Facilities” by the Rocky Mountain Regional Coordinating Committee for the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), which is expected to be comparable to the final color scheme. Gases would be flared from the stack;
however, the flame would be shielded from view. As per the conditional use permit approved by the City of
Kanab Planning Commission, the flare stack would be painted an earth tone color to be approved by the Kanab
City building inspector to aesthetically blend in to the viewshed.
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Figure 3-7. View of Pilot Plant Site, Kanab Municipal Airport, Kane County Public Safety Facility, and Kane County Landfill from Kanab
Creek Ranchos Neighborhood Looking Southeast
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Kanab’s future plans for the area within 0.5 miles of the north of the site include recreational land uses associated
with the new surface water reservoir project (Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project). Development of the
site for the Pilot Plant would represent an obstruction to natural views to the south from these recreational areas.
As described in Section 3.1, the plans for recreational facilities in the area are conceptual and Kanab can account
for the presence of the Pilot Plant when making final plans and designs.

A potential minor water vapor plume emission may be visible from the surrounding area when operating under
certain weather conditions. However, as the Pilot Plant would operate intermittently and over a relatively short
duration (30 days of operation under the cooperative agreement with DOE), the occurrence of a visible vapor
plume would be occasional and limited in duration. The inclusion of a pilot burner device in the flare design
would ensure that odorous gases would be combusted efficiently in the flare as discussed in Section 3.5.2.4. Thus,
offensive odors are not anticipated, but any odors would be expected to dissipate effectively before reaching
residential areas which are no closer than 0.5 mile away. In addition, Viresco would comply with Chapter 10 of
Kanab’s Land Use Ordinance, which sets restrictions on nuisances (e.g., odors) and physical hazards on industrial
properties (City of Kanab, 2009).

Overall, minor long-term adverse aesthetic impacts to the planned recreational facilities would be expected for the
30-day operational period of the proposed project due to the short and intermittent operational duration. The Pilot
Plant would be a non-natural object in the viewshed; however, operational effects would be of a very short and
intermittent duration. Should Kanab choose to locate recreational facilities further from the Pilot Plant than
current plans indicate, impacts would be less; however, it is currently unknown what the final locations would be.

Nighttime lighting at the Pilot Plant may be noticeable at the residential properties to the northwest, though
several other facilities in the area, most notably the airport, also have light sources, as does the new safety facility;
therefore, the overall effect on views would be minor. Light sources would likely be more noticeable from the
planned recreational facilities around the future reservoir, but the final layout of these facilities is not currently
known. The effect of nighttime sky glow from the proposed Pilot Plant would be minimal, as all external lighting
would be downlighted and shielded to ensure that generated light does not trespass on adjacent lands and Viresco
would comply with the Kanab Land Use Ordinance. Only reflected light from the ground or indirectly from
vertical wall surfaces would be able to affect the surrounding environment rather than direct rays from the light
sources. Reflectance values off the ground and vertical surfaces on buildings would be low as the paved areas
would be a dark colored asphalt and the walls of the building would be painted so that reflectance values would
be low (see Figure 2-3, previous). Lighting on the tallest structures would be as required by the Federal Aviation
Administration due to the proximity of the Kanab Municipal Airport. Overall, lighting at the Pilot Plant would
cause long-term minor impacts on nearby receptors and dark night skies.

No impacts on national or state parks, monuments, etc. would be expected. The Pilot Plant would not be visible
from such distant locations as Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument and Coral Pink Sand Dunes State
Park.

Should future operations include operating the Pilot Plant for up to 130 days annually, impacts would be long-
term and moderate, as any possible operational effects discussed above would occur more often and for a longer
period of time.

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operations would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes to the local aesthetic character as compared to the existing condition.

3.3 Geology and Soils

3.3.1 Existing Conditions

3.3.1.1 Geology

The proposed project site is located within the Colorado Plateau Physiographic Province. The Colorado Plateau is
a physiographic province of the U.S. roughly centered on the "Four Corners” area within western Colorado,
northwestern New Mexico, southeastern Utah, and northern Arizona. About 50 percent of the surface of the
Colorado Plateau Region is administered by the BLM, Forest Service, National Park Service, or other federal
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agencies. About 23 percent of the area consists of tribal lands; although those lands are held in trust by the U.S.
Government, they are not considered federal lands and their coal resources are not included in this study. About
26 percent of the region is administered by state agencies or is privately owned (USGS, 2008a).

The terrain is characterized by broad plateaus, ancient volcanic mountains and deeply dissected canyons including
the Grand Canyon. The area is semiarid, sparsely vegetated, and sculpted by the Colorado River and its
tributaries, the Green, Little Colorado, and San Juan rivers. The region contains substantial amounts of oil, gas,
coal, oil shale, and uranium resources and includes the San Juan, Uinta-Piceance, and Paradox Basins and
Wasatch, Black Mesa, and Kaiparowits plateau areas.

The Colorado Plateau province is a broad area of regional uplift in southeastern and south-central Utah
characterized by essentially flat-lying Mesozoic and Paleozoic sedimentary rocks. Scattered Tertiary and
Quaternary volcanic rocks are present on the western margin of the Colorado Plateau in south-central Utah, and
some Tertiary intrusive bodies are present in southeastern Utah (UGS, 2011). A generalized stratigraphic section
for the Colorado Plateau is shown in Figure 3-8.

The Pilot Plant site would be located on gravel, sand, silt and clay deposits that were eroded from the surrounding
cliffs and deposited by running water. The geologically young, alluvial deposits are weakly cemented and are
typically 16-66 feet thick. The bedrock beneath the unconsolidated material is the Upper Triassic Chinle
Formation, which contains multicolored mudstones interbedded with sandstones (USGS, 2004).

3.3.1.2 Seismic Conditions

Concerns were raised during the public scoping process about the potential for seismic effects on the safety of the
proposed Pilot Plant. Utah experiences many small, low-magnitude earthquakes each year that are recorded by
seismologists, but go unfelt by most people. However, there have been larger, damaging earthquakes in the past,
such as the Hansel Valley earthquake in 1934 and the Richfield earthquake in 1901 (UDNR/UGS, 1997).

As displayed in Figure 3-9, the nearest seismic source to the proposed project site is the northern section of the
Sevier (Toroweap) Fault, located approximately 11 miles west of the site (UDNR/UGS, 2008). The
Sevier/Toroweap fault is one of three major sub-parallel, generally north trending faults (along with the Hurricane
fault to the west and Paunsaugunt fault to the east) in northwestern Arizona and southwestern Utah that define the
transition between the Basin and Range Province to the west and the Colorado Plateau to the east(UDNR/UGS,
2008). Through the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program, the USGS generated a geologic seismic
hazard probability database to estimate the potential for earthquakes in the U.S. The database uses known fault
sequences and historical earthquake data. Models generated from the database show the probability of a damage-
inducing earthquake at a specific location. Through this database the U.S. Geological Survey has produced
seismic hazard maps that are used to update seismic design maps and provisions contained in building codes, to
provide a the basis of design requirements for highway bridges, to set property insurance rates, to estimate
landslide potentials of hillsides, and to set waste-disposal facility standards that ensure safety. FEMA also uses
the maps to plan allocation of funds for earthquake education and preparedness (USGS, 2001).
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Figure 3-8. Generalized Stratigraphic Section of the Colorado Plateau
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Figure 3-9. View of existing faults in southern Utah and northern Arizona
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According to this database, in the next 30 years there is a 15 to 20 percent chance that a magnitude 5.0 or greater
earthquake would occur within 30 miles of the project site (Figure 3-10) (USGS, 2011). However, the physical
damage from a local earthquake is dependent on the magnitude of the seismic event, a location’s distance to the
epicenter, the stability of the ground and the structural integrity of the building. A calculation called the Peak
Ground Acceleration (PGA) predicts the amount of shaking a location could feel from any earthquake in the area,
based on a model of the predicted size of earthquakes that have a 10 percent chance of occurring in the next 30
years. The PGA value for Kanab is about 7 percent, which means there is a 10 percent chance that in the next 30
years, Kanab could be shaken of a force of 7 percent times the coefficient of gravity (USGS, 2008b). This
amount of shaking would classify as “moderate” with “very light” potential damage, primarily to poorly built
structures.

Source: USGS, 2011

Figure 3-10. Probability of an Earthquake within 30 years and 30 Miles

3.3.1.3 Soils

The Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (Public Law 97 98; 7 U.S.C. 4201 et seq.) has been enacted in an
effort to document the potential impacts to agricultural land through the NEPA process and to preserve land with
the potential to consistently produce food and raw materials. The supply of high quality farmlands is limited:;
therefore, the USDA encourages the preservation of soils classified as prime farmland, or soils used for
agriculture unique to the state. Prime farmland soils are defined by the USDA as: “land that has the best
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and
that is available for these uses. It has the combination of soil properties, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to produce sustained high yields of crops in an economic manner if it is treated and managed according to
acceptable farming methods.” (USDA, 2010). There are only 16 acres in Kane County designated as Prime and
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Unique Farmland with the classification of “Prime Farmland if Irrigated” (USDA/NRCS 2005). The proposed
project site does not contain any Prime and Unique Farmland.

The soils on the proposed project site have not been mapped by the Natural Resources Conservation District
(NRCS). However, a geotechnical soils analyses was completed by TC Engineering, PC on December 2, 2010 for
the proposed project site. The investigation consisted of a review of the surface as well as subsurface conditions
encountered in three test trenches dug to a depth of 6.5 feet (see Table 3.3-1) throughout the 1.5 acre parcel to be
disturbed for the Pilot Plant. The soils at the proposed project site consist of Silty Sands (SM), and Sandy Clays
(CL) with and without base material (TC, Engineering, PC, 2010).

Table 3.3-1. Soils Encountered in Test Trenches

Test Trench Location Northwest Center Southeast
Depth (feet) Soils Type Soils Type Soils Type
0-05 Topsoil Topsoil Topsoil
05-3 Moist Red Silty Sand (SM) | Moist Red Silty Sand (SM) | Moist Red Silty Sand (SM)
3-4 Moist Red Silty Sand (SM) | Moist Red Silty Sand (SM) Stiff sandy clay (CL) with
gypsum
4-65 Refusal Refusal Stiff sandy clay (CL) with
gypsum
6.5 Refusal

Source: TC, Engineering, PC, 2010

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project
3321 Geology

There would be no impacts to geologic resources from construction of the project as it is not expected that any
drilling or extensive excavating would be required at this site. Construction would not induce seismicity, nor
would it impact high-value or unique geologic resources so that they are inaccessible, or cause measurable
displacement of the ground surface. The area is in an increased risk for seismic activity; however, the plant would
be built with the appropriate measures for industrial structures in an area subject to the level of seismic risk.

3.3.2.2 Soils

Under the proposed project, a direct permanent adverse impact would occur to the approximate 1.5 acres of soils
associated with the project site. These soils would be graded for construction of the proposed project, which
would require paving and establishment of impervious surface to support the plant and associated infrastructure
(i.e., entrance roads, parking, and stormwater management). These impacts, however, would be localized and
minor. Soil disturbance as a result of grading, excavation for the foundation and other construction activities
increases the potential that the topsoil would experience increased erosion. Prior to construction, a NPDES
permit would be required from the state authority regulating water quality in runoff from construction sites. The
permit requires operators to implement stormwater controls and develop a SWPPP, which includes BMPs to
prevent sediments and other pollutants associated with construction sites from being discharged in stormwater
runoff. Potential BMPs include sequestering topsoil as needed, erecting silt fences, and temporarily seeding bare
soils areas with native vegetation. Viresco would ensure that the construction contractor implements erosion
BMPs to reduce the overall impacts on soils to minor and temporary during construction.

After construction, disturbed areas, such as equipment laydown areas that are not part of the active facility, would
be seeded with appropriate vegetation as part of the SWPPP to prevent erosion and sedimentation of exposed
soils.

There would be no impact to prime farmlands as soils at the site are characterized as silty sands and sandy clay,
which are not designated as prime farmland soils. The gentle topography and composition of the soils, combined
with the erosion BMPs to be described in the SWPPP, would reduce the potential impacts to soils to minor during
construction.
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3.3.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, ground disturbance associated with construction of the proposed Pilot Plant
would not occur and geologic resources would remain in place; thus, no impacts would occur from the proposed
project.

3.4 Cultural Resources
3.4.1 Existing Conditions

Bighorn Archaeological Consultants, L.L.C., completed a cultural resource inventory of the Kanab Steam
Hydrogasification Pilot Plant project in Kane County, Utah. The inventory was undertaken at the request of
Viresco to assist the Utah SITLA in fulfilling requirements under various federal and state environmental
protection laws, including the NHPA, NEPA, and Utah Antiquities Act (UCA 9-8-404).

Prior to initiating fieldwork, Bighorn conducted a records search through the Utah Division of State History on
September 15, 2010 for reported projects and previously recorded cultural resources. The search revealed 26
previously recorded cultural resources and 19 previous inventories within one mile of the project area (Nash et al.
2010: Tables 2, 3). Cadastral plats/General Land Office maps and other historic maps of the area were also
reviewed for the presence of historic features, such as roads, ditches, cabins, and trails. Results of the literature
review and file search indicated that one previously recorded cultural site, 42KA5613, was located within the
proposed project area.

A Class Il cultural resource inventory of the area of potential effect for the proposed project was completed on
September 29, 2010 (Nash et al. 2010). During the inventory, personnel examined the project area using
pedestrian transects spaced no more than 15 m (50 feet) apart. The purpose of the inventory was to identify all
cultural resources within the project area, evaluate their eligibility for inclusion in the NRHP, and assess the
potential impacts of the undertaking on eligible properties.

Examination of the project area resulted in the discovery and documentation of one new cultural site, 42KA6967,
and the previously recorded cultural site, 42KA5613, was also relocated. Site 42KA6967 is a large aboriginal
open lithic scatter of unknown date and cultural affiliation as no diagnostic artifacts were found. It is located
within a 272 m by 141 m (22,695 m?) area on a low ridge north of the Shinarump Cliffs and south of Jackson Flat.
Soil on the site consists of very fine well sorted tan sand. Vegetation in the area includes scattered big sagebrush,
sand sagebrush, juniper, and sparse rabbit brush. The site has been impacted by erosion, grazing, and recreational
use of the area.

Site 42KA5613 was originally recorded by Rainbow Country Archaeology in 2000 as an historic trash scatter
dating from the mid to late twentieth century. The site was revisited by Bighorn in 2010 and a site form update
was completed. The site is located within a 58 by 32 m (1,228 m?) area to the south of the Kaneplex road on the
northern side of a gradually sloping low knoll and above an ephemeral drainage to the north of the Shinarump
Cliffs and south of Jackson Flat. Soil on the site consists of fine tan sand with sparse gravels. Vegetation in the
area includes scattered juniper, low sagebrush, sand sagebrush, prickly pear and cholla cacti, yucca, and various
bunch grasses and forbs. The site has been impacted by erosion, grazing, and recreational use of the area.

Bighorn considered both sites to be not eligible to the NRHP. In late 2010 their report was submitted by SITLA to
the Utah Department of Community and Culture State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as per the SHPO-
SITLA cultural resources consultation Programmatic Agreement (SHPO Case No. 11-0075). The Deputy State
Historic Preservation Officer, concurred with the determination of no historic properties affected, in an email to
DOE dated June 8, 2011.

Because of the location of the proposed Pilot Plant site within approximately 0.25 mile of the Jackson Flat Water
Supply Storage Project, and because Native American remains were inadvertently discovered during the
construction for that project, the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians have expressed serious concerns about the siting
of the proposed Pilot Plant. The Kaibab Band anticipates that the project may inadvertently uncover Native
American remains during construction, and they expressed their concerns in a letter to DOE dated June 13, 2011
(Appendix A). That letter also outlines the Kaibab Band’s particular interests for the resources and issues to be
evaluated by DOE for this project, which have been addressed to the extent practicable in this EA.
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3.4.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

Examination of the proposed project area resulted in the discovery and documentation of two cultural resources,
both of which have been determined by the SHPO to be not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. Because of the
SHPO concurrence with the determination of no historic properties affected, no further action is required at these
sites. In a letter dated June 6, 2011 the Director of the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office, on behalf of the Hopi
Tribe, agreed that the proposed project is unlikely to affect cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe. In a
letter dated July 5, 2011 the Supervisory Anthropologist, on behalf of the Navajo Nation historic Preservation
Department-Traditional Culture Program, concluded that the proposed project will not impact Navajo traditional
cultural resources (see Appendix A for these correspondences).

DOE initiated formal government-to-government consultation with the Kaibab Band with participation in the
Tribal Council meeting on July 21, 2011. DOE also followed up with a letter to the Kaibab Band dated August 1,
2011 (see Appendix A). It is unlikely but possible that unanticipated discoveries may be made during
construction. For example, the construction for the Kane County Public Safety Facility, which is also
approximately 0.5 mile from the proposed Pilot Plant site and situated along the same topographic feature at
approximately the same distance from the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project, has not uncovered any
human remains or artifacts. Unanticipated discoveries include archaeological materials, both prehistoric and
historic, and human remains. In the event that an unanticipated discovery is made, all construction activity in the
immediate vicinity of the discovery would cease and a buffer zone of 100 feet would be established; this is large
enough to protect the discovery itself as well as any associated artifacts or features, and to provide an adequate
area for a safe investigation of the discovery. Human remains discovered on state lands would be treated under the
provisions of applicable state laws (State of Utah Code Annotated 9-9-401 et seq., 7-9-704, 9-9-305, 9-8-176).
The DOE would be notified immediately, along with the relevant county coroner or sheriff, SITLA, SHPO and
tribes, in a timely manner. The age, affiliation, and circumstances of the burial (or other discovery) would be
assessed. Human remains discovered on state lands in Utah can be excavated only pursuant to a separate permit
and after consultation with the Native American Remains Committee and the affiliated tribe.

The DOE would develop an emergency discovery plan, as well as a plan for the treatment of human remains,
should such be found during construction. Both plans would be in place prior to construction start-up. Since the
proposed project would not affect any properties potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP, the SHPO will not
require an onsite archaeological monitor. Therefore, DOE would ensure that an onsite or construction supervisor
would monitor the excavation process.

At the request of the Kaibab Paiute Tribal Chairman, DOE would require Viresco to allow a single tribal
representative from the Kaibab Band of the Paiute Indians, and any other Indian Nation that requests
involvement in the project, to be onsite to monitor land clearing and excavation. Each monitor must report to the
site superintendent prior to entering the construction work area. Monitors must comply with all local, state and
federal health and safety rules and regulations and obtain any required safety training before monitoring can
commence. Upon any discovery, DOE would be contacted immediately and a buffer zone would be created
around the discovery site. DOE would then contact the interested tribes (Kaibab, Hopi and Navajo), the County
coroner, the County sheriff’s office, the Utah SHPO, and SITLA, the landowner. DOE would insure that a
contract with a qualified archeological consultant would be in place in advance that could be tasked to respond in
the event of a discovery. The consultant would be local and available to be onsite in a matter of 24 to 72 hours to
ensure that appropriate actions are taken to protect the resource, and undertake appropriate notifications and
coordination. All discovered human remains would be treated with respect and dignity. The consultant would
provide DOE with a report noting the type and significance of the discovery. DOE would then consult with the
tribes on how the remains are handled.

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under this alternative, the site would not be developed as the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant. There
would be no impacts to existing historic or cultural resources under this alternative.

46



Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011
35 Air Quality and Climate

3.5.1 Existing Conditions

3511 National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Existing Air Quality

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 8 and the UDEQ regulate air quality in
Utah. The CAA (42 USC 7401-7671q) gives USEPA the responsibility to establish the primary and secondary
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (40 CFR Part 50) that set acceptable concentration levels for
seven criteria pollutants: particulate matter less than 10 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PMy), particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter (PM,s), sulfur dioxide (SO,), carbon monoxide (CO),
oxides of nitrogen (NOy), ozone (Os), and lead. Short-term standards (1-, 8-, and 24-hour periods) have been
established for pollutants that contribute to acute health effects, while long-term standards (annual averages) have
been established for pollutants that contribute to chronic health effects. Each state has the authority to adopt
standards stricter than those established under the federal program; however, Utah accepts the federal standards
(Table 3.5-1).

Federal regulations designate Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs) that are in violation of the NAAQS as
nonattainment areas, and those in accordance with the NAAQS as attainment areas. Kane County (and therefore
the proposed biomass facility) is in the Four Corners Interstate AQCR 014 (40 CFR 81.121). USEPA has
designated Kane County as in attainment for all criteria pollutants (USEPA, 2011b). Because the project is in an
attainment area, the air conformity regulations do not apply. Nevertheless, because of the concerns raised by
many during the public scoping process about emissions, DOE gave full consideration to the project emissions
and the applicability thresholds under the general conformity rules to determine the level of impact under NEPA.

Worst-case ambient air quality conditions can be estimated from measurements conducted at air-quality
monitoring stations (Table 3.5-1). Notably, because of the relatively rural area and generally good air quality
conditions, levels of CO, NO,, SO,, and PMy, are not monitored in Kane, or neighboring Washington and San
Juan counties.

Table 3.5-1. Air Quality Standards and Ambient Air Concentrations near Kane County

Federal
2006 2007 2008 Standards
San San San
Pollutant Washington | Juan | Washington | Juan | Washington | Juan Primary* Secondary?
Ozone (parts per million - ppm)

8-hour 0.076 0.073 0.077 0.074 0.076 0075 | o075 | SameasPrimary
highest Standard
gat}ﬂ;éh ost 0.075 0.071 0.077 0.074 0.074 0.073

Source: USEPA, 2011a

! National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health.

2 National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects 1
pollutant.

® Not to be exceeded by the 3-year average of the annual 4th highest daily maximum 8-hour average.

* The Washington Monitor is Site Number 490530130 and the San Juan County Monitor is Site Number 490370101.

Class 1 federal lands include areas such as national parks, national wilderness areas, and national monuments.
These areas are granted special air quality protections under Section 162(a) of the CAA. Federal regulations
require the operator of any new major stationary source located within 62 miles of a Class | area to contact the
Federal Land Managers for that area (40 CFR 51.307). Table 3.5-2 outlines the Class I areas in Utah and Arizona
and their approximate distance from the proposed facility.
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Table 3.5-2. Class 1 Areas near Kanab, Utah

Approximate Miles From Federal Land
Area Name Acreage Proposed Project Manager
Arches National Park 65,098 200 National Park Service
Bryce Canyon National Park 35,832 45 National Park Service
Canyonlands National Park 337,570 165 National Park Service
Capitol Reef National Park 221,896 110 National Park Service
Zion National Park 142,462 30 National Park Service
Grand Canyon National Park 1,176,913 45 National Park Service
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness 47,757 135 US Forest Service

Source: USEPA, 2011c

3.5.1.2 Climate

The proposed facility is within the Kanab city limits in Kane County, Utah with little residential development
nearby other than farms and scattered homes within a mile of the site. Surface elevations in the area range from
about 4,900 to 5,040 feet above mean sea level, and topography in the area consists of gently rolling hills and
valleys with scattered lakes. Kanab, Utah, the largest city in Kane County, has an average high and low
temperature in the coldest month, January, of 47.3 °Fahrenheit (°F), (8.5°Celsius (°C)) and 21.9°F (-5.6°C),
respectively, and an average high and low temperature in the warmest month, July, of 90.8°F (32.6°C) and 56.8
°F (13.7°C), respectively. Kanab also has an average annual precipitation of 14.9 inches per year. The wettest
month of the year is March with an average rainfall of 1.9 inches (Idcide, 2011).

A wind rose for Kanab or Kane County was not available from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), or the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). Wind roses were obtained from the NRCS for the Cedar City Airport, located
approximately 55 miles northwest of Kanab, based on data collected in 1961 (NRCS, 2002). The wind roses
indicate that the prevailing wind direction is from the southwest with secondary wind direction from the north,
and tertiary direction from the southeast. In the spring and summer months, winds diminish from the north and
increase from the southeast, but southwesterly winds prevail in all seasons. Based on the runway orientation at
the Kanab Municipal Airport from southwest to northeast, the prevailing wind directions are believed to be
comparable to those in Cedar City.

GHG’s are components of the atmosphere that trap heat relatively near the surface of the earth and, therefore,
contribute to the greenhouse effect and global climate change. Most GHGs occur naturally in the atmosphere, but
increases in their concentration result from human activities such as the burning of fossil fuels. Global
temperatures are expected to continue to rise as human activities continue to add carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, and other greenhouse (or heat-trapping) gases to the atmosphere. Human health, agriculture, natural
ecosystems, coastal areas, and heating and cooling requirements are examples of climate-sensitive systems. Some
observed changes include shrinking of glaciers, thawing of permafrost, later freezing and earlier break-up of ice
on rivers and lakes, lengthening of growing seasons, shifts in plant and animal ranges and earlier flowering of
trees (USEPA, 2007; IPCC, 2007).

Federal agencies, states, and local communities address global climate change by preparing GHG inventories and
adopting policies that would result in a decrease of GHG emissions. The President’s CEQ recently released draft
guidance on when and how federal agencies should consider GHG emissions and climate change in NEPA. The
draft guidance includes a presumptive effects threshold of 25,000 metric tons per year (tpy) of carbon dioxide
equivalent emissions from an action (CEQ, 2010).

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

Short- and long-term minor adverse effects on air quality would be expected from the proposed project. The
effects would be from air emissions during construction, and from the operation of the proposed coal/biomass
fueled Pilot Plant. Increases in emissions would be de minimis (of minimal importance) and would not contribute
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to a violation of any federal, state, or local air regulation. New stationary sources of air emissions associated with
the project would not exceed the major source threshold and would not be large enough and/or close enough
potentially to affect a Class | area.

Notably, no coal or biomass would be directly combusted at the proposed facility. All operations would be on a
testing scale, and full-scale production or storage of any fuels or materials would not be conducted at the site.
The total amount of emissions from the facility would be very small, and not appreciably affect air quality.

To determine the feasibility of the hydrogasification process, small amounts of syngas would be produced.
Syngas is comprised of “clean” fuels such as hydrogen and methane (CH,), and other common inert materials
such as nitrogen, oxygen, carbon dioxide, and water. Engineering controls in the form of a flare exhaust would be
installed to eliminate any syngas emissions from the hydrogasification process. Table 3.5-3 contains a breakdown
of the different components of syngas and the emissions from the flare exhaust after it is combusted. Notably,
emissions would be made up almost entirely of typical combustion gas components (nitrogen, oxygen, carbon
dioxide, and water vapor) with small amounts of, criteria pollutants (i.e. non-hazardous) and a minute amount of
uncombusted hydrogen. With regard to hazardous air pollutants (HAPS), high molecular weight organic
compounds or toxic metals would not be expected in quantities that would pose a health hazard, based on the
combustion efficiency of the flare and the small concentrations of metals in the feedstock to the gasifiers.

Table 3.5-3. Components of Syngas and Breakdown of Emissions from the Pilot Plant

Mole Fraction [%]
Constituent Syngas Flare Exhaust

Nitrogen (N2) 1.13 59.37
Oxygen (O) - 2.51
Hydrogen (Hy) 44.72 0.01
Water (H.0) 32.67 30.75
Hydrogen sulfide (H.S) 0.05

Carbon monoxide (CO) 8.05 0.01
Carbon dioxide (COy) 7.46 7.29
Methane (CH,) 5.83

Ammonia (NH3) 0.08

Carbon oxide sulphide (COS) <0.01

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) - 0.02
Nitrogen oxide (NO or NOy) - 0.04
Total 100 100

3.5.2.1 Estimated Emissions and General Conformity

The general conformity rules require federal agencies to determine whether their action(s) would increase
emissions of criteria pollutants above preset threshold levels (40 CFR 93.153(b)). These de minimis (of minimal
importance) rates vary depending on the severity of the nonattainment and geographic location. Because the
region is in attainment, the air conformity regulations do not apply. However, all direct and indirect emissions of
criteria pollutants for the proposed project have been estimated and compared to de minimis threshold levels of
100 tpy to determine the proposed project’s impact under NEPA. Operations for both the proposed action (30
days per year) and the connected action (130 days per year) were included for comparison purposes. Under the
proposed action all three stationary sources of air emissions (i.e. the regenerator, boiler, and flare) were used to
estimate emissions. Under the connected action all four stationary sources of air emissions (i.e., the regenerator,
boiler, steam propane reformer, and flare) were used to estimate emissions. As stated in Table 2.8-1 a steam
propane reformer would be installed at the proposed Pilot Plant under the connected action to produce hydrogen
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as opposed to continued use of hydrogen produced off site and transported by truck to the Pilot Plant. The total
direct and indirect emissions associated with constructing the proposed facilities, and operating new stationary
sources of air emissions, would be de minimis (Table 3.5-4). Emissions below these levels are presumed to
conform with the States implementation Plan of the Clean Air Act, and would have negligible effect on air quality.
A detailed breakdown of construction and operational emissions is included in Appendix D.

Table 3.5-4. Proposed Project Emissions Compared to Applicability Thresholds

Emissions (tpy) Would emissions
exceed
De minimis applicability
threshold thresholds?
Activity CcOo NOx | VOC | SOx | PMy | PM2s (tpy) [Yes/No]
Construction 5.5 0.8 <0.1 0.3 0.3
Operational (30 days per year) 32 18 | <04 | 1.2 | <01 | <01 100 No
Operational (130 days per year) 13.8 7.8 <1.7 5.2 <0.1 <0.1

For the purposes of calculating emissions, it was assumed that nine personnel would be employed at the proposed
facility, and the plant would operate 30 days during the period of the cooperative agreement with DOE and up to
130 days thereafter. Moderate changes in the size or type of equipment ultimately selected and the number of
personnel would not substantially change the total direct or indirect emissions or the level of impact under NEPA.
Notably, negligible amounts of airborne releases of coal ash may be released. Fugitive particle emissions from
the potential preprocessing (i.e. pulverization) of coal on site is included in estimates for 130 days of operation.
Any amount released is expected to be far below levels that could adversely impact air quality.

3.5.2.2 Regulatory Review

Stationary sources of air emissions associated with a proposed project may be subject to federal and state air
permitting regulations. These requirements include, but are not limited to, minor new source review (NSR),
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD), and new source performance standards (NSPS) for selected
categories of industrial sources. The proposed facility would have emissions so low that they would be exempt
from the air permitting requirements R307-401-5 through 8, Permit Notice of Intent thru Approval Order; hence,
no Permit to operate it would be required. The facility would fall under the small source exemption (R307-401-
9), which allows very small sources of air pollution greater flexibility to make changes in their emissions as long
as they remain eligible for the exemption. Under this exemption, the facility would:

1. Emit less than 5 tpy of PMy,, SO,, CO, NOy, and volatile organic compounds (VOC);

2. Emit less than 500 pounds per year of any HAP, and less than 2,000 pounds per year for any combination
of HAPs; and

3. Emit less than 500 pounds per year of any air contaminant not listed in (1) or (2) above and less than
2,000 pounds per year of any combination of air contaminants not listed in (1) or (2) above.

Viresco submitted a Small Source Exemption Registration, which was reviewed and approved by UDEQ, DAQ
(UDEQ, 2010). A copy of the Small Source Exemption Registration and the UDEQ approval letter are in
Appendix D2. Under the connected action of possible future operation, the Pilot Plant may operate up to 130 days
per year. As the Pilot Plant’s total projected emissions under this scenario are to exceed the levels outlined in the
small source exemption, the facility would need to obtain a minor source operating permit from UDEQ.

Notably, other non-permitting requirements may be required during construction through the use of compliant
practices and/or products. The construction and operation of the proposed Pilot Plant would be subject to the
requirements of R307-201-3 (Visible Emission Standards), R307-202 (Emission standards General Burning), and
R307-205 (Emission Standards: Fugitive Emissions and Fugitive Dust).

In addition to those outlined above, no person shall handle, transport, or store any material in a manner which
may allow unnecessary amounts of air contaminants to become airborne. During construction reasonable
measures may be required to prevent unnecessary amounts of particulate matter from becoming airborne
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(Subsection 102-14). This listing is not all-inclusive; Viresco and all contractors would comply with all
applicable air pollution control regulations. Outside of these BMPs, no mitigation measures would be required
for the construction and operation of the proposed facility.

3.5.2.3 Air Dispersion Modeling

Under R307-410-4, Modeling of Criteria Pollutant Impacts in Attainment Areas, a new source with total
emissions greater than amounts specified in Table 3.5-5 is required to conduct air quality modeling to ensure that
ground level concentrations would not violate the NAAQS. As shown in Table 3.5-5, the proposed facility’s
emissions would be well below the thresholds requiring modeling. It is understood that at these levels ground
level concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS.

Table 3.5-5. Operational Emissions Compared to Thresholds Requiring Air Modeling in Utah

Operational Emissions Threshold Requiring
(130 Days per Year) Modeling
Criteria Pollutant (py) (py) Modeling Required?
Sulfur dioxide (SO3) 5.2 40 No
Oxides of Nitrogen (NO,) 7.8 40 No
PM;, (fugitive emissions) <0.1 5 No
PMyo (non-fugitive emissions) <0.1 15 No
Carbon monoxide (CO) 13.8 100 No
Lead (Pb) <0.1 0.6 No

Although not required under UDEQ requlations, initial dispersion modeling was performed. The maximum
predicted 1-hour concentrations were compared to the NAAQS to determine the level of effects (Table 3.5-6).
Distance of maximum concentration for all criteria pollutants was between 1,000 and 1,400 feet (300 and 425
meters). Predicted concentrations are well below the NAAQS for all criteria pollutants. The facility neither would
introduce localized hot spots of air pollutants, nor jeopardize the attainment status of the region. In addition,
because the emissions would be very small and concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS, it is anticipated that
there would be negligible to minor impact to the nearby reservoir, wildlife, or recreation areas. Detailed
modeling inputs and results are outlined in Appendix D.

Table 3.5-6. Dispersion Modeling Results

Maximum
I-Hour Concentration Averaging Exceeded

. L 53 ppb Annual

Nitrogen dioxide (NOy) 11.01 0.0059 5.9 No
100 ppb 1-Hour

0.03 ppm Annual No

Sulfur dioxide (SO3) 7.6 0.0029 2.9 0.14 ppm 24-Hour -
75 ppb 1-Hour
. 9 ppm 8-Hour

Carbon monoxide (CO) 12.9 0.0113 11.3 No
35 ppm 1-Hour

Particulate matter (PMig) 0.1082 - - 150 ug/m3 24-Hour No
15 pg/m® Annual

Particulate matter (PMzs) 0.01082 - - 3 No
35 pa/m 24-Hour

DOE has determined that no additional air quality studies are necessary to take the required hard look under
NEPA. Notably, the Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ) concurs with the evaluation in the EA that the Pilot
Plant will be an insignificant source of air emissions, and that it meets the requirements for a Small Source
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Exemption under Utah Administrative Code (UAC) R307-401-9. A copy of the concurrence letter has been added
to Appendix D.

3.5.24 Odors

No odors from the facility are expected. The gasification process is totally contained in pressurized vessels and an
enclosed flare would be used. There is the potential of a leak that could release odors, but all vessels would be
designed to American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) standards and the potential would be minimal.
Viresco would comply fully with the Kanab City ordinance specifying that ““No emission of odorous gases or
other matter shall be permitted in such quantities as to be readily detectable when diluted in the ratio of one (1)
volume of odorous air to four (4) of clean air at the point of greatest concentration’. The flare stack design would
be certified and submitted by a Professional Process Engineer. The flare enclosure design would include an
ignition mechanism to ensure that gases are combusted efficiently and not allowed to dissipate to the atmosphere.

3.5.25 Greenhouse Gases and Global Climate Change

The CEQ recently released draft guidance on when and how federal agencies should consider GHG emissions and
climate change in NEPA documents. The draft guidance includes a presumptive effects threshold of 25,000
metric tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalent emissions from an action (CEQ, 2010). Thus, if a proposed
action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO,-equivalent
GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative
assessment may be meaningful to decision makers and the public.

The proposed project would produce a very minor increase in GHG emissions to the atmosphere. The proposed
Pilot Plant would generate approximately 543 tpy (493 metric tpy) of CO, in 30 days of operations. This is
equivalent to annual GHG emissions from 96 passenger vehicles, or the electricity use of 60 homes for one year
(USEPA, 2011a). For the connected action, the direct CO,-equivalent GHG emissions would be approximately
2,588 tons (2,353 metric tons) based on 130 days of operation. The GHG emissions would be well below the
CEQ presumptive effects threshold for impacts from this project. Even if the proposed Pilot Plant could operate
365 days per year, the maximum potential emission of 6,600 metric tons of CO,-equivalent GHG per year would
be only about 26 percent of the threshold. On this basis, DOE does not believe additional analysis for GHG
emissions is warranted. Cumulative impacts of GHG emissions and climate change are addressed in Section
4.2.6.

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Selecting the no action alternative would result in no impact to ambient air-quality. No construction would be
undertaken, and no new facility operations would take place. Ambient air-quality conditions would remain as
described in Sections 3.5.1.

No-action, meaning that this proposed project is not carried out in any setting, would delay planned steam
hydrogasification projects by perhaps several years. The increased understanding of feedstock conversion to
clean, high-energy fuel sources would not be gained, nor could an example of successful and safe steam
hydrogasification, on any scale, be offered to the public in support of a larger, more expensive project. The
complexities of a larger pilot might translate to long delays in public and regulatory approval, thereby
jeopardizing the overall project goals of developing clean domestic fuels from coal and biomass.

3.6 Groundwater
3.6.1 Existing Conditions

During the scoping process, members of the public expressed concerns about the potential for contamination of
groundwater sources by the proposed Pilot Plant. The City of Kanab overlies a consolidated rock aquifer system
known as the Colorado Plateaus aquifers. The Colorado Plateaus aquifers underlie an area of approximately
110,000 square miles in western Colorado, northwestern New Mexico, northeastern Arizona, and eastern Utah.
This area is approximately coincident with the Colorado Plateaus Physiographic Province. The Colorado Plateaus
aquifers are contained in a thick sequence of poorly to well-consolidated conglomerate, sandstone, siltstone, and
shale. Volcanic rocks, carbonate rocks, and evaporate deposits in the area also can yield water to wells.
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Structural deformation, faulting, and lateral changes in the lithology of the rocks have produced a complex
sequence of water-yielding layers (USGS, 1995 and USGS, 1995a).

The many water-yielding units in the Colorado Plateaus aquifers are narrowed and grouped into four principal
aquifers known as the Uinta-Animas aquifer, the Mesaverde aquifer, the Dakota-Glen Canyon aquifer system, and
the Coconino-De Chelly aquifer. The City of Kanab is located above the Coconino-De Chelly aquifer (Figure 3-
11). The formations that comprise the Coconino-De Chelly aquifer are the Coconino, De Chelly, and Glorieta
Sandstones; the San Andres Limestone; and the Yeso and Cutler Formations. In the areas where the altitude of
the potentiometric surface of the Coconino-De Chelly aquifer has been mapped, ground water generally flows
from the structural uplifts toward the major surface-water drainages. The aquifer is recharged in the Uncompahgre
Uplift, Paradox Basin, San Rafael Swell, Circle Cliffs Uplift, Defiance Uplift, Zuni Uplift, and Mogollon Slope.
Discharge mainly is to the Colorado and Green Rivers (USGS, 1995a).

Source: USGS, 1995a

Figure 3-11. Distribution of the Coconino-De Chelly Aquifer
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Groundwater can be classified according to concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS):
o Freshwater: < 1,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L) TDS.
o Brackish water: 1,000 to 10,000 mg/L TDS.
e Saline water: 10,000 to 100,000 mg/L TDS.
e Brine water: >100,000 mg/L TDS.

The total dissolved solids concentration in water from the Coconino-De Chelly aquifer in Utah, ranges from less
than 1,000 mg/L to 10,000 mg/L (USGS, 1995a). Water containing less than 10,000 mg/L TDS is considered a
drinking water source and is protected and regulated by the UDEQ, Division of Water Quality. Utah is also
governed by the prior appropriation doctrine and the fact that all water is a public resource. The state engineer
and the Division of Water Rights are responsible for administering groundwater rights in the state (BLM, 2001).

The City of Kanab withdraws approximately 2.5 to 3 million gallons a day from 16 wells in the Lamb Point
Tongue of the Navajo and Navajo Aquifers, drilled down 300 to 700 feet below ground surface. The City of
Kanab does not have a water treatment plant. The water is withdrawn from the wells, slightly chlorinated and
then distributed to the public (Robinson, K., 2011). During a geotechnical soils analysis at the proposed project
site conducted in December of 2010, no subsurface water was observed in any of the test trenches and based on
information within the area the closest water table is in excess of 100 feet (TC Engineering, PC, 2010).

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

There would be no direct impacts to aquifers from construction of the project, as it is not expected that any
drilling or extensive excavating would be required at this site. During construction, there would be a short-term
minor potential for groundwater contamination to occur from the operation and maintenance of construction
vehicles and equipment (e.g., accidental fuel spills). The potential for contamination to occur would be
minimized through the implementation of the facility’s SWPPP and SPCC Plan. Any potential impacts associated
with the leaking of substances (i.e., fuels, oils, and other lubricants) into soils and entering groundwater aquifers
would be avoided through the use of BMPs to prevent spills or leaks. The chance of spills reaching the
groundwater is unlikely as groundwater is over 100 feet below the surface; however, the use of BMPs would be
implemented regardless as a precaution.

Operation of the proposed plant would increase the City of Kanab’s current water needs by 3,540 gpd for 30 days
of operation and up to 4,380 gpd for 130 days of operation, which would be accommodated through the existing
16 wells. This represents 0.07 percent of the existing wells capacity for 30 days of operation, 0.08 percent for the
130 days of operation, and 0.13 percent and 0.16 percent of the Kanab daily use, respectively. Therefore, minor
impacts to groundwater are expected to result from operation of the Pilot Plant. No specific information on the
fluctuation of groundwater levels in the immediate vicinity of the project site is available; however, groundwater
aquifers in the area are generally an abundant resource; therefore, long-term but minor impacts on groundwater
levels would be expected. During operations, accidental spills of toxic substances, such as petroleum products,
could be a potential source of groundwater contamination. As stated above, the potential for contamination to
occur would be minimized through the implementation of the facility’s SWPPP and SPCC Plan; therefore, a
minor potential for groundwater contamination to occur would be expected.

Under the connected action, future operations up to 130 days per year may include the installation of an
evaporation pond which would hold process wastewater. A groundwater discharge permit may be required by the
state for the protection of groundwater guality from the evaporation pond (per Utah Administrative Code R317-
6). The pond would be designed based on the analysis of the wastewater from tests and the corresponding
regulatory requirements. Typically these types of ponds are lined with a single layer of High Density
Polyethylene (HDPE) over a compacted clay basin (Raju, A., 2011). HDPE is designed to be resistant to damage
from UV and exposure to the elements and facilitate quick evaporation. HDPE liners combine high tensile
strength and chemical resistance with excellent stress-crack resistance and low temperature properties for highly
reliable containment. Chemically inert and resistant to most hydrocarbons, these liners are the industry standard
for a wide range of applications such as landfill caps/closures, lagoon liners, and mining applications. Therefore,
no impacts to groundwater resources would be expected.
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Operation of the proposed plant under the connected action would increase the City of Kanab’s current water
needs by 4,380 gpd for 130 days of operation, which would be accommodated through the existing 16 wells. This
represents 0.08 percent of the existing wells capacity and therefore would have a long-term but minor impact to
groundwater. As the Pilot Plant would operate longer, the chance of accidental spills increases however as stated
under the proposed project potential for contamination to occur would be minimized through the implementation
of the facility’s SWPPP and SPCC Plan; therefore, a minor potential for groundwater contamination to occur
would be expected.

3.6.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operation of the Pilot Plant would not occur at the site and
impacts to groundwater would not occur as no additional withdrawal would be expected.

3.7 Materials and Waste
3.7.1 Existing Conditions

The primary process-related materials that would be utilized by the Pilot Plant include the feedstocks: coal and
lignocellulosic biomass. Utah sub-bituminous or lignite coal would be utilized. In 2009, there were eight coal
producing mines in Utah, which produced 21,718,000 tons. The average coal cost in the state was $32.32 per ton
(EIA, 2009). Utah typically accounts for more than two percent of U.S. coal production. More than two-thirds of
Utah’s coal production is consumed for electricity generation within the state; the remainder is shipped by rail
primarily to Nevada and California (EIA, 2011). Lignocellusosic biomass can come from a variety of sources
including: agricultural residues (including corn stover and sugarcane bagasse), dedicated energy crops, wood
residues (including sawmill and paper mill discards), and municipal paper waste. The biomass feedstock would
likely be woody waste provided to the Pilot Plant by a supplier located in southern Utah.

Sand would be used in the process. In 2008 there were more than 48 active construction sand and gravel
production operations in Utah ranking the state fifth in the Nation in terms of tonnage (41,226,000 tons) (USGS,
2010; USGS, 2010a). The process chemicals that would be required for the Pilot Plant consist of common water
treatment and conditioning chemicals that are widely used in industry with broad regional and National
availability. Large National suppliers of water and waste treatment chemicals include Ciba, Kemira, Nalco, and
the SNF Group, among others. Propane would be used as fuel in the process, which would be supplied by
Garkane Energy.

Wastes can generally be divided into three broad categories, including hazardous, nonhazardous, and universal
wastes. A hazardous waste is a waste with properties that make it dangerous or potentially harmful to human
health and/or the environment. Hazardous wastes are federally regulated under Subtitle C of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. 8§ 6901, et seq. Nonhazardous wastes are all wastes not
classified as hazardous, which is typically thought of as residential or municipal waste. Universal wastes are
certain hazardous wastes, e.g. batteries, which, when managed or recycled properly, are not included as hazardous
waste.

Table 3.7-1 provides information on the solid waste landfills within approximately 60 miles of the project site,
including 2009 waste receipt rates and available information regarding remaining capacities. It is important to
note that the Kane County Landfill was permitted in May 2011 and is approximately one mile to the east of the
project site. There are six commercial hazardous waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal facilities in Utah:
Ashland Chemical, Inc.; Chemical Demil; Clean Harbors Aragonite, LLC; Clean Harbors Clive, LLC; Clean
Harbors Grassy Mountain, LLC; Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD); EnergySolutions, LLC; and Safety-Kleen —
Pioneer Road (UDEQ), 2011).

55



Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

Table 3.7-1. Municipal Solid Waste Landfills Within Approximately 60 Miles of the Project Site

2009 Municipal 2009 C&D Remaining | Remaining
Landfill County Solid Waste Debris Waste Capacity Capacity
Receipt (tons) Receipt (tons) (tons) (years)
Western Kane County
Special Service
District/Kanab MSW Kane 5,000 0 NA 20
Landfill*
Western Kane County
Special Service
District/Long Valley Kane 4,000 9 119.000 10
MSW Landfill*
Garfield Co/Johns ]
Valley MSW Landfill* Garfield 6,350 720 NA NA
Garfield Co/Ticaboo .
MSW Landfill: Garfield 2,800 0 NA NA
Panguitch C/D Landfill Garfield 0 325 300 0
Iron County MSW Iron 34,537 8,195 1,829,560 38
Landfill
Iron Co/Parowan C/D Iron 0 1,655 94,000 24
Landfill
Cedar City/Bulloch Pit
C/D Landfil Iron 0 7,405 NA NA
Washington County .
MSW Landfill* Washington 143,619 11,305 322,000 NA

Source: UDEQ, 2011a and UDEQ, 2010a
! Each of these landfills accepts special waste as defined in UAC R315-301, including ash.
NA = Not Available; C&D = Construction and Demolition

3.7.2  Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

Pilot Plant construction materials would consist primarily of structural steel beams and steel piping, tanks, and
valves. Locally obtained materials would include crushed stone, sand, and lumber for the proposed facilities.
Components of the facilities would also include concrete, ductwork, insulation, electrical cable, lighting fixtures,
and transformers.

During construction minor amounts of typical construction refuse and debris would be generated and would need
to be disposed of properly. Since no buildings or other structures currently exist at the site, no demolition would
be necessary. The amount of municipal solid waste and construction debris generated during construction is
anticipated to be minor and would not significantly affect the capacity of nearby disposal facilities (see Table 3.7-
1 for details on nearby disposal facilities).

During construction, small amounts of potentially hazardous waste materials (e.g., waste oils, solvents, and
paints) would be generated. Hazardous waste generated during construction would be properly managed and
stored on site in accordance with RCRA regulations. Preventative measures, such as providing fencing around
the construction site, establishing contained storage areas, responding immediately to spills, and controlling the
flow of construction equipment and personnel would help reduce the potential for a release of hazardous materials
to occur. The quantity and type of hazardous waste that would be generated during construction would be limited
to typical construction-related waste streams commonly accepted by licensed Treatment, Storage, and Disposal
facilities for hazardous waste, and commercially-available treatment or disposal would be available. Thus,
impacts from hazardous waste disposal are expected to be short-term and minor.

Table 3.7-2 describes the materials that would be used in Pilot Plant processes and anticipated wastes. During
operations, ample supplies of feedstocks and process materials would be available in the area. Coal use would
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represent a very small amount as compared to the production rate in Utah. Estimated amounts of lignocellulosic
biomass to be used are not currently available; however, considering the wide variety of potential sources, it is not
anticipated that supplies would be limited. Sand would serve as a substrate and not be consumed in the process.
Utah is one of the top sand-producing states in the Nation; thus, sand availability would not be limited. Garkane
Energy would supply propane to the site and would be capable of supporting operations. Process chemicals
required would consist of common industrial chemicals with wide availability; including hydrogen and nitrogen
thus, it is not expected that supplies would be limited.

Table 3.7-2. Materials Required for Pilot Plant Operation and Anticipated Wastes

Item Description

Feedstocks and Process Materials

Coal 5 tons per day; 150 tons for 30 days of operation; 650 tons
for 130 days of operation.

Lignocellulosic Biomass Agricultural residues (including corn stover and sugarcane
bagasse), dedicated energy crops, wood residues (including
sawmill and paper mill discards), and municipal paper

waste.
Sand Up to 300 tons for 30 and 130 days of operation.
Propane 660 gpd. 6,000 gallon capacity tank onsite (would be
purchased from Garkane Energy).
Hydrogen 52 Ibs/hr. 18,000 gallon capacity tank onsite.
Nitrogen 276 Ibs/hr for purging and fluidization. 11,000 gallon

capacity tank onsite.

Products and Wastes

Ash and Fines Solid Waste 1,168 pounds of ash per operational day not including fines.
Total of 26 tons including ash and fines for 30 days of
testing. Total of 113 tpy, including ash and fines, for
possible future operations (up to 130 days per year).

Solid Waste Up to 14.6 tpy.

During operations, based on an estimated solid waste generation rate of 8.93 pounds per employee per day for
industrial establishments (CalRecycle, 2011), the Pilot Plant would be expected to produce approximately 80
pounds of solid waste per day. This would amount to 14.6 tpy which assumes waste generation for 365 days per
year to provide a conservative estimate; however, the Pilot Plant would only be operated for a total of 30 days
funded by DOE (or possibly up to 130 days per year for future operations). Thus, it is likely that the overall total
would be considerably less assuming that general maintenance during non-operational periods would produce
considerably less solid waste than during operations. Ashes and fines waste produced in the process (up to 26
tons for 30 days of testing; up to 113 tons for possible future operations of 130 days) would be considered a
special waste as per Utah Administrative Code (UAC) R315-301 “Environmental Quality, Solid and Hazardous
Waste — Solid Waste Authority, Definitions, and General Requirements” and federal regulations (EPA, 2010).
Viresco would use appropriate ash and fines handling and storage methods to prevent dust from blowing offsite.
These methods typically involve keeping the ash and fines wet or encapsulating the ash with a cover. The ash
would be collected, analyzed, and disposed of in a landfill permitted to accept the ash based on the analysis.

The large amount of disposal capacity in the region is described in Table 3.7-1; even at 128 tons of waste
requiring disposal under the connected action for 130 operational days per year [14.6 tpy of solid waste and 113
tpy of ashes and fines]) the Pilot Plant wastes would represent less than a one percent increase in solid waste
receipt to regional landfills. Thus, impacts on disposal capacities would be long-term but minor.

Releases of hazardous materials to the environment are always a possibility when hazardous materials are in use
or are produced at a facility. In accordance with federal and state regulations, Viresco would develop
appropriate spill response, pollution prevention, and emergency response plans to address the medical and
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environmental hazards associated with the Pilot Plant. The plans would include, at a minimum, a SWPPP and an
emergency response plan. Spill response training would be provided to employees working with the hazardous
materials stored and used onsite. In addition, protective measures, such as providing secondary containment
around hazardous material storage areas, would be incorporated into the final design of the Pilot Plant as
necessary and appropriate. These measures would be expected to minimize the potential for impacts from spills
of hazardous materials. Should a spill happen, it would immediately be reported to the jurisdictional authorities
and technically qualified hazardous material (HAZMAT) responders would be hired for the clean-up. These firms
would be notified of the Pilot Plant’s needs in advance of construction and would be secured under contract to
respond in the event of a spill in a timely and professional manner (Viresco Energy, LLC, 2010).

The use of hazardous materials would result in the creation of hazardous wastes (e.g., oily rags), which would
require proper disposal or recycling. Although the exact amount of hazardous waste generation is not known at
this time, it is expected that the Pilot Plant would qualify as a Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator
(CESQG) of hazardous waste as defined by RCRA. A CESQG is defined as a facility that does not generate more
than 220 pounds or 27 gallons of hazardous waste per month. As a CESQG, the Pilot Plant would be required to
identify all the hazardous waste generated; not accumulate more than 2,200 pounds of hazardous waste at any
time; and ensure that hazardous waste is delivered to a person or facility that is authorized to manage it (EPA,
2008). Considering that the Pilot Plant would be expected to generate relatively small amounts of hazardous
wastes, no greater than minor impacts to hazardous waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal facilities would be
expected. In addition, the Pilot Plant would generate universal wastes, e.g. fluorescent light bulbs and batteries,
which would be transported offsite to a licensed disposal facility.

3.7.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operations would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes in materials and waste generation and disposal characteristics in the area as compared to the existing
condition.

3.8 Utilities
3.8.1 Existing Conditions

Potable water is currently supplied to the City of Kanab through 16 permitted groundwater wells and 6 springs
located on BLM land. The 16 wells have a total water capacity of 3,604 gallons per minute, and the springs
produce 65 gallons per minute. The City of Kanab also has four storage tanks that are capable of holding
5,000,000 gallons of potable water. Kanab City's drinking water is one of the best in the state. It has been filtered
through several hundreds of feet of Navajo Sandstone. The water meets both state and federal drinking water
standards and requires nominal treatment before it is made available to the public (City of Kanab, 2011).

Sewage collection and treatment services are provided by the City of Kanab through a sanitary sewer system and
sewage lagoon system. The existing wastewater lines flow towards the southeast with the majority of flow
converging near the intersection of 700 South and Main Street. The wastewater flow then continues south to
wastewater lagoons near the Utah-Arizona border immediately west of the Kanab Airport. There are 4
wastewater lagoons which have a total capacity of 609,280 gpd. However, the City of Kanab currently utilizes
only two of the lagoons which have a total capacity of 348,280 gpd. The City of Kanab has chosen as its service
standard the criteria set forth in Administrative Rules for Design Requirements for Wastewater Collection,
Treatment, and Disposal Systems (R317-3 of the Utah Administrative Code) (City of Kanab, 2006).

The City of Kanab, including the proposed project site, is furnished electricity by Garkane Energy. Garkane
Energy has been incorporated since July 1938, with the first lines energized in December 1939. Garkane Energy
serves over 12,700 customers spread over 16,000 square miles of southern Utah and northern Arizona (Garkane
Energy, 2007 and Garkane Energy, 2009). As of 2009 Garkane Energy had over 2,168 miles of line, many of
which traverse public lands (Parks, Monuments, National Forests, and BLM Lands etc.) (Garkane Energy, 2009).

Beginning in 1998, Garkane Energy began offering Propane Gas service. This service is currently employed by
the City of Kanab. The propane division was spun off into an independent, wholly-owned subsidiary effective
January 1, 2003. Garkane Propane, Inc. has grown to service over 1,900 customers through southern Utah and
northern Arizona (Garkane Energy, 2007a).
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The City of Kanab is supplied communication services consisting of local and long distance telephone service,
cellular communications, Internet access, cable TV, and high-tech business communication solutions by South
Central Communications (South Central Communications, 2005). South Central Communications is one of the
largest employers and telecommunication companies in rural southern Utah. They were incorporated in 1955 and
currently provide service to more than 20,000 customers (South Central Communications, 2005).

Water, sewer, and communications infrastructure were installed along Kaneplex Road (Figure 3-12; photo taken
before the road was paved), which borders the site to the north, for purposes of serving the Kane County Public
Safety Facility currently under construction approximately 0.5 miles east of the proposed Pilot Plant site. As
shown in Figure 2-2, water, sewer, and communication lines have been installed and are proposed to be utilized
for the Pilot Plant. Electricity lines also currently exist along Kaneplex Road and a transformer substation is
located immediately west of the site (Figure 3-13).

Figure 3-12. Sanitary Sewer on Kaneplex Road at Proposed Pilot Plant Site
(recently installed to serve Public Safety Facility)
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Figure 3-13. Transformer Substation on Old Landfill Road adjacent to Proposed Pilot Plant Site

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

Because of the short construction duration (approximately four months), the demand on existing utilities services
to support construction of the Pilot Plant would be minimal. Impacts to existing public utility systems are
expected to be negligible during the construction period, as direct use of utilities would be limited to electrical
lines. It is expected that temporary portable sanitary wastewater facilities would be provided and wastewater
would be transported by commercial services for disposal. Potable water would be provided by temporary onsite
water tanks. Electrical power would be provided by temporary connections to nearby power lines and use of
portable generators to operate construction tools and machinery.

Operation of the Pilot Plant would require connections to existing potable water, sewer, electrical, and
communications lines. Connecting to these utilities would not require major upgrades to any existing public
utility infrastructure. As discussed in Section 3.8.1, the necessary infrastructure needed for the Pilot Plant has
been installed for the construction of the Kane County Public Service Facility. The proposed Pilot Plant would tie
into these existing lines. Accessing the utilities would have a minor impact as the supply lines currently abut the
project site along Kaneplex Road. As the utilities currently exist and would meet the Pilot Plants requirements;
there are no needs for offsite utilities or associated right of ways.

The daily water demand from the Pilot Plant, when it is operational under the 30 days funded by DOE, would be
limited to the needs of a workforce of 9 employees (approximately 250 gpd) and the process water requirement
for the SHR (3,290 gpd), for a total of 3,540 gpd. As noted in Section 3.6.2, this total daily rate represents 0.07
percent of the existing wells and spring capacity that supply the City of Kanab. Therefore, it is expected that the
Pilot Plant demand for potable water would have a long-term minor impact on capacity of the Kanab potable
water system. Depending on the water guality composition, the process wastewater could be recycled back into
the facility, which would reduce the process water demand by up to 850 gpd.

The daily sanitary wastewater generated from the Pilot Plant during operation would be approximately 250 gpd.
The City of Kanab’s existing sewer system would have the capacity to meet this demand without the need for
upgrades. This total daily rate represents 0.07 percent of the two lagoons currently utilized by the City of Kanab.
Therefore, it is expected that the wastewater generated by the Pilot Plant would have a long-term minor impact on
capacity of the Kanab wastewater system. Viresco obtained a will-serve letter from the City of Kanab dated
October 13, 2010 (Appendix C) confirming that the City can and would furnish water and sewer service to the
proposed Pilot (City of Kanab, 2010a).
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Total daily process wastewater discharge would total approximately 850 gpd, which would be directed to a
storage container for potential reuse in the proposed plant. Viresco intends to recycle this effluent depending on
the water composition. Prior to recycling, Viresco would test the water quality of the stored process wastewater
to determine the feasibility of reuse at the facility. If the process wastewater can be used, some form of water
treatment may be employed (e.g., water filtering device) and the recycled water would be supplied back into the
fuel feed system. If the process wastewater cannot be recycled, then a licensed contractor would transport, treat,
and dispose of the process wastewater offsite and the effluent would not be discharged into the public wastewater
system. Therefore, process wastewater would not have an impact to the City of Kanab’s wastewater system.

Electricity would be supplied by Garkane Energy, which is expected to have adequate capacity to serve the Pilot
Plant. Viresco obtained a will-serve letter from Garkane Energy on August 8, 2011 (Appendix C) stating with
some improvements made to the existing electrical system Garkane Energy has the means to provide 225kW of
electricity to the proposed Pilot Plant. The improvements include easements, necessary system improvements, and
a 3 phase 12.5kV power line constructed and ran to the site. The implementation of these improvements would be
connected actions for the proposed project. The necessary improvements would consist of the installation of
connection wiring between an existing power transmission line on Old Landfill Road adjacent to the proposed
Pilot Plant site (see Figure 3-13) and the site proper. This connection wiring would cross Old Landfill Road and
not require any new easements or rights-of-way to be acquired or disturbed. There would be no need for any
upgrades to existing transmission features (Garkane Energy, 2011). The Pilot Plant would have a long-term but
minor impact on Garkane Energy’s ability to provide and distribute electricity.

The proposed Pilot Plant would utilize propane to fuel the boiler and regenerator, because natural gas is not
available at the site. The propane would be delivered and stored on site in a 6,000 gallon tank. During operation
the Pilot Plant would use approximately 660 gpd of propane; therefore, the propane stored on site in the 6,000
gallon tank would last nine days of testing. Viresco obtained a will-serve letter from Garkane Energy on June 15,
2011 (Appendix C) stating that they have a bulk facility located in the City of Kanab which can store up to 30,000
gallons of propane and, therefore, Garkane Energy has the ability to supply the proposed Pilot Plant with propane.
The Pilot Plant would have a long-term minor impact on Garkane Energy’s ability to provide and distribute
propane.

Under the connected action, future operations up to 130 days per year, the process water requirement (4,130 gpd)
and the daily potable water demand (approximately 250 gpd) for a total of 4,380 gpd, would represent 0.08
percent of the existing wells and spring capacity that supply the City of Kanab. Therefore, it is expected that the
Pilot Plant demand for potable water would have a long-term minor impact on capacity of the Kanab potable
water system.

The daily sanitary wastewater generated from the Pilot Plant during operation would remain approximately 250
gpd under the connected action and would continue represents 0.07 percent of the two lagoons currently utilized
by the City of Kanab. Therefore, it is expected that the wastewater generated by the Pilot Plant under the
connected action would have a long-term minor impact on capacity of the Kanab wastewater system.

Total daily process wastewater discharge under the connected action would total approximately 930 gpd. Similar
to the 30-day scenario, it is anticipated that some or all of this effluent could be recycled depending on the water
composition. Viresco is considering one of the following options to manage the process wastewater: 1) construct
an evaporation pond to collect part or all of the process wastewater for recycling; 2) transport, treat, and dispose
of the process wastewater offsite, similar to that described under the proposed action; or 3) discharge to the City
of Kanab’s sanitary sewer system. The total daily rate would represent less than one percent of the two lagoons
currently utilized by the City of Kanab. Prior to storage in the evaporation pond or discharge into the public
sewer system, Viresco would ensure that the process wastewater would be treated to standards as specified by the
state (UDEQ, Division of Water Quality) and federal regulations. Therefore, it is expected that the process
wastewater potentially generated by the Pilot Plant would have a long-term minor impact on capacity and
performance of the Kanab wastewater system. Kanab’s wastewater lagoons would have the capacity to meet this
demand without the need for upgrades. The use of Kanab’s wastewater system would be based on specifications
and a defined sampling plan agreed upon between Viresco and the City of Kanab.

Electricity would continue to be supplied by Garkane Energy. Under the connected action the Pilot Plant would
require an additional 40 kW of electricity which is expected to have a long-term minor impact on Garkane

61



Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

Energy’s ability to provide and distribute electricity. The Pilot Plant would utilize approximately 1,934 gpd of
propane under the connected action; as stated above Garkane Energy has a bulk facility located in the City of
Kanab which can store up to 30,000 gallons of propane and, therefore, a long-term minor impact on Garkane
Energy’s ability to provide and distribute propane.

3.8.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operation of the Pilot Plant would not occur at the site; therefore,
no impacts to public utilities would occur.

3.9 Public Health and Safety
3.9.1 Existing Conditions
3.9.11 Sensitive Receptors and Noise

During public scoping, several individuals raised concerns about the potential for noise impacts resulting from
Pilot Plant construction and operations. The nearest public sensitive receptors to the proposed site are described
below. The site is currently undeveloped property that has not been graded or prepared for construction. Site
visits have been performed, the most recent in May 2011, and no signs of a past release are present at the site and
no evidence was noted to indicate that hazardous or toxic materials are or have previously been disposed of or
produced at the site.

For context purposes, Table 3.9-1 presents typical background daytime levels found throughout the U.S. under
calm and still wind conditions, and Figure 3-14 shows typical sound levels of common noise sources.

The proposed site is located on property to be leased by Viresco on Kaneplex Road, which is used as an access
road to the nearby Kane County Landfill and the county safety facility under construction. The closest sensitive
receptors to the site are in a residential area over one mile to the northeast on S. Hopi Drive, which is separated
from the project site by US 89A, a surface water feature (Kanab Creek), and the Kanab Airport. Predominant
noise sources in the area are traffic on US 89A, aircraft associated with the Kanab Airport, Kane County Trap and
Skeet Club, and trucks traveling to and from the Kane County Landfill and safety facility site (under construction)
located approximately 1 mile southeast of the site along Kaneplex Road. However, the area is relatively quiet
with background sound levels assumed to be similar to a rural area or normal suburban residential area, or around
35 to 45 A-weighted decibels (dBA) (see Table 3.9-1).

Table 3.9-1. Typical Nominal Background Sound Levels in Residential Communities

Description Typical Range, dBA Avdeéi?e,
Very Quiet Rural or Remote Area 26t0 30 28
Very Quiet Suburban or Rural Area 31t035 33
Quiet Suburban Residential 36 to 40 38
Normal Suburban Residential 41to 45 43
Urban Residential 46 to 50 48
Noisy Urban Residential 51to 55 53
Very Noisy Urban Residential 56 to 60 58

Source: EPA, 1971.
dBA, Decibel, A-weighted scale
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Sound Pressure Level {dBA) Noise Source
140 Jet Engine (at 25 meters)
130 Jet Adrcraft (at 100 meters)
120 Rock and Roll Concert
110 Pneumatic Chipper
100 Jointer/Planer
ag Chainsaw
80 Heavy Truck Traffic
70 Business Office
60 Conversational Speech
50 Library
40 Bedroom
30 Secluded Woods
20 Whisper

Figure 3-14. Sound Levels of Common Noise Sources (MPCA, 1999)

3.9.1.2 Fire Protection

Comments received during public scoping expressed concerns about the safety of the Pilot Plant and the ability of
local fire protection and emergency services to respond to a potential fire, explosion, or release of hazardous
material at the facility. The City of Kanab Fire Department was first organized in 1949 and has grown into a
modern fire department which holds a primary response duty to over 4,300 citizens within its jurisdiction,
covering an area over 14 square miles. The Department is staffed by a Fire Chief, Assistant Chief, 6 Captains,
and fifteen firefighters. The Fire department is not only equipped to fight fires but they also perform Extrication,
HAZMAT, Business Inspections, Pre-Planning of buildings, and Fire Code enforcement (City of Kanab, 2011a).

The Fire Department has two fire stations within the City limits of Kanab. The main station is located at 601 S
100E and the second station, called the Ranchos Station, is located on Powell Drive. The Ranchos Station is the
closest to the proposed project site and houses the HAZMAT Operation Trailer (City of Kanab, 2011a). The
Department has been a member of a mutual aid agreement with volunteer fire departments such as the Fredonia
Fire Department, meaning the Fredonia Fire Department also responds to incidents in Kanab (Fredonia Fire
Department, 2010). As per a memorandum of understanding approved May 22, 2011 by the City of Kanab’s
Council the Kanab Fire Department has now expanded to become a member of a mutual aid agreement between
Kanab City, Long Valley Fire Department, East Zion Fire Department, and Cedar Mountain Fire Department
(City of Kanab, 2011b). All these fire districts would participate in the region’s mutual aid agreement and would
assist in an emergency if called upon.

3.9.1.3 Healthcare Services

Public scoping comments raised concerns about the capacity of the local medical system to handle the potential
injuries resulting from an accident at the Pilot Plant. The City of Kanab is served by the Kane County Hospital,
which is located at 355 North Main Street in Kanab (Kane County Hospital, 2011). The Kane County Hospital
has approximately 3 physicians, 3 physician assistants, over 100 employees and approximately 10 volunteers
(Mary, 2011). This Medical Center contains a total of 25 beds. Based on the current population in the City of
Kanab there are six beds per thousand people.

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

Primary concerns to human health and safety would include chemicals stored onsite; potential injuries during
construction and operation; potential air quality and noise impacts to public health; and the potential risk of an
accident causing an ignition hazard.

Viresco would perform a Pre-Start-up Safety Review prior to construction and start-up of the facility to ensure the
safest possible design and operations. Prevention is the first step in dealing with incidents where equipment, the
environment, or personnel may be harmed by errors or accidents. For this reason the minimum requirements of
the Occupational Safety and Health Association (OSHA) standards would be met or exceeded in the design of
equipment, buildings, and access. Safety training shall also be given to employees and visitors (Viresco Energy,
LLC, 2010).
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Potential occupational health and safety risks during construction of the Plant are expected to be typical of risks
for any other industrial/commercial construction sites. These include, but are not limited to: the movement of
heavy objects, including construction equipment; slips, trips, and falls; the risk of fire or explosion from general
construction activities (e.g., welding); and spills and exposures related to the storage and handling of chemicals
and disposal of hazardous waste. The health and safety of construction workers would be protected by adherence
to accepted work standards and regulations set forth by OSHA (29 CFR 1910, and 29 CF 1926).

During construction, safety measures such as providing fencing around the construction site, establishing
contained storage areas, and controlling the movement of construction equipment and personnel would reduce the
potential for an accident to occur. The proposed Pilot Plant would store a limited number of materials and
chemicals which could potentially pose a health and safety risk to employees and surrounding communities.
Should a spill happen it would immediately be reported to the jurisdictional authorities and technically qualified
HAZMAT responders shall be hired for the cleanup. These firms shall be notified of the Pilot Plant’s needs in
advance of construction and shall be secured under contract to respond in the event of a spill in a timely and
professional manner (Viresco Energy, LLC, 2010).

During the construction phase, noise would be localized, intermittent, and temporary. Nearby employees and
residents could notice construction-related noise, but the resulting sound levels would be confined to daytime
hours when most people are at work and away from home (i.e., between 7 am and 5 pm). Increases in noise
levels during construction would mainly result from the use of heavy construction equipment (e.g., bulldozers,
dump trucks, and concrete mixers). Given the equipment needs of the construction phase, the typical noise levels
onsite would be expected to be within the range of 60 to 90 dBA. Table 3.9-2 presents average noise levels from
construction equipment typically used at industrial construction sites.

Based on the noise levels listed in Table 3.9-2, the overall sound level during construction of the Pilot Plant would
be approximately 93 dBA at the source, which is a conservative estimate as it assumes all the equipment would be
operating continuously and at the same time. To predict the noise impact on potential sensitive noise receptors,
the 93-dBA noise level was projected from the proposed construction site to the closest residential property by
applying general noise attenuation principles. The decrease in sound level from any single noise source normally
follows the “inverse square law.” That is, the sound level change is inversely proportional to the square distance
from the sound source. At distances greater than 50 feet from a sound source, every doubling of a distance
produces a 6-dBA reduction in sound. Therefore, based on the 93-dBA sound level, it is expected that noise
levels from the construction site would be approximately 63 dBA or below at 1,600 feet from the site, which is
relatively quiet (see Figure 3-14). These levels are not expected to result in significant noise impacts, as the
closest receptors are located greater than 2,640 feet away from the site and the sound levels would decrease even
further.

Table 3.9-2. Common Equipment Sources and Measured Noise Levels at 50 feet

Equipment Typical Noise Level in dBA
Backhoe Excavator 85
Bulldozer 80
Grader 85
Dump Truck 91
Pump 76
Compressor 81

Source: Bolt et al., 1971
dBA = A-weighted decibels.

Although sound levels from the Pilot Plant’s equipment (e.g., the flare and gasifier) would depend on the final
design and are unknown at this time, it is expected that equipment design would take into consideration any
OSHA regulation to protect the health of the workers and the public. Per OSHA standards, the maximum
acceptable noise level for any continuously noise-generating equipment is 90 dBA (29 CFR 1910.95). Assuming
a maximum sound level of 90 dBA at the Pilot Plant’s fence line, it is estimated that at 0.5 miles from the
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property, the potential sound level from the plant would be less than 50 dBA, which is considered relatively quiet
(see Figure 3-14). Sound levels at the closest receptor, more than 2,640 feet away, would be reduced further by
the increased distance such that any potential increase in noise level would not be discernible and noise impacts
during operations would be considered negligible to minor.

It is anticipated that the potential air quality impacts to public health would be minor as the air emissions from the
Pilot Plant would primarily be limited to de minimis amounts of criteria pollutants. The facility would fall under
the small source exemption (R307-401-9), which allows very small sources of air pollution more flexibility to
make changes in their emissions as long as they remain eligible for the exemption. Section 3.5 describes impacts
to air quality and the ambient air quality standards that represent the maximum allowable atmospheric
concentrations that may occur and still protect public health and welfare within a reasonable margin of safety.

Viresco would ensure that all restricted areas are clearly marked to indicate that access is restricted and that
unauthorized presence within the area constitutes a breach of security. Adequate physical barriers to impede
movement (i.e. fencing around the perimeter of the Pilot Plant and additional fencing around materials stored on
site) would be put in place to prevent unauthorized access and protect public health and safety.

Major process operation failures have been considered in the engineering and design such that the system design
is sufficiently flexible and conservative to help prevent such occurrences. An automated shutdown system would
be designed into the process that would safely shut down the process should a piece of equipment fail (Viresco
Energy, LLC, 2010). In case of a power outage, the system would be left in a safe state. Inflows to the gasifier
and regenerator (coal slurry, steam, hydrogen, etc.) would stop, except for nitrogen purge. Lack of fluidizing feed
gases would cause the fluidized beds in the gasifier and regenerator to slump. The nitrogen purge would sweep
out the gases in the vessels. Syngas product line from the gasifier would vent to the flare. Regenerator exhaust
gas would vent to the atmosphere. The flare would still operate. Heating of the boiler would stop along with
steam production (Raju, A. 2011).

3.9.2.1 Fire Protection

As discussed above, the City of Kanab fire department is well staffed, and it is supported by additional districts
under a mutual aid agreement. Any of these fire departments would be available to assist in a fire emergency if
needed. As per the conditional use permit, which was approved by the City of Kanab Planning Commission, the
Pilot Plant’s stack design must be submitted to the Kanab City Fire Chief for approval to ensure the fire
suppression system to be installed is consistent with the applicable fire codes. Construction and operation of the
Pilot Plant would involve the use of flammable and combustible materials that pose an increased risk of fire or
explosion at the proposed project site; however, the probability of a significant fire or explosion is very low.
Furthermore, the site is surrounded by undeveloped lands for several hundred feet in all directions, which
provides a substantial buffer area protecting the public from a potential catastrophic incident. A potential
catastrophic incident during operations is discussed in the following subsection. The fire department within the
City has the capacity, and is equipped to respond to a major fire or hazmat emergency at the proposed site if
necessary. For comparison, Garkane Energy has a bulk capacity facility located on West Powell Drive in Kanab
that can store approximately 30,000 gallons of liquid propane as stated in their will-serve letter (Appendix C).
Any incidents that may occur during construction or operation would not increase the demand on fire protection
services beyond the available capacity of currently existing services. The construction and operation of the Pilot
Plant on the proposed project site would not displace any fire protection facilities, nor would it conflict with local
and regional plans for fire protection services.

3.9.2.2 Potential Catastrophic Accident Scenario During Operations

The Pilot Plant would be designed with appropriate safety features, including rupture disks on pressurized vessels
conforming to ASME standards and the delivery and storage of coal in bags to prevent ignition of coal dust.
Pressure relief valves on the gasifier would be vented to the flare consistent with SOP’s for such units. In the
event of catastrophic failure of the gasifier, gases could escape from the gasifier. These gases would be those
components expected in the syngas product from the gasifier. Equipment will be included in the Pilot Plant to
monitor potential releases of syngas (such as a CO alarm). The safety system for the gasifier would be designed
during detailed engineering to address credible hazards. For example, the safety system would be designed to
shut down the gasifier feeds in the event of a significant failure of the gasifier.
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However, a potential catastrophic accident scenario during plant operations would be the result of an explosion
simultaneously involving the 6,000-gallon propane storage tank and the 18,000-gallon hydrogen storage tank.
The EPA software model, Risk Management Program (RMP)*Comp Ver. 1.07, was used to analyze the offsite
impact of this explosion by determining the blast radius. The model calculated that the radius of impact from
such an accident would extend to a limit of approximately 0.3 mile from the proposed site (EPA, 2011). The 0.3-
mile radius is indicated in Figure 3-5, previous. There are no residences located within this radius. Two former
residential buildings are indicated in Figure 3-5 just within the 0.3-mile radius directly north of the proposed
site; but these buildings are associated with the current construction of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage
Project and would not be occupied for residential use in the future. Plant workers and individuals in vehicles on
adjacent roadways would be the only population directly at risk.

With modern safety features and practices in place, the risk of a catastrophic accident at the proposed Pilot Plant
is extremely low. Table 3.9-3 below presents the estimated accident rates for storage of liquid propane and liquid
hydrogen. The accident rates are based on industry statistics compiled by the EPA’s RMP_(Belke, 2000). As
shown in the table, a 6,000 gallon tank of liguid propane would have a probability of causing an accident 3 times
in 100,000 years (3.0x10° accidents per year), and an 18,000 gallon tank of liguid hydrogen would have a
probability of causing an accident 2.5 times in 1,000 years (2.5x10°° accidents per year).

Table 3.9-3. Preliminary Analysis of Accident Risk at the Proposed Pilot Plant

Liquid Propane Liquid Hydrogen
Accidents per Mlbs stored/year* 0.0012 0.24
Ibs/gallon 4.2 0.584
gallons 6,000 18,000
lbs 25,200 10,512
Mlbs 0.0252 0.010512
Accidents per year 0.00003024 0.00252288

*Source: Belke, 2000

Mlbs = million pounds; Ibs = pounds

Note: Nitrogen is not included in the Table as it is an inert gas and not
explosive.

In the very unlikely event of a catastrophic accident occurring at the Pilot Plant site, emergency response would
be focused on rescue and medical attention for surviving workers, and control of the fire at the plant site and
potential brush fires resulting from the explosion. Initial medical response for a maximum of 9 plant workers
would be within the capacity of the Kane County Hospital with reliance on medivac helicopter transport to larger
regional medical facilities if necessary. The Kanab Fire Department has the capacity to provide initial response
for containment of potential brush fires resulting from the incident and would call for mutual aid from regional
responders as needed.

3.9.2.3 Healthcare Services

The potential for accidents and injuries to personnel during both construction and operation of the proposed Pilot
Plant would be comparable to that of a small industrial facility and would not exceed the capacity of local
healthcare services. The temporary construction jobs created by
the proposed Pilot Plant could cause an influx of temporary | Hill Burton Act of 1946: established the
residents to the City of Kanab. Currently the City has 6 hospital | objective standard for the number of hospitals,
beds per thousand residents. The Hill-Burton standard is 4.5 :i:;g}’gf:{;ef’o%’éd ’;”:O;’:a;/f:z;/”gﬂ on
hospital beds per thousand residents and the U.S. average as of | oo . ics s Zeo’,s peftho’zm'md residents (E-
2007 was 2.7 hospital beds per thousand residents (Pearson, 2009). | wotes, 2009).

Should all of the temporary construction workers relocate to the
City of Kanab, the reduction in healthcare capacity would be extremely small. The ratio of hospital beds per
thousand residents would remain around 6 which is above the Hill-Burton standard and well above the U.S.
average. The operation of the Pilot Plant would require nine full time employees who would likely live in Kanab
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or the general area. Should any employees relocate to the area it would be a relatively small number. Although
the proposed project would increase the number of residents potentially requiring medical care, the ratio of
hospital beds per thousand residents would remain at approximately 6 and, therefore, no impacts are expected.

3.9.3

Under the no action alternative, construction and operation of the Pilot Plant would not occur at the site and
increased safety risks associated with the Pilot Plant would not occur. Additional air emissions and emergencies,
such as accidental spills and injuries to workers, would not occur and, therefore, no impacts to the public health
and safety would be expected.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

3.10  Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
3.10.1 Existing Conditions

The existing conditions for socioeconomics and environmental justice describe population, income, housing, and
labor force characteristics in a comparative manner from the smallest geographic units in the immediate vicinity
of the sites (census tracts and blocks, municipalities, or counties depending on the parameter reported) to
increasingly larger geographic areas (municipalities, counties, states, and the United States depending on the
parameter reported). This comparative approach provides a general idea of how characteristics immediately
surrounding the site, which has the greatest potential to be impacted by the proposed project, relate to trends in
larger geographic areas. This approach is particularly important to ascertain the potential for disproportionate
adverse impacts to populations for environmental justice concerns.

The project site is located in the City of Kanab, Kane County, Utah. It is also located in Census Tract 1302,
Block Group 1, and Block 1124. Census data reported in this section are mainly taken from the 2005 — 2009
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, though Census 2000 and Census 2010 data are reported in a few
instances. Few data have been released in the region for the 2010 Census at this time.

3.10.1.1

Comparative population values for 2000 and 2010 are provided in Table 3.10-1. Overall, the population of the
state of Utah increased at a considerably greater rate than the United States from 2000 to 2010 (23.8 percent for
Utah compared to 9.7 percent for the U.S.). The populations of Kane County and the City of Kanab followed a
similar pattern to the state; however, at a slower rate of increase. The 2010 population of the City of Kanab was
4,312, which represented approximately 61 percent of the Kane County population (7,125) (U.S. Census Bureau,
Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010).

Population and Housing

Table 3.10-1. Comparative Population (2000 — 2010)

Percent Change

Area 2000 Population | 2010 Population (2000 — 2010)
United States 281,421,906 308,745,538 +9.7%

Utah 2,233,169 2,763,885 +23.8%
Kane County 6,046 7,125 +17.8%
City of Kanab 3,564 4,312 +21.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010

Estimated average housing characteristics from 2005 through 2009 are provided in Table 3.10-2. Of Kane
County’s 4,763 housing units approximately 42.3 percent were vacant, which is a considerably higher rate than
for the United States (11.8 percent) and Utah (9.5 percent), though the geographic areas closest to the site
exhibited vacancy rates lower than the national or state rates (7.8 percent for Census Tract 1302 and 8.7 percent
for the City of Kanab). The proportions of homes that were occupied by renters versus owners were similar for
all geographic areas covered, though the national values show a greater tendency toward renter-occupancies.
Median home values were similar among all of the geographic areas, though within Utah, values tended to be
higher than for the United States except for the Kane County-wide median value of $181,100, which was slightly
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lower. Median contract rents within Kane County, Census Tract 1302, and the City of Kanab were considerably
less than for the United States or Utah (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year
Estimates).

The median sale price in 2010 for homes in Kane County was $187,500, and in 2011 (through August) the median
sale price was $155,000, which was a decrease of approximately 17 percent. In Utah as a whole, the median sale
price in 2010 was $190,000, and in 2011 (through August) the median sale price was $175,000, a decrease of
approximately 8 percent (Utah Association of Realtors, 2011). In Utah in 2010 the median number of days homes
were on the market was 86, which is higher than in 2009 (78.5) and considerably higher than in 2006 (23.5)
(Realestatehomesutah.com, 2010).

3.10.1.2

The Utah individual income tax rate is a single rate of five percent for all income levels (Utah State Tax
Commission, 2011). The City of Kanab’s property tax rate can fluctuate from year to year (e.g., if property
values decrease, rates increase); in 2010 the property tax rate was 1.0415 percent of assessed value (Johnson,
2011). The City of Kanab levies a seven-eighths percent sales tax on retail sales of tangible personal property,
services, and meals (City of Kanab General Ordinances, Section 6-103).

Taxes and Revenue

Table 3.10-2. Housing Characteristics (2005 — 2009 Estimated Averages)

Percentage Percentage Median
Housing Vacancy | Owner Occupied Renter Median
Area . . . Contract
Units Rate (of occupied Occupied (of Value R
; . ; ent
units) occupied units)
United 127,699,712 11.8% 66.9% 33.1% $185,400 $675
States
Utah 919,334 9.5% 72.0% 28.0% $208,100 $656
Kane 4,763 42.3% 76.2% 23.8% $181,100 $410
County
Census 1,913 7.8% 80.8% 19.2% $207,900 $457
Tract 1302
City of 1,717 8.7% 78.4% 21.6% $197,600 $457
Kanab

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

3.10.1.3

Estimated average labor force and income characteristics from 2005 through 2009 are provided in Table 3.10-3.
During this period, the unemployment rates in the City of Kanab (1.4 percent), Census Tract 1302 (2.2 percent),
and Kane County (3.0 percent) were considerably lower than in Utah (5.1 percent) and the United States (7.2
percent). The civilian labor force in Kane County consisted of 2,991 individuals, of which more than half were
from Kanab (1,730). The per capita income in Kanab ($20,138) was lower than the other geographic areas,
approximately 11 percent lower than Utah (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-
Year Estimates).

Economy and Employment

Table 3.10-3. Estimated Labor Force and Income Characteristics (2005 — 2009 Estimated Averages)

Area Civilian Labor Percentage Per Capita
Force Unemployed Income
United States 152,273,029 7.2% $27,041
Utah 1,319,805 5.1% $22,684
Kane County 2,991 3.0% $24,515
Census Tract 1302 1,933 2.2% $28,478
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Area Civilian Labor Percentage Per Capita
Force Unemployed Income
City of Kanab 1,730 1.4% $20,138

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The industries that provide the greatest number of jobs in Kane County include leisure and hospitality;
government; trade, transportation, and utilities; and education, health, and social services. The major employers
in Kane County include Best Friends Animal Sanctuary, Aramark (Lake Powell Resorts), Kane County Hospital,
Kane County School District, Kane County Government, and the Federal Government (Economic Development
Corporation of Utah, 2011).

In Kanab, the hotel capacity is 738 rooms (Kane County Office of Tourism, 2011). In 2010 in Utah as a whole,
the hotel/motel occupancy rate was 59.7 percent, while in 2009 the rate was 57 percent (Utah Office of Tourism,
2011). Overall, local occupancy rates in the Kanab area were not readily accessible; however, tourism-related
tax_income in Kane County show varied results from 2007 through 2009. In 2007, Kane County received
transient room tax revenues of $593,000 while total local tax revenues from traveler spending were $6,103,600.
In 2008, the transient room tax generated $695,600 while the local tax revenues from traveler spending was
$7,193,900, both increases from 2007. In 2009, transient room tax revenues decreased slightly from 2008 (1
percent) to $688,400 while tax revenues from traveler spending decreased considerably from 2008 (26.8 percent)
to $5,267,900 (Utah Office of Tourism, undated).

3.10.1.4

Population composition and poverty status information is provided in Table 3.10-4. Data for Block Group 1 and
Block 1124 (in which there was no population) are from the 2000 Census (more recent data were not available)
and the remaining geographic areas are 2005 through 2009 estimated averages. The population composition in
the area of the site was predominantly white alone with each of Census Tract 1302, Block Group 1, Kanab, and
Kane County being at least 93.5 white alone. These proportions are greater than the state of Utah (89.6 percent)
and considerably greater than the United States (74.5 percent). The proportions of Hispanics or Latinos in the
area of the site, at 2.3 to 3.7 percent for Block Group 1, Census Tract 1302, Kanab, and Kane County, were well
below the averages for Utah (11.6 percent) and the United States (15.1 percent). The proportions of individuals
and families with incomes below the poverty level in the area of the site were lower than the United States, with
Kane County averages being roughly similar to those for the state of Utah. Poverty rates in the City of Kanab (9.0
percent for individuals and 6.4 percent for families) were lower than the rates for Kane County (10.6 percent for
individuals and 8.0 percent for families) and Utah (10.4 percent for individuals and 7.2 percent for families) (U.S.
Census Bureau, Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates).

Environmental Justice
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Table 3.10-4. Population Composition and Poverty Status (2000 — 2009)

Census Tract Census Census
Parameter 1302, Block Tract 1302, Tract City of Kane Utah® United
Group 1, Block Group 1302° Kanab” Countyb States”
Block 1124% 12

Population Proportion Whits 0% 96.7% 94.1% | 935% | 955% | 89.6% | 74.5%
Population Proportion Black or 0% 0.08% 0% 0% | <0.1% | 1.0% | 12.4%
African American Alone
Population Proportion
American Indian and Alaska 0% 1.2% 2.7% 3.0% 2.1% 1.2% 0.8%
Native Alone
Population Proportion Asian 0% 0.1% 0% 0% 0% 2.0% 4.4%
Alone
Population Proportion Other
Minority Races and Multiple 0% 1.9% 3.2% 3.5% 2.4% 6.1% 8.0%
Races
Population Proportion Hispanic 0% 2.3% 3.7% 37% | 32% |11.6% | 15.1%
or Latino Ethnicity (of any race)
Proportion of Individuals with
Incomes Below the Poverty 0% 4.5% 8.6% 9.0% 10.6% 10.4% | 13.5%
Level
Proportion of Families with
Incomes Below the Poverty 0% 4.2% 5.8% 6.4% 8.0% 7.2% 9.9%
Level

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000; U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

2 Data from Census 2000; more recent data not available.
® Data from 2005 — 2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project
3.10.2.1

During construction, approximately 25 construction jobs would be created as a result of the project. It is assumed
that the majority of the workforce would be drawn from local candidates; therefore, no increase in population or
need for housing is anticipated.

Population and Housing

During operations, Viresco anticipates that nine employees would work onsite. Two of the operational positions
would be fulltime annual positions at the Pilot Plant location. The remaining operational positions (7) would be
located in Kanab during operational testing of the Pilot Plant. Should any employees relocate to the area it
would be a relatively small number (no more than nine employees) and negligible impacts on population and
housing would be expected.

DOE understands and acknowledges that many local citizens are concerned about the potential effects of the
proposed Pilot Plant on the desirability of real estate and property values in the Kanab area. But DOE is not
aware of any firm basis on which to analyze the potential impacts from construction and operation of a pilot-
scale research facility on housing prices. There is evidence that construction of a full-scale power plant (greater
than 100 megawatts capacity) could affect local real estate values (Davis, 2010). However, the study results are
not relevant due to the difference in scale compared to the proposed Pilot Plant, which would occupy
approximately 1.5 acres of land, consume 5 tons of coal per day of operation, and be exempt from a state air
permit. Furthermore, the recent national housing crisis and economic recession have already affected property
values as indicated by the data in Section 3.10.1.1. Although the Pilot Plant would be visible from US 89A and
from nearby residences, Kanab Creek Ranchos, and other elevated locations, the facility would have an effect on
the viewshed comparable to that of other nearby facilities, including the airport, the Kane County Public Safety
Facility, and the Kane County Landfill, as illustrated in Figure 3-7. The city has identified the area east of the
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Kanab Municipal Airport as an appropriate area for potential similar development because of the proximity to
other commercial-governmental uses, and because the area is distant from and not visible from the downtown
area; nor would the facility be visible from properties in Fredonia. Based on the modest size of the proposed
Pilot Plant, and because DOE has identified no potential for substantial adverse impacts on environmental
resources in this EA, DOE concluded that potential effects of the project on property values would be negligible
to moderate.

3.10.2.2 Taxes and Revenue

During construction, construction workers are assumed to be currently employed, and residing and paying taxes in
the Kane County area. Increased sales transactions for the purchase of materials and supplies would generate
some additional revenues for local and state governments, which would have a minor beneficial impact on taxes
and revenue.

During operation, taxes would begin to be paid on the property, which would have a minor beneficial impact on
taxes and revenue. Viresco anticipates that employees would live in Kanab or the general area. Thus, additional
income taxes and property taxes could be collected by Kanab and the state if employees relocate to the area.
Additional retail services and business employment may result if employees relocate to the area through a
multiplier effect, yielding additional sales and income tax revenues for local and state governments. Also,
operation of the facilities would require the purchase of supplies, equipment, and services in the local area,
benefiting local businesses and increasing tax revenue. A minor beneficial impact would be expected.

3.10.2.3  Economy and Employment

During construction, regional economic activity would increase as local construction contractors and construction
firms are hired for the project. The purchase of building materials, construction supplies and construction
equipment, as well as spending by the construction workers, would add income to the economy. Twenty-five
construction jobs would be created as a result of the project. This would have a short-term, minor beneficial
impact on employment in the Kane County area.

During operations, daily spending by employees would positively affect businesses in the area. These
expenditures commonly include gasoline, automobile servicing, food and beverages, laundry, and other retail
purchases undertaken in the immediate area because of convenience and access during the course of the business
day. In addition, secondary jobs related to the increased economic activity stimulated by the project may also be
created. This would have a minor beneficial impact on employment in the Kane County area; as relatively few
(nine) operational employees would be required.

Major outdoor recreational opportunities exist in the area in the form of protected public lands, which are a major
source of economic activity in Kane County in the form of tourism. Numerous public comments were received
expressing concerns about the potential for the Pilot Plant to affect the desirability of these recreational resources
and thus reduce the important income generated by tourism. The Economic Development Corporation of Utah
notes the following as the major recreational opportunities in Kane County: Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument, Bryce Canyon, Zion Canyon, Grand Canyon, and Kodachrome and Coral Pink Sand Dunes State
Parks (Economic Development Corporation of Utah, 2011). The closest of these to the project site is Grand
Staircase-Escalante National Monument’s far southwestern boundary, which terminates approximately nine miles
to the east of the site. Coral Pink Sand Dunes State Park is approximately 10 miles to the west with a mountain
range in between. It is highly unlikely that the presence of the proposed facility would disrupt the enjoyment of
these recreational locations or associated local economic activity considering the relatively small size of the
proposed facility (1.5 acres at a maximum of 72 feet in height) and the distances of the recreational lands from the
site. As described in Section 3.5, air emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant would not adversely impact Class |
areas. Although plant structures would be visible from US 89A and parts of the City of Kanab, particularly the
Kanab Creek Ranchos neighborhood, the Pilot Plant would be located in proximity to the Kanab Municipal
Airport, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, the Kane County Landfill, and existing communication towers,
which are already visible from the same locations and have not detracted from regional tourism.

In a report titled “Prosperity in the 21st Century West — the Role of Protected Public Lands”, the Sonoran Institute
(2004), stated that diverse economies with an educated workforce employed in knowledge-based service
industries (e.g., engineering, management consulting, finance, etc.) are in the best positions to take advantage of
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nearby protected public lands from an economic standpoint. The fastest growth in the west has occurred where
the predominant occupation is a white collar job, while the slowest growth has been where the economy depends
on resource-dependent industries (e.g., agriculture and mining). Overall, the more diverse an economy, the faster
it will grow, and the more specialized, the slower it will grow. Since 1970, in western states, the greatest source
of real income growth has been non-labor income (e.g., investment income often associated with retirees) while
the second greatest source has been growth in service-related income. Jobs in these industries are a mix that
includes high-wage occupations in engineering, health, and business services, but also relatively low-wage
occupations such as those found in restaurants and hotels. Since most of the growth in the rural west is in
services, the success of rural communities depends in large part on their ability to go beyond lower-paid tourism
jobs and attract higher wage services. Protected public lands draw people employed in such higher wage services
(Sonoran Institute, 2004).

Development of the Pilot Plant would create nine new jobs in the Kanab and Kane County area in the high-wage
service industry (engineering). Considering that the major employers in Kane County include Best Friends
Animal Sanctuary, Aramark (Lake Powell Resorts), Kane County Hospital, Kane County School District, Kane
County Government, and the Federal Government (Economic Development Corporation of Utah, 2011),
development of the Pilot Plant would help diversify the existing local service industry. A more diverse local
service economy could help leverage Kanab and Kane County’s proximity to nearby protected public lands (e.g.,
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument) into further diversification and overall economic growth.

DOE understands and acknowledges that many local citizens and business owners are concerned about the
potential effects of the Pilot Plant on the desirability of Kanab as a destination for tourism. But DOE has no
basis for comparison with a similar project located in a community such as Kanab, which is uniguely situated
within an hour or two of multiple national parks and recreation areas. The Pilot Plant would be comparable to a
relatively modest commercial-industrial facility occupying an acre and a half. Although the Pilot Plant would be
visible from US 89A and from nearby residences, Kanab Creek Ranchos, and other elevated locations, the facility
would have an effect on the viewshed comparable to that of other nearby facilities, including the airport, the Kane
County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County Landfill, as illustrated in Figure 3-7. The city has identified
the area east of the Kanab Municipal Airport as an appropriate area for potential similar development because of
the proximity to other commercial-governmental uses, and because the area is distant from and not visible from
the downtown area where tourists find lodging and dining establishments; nor would the facility be visible from
downtown Fredonia. Based on the modest size of the proposed Pilot Plant, and because DOE has identified no
potential for substantial adverse impacts on environmental resources in this EA, DOE concluded that impacts on
tourism and the local economy would be negligible to minor.

3.10.24 Environmental Justice

As described in Section 3.10.1.4, the population compositions of Kane County, Kanab, Census Tract 1302, Block
Group 1, and Block 1124 consist predominantly of white alone individuals. The minority compositions of these
areas are less than the state of Utah and considerably less than the United States. The proportions of individuals
and families with incomes below the poverty level are generally less than or similar to the values for the state of
Utah and considerably less than the United States. Furthermore, the immediate project site is widely separated by
distance from local residential areas. Therefore, any adverse consequences of construction or operation of the
project would not disproportionately affect minority or low income populations in _Kane County, and no
environmental justice impacts would occur.

As described in Section 2.5.2, the proposed Pilot Plant site is within 2 miles of the northeastern boundary of the
Kaibab Paiute Reservation in northern Arizona, which constitutes a minority population. However, as described
for the environmental resources in this chapter, the operation of the Pilot Plant would not cause greater than
minor adverse impacts on air guality, public health, land use, biological resources, surface water, groundwater,
utilities, and wastes. Furthermore, the Pilot Plant is not expected to have greater than moderate adverse impacts
on aesthetic conditions, which would not extend visually to the distance of the reservation. This EA acknowledges
the potential for inadvertent discovery of Native American remains or artifacts, but DOE believes that the small
extent of land area to be disturbed for the project (approximately 1.5 acres) would limit the potential for such a
discovery, and DOE would continue consultation with the Kaibab Band to ensure that potential impacts in the
event of such a discovery are minimized. Therefore, the proposed Pilot Plant is not expected to cause
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disproportionately high and adverse effects on the Kaibab Paiute Tribe that would result in environmental justice
impacts.

3.10.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operations would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes to socioeconomics or environmental justice concerns as compared to the existing condition. Minor
beneficial impacts to economic activity that would be associated with the proposed project would not be realized.

3.11 Biological Resources
3.11.1 Existing Conditions

The project site and much of southern and eastern Utah is located within the Colorado Plateaus Level Il
Ecoregion. Designed to serve as a spatial framework for research assessment, and monitoring of ecosystems and
ecosystem components, ecoregions denote areas within which lands and aguatic areas, vegetation communities,
and habitats (and the type, quality, and quantity of environmental resources) are similar. In general, within the
Colorado Plateaus Level 111 Ecoregion, low elevation basins and canyons are sparsely vegetated with blackbrush
(Coleogyne ramosissima), shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), and galleta
grass (Pleuraphis jamesii). Uplands and higher valleys have Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp.
wyomingensis), black sagebrush (Artemisia nova), and pinyon (Pinus edulis) — juniper (Juniperus communis)
woodlands. Common wildlife within the Colorado Plateaus Level 111 Ecoregion include elk (Cervus canadensis),
mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), coyote (Canis latrans), kit fox (Vulpes
macrotis), white-tailed prairie _dog (Cynomys leucurus), cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus sp.), sage grouse
(Centrocercus sp.), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), pinyon jay
(Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus), common raven (Corvus corax), and western diamondback rattlesnake (Crotalus
atrox) (CEC, 2011).

During a site visit in May 2011, DOE determined that the project site is located within an arid environment that
has limited vegetation resources and wildlife habitat existing within or directly adjacent to the study area. There
are no surface waters or aquatic habitats onsite. Vegetation in the area includes scattered juniper, low sagebrush
(Artemisia arbuscula), sand sagebrush (Artemisia filifolia), prickly pear and cholla cacti (Opuntia sp.), yucca
(Yucca sp.), and various bunch grasses and forbs (Figure 3-15). Onsite habitats have historically been impacted
by erosion, grazing, and recreational use of the area (Nash, Robert B., Dale R. Gourley, and Logan Hunt, 2010).
No wildlife species were directly observed within the project site during the May 2011 site visit, though animal
scat and burrows (approximately four inches wide) were present indicating wildlife utilization of onsite habitat.
A site inspection performed in 2010 for an EA on the Kane County Public Safety Facility (approximately 0.5 mile
southeast of the site along Kaneplex Road on land with similar characteristics to the project site) noted limited
winter mule deer use and a turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) population adjacent to Kanab as well as limited use of
the area by cottontail rabbits and jackrabbits (Lepus sp.), which are accustomed to disturbance. That EA also
notes frequent and common disturbances in the area resulting from the shooting range, Kaneplex Rodeo Grounds,
and the Kane County Landfill (USDOI/BLM, 2010).

DOE sent informal consultation letters to the USFWS and the UDNR Division of Wildlife Resources to verify
that the project would have no effect on any federal- or state-protected species or critical habitat within the
vicinity of the proposed project. In a response dated January 3, 2011, the USFWS acknowledged concurrence
with DOE’s determination that the proposed sction would not significantly affect any protected species or their
critical habitat. In a letter dated July 6, 2011, the UDNR Division of Wildlife Resources stated that it has no
records of threatened, endangered, or sensitive species within the study area. UDNR noted that there are
historical records of occurrences for bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) and
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) in the vicinity, all of which are included on the Utah
Sensitive Species List (see Appendix A).

Bald eagles typically nest in larger trees close to coastal areas, bays, rivers, lakes, or other bodies of water that
reflect the general availability of primary food sources including fish, waterfowl, and seabirds. Ferruginous
hawks may nest on the ground or in trees in a variety of habitat types. Juniper trees, which are found onsite, are
often used as nest sites in Utah; however, ferruginous hawks typically utilize trees on the sides or summits of hills
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and avoid areas of intensive agriculture or high human disturbance (NatureServe, 2010). The southwestern
willow flycatcher nests in relatively dense riparian tree and shrub communities associated with rivers, swamps,
and other wetlands (USFWS, 2010).

Figure 3-15. Typical Vegetation on Proposed Pilot Plant Site

The Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians submitted a list to DOE of plants and animals of cultural concern to the tribe,
which is included in Appendix B. The list is fairly extensive and includes many relatively common species (e.qg.,
mice and most small birds). Thus, it is likely that a number of these species either utilize onsite habitat or are in
the general area and could utilize it.

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

Development of the Pilot Plant would involve disturbing up to 1.5 acres of land that has a history of disturbance
in the general area of ongoing human disturbances containing sparse vegetation and marginal wildlife habitat.
During initial land-clearing activities, wildlife would be displaced from the site due to human activities (e.qg.,
equipment movement) causing avoidance of the area. Some individuals, most likely smaller less-mobile species,
may perish due to collisions with equipment. All onsite vegetation would be removed during this effort.
Development of the site would result in a loss of habitat for any species currently utilizing onsite resources or
those in the area that could; however, vast amounts of similar habitat exists in the area, thus, minor impacts
would be expected. In addition, during operations, generated noise and human activities onsite may cause
avoidance of the area by some wildlife species; however, this effect would be negligible considering other
developments already operating in the area (e.g., Kane County landfill, Kanab Municipal Airport, shooting
range) that already cause some degree of avoidance. Air emissions from the construction and operation of the
Pilot Plant would be very small and would not be toxic to plants or animals in the region, including those in
northern Arizona, or to people utilizing these natural resources (see Section 3.5).

DOE consulted with UDEQ and UDNR and determined that there are no state water quality standards that would
trigger a requirement for installation of animal exclusion devices to eliminate hazards to wildlife from contact
with the stormwater detention basin or potential future evaporation pond. Likewise there are no local ordinances
that require such devices. No such exclusionary devices are currently in use on the Kanab wastewater lagoons,
and DOE is unaware of any such exclusionary devices being used on other existing impoundments or stormwater
detention basins in Kanab. However, Viresco has agreed to monitor the water quality to confirm that such
impacts would not occur and to include exclusionary devices if the monitoring results indicate that potential
impacts to wildlife may occur. DOE will require that Viresco develop the monitoring plan as part of the
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Mitigation Action Plan for this project. DOE will require that Viresco consult with the UDEQ and DNR, the
USFWS and Native American tribes regarding the parameters to be monitored and the levels that would trigger
the installation of exclusionary devices, prior to approving the monitoring plan.

No impacts to federal- or state-protected species would be expected under the proposed action or connected
action. The USFWS has acknowledged that the project would not significantly affect any federally protected
species or critical habitat. The UDNR Division of Wildlife Resources has acknowledged that there are no records
of protected species on the site and that the only occurrences in the general area are for bald eagle, ferruginous
hawk, and southwestern willow flycatcher. Based on the habitat utilization characteristics for these species
described in Section 3.11.1, the only one of these species that could utilize onsite habitat is the ferruginous hawk;
however, it is highly unlikely that any would nest onsite considering the site’s proximity to human disturbances,
particularly Kanab Municipal Airport. Furthermore, initial land clearing would be performed outside of the
raptor/migratory bird nesting season (discussed further in the following paragraph); thus, no impacts to species
listed on the Utah Sensitive Species List would be expected.

In a letter to DOE commenting on the Draft EA dated September 22, 2011 (see Appendix E), the USFWS
characterized the site as low desert scrub habitat and asked that impacts to migratory birds be addressed,
specifically those included in the USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern 2008 and the UDNR Division of
Wildlife Resources Utah Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy. The USFWS birds of conservation
concern for Region 6, which includes Utah, includes three species that occur in the area and could utilize onsite
scrub/shrubland habitat for nesting: ferruginous hawk, loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), and Bewick’s
wren (Thryomanes bewickii). Overall, these species generally nest from March 1 through August 1 (USFWS,
2008; USFWS, 1999; and NatureServe 2010). As previously stated, ferruginous hawk is unlikely to utilize onsite
habitats due to nearby human disturbances. The Utah Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy lists two
migratory bird species as ““species of greatest conservation need” that utilize low desert scrub as primary or
secondary habitat: crissal thrasher (Toxostoma crissale) and Lucy’s warbler (Vermivora luciae). Both of these
species nest in riparian vegetation and, thus, would not be expected to nest onsite (UDNR/DWR, 2005). The
USFWS letter also asked that raptors be addressed; there are four raptor species listed in USFWS’ Utah Field
Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances that may utilize onsite habitats
for nesting: ferruginous hawk, northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), and
burrowing owl (Speotyto cunicularia). Overall, the nesting period including all of these species is from March 1
through August 31 (USFWS, 1999). In order to avoid the potential “take’ of migratory birds (i.e., pursue, hunt,
take, capture or Kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, deliver or cause to
be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried or received any migratory bird, part, nest, eqg or product),
initial land clearing would be performed outside of the raptor/migratory bird nesting season of March 1 through

August 31.

No impacts of a possible take of migratory birds would occur; however, over the long term, nesting and foraging
habitat would be removed due to development of the Pilot Plant, which would result in 1.5 acres of habitat loss;
impacts would be minor as vast amounts of similar habitat would continue to exist in the area. In a letter to DOE
dated September 22, 2011 USFWS asked that mitigation be developed to compensate for habitat losses; however,
DOE has determined that mitigation would not be necessary, because there are no requlations that protect
migratory bird habitat, large amounts of similar habitat would continue to exist in the area, and there is nothing
particularly unique or exceptional with regard to the impacted habitats. As previously stated, during operations,
in order to avoid impacts to migratory birds that could result from their use of water in the potential evaporation
pond under the connected action, Viresco would provide an appropriate bird exclusion device over the basin in
the event that sampling and analysis of the retained water by a third party and verified by the appropriate state
agency were to conclude that the water would present a potential hazard to wildlife. Thus, overall, minor impacts
to migratory birds would be expected during construction and operation consisting of habitat loss.

To the extent that information on typical habitat utilization characteristics was reasonably available, DOE has
performed research on the plants and animals of cultural significance to the Kaibab Band of Paiutes (listed in full
in Appendix B). Many of the species listed are common and could utilize the onsite arid, shrubby habitat;
therefore, DOE has listed the species that would not be expected to utilize onsite habitat as follows (Anderson,
1996; Cabeza Prieta Natural History Association, undated; Calflora, undated; Flora of North America, undated;
NatureServe, 2010; UDNR/DWR, undated; and USU, 2004):
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e Plants that typically occur on washes, alluvial fans, and/or rocky slopes — Indian mallow (Abutilon
incanum), catclaw acacia (Acacia greggii), white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa), fetid marigold (Dyssodia
pentachaeta), Engelmann’s hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus engelmannii), claretcup cactus
(Echinocereus triglochidiatus), Nevada Indian tea (Ephedra nevadensis), California barrel cactus
(Ferocactus acanthodes), wolfberry (Lycium andersonii), Fremont wolfberry (Lycium fremontii), squaw
bush (Rhus trilobata vars. simplicifoia and trilobata), wire lettuce (Stephanomeria tenuifolia), and
turpentine broom (Thamnosma montana).

e Plants that typically occur in wetter habitats (e.g., river floodplains) — seepwillow (Baccharis
salicifolia), wild clematis (Clematis ligusticifolia), smooth scouring rush (Equisetum laevigatum), spiny
rush (Juncus acutus var. sphaerocarpus), field mint (Mentha arvensis), watercress (Nasturium officinale),
desert tobacco (Nicotiana trigonophylla), giant common reed (Phragmites australis), Fremont
cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Torrey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa var. torreyana), coyote willow
(Salix_exigua), Goodding’s willow (Salix gooddingii), tamarisk (Tamarix chinensis), broadleaf cattail
(Typha latifolia), and canyon grape (Vitis arizonica).

e Plants not known to occur in the Kanab area — desert willow (Chilopsis linearis) and white brittlebush
(Encelia farinose).

e Animals that typically occur in or near surface waters — fish, frogs, ducks, northern raccoon (Procyon
lotor), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).

e Animals that typically occur in mountainous habitat — bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis), mountain lion
(Puma concolor), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos — nest cliffs or tall trees), and California condor
(Gymnogyps californianus).

e Animals that occur near water and/or in caves, mines, or rock crevices — all Utah bat species.

e Animals not known to occur in the Kanab area — American bison (Bison bison) and all Utah prairie-dog
species (Cynomys sp.).

The aforementioned plants and animals would not be affected by the proposed project. The remaining species
listed as of cultural concern to the Kaibab Band of Paiutes (shown in full in Appendix B) either could utilize
onsite habitat or DOE was unable to reasonably find information on their typical habitat characteristics, thus,
they could not be verifiably excluded. During a site visit, DOE personnel noted sand sagebrush, yucca species,
and prickly pear and cholla cacti as occurring onsite, each of which are included on the Kaibab list, though the
yucca and cacti were not identified to the species level. In addition, the EA for the Kane County Public Safety
Facility noted mule deer, cottontail rabbits, and jackrabbits on that site (USDOI/BLM, 2010) and, considering
proximity to the project site, it is likely that they can be found onsite as well. Any species of cultural concern to
the Kaibab Band of Paiutes currently utilizing onsite habitats, or those generally in the area that could utilize
onsite habitats, could incur the impacts described above, including vegetation removal, possible mortality due to
collisions with construction equipment (most likely for smaller less mobile species), wildlife avoidance and
displacement, and habitat loss. Overall, adverse impacts to species of cultural concern to the Kaibab Band of
Paiutes would occur; however, it is important to note that the 1.5-acre site is adjacent to a relatively large
amount of land with similar _habitat characteristics and many of the species included are common. Although
individual mortality of some of the plant species and animal groups of cultural concern to the Kaibab Band of
Paiutes potentially occupying the 1.5-acre site may occur, implementation of the proposed action would not be
anticipated to threaten the local surrounding or regional existence of these species.

3.11.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operations would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes to the biological resources of the project site as compared to the existing condition.

76



Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

3.12  Surface Water
3.12.1 Existing Conditions

The project site is located within the Utah portion of the Kanab Basin (HUC 15010003) which encompasses
approximately 630 square miles of Kane County in southwest Utah and drains a total area of 2,350 square miles
in Utah and Arizona. The Kanab Basin contains 93.7 miles of streams; however, Kanab Creek, Johnson Wash
and Skutumpah Creek are considered the only significant perennial streams in the drainage basin. Kanab Creek,
located approximately one mile west of the proposed project site, is a tributary to the Colorado River. It
originates below the rim of the Paunsaugunt Plateau near Alton and flows 29.7 miles south to the Utah-Arizona
state line. Kanab Creek and Johnson Wash are the only streams in the drainage basin that have been catalogued
by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. There are no catalogued lakes or reservoirs in the drainage basin.
(UDNR/DWR, 2007). Annual precipitation in the City of Kanab is 5 to 15 inches per year (USDA/NRCS 2005).

The nearest natural surface water to the proposed Pilot Plant is Kanab Creek which is approximately one mile
west of the site across US 89A and on the west side of the Kanab Airport. 303(d) of the CWA requires states to
identify and develop a list of impaired waterbodies where technology-based and other required controls have not
provided attainment of water quality standards. Section 305(b) of the CWA requires states to assess and report
the quality of their waterbodies. Utah combined their 303(d) and 305(b) list into one report referred to as the
Water Quality Assessment 2010 Integrated Report. The report identifies those waterbodies that are impaired and
do not meet designated uses, and it establishes total maximum daily loads for pollutants of concern. Based on the
Integrated Report, Kanab Creek and Johnson Wash are both considered impaired for total dissolved solids
(UDEQ/DWQ, 2010).

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Project

There are no surface water features within the proposed project site; therefore, no potential exists for direct
impacts to surface waters. As there would be over 1 acre of disturbance, and construction activities could cause
erosion of sediments into adjacent surface water features located offsite, Viresco would obtain a NPDES General
Permit to ensure compliance with the UDEQ, Division of Water Quality sediment and erosion controls. To
minimize potential impacts to water resources a General Permit would require the preparation of a SWPPP. This
plan includes BMPs for erosion control and pollution prevention requirements. Considering that the nearest
natural surface water (Kanab Creek) is approximately one mile west of the site across US 89A and on the west
side of the Kanab Airport, it is unlikely that any natural water bodies would be affected during construction.
BMPs would be installed and maintained during land-disturbing activities to further prevent the potential of
indirect impacts to surface waters.

Preliminary site designs for the proposed facility include a stormwater detention basin. The detention basin would
be designed to capture the first flush of the stormwater per City ordinance. As the City storm drain system does
not extend to the proposed site; the overflow from this basin would flow north, in the direction of the Jackson Flat
Impoundment. An earthen damn constructed around the Jackson Flat Impoundment would prevent any flow into
the impoundment. Storm runoff would likely infiltrate into the soil or evaporate before reaching any surface
water body. The site designs have been approved by the City of Kanab as in compliance with their ordinances;
thus, it is anticipated that adequate stormwater management would be included in the design_and runoff would be
contained onsite to the extent possible to minimize flooding and erosion impacts to nearby natural or man-made
surface waters.

During construction and once operational, Viresco would maintain a SPCC Plan developed under federal and
state regulations for avoidance, minimization, and response to pollutant spills that could occur. The plan would
include the following items;

e Confirmation that the Pilot Plant's operations manual meets applicable regulations;

o Description of the Pilot Plant’s maintenance and inspection program relative to spill prevention and
control;

e Provisions to keep maintenance and inspection records current;

e Descriptions of spill prevention technology used at the Pilot Plant;
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e  Procedures to contain and recover oil or hazardous substances spilled during onsite transfers;
e Training procedures for personnel regarding spill prevention and control;
e Inspection and preventive maintenance procedures regarding spill prevention and control; and

e Security procedures regarding spill prevention and control.

By implementing the SWPPP and the SPCC Plan, the potential for impacts to surface waters from runoff
pollutants or accidental spills would be negligible.

As discussed in Sections 2.7.1 and 2.7.3, approximately 3,290 gpd of process water would be supplied by the City
of Kanab and 850 gpd of process wastewater would be generated, which would either be recycled or treated and
disposed of offsite by a licensed contractor. Under the connected action (130-day operation), the total process
water demand would increase by almost 1,000 gpd for a total demand of approximately 4,130 gpd;
approximately, 930 gpd of process wastewater would be generated.

Depending on the water composition, Viresco is considering one of the following options to manage the process
wastewater under the connected action: 1) construct an evaporation pond to collect part or all of the process
wastewater for recycling; 2) transport, treat, and dispose of the process wastewater offsite, similar to that
described under the proposed action; or 3) discharge to the Kanab City sanitary sewer system. Prior to storage
in _the evaporation pond or discharge into the public sewer system, Viresco would ensure that the process
wastewater would be treated to standards as specified by the state (UDEQ, Division of Water Quality) and
federal regulations. To prevent the possibility of overflow, the pond would be constructed with above-ground
berms around its perimeter. Additionally, Viresco estimates that the amount of stored recycled water in the pond
would not exceed more than half of the pond’s capacity at any given time. No direct withdrawals from or process
discharges to surface waters would be associated with the operation of the proposed project under the proposed
action or the connected action and, therefore, impacts to surface water resources from water use and wastewater
disposal are expected to be long-term but minor.

3.12.3 Environmental Conseqguences of the No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, construction and operations would not occur; therefore, there would be no
changes to surface waters as compared to the existing condition.
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require the consideration of cumulative impacts as part of the review
process (40 CFR 1508.7):

“Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal
or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor,
but collectively significant actions, taking place over a period of time.”

This section analyzes potential cumulative impacts to selected resource areas described throughout Chapter 3. The
effects associated with the proposed project are analyzed in combination for their incremental contribution to
cumulative effects when added to impacts from other planned and reasonably foreseeable actions. For an affected
resource area, each reasonably foreseeable future action, including the proposed action, adds an increment to the
total (cumulative) impact.

4.1 Existing and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects
4.1.1 PastProjects and Trends

The existing conditions described throughout Chapter 3 take into consideration the effects of past projects and
activities on the regional environment; for example, state requlations and permitting processes for air _quality
take into account the effects of existing emissions sources, such as industrial emitters, as well as background
levels. The land developments and projects that are most closely associated with potential incremental effects in
combination with the proposed Pilot Plant are those in the immediate vicinity, including the City of Kanab and
portions of Arizona north of downtown Fredonia. The downtown area of the City of Fredonia is approximately
3.5 miles south of the Pilot Plant site. The Kaibab Paiute Reservation occupies approximately 189 square miles
just south of the Utah border and along Kanab Creek and AZ 389 southwest of the Pilot Plant site. Residential
development in Kanab increased considerably in the early to mid 1970’s with the Kanab Creek Ranchos
subdivision on the western side of Kanab Creek, which nearly doubled the size of Kanab (City of Kanab, 2011).
Commercial development is generally centered around US-89 and US-89A, primarily in the downtown areas of
Kanab and Fredonia. Agricultural development is located along US-89A, between Kanab Municipal Airport and
the downtown area of Kanab and south of US 89A and AZ 389 in Fredonia. Specific larger past land
development projects nearby include Kanab Municipal Airport, Kanab’s sewage lagoon system, Kane County
Landfill, and the Fredonia Standby Facility. Development of each of these facilities resulted in surface
disturbances and losses of natural land cover and associated wildlife habitats.

Kanab Municipal Airport occupies 167 acres on the west side of US 89A near the project site and began
operation in 1948 (SkyVector, 2011). The airport was constructed near the eastern bank of Kanab Creek. It is
likely that this development has resulted in some adverse environmental effects to the creek primarily resulting
from sedimentation as well as the possible introduction of contaminants, e.g. aircraft fuel, as the runway and
other developed areas represent a large area of impervious surface. Also, considering the proximity to the creek,
it is likely that development of the airport resulted in the loss of riparian/floodplain land and vegetation, which
can be important for overall water quality as riparian/floodplain and wetland soils and vegetation aid in
absorbing contaminants from water prior to introduction to a watercourse. Development of the airport has likely
caused some degree of avoidance of the area by wildlife, particularly birds, as a result of noise and
vehicular/aircraft movements.

The City of Kanab developed sewage lagoons for municipal wastewater treatment in the late 1950’s, which are
situated on the western bank of Kanab Creek near the Arizona border. This system consists of four lagoon cells
covering approximately 110 acres, though only two of the cells are currently being utilized (City of Kanab,
2009a). Development of this lagoon system likely resulted in the removal of some natural riparian/floodplain
land with similar impacts to those described for the airport. The major environmental concern associated with
the operation of sewage lagoons consists of leakage of wastewater to groundwater and/or nearby surface waters.
If any leakage has occurred, considering the close proximity to Kanab Creek, it is likely that some degree of
water guality degradation would have occurred in the creek.
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The Kane County Landfill was permitted in May 2011 and occupies 20 acres at the end of Kaneplex Road
approximately 1 mile east of the project site (UDEQ, 2011a). Development and operation of the landfill likely
results in a relatively large degree of eroded sediments, though there are no permanent receiving waters in the
immediate vicinity.

The currently closed Fredonia Standby Facility, formerly used for petroleum refining and asphalt production, is
located across the Arizona border along US-89A in Fredonia. Development and operation of the facility likely
resulted in a degree of sedimentation to the nearby waterways and possibly Kanab Creek. There had been a
leaking underground storage tank, which was successfully remediated to residential levels (ADEQ, 2011);
however, any onsite releases of contaminants could have degraded water quality in Kanab Creek if allowed to
migrate off the property.

In general, human development and activities in arid environments have led to a variety of adverse environmental
consequences. A major_influencing factor in the southwest has been agricultural development, particularly
grazing by livestock. Animal grazing primarily causes effects related to disturbing the land surface, which results
in soil compaction and erosion that can lead to degradation of aguatic habitats, and the trampling of vegetation.
Thus, grazing activities can lead to large changes in a landscape, including the composition of vegetation
communities and associated wildlife habitat (Lovich and Bainbridge, 1999).

The adverse effects of surface disturbances in arid environments have been severe, particularly in the Colorado
Plateau area. When Mormon pioneers entered the area in the mid-1800’s the landscape was dominated by
perennial grasses and few natural herbivores occurred in the area. Soon after their arrival, grazing by the
pioneers’ livestock converted areas surrounding and connecting settlements into shrublands, generally dominated
by sagebrush. Currently almost 90 percent of the Colorado Plateau is used by the ranching industry. In addition,
deer populations have expanded considerably since 1900 due to the development of surface water sources,
invasion of sagebrush, removal of natural predators, and a demand from the hunting community for high hunting
success rates. To increase hunting opportunities, the State of Utah has also transplanted elk into the area. The
overabundance of livestock, deer, and elk, as well as other human activities (e.g., energy exploration and the
recreational use of off-road vehicles), have caused high herbivory and chronic land trampling, which has resulted
in profound impacts on the Colorado Plateau environment, primarily through this conversion from grassland to
sagebrush-dominated shrublands. In addition, biological soil crusts (i.e., communities of cyanobacteria,
microfungi, lichens, and mosses), which are critical for soil fertility, moisture, and stability, have been severely
reduced in terms of land cover by surface disturbances (Schwinning et al., 2008). Another important concern
related to human disturbances is that the restoration of disturbed areas can take centuries to occur without active
intervention, as plant growth and establishment is naturally slow under the extreme conditions of arid
environments (Lovich and Bainbridge, 1999).

With respect to surface water resources, farming and the use of fertilizers has negatively affected water quality
via_runoff with excessive nutrient loads (e.g., nitrogen and phosphorous), which can lead to oxygen depletion of
waterways as the resulting overgrowth of aquatic plants and algae is decomposed by bacteria. In addition,
surface water qualities have been degraded as population growth has resulted in the need for increased
wastewater treatment, and discharges from water treatment plants can also contain excessive nutrient loads.
Human development has had another effect of degrading water quality as it is often centered around surface
waters, particularly in arid environments. As development around surface waters occurred, it often resulted in a
depletion of riparian vegetation communities, wetlands, and floodplains, which can serve as a filter for
contaminants, such as excessive nutrients, prior to the water entering the associated surface water
(UDNR/Division of Water Resources, 2001).

As human development encroached into arid landscapes, the development of linear corridors (i.e., roads,
railways, powerlines, and pipelines) have had substantial effects of nearly complete destruction of soil conditions
and plant cover in affected areas, soil erosion, habitat fragmentation, mortality of animals along roadways due to
collisions with vehicles, introduction of invasive plant species, and increasing access to remote areas for illegal
plant and animal collection. Mining activities have also increased, which have had adverse effects of completely
altering directly affected lands, introducing toxic contaminants that can degrade water guality, and promoting
fugitive dust emissions that decrease air quality. Recreational activities have had detrimental effects, particularly
with respect to the use of off-road vehicles. Off-road vehicle use can cause destruction of soil stabilizers and soil
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compaction, which reduces survival abilities of plants, increased wind and water erosion, and noise generation
and associated wildlife disturbance. As human populations increase in areas, so do the spread of invasive exotic
plant species, which can have negative interactions with native plants and cause large-scale changes in
vegetation community compositions and associated wildlife habitats. Increased human development typically
comes with increased emissions of air pollutants, such as ozone, sulfur dioxide, and various particulates, which
can be injurious to native plant species and possibly promote conditions for the spread of invasive exotics (Lovich
and Bainbridge, 1999).

Although air guality is generally good in the Kanab area, thermal inversions have been known to occur. During
certain times when temperatures increase with elevation, as opposed to the norm of temperature decreases with
increased elevation, warmer air acts as a ““‘cap’ trapping cooler air in valleys, which can persist for many days
(Whiteman et al., 1999). During winter months, the UDAQ issues wood burning advisories through the news
media and over the internet when ambient concentrations of PM 2.5 are elevated. Such wood burning alerts have
been issued in northern Utah counties, including Salt Lake/Davis, Utah, Weber, and Cache; but state alerts are
not issued for Kane County (Baldwin, 2011).

4.1.2 0Ongoing and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects

For future actions to be relevant to the cumulative effects analysis, the actions must affect resources (be the cause
of some type of effect whether beneficial or adverse) within the region of influence for the analysis. There are a
few plans for development projects in the area of the proposed project site; most notable are plans to continue
with the development of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project, which would consist of the construction
of a dam embankment, water supply pipeline, water storage area (i.e. reservoir), and pump station. Below is a
description of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project as well as other reasonably foreseeable projects.

Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project

The proposed project would include the construction of a dam embankment, water supply pipeline, water storage
area, and pump station. The water supply pipeline, some of which is existing, would traverse through Sections 16,
21, 27, 28, and 33 of T43S R6W and Sections 3 and 4 of T44S R6W. The proposed storage facility (dam, water
storage area, and pump station) would be an off-stream site, located mainly in Section 3 T44S R6W with water
storage extending slightly into Section 10 T44S R6W. The proposed dam height of about 42 feet would retain
3,660 acre feet (AF) of water, inundating 212 acres. An additional 270 AF of storage would be provided due to
excavation of materials for construction of the dam, for a total storage volume of 3,930 AF. The high water level
would be at an elevation of 4,884 feet. During off-peak use times, the water storage facility would be filled using
the existing pressurized irrigation system main line connecting to the proposed pipeline. During peak use times,
the system would be able to draw water from the source (Kanab Creek) and the water storage facility at the same
time. “Peak use times” indicates the dry summer months when water needed to irrigate land is highest.

Kane County Public Safety Facility

The proposed project would be located in Section 10, T.44S., R.6W., Salt Lake Base and Meridian containing
approximately 18.57 acres. The site is accessed by a recently paved road which leads to the Kaneplex, and to the
Kane County Landfill. The proposed project would consist of the construction and operation of a public safety
facility to include a 200 bed jail, sheriff’s office, and related office space that potentially could include space for
the Utah Highway Patrol, Kanab City Police Department, and the Driver License Division, as well as a parking lot
and other ancillary facilities. Underground and overhead utility service lines would be brought to the site. An
existing county road would provide access directly to the proposed facility.

Lake Powell Pipeline Project

An alternative route for the Lake Powell Pipeline (the Existing Highway Alternative) would pass no closer than 2
miles to the east of the proposed Pilot Plant site and the projects are otherwise unrelated. The pipeline would
result primarily in linear, land-based impacts that DOE believes would not be cumulative with the site-specific,
land-based impacts of the proposed Pilot Plant except with respect to impacts on habitat as discussed in Section
4.2.12.
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Alton Coal Mine

The proposed Alton Coal Lease by Application (LBA) Tract would encompass approximately 3,576 acres of land
in Kane County near the town of Alton. A Draft EIS was published in November 2011 by the BLM in response to
Alton Coal Development’s LBA for federal coal, which would be recovered using primarily surface-mining
methods to produce approximately 2 million tpy over a 25-year life span (BLM, 2011). The mine would be
located approximately 30 miles north of the proposed Pilot Plant site. If the mine were operational when the
Pilot Plant would be completed, it could be a potential source of coal for the plant.

Other than those mentioned above, DOE is not aware of any other known or anticipated projects in or around the
area of the proposed project.

4.2 Cumulative Impacts
421 Land Use

Construction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the Kane County Public Safety Facility
could adversely impact uses of recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project.
Both facilities would represent obstructions to natural views from the recreational areas. Each of these three
development projects would represent obstructions to residential development in the area by removing usable land
from development consideration and make the surrounding area less desirable for residential use.

4.2.2 Aesthetics

Construction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the Kane County Public Safety Facility
could adversely impact views from the recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage
Project and, to a lesser extent, residences to the northwest of the Pilot Plant site. Both facilities would represent
obstructions to natural views, primarily from the recreational areas.

4.2.3 Geology and Soils

Approximately 1.5 acres of soils would be disturbed by development of the Pilot Plant and the majority of this
land area would consist of impervious surfaces including a road and parking lot. Onsite soil erosion would occur;
however, implementation of a SWPPP and standard BMPs would minimize potential soil erosion impacts. It is
not expected that the Kane County Public Safety Facility would cause much of a permanent impact on geology
and soils aside from the creation of additional impervious surfaces over soils for the footprint of the building and
associated parking lot, etc. The Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage project would have minor impacts on the soils
to be inundated, as they would generally stay in place. Overall long-term cumulative impacts are expected to be
minor, as soils otherwise would likely be disturbed from potential future development along Kaneplex Road.

4.2.4 Cultural Resources

Two cultural resources, both of which have been determined by SHPO to be not eligible for inclusion on the
NRHP, are located entirely within the proposed project area. Neither resource extends beyond the proposed
project area, and it is unlikely that any subsurface deposits, including human burials, are associated with either
resource. The discovery of prehistoric human remains at an archaeological site investigated during the course of
the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage project, however, has heightened concerns among the Kaibab Band of
Paiute Indians that human remains may be encountered during construction for the present project. If any human
remains are discovered, then such a discovery could be viewed as a cumulative impact of the projects. The
incremental and cumulative impacts of other planned and reasonably foreseeable projects, including the Kane
County Public Safety Facility project, would be negligible.

4.25 Air Quality

The state of Utah takes into account the effects of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable emissions during
the development of the SIP. The state accounts for all significant stationary, area, and mobile emission sources in
the development of this plan. Estimated emissions generated by the proposed project would be de minimis.
Therefore, the proposed project would have minor adverse cumulative effects on air quality.
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4.2.6  Greenhouse Gases (GHG) and Climate Change

According to the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (2007a), a worldwide environmental issue is the
likelihood of changes in the global climate as a consequence of global warming produced by increasing
atmospheric concentrations of GHGs. The atmosphere allows a large percentage of incoming solar radiation to
pass through to the earth’s surface, where it is converted to heat energy (infrared radiation) that is more readily
absorbed by GHGs such as CO, and water vapor than incoming solar radiation. The heat energy absorbed near the
earth’s surface increases the temperature of the air, soil, and water.

GHGs include water vapor, CO,, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and several chlorofluorocarbons. The GHGs
constitute a small percentage of the earth’s atmosphere. Water vapor, a natural component of the atmosphere, is
the most abundant GHG. The second-most abundant GHG is CO,, which remains in the atmosphere for long
periods of time. Due to man’s activities, atmospheric CO, concentrations have increased approximately 35
percent over preindustrial levels. Fossil fuel burning is the primary contributor to increasing concentrations of
CO, (IPCC, 2007a).

According to the IPCC fourth assessment report, “warming of the climate system is unequivocal, as is now
evident from observations of increases in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread melting of snow
and ice, and rising global average sea level” (IPCC, 2007b). The IPCC report finds that the global average surface
temperature has increased by approximately 0.74 degrees Celsius (°C) in the last 100 years; global average sea
level has risen approximately 150 millimeters over the same period; and cold days, cold nights, and frosts over
most land areas have become less frequent during the past 50 years. The report concludes that most of the
temperature increase since the middle of the twentieth century “is very likely due to the observed increase in
anthropogenic [GHG] concentrations.”

The IPCC 2007 report estimates that, at present, CO, accounts for approximately 77 percent of the climate change
potential attributable to anthropogenic releases of GHGs, with the vast majority (74 percent) of this CO, coming
from the combustion of fossil fuels. IPCC and the U.S. Climate Change Science Program (CCSP) examined the
potential environmental impacts of climate change at global, national, and regional scales. IPCC’s report states
that, in addition to increases in global surface temperatures, the impacts of climate change on the global
environment may include:

e More frequent heat waves, droughts, and fires.

o Rising sea levels and coastal flooding; melting glaciers, ice caps, and polar ice sheets.

e More severe hurricane activity and increases in frequency and intensity of severe precipitation.
e Spread of infectious diseases to new regions.

e Loss of wildlife habitats.

e Heart and respiratory ailments from higher concentrations of ground-level ozone (IPCC, 2007b).

On a national scale, average surface temperatures in the United States have increased, with the last decade being
the warmest in more than a century of direct observations (CCSP, 2008). Impacts on the environment attributed to
climate change that have been observed in North America include: « Extended periods of high fire risk and large
increases in burned area. ¢ Increased intensity, duration, and frequency of heat waves. ¢ Decreased snow pack,
increased winter and early spring flooding potentials, and reduced summer stream flows in the western mountains.
* Increased stress on biological communities and habitat in coastal areas (IPCC, 2007b).

The U.S., and particularly southwest region where the proposed project would be located, has experienced locally
severe economic damage, plus substantial ecosystem, social and cultural disruption from recent weather-related
extremes, including hurricanes, other severe storms, floods, droughts, heat waves, and wildfires. Climate change
will constrain the southwest's over-allocated water resources, increasing competition among agricultural,
municipal, industrial and ecological uses. Hot temperatures and extreme weather are likely to cause increased
adverse health impacts from heat-related mortality, pollution, storm-related fatalities and injuries, and infectious
diseases. In the U.S. and particularly the southern states, disturbances such as wildfire and insect outbreaks are
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increasing and are likely to intensify in a warmer future with drier soils and longer growing seasons (IPCC
2007b).

Because climate change is a cumulative phenomenon produced by releases of GHGs from industry, agriculture,
and land use changes around the world, it is generally accepted that any successful strategy to address it must rest
on a global approach to controlling these emissions. In other words, imposing controls on one industry or in one
country is unlikely to be an effective strategy. And because GHGs remain in the atmosphere for a long time and
industrial societies will continue to use fossil fuels for at least 25 to 50 years, climate change cannot be avoided.
As IPCC report states, “[s]ocieties can respond to climate change by adapting to its impacts and by reducing
[GHG] emissions (mitigation), thereby reducing the rate and magnitude of change” (IPCC, 2007b).

According to the IPCC, there is a wide array of adaptation options. While adaptation will be an important aspect
of reducing societies’ vulnerability to the impacts of climate change over the next two to three decades,
“adaptation alone is not expected to cope with all the projected effects of climate change, especially not over the
long term as most impacts increase in magnitude” (IPCC, 2007). Therefore, it will also be necessary to mitigate
climate change by stabilizing the concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere. Because these gases remain in the
atmosphere for long periods of time, stabilizing their atmospheric concentrations will require societies to reduce
their annual emissions. The stabilization concentration of a particular GHG is determined by the date that annual
emissions of the gas start to decrease, the rate of decrease, and the persistence of the gas in the atmosphere. The
IPCC report predicts the magnitude of climate change impacts for a range of scenarios based on different
stabilization levels of GHGs. “Responding to climate change involves an iterative risk management process that
includes both mitigation and adaptation, taking into account actual and avoided climate change damages, co-
benefits, sustainability, equity, and attitudes to risk” (IPCC, 2007b).

During the demonstration period, the proposed project would contribute about 543 tons (493 metric tons) of
GHG emissions to the atmosphere. For the connected action, the direct CO,-equivalent GHG emissions would be
approximately 2,588 tons (2,353 metric tons) based on 130 days of operation. Emissions of GHGs from the
proposed Pilot Plant would contribute incrementally, but in a small way, to the overall effects on climate change.

427 Groundwater

Development of the Pilot Plant would be expected to cause minor impacts to local groundwater resources
primarily resulting from minimal amounts of potable and process water requirements to be supplied through the
local public water supply system. In comparison to the anticipated demands on the public water system from the
Kane County Public Safety Facility, the incremental demand by the Pilot Plant would be negligible. Therefore,
cumulative impacts would not be substantially greater as a result of the proposed Pilot Plant project. A SWPPP
would be implemented for each project to reduce the potential for stormwater runoff contaminated with toxic
materials to infiltrate into the groundwater. Any potential impacts associated with the leaking of substances (i.e.,
fuels, oils, and other lubricants) into soils and entering groundwater aquifers would be avoided through the use of
BMPs to prevent spills or leaks. The chance of spills or stormwater reaching the groundwater is unlikely due to
the extreme depth groundwater is found; however, the use of BMPs would be implemented regardless as a
precaution. The Kane County Public Safety Facility and Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage project would not be
expected to further impact groundwater resources, as these projects would also follow NPDES guidelines to
reduce the contamination of stormwater runoff and employ spill prevention measures.

4.2.8 Materials and Waste

Construction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the Kane County Public Safety Facility
and Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project would cumulatively generate wastes that would require disposal,
thus reducing the overall waste disposal capacities or regional waste disposal facilities. It is anticipated that the
Pilot Plant’s contribution to these impacts would be minor.

429 Utilities

It is expected that local utilities would be capable of supporting the needs of the Pilot Plant within existing
capacities. Additional development projects in the area, such as the Kane County Public Safety Facility would
result in additional needs for local utility services, which would cause a cumulative impact in terms of reducing
currently available service capacities; however, it is expected that the Pilot Plant’s incremental contribution would
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be minor in comparison. Over the long-term, as additional projects are implemented, local utility providers may
need to upgrade existing service infrastructure in the area (e.g., replacing existing potable water supply pipelines
with larger diameter pipelines and adding new electrical substations).

4.2.10 Public Health and Safety

No reasonably foreseeable actions have been identified that would interact with Viresco’s proposed project to
generate cumulative adverse impacts to human health and safety.

4.2.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

The proposed project would contribute to cumulative positive revenue impacts for the state, county, and local
governments. Increased employment and associated economic growth that could be associated with the Kane
County Public Safety Facility and Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project would contribute cumulatively to
these positive impact.

4.2.12 Biological Resources

Construction of the Pilot Plant would require the loss of 1.5 acres of arid land with a history of human
disturbance vegetated with scattered juniper, low sagebrush, sand sagebrush, prickly pear and cholla cacti,
yucca, and various bunch grasses and forbs. This land could represent habitat for a variety of terrestrial and
avian species; no aguatic habitats are present. Lands to be disturbed for the Jackson Flat Water Storage Project
and Kane County Public Safety Facility are generally similar to the project site. The Lake Powell Pipeline
Project would be constructed a minimum of approximately 2 miles from the project site at its closest point and
would span a wide area containing various habitats, likely including areas that are similar to the project site as
well. Overall, development of each of the projects, cumulatively, would represent minor losses in vegetation and
associated wildlife habitat as vast amounts of similar habitats would continue to exist in the affected areas. The
Pilot Plant’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be minimal as the other projects would disturb larger
amounts of land, particularly the Lake Powell Pipeline Project. It is not expected that the ““take’ of any state or
federally protected species would occur at the Pilot Plant site.

4.2.13 Surface Water

The Pilot Plant would increase the amount of impervious area in the project region, which in turn would increase
the rates of stormwater runoff and erosion and the amount of runoff pollutants that could reach nearby
waterbodies. Because a stormwater detention pond would be constructed at the proposed plant, it is expected
that any increases in runoff, erosion rates, and pollutants would be reduced to negligible cumulative impacts to
surface water resources. No direct withdrawals from or process discharges to surface waters would occur under
the proposed action or the connected action and, therefore, cumulative impacts to surface water resources from
water use and wastewater disposal are expected to also expected to be negligible. In addition, because emissions
from the Pilot Plant would be very small and concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS, it is anticipated that
these emissions would result in minor impacts to the nearby Jackson Flat reservoir.

4.3 Projects Not Considered for Cumulative Impacts

The impacts of the following activities are acknowledged and discussed qualitatively; however, because of
various factors and uncertainties associated with them, the EA has not included these actions in the cumulative
impacts analysis for the proposed project.

Coal Mining

The proposed project would obtain coal as a commercial commodity from existing mines principally within the
state of Utah. The quantities required for the proposed 30 days of operation funded by DOE (150 tons) or the
potential future 130 day operation (650 tpy) are trivial amounts of an abundant commodity that would not affect
the economic feasibility of a coal mine or measurably change the pace of mining operations. No specific mine
has been identified as a source of coal, and no new mines are intended to be developed specifically to support the
project. The effects of commercial coal mining are generally well known and well described and are not within
the scope of this EA. The proposed project does not aim to change mining techniques and, for the proposed
project, DOE has no decisions that would affect coal mining techniques. It is assumed that the coal intended for
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the proposed project would be used as a feedstock for another facility in the event that the Pilot Plant is not
constructed, because coal is an abundant and economical source of energy in the United States.
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5.0 SHORT-TERM USES VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY; IRREVERSIBLE AND
IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS;AND UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

51 The Relationship Between Local Short-term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancements of Long-Term Productivity

The CEQ regulations require consideration of “the relationship between short-term uses of man's environment and
the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity” (40 CFR 1502.16). Construction and operation of
the Pilot Plant would require short-term uses of land, coal, and other resources. These pertain to the activities that
have been described throughout Chapters 3 and 4 and include such effects as: aesthetic impacts from the
conversion of vegetated, undeveloped land to an industrial facility; impacts on air quality from fugitive dust
emissions during construction and minor emissions from the Pilot Plant; erosion and sedimentation impacts,
which generally would be mitigated through the use of control measures; loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat
caused by land-clearing activities; impacts on the capacity of public utility services such as drinking water;
impacts to water resources from the use of groundwater for process water needs; and traffic impacts attributable to
the transport of personnel and materials to/from the site.

With respect to long-term productivity, the proposed action would support DOE’s objective of demonstrating and
promoting innovative technologies that can provide the nation with clean, reliable, and affordable energy while
reducing reliance on foreign oil. The long-term benefit of the proposed project would be to demonstrate an
innovative gasification process that needs no oxygen in order to gasify eliminating costly air separation units, uses
wet feedstock, eliminating energy intensive drying steps, displays the ability to use waste streams as feedstocks,
while demonstrating the potential for reduced capital costs and higher conversion efficiencies than conventional
partial oxidation-based processes.

Following the test runs under the DOE cooperative agreement, Viresco plans to seek additional funding for
continued operations. These operations would be limited by the funding available and would probably not exceed
130 days of operation in any year, including a possible 90-day continuous test run. Otherwise, at the end of the
lease negotiated from SITLA, Viresco would be responsible for decommissioning the Plant, removing structures
and equipment, reclaiming the site and re-vegetating it to resemble a habitat similar to the pre-disturbance
conditions. The lease for the property is for 30 years; however, the lease states that early termination could
occur. Upon termination of the lease, Viresco would be responsible for all decommissioning activities as
described in Section 2.7.5. The short-term use of the project site for the proposed Pilot Plant would not affect the
long-term productivity of the project area. Project aspects that would enhance long-term productivity in the
region include the direct, indirect, and induced creation of jobs and contribution to the economic output of the
project area.

5.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

The proposed project would commit Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and meridian, SW4NW4NW4, Section
10, Kane County, Utah as the location for the Pilot Plant for the foreseeable future. Site preparation would include
the grading of land to provide a developable site plan, which
would impact vegetation and wildlife habitat. Although arguably . . . L

. . primary or secondary impacts from its use limit
these resources would be reclaimed in the future and would be | 7 1.re use options and irretrievable when its
revegetated to resemble similar pre-disturbance conditions, it iS | use or consumption is neither renewable nor
unlikely that they would be restored to their original conditions | recoverable for use by future generations.
and functionality. Therefore, these commitments are considered
irreversible.

A resource commitment is irreversible when

The implementation of the proposed action would potentially result in the irretrievable commitment of building
materials for construction of the Pilot Plant. Construction and operation of the Plant would require the
irretrievable commitment of energy and small quantities of feedstocks including coal and lignocellulosic biomass.
Water resources used by the Pilot Plant would be treated and recycled in the process for reuse under the DOE
cooperative agreement for 30 days of operation or possibly returned to the environment through an evaporation
pond under future operations. The water would thus be returned to the environment in the form of water vapor,
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leaving the solids to be disposed of appropriately as nonhazardous or hazardous waste depending on
characterization.

The implementation of the proposed action would require the commitment of financial resources by Viresco, its
investors and lenders, and DOE for the construction, demonstration, and start-up of the Pilot Plant. However,
these commitments are consistent with the purpose of and need for the proposed action as described in Chapter 1.

5.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Construction and operation of the proposed Pilot Plant would cause unavoidable air emissions. However, during
construction particulate emissions would be controlled by using standard dust mitigation techniques (e.g.,
spraying of water over exposed soils), and air emissions from the Pilot Plant are considered minor and would not
exceed significance thresholds. Adverse impacts during construction also include: the increase of stormwater
runoff; the increase in construction traffic and associated noise and emissions, which would be localized impacts;
and the use of construction materials, such as steel and concrete, which would be unavoidable, but would
represent a small fraction of available materials. During operation, adverse impacts include the minor increase in
air emissions, traffic and associated noise and emission impacts from commuting personnel and the transport of
materials and wastes; however, these impacts are expected to be minor as the estimated number of vehicles would
be low. Adverse impacts from the increases in stormwater runoff and water pollutants due to additional
impervious area would be reduced from adherence to stormwater management controls. The visibility of the Pilot
Plant facilities from US 89A, nearby residences, residences in Kanab Creek Ranchos, potential future recreation
areas associated with Jackson Flat, and elevated locations near Kanab would result in a long-term minor to
moderate adverse impact on local aesthetics.
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Federal and State Agencies (A1), Native American Tribes (A2)




Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

This page intentionally left blank




Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

APPENDIX Al

Correspondence with Federal and State Agencies
USFWS, UT DNR, UT SHPO
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USFWS

W U.B. DEPARTMENT OF

3) ENERGY

Albany, OR - Morgantown, WY - Pittsburgh, PA

FINS=TL  NATIONAL SNSPGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY

December 1, 2010

Mr. Larry Crist

Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Utah Field Office

2369 Orton Cir, STE 50
West Valley City, UT 84119

Dear Mr. Crist:

The U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) is considering an action involving federal participation in
the construction and operation of a pilot hydro-gasification plant to reduce coal and biomass into
fuel in Kane County, Utah. The project is to be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and
meridian, SWANW4NW4, Section 10, Kane County, Utah. This land is administered by the State
of Utah, School & Institutional Trust Lands Administration. A description of the proposed project,
site drawings and graphics depicting its location are provided as attachments.

As part of our coordination and consultation responsibilities, and to comply with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, we would appreciate receiving any information you
have on wildlife resources, including endangered or threatened species or critical habitat, in the
project area. Your thoughts on the potential impacts associated with the proposed project would
also be appreciated.

Based on the nature and scale of the proposed pilot testing, DOE considers the proposed action to
be one that would not significantly affect any endangered or threatened species or their habitat.
We would appreciate a written response acknowledging your concurrence with DOE’s assessment
or indicating potential consequences that might result from the proposed action.

Should you require additional information, please contact me at the information provided below.

Sincerely,

W Concur No Effect

. mr Not Likely to Adversely AlT:

NEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507

John.Ganz@netl.doe.gov o Voice (304) 285-5443 » Fax {304) 285-4403 ° www.netl. doe.gov
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N , U.8. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL ENSRGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY
[}

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV « Pittsburgh, PA

April 13, 2011

Gary Bennett

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Wildlife Resources

P.O. Box 606

Cedar City, UT 84720-0606

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is considering providing federal funding for the
construction and testing of a pilot hydro-gasification plant to reduce coal and biomass into fuel in
Kane County, Utah. The project is to be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and
meridian, SW4NW4NW4, Section 10, Kane County, Utah (see the attached Site Location Map).
This land is administered by the State of Utah, School and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration. A description of the proposed project, site drawings and graphics depicting its
location are provided as attachments.

As part of our coordination and consultation responsibilities, and to comply with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, we contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on
December 1, 2010. As evidenced in the attached copy of our correspondence, the Utah Field
Supervisor indicated that the project is expected to have “no effect” on federally listed species.

We would appreciate receiving any information you have on wildlife resources, including state-
listed species or critical habitat, in the project area. Your thoughts on the potential impacts
associated with the proposed project would also be appreciated. Based on the nature and scale of
the proposed pilot testing, DOE considers the proposed action to be one that would not
significantly affect any endangered or threatened species or their habitat.

We would appreciate a written response acknowledging your concurrence with DOE's assessment
or indicating potential consequences that might result from the proposed action.

Should you require additional information, please contact me using the information provided
below.

Mr. Joseph Zambelli

U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

PO Box 880

M/S: BO7

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Email: joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov
Phone: (304) 285-4913

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507

joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov . Voice (304) 285-4913 . Fax (304) 285-4403 . www.netl.doe.gov



Enclosures

UT DNR

Fax: (304) 285-4403

Sincerely,

P e

Joseph Zambelli
NEPA Document Manager
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Conceptual View of Pilot Plant Looking Northwest
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Project Description

This project involves conducting a pilot-scale evaluation of the Steam Hydrogasification
Reaction (SHR) process for converting carbonaceous feedstock such as coal and biomass
into a clean, high-energy content product gas suitable for downstream production of a
number of carbon-based fuels and chemicals including sulfur-free Fischer-Tropsch diesel,
jet fuel, dimethyl ether and methane. Feedstocks to be used in this evaluation include a
Utah sub-bituminous (and/or lignite) coal and at least one woody biomass material. The
concept conceived is a fluid bed gasifier fluidized by steam and recycled hydrogen with
sand as the primary bed material and a heat carrier connected by a standpipe and return
line to a fluid bed regenerator (combustor) that heats the sand using char carbon and air.
The pilot-scale gasifier to be constructed and operated in this project will have a
feedstock throughput of up to 5 tons-per-day.

Field site preparation activities include minor excavation on 0.75 acres with a slope of 10
percent, utility trenching and installation of a concrete slab measuring 40 feet by 45 feet.
A building will be erected on the slab. Exterior production structures and machinery will
occupy an additional 5000 square feet. Maximum height is 67 feet. Stockpiles of sand,
coal and biomass material will be stored onsite.
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Site Location Map
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December 1, 2010

Mr. Larry Crist

Field Supervisor

.S, Fish & Wildlife Service
Utah Field Office

2369 Orton Cir, STE 30
West Valley City, UT 84119

Dear Mr, Crist:

The U, 8. Department of Energy (DOE) is considering an action involving federal participation in
the construction and operation of a pilot hydro-gasification plant to reduce coal and biomass into
fuel in Kane County, Utah. The project is 1o be located at: Sec 10, T448, R6W, Salt Lake base and
meridian, SWANWINWY, Seetion 10, Kane County, Utah. This land iz administered by the State
of Utah, School & Institwtional Trust Lands Administration, A description of the proposed project,
site drawings and graphics depicting its location are provided as attachments.

As part of our coordination and consultation responsibilities, and o ::umpl} with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, we would appreciate receiving any informaition you
have on wildlife resources. including ¢ ndm:ga*rcd or threatened species or critical habitat, in the
project area. Your thoughts on the potential impacts associaled with the proposed project would

also be appreciated.

Based on the nature and scale of the proposed pilot testing, DOE considers the proposed action to
he one that would not signilicantly affect any endangered or threatened species or their habitat,
We would appreciate a written response acknowledging your concurrence with DOE’s assessnent
or indicating potential consequences that might result frony the propoesed action.

Should vou require additional information, please contact me at the imformation provided below,

Sincerely,
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From: Carmen Bailey [carmenbailey@utah.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, June 28, 2011 11:06 AM

To: joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov

Cc: Gary Bezzant; Judy Edwards; Rhett Boswell; Sarah Lindsey
Subject: hydro-gasification plant

Mr. Zambelli,

Thank you for your letter informing us about the proposed hydro-gasification plant project. We cannot submit a
concurrence letter on this project at this time but we can provide you a list of sensitive species in the project area if you
make a data request with our Data Manager, Sarah Lindsey, at 801-538-4759. Please contact her with your project
information and she can conduct a search for state and federally sensitive species provided to you in a letter.

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources typically provides comments on impacts to wildlife after we have received a draft
Environmental Assessment or project proposal.

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions.

Thank you, Carmen

Carmen Bailey

Impact Analysis Coordinator

Division of Wildlife Resources
Department of Natural Resources

1594 West North Temple, Suite 2110

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6301

office (801) 538-4751, fax (801) 538-4745
cell (801) 718-5954
carmenbailey@utah.gov
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State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MICHAEL R. STYLER

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR. Executive Director

Governor Division of Wildlife Resources
GARY R. HERBERT JAMES F. KARPOWITZ
Lieutenant Governor Division Director
July 6, 2011

Joseph Zambelli

U.S. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

Subject:  Species of Concern Near the Utah Coal & Biomass Fueled Hydro-gasification Pilot Plant Project
Dear Joseph Zambelli:

| am writing in response to your email dated June 28, 2011 regarding information on species of special
concern proximal to the proposed Utah Coal & Biomass Fueled Hydro-gasification Pilot Plant Project to be
located in Section 10 of Township 44 South, Range 6 West, SLB&M in Kane County, Utah.

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) does not have records of occurrence for any threatened,
endangered, or sensitive species within the project area noted above. However, in the vicinity there are historical
records of occurrence for bald eagle, ferruginous hawk and southwestern willow flycatcher. All of the
aforementioned species are included on the Utah Sensitive Species List.

The information provided in this letter is based on data existing in the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’
central database at the time of the request. It should not be regarded as a final statement on the occurrence of
any species on or near the designated site, nor should it be considered a substitute for on-the-ground biological
surveys. Moreover, because the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’ central database is continually updated, and
because data requests are evaluated for the specific type of proposed action, any given response is only
appropriate for its respective request.

In addition to the information you requested, other significant wildlife values might also be present on the
designated site. Please contact UDWR’s habitat manager for the southern region, Bruce Bonebrake, at (435)
865-6111 if you have any questions.

Please contact our office at (801) 538-4759 if you require further assistance.

Sincerely,

Sarah Lindsey
Information Manager
Utah Natural Heritage Program

cc: Bruce Bonebrake

1594 W. North Temple, Suite 2110, PO Box 146301, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6301
telephone (801) 538-4700 e facsimile (801) 538-4709 « TTY (801) 538-7458 « www.wildlife.utah.gov
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL ENSRGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY  ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

May 13, 2011

Lori Hunsaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Utah Department of Community and Culture
300 South Rio Grande Street

Salt Lake City, UT 84101

Re: Kanab Steam Hydrogasification Pilot Plant
Dear Ms. Hunsaker:

Viresco Energy’s proposed project, Kanab Steam Hydrogasification Pilot Plant (see attachment), which is
on land managed by the Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA), requires
compliance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d)(1). Viresco Energy, LLC contracted Bighorn Archaeological
Consultants, LLC to assist SITLA in fulfilling requirements under various federal and state environmental
protection laws, including the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), and the Utah Antiquities Act, and to perform an inventory of the proposed area of
potential effect.

In September 2010 Bighorn conducted the inventory under Utah Project Authorization Number U10-O-
0690s, and recorded two archaeological sites, 42KA6967 (a newly recorded open lithic scatter) and
42KA5613 (a previously recorded historic trash scatter). Bighorn prepared a report titled “A Cultural
Resource Inventory of the Proposed Kanab Steam Hydrogasification Pilot Plant, Kane County, Utah”
(Report Number 10-53) in which they considered both sites to be not eligible to the National Register of
Historic Places. In late 2010 the report was submitted by Lisa Beck at SITLA to the Utah Department of
Community and Culture State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) as per the SHPO-SITLA cultural
resources consultation Programmatic Agreement (SHPO Case No. 11-0075). As no eligible properties
were located during the inventory, the SHPO did not provide a concurrence letter within 30 days, but per
the Programmatic Agreement their concurrence was assumed by Lisa Beck at SITLA.

Because the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is considering an action to provide federal financial
assistance to Viresco’s project, DOE also has a responsibility to comply with NHPA and NEPA. Based
on DOE’s analysis of the report completed by Bighorn and events documented in this letter, DOE has
determined that the proposed project will result in no historic properties affected. In compliance with 36
CFR Part 800.4(d)(1), the DOE asks the SHPO for its formal concurrence on this finding.

Sincerely,

e

Joseph Zambelli
NEPA Document Manager

Enclosure

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507

joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov . Voice (304) 285-4913 . Fax (304) 285-4403 . www.netl.doe.gov
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ATTACHMENT -- Project Description:

The project would be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and meridian,
SWANWA4NWA4, Section 10, Kane County, Utah (see the attached Site Location Map). This land
is managed by Utah’s School & Institutional Trust Lands Administration. A conceptual drawing
of Viresco’s proposed project is also attached.

Viresco’s project involves the design, construction, and testing of a pilot-scale steam
hydrogasification facility to evaluate the enhanced conversion of carbonaceous material in a
high-steam environment. During operation the pilot-scale hydrogasification process would
convert carbonaceous feedstocks such as coal, and vegetative biomass, into synthesis gas
suitable for further processing to liquid fuel or to substitute natural gas. The concept for the
pilot plant involves a fluid bed gasifier fluidized by steam and recycled hydrogen with sand as
the primary bed material and a heat carrier connected by a standpipe and return line to a fluid
bed regenerator (combustor) that heats the sand using char carbon and air. The pilot-scale
gasifier to be constructed and operated in this project would have a feedstock throughput of up
to 5 tons-per-day when operating.

Field site preparation activities contracted by Viresco would include minor excavation on 0.75
acres with a slope of 10 percent, utility trenching and installation of a concrete slab measuring
40 feet by 45 feet. Viresco would then construct a building on the slab. Exterior production
structures and machinery would occupy an additional 5,000 square feet. Maximum height of
structures would be 67 feet. Stockpiles of sand, coal and biomass material would be stored
onsite.
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Site Location Map
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Conceptual View of Pilot Plant Looking Northwest
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MICHAEL HANSEN

Acting Lxevurive Divector

State History
WILSON G MARTIN

Acting Divecior

State of Utah

GARY B HERBERT
Crovernar
GREGBRLL
Lieuresgmi Crovernor

May 25, 2011

Joseph Zambeili

NEPA Document Manager

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.G. Box 880

Morgantown WV 26507

RE: Kanab Steam Hydrogasification Pilot Plant

In reply please refer to Case No. 11-0075

Dear Mr. Zambelli:

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received your report on May 16, 2011, We have not vet
received a request for review of this undertaking from a federal agency. Per 800 Regulations, DOE
should submit a Sectioni06 request for consultation. As you indicated, SITLA sent the report as part of
their responsibility per a Streamlining PA with Trust Lands. Our effice acknowledged the submittal on

January 25" and no further comment was required, our office finding no objections to the submittal.

This dees not constitute formal consubtation under §36CFRE00.4 or UL A.C, 9-8-404, 1f vou have
questions, please contact me at 801-533-3555 or Jim Dykmann at 801-533-3523,

4

. £ LI

~--fort Hunsaker
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
Archaeology
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UT SHPO
Joseph Zambelli - 11-0075
From: "Lori Hunsaker" <lhunsaker@utah.gov>
To: <joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov>
Date: 6/8/2011 12:35 PM
Subject: 11-0075
CcC: "Lori Hunsaker" <lhunsaker@utah.gov>
Mr. Zambelli,

Apologies for our oversight on the above referenced case. We did not understand that NETL was a Federal
Agency.

As per 36CFR800 we concur with your determination of No Historic Properties Effected.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Best,

Lori Hunsaker

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer- Archaeology

Division of State History

300 Rio Grande Street

Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1182
(801) 533-3555

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Zambellj\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\dADEF6C82MG... 6/8/2011
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APPENDIX A2

Correspondence with Native American Tribes
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Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

Staff-to-Staff Consultation Letters were sent to the following Native American Tribes on May 6, 2011 (the letter
to the Kaibab Paiute Tribal Council is provided as a representative example):

Chemehuevi Indian Tribe of the Chemehuevi

Reservation, California Las Vegas Tribe

Colorado River Indian Tribe Moapa Tribe

Fort McDowell Yavapai Tribe Navajo Nation

Fort Mojave Indian Tribe Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

Havasupai Tribe San Carlos Apache Tribe

Hopi Tribe of Arizona San Juan Southern Paiute Tribe of Arizona
Hualapai Tribe White Mountain Apache Tribe

Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians Yavapai-Apache Tribe




N % U-S.- DEPARTMENT OF

) ENERGY

N:TL NATIONAL ENSRGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY

Albany, OR + Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

@

May 6, 2011

Carmen Bradley, Chairperson
Kaibab Paiute Tribal Council
HC65, Box 2

Tribal Affairs Building
Fredonia, AZ 86022

Dear Ms. Bradley:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is considering a proposed action to provide financial assistance to Viresco
Energy, LLC to support Viresco’s construction and operation of a Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant in Kanab, Utah.
The project would be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and meridian, SWANWA4NW4, Section 10, Kane
County, Utah (see the attached Site Location Map). This land is managed by Utah’s School & Institutional Trust Lands
Administration. A description and drawing of Viresco’s proposed project are attached.

As the lead federal agency, DOE must comply with Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) for this undertaking, as well as with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Endangered Species
Act. Therefore, this letter is intended to initiate consultation with your tribal government under NHPA and NEPA.
Based on a review of the currently available information, DOE concluded that the appropriate level of analysis for its
proposed action and Viresco’s proposed project would be an environmental assessment.

| would like to request any comments from your government regarding the potential significance of, and potential
effects to, any traditional cultural properties, cultural landscapes, or archaeological sites that may be affected by the
proposed project. DOE will hold a public scoping meeting to obtain the views of tribes, governmental agencies, private
organizations, and the public regarding its proposed action and the scope of the environmental assessment. You are
cordially invited to attend this meeting:

Date: May 18, 2011

Time: Open House: 5:00 to 7:00 pm
Formal Presentation: 7:00pm

Location: Kanab Middle School Cafeteria

690 S. Cowboy Way

Individuals wishing to present oral comments may either register at the meeting or register in advance by notifying
DOE via phone (304.285.4913) or email (Joseph.Zambelli@NETL.DOE.GOV). You may also provide written comments
by sending an email or letter to Mr. Joseph Zambelli, NEPA Document Manager, DOE-NETL, M/S:B07, 3610 Collins
Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507-0880. The public comment period will end June 17, 2011.

| would be pleased to discuss the project and the environmental assessment with you. Please do not hesitate to call or
email me if you have further questions. Your participation in this ongoing consultation process will be facilitated if we
receive a written response on behalf of your tribe.

Thank you for your participation in this important process.

Sincerely,

Joseph Zambelli

NEPA Document Manager Enclosures

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov . Voice (304) 285-4913 . Fax (304) 285-4403 . www.netl.doe.gov




ATTACHMENT -- Project Description:

Viresco’s project involves the design, construction, and testing of a pilot-scale steam hydrogasification facility
to evaluate the enhanced conversion of carbonaceous material in a high-steam environment. During
operation the pilot-scale hydrogasification process would convert carbonaceous feedstocks such as coal, and
vegetative biomass, into synthesis gas suitable for further processing to liquid fuel or to substitute natural
gas. The concept for the pilot plant involves a fluid bed gasifier fluidized by steam and recycled hydrogen
with sand as the primary bed material and a heat carrier connected by a standpipe and return line to a fluid
bed regenerator (combustor) that heats the sand using char carbon and air. The pilot-scale gasifier to be
constructed and operated in this project would have a feedstock throughput of up to 5 tons-per-day when
operating.

Field site preparation activities contracted by Viresco would include minor excavation on 0.75 acres with a
slope of 10 percent, utility trenching and installation of a concrete slab measuring 40 feet by 45 feet. Viresco
would then construct a building on the slab. Exterior production structures and machinery would occupy on
an additional 5,000 square feet. Maximum height of structures would be 67 feet. Stockpiles of sand, coal
and biomass material would be stored onsite.
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LeRoy N. Shingoitewa
CHAIRMAN

Herman G. Honanie
VICE-CHAIRMAN

May 16, 2011

Joseph Zambelli, NEPA Document Manager, DOE-NETL, M/S:B07
Department of Energy, National Energy Technology l.aboratory
3610 Collis Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507

Dear Mr. Zambelli,

This letter is in response o your correspondence dated May 6, 2011, regarding the Department of
Energy proposing to provide federal financial assistance to Viresco Energy, LLC for construction and
operation of a coal and biomass fueled pilot plant in Kanab. The Hopi Tribe claims cultural affiliation to
prehistoric cultural groups in Utah, The Hopi Culturai Preservation Office supports the identification and
avoidance of prehistoric archaeological sites, and we consider the prehistoric archaeological sites of our
ancestors to be “footprints™ and Traditional Cultural Properties. Therefore. we appreciate your solicitation
of our input and your efforts to address our concerns.

And therefore, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office is interested in consulting on any proposal
in Utah that has the potential to adversely affect prehistoric sites. Because this is a federally funded
project that involves ground disturbing activities, to assist us in determining if this proposal may affect
cultural resources significant to the Hopi Tribe, please provide us with a copy of the cultural resources
survey report of the area of potential effect for review and comment.

In addition, if prehistoric cultural resources are identified that will be adversely affected by
project activities, we will request ongoing consulting on any proposed treatment plans. ¥or your
information and future correspondences, LeRoy N. Shingoeitewa is now Chairman of the Hopi Tribe. If
vou have any questions or need additional infonmation, piease contact Terry Morgart at 928-734-3619 or
tmorgartzzhopi.nsn. Thank you for your consideration.
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May 25, 2011

Leigh I. Kuwanwisiwma
Director

Hopi Cultural Preservation Office
The Hopi Tribe

P. O. Box 123

Kykotsmovi, AZ 86039

RE: Proposal for providing financial assistance to Viresco Energy, LLC for its proposed
coal and biomass fueled project in Kanab, Utah.
Dear Mr. Kuwanwisiwma,
Thank you for your reply regarding the U.S. Department of Energy’s proposal to provide financial
assistance to Viresco Energy, LLC for its proposed coal and biomass fueled project in Kanab,
Utah. Per your request, please find attached a copy of the Bighorn Archaeological Consultants,

LI.C cultural resource inventory report for the proposed site.

If you have any questions on this or any other item related to the proposed project, please do not
hesitate to let me know via phone at 304.285.4913 or by email at joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov.

Sincerely,

# f
~ Joseph Zambelli
NEPA Document Manager

Attachment

3810 Callins Ferry Road, P.Q. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
joseph.zambelli@nel. doe.gov . Voice (304} 285-4913 . Fax {304} 285-4403 . wwwonetl doe.gov




LeRoy N. Shingoitewa
CHAIRMAN

Herman G. Honanie
VICE-CHAIRMAN

June 6, 2311

Teseph Zambelli, NEPA Document Manager, DOE-NETL, M/S:B07
Department of Energy, National Energy Technelogy Laboratery
3610 Coillis Ferry Road, P.C. Box 880

Meorgantown, West Virginia 26307

Dear Mr. Zambelli,

Thank you for your correspondence dated May 23, 2011, with an enclosed cultural resources survey report,
in response to our May 16, 2011 letter regarding the Department of Energy proposing to provide federal financial
assistance te Viresco Energy, LLC for construction and operation of a coal and biomass fueled pitot plant in Kanab
on State of Utah, School and Instituzional Trust Lands. The Hopi Tribe claims culral affiliation to prehistoric
cultural groups in Utah, The Hopi Cultural Preservation Otfice supperts the identification and avoidance of
prehistoric archaenlogical sites, and we censider the prehistoric archaeological sites of our ancestors to be
“footprints” and Traditdonal Culrural Properties. Therefore, we appreciate your continuing solicitation of our input
and yeur efforts to address our concerns.

Az we stated in our May 16, 2011 letter, the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office is interested in consulting on
any proposal in Utah that has the potential to adversely affect prehistoric sites. We are aware of numerous
prehistoric sites in the Kanab and Jackson Flat area.

We have now reviewed the enclosed cultural resources survey report of the 10 acre area of potential effect
that identifies a site described as an open lithic scatter, which is recommended as ineligible for listing on the
National Register, Therefore, we have determined that this proposal is unlikely to affect cultural reseurces
significant to the Hopt Tribe.

However, we concur with the recommendation that if any cultural features or deposits are encountered
during project activities, the Stute Historic Preservation Office must be consulted to evaluate their nature and
significance, i any Native American human remains or funerary objects are discovered during censtruction they
shall be immediately reported as required by law. If you have any questions or need additional mformation, please
contact Terry Morgart at 9287343619 or tmorgart@hopinsn. Thank vou for vour consideration.

7
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Leigh J. Kuwanwisiwma, Difector

Hopi Cultural Preservation Office
xe: Utah Stare Historic Preservation Office
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July 5, 2010

Joseph Zambelli

NEPA Document Manager

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

PO Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507

Dear Mr. Zambelli:

Our apology for an oversight and missing the deadline date of your request, and that the Navajo
Nation Historic Preservation Department — Traditional Culture Program (NNHPD-TCP) is in
receipt of the proposed project where Viresco Energy, LLC is proposing to construct and operate
a Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant in Kanab, Utah.

After reviewing your consultation documents, NNHPD-TCP has concluded the proposed
undertaking/project areca will not impact Navajo traditional cultural resources. The NNHPD-
TCP, on behalf of the Navajo Nation has no concerns at this time.

However, the determination made by the NNHPD-TCP does not necessarily mean that the
Navajo Nation has no interest or concerns with the proposed project. If the proposed project
inadvertently discovers habitation sites, plant gathering areas, human remains and objects of
cultural patrimony the NNHPD-TCP request that we be notified respectively in accordance with
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).

The NNHPD-TCP appreciates your consuitation efforts, pursuant to 36 CFR Pt. 800.1 (¢)(2)(iii).
Should you have any additional concerns and/or questions, do not hesitate to contact me
electronically at tony@navajohistoricpreservation.org or telephone at 928-871-7750.

s . .
Tony H. Joe, Jr., Supervisory Anthropologist (Section 106 Consultations)
Historic Preservation Department - Traditional Culture Program

TCP 11241
e (fFee File/Chrone
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Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: Joseph Zambelli [mailto:Joseph.Zambelli@NETL.DOE.GOV]
Sent: Tuesday, February 01, 2011 12:00 PM

To: Leann

Cc: Elaine Everitt; John Ganz; Joseph Zambelli

Subject: RE: Viresco Energy

Hi LeAnn,

Thanks for your questions. DOE’s NEPA regulations and policies can be found at
http://nepa.energy.gov/requirements.htm. DOE consults with recognized tribes during its NEPA
process. It requests that tribes provide information on properties of traditional religious and cultural
significance in the vicinity of the proposed project, and on concerns they have about the project. We
use this information to prepare our NEPA reviews and to meet our obligations under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation
Act of 1990.

Any comments or concerns are included in the draft NEPA document, which is made available for
public comment. All entities with which DOE has consulted, as well as any other agencies, groups or
persons that may have an interest in the project, receive a copy of the draft document, which is also
provided to local public libraries and posted on the following DOE web site:
http://www.netl.doe.gov/publications/others/nepa/index.html

DOE has not decided the level of NEPA review that will be required for this grant, but it is likely that
an Environmental Assessment will be necessary.

In the context of a grant of financial assistance, DOE does not release funds to the recipient for
activities that could limit the range of reasonable alternatives or have an adverse impact on the
environment until the NEPA process is complete and DOE decides whether to provide financial
assistance to the recipient’s proposed project. Since | do not work with the grant and funding aspects
of the project, you may want to contact the project manager, Elaine Everitt, at
elaine.everitt@netl.doe.gov, for additional information. Keep in mind that DOE’s participation in this
project is limited to deciding whether to provide financial assistance. It would not be involved in the
construction or operation of the facility, although these activities would be analyzed in the NEPA
document.

If you have any other questions or need additional information, please let me know.
Thanks

Joe Zambelli

NEPA Document Manager

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Zambellj\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4D58CFDBM... 3/31/2011
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DOE-NETL

3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.O. Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Phone: 304.285.4913
Email: joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov

>>> Leann <kptenv@scinternet.net> 1/31/2011 2:35 PM >>>

Hi Joe;

| haven’'t worked with DOE before (we usually deal with BLM, USFS, NPS and FERC); can you
provide me with a copy of your Tribal consultation and NEPA policies? Plus, can you tell me how
the DOE grant process, which apparently Viresco secured, works — in particular, is the grant
contingent on the results of the NEPA process?

Thanks!

Lo tn fgﬂymf%/j

Environmental Program Director
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians

>

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Zambellj\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4D58CFDBM... 3/31/2011
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Joseph Zambelli - RE: Viresco Energy

From:  Leann <kptenv@scinternet.net>

To: Joseph.Zambeli@NETL.DOE.GOV

Date: 2/8/2011 4:05 PM

Subject: RE: Viresco Energy

CC: msavala@kaibabpaiute-nsn.gov; John.Ganz@NETL.DOE.GOV;
Elaine.Everitt@NETL.DOE.GOV

Mr. Zambelli, et al;

| appreciate the recognition that we must be consulted with under the NHPA and NAGPRA
regarding cultural concerns. However, as a Federal agency DOE also has a Trust responsibility to
involve us in this process under a government-to-government relationship above and beyond
cultural or religious discussion. | feel as though we are already behind the ball because the
project has reached the local Planning & Zoning Commission in Kanab without any notification
from DOE to us of the project, and it appears as though any interaction with DOE may never have
occurred had | not initiated the process.

To provide a little background about how NEPA, NHPA & NAGPRA have been botched in the very

same location to this day as it concerns our Tribe, SITLA-leased lands and Viresco’s advocate,
Mike Noel, please review last night’s Salt Lake news report:

http://www.ksl.com/?nid=148&sid=14297785

| also ask that you read our statement that is listed on the link, as well. Unfortunately, the news
channel compounded the issue by identifying the location of the remains (this, in an area
renowned for grave desecration for EBay sales) and we are consulting our litigators.

This is the atmosphere in which the Viresco Energy project is taking place and this is why we
warned Utah Representative Mr. Noel a month ago that despite his promises to the Tribes on
change following Jackson Flat, we could see the Viresco Energy project is following the same
trajectory, a train wreck in progress.

Our Tribal Council meets every 3™ Thursday of each month and would benefit from a presentation
even at this point in the process, prior to consultation, provided an agenda request has been
submitted by the Monday one week preceding the Council. If you can make the March Council
date, please make arrangements through our Tribal Secretary, DeeAnn Multine at
dmultine@kaibabpaiute-nsn.gov or 928-643-7245.

Thank you,

Lo tn fgﬂymf%/j

Environmental Program Director
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians

file://C:\Documents and Settings\Zambellj\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4D58CFDBM... 3/31/2011



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

ENERGY

N:TL NATIONAL ENSRGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY

Albany, OR + Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

May 6, 2011

LeAnn Shrzynski, Environmental Program Director
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians

HC65, Box 2

Fredonia, AZ 86022

Dear Ms. Shrzynski:

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is considering a proposed action to provide financial assistance to Viresco
Energy, LLC to support Viresco’s construction and operation of a Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant in Kanab, Utah.
The project would be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and meridian, SW4NW4NW4, Section 10, Kane
County, Utah (see the attached Site Location Map). This land is managed by Utah’s School & Institutional Trust Lands
Administration. A description and drawing of Viresco’s proposed project are attached.

As the lead federal agency, DOE must comply with Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) for this undertaking, as well as with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Endangered Species
Act. Therefore, this letter is intended to initiate consultation with your tribal government under NHPA and NEPA.
Based on a review of the currently available information, DOE concluded that the appropriate level of analysis for its
proposed action and Viresco’s proposed project would be an environmental assessment.

| would like to request any comments from your government regarding the potential significance of, and potential
effects to, any traditional cultural properties, cultural landscapes, or archaeological sites that may be affected by the
proposed project. DOE will hold a public scoping meeting to obtain the views of tribes, governmental agencies, private
organizations, and the public regarding its proposed action and the scope of the environmental assessment. You are
cordially invited to attend this meeting:

Date: May 18, 2011

Time: Open House: 5:00 to 7:00 pm
Formal Presentation: 7:00pm

Location: Kanab Middle School Cafeteria

690 S. Cowboy Way

Individuals wishing to present oral comments may either register at the meeting or register in advance by notifying
DOE via phone (304.285.4913) or email (Joseph.Zambelli@NETL.DOE.GOV). You may also provide written comments
by sending an email or letter to Mr. Joseph Zambelli, NEPA Document Manager, DOE-NETL, M/S:B07, 3610 Collins
Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507-0880. The public comment period will end June 17, 2011.

| would be pleased to discuss the project and the environmental assessment with you. Please do not hesitate to call or
email me if you have further questions. Your participation in this ongoing consultation process will be facilitated if we
receive a written response on behalf of your tribe.

Thank you for your participation in this important process.
Sincerely,
Joseph Zambelli

NEPA Document Manager Enclosures

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507
joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov . Voice (304) 285-4913 . Fax (304) 285-4403 . www.netl.doe.gov




ATTACHMENT -- Project Description:

Viresco’s project involves the design, construction, and testing of a pilot-scale steam hydrogasification facility
to evaluate the enhanced conversion of carbonaceous material in a high-steam environment. During
operation the pilot-scale hydrogasification process would convert carbonaceous feedstocks such as coal, and
vegetative biomass, into synthesis gas suitable for further processing to liquid fuel or to substitute natural
gas. The concept for the pilot plant involves a fluid bed gasifier fluidized by steam and recycled hydrogen
with sand as the primary bed material and a heat carrier connected by a standpipe and return line to a fluid
bed regenerator (combustor) that heats the sand using char carbon and air. The pilot-scale gasifier to be
constructed and operated in this project would have a feedstock throughput of up to 5 tons-per-day when
operating.

Field site preparation activities contracted by Viresco would include minor excavation on 0.75 acres with a
slope of 10 percent, utility trenching and installation of a concrete slab measuring 40 feet by 45 feet. Viresco
would then construct a building on the slab. Exterior production structures and machinery would occupy on
an additional 5,000 square feet. Maximum height of structures would be 67 feet. Stockpiles of sand, coal
and biomass material would be stored onsite.



Site Location Map



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

N:TL NATIONAL ENSRGY TECHNOLOGY LASORATORY ENERGY

Albany, OR « Morgantown, WV . Pittsburgh, PA

May 9, 2011

DeeAnn Multine, Tribal Secretary
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians
Tribal Affairs Building

HC65, Box 2

Fredonia, AZ 86022

Dear Ms. Multine:

| have written to request that the following agenda item be added for the May 19", 2011 Tribal Council
Meeting to take place in Pipe Springs, Arizona:

e The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) proposed action to provide financial assistance for
construction and operation by Viresco Energy, LLC of a Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant in
Kanab, Utah.

Depending on time available, DOE and Viresco would be pleased to make a brief (10- to 20-minute)
presentation about Viresco’s proposed project and the environmental assessment being prepared by
DOE under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Attached is a brief project description, site location map, and conceptual drawing of Viresco’s proposed
project. Should you have any questions or feel additional materials for the meeting would be needed
please do not hesitate to contact me via phone (304.285.4913), email
(Joseph.Zambelli@NETL.DOE.GQV), or in writing by sending a letter to Mr. Joseph Zambelli, NEPA
Document Manager, DOE-NETL, M/S:B07, 3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV
26507-0880.

Thank you in advance for the opportunity of DOE to meet with the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians on this
subject.

Sincerely,
Joseph Zambelli, NEPA Document Manager

Cc: Manuel Savala, Tribal Chairman
msavala@kaibabpaiute-nsn.gov

Enclosures

3610 Collins Ferry Road, P.O. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 26507

joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov . Voice (304) 285-4913 . Fax (304) 285-4403 . www.netl.doe.gov



ATTACHMENT -- Project Description:

The project would be located at: Sec 10, T44S, R6W, Salt Lake base and meridian, SWANW4NW4,
Section 10, Kane County, Utah (see the attached Site Location Map). This land is managed by Utah’s
School & Institutional Trust Lands Administration. A conceptual drawing of Viresco’s proposed project is
also attached.

Viresco's project involves the design, construction, and testing of a pilot-scale steam hydrogasification
facility to evaluate the enhanced conversion of carbonaceous material in a high-steam environment.
During operation the pilot-scale hydrogasification process would convert carbonaceous feedstocks such
as coal, and vegetative biomass, into synthesis gas suitable for further processing to liquid fuel or to
substitute natural gas. The concept for the pilot plant involves a fluid bed gasifier fluidized by steam and
recycled hydrogen with sand as the primary bed material and a heat carrier connected by a standpipe
and return line to a fluid bed regenerator (combustor) that heats the sand using char carbon and air.
The pilot-scale gasifier to be constructed and operated in this project would have a feedstock
throughput of up to 5 tons-per-day when operating.

Field site preparation activities contracted by Viresco would include minor excavation on 0.75 acres with
a slope of 10 percent, utility trenching and installation of a concrete slab measuring 40 feet by 45 feet.
Viresco would then construct a building on the slab. Exterior production structures and machinery
would occupy an additional 5,000 square feet. Maximum height of structures would be 67 feet.
Stockpiles of sand, coal and biomass material would be stored onsite.



Site Location Map
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Conceptual View of Pilot Plant Looking Northwest



June 13, 2011

Mr. Anthony Cugini
Director
US DOE — National Energy Technology Laboratory

Mr. Jloseph Zambeili

NEPA Document Manager

US DOE - National Energy Technology Laboeratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

PO Box 880

Morgantown, WY 26507-0880

submitted via email to: joseph.zambelli@NETL.DOE.GOV ,
Albert.petrasek@hg.doe.gov , and Anthony.Cugini@NETL DOE GOV

Re: Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant EA
Dear Mr. Cugini and Zambelli;

We are writing to you regarding our first round of scoping comments plus our concerns on the
way recent meetings were conducted for the Viresco Energy’s Coal & Biomass-fueled pilot plant
environmental analysis which is being proposed for Kanab, Utah .

As you are well aware, our Tribe has been anxious about this project since word of it appeared
in the Salt Lake Tribune last fall. Our Reservation is about a mile from the site and our citizens
often live in Kanab. As we were in the midst of unresolved issues resuiting from an adjacent
project, the Jackson Fiat Reservoir, we knew that this project was one to watch and have
tracked it closely.

We understand that NETL may not be well-acquainted with Tribal considerations but we wouid
like to make the following points:

1. Tothis day, we have not received contact from any DOE Tribal Liaison. This is a critical
oversight which we thought would be given a high priority as it was brought to DOE’s
attention in the meeting with our Tribal Councit on May 19.

2. in addition, at the same meeting we made it clear that our expectation was to engage
in a government-to-government exchange with the DOE Technical Manager, Elaine
Everitt, rather than the company’s proponent. We woulid like to have an informative
discussion with both of these personnel as soon as practicable.

3. As noted, we were not appreciative that the public meeting heid in Kanab indicated
that consultation with our Tribe was already under way, although only minimal staff-to-



staff discussion by email had occurred. According to the definition of consuitation in the
DOE Indian policy, this is not recognized as such until agreements have been reached as
to what constitutes official consultation. No agreement has been initiated to date.

4. The scoping meeting in Kanab was insufficient, as the visual aids were too vague to be of
substance. While scoping meetings are meant to elicit comments for the environmental
analysis to consider, asking a community to formulate questions in a vacuum is not good
practice and could be considered misleading. For example, the by-products listed were
given as hydrogen sulfide, carbon dioxide and slag which clearly was too simplistic for
these purposes.

5. At the Kanab meeting and the Tribal meeting, there was virtually no detail of this
specific project given and only vague generalities about the coal gasification process
were provided. For instance, nothing addressed the potential ramifications of using
biomass fuel or identified the actual biomass fuels that Viresco is proposing to use,
where they plan to obtain them and how the waste from the process will be handled.

We are well-acquainted with the NEPA process as we work with many Federal agencies on a
daily basis, including the Departments of the Interior, Agriculture, Housing and Urban
Development, Defense and even DOE (FERC). We understand that all Federal agencies have
their own policies which interpret NEPA but we are not being accorded the benefit of DOE’s
own consultation policy nor the recognition of Tribal sovereignty.

The presentations and materials provided were so cursory as to be meaningless. We ask that
DOE return to our Tribal government and community with a well-developed scoping
presentation, including the Tribal liaison, the DOE technical expert and a willingness to begin
formal consultation.

Until such time as a new scoping meeting and government consultation can take place and to

make sure no_mistake is made in making deadlines within the current scoping process, we
submit the following comments to be considered:

By funding this action, DOE is facilitating a project that has direct implications for our Tribe. We
ask that a full Environmental Impact Statement be used to best characterize the cumulative
effect this project may have on our Tribe and the region.

e Traditional religious practitioners of our Tribe indicate that the project site is a Sacred
Site contiguous with the Jackson Flat reservoir area. As such, in addition to the typical
assessment of cultural resources, we request that DOE prepare a Social Impact
Assessment to include the relationship of our people with that environment and the
project’s cultural and social effects. '



As DOE recognizes Tribal governments as sovereign entities with primary authority and
responsibility for the protection of the health, safety and welfare of their citizens plus the right
of each Indian nation to protect its natural and cultural resources, we have many concerns
above and beyond the cultural ones typically associated with Tribes.

What is the source and composition of each feedstock ?

* How will each potential feedstock be stored prior to its use and how much fugitive dust
will result (from storage plus milling/grinding and any other processing of feedstocks)?

e Will the carbon dioxide produced be released or sequestered, and if plans are to
sequester it, where would that occur? We ask that a different location be considered,
where carbon dioxide capture and storage could be included in the demonstration.

e The funds that have been earmarked for this experimental process could be better used
to increase efficiency or further the development of renewable technology; we would
like a comparison of these processes made as an alternative for study in an EIS,
particularly as the state of technology indicates the sequestration inherently necessary
for coal gasification production to be considered a “clean technology” is not viable

» We ask for a complete analysis of the liquid aspects of this project, including an
identification of all water or liquids, where and in what quantity they will be obtained,
how it will be used in the process, any changes (chemical, electrical , thermal, etc.) that
will occur, how it will be processed or treated and what triggers each of those processes
before it is released, all potential releases to the environment, and a plan for
remediation of all resulting liquids/water that may enter the water table, municipal
water treatment, surface or ground water systems from all potential feedstocks or
commingled feedstocks, and how these releases can affect wildlife, air & water quality,
riparian ecosystems, and human health.

Note: Human health impacts need to quantify mortality and morbidity plus sub-lethal heaith
threats such as heart and lung disease, bronchitis and asthma, with the limitations of rural
health-care, on a population already compromised by the physiclogical effects of high

elevation.



Identification of all compounds, toxic or hazardous materials, and radioactive elements
used for, released and/or generated by the process, and how these can affect wildlife,
riparian ecosystems, air & water quality, and human health.

Please modef all impacts (including heaith and economic) resulting from weather
inversions and frequency of plume blight, and how these can affect wildlife, riparian
ecosystems, and air & water quality.

Please perform a Greenhouse Gas emission analysis including all fuels used during
initiation of the gasification process and the cumulative transport of feedstocks and
wastes.

A study of odor impacts associated with the processing, and gasification, of each of the
feedstocks or commingled feedstocks and how these can affect wildlife, riparian
ecosystems, air & water quality, and human heaith.

A study of noise impacts associated with the processing, and gasification, of each of the
feedstocks or commingled feedstocks and how these can affect wildlife, riparian
ecosystems, air & water quality, and human heaith.

We request a scenic resource impact analysis that will take into consideration the
impacts from exterior lighting, opacity effects from emissions, light pollution in a
community intent on Dark Sky qualities, regional haze effects on visibility, windrose
assessment to determine wind patterns over a given year, and the height of stacks and
other structures in a highly visible area with a tourism-based economy and how these
can affect wildlife, riparian ecosystems, air & water quality, and human healith.

Please provide a clear analysis of the triggers for further regulation and the regulatory
agencies responsible for oversight on all emissions, residuals or wastes resulting from all
potential feedstocks or commingled feedstocks and their effects on the environment.

DOE should perform a comparison that would evaluate the impacts on this greenfield
site as compared to a brownfield site in an urban area

We request preparation of adequate emergency response plans generated to handle all
foreseeable emergencies



e We request that DOE stay the funding decision on this project until a Finding of No
Significant Impact or Record of Decision is completed.

In closing, we ask that a full Environmental Impact Statement be used to best characterize the
affect this project may have on our Tribe and the region. We wish to express our appreciation

for your consideration in reviewing these comments and working with you once consultation is
initiated.

Please contact our Tribal Secretary to schedule a scoping meeting with our Tribal Council and a
request for consultation.

Regards,

Manuel Sayala

VZ

c: Albert Brandt Petrasek






Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

This page intentionally left blank




Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

APPENDIX B

Plants and Animals of Cultural Concern to the
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians of Northern Arizona
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Paiute Plants

Tribal Name Scientific Name Common Name
NR Abutilon incanum Indian mallow
Uaahu Acacia greggii Catclaw acacia
Kaiva uusiv Agave utahensis var. kaibabensis Kaibab agave
Yaant Agave utahensis var. utahensis Utah agave

Ketsiav, Tempisangwavi,
Tumpisangwav
Sangwav

Chumav

NR

NR

Sikumpe, tono

Kanave, Koauw kanav
Unapi, Unapyi op

Mausi

Sikumpe
Manavip

Momop, mainowip, momonp
Aku'u, ku'u

Sakwapi

Manav

Chuamanav, i'mamanavi
Sana'ich, Tuwich

Sana'ich, tuwich

Tup

Yatup, tutup

Paxwav, Sakwa'ivi, Sakwa'ivip
Muup

Tase, Tash, Manav Avatu tash
Tuav

Yainup, waarump

Pauv

Yatump

Pa'up, Pa'uv, U'up

U'up

Paakwanav

Tukwivi, tuwkvi, toxo'owatsiv
Wichavi ma'‘ap

Pamav, paenaxenanar

Ko'api, Nengweko'ap

Ata wiisiv

Sixo'

Manav

Yuavip

Manav

Ambrosia dumsoa

Artemisia bigelovii

Artemisia filifolia

Astragalus praelongus
Astragalus tephrodes

Atriplex canescens

Baccharis salicifolia

Battarea stevinii

Cercis occidentalis var. orbiculata
Chilopsis linearis
Chrysothamnus nauseus
Cirsium sp.

Clematis ligusticifolia

Datura meteloides (=D. wrightii)
Descurainia pinnata

Dyssodia pentachaeta (D. thurberi)
Echinocereus engelmannii
Echinocereus triglochidiatus
Encelia farinosa

Encelia frutescens var. resinosa
Ephedra nevadensis

Ephedra torreyana

Ephedra viridis

Equisetum laevigatum

Fallugia paradoxa

Ferocactus acanthodes
Franxinus pennsylvanica
Gutierrezia microcephala
Juncus acutus var. sphaerocarpus
Larrea tridentata

Lycium andersonii

Lycium fremontii

Mentha arvensis

Miravilis multiflora
Muhlenbergia asperifolia
Nasturtium officinale

Nicotiana trigonophylla

Nolina microcarpa

Oenothera pallida

Opuntia basilaris

Opuntia erinacea

Opuntia phaeacantha

White bursage
Bigelow sagebrush
Sand sagebursh
Rattleweed, locoweed

Four-wing saltbrush
Seepwillow
Mushroom
California redbud
Desert willow
Rubber rabbitbursh
Pink thistle
Western virgin's bower, Wild clematis
Sacred datura, jimsonweed
Yellow tansy mustard

Fetid marigold

Engelman hedgehog cactus
Claretcup cactus

White brittlebush

Brittlebush

Nevada Indian tea

Torrey Indian tea

Indian tea

Smooth scouring rush

Apache plume

California barrel cactus

Velvet ash

Three-leaf snakeweed, Matchweed
Spiny rush

Creosote bush, Greasewood
Wolfberry

Fremont wolfberry

Field mint

Colorado four-o'clock

Scratch grass

Watercress

Desert tobacco

Beargrass

Pale evening primrose

Beavertall cactus

Grizzlybear cactus

Engelmann prickly pear



Tribal Name

Scientific Name

Common Name

wa'iv
Patowanamauv
Pajama

Soovip

Opimp, opimpe
Suuv

Su'uv, Shuuvi
Ku'u, nampitu
Kanav
Paakanav
Manavip, manav
Nengweko'ap
Kanareko'ap
Manav

Mamuiv
Kupinav, Tupwiv
Temar, Chemar
Tuwisanakup
Pa'ante maav
NR

Kaiva sixwana

Pa'ante sawap,
pantusahwav,to'ovi,tonov

lyaavi, pukwupe, kuripsup,

we'ump

Uusiv, wiisiv

Tachempi, Uusiv, Wiisiv
NR

Oryzopsis hymenoides
Parthenocissus vitacea
Phragmites australis
Populus fremontii

Prosopis glandulosa var. torreyana

Rhus trilobata var. simplicifoia
Rhus trilobata var, trilobata
Rumex hymenosepalus
Salix exigua

Salix gooddingii

Salsola iberica

Salvia davidsonii

Salvia dorrii

Sclerocactus parviflorus
Sonchus oleraceus
Sphaeralcea ambigua
Stanleya pinnata
Stephanomeria tenuifolia
Tamarix chinensis
Tessaria sericea
Thamnosma montana

Typha latifolia

Vitis arizonica
Yucca angustissima
Yucca baccata
Yucca whipplei

Indian ricegrass

Virginia creeper

Giant common reed

Fremont cottonwood

Torrey mesquite

Squaw bush

Squaw bush

Wild rhubarb

Coyote willow

Goodding willow

Russian thistle, thumbleweed
Davidson sage

Purple sage, desert sage
Pineapple cactus, Devil's claw
Common sow-thistle

Desert globemallow

Prince's plume, Indian spinach
Wire lettuce

Tamarisk, salt cedar
Arrowweed

Turpentine broom

Broad-leaf cattail

Canyon grape
Narrowleaf yucca
Banana yucca
Whipple yucca



July 3, 2008

Animals of Cultural Concern to the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians of Northern Arizona,

thislist isnot in any kind of order.

Mule Deer

Rabbits, incl. cottontails
Most small birds
Chipmunks

Coyotes

Fox

Badgers

SC]Ui rrels (Flying and Non Flying)
Eagles

Mice/Rats

Porcupine

Bats

Crows/Ravens

All Snakesgi.e. Rattle, Blow)
Condors

Skunks

Raccoons

Danny Bulletts, Jr.

Director of Fisheries, Wildlife & Parks
Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians

HC 65 Box 2

Fredonia, Arizona 86022

Lizards
Gophers

owls

Mourning Doves
Crickets
Grasshoppers
Bighorn sheep
Buffalo
Woodpeckers
Antelope
Bobcats/Lynx
Mountain Lions
Ducks

All Hawks
Prairie Dogs
Fish

Frogs
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APPENDIX C

Will-Serve Letters from Utility Suppliers
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Mayor City Council

Nina Laycook James G. Sorenson
City Manager Shaun Smith

Duane Huffman v Ed Meyer
Treasurer Steven R. Mower

Raelene Johnson Anthony Chatterley
City Attorney

Van Mackelprang KAN AB

st UTAH s
October 13, 2010

Subject: Can & will Serve Letter — 400 East Kaneplex Road (Viresco Energy Project)

To whom it may concern:

This Letter confirms that Kanab City can and will furnish water and sewer service to the above project
contingent upon the placement of necessary infrastructure.

Please contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

0 g

Duane Huffman
City Manager

— A Western Classic —

76 North Main No. 14 + Kanab, Utah 84741 « Phone 435-644-2534 + Fax 435-644-2536 + www.kanab.utah.gov



Garkane Energy Cooperative, INC.

Po Box 511

HZthSXUt. 84735 Garkane Energy
Will Serve Letter

To: Viresco Energy LLC.

Attn:  Jim Guthrie/Arun Raju

From: Rob Wolfley, Garkane Propane.
Date: 6/15/11

Re: Kanab Pilot Plant will serve letter.

Gentlemen,

Per your request we are pleased to provide you with a will serve letter in support of your proposed
Kanab pilot plant operation.

Garkane Propane has a bulk facility located in Kanab and can store approximately 30,000 gallons of
LP gas. We have the ability to supply you with all your propane requirements. We currently serve many
local customers in the Kanab area and are please to offer our service you.

We appreciate the opportunity to serve your LP gas Needs.

Rob Wolfley

Garfield Area Manager.

435-735-4280

rwolfley@garkaneenergy.com
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APPENDIX D
Air Quality Documentation

Air Emissions Calculations (D1), Small Source Exemption Registration (D2),
Dispersion Model Screening for Criteria Pollutants (D3). Detailed Modeling Results (D4)
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APPENDIX D1

Air Emissions Calculations
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Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

December 2011

D.1

Air Emissions Calculations

Table D-1 Construction Equipment Use

Equipment type Number of units Days on site Hours per day Operating hours
Graders Composite 1 60 7 420
Excavators Composite 1 60 7 420
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 2 60 7 840
Off-Highway Trucks Composite 2 60 7 840
Air Compressors 1 90 7 630
Cement & Mortar Mixers 1 90 7 630
Cranes 1 60 7 420
Generator Sets 1 120 7 840
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 120 7 2520
Table D-2 Construction Equipment Emission Factors (lbs/hour)
Equipment CO NOy VOC SOy PMyo PM,s
Graders Composite 0.6561 1.6191 0.1936 0.0015 0.0840 0.0840
Excavators Composite 0.5828 1.3249 0.1695 0.0013 0.0727 0.0727
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1.5961 3.2672 0.3644 0.0025 0.1409 0.1409
Off-Highway Trucks Composite 0.8499 2.7256 0.2730 0.0027 0.0989 0.0989
Air Compressors 0.3782 0.7980 0.1232 0.0007 0.0563 0.0563
Cement and Mortar Mixers 0.0447 0.0658 0.0113 0.0001 0.0044 0.0044
Cranes 0.6011 1.6100 0.1778 0.0014 0.0715 0.0715
Generator Sets 0.3461 0.6980 0.1075 0.0007 0.0430 0.0430
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.4063 0.7746 0.1204 0.0008 0.0599 0.0599
Source: CARB, 2007.
Table D-3 Construction Equipment Emissions (tpy)
Equipment CO NOy VOC SOy PMyy PM,:
Graders Composite 0.1378 0.3400 0.0406 0.0003 0.0176 0.0176
Excavators Composite 0.1224 0.2782 0.0356 0.0003 0.0153 0.0153
Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 0.6703 1.3722 0.1530 0.0010 0.0592 0.0592
Off-Highway Trucks Composite 0.3569 1.1448 0.1146 0.0011 0.0415 0.0415
Air Compressors 0.1191 0.2514 0.0388 0.0002 0.0177 0.0177
Cranes 0.1262 0.3381 0.0373 0.0003 0.0150 0.0150
Generator Sets 0.1454 0.2932 0.0451 0.0003 0.0181 0.0181
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0.5120 0.9759 0.1517 0.0010 0.0754 0.0754
Total Equipment Emissions 2.1902 4.9938 0.6169 0.0045 0.2599 0.2599
Table D-4 Delivery of Equipment and Supplies
Number of Deliveries 2
Number of Trips 2
Miles Per Trip 60
Days of Construction 120
Total Miles 28800
Pollutant CO NOy VOC SOy PMy, PMys CO,
Emission Factor (Ibs/mile) 0.0219 0.0237 0.0030 0.0000 0.0009 0.0007 0.0219
Total Emissions (Ibs) 632.14 682.92 86.19 0.74 24.65 21.29 632.14
Total Emissions (tpy) 0.3161 0.3415 0.0431 0.0004 0.0123 0.0106 0.3161

Source: CARB, 2007.
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Table D-5 Surface Disturbance

TSP Emissions 80 | Ib/acre

PM/TSP 0.45

PM,s/PMyg 0.15

Period of Disturbance 30 | days

Capture Fraction 0.5

Building/CHP Plant Area (acres) | TSP (Ibs) | PMyg (Ibs) PMy, (tons) PM;;s (Ibs) PM;s (tons)
Construction 0.1 240 108 0.05 8 0.001
Total 0.1 240 108 0.05 8 0.001

Sources: USEPA, 1995 and USEPA, 2005.

Table D-6 Worker Commutes

Number of Workers 30
Number of Trips 2
Miles Per Trip 40
Days of Construction 120
Total Miles 288000
Pollutant CcO NO, VOC SO, PMy, PM, 5 CO,
Emission Factor (Ibs/mile) 0.0105 0.0011 0.0011 | 0.0000 | 0.0001 | 0.0001 0.0105
Total Emissions (Ibs) 3037.95 317.63 310.81 3.10 24.50 15.24 3037.95
Total Emissions (tpy) 1.5190 0.1588 0.1554 | 0.0015 | 0.0122 | 0.0076 1.5190

Source: CARB, 2007.

Table D-7 Total Construction Emissions (tpy)

Activity/Source CO NOy VOC SOy PMyo PM,s
Construction Equipment 3.8142 | 8.8763 | 1.0617 0.0079 | 0.4396 0.4396
Delivery of Equipment and Supplies 0.3161 | 0.3415 | 0.0431 0.0004 | 0.0123 0.0106
Worker Commutes 1.5190 | 0.1588 | 0.1554 0.0015 | 0.0122 0.0076
Total Construction Emissions 5.6493 | 9.3765 | 1.2602 0.0099 | 0.4642 0.4579

Table D-8 Materials Used and Produced

Inputs
Coal 424 | Ib/hr dry 192.32 | kg/hr
Water 1083 | Ib/hr 491.24 | kg/hr
Natural gas 153 | Ib/hr 69.40 | kg/hr
Sand 1 | Ib/hr 0.45 | kg/hr
Outputs
Wastewater 22 | Ib/hr 9.98 | kg/hr
Solid waste 22 | Ib/hr 9.98 | kg/hr
Air emissions
SO, 3.2 | Ib/hr 1.45 | kg/hr
NO 5 | Ib/hr 2.27 | kglhr
CO, 1485 | Ib/hr 673.6 | kg/hr
CO 8.9 | Ib/hr 4.04 | kg/hr

Table D-9 Projected Operational Emissions (tpy)
Criteria Pollutant Flare Exhaust Regenerator Exhaust Boiler Total
SO, 1.16 - -- 1.16
CO 1.9 1.3 -- 3.2
NO, 1.7 0.1 0.04 1.84
PMy, 0.01 0.01 -- 0.02
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Methodology Notes for Tables D-8 and D-9. Composition of the syngas product was calculated using the
gasification reactor model in the VMG Sim process simulation program, which gasifies all coal components
except for unconverted carbon in char, and the ash. Inputs to the model include

Coal composition, feed rate, feed temperature

Slurry water feed rate and temperature

Steam feed rate and temperature

Hydrogen feed rate and temperature

Nitrogen purge feed rate and temperature

Sand heat carrier feed rate and temperature

Carbon conversion

NookrwdpE

Gasifier operating pressure is also specified as an input. Nominal operating conditions are 850 deg C, 200 psig,
192.4 kg/hr coal rate, 1:1 slurry water to coal mass feed ratio, 1:1 steam to coal mass feed ratio, 1:1 H2/Carbon in
coal molar feed ratio. Nominal sand feed temperature was 1000 deg C based on regenerator operating
temperature. Properties of a representative Utah bituminous coal were used for the coal composition, impurities,
ash content and composition. 0.38 wt% S and 1.25 wt% N were assumed for the coal impurity contents. Carbon
conversion in the gasifier was specified at 80%.

Gasifier syngas composition was calculated with the gasification reactor model assuming thermodynamic
equilibrium with a -75 deg C temperature approach to equilibrium. Flare exhaust composition was calculated by
burning the syngas product from the gasifier in air in a flare system. It was assumed that sufficient excess air was
available to bring the flare exit temperature to about 1500 deg C or less to reduce NOx emissions. EXit
composition of the flare exhaust was calculated with VMG Sim equilibrium reactor model where thermodynamic
equilibrium was assumed to be reached. However, NO content in the flare was calculated assuming 20% of the N
in coal goes to NO in the flare!, in addition to 0.133 Ib NOx per MMBtu of fuel input.? The mole fraction of NO
in Table 3.5-3 was adjusted accordingly.

The compositions shown in Table 3.5-3 are representative of the nominal operating conditions, but may be
adjusted by factors such as syngas cooling before the flare, which affects required excess air rate to meet flare
temperature spec, and actual sulfur and nitrogen content of the coal. Some small corrections were found to table
3.5-3, as shown below. Corrections included H2S and ammonia contents in the syngas to be consistent with the
flare exhaust and the S and N contents in the coal.

Flare Emissions:

NOx: NOx is calculated based on assuming 20% of the Nitrogen content of the coal goes to NOx after
burning the syngas (gasifier product) in the flare, the rest goes to N2. At 1.25 wt% N in coal, this
contributes 3.5 Ib/hr NOx. In addition, it is assumed that the flare generates 0.133 Ib NOx/MMBtu of fuel
content.® For this estimate, the total fuel value in the flare is assumed to equal the heating value of the
coal plus hydrogen feeds, or 8.1 MMBtu/hr, which results in additional 1.08 Ib/hr NOx. This calculation
assumes 100% fuel efficiency from the gasifier. Actual fuel heating value in the flare would be less.

SO,: SO, emissions are based on the entire S content of the coal feed at normal feed rates. SO,
emissions from propane are assumed to be negligible in comparison. Coal rate = 424.1 Ib/hr at 0.38 wt%
S. SO, emissions = 3.2 Ib/hr. 1t is assumed that all SO, emissions are from burning syngas in the flare.
However, the total SO, emissions will be the same whether some of the SO, is emitted from the
regenerator.

! Wikipedia, “NOXx,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/NOx, accessed 9/29/2011.

%S, Sterner, “Flare Study Phase | Report,” Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, July 1991,
http://www.sbcapcd.org/eng/dl/other/flarestudyphasel.pdf, accessed 9/29/2011.

? Ibid.
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CO: Assumed 1% of the carbon in coal feed goes to CO when burned in the flare or regenerator, and
80% carbon conversion to syngas. Coal feed = 424.1 Ib/hr at 68.85% Carbon. Results in 5.4 Ib/hr CO
from the flare.

CO,:  Assumed 99% of the carbon in coal feed goes to CO, when burned in the flare or regenerator, and
80% carbon conversion to syngas. Coal feed = 424.1 Ib/hr at 68.85% Carbon. Results in 847 Ib/hr CO,
from the flare.

Regenerator Emissions:

Boiler

SO,: All SO, from coal is accounted for in the flare emissions.
NOx: Regenerator NOx is assumed to be small due to low operating temperature (1000 deg C).
However, applying the emission factor for the flare (0.133 Ib NOx/MMBtu fuel input) to the propane fuel

in the regenerator results in 0.3 Ib/hr NOx from 113.6 Ib/hr of added propane at 22,182 Btu/lb, or 2.5
MMBtu/hr.

CO: Assumed 1% of the carbon feed to the regenerator goes to CO when burned, and 20% carbon in coal

is unconverted and is burned in the regenerator. Coal feed = 424.1 Ib/hr at 68.85% Carbon. Also,

propane feed to the regenerator is 113.6 Ib/hr (82% carbon). Results in total of 3.5 Ib/hr CO from the

regenerator.

CO,:  Assumed 99% of the carbon feed to the regenerator goes to CO, when burned, and 20% carbon in

coal is unconverted and is burned in the regenerator. Coal feed = 424.1 Ib/hr at 68.85% Carbon. Also,

propane feed to the regenerator is 113.6 Ib/hr (82% carbon). Results in a total of 548.0 Ib/hr CO, from

the regenerator.

PM10: Assumed PM10 = 0.1% of the ash. Ash product rate = 44.6 Ib/hr, so PM10 = 0.045 Ib/hr
Emissions:

Boiler usage is 31.5 Ib/hr propane = 7.2 gal/hr. EPA AP-42 emissions factors were used to estimate
boiler emissions.*

SO,: assumed negligible

NOX: Factor = 14 Ib NOx/1000 gal, results in 0.1 Ib/hr NOx.
CO: Factor = 1.9 Ib CO/1000 gal, results in 0.01 Ib/hr CO.
CO,: Factor = 12,500 Ib CO,/1000 gal, results in 90 Ib/hr CO.,.

PM10: Factor = 0.4 Ib PM10/1000 gal, results in 0.003 Ib/hr PM10.

Notably, the regenerator vents directly to the atmosphere separately from the flared syngas product. SO,
generated is based on the entire sulfur content of coal, and is assumed to result from burning the syngas in the
flare. However, some SO, may be split to the regenerator, but the total SO, emissions will be the same. PM10 =
0.045 Ib/hr is based on assumed 0.1% of the ash content, which may be split between the regenerator and flare
exhausts. Splits of NOx, CO, and CO, between the flare and regenerator are discussed above.

* EMISSION FACTOR DOCUMENTATION FORAP-42 SECTION 1.5 LIQUEFIED PETROLEUM GAS COMBUSTION,
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchiel/ap42/ch01/bgdocs/b01s05.pdf, accessed 9/29/2011.
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APPENDIX D2

Small Source Exemption Registration
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DAQE-ENO43320001-10
Page 2

Thank you lor informing the DAQ of this process. If you have any additional questions, please contact
Chad Harris at (801) 530-4069.

Sincerely.
M. Cheryl Heying, Executive Secretary

Utah Air Quality Board

7
T

o —7
el g i .

Timothy R. Andrus. Manager
New Source Review Section

MOH:TRANCDH:sa

Altachments:  Small Source Exemption Registration Request and attached forms
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APPENDIX D3

Dispersion Model Screening for Criteria Pollutants
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Model Overview. The SCREEN3 model was used to calculate the impact of criteria pollutant emissions from the
industrial flare for the proposed Viresco Coal Fueled Pilot Plant. This mathematical model simulates plume
dispersion and estimates pollutant concentrations at receptor locations for the conservative assumptions and
conditions used in the modeling analysis. The SCREEN3 model (EPA, 1995) was developed by EPA to provide
an easy-to-use method of obtaining pollutant concentration estimates based on the document entitled “Screening
Procedures for Estimating the Air Quality Impact of Stationary Sources” (EPA, 1995a). Most of the techniques
used in the SCREEN3 model are based on assumptions and methods common to other EPA dispersion models.

SCREENS uses a Gaussian plume model that incorporates source-related factors and worst-case meteorological
conditions to estimate pollutant concentrations from continuous sources. It is assumed that the pollutant does not
undergo any chemical reactions, and that no other removal processes, such as wet or dry deposition, act on the
plume during its transport form the source. SCREEN3 model results for simple terrain (terrain below stack top)
are estimated maximum 1- hour concentrations. Performing a screening analysis in this manner yields a somewhat
conservative first approximation of the source’s maximum impact. Typically, a screening analysis is initially
performed to provide a conservative estimate of the air quality impacts. If screening modeling can demonstrate
that the impacts from the project are acceptable, no further air quality analysis is typically required.

Meteorological conditions used in SCREEN3 include a full range of stability class/wind speed combinations.
Receptors are assumed to be located directly downwind of the source. The model’s automated distance array
option was employed so that the model’s iteration routine can locate the maximum concentration value over the
range of downwind distances input to the model. In this case, distances from 1 to 1,000 m were used due to the
relatively low emission rates.

Methodology and Model Inputs. Initial dispersion modeling was performed using the SCREEN3 dispersion
model in the flat terrain mode with rural dispersion coefficients. This modeling is based on release of the air
emissions through a single stack with an emission rate representing the maximum short-term (peak) emission rate
of the flare. The full meteorology option was selected for each model run. The default ambient temperature of
68°F was used in the model along with the default anemometer height of 10m.

Below is a summary of flare emission rates for criteria pollutants primarily derived from the syngas processing
and combustion, and AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors — Section 13.5 Industrial Flares. Table
1 summarizes the emission rates and stack parameters.

o NO,: NO, was calculated based on assuming 20% of the Nitrogen content of the coal goes to NOy after
burning the syngas (gasifier product) in the flare, the rest goes to N,. At 1.25 wt% N in coal, this
contributes 3.5 Ib/hr NOx. In addition, it was assumed that the flare generates 0.133 Ib NOx/MMBtu of
fuel content. For this estimate, the total fuel value in the flare is assumed to equal the heating value of the
coal plus hydrogen feeds, or 8.1 MMBtu/hr, which results in additional 1.08 Ib/hr NOx. This calculation
assumes 100% fuel efficiency from the gasifier. Actual fuel heating value in the flare would be less. Net
NOy emissions rate = 0.58 g/s.

e SO,: SO, emissions are based on the entire S content of the coal feed at normal feed rates. SO, emissions
from propane are assumed to be negligible in comparison. Coal rate = 424.1 Ib/hr at 0.38 wt% S. SO,
emissions = 3.2 Ib/hr. It is assumed that all SO, emissions are from burning syngas in the flare. However,
the total SO, emissions would be the same whether some of the SO, is emitted from the regenerator. Net
SO, emissions rate = 0.40 g/s.

e CO: Assumed 1% of the carbon in coal feed goes to CO when burned in the flare or regenerator, and 80%
carbon conversion to syngas. Coal feed = 424.1 Ib/hr at 68.85% Carbon. Results in 5.4 Ib/hr CO from the
flare from burning the syngas. This compares with 3.0 Ib/hr of CO emissions calculated using the EPA
AP42 Chapter 13.5 emissions factor of 0.37 Ib CO/MMBtu. Using 5.4 Ib/hr equates to 0.68 g/s.

e PMy and PM;s: PMy, was estimate as 0.1% of the ash from the coal. The amount was 0.0057 g/s.
Although, the total emissions would be somewhat split regenerator, for purposes of dispersion modeling it
was assumes 100% would be emitted from the flare. PM,s was estimated to be 10% of the PM;q or
0.00057g/s.
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Table 1. Dispersion Modeling Parameters

Source Parameter Value
Stack Height 12.2m and 29.1 m
Stack Diameter 3m
[Exit Gas Flow Rate 12.6 m°/s
[Exit Gas Temperature 1860 °K]
NO, Emission Rate 0.58 g/s
SO, Emission Rate 0.40 g/s
CO Emission Rate 0.68 g/s
PMjo Emission Rate 0.0057 g/s
PM, s Emission Rate 0.00057 g/

Results and Conclusions. The maximum predicted 1-hour ambient concentrations calculated by SCREENS3 for
stack heights of both 40 and 67 feet (12.2 meters and 29.1 meters) were compared to the NAAQS to determine the
level of impact (Table 2 and 3). Distance of Maximum Concentration for all criteria pollutants was 300 meters for
a stack height of 40 feet and 425 meters for a stack height of 67 feet. Predicted concentrations are well below the
NAAQS for all criteria pollutants. These effects would be minor. Detailed modeling results are outlined in
Attachment I.

Table 2. Dispersion Modeling Results — 40 Foot Stack Height

Maximum
1-Hour Concentration Averagin | Exceeded
Pollutant [ug/m°] [ppm] [ppb] NAAQS g Time NAAQS?
53 ppb Annual
NO; 11.01| 0.0059 5.9 100 ppb T-Hour No
0.03 ppm Annual No
SO, 7.6 0.0029 2.9 0.14 ppm 24-Hour
75 ppb 1-Hour
co 129| 00113 113 9 ppm 8-Hour No
' ' ' 35 ppm 1-Hour
PMio 0.1082 - -| 150 ug/m®|  24-Hour No
] ] 15 ug/m’ Annual
PM;s 0.01082 35 Hg/m3 24-Hour No
Table 3. Dispersion Modeling Results — 67 Foot Stack Height
Maximum
1-Hour Concentration Averagin | Exceeded
Pollutant [ug/m°] [ppm] [ppb] NAAQS g Time NAAQS?
53 ppb Annual
NO; 448 | 0.0024 2.4 100 ppb T-Hour No
0.03 ppm Annual No
SO, 3.09| 0.0012 1.2 0.14 ppm 24-Hour
75 ppb 1-Hour
9 ppm 8-Hour
CO 52| 0.0045 4.5 35 ppm T-Hour No
PMio 0.0044 - -| 150 ug/m®|  24-Hour No
] ] 15 pg/m® Annual
PMas 0.0044 35 Hg/m3 24-Hour No
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APPENDIX D4

Detailed Modeling Results
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Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

*** SCREEN3 MODEL RUN  ***
*** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

C:\Lakes\Screen View\utahpilotplant.scr

SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:

SOURCE TYPE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/S) = 0.580000
STACK HEIGHT (M) = 12.2000
STK INSIDE DIAM (M) = 3.0000
STK EXIT VELOCITY (M/S)= 1.7825
STK GAS EXIT TEMP (K) = 1860.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M) = 1.5000
URBAN/RURAL OPTION = RURAL
BUILDING HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
MIN HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000
MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

STACK EXIT VELOCITY WAS CALCULATED FROM
VOLUME FLOW RATE = 12.600000 (M**3/5S)

BUOY. FLUX =  33.134 M**4/S**3; MOM. FLUX = 1.126 M**4/S**2.

*** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

* kK

*** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING

DIST CONC ULOM  USTK MIX HT  PLUME  SIGMA
(M) (UG/M**3)  STAB (M/S) (M/S) (M) HT (M) Y (M)

1. 0.000 1 1.0 1.0 320.0 303.93 1.51
100. 0.3707 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 8.34
200. 8.152 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 15.75
300. 11.01 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 22.83
400. 9.853 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 29.71
500. 8.227 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 36.56
600. 7.250 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 43.07
700. 6.300 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 49.49
800. 5.680 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 56.17
900. 5.235 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 62.42

1000. 4.791 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 68.62
MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1. M:
300. 11.01 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16  22.83

DWASH= MEANS NO CALC MADE (CONC = 0.0)
DWASH=NO MEANS NO BUILDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEANS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=SS MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=NA MEANS DOWNWASH NOT APPLICABLE, X<3*LB

*hKxk

*** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***

CALCULATION MAX CONC DIST TO  TERRAIN

DISTANCES ***

SIGMA
z (W)
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PROCEDURE (UG/M**3) MAX (M) HT (M)
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Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

*** SCREEN3 MODEL RUN ***
*** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

C:\Lakes\Screen View\utahpilotplant.scr

SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:

SOURCE TYPE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/S) = 0.400000
STACK HEIGHT (M) = 12.2000
STK INSIDE DIAM (M) = 3.0000
STK EXIT VELOCITY (M/S)= 1.7825
STK GAS EXIT TEMP (K) = 1860.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M) = 1.5000
URBAN/RURAL OPTION = RURAL
BUILDING HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
MIN HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000
MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

STACK EXIT VELOCITY WAS CALCULATED FROM
VOLUME FLOW RATE = 12.600000 (M**3/5S)

BUOY. FLUX =  33.134 M**4/S**3; MOM. FLUX = 1.126 M**4/S**2.

*** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING

DIST CONC ULOM  USTK MIX HT  PLUME  SIGMA
(M)  (UG/M**3)  STAB (M/S) (M/S) (M) HT (M) Y (M)

1. 0.000 1 1.0 1.0 320.0 303.93 1.51
100. 0.2557 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 8.34
200. 5.622 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 15.75
300. 7.590 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 22.83
400. 6.795 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 29.71
500. 5.674 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 36.56
600. 5.000 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 43.07
700. 4.345 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 49.49
800. 3.918 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 56.17
900. 3.610 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 62.42

1000. 3.304 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 68.62
MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1. M:
300. 7.590 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16  22.83

DWASH= MEANS NO CALC MADE (CONC = 0.0)
DWASH=NO MEANS NO BUILDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEANS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=SS MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=NA MEANS DOWNWASH NOT APPLICABLE, X<3*LB

*** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***

DISTANCES ***

SIGMA
A )
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CALCULATION MAX CONC ~ DIST TO  TERRAIN
PROCEDURE (UG/M**3) MAX (M) HT (M)
SIMPLE TERRAIN 7.590 300 0
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Carbon Monoxide (CO)

*** SCREEN3 MODEL RUN ***
*** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

C:\Lakes\Screen View\utahpilotplant.scr

SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:

SOURCE TYPE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/S) = 0.680000
STACK HEIGHT (M) = 12.2000
STK INSIDE DIAM (M) = 3.0000
STK EXIT VELOCITY (M/S)= 1.7825
STK GAS EXIT TEMP (K) =  1860.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M) = 1.5000
URBAN/RURAL OPTION = RURAL
BUILDING HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
MIN HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000
MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

STACK EXIT VELOCITY WAS CALCULATED FROM
VOLUME FLOW RATE = 12.600000 (M**3/S)

BUOY. FLUX = 33.134 M**4/S**3; MOM. FLUX = 1.126 M**4/S**2.

*** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

FTEAEEAXEAAXAAXAAXAAAXAAAXAAXAXAAXAAAXALAAAAhX

*** SCREEN AUTOMATED DISTANCES ***

EEAEEAXEAAXAAXAAXAAAXAAAXAAXAXAAXAAAXALAAAA)kXx

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING

DIST CONC UIOM  USTK MIX HT  PLUME  SIGMA
(M)  (UG/M**3)  STAB (M/S) (M/S) (M) HT (M) Y (M)

1. 0.000 1 1.0 1.0 320.0 303.93 1.51
100. 0.4346 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 8.34
200. 9.558 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 15.75
300. 12.90 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16  22.83
400. 11.55 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16 29.71
500. 9.646 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 36.56
600. 8.500 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 43.07
700. 7.386 4 15.0 15.5 4800.0 23.11 49.49
800. 6.660 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 56.17
900. 6.137 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 62.42

1000. 5.617 4 10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 68.62
MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1. M:
300. 12.90 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16  22.83

DWASH= MEANS NO CALC MADE (CONC = 0.0)
DWASH=NO MEANS NO BUILDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEANS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=SS MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=NA MEANS DOWNWASH NOT APPLICABLE, X<3*LB

*kh kK
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Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

December 2011

Particulate Matter Less Than 10 Microns (PM;o)

*** SCREEN3 MODEL RUN ***
*** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

C:\Lakes\Screen View\utahpilotplant.scr

SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:

SOURCE TYPE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/S) = 0.570000E-02
STACK HEIGHT (M) = 12.3000
STK INSIDE DIAM (M) = 3.0000
STK EXIT VELOCITY (M/S)= 1.7825
STK GAS EXIT TEMP (K) = 1860.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M) = 1.5000
URBAN/RURAL OPTION = RURAL
BUILDING HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
MIN HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000
MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

STACK EXIT VELOCITY WAS CALCULATED FROM
VOLUME FLOW RATE = 12.600000 (M**3/5S)

BUOY. FLUX =  33.134 M**4/S**3; MOM. FLUX = 1.126 M**4/S**2.

*** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING

DIST CONC ULOM  USTK MIX HT  PLUME  SIGMA
(M)  (UG/M**3)  STAB (M/S) (M/S) (M) HT (M) Y (M)
1.  0.000
100. 0.3643E-02
200. 0.8012E-01
300. 0.1082
400. 0.9683E-01
500. 0.8086E-01
600. 0.7125E-01
700. 0.6191E-01
800. 0.5582E-01
900. 0.5145E-01
1000. 0.4708E-01
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10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 68.62

MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1. M:
300. 0.1082 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16  22.83

DWASH= MEANS NO CALC MADE (CONC = 0.0)
DWASH=NO MEANS NO BUILDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEANS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=SS MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=NA MEANS DOWNWASH NOT APPLICABLE, X<3*LB

*** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***
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Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

December 2011

CALCULATION MAX CONC ~ DIST TO  TERRAIN
PROCEDURE (UG/M**3) MAX (M) HT (M)

SIMPLE TERRAIN 0.1082 300. 0.




Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

December 2011

Particulate Matter Less Than 2.5 Microns (PM,s)

*** SCREEN3 MODEL RUN ***
*** VERSION DATED 96043 ***

C:\Lakes\Screen View\utahpilotplant.scr

SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:

SOURCE TYPE = POINT
EMISSION RATE (G/S) = 0.570000E-03
STACK HEIGHT (M) = 12.3000
STK INSIDE DIAM (M) = 3.0000
STK EXIT VELOCITY (M/S)= 1.7825
STK GAS EXIT TEMP (K) = 1860.0000
AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.0000
RECEPTOR HEIGHT (M) = 1.5000
URBAN/RURAL OPTION = RURAL
BUILDING HEIGHT (M) = 0.0000
MIN HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000
MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS SELECTED.

THE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS ENTERED.

STACK EXIT VELOCITY WAS CALCULATED FROM
VOLUME FLOW RATE = 12.600000 (M**3/5S)

BUOY. FLUX =  33.134 M**4/S**3; MOM. FLUX = 1.126 M**4/S**2.

*** FULL METEOROLOGY ***

*** TERRAIN HEIGHT OF 0. M ABOVE STACK BASE USED FOR FOLLOWING

DIST CONC ULOM  USTK MIX HT  PLUME  SIGMA
(M)  (UG/M**3)  STAB (M/S) (M/S) (M) HT (M) Y (M)
1.  0.000
100. 0.3643E-03
200. 0.8012E-02
300. 0.1082E-01
400. 0.9683E-02
500. 0.8086E-02
600. 0.7125E-02
700. 0.6191E-02
800. 0.5582E-02
900. 0.5145E-02
1000. 0.4708E-02
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10.0 10.3 3200.0 33.02 68.62

MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1. M:
300. 0.1082E-01 4 20.0 20.6 6400.0 18.16  22.83

DWASH= MEANS NO CALC MADE (CONC = 0.0)
DWASH=NO MEANS NO BUILDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEANS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=SS MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=NA MEANS DOWNWASH NOT APPLICABLE, X<3*LB

*** SUMMARY OF SCREEN MODEL RESULTS ***

DISTANCES ***
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Final EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870) December 2011

CALCULATION MAX CONC ~ DIST TO  TERRAIN
PROCEDURE (UG/M**3) MAX (M) HT (M)

SIMPLE TERRAIN 0.1082E-01 300. 0.
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1-01

1-02

Commenter 1 — Victor Cooper

Page 1l of 1

Jozeph Zambelli - Draft EA on Virezco Energy Plant in Kanab, UT

From: "Victor Cooper” <rockingyid@kanab net

Ta: <joseph zambellignet] doe.zov=

Date: B/1272011 5:57 PM

Subject: Draft EA on Vireseo Energy Plant in Kanab, UT

Mr. Zambell

I am quite disturbed that the dizft EA has found minimal impact on Kanab
Even move concerming 15 that according to the findmiz:

the relatively small size of the proposed
facility (1.5 acres at a maximum of 72 feet in height)

| was at the last of the Kanab Planning & Zoning Commities mestings to address the
Conditicnal Use Permit for the height of the "stack”

The Planning & Zoning Commities approved a 631 stack with an enclosed "flare shield” =0
that the exhaust lame would not ke visible

At the time of the meeting | asked the members of the Planning & Zoning Committes how they
could approve a stack with a flare shisld when they did not know the height of the flars.

It iz of enormous concern to me that the DOE weould deem it acceptable to release public
money for a project on which the citizens of the host community have not been properly
informed.

The figurs of 72 ftin this finding indicates that the flare shisld would be 4 i high.

ls this a fact? Where did the T2f stack height come from?

Could you please forward any information you have regarding the height of the flare, as the
citizens of Kanab have not been given any information regarding these measurements.

Additionally, the draft EA states that 25 jobs would be created during construction
of the plant but nowhere do | see any indication of any jobs created in the operation
of the plant. If | missed something in the draft EA, would you be so kind as to point
out to me how many, if any, jobs will be created if the plant becomes operational in
Kanab?

Thank you for your time & it was good meeting you when you were down here for the scoping
meeting.

Victor Cooper

file- (T Documents and Satines' Zambell)' Local Sathnzs Temp' 3 Popwise dE456985M G, B/1572011

Responses
Comment 1-01

DOE uses the NEPA process and in this case the EA to properly inform
the public about the proposed project and all of its attributes.

The wording on page 1 of the conditional use permit authorizes a 60-foot
tall gasifier with a 67-foot tall exhaust structure “plus the additional height
of required and approved flare enclosures”. The Final EA has been
revised to clarify these dimensions. The height of the exhaust flare
structure, including the enclosure structure, would be a maximum of
approximately 72 feet. It is not unusual for specific details of a final
design to be undetermined during the planning stage of a project, which
is when environmental studies under NEPA are completed. Therefore,
impacts may be based on reasonable assumptions about design
conditions and would remain valid provided that the final design does not
substantially alter the assumptions and introduce new impacts.

Comment 1-02

Section 2.7, Operation, states the following “Approximately 9 employees
would be required for the operation of the Pilot Plant.”

Section 3.10.2.1, Population and Housing, states the following “During
operations, Viresco anticipates that nine employees would work onsite,
five of which would be Viresco personnel and four would be contract
employees. Viresco anticipates that employees would live in Kanab or
the general area. Should any employees relocate to the area it would be
a relatively small number (no more than nine employees) and negligible
impacts on population and housing would be expected.”

Section 3.10.2.3, Economy and Employment, states the following
“Development of the Pilot Plant would create nine new jobs in the Kanab
and Kane County area in the high-wage service industry (engineering).
Considering that the major employers in Kane County include Best
Friends Animal Sanctuary, Aramark (Lake Powell Resorts), Kane County
Hospital, Kane County School District, Kane County Government, and the
Federal Government (Economic Development Corporation of Utah,
2011), development of the Pilot Plant would help diversify the existing
local service industry. A more diverse local service economy could help
leverage Kanab and Kane County’s proximity to nearby protected public
lands (e.g., Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument) into further
diversification and overall economic growth.”

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul
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2-01

Commenter 2 — Don Kramer

Page l of 1

Joseph Zambelli - Utah Biomass Coal fuel plant Kabnab

From: "Don Karen Eramer” =moonglowiazcintemet. net=
Ta: “jozeph zambellianet] doe. gov=

Date: 87132011 4:00 FM

Subject: Utah Biomass Ceal fuel plant Kabnab

The section of the EA on the sound levels fated to take into consideration the Kane County Trap and skeet club
ocated betwsen the Landfill and the Public Safety facility. Shooting is ewery Saturday moming and occasionaly

on Wednesdsy afiernoons and other unschedu'ed times. It has been cperating thers for over 5 years

Don Kramer
Kanab

file: " Documents and Settings' Zambelly Local Sethnzs Temp 3 Papwise 4E469F5DRL. 87152011

Responses
Comment 2-01

The Kane County Trap and Skeet Club is a recreational facility located on
Kaneplex Road near the proposed plant site. The facility would add to

the ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed Pilot Plant.

Reference to noise from the trap and skeet facility has been added to

Section 3.9.1.1.
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Commenter 3 — Anonymous

Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled N=TL
Pilot Plant EA

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM
Must be received by DOE on or before September 16, 2011,
(Please print clearly)

7}?5 (5 The most <toprd  idea I

301 hawe. over hewd 1) 40 T (o have
| reasons  Hhad are ™~ bocked by etk
and foct— A

Twaould like to receive:
[ Notification of Availability of the Final EA [] Computer file of the Final EA

Mame:
Address:

E-mail

Comment forms may be mailed to: Comments may be sent by electronic mail to:

Mir. Joseph Zambelli
{address on reverss side) Joseph. Zambel i @NETL DOE.GOV

Public Hearing - August 30, 2011

Comment 3-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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Commenter 4 — Mary Poe

Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled
Pilot Plant EA

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT FORM
Must be received by DOE on or before September 16, 2011,

iNETL
(Pleasa print claarty)

TThe EA does ot addpess Punarcing for Lhi
f:lﬂni _O_E*_L_\'_ﬁb.q_ﬁ_z_zﬂ_dﬂjﬁ -

Tovould like o peczive:
Notification of Avallability of the Final EA
Name: m(‘l La?) [
Address: H[.:l J S Hr‘l ne
Kanalh WUT gY74]

[ Gomputer file of the Final EA

E-rmail

Comment forms may be mailed to;

Mr, Joseph Zambe |l
(nddrass on reverse side)

Comments may be sent by electronic mail to:

Joseph. Zambel ENETLDOE GOV

Public Hearing - August 30, 2011

Responses
Comment 4-01

The Draft EA in Section 2.8 explains that DOE’s involvement with the
proposed Pilot Plant would be limited to the first 30 days of operation over
the course of the first year after construction. The Draft EA further states
that Viresco plans to seek additional funding for continued operations
after the DOE'’s financial assistance ends, including an additional 130-day
testing period. However, DOE is not aware of any specific or identified
plans by Viresco for operation of the proposed Pilot Plant beyond the 130
day testing period. In Section 2.7.5, Decommissioning, the Draft EA
stated: “The proposed 1.5-acre site is part of a 10-acre parcel to be
leased by Viresco for a term of 30 years. As per the negotiated terms
and conditions of this lease, Viresco would be responsible for properly
removing structures, equipment and debris, restoring the land to the
original contour, and revegetating the land as necessary upon termination
of the lease.” Additional text has been added to this section in the Final
EA describing the anticipated decommissioning process.

(0281-v¥3/30AQ) 1ue|d 10]1d pajend sseuwolg pue [eoD yein Joj v [euld
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Commenter 5 —Anonymous

Thank you for your work on the Viresco project. There is a cors group here in
Kanab who disseminate misleading materials on this project. Sadly, there are
those who see the materials and believe what's on them_ |, personally, have
received fiyers, mailings and e-mails with misinformation. There is never any
facts or sources listed.

The Kanab planning commission, city council, mayor, and city manager have done
an amazing job. They have followed the law, gathered facts, and listened o the
populace of Kanab. Lawsuit's against the city has resufted in those involved not
being able fo speak openly about this project.

The draft EA was very well done and anawersd the questions | had. Those who
choose to find fault do not have the expertise, knowledge, or facts fo support
their position.

| fully support the technology being tested and the Viresco project. Without
projects like thiz our country will continue o have energy related issues.

Thanks again for your fime.

Comment 5-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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6-01

6-02

Commenter 6 — Noel Poe

1161 South Kane Drive
Kanah, Ultah 84741

August 31, 2011

Toseph Zambelli

NEPA Document Manager

MI-NETL, M/S: BOT

P03 Baox RRO

Morgantown, West Virginia 26507-0880

Dear Mr, Zambells,

Thank you for the opportumity to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment {EA) for the
Utah Coal Biomass Fueled Pilat Project in Kanab, Utah.

Mujor Flaws in the EA

There is a major Maw in the EA that is prevalent throwghout the document. DOE's
assessment on impacts only address the frst 30 days of operation.  According to the EA
the DOE funds are expected to be spent by the fime the pilot plant is built and the first 30
days of eperation are completed. This does not mean that the environmental impacts
have disappeared at that point. The environmental impacts are just starting afler the
small source permit is finished and Viresco moves on W a minor source or larger
emissions operation. Right now is the oaly point in time that an agency will consider the
environmental impacts

[MOE is providing the money to build the plant. Without DOE money the plant would
never have been constructed (Section 2.4, last sentence). Therefore vou must cosrect this
dificiency in the EA by doing 8 thorough assessment of the environmental impacts
during the life of the project. The project life might be as long as 30 vears

It would be more appropriate o cancel the EA and move into an Environmental lngact
Statement. We all realize that the impacts are going to increase as the developer moves
into another phase(s) that invelves burming of up to 130 davs in 2 vear and a possible 90.
day contiuous run. As one example, Section 327 states impacts will be moderate if
operating up to 130 days, What does “moderate” mean? In Salt Lake City or mayhe
Morgantown. moderate may mean nothing compared 1o the vellow and “red” days that
are comman, In Kanah moderate would probably be the worst day of poor air guality out
of five vears! .

Tosimply make a statement that 150 tons of coal would be burn in firss phase and that in
the nesct phase 630 tons would be burned without any complete analvsis is not sufficient
Even the discussion on page 21 is not sufficient because the information is full of adverbs
like “may”, “not expected”, etc

Responses
Comment 6-01

DOE's proposed action is to provide financial assistance to Viresco. DOE
examined potential environmental impacts for Viresco’s planned 30-day
testing period of operation covered in the cooperative agreement.
Because Viresco has expressed an interest in conducting additional
testing of the process, DOE also evaluated the potential environmental
impacts of an additional 130-day operational testing period. There are no
specific plans for operation of the proposed Pilot Plant beyond the 130-
day testing period. As stated in Section 2.8, Consideration of Connected
Actions, of the Draft EA, “Viresco’s plans for operating its facility after
DOE’s involvement ends are not well-defined and would depend on the
objectives the provider of any additional funding sought to achieve.
However, it is likely that any future operations would continue to test the
gasification process in order to improve its operation and output to
achieve high process efficiency.” The analysis of potential environmental
impacts for the currently proposed additional operational period of 130
days is covered as a connected action in the Final EA under Section 2.8
and under each environmental resource in Chapter 3. If Viresco were to
seek federal funding for additional upgrades or expansions to the Pilot
Plant, a future NEPA review by the agency that was considering providing
additional funds would be undertaken at that time. Any further operation
would depend on the objectives that agency sought to achieve, which is
unknown at this time.

Comment 6-02

DOE has added definitions for impacts to Section 3.0 of the Final EA as
follows:

Negligible — No apparent or measurable impacts are expected; may also
be described as “none” if appropriate.

Minor — The action would have a barely noticeable or measurable
adverse impact on the resource.

Moderate — The action would have a noticeable or measurable adverse
impact on the resource. This category could include potentially significant
impacts that would be reduced to a lesser degree by the implementation
of mitigation measures.

Substantial — The action would have obvious and extensive adverse
effects that could result in potentially significant impacts on a resource
despite mitigation measures.

Beneficial — Impacts would benefit the resource.

The response to comment number 12-01 addresses DOE’s decision with
respect to an EIS.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul
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6-03

6-04

6-05

6-06

6-07

6-08

6-09

6-10

Commenter 6 — Noel Poe (continued)

Figure 2-4 shows that 100% of the exhaust from the cvclone re-generator is nittogen, waler,
carbon dioxide and oxygen. Do vou really believe there won't be any toxic compounds, methane
gas, or other substances released into the ar?

Secton 25,2, There is a statement that the closest residearial property is 1.1 miles northwest
The EA should also state in this same section thar there 35 a 200-bed prison within 0.3 miles of
the plant. Under the section on Health and Safety from air bormne podlutants, the EA should
assess the impacts on 200 people living within 0 5 miles of the plant. Do inmates in & prison
quality as a population that must be considered under Section 310,24, Emdronmental Justice?

Pressure in the system during tests: There is no statement in the EA that | could find as to what
pressures we are looking &t Termperatures are expected to get as high as 800 degress (page 109
and there i3 a statement there will be high pressures. It seems like that information would be
critical before vou could assess the fire-fighting or Hazmat capability of bocal responders
Sections 3.9 1 and 3.9 2 are incomplete without this presaure information. This pressure
:_né?\lrgllalinn must be added o the EA. IF it is not available the EA can't receive the blessings of a

Section 28, The following sentence in the second paragraph bothers me: “Aifer s DO s
Ariclal aeiisarce enls, Viresco plivis to seck additional fanding for conttrmed operaions.” IF Viresoo
wiis serious ahout the project and believed in the projsct, wouldn't the CEO be secking additional fusding
night now, even before constrection starts” There are several places in the EA that have similar
statemecnis. Because these statements imply that Vireseo is going to use up all the DOE {axpaser) fismds
and then think abeat continuing, the final EA must contain a history of Viresce to confirm that this
cornpary and the eamer Mr, Guihinie is refiable, follows through on commitments, has sot doclared
bankruptey leaving behind contaminated sites, ¢ic

Seeteon 3.2.20 Several water quality penmits are required i thes section, However it is nol chear From the
Lt 'n:'h:ll agency has the awthority 1o ssee and monitor the permits. Please clanfy of it is the State
Dhivision of Water Quality or some other entity.

Spction 3.3.1.2; There is a ssement that GHGs mercase as human activities sdd carban dimode.
methane, nitrogen ovide, and other greenhouse gases. The EA stales m several places that these pases are
Bemng emitted into the air as a result of this palot project. How can you state thet this docsnt matter, just
becanse this would be 2 small seurce” 543 g of CO2 From thes plant is still on additional £43 FIa of
02 that lend 10 GHGs, '

Page: 50; Tsn't it meeresting that Viresco plans to add blomass 1o the coal, but this page makes the
stateenent that lignocelhilosic biomass is not available in the area. Table 3.7-2 sovs thar lignocellulosic
biomass is requined for this prlot plant. 1f 1 wasted w0 1est the addition of biomass 1o coal in such a plant. 1
would have constrsctid the plant where lignocetlulosic bomass is available. Woulds't vou? Shouldn't
DOE ask the question where the biomass is coming from and if biomass will achually be added during the
feating” I not, all statements about hiomass must be removed, inchiding the statement et addimg
haomass do the process will reduce GHGs [Section |22, last sentamee)

Setion 3.10.2.2; The docwment states that the majority of the 25 construction jebs will be drawn from
bocal candudates, Does the local workioree really have the pipefitter and metalworking skills o asscmble
a plant that operates at 800 degroes F.and at higl pressure? | suspest that a comtract would be signed

a

Responses
Comment 6-03

Potential impacts to air quality are outlined in Section 3.5.2. Based on the
analysis in the Final EA, the Pilot Plant would be either an insignificant or
a minor source for all air pollutants including hazardous air pollutants
(HAPS).

Comment 6-04

Section 3.1.1, Land Use, has been updated in the Final EA to correct
distances to surrounding buildings and features in proximity to the
proposed Pilot Plant. A new Figure 3-5 has been added to show the
locations of nearby buildings. The commenter is correct that detainees
housed in the Kane County Public Safety Facility would be among the
individuals residing closest to the Pilot Plant. However, as described in
Section 3.5.2, air emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant would not pose
a public health risk based on the interpretation of Clean Air regulations,
which require states to protect public health and safety through the
permitting process. Because increases in emissions would be de minimis
(of minimal importance) and would not contribute to a violation of any
federal, state, or local air regulation, the UDEQ agreed that the Pilot Plant
would be exempt from air permitting requirements.

Future detainees in the public safety facility might meet appropriate
distinctions to be characterized as minority or low-income populations.
However, the Draft EA did not identify the potential for significant adverse
impacts on any resources in the area. Therefore, there is no basis for
anticipating any disproportionately high and adverse impacts to
environmental justice populations.

Comment 6-05

DOE revised Section 3.9.2 in the Final EA to analyze a potential
catastrophic accident scenario during plant operations and emergency
response as described in response to comment number 43-07.

Comment 6-06

As stated in response to comment number 6-01, DOE's proposed action
is to provide financial assistance to Viresco. DOE has no regulatory
jurisdiction regarding the project. DOE’s cooperative agreement would
extend to the 30 days of operation during the first year after construction.
Because Viresco has expressed its interest in conducting additional
testing of the process, DOE evaluated the potential impacts of an
additional 130-day operational testing period. DOE is not aware of any
specific or identified plans by Viresco for operation of the proposed Pilot
Plant beyond the 130-day testing period.
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Commenter 6 — Noel Poe (continued)

Responses (continued)
Comment 6-07

Section 3.2.2 discusses the environmental impacts to aesthetics and
does not discuss water quality permits; however, Table 2.5.2 discusses
what permits would be needed for the proposed action. A construction
NPDES Permit would be needed and would be administered by
UDEQ,Division of Water Quality. This division would be responsible for
verifying the SWPPP and erosion BMPs are implemented.

Comment 6-08

According to CEQ’s draft NEPA guidance on “Consideration of the Effects
of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” if a proposed action
would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 25,000
metric tons or more of CO2-equivalent greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator that a
quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to
decisionmakers and the public. Emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant
would be far below this threshold.

Comment 6-09

The commenter refers to a statement in Section 3.7.2 of the Draft
(“Estimated amounts of lignocellulosic biomass to be used are not
currently available...”), which the commenter apparently interpreted to
mean that biomass is not available locally. But, the sentence continues,
“...however, considering the wide variety of potential sources, it is not
anticipated that supplies would be limited.” As presented in Table 3.7-2,
the lignocellulosic biomass would be “agricultural residues (including corn
stover and sugarcane bagasse), dedicated energy crops, wood residues
(including sawmill and paper mill discards), and municipal paper.” At this
time, Viresco intends to use a woody waste as the predominant source of
the biomass feedstock; the likely supplier of the feedstock would be
located in southern Utah. Section 3.7.1 of the Final EA has been revised
to include the following, “The biomass feedstock would likely be woody
waste provided to the Pilot Plant by a supplier located in Southern Utah.”
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6-3

6-10
(con’t)

6-11

6-12

6-13

6-14

6-15

Commenter 6 — Noel Poe (continued)

with an L'llt-i:ff—‘lhl.:-\ﬂl'l.‘a: confmction comgany experienced with high pressureheat pepang and that
eompany would bring in their own workers. Before the firal EA is published, this information seeds 6o
be questroned and verified or remove the statement about & majonty of 25 jobs will b kcal

The second paragraph of this section states that tx will be paid on the property once the plant is in
operation. Is that comect! I harve been tobd since thes 15 state land neither the gity or county will gollest
progerty txcs. This must be clarified in the final EA or E15

WL'JTLMU_ 2.3, It is a big stretch oo sav that @ additional jobs out of 1730 jobs in Konab woald have 2
miner beneficial impact. | think “minwte” would be a better descriptor. I one motel closes becanse of
feawer toutists, at least % jobs will be kst Plegse adjust the EA statement.

Section 5.0; Thers is & statement that Viresoo is respomsible for decompmesssonmg of the plant af the end
of the lease. What happens if all fhe tests an: completed in five vears? Does Wiresen pet 1o wait unti] the
end nfl:hn_.'lﬂ-:l ear lease before removing facilities and regtoning land? If Viresco doclares bank ey
are they still responsible Ffor removing Ecilities and restoning kand? Shouldi’t the statement resd that
Wirgico 1s responsible for decommissioning ar the end of the tests or end of the lease whichever comes
first! Please address this isswe in the final EA and FONSI, or the EIS.

Seetign 5330 There is o metion of the material bursed and relessed throuwh the stack as bemng an
unavoidable adverse impact. 1s this an oversight? -

Page 'l‘h I l.lu.' Reference section there is a statement by Arun Raju, ¥ireseo Encrgv, to Stacey Schueler
that information segarding ash composition, pewer awtages, process water, and evapartion p-uir.d dietals
wis a parsanal comatunication from Amn Raju, Viresco Energy. 18 this sufficient? It seems there shoold
b o meore formal, documented, peer-reviewed description of these processes that DOE could use to make
dicisions that are in the EA. Are vou sure voir recedved all the adoquate, sccurate information to go with
an EAY This is another rcason that the EA is insdequate and an EIS & required N

Please t:um:l’ul]_v_rurn:\- iy poiets and concerns. The thrce irajor points are sersous flaws in this
docunsent that either need comrected or we need to move into an E15. If vou need to contact me cither use
the: above address or my email sddress at smpol 3G wmail gom

Sincerchy,

Mowl B Poc

Responses
Comment 6-10
Although specialized construction skills may be required for the assembly
of some components of the Pilot Plant, in DOE’s experience with other
demonstration projects, most construction activities would be comparable
to those of many other commercial and industrial projects. Hiring
decisions would, however, be the responsibility of the general contractor
selected by Viresco and would depend on the availability of qualified local
workers among other considerations.

Comment 6-11

Because the project would be a private enterprise (not owned by DOE)
on property leased from SITLA, it would be subject to property tax
assessments as confirmed by the Kane County Treasurer.

Comment 6-12

Comment noted. DOE has added definitions for impacts to Section 3.0 of
the Final EA described as beneficial, negligible, minor, moderate, and
substantial. A minor impact is one that would have a barely noticeable or
measurable effect on a resource.

Comment 6-13

Section 5.1 of the Final EA has been revised as follows: “The lease for
the property is for 30 years; however, the lease states that early
termination of the lease could occur. Under this scenario, Viresco would
be responsible for all decommissioning activities as described in Section
2.7.5.” Under the terms of the cooperative agreement, Viresco would be
responsible for all decontamination, decommissioning, and cleanup
activities including any costs related to these activities.

Comment 6-14

Section 5.3 of the Draft EA specifically states that “Construction and
operation of the proposed Pilot Plant would cause unavoidable air
emissions.” These air emissions are the result of the coal and biomass
being processed and waste gases released through the stack.

Comment 6-15

DOE relies on project proponents to provide essential information about
the technologies they propose to use, which must be supported by design
data, industry standards, or other verifiable sources. Personal
communications are often used in NEPA documents as references and
are considered valid. All such communications become part of the
administrative record of the EA.
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7-01

Commenter 7 — Carol Williams
Pagel of 1

Jozeph Zambelli - Comment on coal gasification plant

From: "Carel Williams" <songhmickiayzhoo.com
To: =Joseph Zambellig NETL.DOE.GOV=
Date: 9172011 4:.29 PM

Subject: Comment on ceal gasification plant

I= the foumdahion/stucture able to withstand an earthquake? their have been recent tremors closa by and
wa are on a fault Ime Carol L. Wilhams (Kanah)

fila- - Documents and Settings' Zamball] Local Settings\ Temp 3 X Pzpwise JESFBIE4N ... 9272011

Responses
Comment 7-01

As stated in Section 3.3.2.1 “The area is in an increased risk for seismic
activity; however, the plant would be built with the appropriate measures
for industrial structures in an area subject to the level of seismic risk.”
Seismic management codes are included in the Utah building codes,
which would guide the design of the plant building and structures.
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8-01
8-02
8-03
8-04
8-05

Commenter 8 — Sue Dale

Freemn: "o dale” cobadaleffmar coms
To: =nin Zambeliiine sos gove
Dabe: 355 P

2ubjent: gasscation plant

Helic,

| haye yet io getmy guestions answered:

1. "Why did heithey chose Kanab Utsh™

2. "Iz It becauze Mr. Guitrie was able o purchase a 30 year leage from Eitka™ and, "Is Ebe=cause Mr. Suthre
a5 wel a5 peopie ke representative Mke Nols thought to once again bamboozie e tny Bie hamiet of Kanan.

3. Who exacly profits from thiz plant?

4. Nofhis s not clean ansrgy...... your DOE says so, why? because this i an experiment, weil this expedment
needs fo be placed somewhers $hat s KOT pristine land, ar and water, somewhene that Iz siresdy polluted. So onoe again back to
22 WHY KANAET

E. We have laws right now In Karab that poverns when we can bum_will this also apply to this Slupkd stupld
pazfication plant?

| am completely against fis plant being bullt hizre In Kanab, and hope that the wise people of Utah see o |
that i dosz Pappen. Flease,

Thank you for faKing my comments,
Sue Dale [Resident of Kanab for 34 years, resident Utah S0 years. | am 53 years oid.

Responses
Comment 8-01

DOE initiated a financial assistance award for Viresco’s Pilot Plant project
to satisfy a Fiscal Year 2010 Congressional earmark created by Senator
Bennett for a "Coal and Biomass to Fuel Pilot Plant.” In accordance with
the earmark, DOE and Viresco Energy, LLC signed a cooperative
agreement (DE-FE0002945) that would provide $2,404,000 using
appropriations under the line item for Fossil Energy Research and
Development in Public Law 111-85 and the referenced Energy and Water
Conference Report 111- 278.

DOE did not select this project under either a competitive or a non-
competitive procurement and had no role in enacting this earmark. As
the agency administering the financial assistance at the direction of
Congress, DOE must comply with NEPA by assessing and considering
the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
DOE has no regulatory jurisdiction regarding the project. However, DOE
may consider additional mitigation as a condition of its final NEPA
decision.

NEPA requires that agencies evaluate reasonable alternatives to its
proposed action. The purpose and need for agency action determines the
range of reasonable alternatives. In this case, the purpose and need for
DOE’s proposed action is to comply with the Congressional earmark. The
earmark calls for DOE to grant financial assistance for the project as
proposed. Given that Congress chose to distribute funding for this
particular project, the range of reasonable alternatives for DOE’s
consideration is the project as proposed by Viresco, any alternatives still
under consideration by Viresco or that are reasonable within the confines
of the project as proposed, and a no action alternative.

Viresco had already selected the technology for the project before the
earmark was enacted. Viresco has not identified alternative sites,
technologies or utilities other than those addressed in the EA.
Alternatives still under consideration by Viresco or reasonably within the
confines of the project as proposed have been evaluated in the EA, along
with the no action alternative.

Because the federal government would not have an ownership interest in
the Pilot Plant, the proponent, Viresco, would benefit from any profits on
operations and be responsible for any taxes on income as well as
property tax as explained in response to comment number 6-11.

Comment 8-02

Although DOE did not participate in selecting the site, site availability is
obviously a consideration in any site selection process.
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Commenter 8 — Sue Dale (continued)

Responses (continued)
Comment 8-03

As stated in the response to comment number 8-01, because the federal
government would not have an ownership interest in the Pilot Plant, the
proponent, Viresco, would benefit from any profits on operations and be
responsible for any taxes on income as well as property tax as explained
in response to comment number 6-11.

Comment 8-04

Although the proposed Pilot Plant would be a demonstration facility, DOE
considers its gasification process to be a future source for producing
clean energy from coal and biomass when compared to conventional
combustion processes. The subject of this comment regarding the
proposed location of the Pilot Plant has been discussed in response to
comments 8-01 and 8-02..

Comment 8-05

Regulatory requirements for air quality are outlined in Section 3.5.2.2
Regulatory Review. Viresco and all contractors would comply with all
applicable air pollution control regulations, including: Permissible Open
Burning (Utah Code 19-2-114).
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9-01

Commenter 9 — Don Collins

(2/8/2011) Joseph Zambelli - gasficaton plant

Fage 1

<joseon zamtel@inet soe gove

Dats: S42071 B4 FR

Zubjeot: gasmcation plant
a5 2 resicent of karat | have many concems U what about tre gisoozal
af the wasle waber infc cur s2wape ponds |, that could kil the baciera
neccesary fo have a vibrant sewage freatment system @ what will b2 fhe
efiects ard wno wil be labie Hinis ocours 7

DO COLLING

Responses
Comment 9-01

Under the proposed action (30-day operations), Viresco’s options to
manage process wastewater would be to either recycle to the extent
possible or treat and dispose offsite by a licensed contractor. See also
response to comment number 56-15, which discusses water demand and
Viresco’s plans to manage the process wastewater.

With respect to the connected action (130-day operations), as stated in
Section 3.8.2 “Total daily process wastewater discharge under the
connected action would total approximately 930 gpd. Similar to the 30-
day scenario, it is anticipated that some or all of this effluent could be
recycled depending on the water composition. Viresco is considering
one of the following options to manage the process wastewater: 1)
construct an evaporation pond to collect part or all of the process
wastewater for recycling; 2) transport, treat, and dispose of the process
wastewater offsite, similar to that described under the proposed action; or
3) discharge to the City of Kanab’s sanitary sewer system.. The total daily
rate would represent less than one percent of the two lagoons currently
utilized by the City of Kanab. Additionally, prior to storage in the
evaporation pond or discharge into the public sewer system, Viresco
would ensure that the process wastewater would be treated to standards
as specified by the state (UDEQ, Division of Water Quality) and federal
regulations. Therefore, it is expected that the process wastewater
potentially generated by the Pilot Plant would have a long-term minor
impact on capacity and performance of the Kanab wastewater system.
Kanab’s wastewater lagoons would have the capacity to meet this
demand without the need for upgrades. The use of Kanab’s wastewater
system would be based on specifications and a defined sampling plan
agreed upon between Viresco and the City of Kanab.”

The potential future discharge of process wastewater to the Kanab
system is, therefore, only one of the options available to Viresco, and
Viresco's decision among options would be based in part on the future
characterization of the wastewater generated. In the event that Viresco
were to propose discharging its process wastewater to the Kanab system,
the wastewater would be subject to industrial pretreatment regulations
under the NPDES permitting program. An appropriate sampling plan
agreed upon between Viresco and the City of Kanab would ensure that
the wastewater being sent to the City’s lagoons would not alter or
damage the existing system.
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10-01

10-02

Commenter 10 — Don Collins

(9/6/2011) Joseph Zambelli - coal gasification

From: “don collins” <donandatto@yahoo.coms
To: <joseph.zamibellTnatl doe.gov>

Date: HE2011 10:51 AM

Subject: coal gasification

the beauty of this area is pretty special. why ruin it with a ugly
poliuting factory smoke stack 7

who benefits from this project, no one except mike noel and a few
insidersll| | think noel should be investigated for conflicted of
Interest! greed Is his only concern!

thanks for your attention don colling

Responses
Comment 10-01

Comment noted.
Comment 10-02
Comment noted.
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Commenter 11 — Brenda Johnson (USGS)
Pazel of 1

Joseph Zambelli - Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomaszs Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1570D)

From: "BrendaJ Jolmson" <byjohnsedusgs gov=

To: <joseph zambalhiinet] dos gov=

Date: 978/2011 8:20 AM

Subject: Dhaft EA for the Utzh Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOEEA-1870D)
CC: "Gary D Lecain" <gdlecam/giiusgs. gov=

Jozeph.

The U3 Geological Survey has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Usah Coal
and Biomass Fuelad Pilot Plan: Eanab, Utah. We do pot have subsntive comuments at this time.

Thamks

Branda

IR TEEEI IR IR EEEE NI EEENEEEESIE RN NN EELENEY

Zrenda Johnzon

Emvircnmental Managermant Branch (EMEB)
Adminisirative Assistant

U5, Geological Survey Mail Stop 422
Room 54328

12201 Sunrise Valley Dr.

Reston, VA 20192

Tele (TO3] B48-6832

Fax (T03)E242-5844

bjjohnscgdusgs.gov

B T T

fila- /T \Dacunzants and Sattines'Zambell' Loezl Sathnes Tenn X Parowise 4EGRTABTMG.. S/872011

Comment 11-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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12-01

Commenter 12 — Noel Poe

1161 South Kane Drive
Kanab, Utah 8474]

September 4, 2011

Joseph Lambae)i

NEPA Document Manager

DOE-NETL, M/S: BOT

PO Box REO

Mergantown, West Virginia 265070880

Dear Mr. Zambelli,

I would like to express one major concern with the Tiraft i Assn
k Enw
Utah Conl Bigmre poses . Broject n Kam ironmental ssment (EA) for the

Substantive Flaw

Department of Energy standards for an EA states thar if there are ]
/ E are =, ather intervening

;J:r;mme: st exist edther af the et of the project or jf determined g the FA process
o lnmm' M N::;f Impcret Steterent (F15) may be prepared™ Tn the Draflt Ea, Figure 1-1
£ plains t PA process. That ﬁ?.m: shows if there are “extrardingry clrcumsiances” then

Ve, abwicsly an £15 is roquired ™ )
I beligvi the lml_ of controversy associated with this project meets the definition of either, or
mayhe both, an “inervening cirenmstance” or an “extroordingry circumstanee.” '

'lh: F:‘mﬂ EAon Page 3 and in Section |5 recognizes the level of controversy with 90
individuals commenting on the project even before the EA was initiated. A1 the Scoping Meetir
_thnr_clwere approxirmately 150 peaple present and oral comments were received from 21 *
individuals. iE_iur!ng ﬂ1le 30 day scoping period there wese 146 individuals that sent in 192
separate submissions for a total of 803 comments Figure 1-3 visually shows the range and
percentage of the comments. In addition the Draft EA explained the mistakes in Mative
American consultation and the corrections that DOE had 10 undertake

In addition, DOE is aware of the three lawsnits that ha i i i ity

ﬂfﬂ_l_: pmoess_1_‘nc city used to move this project thrw;t:;naﬂﬁ?nﬂ:;cmﬁrgﬁ}mbﬁ“w
addition the citizens groswp wrote a petition and in 10 days of sitting in booths around th:. ’
commumity, they obtained 690 signatures of which 650 wers certified as legal and official by the
County Cllefk_ and approved by the City Manager. This far exeesded the 410 signatures i

1o get the initiative on & ballol At the August 23™ City Council meeting, the city's le mr:ei
encouraged the Council to allow the issue to go to vote quickly. The lawyer’'s r]uu.tc iﬁaﬂ-e
fieswspaper was “Let’s just get this o the peogle!” However the Council ignored their lawyer’s

! Direct wositing from Figure 11 page 3 of Dvall EA

Responses
Comment 12-01

DOE prepared this EA to determine whether an environmental impact
statement (EIS) is required (see 40 CFR § 1501.4). Because of the
degree of public interest in this project, DOE also held a public scoping
meeting, one public hearing, and a tribal community meeting to
encourage and facilitate public participation and comment that would
assist DOE in determining whether an EIS would be required.

Based on the EA and the public comment, DOE has determined that its
proposed action and this project, as evaluated in the EA, would not have
a “significant environmental impact”, as this phrase is used for purposes
of determining whether to prepare an EIS.

DOE’s proposed action and Viresco’s proposed project are not closely
similar to ones which normally require an EIS and the nature of the
project is similar to ones for which agencies usually prepare an EA.
Therefore, DOE is not required under 40 CFR 1501.4(e)(2) to make a
FONSI available for public review in advance of a final decision.
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12-01
(con’t)

Commenter 12 — Noel Poe (continued)

advice and tabled action on the initiative petition. 1 the Council doesn’t act by Seprember 2
the ballots must go to print and the initiative won’t be on the 2012 general election baliot

To further demaonstrate the controversy associated with the coal-gasification plant, there were
eleven (11) individuals that submitted their names to run for the three (3) ety council seats that
are up for election in Movember, For the first time in decades, there needs to be a primary
election in Kanab. The primary is September 137 and will nasrow the field of candidates down to
six (5) individuals. Since the initial desdline for applications, three (3) people opposed to the
coal-gnsification project withdrew their names in hope that others running on that platform will
unseat the two (2) incumbents during the primary election. I the above three paragraphs do not
show the intense controversy over this issue, then nothing does. *

1 searched the DOE website trying to find the NEPA policies, DOE Director's Orders or a
handbook that defines whether major controversy is included in the definition of “fivervening
cirermsiance” o an “extraordinary circamstonce.” 1 do know for certain in the Department of
Interior (DO} guidance for land managing agencies that extreme controversy requires an EI5 iz
completed. * Since DON policies are based on the Council of Environmental Quality (CEC)
requirements and regulations, 1 suspect that DOE must also follow a similar definitson and
action

Therefore, | believe that DOE mast close the EA process and move to an EIS based on the level
of controversy. In an earlier letter to you dated August 31, 2011, | stated several other
substantive flaws that also require an E18

Sincerely,

o) P2

Mool B Poe

* The abeve information cither comes from the Draft EA or was cited from the Angust 31, 2010 edition of the
Soamthern Uinh Mews, Eansb's popalation i onky 4312 residents
© 1 spent 19 of Y8 years as a Manional Fark Serior superinbendem dealing with MEPA compliance.

Responses
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13-01

13-02

Commenter 13 — Don Collins

From: "don cofns” <donandotio@yahoo.com=
Ta: <joseph.zambelli@net dos gov=

Date: B/3/2011 11:08 PM

Subject: gasification plant

sirs; ancther concem i hawe. is the proximity of the gas. plant

io the newly being constructed resenvior! why build the plant on the
shore of the new pond. what will be the effect of the emissions and
dust on the water, fsh and birds? also the assthics to the fishing and
swirnming should be considered W surely there is a belier location

for s project U thank you DO COLLINS

Responses
Comment 13-01

Potential impacts to air quality are outlined in Section 3.5.2. Based on the
analysis in the Final EA, the Pilot Plant would be either an insignificant or
a minor source for all air pollutants including hazardous air pollutants
(HAPs). Although the new sources of air emissions would be small,
additional air dispersion modeling was performed for the Final EA in
response to comments on the Draft EA. The dispersion modeling
incorporated worst-case metrological conditions. The maximum
predicted downwind concentrations of all criteria pollutants would be well
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

DOE has determined that no additional air quality studies are necessary
to take the required hard look under NEPA. Notably, the Utah Division of
Air Quality (UDAQ) concurs with the evaluation in the EA that the Pilot
Plant will be an insignificant source of air emissions, and that it meets the
requirements for a Small Source Exemption under Utah Administrative
Code (UAC) R307-401-9. A copy of the concurrence letter from UDAQ is
included as commenter 48 (see comment number 48-01).

In addition, because the emissions would be very small and
concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS, it is anticipated that there
would be negligible to minor impacts to the nearby reservoir, wildlife, or
recreation areas.

Comment 13-02

Section 3.1.2 (in Land Use) of the Draft EA concluded that the Pilot Plant
would not be compatible with local recreational sites because of
diminished aesthetic quality resulting from visibility of manmade
structures. Section 3.2.2 (in Aesthetics) addressed the potential impacts
of the Pilot Plant on the recreational facilities planned for the Jackson Flat
Water Supply Storage Project and concluded that the recreational
facilities plans were conceptual and that the city could account for the
presence of the Pilot Plant when making final plans and designs for those
facilities.
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14-01

Commenter 14 — Halle Anders

Pagelofl

Joseph Zambelli

From: “Halle Anders™ <halle andersigmail com=
Ta: <joseph.zambelliiineatl. dos zovs
Date: /132011 2:33 FM

M. Zambelli:

I heard you spesk in Fanab about 2 month age on the draft report concerning the coal gasification plan:
proposad by Viresco and Mr. James Gurhrie. I was not encouraged by your or your colleagues’ remarks
25 It seemis the plant is a done deal, but I am concerned abons the fy ash thar may escape. Mo ona knows
if it will, and that was not addressed in the drafi-- the issue of it being placed in our local dump, or
falling into the reservoir being built so close to the plant site. I'm concemed sbons the lHguid waste
hamunrg our lecal meatment facilides. Will the taxpayers have to pay for a new site if the efflnent fom
Wiresco's process kills the bacteria in the meamument pools? Did you spacifically amend to that concem in
your assessment” Many other issues concern me and the bundreds of citizens here mn our small town
Plazza look more closely before you ribber stamp an approval.

hzlle anders
477 w_aspen dr.
kznpak, UT B4741

hzlle anders i zmail com

file:'CDocuments and Settinzs' Zambelli'Local Semmes Temp' M Perowise dESFGIAFRL . @/142011

Responses
Comment 14-01

The subject of this comment regarding disposal of ash at the Kane
County Landfill has been addressed in the response to comment number
15-09. No airborne releases of coal ash are expected. Section 3.5.2.1 of
the Final EA has been updated based on comment.

In the event that Viresco were to propose discharging the process
wastewater to the Kanab system, the wastewater would be subject to
industrial pretreatment regulations under the NPDES permitting program.
An appropriate sampling plan agreed upon between Viresco and the City
of Kanab would ensure that the wastewater being sent to the City’s
lagoons would not alter or damage the existing system.
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15-01

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes

Joseph Zambelli - My Comments on Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled
Pilot Plant

From: Marlene <marlene@dogonfunny.com>

To: "Joseph Zambelli" <Joseph.Zambelli@NETL.DOE.GOV >

Date: 9/14/2011 11:15 PM

Subject: My Comments on Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant

Attachments:  specificQuestionsOnEA.doc; specificQuestionsOnEA.doc

Dear Mr. Zambelli,

| am very unhappy with the DOE's findings with regard to the Viresco Coal-Gasification facility to be funded by a
Congrezsional earmark.

| feel that my concems were not taken seriously and that only the most positive spin was put on the Viresco
project by the DOE because of the added pressure of having to make an "all or nothing " descision.

My life and the lives of everyone in Kanab will be profoundly efizcted by your final decision and | want to appeal
to you to read all of my objections carefully and ether turn this project down, or at least do a full EIS.

Kanab is a beautiful and wonderful town and this decision could destroy all of that. If | did not believe so strongly
that this is wrong for Kanab, | would not have spent literally hundreds of hours and hundreds of dollars fighting it.

Please look at the objections that we all have objectively and put yourself in our place. This is WRONG.

Sincerely,

Marlene Bames

1094 S. Vermillion Drive
Kanab, UT 84741
443-631-5382

Comment 15-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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15-02

15-03

15-04

15-05

15-06

15-07

15-08

15-09

15-10

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes

Responses
Comment 15-02

DOE acknowledges the concerns of the Kaibab Band of Paiutes and has
endeavored to correct misunderstandings that occurred during the
preparation of this EA. However, DOE is one of many agencies of the
U.S. Government, each with separate jurisdiction, and the Department
can only address the potential impacts of activities under its own
jurisdiction, such as the financial assistance proposed for this project.

Comment 15-03

Pre-pulverized coal would be delivered to the Pilot Plant in bags for the
30-day demonstration under the cooperative agreement with DOE. The
analysis of the connected action in the Final EA was expanded to include
a review of the preprocessing (i.e. pulverization) of coal on site during the
130 days of operation and included in the emission estimations (see
Section 3.5.2.1 of the Final EA). The total fugitive particulate emissions
were estimated to be 0.74 Ibs for a 130-day period.

Comment 15-04

Viresco would be required to operate the facility in compliance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances as
would be the case for all comparable commercial and industrial facilities.
Respective regulations would require the maintenance of data and may
require the submission of reports to demonstrate compliance, and the
Pilot Plant would be subject to inspection by state and federal regulators
under applicable laws.

Comment 15-05

Under the proposed action the wastewater would either be recycled or
transported offsite for treatment and disposal and the use of Kanab’s
wastewater system would not be needed other than for sanitary waste
from employees. The response to comment number 9-01, addresses the
potential discharge of process wastewater to the Kanab system under the
connected action (130-day operations).

Comment 15-06

Under the terms of the cooperative agreement, Viresco's lease
agreement with SITLA must be executed prior to release of DOE funds
for the project, and Viresco would be responsible for all decontamination,
decommissioning, and cleanup activities including any costs related to
these activities.

Comment 15-07

The Draft EA stated that the closest residential area to the Pilot Plant site
would be approximately 1.1 miles to the northwest. The commenter
correctly points out that the Draft EA did not consider the proximity of
residences in Fredonia. In fact, a number of residences across the state
line in Arizona are within 1 mile of the proposed Pilot Plant site; however,
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Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes (continued)

Responses (continued)

because of a topographic ridge along the state border south of the plant
site, the Pilot Plant would not be visible from these residences. Also, a
residential farm property off US 89A in Utah west of the Pilot Plant site
was inadvertently overlooked in the Draft EA. In response, a new Figure
3-5 has been added to the Final EA showing the locations of buildings in
closest proximity to the proposed Pilot Plant. The Final EA has been
corrected throughout to describe these distances appropriately: The
closest residential property (a farm) in Utah is located off US 89A
approximately 0.6 mile directly west of the site. A few residences in
Arizona east of US 89A are just outside the half mile radius with the
closest being approximately 0.55 mile southwest of the proposed Pilot
Plant.

Comment 15-08

Section 3.5.2 discusses the emissions that would be expected from the
flare exhaust, which includes steam.

Comment 15-09

Section 3.7.1, Table 3.7-1 lists six landfills, including the Kane County
Landfill, that are permitted by the state of Utah to accept special waste as
defined in UAC R315-301, including ash. These landfills operate in
accordance with the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste Act, Title 19,
Chapter 6, Part 1, Utah Code Annotated (UCA) 1953, as amended and
the Utah Solid Waste Permitting and Management Rules, Utah
Administrative Code (UAC) R315-301 through 320. The landfills have
satisfied all regulatory requirements to accept honhazardous waste, but
would not be allowed to accept hazardous waste. The ash produced by
the Pilot Plant is expected to be nonhazardous; however, if testing results
indicate it is hazardous; the ash would be disposed of at a facility
permitted to accept hazardous waste.

Comment 15-10

Estimated emissions are outlined in Section 3.5.2.1 of the EA. CO was
“notable”, because more CO would be emitted than other criteria pollutant
during the operation of the facility.
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15-11

15-12

15-13

15-14

15-15

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes (continued)

Responses
Comment 15-11

Total process water demand (non-potable use) for the Pilot Plant under
the proposed action would be approximately 3,290 gpd, potentially all of it
supplied from the City of Kanab. It is anticipated that up to 850 gpd
would come from recycled water from other plant processes, which could
reduce the process water demand to 2,440 gpd. Additionally, it is
estimated that employees of the facility would use 250 gpd of the City’s
water (potable water use). Section 2.7, including Table 2.7-1 and Figure
2-4, has been revised to clarify water demand and source of the water
supply.

Comment 15-12

Section 2.9.2 has been updated to provide projected traffic volumes
resulting from the transport of construction equipment and materials and
the materials and waste during operation. It is estimated that
approximately 2 to 5 truck deliveries on average would occur on a daily
basis and up to 30 automobile roundtrips per day would occur over the
four-month construction period. During operations, it is conservatively
estimated that 4 to 5 truck deliveries on average would occur on a daily
basis and 10 to 12 automobile roundtrips would result from employees
and the occasional visitor for both the proposed action and connected
action.

Comment 15-13

The subject of this comment regarding disposal of ash at the Kane
County Landfill has been addressed in the response to comment number
15-09. The process water does not need to meet drinking water
standards (i.e., “potable”), because it will not be consumed by humans.

Comment 15-14

Section 2.7.3 of the EA describes the products and wastes generated by
the proposed Pilot Plant, which provides summary information about
emissions. A full discussion of the effects of emissions on air quality is
provided in Section 3.5.2.

Comment 15-15

As stated in Section 2.2 of the EA, “Viresco has no plans to
commercialize the proposed Pilot Plant at the Kanab site in the future; it
would remain a research and development facility.”
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15-16

15-17

15-18

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes (continued)

Responses
Comment 15-16

Because the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project has not been
completed, there is no impoundment; hence, this future water body has
not been cataloged by the state. Potential cumulative impacts to this
reservoir are discussed in Section 4.2.

Comment 15-17

DOE considers land use planning and zoning decisions to be under the
jurisdiction of the Kanab City Planning and Zoning Department. That
department determined that the Pilot Plant is consistent with the zoning
designation of the site and the master plan.

The wording on page 1 of the conditional use permit authorizes a 60-foot
tall gasifier with a 67-foot tall exhaust structure “plus the additional height
of required and approved flare enclosures”. The Final EA has been
revised to clarify these dimensions. The maximum height of the exhaust
flare structure, including the enclosure structure, would be approximately
72 feet. It is not unusual for specific details of a final design to be
undetermined during the planning stage of a project, which is when
environmental studies under NEPA are completed. Therefore, impacts
may be based on reasonable assumptions about design conditions and
would remain valid provided that the final design does not substantially
alter the assumptions and introduce new impacts.

In Section 3.1.2, the Draft EA noted that the use of the proposed site for
an industrial facility would not be considered compatible with recreational
areas because of diminished aesthetic quality. However, the section also
pointed out that the Kanab City Planning and Zoning Department
approved the zoning change for the site to support an industrial facility,
that plans for recreational facilities associated with the Jackson Flat
Project are currently conceptual, and that the Planning and Zoning
Department is aware of the respective projects and can plan future land
uses in the area accordingly.

Comment 15-18

The response to comment number 15-07 addresses the proximity of
residential properties to the proposed Pilot Plant.

Section 3.9.2 (in Public Health and Safety) addresses potential noise
impacts, and Section 3.5.2 (in Air Quality and Climate) addresses
emissions, including dust. The comment on truck deliveries has been
addressed in response to comment number 15-12.

Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show
approximately how large the Pilot Plant would appear from the same
vantage point in comparison to the visibility of nearby manmade
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15-18
(cont’d)

15-19

15-20

15-21

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes (continued)

Responses
Comment 15-18 (continued)

features, including the Kanab Municipal Airport, the Kane County Public
Safety Facility, and the Kane County Landfill.

The comment regarding the facility height and conditional use permit has
been addressed in response to comment number 15-17.

Comment 15-19

The onsite or construction supervisor as well as construction workers
would be instructed on the potential for archeological remains to be
present, the type of artifacts that could be encountered, and the
appropriate actions to take in the event artifacts are discovered. As
stated in Section 3.4.2 of the EA, Viresco would contract with a qualified
archeological consultant in advance of construction activities the
consultant would be called upon in the event of a discovery. The
response to comment number 34-07 also addresses this comment.

Comment 15-20

As stated in Section 3.5.1.1 of the EA, National Ambient Air Quality
Standards and Existing Air Quality, air quality regulations would be
enforced by the US EPA Region 8 and the UDEQ), Division of Air Quality.

Comment 15-21

The EA states that groundwater required for the operation of the Pilot
Plant represents 0.07 percent of the existing wells capacity for 30 days of
operation and 0.08 percent for the 130 days of operation. Therefore
impact would be minor.

As described in text added to Section 3.0 of the Final EA (see response
to comment number 6-02), a moderate impact would have noticeable or
measurable adverse impacts on a resource.

As for the evaporation pond, provisions and requirements for
groundwater quality protection are found in the Utah Code Annotated
(UCA) Section R317-6, which provide the basis. UCA R317-6-2 lists the
groundwater quality standards that are adopted for protection of
groundwater quality. UCA R317-6-3 through R317-6-5 define
groundwater classes, protection levels for each class, and aquifer
classification, respectively. Section R317-6-6 dictates that no person
may construct, install, or operate any new facility or modify an existing or
new facility that discharges or would probably result in a discharge of
pollutants that may move directly or indirectly into groundwater without
first obtaining a groundwater discharge permit from the Executive
Secretary. It also states the application requirements for groundwater
discharge permit, outlines reporting of discharge system failures, and
specifies corrective actions required.
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15-21
(cont’d)

15-22

15-23

15-24

15-25

15-26

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes (continued)

Responses
Comment 15-22

The SWPPP would be prepared in compliance with the Utah Department
of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality requirements.

Requirements for secondary containment for storage of oils, lubricants,
and hazardous materials would apply under the Oil Pollution Prevention
regulation for the Clean Water Act as well as the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act.

As stated in response to comment number 43-07, DOE revised Section
3.9.2 in the Final EA to describe a potential catastrophic accident
scenario during plant operations and associated emergency response.

Comment 15-23

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-05.

Comment 15-24

The information was taken from a Will Serve letter provided by Garkane
Power, dated August 8, 2011, and signed by Jeff Vaughn, the Kanab
Area Manager. This letter will be included in the administrative record of
the EA.

Comment 15-25

The text referenced in comment number 15-23 is discussing the
proposed action, whereas the text referenced in this comment is
discussing the possible connected action (130-day operation).

See responses to comments 9-01 and 15-05, which discuss the handling
of the process wastewater under the connected action and proposed
action, respectively.

Comment 15-26

As stated in response to comment number 43-07, DOE revised Section
3.9.2 in the Final EA to describe a potential catastrophic accident
scenario during plant operations and emergency response.
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15-26
(cont’d)

15-27

Commenter 15 — Marlene Barnes (continued)

Comment 15-27
Comment noted.

Responses
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16-01

16-02

16-03

16-04
16-05

16-06

Commenter 16 — Anonymous

From: EMAIL ADDREES REDACTED

Ta: <=Joseph. Zambelh@NETL DOE. GOV
Date: S/16/2011 1203 AM
Subject: Comments on Uiah Coal Pllot GasMcation Project

Sepiember 14, 2011

Mane of my personal kenttfying Information can be used In making this statement
and | do not want my comments made putilc. | regeat, no name or personal emalls
(Including EMAIL ADDRESS REDACTED) shall be made avallable. | make thass
comments 35 3 cancemed clizen of Kanab and Kane County for aver 20 years and
an asthma sufferar.

Whilg | recognize the vast amouni of work Inwolved In any environmental analysis
ather than a categorical exclusion, | am nat sallsfied with much of the Drafl EA
for the Viresco Slogasfication Plant

mink that one of the most crileal aspects keft oul of this socumant Is that
[ has noi been velled Dy the U5, EPA. Whie ZPA Is a poltical entity
subject to pragsure Just e DOE, | feel that thelr expertise would provide
waluable Informaztion iz this discussion.

AB the Utan environmental reguiatory eriity's Ar Division has calculated the
plants emisslons kased anly on caal and only for the orignal tmepenod given
by Guthrie, | think that one of 2 things mus: occur: elther e alr emisslons
must be entrely re-gvaluated to caloulzte emisslons to reflect the most recant
plans for coal operallons and the ather feedstocks which stil remain
unspeciled, OR Viresco musi be held to the orginal condiions for which he
applled. | am astonished at how 1ast and loose Guthrie can play with the
specications of his project and wihy he ¢an have that much @EtRude when
appiying far permis ar NEPA authartzation

n some of the Intial meetings wiih the City of Kanab, Guthrie claimed that
grinding of feedstocks would accur of-sie and trucked in fo arrve on-slte In
thalr final farmi. That does nod saem to be the case shortly after the process
begins acconding o the Draft EA. Safely conslderations must Include a
baghouse should any material grinding occur on sHe and all conveyance
mechanisms must fully contaln patential emisslons of ground feegstocks
(whatever they may be).

wanab and the surmounding reglon are generally regarded a5 a "quallty of lifs®
cammunlity that attracts retirees to Its clean, beautiful Wistas. In fact,

several years ago, the Southemn Ulah News proflied a study that sald most of

the ecanomic basks for Kanab was not extractive Industries or ranching but

tazes from refired people. Samehow the Intanglibies valued by these refiress

nas o be accounted for In the econamic analysls between the proposed plant ang
e Mo Action Alternathee

Haow did the Draft EA address my scooping comments? Many quastions remain.

&1 question the purpose and nead as given: they do not 3ddress a need for
this 6l In paricular, nor s there a reguired purpose to "experiment” on a
process at seems to be fully realized In existing Taclliies.

The greenhouse gas analysls seemed 1o be glven shart shrift because there was an
expectation that it cowkdn't possibly reach the 25,000 pound threshald but the

Responses
Comment 16-01

The Draft EA was widely distributed to federal and state agencies, Native
American tribes, and local officials. Copies were provided to U.S. EPA
Region 8 (including Utah) and Region 9 (including Arizona); neither
regional office commented on the Draft EA.

Comment 16-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 51-23 and 27-05.

Comment 16-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 26-10.

Comment 16-04

DOE considered all scoping comments in the preparation of the Draft EA
as described in Section 1.5 of the Draft EA (Section 1.4.2 of the Final EA)
and focused the impact analysis accordingly.

Comment 16-05

The subject of DOE’s purpose and need has been addressed in the
response to comment number 8-01 and in Section 1.2 of the EA Viresco’s
objective is to evaluate the technical feasibility of using steam
hydrogasification to convert coal and/or biomass such as agricultural or
wood processing waste into synthesis gas (syngas), and ultimately into
clean fuels such as substitute natural gas, sulfur-free Fischer-Tropsch
diesel, jet fuel, dimethyl ether, and methane. As stated in Section 1.2,
“Viresco has been involved in the funding and development of a
gasification technology conceived by the University of California,
Riverside (UCR) College of Engineering’s Center for Environmental
Research and Technology. This gasification technology is based on the
SHR process. UCR and Viresco have conducted research on this
gasification technology in a laboratory-scale batch process and the
results indicate that this technology has the potential to be a commercially
viable means to produce fuels using domestic resources. A system
analysis study of the technology concluded that the process proposed by
Viresco has the potential to reduce capital costs and achieve higher
conversion efficiencies compared to conventional, partial oxidation-based
gasification processes. The next step in development of this technology
is to evaluate the process at a larger scale (i.e. pilot scale).”

Comment 16-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-20. The threshold is 25,000 metric tons, not 25,000
pounds.
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16-06
(cont’d)

16-07

Commenter 16 — Anonymous (continued)

calculations were Incamplee fo prove that point. Please perform the complete
analysls far each emisslon, Including all connected actions and all feedstocks.

would STILL ke to 6&€ @ full remediation plan for the decommissloning of the
plant and a discussien of all of the cradlie-to-grave handling of all water, al
products, all emissions and all wastes, panllcularly ancs the feedstocks have
bpeen specified. Can DOE Rsel require @ remadlation bond beyond the minimal
ang which SITLA requires and, If 60, make i comprehensive enough to cover the
warst-case scenarlo?

would k2 1o request hard coples of all matenals produced.
Please send them o

MARE AMD ADDREZE RECACTED

Thank you In advance and thank you for conslderdng my comments In revamplng the
DralEA

Responses
Comment 16-07
Section 2.7.5 was revised in the Final EA to include a discussion of
specific decommissioning activities that would occur. DOE’s cooperative
agreement with Viresco includes a condition that the lease with SITLA
must be executed prior to release of DOE funds for the project. The
cooperative agreement also states that Viresco is responsible for all
decontamination, decommissioning and cleanup activities or any costs
related to these activities. The lease with SITLA requires a bond to
guarantee the performance of all covenants and obligations under the
lease.
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17-01

Commenter 17 — Diane Decker

Responses
Comment 17-01

Comment noted. See also response to comment number 20-01
regarding to requests for extension of the comment period.
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18-01

18-02

Commenter 18 — Herbert Alexander

Responses
Comment 18-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 18-02

The subject of this comment pertaining to the Jackson Flat Water Supply
Storage Project has been addressed in the response to comment number
13-01. Notably, because the emissions would be very small and
concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS, DOE anticipates that there
would be negligible to minor impacts on the nearby recreation areas.
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19-01

Commenter 19 — Kathy Backus

Comment 19-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to

comment number 8-01.

Responses
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20-01

Commenter 20 — Larry Spanne

Joseph Zambelli - Comments on Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant Project
Draft EA

From: "Larry Spanne” <lscoyote@msn.com>

To: "Joseph Zambelli" <joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov=

Date: 9/14/2011 3:24 PM

Subject: Comments on Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant Project Draft EA

CC "Roger Hoverman” <higgbe@hotmail.com>

Attachments: VirescoDraftEAComments 9-12-11.doc; VirescoDraftEAComments 9-12-
11.doc

Dear Mr., Zambelli:

Attached are our comments on the subject Draft EA. We hope you will see fit to extend the comment period by
at least two weeks to allow for a full response from the public and especially from the elderly, those of us who
have been distracted by family emergencies, and others who are engaging in the environmental review process
for the very first time.

Thanks very much for including us in the process.

Sincerely,

Larry and Renas Spanne

Responses
Comment 20-01

DOE received several requests to extend the comment period. DOE
believes the scope of DOE’s proposed action, the scope of Viresco's
proposed project, as well as the magnitude of and level of uncertainty
about the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project did not
warrant a comment period of more than 30 days. DOE made this
decision consistent with 10 CFR §1021.301(d).

DOE informed all individuals and stakeholders that requested additional
time that any late comments would be accepted and addressed to the
extent practicable. In fact, DOE did receive and has responded to
several late comments. Each comment will be entered into the
administrative record and considered by DOE.
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21-01

21-02

21-03

Commenter 21 — Laurence and Patricia Spanne

Responses
Comment 21-01

DOE'’s decision with respect to the lack of a need for an EIS has been
addressed in the response to comment number 12-01. The EA has
been revised to clarify that the biomass feedstock will be woody waste
from a supplier in Southern Utah. The response to comment number 6-
01 addresses the potential future operation of the Pilot Plant.

Comment 21-02

The response to comment number 13-01 addresses the emissions from
the proposed Pilot Plant and effects on receptors. A wind rose for Kanab
or Kane County was not available from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), or the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA). Wind roses were obtained from the NRCS for the Cedar City
Airport, approximately 55 miles northwest of Kanab, based on data
collected in 1961. The wind roses indicate that the prevailing wind
direction is from the southwest with secondary wind direction from the
north, and tertiary direction from the southeast. In the spring and
summer months, winds diminish from the north and increase from the
southeast, but southwesterly winds prevail in all seasons. Based on the
runway orientation at the Kanab Municipal Airport from southwest to
northeast, the prevailing wind directions are believed to be comparable
to those in Cedar City. This information has been added to Section 3.5.1
of the Final EA.

With respect to the comment on atmospheric inversions, text has been
added to the Final EA in Chapter 4 relating to cumulative impacts
explaining that thermal inversions have been known to occur in Kanab.
During winter months, the UDAQ issues wood burning alerts through the
news media and over the internet when ambient concentrations of PM
2.5 are elevated. Such wood burning alerts have been issued in
northern Utah counties, including Salt Lake/Davis, Utah, Weber, and
Cache; but state alerts are not issued for Kane County.

Comment 21-03

DOE recognizes the importance of tourism to the economies of Kanab
and Kane County as discussed in Section 3.10.1.3 of the Draft EA. The
Pilot Plant would be comparable to a relatively modest commercial-
industrial facility occupying an acre and a half. But, DOE has no basis
for comparison with a similar project located in a community such as
Kanab, which is uniquely situated within an hour or two of multiple
National Parks and Recreation Areas.

The Draft EA determined that the potential impacts from the proposed
Pilot Plant on air quality, water resources, public health/safety, noise,
biological resources, materials/wastes, traffic, and utilities would be
minor to moderate at most. Although the Pilot Plant would be visible
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21-03
(cont’d)

21-04

21-05

21-06

21-07

Commenter 21 — Laurence and Patricia Spanne (con’t)

Responses
Comment 21-03 (continued)

from US 89A and from nearby residences, Kanab Creek Ranchos, and
other elevated locations, the facility would have an effect on the
viewshed comparable to that of other nearby facilities, including the
airport, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County
Landfill, as illustrated In revised Figure 3-6 of the Final EA (now Figure
3-7). The city has identified the area east of the Kanab Municipal Airport
as an appropriate area for potential similar development because of the
proximity to other commercial-governmental uses, and because the area
is distant from and not visible from the downtown area where tourists find
lodging and dining establishments; nor would the facility be visible from
downtown Fredonia. Because the proposed Pilot Plant would not have
significant adverse impacts on environmental resources, DOE concluded
that there is no basis for anticipating significant impacts on tourism or the
local economy.

Comment 21-04

In Section 3.10.1.4, Environmental Justice, and Table 3.10-4, the Draft
EA demonstrated that the project vicinity and the City of Kanab do not
have poverty rates higher than the county, state, and national levels.
Therefore, the EA found no basis for potential environmental justice
impacts from the project.

Comment 21-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-09. Woody waste would not include human or
animal wastes.

Comment 21-06

CEQ's NEPA regulations, 40 CFR § 1508.25(a)(1), define “connected
actions” as actions that are “closely related and therefore should be
discussed in the same impact statement.” Section 1508 further identifies
three factors for determining connected actions. Actions are connected if
they: “(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require
environmental impact statements; (ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; [or] (iii) Are
interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action
for their justification.” Applying this definition, DOE does not believe that
the operation of the Alton Mine, identified in the EA as a potential source
of coal for the proposed Pilot Plant, constitutes a connected action,
because the Pilot Plant would not depend on the mine as a sole source
for operation and the amount of coal purchased for use in the proposed
Pilot Plant (650 tons) would be an insignificant portion of the total annual
sales from this coal mine.

Comment 21-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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22-01

Commenter 22 — Mary Boisseau

Responses
Comment 22-01

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in response to
comment numbers 8-01 (alternative locations), 4-01 (decommissioning
and restoration), and 21-03 (tourism). Economic Impacts are discussed
in Sections 3.10.1.3 and 3.10.2.3.
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Responses

Comment 23-01
Comment noted.

Commenter 23 — Peter Bauer

23-01

E-37
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24-01

24-02

24-03

Commenter 24 — Critter Corner

Responses
Comment 24-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 24-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 24-03

Section 2.7.5 of the Final EA was revised to include a discussion on
specific decommissioning and site restoration activities that would occur
in accordance with Viresco’s lease with SITLA. Under the terms of the
cooperative agreement, Viresco's lease agreement with SITLA must be
executed prior to release of DOE funds for the project, and Viresco
would be responsible for all decontamination, decommissioning and
cleanup activities or any costs related to these activities.
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24-04

24-05

24-06

24-07

24-08

Commenter 24 — Critter Corner (continued)

Ask that DOE demonstrate an analysis occurred. Evaluative statements are made without
making a direct (or disclosure, if indirect) connection with the analysis performed and at
what scale.

3.10 SOCIO-ECONOMICS:

DOE demonstrated a preconceived notion leading to a Finding of No Sigmificant Impact
instead of being unbiased, fair and balanced in evalutation of effects. This is illustrated
in the verbage used on page 54, 4th paragraph. “Process water from the Pilot Plant will
be recycled. ... _._process wastewater will have no mmpact to the City of Kanab's
wastewater system.” [Emphasis 1s mine ]

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:

e 421 Land Use: “Construction and operation of the proposed project in
combination with the Kane County Public Safety Facility could adversely impact uses of
recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project.”

e This 15 not an analytical statement and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential
impact(s).

e 4272 Aesthetics: “Construction and operation of the proposed project in
combination with the Kane County Public Safety Facility could adversely impact views
from the recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project
and, to a lesser extent, residences to the northwest of the Pilot Plant site.™  This 1s not
an analytical statement and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact(s).

e 424 Cultural Resources: “If any human remains are discovered, then such a
discovery could be viewed as a cumulative impact of the projects.” [ ask you when
would disturbance of a burial not be considered an impact, cumulative or otherwise?
This is not an analytical statement and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential
impact(s).

+ 424 Cultural Resources: “The discovery of prehistoric human remains at an
archaeological site investigated duning the course of the Jackson Flat Water Supply
Storage project, however, has heightened concems among the Kaibab Band of Pamte
Indians that human remains may be encountered during construction for the present
project.”  What does the consulting archeologist and SHPO have to say on the
likelthood of discovering human remains 1f excavation for this project were to occur?

5.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

“Water resources used by the Pilot Plant would be treated and recycled in the process for
reuse under the DOE cooperative agreement for 30 days of operation or possibly returned
to the environment through an evaporation pond under future operations.”

Facility Processes and Equipment (Section 2.7.2.) makes no mention of an evaporation

Responses
Comment 24-04

Comment noted. The use of “will be” and “will have” when discussing
the proposed action was not intended to imply that DOE has already
reached a decision with respect to the proposed action. However, DOE
agrees that the use of the terms “would be” and “would have” is more
appropriate and the Final EA has been changed to use these terms.

Comment 24-05

Section 4.2.1, Land Use, of the Draft EA stated DOE'’s conclusion that
the proposed Pilot Plant in combination with the Kane County Public
Safety Facility (already under construction) could adversely affect
recreational uses of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project.
Although not a quantitative analytical statement, this statement
represents a qualitative analysis, which is appropriate under NEPA when
potential impacts cannot be adequately quantified. In Section 3.1.2, the
Draft EA noted that the use of the proposed site for an industrial facility
would not be considered compatible with recreational areas because of
diminished aesthetic quality. However, the section also pointed out that
the Kanab City Planning and Zoning Department approved the zoning
change for the site to support an industrial facility, that plans for
recreational facilities associated with the Jackson Flat Project are
currently conceptual, and that the Planning and Zoning Department is
aware of the respective projects and can plan future land uses in the
area accordingly.

Comment 24-06

Though not a quantitative statement, the statement describes potential
impacts on views from recreational areas associated with the Jackson
Flat Water Supply Storage Project qualitatively. “Aesthetics” is not a
resource that readily lends itself to quantitative impacts, particularly
when considering visibility of structures by individuals. With respect to
cumulative impacts, the EA states that both the Kane County Public
Safety Facility and the Pilot Plant may be visible from potential recreation
areas depending upon their locations at the Jackson Flat site. Some
individuals would consider the visibility of these manmade features to be
more of an impact on their aesthetic appreciation of the recreation areas
than others would.

Comment 24-07

DOE believes that the Draft EA adequately considered the potential for
cumulative impacts from the discovery of Native American remains in the
project vicinity. In Section 3.4.1, the Draft EA acknowledged that the
proposed Pilot Plant site is within 0.25 mile of the Jackson Flat Water
Supply Storage Project where Native American remains were
inadvertently discovered during ground excavation on a much larger land
area. The Draft EA in Section 3.4.2 also noted that no Native American
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24-08
(con't)

24-09

Commenter 24 — Critter Corner (continued)

Responses
Comment 24-07 (continued)

remains were encountered during construction of the Kane County
Public Safety Facility, which is located on a larger site approximately 0.5
mile from the proposed Pilot Plant site and situated along the same
topographic feature in similar proximity to the Jackson Flat Project.
Based on its survey completed for SITLA in October 2010, Bighorn
Archaeological Consultants, LLC concluded that discovery of additional
archaeological remains during Pilot Plant construction or operations
would be unlikely.

DOE’s consultation with the SHPO is documented in Appendix Al.
DOE's consultation with Native American tribes in the region as
documented in Appendix A2. Sections 1.4 and 3.4.2 of the EA discuss
coordination with Native American tribes and what actions and
precautions would be taken in the event that cultural resources, artifacts,
human remains, or burial sites would be discovered during construction
of the Pilot Plant.

The subject of this comment has also been addressed in the response to
comment number 34-07.

Comment 24-08

Section 2.7.2 and Figure 2-4 cover Viresco's operational plans as
implemented under the proposed action (30-day); Section 2.8 discusses
operational plans considered under the connected action (130-day
maximum). See response to comment number 39-04 regarding the
statement "returned to the environment.”

Comment 24-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01. The timeframe of future operations of the
proposed Pilot Plant is predicated upon by the availability of future
funding and acquisition of necessary permits.
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Responses

Comment 25-01
Comment noted.

Commenter 25 — William Dale

25-01

E-41
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26-01

26-02

26-03

26-04

26-05

Commenter 26 — Anonymous
September 15, 2011

Mr. Joseph Zambelli, NEFA Documents Manager
U.5. DOE - National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.0. Box 880, Morgantown, WV 25507-0880

Joseph.Zambelli@NETL.DOE.GOV

Dear Mr. Zambelli:

and my family are residents of Kanab, Utah. We have lived here for ten years and are stakeholders in
this community. | believe we will be harmed due te numerous reasons, including reduction in hezlth, air,
soil and water pollution, guality of life, and econcemically by the inappropriate and precedent setting
construction of this experimental coal plant in our city.

Here are particular concerns that | have:

1 | do not believe that my cencerns submitted during the Scoping process were adequately
addressed in the EA.

2 1.0 Purpose and Need. There is no compelling “need” to site an industrial plant, this proposed
coal gasification plant, in Kanab, Utah. There is nothing in the EA that demonstrates this is the best
location to build such a facility. Kanab has no such industrial facilities at the present time, it has no
infrastructure such as a railway hub or interstate highway, and no provision for emergency services
should an accident occur. Placing an industrial plant like this in our rural community that is primarily
based upon a tourism economy is negatively precedent setting. DOE should evaluate other more
appropriate locations that have these specific provisions before deciding upon Kanab, Utah.

3 2.0 Alternatives. It is unacceptable that DOE did not evaluate other locations for this coal
gasification plant. DOE's raticnale in the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives DO NOT constitute
a reasonable range of alternatives. The EA is not adequate in its evaluation. Why dees the Congressional
earmark only specify the 5tate of Utah — these are federal tax dollars and a range of zlternative locations
should be evaluated. Other locations that already have industrial facilities, transportation infrastructure,
utilities, and emergency services should be evaluated and cost comparisons provided.

4 2.7.5 Decommissioning. It is not clear what the term “decommission”™ means. If the grantee
(\Viresco) goes bankrupt, will our small town be respensible for this industrial facility and all of the
proplems that it could create. Kanab has a very small tax base to deal with such issues,

E] 3.0 Existing Cond. & Env. Conseq. You do not show that you conducted an adequate analysis.
You make statements that cannot be substantiated, as there are no data to show what analysis you
performed and at what scale. It appears the EA has “boilerplate” language often found in EAs and
environmental documents. This is unacceptable. The analysis should be in the document and specific to
this project propesed for Kanab, UT.

Responses
Comment 26-01

Comment noted.
Comment 26-02

As stated in response to comment number 8-01, DOE initiated a financial
assistance award for Viresco’s Pilot Plant project to satisfy a Fiscal Year
2010 Congressional earmark created by Senator Bennett for a "Coal and
Biomass to Fuel Pilot Plant." In accordance with the earmark, DOE and
Viresco Energy, LLC signed a cooperative agreement (DE-FE0002945)
that would provide $2,404,000 using appropriations under the line item
for Fossil Energy Research and Development as found in Public Law
111-85 and the Energy and Water Conference Report 111- 278.

DOE did not select this project under either a competitive or a non-
competitive procurement and had no role in enacting this earmark. As
the agency administering the financial assistance at the direction of
Congress, DOE must comply with NEPA by assessing the potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and by
considering the potential impacts. DOE has no regulatory jurisdiction
regarding the project. However, DOE may consider additional mitigation
imposed as a condition of its final NEPA decision.

NEPA requires that agencies evaluate reasonable alternatives to its
proposed action. The purpose and need for agency action determines
the range of reasonable alternatives. In this case, the purpose and need
for DOE’s proposed action is to comply with the Congressional earmark.
The earmark calls for DOE to grant financial assistance for the project as
proposed. Given that Congress earmarked funding for this particular
project, the range of reasonable alternatives for DOE’s consideration is
the project as proposed by Viresco, any alternatives still under
consideration by Viresco or that are reasonable within the confines of the
project as proposed, and a no action alternative.

Viresco had already selected the technology for the project before the
earmark was enacted. Viresco has not identified alternative sites,
technologies or utilities other than those addressed in the EA.
Alternatives still under consideration by Viresco or reasonably within the
confines of the project as proposed have been evaluated in the EA,
along with the no action alternative.

The response to comment number 21-03 addresses the subject of
tourism.

Comment 26-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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26-06

26-07

26-08

26-09

26-10

Commenter 26 — Anonymous (continued)

& 3.10 Socic-Economic Aralysis. The FOMS] was preconceived and not based upon facts. For
example, the E4 states that process water will be recycled and hawe no impact to the City of Kanab's
wastewater. In fact, without knowing exactly what the pollutznts that will be in the wastewater, or the
effects on the sewage trestment plant, you do not know that the wastewater will have no impact. In
fact. it likely will have serious’y detrimentzl effects. and it s also likely that the project proporent will
have no liabifty to restore our sewage treatment plant if it is compromiz=d.

7 4.0 Cumulative Impacts. The E& does not adequate’y address BOTH cumulative and connected
effects. You should address the connected and cumulative effect of other Federal actions that are
simuftaneously ooourring in the region. & coal mine near Alton, UT is proposed, and in the EIS stage at
this tme. The negative health and economic effects of these two Federal projects to the region and its
sopulation must be evaluzved. Each project will increase the negatve effects on our health and on the
ervironment. This region is over 90% public land, set aside as natonal parks, monuments and forests. In
particular, Grand Stircase-Excalante Mationa! Monumens - the first national monrument inthe Nationa
landscape Conservation System, established in 1996 - is adjacent to Kanab and due northwest of the
alart - directly in the path of air poliution from the facilty. Recreation is 3 sgnificant economic driver in
our community and region [note socioeconomic studies conducted by the Sonoran Instituze], and such 2
facility, with smokestzacks, offensive and noxious adars, air and water pollution, will deter visitors znd
tour companies from visitng our community.

There are few analytical statements, facts, or data associated with this section. The narrative does not
dizcloze potentizl impacts. For sxample, 4.2.1 notes the project in com@mation with our jzil could
adversely affect recreational use of the Jackson Flat Reservoir. Oy, county and state officals assured us
that recreation was a significant use of this reservoir. Exactly what is the adverse impact? it iz not
detailed. In 4.2.2, Aesthetics, it is noted that this project could adversely impact views from recreation
areas at the reservoir and residences in the vicinity. Again, the EA does not adeguately disclose the
extent or detai's of this impact. In4.2.4 Cultural Resources, the EA rotes that discovery of human
remains “could” be viewed a5 an impact. | disagree - it WOULD be an impacs, and likelinood is high az
naoted during the excavations of nearby ladkson Flat Ressreodr. Significant Ancestral Puebloan
archazological remains and structures were found there, Where are comments/analysis from the Utah
SHPD and consulting archaeologist regarding the likelihood of such discoveries?

The E& must fully deseribe the affected environment and impsct indicators in & guantifisble manner,
with sufficent detzil to serve as a baseline against which 1o measure the potential effects of
implementing the action of granting funds to zllow construction, operation, and decommissioning of the
experimental pilot facifty in Kanab, UT. There are currently no baseline studies completed — baseline
studies should be 2 part of the project to determine variznoe to current conditions.

There is not an adequate analysis and description of both direct and indirect effects of the proposed
action and alternatives on the quality of our human environment, as well as residual effects after
mitigation. | believe there will be indirect effects that will induce negative undecirable changes in the
patterns of land use, reduced recreational vistation, regative effects on air, water, and other natural
systems, including the ecosystem, and reduced home ownership due to fewer people buying and selfng
homes here because of the change from recreation/tourism /conservation/protection (RTCP) paradigm
a5 the primary economic driver in our community to this industrial appScation. & change from RTCP to
industrizl is precedent setting — a radicz! and upsetting change 0 our community and region.

Responses
Comment 26-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-03.

Comment 26-05
Comment noted.
Comment 26-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 9-01.

Comment 26-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01. The response to comment number 21-06
addressed the consideration of the Alton Mine in the EA. The EA
addresses cumulative impacts in Chapter 4.

Comment 26-08

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-06.

Comment 26-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07.

Comment 26-10

The CEQ NEPA regulations recognize the need to express impacts in
gualitative terms when quantitative measurements are either not
available or not meaningful for comparative analysis. DOE has added
definitions for impacts to Section 3.0 of the Final EA described as
beneficial, negligible, minor, moderate, and substantial. The response to
comment number 21-03 addresses the potential for impacts on tourism.
With respect to the potential effects on property values, DOE is not
aware of any firm basis on which to analyze the potential impact of
construction and operation of a pilot scale research facility on housing
prices. There is evidence that construction of a full-scale power plant
(greater than 100 megawatts capacity) could affect local real estate
values (Davis, 2010). However, the study results are not relevant due to
the difference in scale compared to the proposed Pilot Plant, which
would occupy approximately 1.5 acres of land, consume 5 tons of coal
per day of operation, and be exempt from a state air permit.
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26-11

26-12

26-13

26-14

Commenter 26 — Anonymous (continued)

B 5.2 IrreversibleIrratrievable Cammitment of Besources. The discussion about treatment and
recycling of water used by the Pilot plart is not substantiated in the E&A In 2.7.2 there is no deta’led
discussion of an evaporation gond, nor is it shown in Figure 2-3. Explain exactly how the water wil be
“returned to the environment.” There should be modeling and predictive analysis of the outputs and
environmental effects of such a facility that are used in other gas plants that will be used here. Leaving
the process ambiguous is not acceptable.

9 Time frame. No calendar or time frame is clearly deseribed to shiow how long it will ke to
achisve the praponents’ 130 cperation day mark. DOE stazes involvement intertion only to the 30-day
miark, through cooperative agresment. In 2.8, DOE acknowledges proponent’s intention for 130
operation days. The EA must state how long the Tty of Kanab and residernts will be subjected to testing:
effects could vary depending upon how long the project operates. The E& is not adequate in providing
full disclosure on this itemn, therefore vielating the intent of NEPA.

10 The EA does not adequately address mitigation and monitering in detail for this facilivg. A
representative of the Utah State Department of Environmenta’ Quality advised vs they do not have
funds, staff, or capacity to monitor effects of this facdity. Therefore, DOE should require this be done
with grant funds. A= such, prant amount seems inadequate to provide for planning, design, construction,|
operztion, mitigation, monitoring, clean vp and fadkty dismantling, HazMat and accident coverage.

11 Reguestan EI5. Due to the substantizl amourt of controversy gererated, in keeaing with intert|
of MEPA, | reguest that an EIS be completed for this project to provide opportunity o mitigate adverse
effects by developing alternative locations for the site. | dispute the lack of data and rationale and state
there WILL be detrimental effects to human health and safety. Therefore, DOE is obligated to conduct
an EI5; the FONSI iz flawed and inadequate.

Many citizens in Kanab, UT {over seven hundred signed 3 ctizens initiative petition) disagres with and
dizpute the proposed action of 2 coal gas plant in Kznab, UT; this is z large percentage of the citizenry.
Citizens have asked for the right to vote on this plant; the City of Kanab is stalling, which may not allow
us to vote in the upcoming Movember election. The City is refusing owr most basic American right, and a1
such, citzens of Earab cortinue to empley lawyers to oppose this project, 2|l paid for by citizers of this
economically depressed community. 1t was enough that the citzens of Utah were experimenta’ guinea
gigs during the nuciesr testing fiasco of the 1960°s and 707z, Many have resulmant cancers or have
relatives that died.

| befeve there will be toxic by-products detrimental to our health, such as mercury, benzene, and coal
dust. Just becauss we have clean & and Utah has lower air and water guality reguirements than other
states, does not mean that you should set 2 precedent by poliuting our air, water, soil, and smwags
ponds. Do not alow this o occur in ANY location without adeguate mitigation and safety paramsters
met. The fact that Uzah has clean sir and less restrictive pollution standards than other locations i the
W5, iz nota reason to site 2 plant in Kanab, UT.

In conclusion, with the economic crisis our nation s saddled with, | respectfuly request that this grant
be terminated. The ooligated funds should be returned to the U5, Treasury or used to fund ahernative
enengy RE&D as noted in numerous speeches and artices by Secretary Chu. DOE should be encouraging
clean energy development, incduding more solar, wind, aigae, and other alternative energy R&D. Coal is
@ regressive technology, and absurd o subsidize in 2 region like Kanab where wind and sun are

Responses
Comment 26-11

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 39-04. See also response to comment number 56-15,
which discusses water demand and Viresco’s plans to manage the
process wastewater.

Comment 26-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01. The timeframe of future operations of the
proposed Pilot Plant is predicated upon by the availability of future
funding and acquisition of necessary permits.

Comment 26-13

As described in response to comment number 15-04, Viresco would be
required to operate the facility in compliance with all applicable federal,
state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances as would be the case
for all comparable commercial and industrial facilities. Respective
regulations would require the maintenance of data and may require the
submission of reports to demonstrate compliance, and the Pilot Plant
would be subject to inspection by state regulators. DOE will determine
whether a mitigation action plan is warranted and describe appropriate
mitigation commitments in the final decision document for the proposed
action. As stated in response to comment number 24-03, Section 2.7.5
was revised to include a discussion of specific decommissioning
activities that would occur.

Comment 26-14

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 (request for an EIS) and 13-01 (air emissions
and public health effects). Other comments noted.
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Commenter 26 — Anonymous (continued)

26-14 arevalent. Personzlly, | have respirstory health issves, and this kind of energy development will

(cont’d) | negstively affact my health.

The character of Kanab and Kane County is rural, natural, and recreational. This plant when cumulatively
26-15 evaluated with the proposed Alton Cozl Strip Mine, new reservoir, and progosed Lake Powell Pipeline
B may encourage a larger oozl power plant near this test facility that would have sven more signficant
negative cumulative effects to human health and zafety.

Responses
Comment 26-15

Comment noted. See Chapter 4 for the cumulative impacts discussions.
The possibility of siting a coal-fired power plant in the area is not
reasonably foreseeable and therefore is not included in the cumulative
impacts section.
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27-01

27-02

27-03

27-04

27-05

Commenter 27 — Anonymous

Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled
Pilot Plant EA

Public Hearing Comment

I would like to keep my name and contact information in this decument ke pt private and confidential in
this De partment of Energy public comment conceming ¥iresco Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Flant in
Kanab City Utah.
Ome of miy first concerns is what this project is going to do to both the local economic environment of
Kanab City and surrounding rural UT and Morthern AY. communities considering their tourist and
retie ment orientations. Mot only the changes to the areas environmental quality due to plant operations,
but the increase of industrial traffic both heavy equipment on both coal mine and plant sites but tractor-
trailer increases between both site on for the most part rural and scenic two lane highways. People
travel from around the country and the world seeking peace and mlaxation whether on holiday or in
retimment Along with an increasz to vehicular air pollution, the possibility of an increase of highway
accidents involving harardous materials to and from the plant and mine, not to mention personal risks
tolife and limb.
Secondly I am concemed with both local water use and regional air quality. Utah is the second driest
state in the union and third worst as far as air quality (some e sent ratings a worst air quality in the
1.5 Kanab and the vicinity has a very limited water supply especially citypotable water and can
vary from ye ar to year and in my opinion too valuable a resource to squander on this endeavor. Will
the water used by Viesco still be potable with Kanab's per-existing water treatment facilitate s, In DOE
document “Utah Biomass and Coal Draft EA_08-20017 it stak s no surface water is on site but what
of the Jackson Flat Re servioir that is referred to in the above document as “Tackson Flat Water Supply
Storage Project” under construction just Y4 milke to the north.
A for e= [ understand with coal gasification uses steam to extracticonvert the coal and biomass to
extract either a cleaner combustible gas or liquid fuel. The toxins and harardous materials are filter out
through chareoal or sand. Is this really cleaner or just changing the form of the hazands materials of a
fossil fuel. Alternative fuel? Or just an altemative proce ss to a fossil fuel we the United States (and the
world) should have been moving away from for the last thirty years, or at least conserving John E
Kennedy proclaimed to put man on the moon within ten years, why after thirty years of realizing the
haz ards of fossil fuels are we still messing with this stuff. Coal gasification is not a new process this
country has been doing it for over a hundmed year in almost as many varying proce sses. How is this
plant in Kanab UT going to help better cur dependency on or even get away from fossil fuel. Or are
Jim Guthrie and ¥ire sco using loop holes in Department of Energy policies to:

l. Get federal subsidies to develop yet ancther variation to already a known technology.

2. Developing a smaller scake plant to pmocess a small codl field to avioid cost and regulations of

processing this resource through existing regulations by calling it experimental or allemative.

3. Bring/import non regionalflocal waske sthiomass if local esource s are deemed insufficient

4. Avoid clean-up and restoration costs encase of an industrial accident or company failure.
In the last several years of living in this area I have seen our air quality and range of visibility erods
horribhy. Hare and atmospheric conditions cbscuring horizons 20-30 milkes away occurring a few ayear
sevieral years ago, now since A pril of 2001 are are not almest a daily occurrences but vistas within
several miles are becoming obscured with the zame frequency. 1 can't see adding more carbon
monoxide and other air bom pollutants in to the ares’s air as helping this matter, The ability of Viresco
to stome up o 40 tons of Coal is disturbing e specially under the hot southwest sun. A the gaseous
mrleases from this coal stock going to ke monitored or controlled in amyw oy, T know being upw ind of
these fume s would make me physically ill.
What is the urgency on this plant? As far as [ understand Kanab and area residents were first informed

Responses
Comment 27-01

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 (tourism), 26-10 (property values), 15-12 (truck
traffic), and 43-07 (accidents).

Comment 27-02

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 9-01, 15-05, 15-21, 41-05, 57-12, and 63-08.

Comment 27-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 54-10.

Comment 27-04

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 15-04, and 26-13. As stated in Section 1.2 of the EA,
“This project supports NETL'’s goal of developing and using domestic
coal and renewable resources in an efficient and environmentally
acceptable manner.”

Comment 27-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 13-01. Pre-pulverized coal would be delivered to the
Pilot Plant in bags during the 30-day demonstration. The analysis of the
connected action in the Final EA was expanded to include a review of
the preprocessing (i.e. pulverization) of coal on site during the 130 days
of operation and included in the emission estimations (see Section
3.5.2.1 of the Final EA). The total fugitive particulate emissions were
estimated to be 0.74 Ibs for a 130-day period.
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27-06

27-07

Commenter 27 — Anonymous

ot this project May of 2011 and according to your document “Utah Biomass_and_Coal Diraft B4 08-
20117 the plant is suppose to be operating by the Spring of 201 2 (Page 12 Operation 2.7)? The Fiacher
Trmopsch process (only 25 — 509 efficent) has been arcund since the 19200 and has not revolutionize
the enerzy industry yet, so what's the rush? Whene's the benefit to the world and Kanab UT other that a
select few invalved in this project?

To ralize some tee] fresh water, our most precious resource can be wasted in 8 processing of 4 non
renewable energy supply.

May I suggest that ¥Viresco change the *“Y™ in there patented process with an “17

Responses
Comment 27-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 27-07
Comment noted.
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28-01

28-02

28-03

28-04

28-05

28-06

Commenter 28 — Byard Kershaw
Seprember 15, 2011

Joseph Zambell

Uz Department of Energy

Mational Emergy Technology Labaratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

M5 807

PO Box BE0

MWorgantown, WY 26507-0860

Emzil: jossph.zambe i@ netl.doe =y

Dear Kr. Zambelli

Below are my comments an the Draft E& far the Viresco Energy, LLC Utzh Coal znd Biomass Fusled Pilot
Plant Project in Kanaa, UT.

General Comments

Wiresco shou'd have 3 contngency plan for both man-caused ard naturs! hazards, MEDE sheets should
be availzble at the site for all chemicals brought to and contained on-site.

While this proposed project has stirred vp a lot of controversy in the community, | find the concept of
the plant exciting. | don’t think that there is anything about the proposzl that can't be overcome with
aroger analysis. The efects of the construction and operation of this plant have been exaggerated by
some in the community, such as we will be left with 3 Superfund stte, and comparing the plant’s
operation to a full-blawn cozl-fired electric generating plant. | have zlso thought that Viresoo should
nave bzen more forthcoming in the proposal from the beginning. But overall, | have no chjecton to the
alant beirg constructed and operated i Kanab.

age 11, Section 2.5.2 Project Site, second paragraph — The road to the Kane County mndfill is now
gaved. |lvwould be helpful if Wiresco would agres 2o contriouse o the maintenance and repair of the
read.

Page 15, Zection 2.7.1 Materials Required — Plazse descrioe the methods that will be used be vsed for
dust control for the delivery ard storage of the coal/bPomass and zand?

Page 1B, Zyngas Flare and Removal of Agh and Fines, first paragraph - 19 the sofid waste is determined to
ge hazardous or towc waste, where is the ioensed hzzardows or toxic waste landfill that will recesve the
waste? There is 3 perception in Kanab that hazardous/mosic waste will be disposed of at the Kane
County landfill.

Page 18, Syngas Flare and Removal of Ash and Fines, first paragraph - Will scale inh'bitors or aigeacides
ge used in the cooling towers or the component of the plant from which the blowdown water will be
removed? If so, how will the blowdown water be contzined? Lined or enclozed poands? How will the
ponds be made vnavailable for sooess by humans or wildlife. Lined, fenced, netted? While there will

kely be water to attract birds ard other wildlFe 2t the Jackzor Flat Reservair, any standing water will
sttract birds and other wildlife.

Responses
Comment 28-01
The Pilot Plant will have a Contingency Plan in place and material safety

data sheets (MSDSs) will be onsite for all materials stored and used at
the plant.

Comment 28-02
Comment noted.
Comment 28-03
Comment noted.
Comment 28-04

Viresco would use appropriate handling and storage methods for ash,
biomass and sand to control dust and prevent it from blowing offsite. For
ash, these methods typically involve keeping the ash wet or
encapsulating the ash with a cover. For biomass and sand, control
methods would likely include covering the storage areas.

Comment 28-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-09.

Comment 28-06

The subject of the comment regarding the handling of process
wastewater, including the evaporation pond, has been addressed in the
response to comment number 56-15.
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28-07

28-08

28-09

28-10

28-11

28-12

28-13

Commenter 28 — Byard Kershaw (continued)

Page 1B, Section 2.7.3 Products and Waste Generated, second paragraph - Same question as above..
‘Where will toxic or hazardous waste be disposed of ?

Page 1B, Section 2.7.3 Products and Waste Generated, second paragraph - Same question as abave.
How wil waste water be contmired and made inacoessiale to humans and wildlife?

Pare 19, Section 2.7 3 Products and Waste Generated | second parsgraph - Will serubbers be used on
the stacks? If so, make a statement to that affect. If not, have a discussion of why they are not being
used.

Page 19, Zection 2.7.6 Permits, Regulatiors and &pplicant Committed Measures - Will this operation be
sonded sither by S[TLA, DOE or the City of KEanab? If so, the bond should be calculated at 100% of the
reclamation costs a5 if conducted by a third-party contractor, and an additional 25% for administrative
cost of contracting and monitering the reclamation in the event that Viresco defaults on the
reclamation. The bond should be reviewed arnuzlly or more often to assure that the bond amount is
sufficient to reciaim the site in the avent that Viresco defaults. &lso, to assure the bond is sufficient to
cower expanded operations. if permitted. There should be a memorandum of understanding/agreement
getween Kanad Ty, SITLA, DOE, UDED. and other entities that may be affected [possbiy Arizonz
entities, because of the proximity to Arizona. The MOU/MOA should state that 3l entities sgree that
satisfactery reclamation has be=en completed before the bond is released. Alzo it is unclear of other
erntities will be involved in the permitting process. The tzble describes which agencies are responsible
for various resources, however, who is responsible for the permit? It seems that as the landowner SITLA
should be invelved beyond just issuing the lease. |z DOE involved in the permitting process beyond
greparing the EAT Additionaly, there iz a perceation in Kanab that Viresco has offered to turn the
ouildings over to the City of Kanab once operations have ceased. | this is so, there should be provisions
that the City of Eanab wants the buildings, and that they are free of any hazardows contaminants

remaining from the operations. The Tty of Kanab should have the cheoice of scozpting the buildings i it
nas @ use for the buildings, or reguire complets reclamation of the site 35 described in the EA.

Page 21, Zection 2.8 Consideration of Connected Actions, fifth paragraph - Will these ponds be lined to
grevert wastewater from entering soils, or other surface or groundwater. How will the ponds be made
naccessble to humans and wildlife, Lined, fenced, netted.

How wil the additional water affect Kanzb Uity's sewer ponds? Wil Viresco participate in maintznance
n the ponds, or construction of additiona! ponds if needed?

Page 21, Section 2.8 Consideration of Connected Actions, sisth paragraph - As above, i 2 rec'amation
gond is reguired by Kanab Oy, SITLA, or DOE, thess sctions should trigger a review of the bond to
assure it is sufficent to cover the costs of reclamation.

Page 2.5.2 Trarnsportation and Traffic, second parsgraph - Consider traffic to the new Public Safery
Facility (County ja

Thank you for the opporunity to comment.

Byard L Eershaw

1753 &, Kanzb Cresk Dr.
Kznab, UT E4741

Home Phore: 435.6244.3094
Mobile Phone: 602.47E.9621
Emazil: bkershaw@kanab.ret

Responses
Comment 28-07

The subject of the comment regarding disposal of toxic or hazardous
waste has been addressed in the response to comment number 15-09.

The subject of the comment regarding wastewater has been addressed
in the response to comment number 56-15.

Comment 28-08

Viresco does not propose to include additional air pollution control
equipment on the flare stack for the 30-day operational demonstration
under the cooperative agreement with DOE, because the emission
source would be comparable to a natural gas flare. As described in
response to comment number 13-01, the maximum predicted downwind
concentrations of all criteria pollutants would be well below the NAAQS,
and the Pilot Plant would be a negligible to minor source for all air
pollutants including HAPs. Air emissions during the potential130-day
additional period of operations would be subject to permitting by the
UDEQ, which would dictate any need for additional air pollution control
equipment.

Comment 28-09

The lease between Viresco and SITLA would require a bond to
guarantee the performance of all covenants and obligations under the
lease. As per the negotiated terms and conditions of this lease, Viresco
would be responsible for properly removing structures, equipment and
debris, restoring the land to the original contour, and revegetating the
land as necessary upon termination of the lease. Additional text has
been added to Section 2.7.5 in the Final EA describing the anticipated
decommissioning process.

Necessary permits would be administered by the UDEQ or other
regulating authority. Viresco is responsible for obtaining the permits and
other authorizations needed for the project; DOE would have no
regulatory authority over the project or its operation.

DOE's proposed action is to provide financial assistance to Viresco. The
City of Kanab would have the discretion to negotiate with SITLA and
Viresco with respect to transfer of the lease and acquisition of the
buildings.

Comment 28-10

Should an evaporation pond be constructed, it would be lined with a High
Density Polyethylene (HDPE) liner as discussed in Section 3.6.2. The
Pilot Plant would be fenced to prevent human access and wildlife
exclusion has been addressed in the response to comment number 56-
15, which also discusses the potential use of an evaporation pond.
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Commenter 28 — Byard Kershaw (continued)

Responses (continued)
Comment 28-11

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 9-01 and 56-15.

Comment 28-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 28-09.

Comment 28-13

Reference to traffic resulting from the new public safety facility has been
added to Section 2.9.2.
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29-01

Commenter 29 — Bob LeCour
Joseph Zambelli - kanab Gasification Plant.

From: "Bob Lecour" <bljustbe @ vahoo.com™

To: "joseph.zambelli@netl doe. gov" <joseph.zambelli@netl doe. gov>
Date: 9/15/2011 5:28 PM

Subject: kanab Gasification Plant.

Hello Mr Zambelli,

I wanted to comment on the inappropriate development of this Gasification plant in cur little tourist
town. I recognize this is a smaller operation and under the radar so to say but [ believe it iz just the
first step in a process that will very much degrade our environment hers. [ live downwind from the
project so | see it as another source of pollution to degrade the air we live in. This is especially trus
because this is a research plant so a wide variety of materials will be used. Please pus this project on
hold.

Thanks for your consideration.

Bob

Fiibidiieilidids

Bok LeCour
bljustbeiyahoo.com

P

Comment 29-01

Comment noted. See Section 3.5 of the EA for a discussion on air

quality.

Responses
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Commenter 30 — Clint Malnar
Joseph Zambelli - Fw: Support of proposed goal plant. Address included

From: "Clint Malnar" <mve@beyondbb com™

To: “joseph.zambellif@netl doe gov>

Date: 9/15/2011 10:12 PM

Subject: Fw: Support of proposed goal plant. Address included

- Original Message -

From: Clint Malnar

To:[os i

Sent: 09/15/2011 2:05 PM

Subject: Support of proposed goal plant

To whom it may conern,

As apposed to my fellow neighbors, | support the plans for a local goal power plant. | own six mountain lots in
Kane county and recognize that there is a cost to progression. Others are merely afraid of what they don not
know. We are consumers of electricity and must be willing to accept that we have to create in order to use it
Mest indiviuals do not want to accept that aspect of their consumption habits. Confinue with your efforts, it will
only build the economy in Kane County and epa regulation are likely going fo keep you in check. Carry on

Clint Malnar

Zien View Mountain Estates
2248 South Pintura Dr.

St George, Utah 84750

Comment 30-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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Commenter 31 — Charlie Saba

Joseph Zambelli

From: "Charlie Saba" <charliesaba@hotmail.com=>
To: "laseph Zambelli" <joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov=>
Date: 9/15/2011 9:49 PM

Mr. Zambelli,

I hope Mr. Guthrig’s theories work and he is hailed as a great hero.
Having said that, I want to state that I hope his experiments happen someplace else.

Despite the fact that the majority of people lving in and around Kanab do not want this plant here, the DOE has
somehow, probably by political pressure disregarded our efforts. We do not want this shoved down our throats.

Kanab iz a town that depends completely on tourism. With that in mind, it seems unrealistic that DOE would take
even the slightest chance of damaging that tourism. There are other locations and lands that would suit this plant
much better that are not very far away, In fact Mr. Guthrie OWNS more than encugh property that is very close
to an existing coal mine and had more than encugh water for the operation of the plant.

DOE's EA seems to totally disregard thess facts. WHY? Is there really that much political pressure being put on?
Would you tell us WHO is doing the pushing?

As Mr. Guthrie has explained, this plant really offers Kanab NOTHING yet puts our very life at risk. Is it really
worth it?

All of the accommodztions made by the Kanab City Council are now being legally challenged. This should tell you
how we feel,

Mr. Zambelli, for you and your crew it's just a job. For all of us, it is real life. DO MOT TAKE EVEN A SMALL
CHANCE OF DESTROYING IT.

Charlie Saba

Responses
Comment 31-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 8-01 and 21-03.
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32-01

32-02

32-03

Commenter 32 — Debra Csenge

Comments on Draft Environmental Ascessment, Utah Coal and Biomass Fusled Pilot Plant, Kanab, UT
DOE/EA-1E70D August 2011

Written 8715711

&fter reading the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Usah Coal and Biomass Fueled Plot
Plant, Eanab, Usah [DOE/EA-18700) dated August 2011, | respectfully submit the following comments.

Ity husband and | purchased property in Kanab siv years ago, after careful consideration of a
number of communities in the region. We have been visting the area for nearly 40 years, hiking and
camping in the nearby Mational Parks and public lands. We came to the condusion that Kanab offered
the most in proximity to unparalleled scenic bezuty and opportunities for healthy recreation, and for
charm and guality of life, inclheding urispoiled zir and water, snd potential for growing in a well-
considered way beneficial to its inhabitarts and the surrounding envirgonment. At considerable sacrifice
1o ourselves, we moved here and have been active in the commuondty life of this ezotifel town. |
a=rsonally cannot, i all good conscience, stand by and see this proposed facifty built without
expressing my concerns, for this is the place | have hoped to spend my remaining days. | have been
nwnlved in the scoping process for the proposed biomass fueled plant, have written previous comments
and have sttended the public mestings. My general impression of the prefiminary EA was that it
contzined a bias towards minimizing the impacts to the community such 2 plant could fmpart., and was
acking im explcit supporting facts wo back up this position. | ask for a more in-depth Environmental
Arzessment to be conducted before further zporoval is granted this project. | understznd that the
Department of Energy is entrusted with the daunting problem of supalying energy to a growing and
nereasngly demanding population and economy. However, | propose that we need to first inorease our
efficiencies and conzervation efforts, as well a5 providing increazing support to clean snengy sources,
excluding fossl fuels. | 3lso propose that the proximity of the proposed site 1o the city center of Eanab

and residentiz’ as well as recreational areas, is simply not 3 good cho'ce.

Comments on land wse (3.1). The pilot plant would defintte’y not be com patiale with the
current plan for nearby recrestional facilities, as well as being in the view of many residences in the
Ranchos area. The change in zoring made to accommedate this plant would ercourage similar activivy
1o increase in the area, changing the character of the community. This is not in keeping with the town
wisioning madels.

Commients on a=sthetics [3.2). This is an ares of concern that cannot be emphaszed enough.
The community relies economicay on aesthetics, from the draw of tourism to the world-class
attractions of the area, to the physical charm of the historic town itself, which keeps its visitors staying
n the srea long enough to contribute to its economy. The town needs to be sebective sbout the
sesthetics of its buildings, and this proposed facility does not fit in with these standards, with its

ndustriz| apoearance, stack, and emissions.

Responses
Comment 32-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 21-03.

Comment 32-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-17.

Comment 32-03

The Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities of Kanab, and the
qualitative effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the local viewshed.
However, decisions about the zoning of areas for industrial use are
appropriately within the jurisdiction of city government. The location of
the Pilot Plant site was rezoned by the city to permit a facility of this type
to be constructed on the site. The city has identified the area east of the
Kanab Municipal Airport as an appropriate area for potential similar
development because of the proximity to other uses, such as the Kane
County Landfill, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the airport,
and because the area is distant from and not visible from the downtown
area where tourists find lodging.
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32-04

32-05

32-06

32-07

32-08

Commenter 32 — Debra Csenge (continued)

Commiznts on seismic conditions |3.3.1.2) | would like to see more projectons on what could
nappen o the holding ponds in the svent of an earthguake. | urderstand that the ponds are lined, and
would like to know how these liners would hold up under the stress of 3 guake, and how subseguent
damzge would be addressed and paid for. This seems an important isswe: “The area is in an increased

risk for seismic activity " p. 39.

Comments on air quality and climate {3.5). For me this iz of particular intersst. | suffer from
allergies and asthma and enjoy the fact that many days of the year, we have good air here. | esperience
some discomfort from the coal burning fr town in the winter, and would not want to see any worsening
of that situation. The argument that adding just a litthe more pollution will ot substantially affect the
=xisting conditions does not take into actount the importance of at least maintining, i not improsving,
the zir qualty for the citizens of the community. People with asthma, and that includes many children,
are especialy vulnerable to pollutants. & “miror adverse affect” can be the difference between whether
a child with asthma can p'ay outside, or must be kept indoors. &lso, our tourists who come from all aver
this country as well as the world, are not expecting to s=e 2ir pollution, however minor, being generated

N @ town show-casing s natural and culturs] beauties.

Comments on greenhouse gases and global climate change (3.5.2_3). “The proposed project
would produce 3 very miner increase in GHG emissions to the atmaosphere.” Why produce GHG at zll,
when there are alternatives? | would be much more receatve to @ faclity that did not produce
pollution, such a5 wind or solar. 5till, proximity to center of town would be 3 consideration. Why not put

these projects farther afield?

Comments on groundwater (3.6). This particular’y concerns me. Growndwater is one of our
most precous resources, especially in the desert. The section 3.6.2 ends with the comment, ..z minor
potentizl for groundwater contamination to cocur would be expected.” Thatis, with the continued
operztion of the plant. Does that mean, the longer the plant runs, the more contamination we can
expect? Also, this is all dependent on the owner-operstors complying with safety regulations. If they
decide to cut corners and save money (and there are many examples in the energy business of these

nstances), how are we assured that our water is safe from toxic by-products?

Comments on economy and employment [3.10.2.3). Az was freguentdy stated that minor

mpact was expected ervironmentzlly, also minor impact is expected economiczally, acoording to the E&.
¥y guestion iz, why should we subject ourselves o 2 number of “minor” negative impacts, when there
3 little to be gained economically? | think a lot of residents feel this way. it is argued in the text of the EA
that wisits to the National Parks would not decrease because of the proposad facdity. Probably ot But |
orogose that the number of tourists staying in town, and the length of their visits, can be affected by
what we build in our community. &nd this facifty is not what peopls come here to experence. |t iz also
argued in the E& that we already have some not-so-picturesgue structures in town, o why not add
another one? This is faulty logic. &t some point, if we keep going in this kind of direction, we create a
community that loses the character that Kanab currently has, which is appealing to both wisitors and

residents alike. | may have missed something, but | didn"t see addressed the issue that some residents

Responses
Comment 32-04

A lined evaporation pond would only be constructed after the proposed
action and if Viresco could procure funding to extend the operation time
to 130 days. In that event, process water would be sent to the
evaporation pond for retention and potential reuse. Alternatively,
depending on the results of a water quality analysis, the wastewater may
be treated through the Kanab municipal sewer system, or removed by
commercial services for appropriate disposal. Evaporation ponds are
dug into the ground, covered in a compacted clay layer, and then lined
with a single layer HDPE liner. While shaking from seismic activity does
occur around Kanab, building design codes for industrial structures
include the potential for shaking, and it is highly unlikely that the basin or
liner would be affected by an earthquake.

Comment 32-05

Potential environmental consequences of the proposed project to air
quality are discussed in Section 3.5.2. As stated in the response to
comment 13-01, increases in emissions would be de minimis (of minimal
importance) and a project of this size would not interfere with the ability
of the region to maintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or
have a significant effect on human health and welfare with respect to air
quality.

Comment 32-06

DOE has a number of programs supporting renewable energy
technologies. However, these technologies are not reasonable
alternatives that meet DOE’s purpose and need for the proposed action.

Comment 32-07

The statement "a minor potential for groundwater contamination to
occur" means that when compared to an empty lot, the construction of
an industrial project would increase the potential for petroleum
contamination. The statement was not describing that groundwater
contamination would occur in minor amounts, but that there is a small,
incremental chance that a spill could reach local groundwater. However,
there would be no large quantities of petroleum products stored at the
Pilot Plant, so any incidental spills would be related to oils used for plant
maintenance or from vehicles. If a spill occurred from these sources, the
SPCC plan would require Viresco to quickly clean and remove any
contaminated soils before the petroleum product could reach the
groundwater table. The UDEQ, water quality division, monitors
groundwater quality in Utah.
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32-08
(cont’d)

32-09

Commenter 32 — Debra Csenge (continued)

are voicing the intertion that they may consider maoving from the area i this plant gets built. How would

this affect our economy and our housing market?

In comclusion, | could continue, but as 3 person with many other responsibitties, | must bring
this to a3 close. In general, | found the EA informative, especially in the first two chapters. However, |
found the sections on potential impacts to be overgeneralized, min‘mizing of negative affects, and
lacking in supporiive rezsons for coming to these concusions. | would like to sex 3 more detailed
aralysis of the impacts and how this plant specfically will minimize thess potertial negative impacts an
our community, our economy and our ervironment. | would alse like 10 see 3 more corwincing argument
a3 to why this i3 such a good location for this project, and not some other, more izolated or already
industriz| arez.

| thank you for what you are doing. | want you to know that | understand and respect your mizsion. |

have many concerns, and | thank you for the opporunity to air them.
Respectiully,

Debra Csenge
75 5. 100W.
Kanab, UT BAT41

Responses
Comment 32-08

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 (tourism) and 24-05 (land use).

Comment 32-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 8-01 and 21-03.
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33-01

33-02

33-03

33-04

Commenter 33 —Diane Decker

Joseph Zambelli - Environmental Aszessment on the Utah Coal and Biomas: Fueled Pilot Plant

From: “Diane Decker" <ddeckenadiv.duke edu=

Ta: “Tozeph Zambelli" <Joseph ZambelligNETL DOE.GOV=

Date: 152011 2:22 BM

Subject: Envirommental Assessment on the Ttah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant

From Diane Decker, 218 Cheryl Ave. Durhiam, NC 27712
The purpose and need to pursue this type of research, nationally, may be valid.
However, the need to site this plant, specifically, in Kanab is not demonstrated.

* The report states “Construction and operation of the proposed project mn
combmation with the Kane County Public Safety Facility could adversely impact
uses of recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage
Project.”

If it could, then it will. How could it not? Why is this not quantified? What sort of valid
recreaticnal area hias a coal burning plant next to it? This plant will ruin that attempt
to develop this area to contribute to the City of Kanab.

“Water resources used by the Pilot Plant weuld be treated and recyeled in the process for
rense under the DOE cooperative agreement for 30 days of operation or possibly
retumed to the environment through an evaporation pond under future operations.™

What doeas this m2an? What does this mean when the plant burns for 130 days? This
{@gain) is not answering concemns. Hello.._........ whose water is this, anyway? The water
is the water of the citizens of Kanab.

The following is a guote from citizen Roger Hoverman with whom | am in total
agreemeant.

“DOE's intention is to only be involvad with this project out to the 30 operation-day per
year mark, as per a cocperative agreament with the proponent. Howewver, DOE is fully
aware the proponent intends to achieve a 130 operation-day mark and DOE
acknowledges this in EA section 2.8. Consideration of Connected Actions.

Mowhere in the EA have | discovered a projection (time frame) of how many years the
plant would likely be operated to achieve the 130 operation-day mark or even the 30
operation-day mark. Therefore this environmental assessment is deficient in making
full disclosure of what actions are intended as reguired by NEPA and its implementing
CEQ regulations. Please correct this deficiency™

Responses
Comment 33-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 33-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-02 and 24-06. It is not unusual for surface water
resources to be used both for recreation and as sources for cooling
waters required by industrial facilities, including coal-fueled plants.

Comment 33-03

Under the connected action, Viresco intends to collect part or all of the
process wastewater in the evaporation pond for recycling as one of its
options to handle the wastewater. See also response to comment
number 56-15, which addresses water demand and supply.

Comment 33-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.
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33-05

Commenter 33 — Diane Decker (continued)

| respactfully insist that, due to the amount of controversy this project has generatad,
and the disastrous effect that this will have on the citizens of Kanab economically,
socially, and envircnmentally, that DOE completa an EIS for this project which would
provide the opportunity to find more suitable alternative location to site the plant.
How about five miles northwest of Beulah, ND, the site of the Dakotz Gasification
plant?

Thank you,
Diane Decker

Responses
Comment 33-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 8-01. The level of NEPA review would not
change the range of reasonable alternatives available to DOE to meet its
purpose and need.
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34-01

34-02

34-03

34-04

34-05

34-06

34-07

Commenter 34 — Daniel Bulletts

Viresco Epergy Pilot plant Comrnents by Draniel Bulletis

1. Why would someocns want to baild a faciliny that will be destroved after a few months
ocfuse? I don't ses the logic and o me it looks like Fanab and Viresco kave 3 hidden
agenda. Why destroy an area thar already has mees, plants and animals Iiving on it?

1. This is a very small project in the eyes of the builders bt all it takes for something
1o get out of control is something very small. I look at this project like a germ that can
quickly spread to a virns and then affact everyone around it

3. Why would Viresco go inte a 30 year lease of the land with Kanab when the project
will not 125t a faw vears at most? By agresing o a 30 year lease 1o me 13 seam like
WViresco wants 1o do something mmore with the land I know that Viresco works with
sawage sludze and would that be the next thing they will be burning and bringing 1o the
arag.

4. If Viresco is looking to contivue the plant after the DOE funding mums out would that
amtoratically farn this EA into an EIS becauss its planning to do more testing and thar
mean emitiing more air polhuton and acounmlating more 2sh? And that is seomething that
needs to be looked atf in 2 EIS.

5. In section called vegetation awd wildlife (2.9.4) the writer states that po vegetation or
animals will be affacred when m fact zll the vegetation that he or she mantions is whart
the Paiure people use today. The writar stated thar no wildlife was sean on a specific date

they were there - when I visitad the area I saw birds, rabbit, deer, coyote, monse-mracks all

ower the project area.

6. In the envirommental consequence section they mentioned odors from the facilicy

will be mmimal or dissipates bafore reachmg residential areas. Whart they don’t know is
during the spring and swmmer months our winds come from the southmrest or wast which
will blow odors to the Jackson flat recreation area and then onto Fansb, Duaring the fall
and winter months our winds come from the east & north which will blow edors to the
Arizona residents that live a quarter mile froon the project area and would blow odors into
the town of Fradonia.

7. In Cultral Fesource 3.4 DOE stated that since Utah 5HPO did not find anything in
the zrea that conld be elizible for the historic preservation that a monitor would not be
veeded and the construction foreman would suffice 25 monitor. DNOE also stared thar

at the Eane County public safaty facility the construction company foued oo cultaral
resourcas a5 it was being constructed and thar the pilot plant s in the same kind of area
and they expect not to find anything I think a Tribal montter is needed espacially if there
are culmmral arch site in that ares as stated in the Bighom Archasological consultaton
Teport they refer too.

Responses
Comment 34-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.

Comment 34-02
Comment noted.

Comment 34-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-06.

Comment 34-04

Impacts due to continued operations by Viresco of up to 130 days of
additional testing are addressed in each resource area in Chapter 3 of
the EA as a connected action, and the impact analysis for this EA has
been bounded by these assumptions. As stated in the EA, in the future,
Viresco may consider other options for the management of process
wastewater and may consider adding some form of gas cleanup
processing and hydrogen separation. The details of these potential
actions are not known at this time and Viresco does not intend to pursue
any of these options during DOE’s involvement. Such changes would
likely require the acquisition of approvals or permits from state agencies
having jurisdiction over environmental compliance. Future NEPA review
by a respective federal agency would be triggered in the event that
Viresco were to seek federal funding for additional upgrades or
expansions to the Pilot Plant.

Comment 34-05

The EA has been revised to include a more in-depth analysis of
Biological Resources, including the Kaibab Band of the Paiute's list of
plants and animals of cultural concern (see Section 3.11).

Comment 34-06

As stated in the Draft EA, no odors from the facility would be expected.
Additional information has been added to the Final EA in Section 3.5.2.4
for clarification.

Comment 34-07

Section 3.4.2 of the Final EA has been revised to state that DOE will
require Viresco Energy, LLC to allow a single tribal representative from
the Kaibab Band of the Paiute Indians, and any other Indian Nation that
requests involvement in the project, to be on-site to monitor land clearing
and excavation. Each monitor must report to the site superintendent
prior to entering the construction work area. Monitors must comply with
all local, state and federal health and safety rules and regulations and
obtain any required safety training before monitoring can commence.
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35-01

Commenter 35 - Ed Gosnell
Jozeph Zambelli - Coal Gas Plant for Kanab Utah

From: "Ed Gosnell” ~EEGosnelligispan’.org=

To: "joseph.zambellimnetl doe.zov" <joseph zambelliimnetl doe. gov>
Diate: Q162011 8:22 AM

Subject: Coal Gas Plant for Eanab Utah

Mr. Zambelli, | currently live out of state but hope to retire to the Kanab area. | own 20
acres in Kane County and will consider Kanab my home one day. | am in agreement
with the nen-support for the proposed plant. Please consider the questions and
concerns that follow. Thank you...

ed gosnell 320 Jonesville South Carolina 23353,

*#**TPA Update — Please Send Your Comments to the DOE by Friday**

Dizar TPA Member:

If you care about the coal gas plant proposed for Kanab, hers is an cpporunity to maks a
difference.

Last month the Department of Energy (D2E) issued their draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) for the proposed Viresco Energy LLC Coal Gasification Plant. In May and Juns many of
our members submitted scoping comments to guide the extent of this environmental
assessment.

You can read the Oraft EA here:

‘We believe that this EA did not adequately assess the risks associated with this proposad coal
gas plant in our community.

Hers is your opportunity to comment on the EA

Please write a comment letter and email it to; jaseph zambellifinet]. doe.gowv

Title your letter: Companis onthe Utan Cogl gnd Siomass Syeled Filof Broisc]

If you need maore ime,

Ihe lazt dav to officially submit comments s tomorrovw, Friday,
then write them over the weekend, as the DIOE has stated that they will make an effort o

accept comments afier the deadline. It is preferable fo get our lefter emailed by Friday.

*Below are suggestions on what to include in your comment letier.

Comment 35-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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35-02

35-03

Commenter 35 — Ed Gosnell (continued)

I'want to thank everyone who is submitfing comments as this DOE approval process is a
crucial step in protecting us from the adverss harm that can take place from the proposed coal
gas plant.

Respectfully,

Or. Sky Chanay ~ President, Tazpayer Association of Kane County

s ions On C Submit on the EA of the Vi Coal Gas P

. Ask the DOE to grant a time extension for the Comment period and give reason(s) why
this is needad (eg. research info info used to make effects evaluation is complex and need
maore time to provide intelligent comment).

2. Insist that due fo the amount of controversy generated, DOE complete an EIS for this
oproject . This Environmental Impact Study will resultin & much more comprehensive review of
the risks associated with this coal gas plant to our community. 1t will also provide the
opporiunity 1o mitigate adverse effects by developing an alternative lecation o site the plant.

3. If you commented during the earlier scoping period (May and June), drag those comments
out and determing if the DIOE addressad them fully in their analysis. If not state that you

believe they did not address vour comments at all or address them adeguately. Insist

that they address the issues in an EIS.

4. Below is a list of possible comments to includs in your letter to the DOE. Be sure fo use

your own words in presenting these sample issues... and add your own additional comments
in your letter. Make suggestions on how they could improve the analysis if you have one.

Emai I - I i@ i
Title your letter: Comments on the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Project

Be sure you provide your name and address.
If you are concerned about ancnymity, ask that your name and address not be disclosad in the
publization of Comments which will be included in the Final EA.

Be respectful, but insistent. Write clearly. Be surs to state what you want or expect DOE to do
with respect fo your point

Possible Comments: Draft EA for Utah Coal and Biomass
Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

Responses
Comment 35-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 20-01.

Comment 35-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 8-01.
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35-04

35-05

35-06

35-07

35-08

35-9

35-10

35-11

Commenter 35 — Ed Gosnell (continued)

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED:

The Purpose and Meed to pursue this type of research, nationally, is agreed.

However, the need io site this plant, specifically, in Kanab is not demonsirated.

Say why you think so and what DOE should da to fix this.

2.0 ALTERMATIVES:

Why wasn't an alternative location analyzed? The Congressional earmark language only
specifies the State of Utah. | do not accept DOE’s rationale the Proposed Action and the Mo
Action constitute a ‘reasonable rangs of alternatives”.

Explain why?

2.7.5 DECOMMISSIONING

"The Pilot Plant would be decommissioned and the site restored no later than the end of the
site leass period.”

What does decommissionad mean exactly? Would all the structural components of the plant
e dismantled and removed from the site?

3.0 EXISTING COMDITIOME AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Ask that DOE demonstrate an analysis ocourred. Evaluative statements are made without
making a direct (or disclosure, if indirect) connection with the analysis performed and at what
scale.

310 SOCIO-ECOMOMICS:

OOE demonstrated a preconceived notion l2ading to a Finding of Mo Significant Impact instead
of being unbiased, fair and balancad in evalutation of effects. This is ilustrated in the verbage
used on page 54, 4 paragraph. “Process water from the Pilot Plant will be recycled.. ..
....process wastewater will have no impact to the City of Kanab's wastewater

systemn.” [Emphasis is mine.]

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:

« 421 Land Use: "Construction and cperation of the proposed project in combination
with the Kane Counly Public Safety Facility could adversely impact uses of recreationa
areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project.”

#  This is not an analytical statemant and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential
impact(s).

o 4272 pesthetics: “Construction and operation of the proposed project in combination
with the Kane Counly Public Safaty Facility could adversely impact views fram the
recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project and,
to a lesser extent, residences to the northwest of the Pilet Plant site”  This is not an
analytical staternent and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impactis).

o 424 Culural Resources: “If any human remains are discovered, then such a
dizcovery could be viewsd as a cumulative impact of the projects.” | ask you when
would disturbance of a burial not be considered an impact, cumulative or othenwise?
This is not an analytical statement and not sufficient to adeguately disclose potential
impact(s).

¢ 424 Culiural Resources: “The discovery of prehistoric human remains at an
archaeclogical site investigated during the course of the Jackson Flat Water Supply
Storage project, howewver, has heightened concerns among the Kaibab Band of Paiute

Responses
Comment 35-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 35-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 35-06

As stated in response to comment number 24-03, Section 2.7.5 was
revised to include a discussion of specific decommissioning activities
that would occur. Viresco would be responsible for properly removing
structures, equipment and debris, restoring the land to the original
contour, and revegetating the land as necessary upon termination of the
lease.

Comment 35-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-04.

Comment 35-08

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-05.

Comment 35-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-06.

Comment 35-10

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07.

Comment 35-11

As stated in Section 4.2.4 of the EA, two cultural resources, both of
which have been determined by the SHPO not to be eligible for inclusion
on the NRHP, are located entirely within the proposed project area. The
response to comment number 24-07 addresses the potential discovery
of Native American remains.
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35-11
(cont’d)

35-12

35-13

Commenter 35 — Ed Gosnell (continued)

Indians that human remains may be encountered during construction for the pressnt
project”  What does the consulting archeologist and SHPO have to say on the
likelihood of discovering human remains if excavation for this project were to ocour?

5.2 Imeversible or lrrefrigvable Commitment of Resources

“Water resgurces usad by the Pilot Plant would be treated and recycled in the process for
reuse under the DOE cooperative agreement for 20 days of operation or passibly refumed to
the environment through an evaporation pond under future operations.”

Facility Processes and Equipment (Section 2.7.2.) makes no mention of an evaporafion pond:
no evaporation pond is discernable in Figure 2-3. Please explain what is meant by “refurnad to
the envircnment”™. Would this efflusnt truly be left to evaporate in a pond?

Temporal Analysis of effects is inadequate:

OOE's intention is to only be invaolvad with this project out fo the 30 operation-day per year
mark, as per a cooperative agreement with the proponent. Howewver, DOE is fully aware the
proponent intends fo achieve a 130 operation-day mark and DOE acknowledges this in EA
section 2.8: Consideration of Connected Actions.

MNowhere in the EA have | discovered a projection (time frame) of how many years the plant
wiould likely be operated to achieve the 130 operation-day mark or even the 30 operation-day
mark. Therefore this environmental assessment is deficient in making full disclosure of what
actions are intended as required by MEPA and its implemanting CEQ regulations. Please
correct this deficiency.

Responses
Comment 35-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-08.

Comment 35-13

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.
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36-01

36-02

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock

Jobhn W. Hiscock
1502 So. McAllister Dr.
Kanab, UT 84741
jobnwhiscocka zgmail com

September 13, 2011

Mr. Jozeph Zambell

U.5. Department of Energy

Matiopal Energy Technalogy Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Fud.

M3 BOT

P.0. Box 280

Morgaotown, WV 26507-0820

[These comments delivered as an e-mail amachment to joseph.zambelliiamet] doe.gov ]

Diear Mr. Zambelli:

This letter is submitted in response to the Draft Enviroomental Impact Assessment (EA) for the Utah Coal
and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant project, Kapab, Utah (Draft EA-1870D) prepared by the U.5. Deparment
of Energy (DOE).

I have thoroughly reviewed the EA and have concluded that it fails to propetly analyze the potential
impacts of the proposed action, and fazls to properly mfomm the public in many ways. Dhoe to the
conmoversial nature of the propesed action and the complexity of many potential impacts, DOE should
prepare a full scale Environmental Impact Statement (EI5) regarding this action. At a minmom, duwe to
the deficiencies in the EA, DOE should prepare a new draft EA, to sufficient form and addressing all
relevant public concemns regarding the action, and re-relenss said dafi EA for farther public review.

My observations concerning deficiencies inthe EA follow:

DOE States That the Potential 130 Day Per Year Operation of the Viresco Project/Flant is
Anpalyzed as a “Connected Action” However the Number of Potential Years of the 130 Dav Per
Year Operation of the Project/Flant is Undefined. Therefore. DOE’s Analvsis of This “Connected
Action” is Insufficient. and Consequently the EA Must be Considered Deficient.

Mr. Zambelli's (Mational Energy Techoology Laberatary (WETL)DOE) tntroductory leter to the EA
stafes:

Responses
Comment 36-01

The subject of this comment to prepare an EIS has been addressed in
the responses to comment numbers 12-01. With respect to the request
for a new EA, DOE considers that the Draft EA has been revised as
appropriate in response to comments received and that the revisions do
not affect the essential findings of the EA with respect to environmental
impacts.

Comment 36-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.
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36-02
(cont’d)

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock (continued)

The Draft EA evahsates the potential emvironmental impacts of Viresco's proposed project.
Viresco wonld operate the facility and collect data for 30 days of eperation over a period of
months under the agreement; after the DOE"s financial assistance ends, Viresco plans to seek
additional fanding for continned operations. These operations would be limited by the fimding
available apd would not be expected to exceed 130 days of oparation 1o any year, including a
possible 30-day contimuons test man. DOE considers the possible contmued operation of the pilot
plaot as a comnectad action under WEPA (p.1)

The EA, Secticn 2.8 — “Consideration of Connected Actions™ states: “This EA apalyzes the possibility
that Viresco may operate its facility for as many as 130 days apnoally after DOE's involvement ends as a
conmected action. The potential impacts of this connected action are described below.” (p.21). The EA
also states: “Impacts due to contdmeed operations of up 1o 130 days per year are addressed in each
resource area in Chapier 3 as impacts atinbatable to this connected action.” (p.21).

The oumber of years of Viresco's project'plant operation at the continued annual duration of 130 days per
vear is upquantifisd in the EA. The 130 day per year operation could go oo for one year, or could
continue for many years. The Viresco lease from the State of Utah Schoel & Instifutional Trust Lands
Administration (SITLA) is reported to have a term of thirty years. (EA. Sec. 2.7.5, p.19)(Southem Unh
Mews, Japuary 2§, 2011). The EA states: “Viresco has informed DOE that it mtends to operate its Pilot
FPlant for a maximum of 130 days during a calendar year if it is able fo obtain financing.” The EA does
not state that Viresco ooly intends to conduct one year of 130 day per year operation. Consequently. the
DOE apalysis should evahste all potential impacts of Viresco operations, inchuding the “conpected
action” of an expanded 130 day per year operatons for the potential peried of thirty years. The EA does
oot do so. At best the EA parfially analyzes the potential impacts of one year of an expanded 130 day per
VEAr operation.

At the Angzust 30, 2011 DOE EA hearing m Kanab, Utah, I persopally asked DOE representatve Joseph
Zambelli what scope of expanded 130 day per year operations were analyzed in the EA. and he responded
that only one year of such operations was assessed. I then pointed out the defictency of this “comnected
action” analysis and asked Mr. Zambell: that the EA be redone to analyze the tme potential of 130 day
operations over thiry years.

Full apalysis of the 130 day per vear “conpected action” is critical. and in fact should be another reason
for reguiming a full EI5. The scenare of 130 days of project/plant operation each year, with an allowance
for 90 day confinueas test ros each year. apd the potential for such operations for up to thirty years is
sipmificantly greater than the initial plant operadonal period of 30 days.

Responses
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36-02
(cont’d)

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock (continued)

Comparison of Proposad Plant Operations
Ower a Potential Thiny Year Period v. Inittal 30 Day Operational Period

Inzrial Operational Period | Ooe Year130 Days Per 30 Years'130 Days
Calendar Year Calendar Year
Total potential days of 30 days 130 day= 3000 days
operation
Potfential and 30 days 00 daysiyr 20 daysyT.
allowakle consecutive + +
days of contimuous 40 daysiyr 40 daysiyT
Operation in each of up 1o 30 yrs.
Mamirmum potential 30 days 1 man of #0 consscwinve 1 rum of 20
for consecutive days days & 1 mun of 40 consscutive days & 1
of operation conzecntive days e of 40 consacutive
days each year; if
repeated each year, a
total of 2700 days
from 20 day mns. and
1200 days of 40 day
ums awer 3 years

It also mest ba recogrized that a contimnons mo of L0 days is possible if overlapping calendar years
(beginming on October 1" of year ope and spding approx. March 31 of year twe).

The existing EA clearly fails to evaluate the increasing magrimde of the potenrial 130 day per year
operation and “connected acton.” These ramifications are significant and should result in preparation of

an EI5. or at a minivwm complete revision of the EA and issuance of a new draft

DOE's Aszessment of “Environmental Consequences” in Chapter 3 of the EA Fails to Analyze the

Potential Impacts of the 130 Day Per Vear/00 Day Continnons Operation “Connected Action.” The

EA is, Therefore Deficient and Must be Discarded and Revised.

Again, the EA states: “Thizs EA analyzes the posstbility that Viresco may operate its factlity for as many

as 130 days anpually after DOE’s invelvement ends as a connected action. The potential impacts of this

conpected action are described below.” (p-21). The EA also states: “Impacts due to contimied operations
afup o 130 days per vear are addressed in each resource area in Chapter 3 as impacts atmburtable o this
connected action ™ (p.21)

Although the EA attests to analyze the impacts of 130 day per year operations m each topical section of
Chapter 3 on “eovironmental consequences”, the EA and s Chapter 3 consistently fail w adeguately
address such impacts. Typically, each topical section of Chapter 3 makes a statement conceming the

Responses
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36-02
(cont’d)

36-03

36-04

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock (continued)

initial speculative 30 day operation of the plant. The EA then goes on to summarily, hastily, and
inadequatzly address the sigrificantly graater potental mpacts of 130 day per year'90 contimoons day
operation and multiple year scenartos .-"..11 =fha.11.1p]e is EA Sec. 3.5.2 on adir quality whersin the “apalysis”
of the 130 day per year “connected action” is summarily discarded by simply stating: “Under the
conmected action of possible foture upe:atm. the Pilot Plant may operate up to 130 days per year. Ifthe
Filot Plant's total emissions neder this scenamo ware to exceed the levels outlined in the small so
exemprion, the facilicy would need o obtain 2 minor seurce eperating penmit fom UDEQ. ™ (EA, p43).
This statement, merely explains what permitting reguirements mast potentally be met, but does not
analyze the environmental consequences of the “comnected action.™ DOE's analysis of the “connected
action” is similarly insnfficient in each topical area of Chapter 3. The EA mmst be revized from scratch or
more appropriately, be replaced by an EIS due to this deficiency and the larger potzniial impacts of the
130 day per year/30 day contimwous operation.

-‘tdvzqusuh -lddrt:sed ‘l'.l.lThuut B..umrl!d,vz of the Fmal Termr smi C I:I:I:I.I:|l1'.ll}I1= of the Potential

SITLA Lease. Therefore. the EA is not Timely, Shounld be Betracted and Environmental Anabysis
not Conducied Until the Terms and Conditions of the Lease Are Set.

The EA state that the terms and condition of the 5TTLA Llease have been nepotiatad. but a lease has not
een sizned. The lack of a signed leass indicares that the terms and conditions of said lease may change
If terms aed conditons of the lease ars not finalized, the potential envirormental impacts of the project
cannot be adequately analyzed as final terms and conditons of the lease may modify the facnual scenarios
under which different environmental impacts should be analyzed. WEPA analysis should only procesd
after the terms and condidons of the SDITLA lease are fralized.

DOE s Cnmphan-:e Wi 1ﬂl the F]’I:I'I.liLI:III.‘S of th.e 1'«atu:-l':ual Hmc-rlr Preservation Act {\HP A and

Inadequan and Del’umlt Cnnseg ﬂ\ me E -\.15 Deficient. and Must be Rerracnd

WHP A requires considaration of impacts of federally fundad projacts such as the subject. propesed
project, on historic propertes. The EA asserts that an assessment of the presence of, and impact upon
histoTic properties by the project was accomplished via the Bighom Archeology surface survey titled “A
cnltaral Resource Imventory of the Propesed Kanab Steam Hydrogasification Pilot Plant, Kane County,
Utak™ (Feport Mumber 10-33). This survey and report supposedly investigated the “propesed area of
potential effect ™ (L. — Joseph Zambelli, DOE to Lot Hunsaker, Deputy State Historic Preservation
(Officer. Utah, May 13, 2011

The EA states that WEPA apalysis and related NHPA analysis mmst cover the proposed action and all
“conpected actions.” The EA defines “ronnected actions™ as follows:
A connected acton is one that is closely related to DOE"s proposed action or Viresco s proposed
project, including an action that antomatically triggers another action which may reguire an EA or
EIS; an acton that cannet or would oot proceed unless another acton is faken previously or
simultanecusly; or an action that is an interdependent part of an larper action and depends on the
larper action for its justificadon. (EA, Sec. 2.8 p.21)

Responses
Comment 36-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-06.

Comment 36-04

The text in Section 3.8.2 of the Final EA has been revised based on
further clarification by Garkane Energy of the “improvements” indicated
in its will-serve letter of August 8, 2011 (EA Appendix C). The necessary
improvements would consist of the installation of connection wiring
between an existing power transmission line on Old Landfill Road
adjacent to the proposed Pilot Plant site (see Figure 3-13 in the Final
EA) and the site proper. This connection wiring would cross Old Landfill
Road and not require any new easements or rights-of-way to be
acquired or disturbed.

Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EA, the City of
Kanab recently installed potable water and sewer lines along Kaneplex
Road (see Figure 3-12 in the Final EA) at the northern boundary of the
proposed Pilot Plant site to serve the Kane County Public Safety Facility.
Excavation for connection to these utilities would occur on the proposed
site and would be included within the general construction of the Pilot
Plant.
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36-04
(cont’d)

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock (continued)

In the EA, DOE explicitly states that Garkane Energy actions to provide elecinicity to the project site are
in the nanme of “conpected actons.” (EA. Sec. 1.8, p.21). Therefare, by DOE"s own explanation, the
potential impacts of these “connected actions™ to provide elecincal service are subject to NEPA analysis,
including WHPA analysis. Likewise, and following the same logic, actions of the City of Eanab to
provide water and sewer service should also be considerad “comnected actions™ subject to WEPA and
WHPA analysis.

Garkane Epergy has stated that in order to provide electrical service fo the project, “easements pmst be
acguired. . . . and a 3-phase 12.5 KV power line constracted to the site™ (Lir. — Jeff Vaughn, EKapab Area
Manager, Garkane Enerpy to Amn SE Rajo, PhD |, Viresco Energy. LL C August 8, 2011} It must be
presumed that some of the prospective Garkane work will require some degree of ground distirbance -
even if just the placsmsant of power poles, or certainly the placement of underground powsr lines.
Likewise, Kanab City bas stated that it can provide water and sewer service to the project “contingent
upon the placement of necessary infrastractare.” (Lir. — Duane Hoffman, City Manager to Viresco — “Can
& will Serve Letter — 400 East Kaneplex Foad (Viresco Energy Project)”, October 13, 2010.) Necessary
infrastracture for water and sewer undoubtedly entails ground distarbance.

Although the locational extent of the alecincal, waner, and sewer infrastmiciure pecessitated by the project
is umclear, the impacts of placement of such infrastruchure must be evaluated as “connected actions ™ The
aforementipned Bighom Archasclopical Consultants survey and subseguent consultation with the Utah
SHPO appear insnfficient to meet the requirements of the DOE EA and NHPA as those actions appear to
Te specific to the “proposad area of potential effact” known or focused upon at the ttme of the
archeological survey in September, 2010, At the August 30, 2011 DOE EA hearing in Kanab, Utah, I
personally azsked DOE representattve JToseph Zambelli what the locational extent of the Bighom
archeological survey inchided. He respondad that the survey only covered the actual proposed plant site.
I mentioned that the areas to be potentally dishobed in Garkane and City of Eapab actions to establish
electrical service, and water and sewer service should have also been considered as “connected actions.”
Mr. Zambelli stated that electrical semvice, and water and sewer service were already in place. His
statement must be ermonesas, given that the EA dated Augnst, 2011 states that electrical improvements
mast still prospectively oconr (s22 EAL Sec. 1.8, p. 21).

In repard to elecmical improvements for the project, although the EA makes the presumptive and
speculative statement that “DOE anticipates that the improvements and easements would ecom m
existing disturbed areas or adjacent to existing right=-of-way, which would result in minimal impacts™ this
statement is insufficient to meet the requirements of the NHPA and related consultation with the Utah
SHPO. Apain, WHPA requires that areas of potential mpact — in this case areas to be potentially
impactad by elecimoal, water and sewer mprovements for the Viresco project must be assessed for
historic propertes (as Bizhom did for the plant site). and an apalysis of impacts completed. The WHPA
As5es5ment of survey must be condwcted by professionals meeting the Secretary of the Depariment of the
Imterior's standards applicable to, and governing the WHPA process and responsibilies of all federal
agencies.

Conssgquently, the EA is manfficient in regard to 2HPA complisnce and related Utah SHPO consuliaton.
The EA should be retracted, full WHPA process followed in regard to areas to be affected by elecmical.

Responses
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36-04
(cont’d)

36-05

36-06

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock (continued)

water and sewer mmprovements Telated to the project, as “comnectsd actions,” and additional consultatdon
conducted with the Utah SHPO. Additional consultadon with affilisted Indian tribes may also be
necessary based upeo what the NHPA survey may reveal

The DOE EA Analysis of Impacts on Aesthefics is Deficient

The DOE analysis speaks to constmction related impacis on aesthetics, and views fom residential areas.
It simplistically concludes that if exdsting buildings at the Kanab Airport. the Kane County Public Safety
Facility and the Fane County Landfill can be seen from residential areas, that the addition of the Viresco
plant causes little or no additonal impact on aesthetics

The poiot that the EA does not take into consideration is that the impact of a new. otherwise non-existent,

industmal type facility will be imposad on the viewshed aesthetics from residential areas — primarily,
much of the Eanab Creek Fanchos area. An indwstrial facility bas different impacts aesthetically, than
other baildings and facilites, and those aesthetic impacts are predominanily, if not whally negative.
Viewshed aesthetic impacts are major and significant, not “mmer” as stated in the EA

The DOE EA Analvsis of Impact: on the Socio-Economy of Kanab is Deficient

The DOE analysis essentially conchudes that the addition of a potential nine jobs related to the Viresco
project would bepefit Kanab apd Kane Connfy. The EA has fomlly missed the most impaortant secio-
ecpnonic impacts of the propesed project. (Please see nyy e-mazl and letter of June 14, 2011)

The socio-economic impacts that tmst be assessed as related to this project are: (1) the impact of the
project on the mainstay tourism econonyy of Eanab; and (1) the impact of the project on residential
property values in EKapab

As previously pointed out, the mainstay of the Kanab economy, both historically and presently. is
tourizm, and tounsm related to visitation to parks, moouments, public lands, wilderness and namre.
Wisitors ravel from lecations worldwide to sumounding public lands, parks and mopument to enjoy
largely unspoiled nature and some of the fnest oppormnities for solitude anywhers in the world. They
shop, eat and stay in Kanab as i is ceniral to these outdoor opportmities. It is obvig
of an indusirial facility in Kanab, with potential firther expansion, or duplication, conmadicts the
experience that these individuals are seeking. Businesses that rely upon the outdoor tourism that Kanab
services will suffer. This must be addressed in the EA and identified as a siznificant socio-econpmic
impact. The negative economic impact of the Viresco project on the desirability of Eanab to tounists
traveling through the area cannot be evercome by the addition of nine potential Viresoo employees

Clozely related. 15 the socio-economic driver of Kanab related to the influx of retirees and others buying
property and residences here for proximity to outdeor recreational pursuits, scenic beanty, natare study,
and solitude of public lands. The desirability of the compumity in these regards has supported and
escalated real estate value as demonstrated dunng the real estate and development boom from roughly
2001 - 2007, only stalled or semewhat reversed by the natdonwide recession of 2008 through the pressnt.

at the placement

Responses
Comment 36-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-06 and 32-03. Additionally, as discussed In
response to comment number 15-18, Figure 3-6 has been revised in the
Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show approximately how large the Pilot
Plant would appear from the same vantage point in comparison to the
visibility of nearby manmade features, including the Kanab Municipal
Airport, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County
Landfill.

Comment 36-06

The potential effect on tourism has been addressed in the response to
comment number 21-03. With respect to the potential effects on
property values, DOE is not aware of any firm basis on which to analyze
the potential impact of construction and operation of a pilot-scale
research facility on housing prices. There is evidence that construction
of a full-scale power plant (greater than 100 megawatts capacity) could
affect local real estate values (Davis, 2010). However, the study results
are not relevant due to the difference in scale compared to the proposed
Pilot Plant, which would occupy approximately 1.5 acres of land,
consume 5 tons of coal per day of operation, and be exempt from a state
air permit. Furthermore, real estate values have declined nationwide
since the subprime mortgage crisis occurred in 2008-09, which would
distort any potential analysis of the basis for declines in local real estate
values.
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36-06
(cont’d)

36-07

Commenter 36 — John W. Hiscock (continued)

Responses
Comment 36-07
Comment noted. The response to comment number 12-01 addresses

the comment pertaining to an EIS. Chapter 4 of the EA addresses
cumulative impacts.
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37-01

37-02

37-03

37-04

Commenter 37 — Lynda Marpole
Joseph Zambelli - EE: Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Filot Plant

From:  "Lynda Ddape Marpole” <lmarpoledkanab net

Tao: “Tozeph Zambelli" <Joseph Zambelig WETL DOE. GOV
Date: 152011 249 P

Subject: FE:Draft EA for the Utk Coal and Biomass Fualad Pilo: Plant
cC: <Imarpoleiikanzb nar-

Dear Joseph Zzambelli

Pe: The Proposed Viresco “Pollution E:ne_r:tir.:" Pilot Plant

1. The very first thing | noticed in your document is that the EA considers there will be “no “significant”
impact to the environment”. To me that means there will be some impact to the environment. |
would like to know what the EA considers to be “not significant” and what the EA considers to be
“significant”. ALSD; how can the EA say there will be “no significant” impact 2o the environment

when the Viresco project is a “pilot” to determine “if the plant can prodece methane. The EA does
not have any documented test results because the tests haven't happened yet. THERE IS MO WAY
thi EA can know for sure whether there will be significant or no significant impact to the
environmant. 5o, is the EA willing to risk the hezlth of the citizans of Kanab based on the
unknown???

2. The next thing | notice i in the section *2.7.5 Decommizsioning” — The EA basically states that the
land will be returned to its original state sfter Viresco's 30 year lease has come o an end. First of
all, Jim Guthrie, president of ¥iresco has categorically stated on 3 number of cocasions that he has
absolutely no intention of ceaning up after the Pilot Plant has completed its purpose. We do not
want to leave our children and grandchildren with a poflution nightmare to dean up.

w

| would Bke to kniow why Viresco wants to finds ways of “creating” methane when there is
thousands of tons of methane readily available in the ground and water systems produced by the
10 billion animals slaughtered in factory farms each year. Would it not behoove the E& and the
citizens of America to explore the possibility of harnessing the methane produced in factory
farming? If this were possible, we would not be adding to the pollution problem in the US by
burning rubber, coal and plastic to try and creste methane and we would be sddressing zn ex

pellution problem by harnessing the methane that slready exists in the soil and water in the vi
of factory farms.

| want to know why the E& would support the archaic and dangerous practice of mining ceal and
why the E& would support the burning of such coal in a small town (Kanab) that is currently almaost
totally pollution free. This burning process WILL create paollution. | know what it's like to living in 2
coal mining and coal burning environment. | grew up in Yorkshire in England which was a heavily

Responses
Comment 37-01

The response to comment number 6-02 explains the categories of
impacts as described in the EA. The proposed Pilot Plant is intended as
a demonstration facility, not an experimental facility. DOE considers the
gasification process to be a potential future source for producing clean
energy from coal and biomass when compared to conventional
combustion processes. The Pilot Plant would demonstrate the process
at a size that would provide economic performance data adaptable to a
commercial-scale facility. Basic experimentation for the process was
already completed in a laboratory model, but it is not directly scalable to
a commercially economic size. NEPA requires federal agencies to
conduct appropriate environmental reviews as part of their
decisionmaking for proposed actions. DOE maintains that the Draft EA,
as updated in the Final EA, appropriately describes the anticipated
impacts of the proposed project in sufficient detail to support
decisionmaking for DOE’s proposed action.

Comment 37-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 15-06, 24-03, 26-13, and 35-06.

Comment 37-03

As stated in Section 1.2 the objective of Viresco’s proposed project is not
to produce methane but to evaluate the technical feasibility of using
steam hydrogasification to convert coal and/or biomass such as
agricultural or wood processing waste into synthesis gas (syngas), and
ultimately into clean fuels such as substitute natural gas, sulfur-free
Fischer-Tropsch diesel, jet fuel, dimethyl ether, and methane.

Comment 37-04

As the U.S.’s most abundant fossil fuel resource, coal will continue to
play an important role in the nation’s energy supply. However, there is a
need to address the associated environmental and climate change
challenges related to the continued use of coal. Therefore, NETL has
the responsibility to research and demonstrate cleaner processes for
using coal as a fuel, including a broad spectrum of gasification
technologies, of which the proposed Pilot Plant would demonstrate one.
Because the Pilot Plant would gasify coal into a synthesis gas that would
be combusted, the flare would be comparable to a natural gas flare and
not to a “smokestack” associated with a coal combustion facility.
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37-04
(cont’d)

37-05

37-06

37-07

Commenter 37 — Lynda Marpole (continued)

ooal mining county until the coal mines were closed in the late 19705, Almost everyone who grew up
in that environment suffers from respiratory problems. | myself have chronic asthma. Why would
the E& want to expose the residents of Kanab to the hazardous process proposed by Vireseo? H's

about time the EA and the USA moved inta the 21° Centy ry and abandon the archaic and
dangerous ceal mining and coal burning practices that were abolished in the UK over 30 years ago.

5. Another issue; The povernment has “ear-marked” over $2M to subsidize Viresco's project. That's
52M that will literally go up in flames. This project will not create jobs for the people of Kanab
because [im Guthrie has stated he will bring his own people in. This 52M could be better spent on
taking care of the homeless and hungry people in Utah. 1tis shameful that the EA would spprove
the spending of 32M on a wasteful project when there are 5o many homeless and hungry adults
and children in Utah.

6. Has the EA asked Viresco if the project would still go ahead without the S2M government
money? If the answer is no — then how important realy is this project?

7. Has the EA asked the Kanab City Council — whe tried to fast-track the approval of the Viresco
project without the knowledge of the ctizens of Kanab — what they and Viresco are hiding? They
MUST be hiding something: otherwise why was the project hidden from the citizens of Kanab and
why, when the citizens of Kanab found out, have the Kanab City Council members continued to
push this project through despite all the letters against the project to the editor of the loczl
newspaper, zll the protests and the legzl action the citizens are taking against the members of
the Kanab City Council. &5 we say in England, “the whole stuation smells a funny calor”

Bottom FEne —the majority of the citizens of KEanab D0 NOT WANT the Viresco plant 1o be builtin their
Thank you for taking the time to read my email. | rezlly hope the EA will do what is best for the citizens of
Kznab snd that is ggt to approve the Viresco pollution generating plant.

Sincerely

Lynda Marpole — resident of Kanab [Hillside Drive)

Fraan: Joseph Zambelll [malito:Joseph Zambell@NET L DOE.GOV]
Sent: Friday, August 13, 2011 11:59 AM

To: Joseph Zamibelll

Subject: Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant

Dear Reader,

The attached file provides the main text of Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Utan Coal and Biomass|

Responses
Comment 37-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 37-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 37-07
Comment noted.
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38-01

Commenter 38 — Lee R. Hurd

Joseph Zambelli - Kanab Coal Gasification Plant

From: "Lee Russell-Hurd" <leestilesth@gmail com>

Tao: "joseph.zambelli" <joseph zambelli@aetl doe.gov>
Date: 9/15/2011 4:33 FM

Subject: Kanab Coal Gasification Plant

Mr. Zambell

How could the D.OE. grant such a good environmental assesment of the proposed plant in Southern
Kanab when the results and information were gathered by Viresco itself? Look. the majority of the
citizens in the Community don't want this project to go any further. and although Mr. Guthrie may have
the town officials in his pecket. the money to make the plant operational despite the opposition to it. and
appatent power to convinee you and others that an experimantal plant to make dirty coal a little less
dirty will be beneficial to the community, this is still America. and we won't be silenced on this issue.
had to stomach the fact that close to the proposed Plant site in the last few years Puebloan Ruins were
destroyed to make a superfluons resovoir, then us citizens watched the city use federal money to build a
new jail that won't add but a few jobs, and now it appears that an envircenmental mess and vaneedad eve
soat will be part of the view coming north into town from Arizona. Bye bye tourists dollars, bye bye
relatively pollution free high desert and so long citizens, since I and others are considering moving out
of town if said project 1s completed. Now hopefully that won't happen, since I and the myiad other
citizens in kane County will keep up the good fight untill the end. There is no such thing as clean coal!
and I don't want Kanab to become Page. AZ, dominated by a giant smoke stack and billows of pollutnats
blanketing the cliffs from the Navajo generating plant. Please review this case.

Lee B Hurd

Kanab, UT

www.kanabeares org

Responses
Comment 38-01

The subject of this comment regarding aesthetics has been addressed
in the response to comment number 15-07. The subject of this comment
regarding tourism has been addressed in the response to comment
number 21-03.
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39-01

39-02

39-03

39-04

39-05

Commenter 39 — Russell Beesley

From: <flc1 @Epresswan.coms

To: "Joseph Zambell™ <Jogeph.Zambelll@NETL DOE. G0W==
Dafe: 8152011 9215 PM

Subjact: Drat A for tne Utah Coal and Blomass Fusled Fiiot Plan

Sept. 15, 2011

Russell Gesslay
52 South 200 East
wanab, UT 34741

Dear Joe,

hawve the r2ad the EA by the Department of Erengy "o the plannsd
axpenmantal
coal gastication plant to be bulll In Kanab, Utah and have many grave
CORCEmMs.
DOE/EA-1E70D “Utan Coal Blomass Fusled Flot Plant™ Kanab, Utah ralses
some big
questions and falled 1o agequately answsr them. For this reasan | belleve DOE
shoutkd grant a fme extenskan £ that more regearch can be complatas a562E5ING
tha majar effacis this projest will have on the community of Kanab

And because of the amaount of controversy this action has caused, | belleve a
full EI5 needs 1o be completed In orger for the project 1o maove forward

AE 3 businessmian In Kanab, known for e scenic beauty, winy bulld an
ndustrial

plant, that will offer few jobs [9) be an eyesore, and foul the alr and waler
and desiroy wiidiife habRat.

Wy wa3s rot anatner aiernative laealion considersd? The 2armars by tner
Senator Bennett just 5ays Uian, why Kanab? Less than § miles away 1§ anolher
abandoned Industral oll rannery that has stood vacant for ihe 1351 dozen

WEErs. YoUr E& Bays VIresco will be respansibie for the decommissioning after
ks lease ks up, IN 30 YEARE, wlll Jim Guthrig sbll be around and allve ta

Maks sure thal nappsns

MJE has not given the Kalbab Palute Trige a fa@r neanng In inis

mater. Thalr

comments should b fully acknowlzdged and a full EIS should be conductsd 2
andress thelr concems. Owver 50 bomias wers dug ug during the construction of
Miks Mo=l's Evaporation Pond 5lz) Jackson Flat Waler Supply Storage Prajsct,
and ihs ramains iossed Inta @ shipping contalrer. This Is handly the respect
inat Matlve Amerlcans surely deserve ater the Euwropeans ook and

satiled their

COMMman lands

Do the people of Las Angeles and Fhoenix know that waste water could wark Hs
way Inta their drinking supply? Your analysks that water resources will b2
“refumed o e environment” I§ unciear and e 5k plans shaw no

evaporalion

pond s the waste water will then what, roll downhil?

Witn ragard 1o the GHE's he 543 fons that this plant will proguce 15
unacceptable gheen the grave situabion this Mation and the Word has ba
agdress

Responses
Comment 39-01

The response to comment number 20-01 addresses the subject of an
extension to the commenting period. The subject of preparing an EIS
has been addressed in the response to comment number 12-01.

Comment 39-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01. As stated in response to comment number 24-
03, Section 2.7.5 was revised to include a discussion of specific
decommissioning activities that would occur.

Comment 39-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-07, 34-07, 56-03, and 56-10.

Comment 39-04

Under the 30-day duration for the proposed action, the process water
would be recycled back into the gasification system, and not discharged
to any surface water. As a connected action, Viresco could choose to
operate for 130 days, and would then construct an evaporation pond to
hold excess process wastewater as it evaporates. The statement
"returned to the environment" means that the process wastewater would
be evaporated in the evaporation pond, not discharged to a surface
body. Under the connected action, process wastewater could also be
discharged to the Kanab sewer system (see response to comment
number 9-01), which would not require an onsite evaporation pond.

Comment 39-05

According to CEQ’s draft NEPA guidance on “Consideration of the
Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” if a
proposed action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct
emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-equivalent greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this
an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be
meaningful to decisionmakers and the public. Emissions from the
proposed Pilot Plant would be far below this threshold. Class | areas are
addressed in Section 3.5.1 of the EA. See also the response to
comment 47-03.
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39-05
(cont’d)

39-06

39-07

Commenter 39 — Russell Beesley (continued)

with climate change.

And with respect to alr quality you falled o conslder In your

classMzation of

Class | sites the Monuments of Grand Stalrcass-Secalanie, Wermillion I,
&rand Caryon Parashyants, and the Glen Canyon Recreation Arsa, all closer to
this plant than Arches! Were 2 above Managers contacted?

The plant 6tack 1 be abows the 40 foat peight ML i MOT a desirable objecs
for viewing In a communiy that prides Itseif on e wondertul “Greatest Earmn
on Snow.” The clbizens of Kanab wers not adequately Informs when that
congtional use pemit was ssued.

DOE should take the 2and a hall milion doliars 12 plans 1o give to Jim
Guthrie
and retumn It to the Treasury 50 We Can pay down the National Debt.

Tnls Coal GasMeation Plant s & scam for @ few o lake money from
nard working
Americans 1o [ine thelr own pockets with an EXPERIMENT!

Thank o,
Rugsell W Baesley

Responses
Comment 39-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 32-03. Likewise, decisions about the
conditional use permit are within the jurisdiction of the city government.

Comment 39-07
Comment noted.
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40-01

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge

Joseph Zambelli - Comiments on the DOE Envirenmental Assessment of the Utah
Hydrogasification Plant

From: "Rich Csenge" <jiw@gwi.net>

Ta: “joseph zambelli@netl. doe gov=

Date: 9/15/2011 11:22 PM

Subject: Comments on the DOE Environmental Assessment of the Utah Hydrogasification Plant
Attachments: Comments on the DOE's EA for the Vizesco Gasification Plant.doc

Mr Zambelli,

Attached are my comments on the Utah Hydrogasification Plant being proposed for Kanab. | await your response
and suggest that an alternative be created for this research project to be re-located away from Kanab City, and
that a full EIS be conducted.

Sincersly,
Rich Csenge

75 South 100 West,
Kanah, Utah 84741

435-644-3735

Comment 40-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to

comment numbers 12-01.

Responses
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40-02

40-03

40-04

40-05

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

91511

Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Viresco
Hydrogasification Plant

For your conveniance 35 3 reference I have included oy previously entered scoping
conuunents at the bottom of this doomuwent

Eich Csenge

T3 Zouth 100 West,

Eansh, Utzh 34741

This EA does not adequataly address many of the scoping conuwents which I and others
provided an the Viresco project. For the reasons listed below I find the DOE Draft EA
o the Viresco project and its suggesdens of “minimal”™ to “negligible” impacts for
virtually every point of analvsis npon the residents of Kanzb to be deficient, and an
obvious sttampt to forcefully advance an earmarked energy development project into the
naral commundty of Eapab, Uah, where the majoriny of residants are opposad, as
expressed by their concems listed in Takle 1.4.1 of the EA. Tris & conflict of interest for
DOE, which has a stated objectve to develop and promote coal gasification as an
alternanve “clean technolozy™ to the burning of fossil fuels, o be conducnng this EA
Therefore this EA cannot be abjective and s flawead.

To my knowledgze, BLM which admdwistars the Grand Staircase Escalante Martonal
Iorument immediately downwind of the proposed Viresco project as part of the
Wationzl Lapdscape Conservation System, bas pot condncted & cornplete analysis of
impacts to GESENM from the proposed Viresco project, but shonld do so.

Thiz EA is inadequate. A FOMSI should not be issued, and the process should be moved
to an EIS, in accord with fizure 1.1 of the EA.

Below are my comments sddressing specific secnons of the EA.

Text from the EA Section 1.1

Yiwmcn winhd ks reapmmaitle For e chapasd of thae solicl wasta (Lo, coml sl

Comment on the EA Text Above

Cince this ash is deposited at the Kane Counry Landfill, if that s 1o ocour, then the Ciry
and Covmty will become responsibla for the hazards of coal ash, which wounld pressnt a
siznificant mpact to the comnmnity, The question of where such hazardons marerials
shall be disposed of is inadeguately addressad in this EA.

Te:t fir romn the EA Gﬂhnn 1.5

| andd Tesasen [ibe=iified Dueisg th Seopeng Pasicd
"-:n: comnaiers axprassd sappodt e Pl Flasi,
peimaily for the lechnclogical mapects |rl_ud|r§F1:|l_l_ :mr\orrru:lll Eerefity of clean demestc fich and the
runa aof sereowshls lecnass. The mejoeisy of i b e Filot Flaes, |r|:r|lr||v|lnd
on conzeno sberat wr qeadity, ocken, vl sesthetics, -l'!T: = ln:ll-mcnmv wn & ik of decreassd foarim)
among sibers. Eall, 192 separae sulwesasicss of sl and weition comments ware received Sorm wiotel of L48
vkl commesten. bany commesien sddeared multple fmum, seakisg ina total of S comments m

Responses
Comment 40-02

Comment noted.
Comment 40-03

The Draft EA was distributed to the BLM Kanab Field Office. The
comments received from that office are included as comment numbers
47-01 through 47-06.

Comment 40-04
Comment noted
Comment 40-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-09.
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40-06

40-07

40-08

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)
specilic i
Comment on the EA Text Above
THE EA FAILS TO IDENTIFY The actwal number of commentors who expressed support
compared with those who expressed opposition. The fact is that opposition is tremendon:
while support rests with a very few residents — notably, city officials, and this should be
stated. Becanse of the tremendons oppesition to this project, the negative socioeconomic
impact to the residents of Kanab should be considered “significant™ rather than
“mpderate” or “minimal”.

Text from the EA Section 2.3

TeOE s Progreed Action in Bisited 1o providing Enascial manienes o Viresss i cort-ahuring msagenent i

mieat the requeranesie ol a s wicrmd canrsrk = Faacal Ve 2000 Approprstios A ud i e

confmere repor. Therefors, DOE"s desaion subjsst 1o HEFA, o Ihhiihuhzwim.:::j-c!halh

oot w propoed by e pop mnd mpezified by Comgress, irchuding i propoeed teshnclogy wul sclacted

aile. DOE S pchemsbicn of bie al s in e e o Berefore leniled o e Proposad At ael

the o Adus Allemative

Comment on the EA Text Above

THE EA FAILS TO IDENTIFY a third alternative that would re-locate the Viresco Plant
away from the population center of Kanabk City, to a more appropriate site outside of
Kanab Cify but somewhere in Utah, where comulative impacts would be diminished oo air
guality for example, and other undesirable and harmful impacts considered “moderate” in
section 317, after the initial 30 day DOE period of oversight has expired.

Text from the EA Section 2.5.1
Ciomal swonrkd e delivered e the aite pregrournsd, elibcagh Yirmoo @ comiderng
adebng ccal grndieg for M cporation (s Section 28 Comtdertion of Coamecied Acticm)

Comment on the EA Text Above

In ininal Fanab City Planning discussions, members had serious concems about the
grindimz of coal at the plant, apd wers assured by Viresco that coal would be delivered
already ground in sealad bags. Grindimng coal presents additnonal hazards to owan health
for residents of Kanab, This matter is not adequarely addressad in the draft EA

Text and references from the EA Sections 2.5 and 2.9.3

Thnder the cocpratva mgreement with DOE, Virmzo would operte the Filol Fher snd collect duta for & ssien of
feal ruam dotml g 30 deva of operetion ceer & parmod of monthe. Afier the DOE s lieecial svsiancs ends,
Wirmscn pliss o seck additioral fonding for contimned cpentioss. Virssss's plum for operting i facility shie
TaOE s imveclsama v aee st well-deiEned anl would dopesal o the clgectives e provider ol wey kditicrsl
Fending ssught 15 scleove. Howeser, i likely fhe arry Bithors opersbiong would contimee bo Sal e gaificetion
Fruems i order e anprove i opeation aed culprad e achiove gh procss afficiency. Vireses ke nfoened
DO theat it vtk Bo ot dln Filot Plhant Sor 0 mescrrran, of |30 deyn dharing u caleodar year

Thuin ELA ardy e fhe pooailelity al Vismo: mury operste e feciliy for an meey an 130 dopn sosesdly sffer
TaOEw imvecd 1 4 action

Tiepemdug o tho s of msdyain, cuome process

walewate could ke dischargad i the City sewer nywben o reroved by commierial servicas bz apgropeiio
digprmal. Potenssl imprects of thin option for wasowster menagaran o sddrased an comnected st smpacts
n Sectiom 3.8, (hromdwaier, nd Section 3E, Tkiklica

b future, Vinseo reay wlan coneder adibng some fum of g cleesug = mg ard hyikog :

Tee detnils Ergr oea whditional | e sk wveelahilbo st i e and wersld depend upaon the
avmilability of Ak (nen cibser sopcm end e cloactives Cume soere soug®l o schices with theie funding

Teermlre, 5 ml irzpcta 1wt (heome e d = tain EA, Teonoe ey oot ks
wlentifed o smralyzed ot this e
Saction 193

Teere are s catnlogued bdoss or pmervoin = ike dnenage bas
(UTRETIWE, 2007)
Table 2.7-3. Comparison of Proposed Project and Future Operations Components

Responses
Comment 40-06

In Section 1.5 the Draft EA stated that the “majority of commenters
expressed opposition to the Pilot Plant”. There is no requirement in the
NEPA legislation or in the CEQ or DOE NEPA regulations to include a
“tally” of the number of comments in favor or opposed to a particular
action. NEPA reviews are intended to provide an opportunity for public
involvement and informed decisionmaking by federal agencies. The
response to comment number 6-02 explains the definitions of impacts
used by DOE in the EA.

Comment 40-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 40-08

The response to comment number 27-05 addresses the subject of
potential future coal pulverization at the proposed Pilot Plant site.
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40-09

40-10

40-11

40-12

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

Comments on the EA Texts and table above and texts below

THE EAIS FLAWED AND FALLS TO IDENTIFY and account for indirect mypacts to Jackson
Flat Feservoir now under construction, which is less than one mile from the site and directly
dowmwind iz prevailing Southwestarly winds, and '.1.1]l receive deposition of wind blown dust
rzsiduss fom evaparation ponds and falleur fom stack emizsipns.

If Virasco's fumre plans are “not well dafined” as sated above, | how can DOE say impacts will be
mimimal, and why is tanpaver fnding being directed to this project?

Text:

Al smissions Most rolabls smssion wosld be of carbor

mionovkde and k5 estimated o = less fhan £

for the =0 days of operabon.,

Wiost notabde emission would be of carbon

monoice and ks estimaiss io D s iran 15
fons for 130 days of operabon.

Ee:sponse:

Toos of the lethal zas carbon meonosdde (OO0 released into Kanab City air is not harmful T Further
dizcussion of this impact is imperative, and CO is just one -:-'1=.111. HEAP: rL"ua will be emirted
Why are not all HAPs compeunds confained in the air emdssions listed in 2.7.3 and their impacts
mmalvzed, including H25 WO, 5000 Dioxin and Furaps ™

Excess process water 0o be discharged into Kanab Ciry sewar system? This needs further impact
amalysis.

Text:

Sold Wiaste 1 166 pouncs of ash mer day, Tobal of 25 s

nciuding fines for 30 days of beshing. Wouks

b= polieched, aralyze=d, and dsposed of Inan

approp=iate andTl

Tofal of 113 tons, ircluding fnes, for 130 days

off besting. WWiould be collecies, anahized, and

dizposed of In an approprisbe Landil

Eesponse:
Is any of this ash o be dispesad of in the Kapab City landfill? If so, the EA anzlvsis is
flawad and inadaguarte,

Text from the EA Section 3.1.1

Tee Kamah Land Uha Onbrsece dom e inchado jomifisd usm
dhat wieald specifically addem e project, hosaver, o mot appicabils we would be “miselensca lght

i a”, whickm j | tha B2 d) Euchires within 100 feel of wljoizing sones wensl
Ahmlw_u'alnb_llbnln Ean thees allowed mn the mljoming aome Propation adec e bo fho sie me soned
RE-L, whichallows rai llr-—nlul,ll. i 40 feel. A conditiorad we pormst was sppnreed by City of Easids
Plansing Commisaion o= fu LY enaklmg Vireeso 1o enceed hegght lmit otherwoe applicible b the Filoe
Flar

Comment on the EA Text Above

b Iany Flanalb residents and I are coovinced thart the zone changs and permiming of this
facil I.m is flawed and even unlawiul, as cited in the lawsuit l:ue::ur brought against the Ciry
of Eanab by the Eane Counry Taxpayers Assp, GASTFICATION OF COAL AND
OTHER FEEDSTOCES REIEASTNG TOXIC BOLLUTANTS AND FLARTNG

LIOZIOTS GASSES, GEMERATING TOXIC ASH COMNTAINTNG HEAWVY METALS

AND BEADIONUCTLIDES CAN NOT BE BEASONABLY CONSIDERED AS LIGHT

MANUFACTURING. WO MATTER HOW SMAIT THE APPLICATION!

Additional Text:

Propaizos sdjacent 1o e Lkazre paroal i e leasad By Virescoare scoed RE-L. Kasab®s e bed wse map, deied 2007, ha the
antire aren asrath of tha nerthes ol of tha srpod oz the sul e of TE B plensd

For tho BR-1 zving desggrmbion or Pl Parks ||.'wr:|.i|ill.rw|l]rn-n:|u|= Lo projerizon cordaaeng fhe

anfoty _IICII‘.I.TIIIII-|I: cormtnucte=, e bndhl aed e rUCDlIl'H\_IlI:l -\_ll:l.h.'lllﬂ hll crmmencal on & ew

I Elm.-n-

mlhlmdll-\.rﬁ::ll: {Fagura 3-5). Kazah i gl

Responses
Comment 40-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-01 and 18-02.

Comment 40-10

As stated in the Draft EA, with regard to HAPs, high molecular weight
organic compounds or toxic metals would not be expected in quantities
that would pose a health hazard, based on the combustion efficiency of
the flare and the small concentrations of metals in the feedstock to the
gasifier.

Comment 40-11

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-09.

Comment 40-12

As stated in responses to comments 15-17 and 32-03, DOE considers
land use planning and zoning decisions to be under the jurisdiction of the
Kanab City Planning and Zoning Department. That department
determined that the Pilot Plant is consistent with the zoning designation
of the site and the master plan.
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40-13

40-14

40-15

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

mzhakng fro jerka, the cloest of which woull ke sppeosimstely 006 mile (o the nobeat of e et In
adikinm, mn Cufiar’'s Foal, nes inede, srceesy mned sheoding sogga, anel rodiec sos aleo jued of the plea; howevar
thess pilens ere eonzeplual end e more defnitive plan fix the reeatioosl wress i expeected ot u lates dule

Comment on the EA Text Above
From a sociolestcal and comnmunity planning perspectiee, the above statemsnts verify that the

Wiresco project s inappropriately sited! City officials ars obviously being pushed by bigher-level

government officials to accept and expedite this project. and seem all too willing o violats the
intznt of Kaoab City ondinances and lonz-temm planning o accommodate it This EA should be
grving much mors serous consideration to the misguided site location as a siznificant impact
upen the restdents of Kanab.

Text from the EA Section 3.1.2 Environmental Consequences of the

Proposed Project
T propomel popect would pesult o ke i ol gy by 1.5 sen of undeveloped vegetntod lnd o
Eazilian B mugzpest the Filod Pl (oes Figrs 243 joreviaw]. Akhagh sarondng kad we somal BR-1, e
pruperiics i the immadinle vicimtty of e nite es wedovaloged, andae eninting, b 1] and safery Seibiy junder
e i chome proximily, Thim, ion ol the ;“'S.Ii. Flazi wcadi] ba comiders]
compathls with escsting lund wess in e ares; Brrweses, Kars®'s fulues plees S5 e aren within (025 mike 8o ke
narsh of o owts inchede cecreational lend ves. The of the it for e mrhetrs] feclity (ihs Filol Fla) sl not
e comidkred compatble with rerartsal s, sach 2 parks, prmssily due o Erenphed smihets quality (e
Sectian 3.2, Arsihelica)
Creamall, mana mhveres sopecis o slpesen! lhnd e would b especie] For the 30 dase of opemabion g tea
perined ol e crapemtive agraenient with DOE thee to e shert and afemities) speratossl dewtion The Filket
Flun wonzld b a penmsnent, noosrstueal cbject i the viesahed, Brrweoves, cperstzonal effects would be of wvery
shiort arel ingermites duites
Eheuld Falurs cpertion inchede opeting (e Pilsd Plant = op o 130 deys mrensdy foe e adelmnined period
mic e fuse, urpact would be modeaie, moasy ponible speational eifecs would oo more often md e s
k=gar perisd of tme
Comment on the EA Text Above
What is the basts for the desiguation of “Moderate” impacts for operations beyond the
first 30 davs including process muns of up to 130 days, rather than “Sigmificant™ mpacts?
There is no analysis here of this distnction, which represents a flaw in this EA. The
aesthenc and sociological impacts alone shonld constimate a “Sizpificant Impact”, given
the proximity of so many nationzl parks, forests and momunents, which are the reason

and major support for Kansb's clean perpetual and growing economy.

Text from the EA Section 3.2.2 Environmental Consequences of the
Proposed Project

A potestial misy vapee phars ermseies may be vithio frem Geosroosdisg sres wheon cprtng ader certuin

wenther conditionn. Huweves, s e Pl Flarg would cperste mtarmigently snd over a ralasvely short deation

0 by el eperation wdir (ha cxpendtave meeement with DOE), the cocarrmcs of & vinkle vaps phane wolkd

e e onmicwnd ared Brvster] i dharstion. Offeneve odies wre nad smticipated, bt arry odom wonld be eepecied te

dimipata eifoctzvaly belure reaching any reaidentinl arena given the mcluted bocation of @ Pl Flast =

prumimily 45 u s b=l Vimoe winld maks svesy practicatle offoet 1o sveid crealing noiss, exhasl

annaio, e odoes al the site. In sddbiion, Vircses woold comply with Chapter 10of Earsd:'s Land Tea

Crdimmce, wiech schs raindios mnmasce (o g sbon) ard Eavical Baank o sedoinel properses (Cily of

Komahs, 20000

Croamall, menor arheerss seathelic impoecia 8o the plumied recresliorml Secilien woukd b expecied for the Sudey

oparnicssl perasd of e propesl prigedt due b the shor sl bomiBent aperational dusiscs, The Filid Plasi

wemeled b woreesrmabersd shiject in e viewsbed, however, speationnd elfocs woull b of a very e md

mimnitient deation. Soukd Kb chooss bo loste reccestionsd fecilitien fueier from e Pk Flant fan

wamant pla mdizale, iepeck woukd B ke, howerar il @ camsslly enknows whal the sl kecationn would be
Comment on the EA Text Above

30 days of operation under the cooperative agreement with DOE is citzd 25 the pened of
operation while thereadfter, it will operate for many years including continneus mins of a5 many a3
20 days. Originally, the developer stated that the longest runs woald be 80 days. This developsr,

Responses
Comment 40-13

As stated in the response to comment number 8-01, the purpose and
need for DOE’s proposed action is to satisfy a Congressional earmark.
DOE did not select this project or the proposed site under either a
competitive or a non-competitive procurement and had no role in
enacting the earmark. The earmark calls for DOE to grant financial
assistance for the project as proposed. Viresco had already selected the
technology for the project before the earmark was enacted. Viresco has
not identified alternative sites, technologies or utilities other than those
addressed in the EA. Alternatives still under consideration by Viresco or
reasonably within the confines of the project as proposed have been
evaluated in the EA, along with the no action alternative.

Comment 40-14

DOE concluded that the impacts of the proposed Pilot Plant operations
on land use would not be significant based on the following
considerations: (1) The Pilot Plant would be consistent with the revised
zoning classification of the site as M2. (2) The conditional use permit
would allow the height of the Pilot Plant structure to exceed the height
limitation that would otherwise be applicable to the facility because of
adjacent zoning. (3) The Pilot Plant would not be visible from National
Parks or National Recreation Areas based on maximum facility height
and distance to these areas. (4) Although the Pilot Plant would be
visible from the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project, the
recreational areas associated with that project are conceptual and can
be modified or designed to minimize visual intrusion of the Pilot Plant.
The response to comment number 6-02 explains the definitions of
impacts used by DOE in the EA.

Comment 40-15

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.
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40-15
(cont’d)

40-16

40-17

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

Mr Guthris, contoues o change his story as e works to persuade officials apd residants to
accept his propesal.

A TUDAQ spgimesr testified in Kanab at the County Courthouse that Hydrogen Sulfide gas would
be amitted from the stack, which carries a foul edor, yet the EA states that offensive edors are not
amficipated. It iz simply not credible to sugzest that coal can be gasified without emitting amy
odors! This is a contradiction that moest be resolved m an EIS.

If Eapab recreational facilities are to be constmocted mear the Virssoo site, residents using them
will be hanmed by polivtion frem the plant. This potential impact should alzo be prven mose
scrtimy.

Text from the EA Section 3.5.2 Environmental Consequences of the

Proposed Project
Shori- end kig-len miner sdvmes effecis oo qeality souli] be sxpecied from o propossd propedt. The
Tects wonihd b frem air enieims g commtnectios, med fnem dhe operatees of (ha ooy coalfimmna
Feeled Filol Plant. hersws &= enimions would be de e (ol misiesd imporiae) sed woull] nol confirde
e a viclabion of my Fodenl, slale, o= kocal mr ragulslion. Hes stslioniey soee of sr ersasicm mecisled
weth the proeect ol nol axzeed the e o soores thraheld sl winildnet be lage encsagh sty clise ==omigh
pelenialy Io alffect w Clas [ o

Bletably, o eeml oo i cvvsern wensldd T divestly comlusstiod ot ihe propossd Sicikty. All cperticms would e ons
sentivg szale, e full-szale prodiction o stormge of my Tusl or rmetorsds wesld ned be conducied sl e sie
Ter totul amiart of enimamns Som e rl:Jll'('DI.I.JI:l wery amall, and e enimions would 2ot be e o
sahxa. { i e et wary adiza wrarkd B o racied o dimipmis elfaiivaly belirs
smaching sy roidenssl aroes ellllllllillollltﬂl'l.'llllﬂ of e Filert Flant Serefore m dosoraind alfocts md
advorn eifocts h.lm.l:h-l.llhlr mll'unlmul‘quhd The: faz ||i.:|l neitter would misdere looalized et

tha

st af ax pell EESLES ababaa of e segin

Comment on the EA Texts Above

The emissions “would not be tootic in natare™? This is an incredible staterment and
conmradices the HAPs information contzined in section 2.7.3 of the EA. The above
statemients appear to address only the impaces that will scovr within the thory days thar
DOE is imvalved with the Virasco praject. Azain, what sbout the 90-day process rons that
will follow within 2 projected 130-dav operatton period anonuwally? Sinply assizning 2
“moderate’” level topact for these lonzer nins and for long-tenm ounmlative effects 1=
wnconvincing apd nepscientific in Heht of the vapor plums and odors that will be emined.
In 3 public meeting beld in Kanab at the Fane Comnry Courthowse in Febmary 2011,
UDAQ representanves stated that H25 will be emitred from the plant and that i will
small bad, especially m winter conditions of nversion, when smoke stays low to the
gronwd. Arva Later public mesting 3t Fanab High School, NETL s Dr. Bichard Boardman
stated that 2s the process is ramped wp for a test and sbhur down after 2 test, inefficient
combuston will result o several days of excessive smoke, above what wonld be normual
in the middle of a test cycle. This mater also does not appear to have been addreszed m
the EA.

Text from the EA Section 3.5.1.2 Climate and 4.2.6 Greenhouse Gases
(GHG) and Climate Change

The propamed Seclsly in o Kena Costy, Thsh wﬁlllllh daveloyment boyond ssarbry fanea assl scaBaed lenies

Samfare elevalices in fhe ares runges froem wheant 4 000 o 5 040 foot aleree mizan s bovel and epography india

sea corminty of gorly rolling hila sed valoy widh scdtered oo Fassh, Thal, the lugest city in Kane Coy,

Ean mn wvmage legh sl o lempeaters in b coldai mosth, Temaary, of 47.3 “Falwecheit (°F), (B9 Cchim

T and H PF R & e |n':|'|'.=l|llll.'i": begls ol lovw dmmpmaraitars i e wa L, July, of

0 FEF (32 6 el B6E F {13.7°0) ru|u'||lm.:|l i e oo e wwersgga sl precipeiation of 149

mclem por year. Thv:llﬂLnl:lhlElJn:rz & harch with an sverge sainfsll of | % wckes (Koids, 3001}

CHI 2 are componestn of the stmeapters that tng heet ealatsvaly sear the surfiecs of the et e, Berefre,

contrizzle o the greenirenes effet mnd glodal cirsto 2 . Melloat (TH O =y mutueally inthe sirmcapderas, ban
i hear . Tera ||£I.€rnlr.r:ln P-‘:':n"_n Ihl-\:my-nl'ﬁmll;.:ll Olctsl

Dt B for [Rak Cosl and B Fusked Palal Pl (L0 EA- TS0 dsput 3001

4%

Responses
Comment 40-16

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-01, 34-06, and 18-02.

Comment 40-17

Text in Section 3.5.2 was updated for clarity to read: "The total amount of
emissions from the facility would be very small, and not appreciably
effect air quality.”

The remaining subjects of this comment have been addressed in the
responses to comment numbers 13-01 and 34-06.
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40-18

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

raisen e expecied Lo conSne 1o riss w B activitie cominee o add ceton discde, methies, nito
caitle, arel ciber promhicums i hastrapring) gace s the simosphers. Hurss: Eeall, syricultice, nesun
ccrpaoms, comabl evm, aed hetng aed coclieg Erm den of cErros 1va apebane Some
chmerves] chungen inchude shrinking of glacies, Ll.ulrg..l'?:rm.lrnll ier irsring and selier break-ap of &
o v md bikes, begthening of growng sswisa, shifla mn phel e sl g e earlior Noweng of
fras {ITEF A, 2007 FOC, MOT)
Tﬂ‘:ll‘:rﬂﬂl_lhlﬂ.ﬂ”llﬂ: commnaits sl gldul dimste denge by prapanng GEG investorie il
ﬂ__ ing plicios dhat weeald revult ina decrease of (GHG emmec=s. The Fresident's CEL) recesily releassd drufl
.gl.u wion whan md hew Fedaal spancics shoald conmle GH0 sniznass md climak changs m HEFA. The
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Comment on the EA Text Above

The EA states that thera is linle development in the viciity of the propesad plant “except
wearhy farms and scamered homes™. This staternent 1s false. In fact the site is within the
city limuits of Fanak, which contzins 2 300 persons dwelling in the historic downiown
arza and oumierons subdivisions within one to mwo miles of the proposed plant.
Fuarthermare, farmland showld be protected from harmnl deposition of taxing froum the
plant. There isn't nwach arzble land in Kane County and all of it lies near Kanzb Ciry,
due north and downwind of the proposed plant, and therefore is threatened by toxic
pollution from the proposed plant in the form of fallowr from stack emissions and
windblowmn dust from the residue of the evaporation ponds.

Responses
Comment 40-18

The response to comment number 6-04 addresses the concerns about
the Pilot Plant’s proximity to residential areas and potential health
effects. DOE considers the proposed gasification process to have the
potential for producing clean energy from coal and biomass when
compared to conventional combustion processes. The Pilot Plant would
demonstrate the process at a size that would provide economic
performance data adaptable to a commercial-scale facility. DOE’s
experience with gasification technology does not support the claims
made in this comment about carbon dioxide emissions from gasification
technologies in comparison to coal combustion. The response to
comment number 12-01 addresses the request for an EIS.
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40-18
(cont’d)

40-19

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

My concemns as stared o my scoping comments sbout the barm to Eanh's atmasphars
from the contoned e of fossil fuals have not been sufficienty addressed in this EA.
Gasificarion of cozl is panerally accepted in sclennfic circles o produce 15 to 20%: more
CO2 than simply bunung the cozl. Since the burning of fessil fels incnding coal is the
larzest contributer to woerldwide climate change and slobal wamung a5 stated mothis EA
why is DOE pursuing 3 technology in Kanab, Utah, thar gensrates aven more 02 par
ton of coal processed, than does uming the cozl? The tenn “clean coal” misrepresents
sasificarton, from the perspectve of COZ enussions. This project deserves greatar
sorutiny in 2 full ETS.

Text from the Ea\ Section 3.5.2.2 Regulatory Review

Smticoary sourcen of wr | wwith & prog |r\o_1n:|:r|lw|ln rJrnj.I'!F-ri:rl] arel atuiz wr
peneiting reguintices. Theae sespicenent mchade, |lu|l:: nal nised to, mimnar new souros paview (SR,
D.-q'EF..I i [Rak Coal and Bwamaas Fuskd Pilal Plast OOEEA-TEMDH dsgpt 2007

7 ien of o Setegicetion (FADN, md now scenos pesfoemancs saeckeds (HEFS) for selecied
-:r!qfa-nflrl}.l"ulr-\: es. Tha propesed fazility wenalil hav o anissizng se kow thal they woull be axenpi
B the wr preniliog ropairrsants 30729005 through B, Ferreal Hetize of Tnta teu Appeoval Ondes; henes,
=5 Fenil teopeais i wonkl ke required. The fzility wesld Sl onder e mnall sraese axeespion (R307-20H -
0, which alless vary sl soapzes of s polluim gresier leschiliy b make changes in e orsanicm e lag
o They remmais algitle for the ecenplion. Uder Gin exemipiam, the Beeloly would

1y Erest besa than 5 dpep ol PRI, S00, OO0, Hik, wnd vobtle cogasic sompousd (8OCT,
!i:mhglnslllpunh per sy of wary FLAF, s bava dhmn 2000 pocrnds pes pear foe sy corebintion

) Frrst Jenn shan 500 prarrsds |lu':|l|=-nl'l||:|l:ru_ll:u.|ln'4 Rtead inn (1] or (2] aboren mnd los San
"LI'I:F'H-_'E per yomw ol wey combnedtses of wir o 'll".l:l":lll.l =it fistesd o 41 l'rl"'llllnl:
Virmen sbnibed i Smsll Scarcs Bxenpia= R 1m, whech wia sevicwed and oy { by TME, DA

UDEG, TR A copry of il Serall Senarce Fan?lnlﬁqlmlmn arel tha UDEG I|F"'ﬂ|J||:r amE=

Appendin &
Unzher tha comrectoad seiion of prooaible fufice operaes, the Filod el may opeate op o |30 dey por yee.

hae Filid Flast's kol asenicn wde s scermns wers lo encead e bevels mullized in el sosce
axemyrios, the fecility would need 1o cbisin wmines urares speating peail from UDES.

Comment on the EA Text Above

Where in the EA ars the values for each HAP that will be smrtted? Simply stzting thar
lewels will mot exceed UDAQ avpnal maximuns is insufficient. Fesideors are going o
be expocad to HAPs if this project is butlt, up to 300 pounds per year of any singls HAP
and wp to 2000 peands of oy combinaten of HAP:, What are thew. and haw mnch will
be enutted? A proper envirenmenral analysis st include this data, which is missing in
thiz EA. Residents will be exposed to up to 5 rons per year of specific noxiouns polhirants
a5 listed: Mo, 50:, £0, NOx, and volafile organic compeunds (VOC);

Elanab City is most denzely populated within 2.5 nules of the proposed project and homes
arz 35 close as 1.1 miles dowmwind, and recreafion sites such as the Tackson Flaz
Fleservodr are within 0.25 miles of the site with additional facilides planned. The stared
emissions represent hazards that do not owrently exist for Kansb residsurs. The fact that
existng cpal-fired Boilers in the elemeantary and kigh schools are already pelluting the
Ciny's air is oo reason o invite more of it o the Viresco preject! The objective of
Eanab residents who are concermed abour this praject is to mzaintain optinnum conditions
supporive of good health, not to be confent o accept levels of new polluton that remain
beneath state or federal threshold levels. The EA fails to address mopacts on schaoel

Responses
Comment 40-19

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-01, 18-02, 34-06, and 40-10.
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40-19
(cont’d)

40-20

40-21

40-22

40-23

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

children attanding Middle School znd High Schooel less than two miles from the proposed
site.

[f constructed, this project wonld cause a declins in enviromrnentzl quality for Fanab Ciry
residents thiat 1s not acceptable o many. There i “significant™ and intanse conmoversy
abomr this matter as evidenced by contiming letters to the editor in oppositon o the
plant, lawsunits and lezal appeals to zoning decisions, the wwillingness of Ciry Oficials
to discuss the marer with local residents, and the recent Salt Lake Tribunse editorizl on
the citizen’s ballot intrative to allaw for 3 public vote on the project, to nams spacific
instamces. In such circumstances. DOE is reguited o conduct & full ETS where thess
levels of controversy are present.

Text from the EA Section 4.25

b il

The afske of Uish Isksa @ilo sccaami the offes |lllr.1r. wal, r:ml mmml"}- Fammecshlo crcasicne Awsg
the ¢ |:I-:||rr.|:|r||r'.h:5\_ T_l::ll.ltl.ﬂ |I .-::l_m:lnli:ih EITIRES FAESE

thae descliy af i plan. B i | by the

[ 1 praject woald be de nenimis
Therefire, the proposed peoject woeld have misor sdverse sormulatres affects o= o qudity.

Comment on the EA Text Above

Treatment of the cummlztive effects of air pelhiton from the Viresco praject on the health
of the residents of Fanab Ciry 1s not addressad in this EA. A full EIS mmst be condncted
to detarmine the level of health hazard from HAP: emissions genarated by the Viresco
project. The fact that the project falls vnder the UDAG Small Source Exemprion is no
reason 1o avodd due diligence In assuring Kapak City residents, many of whoom have
already existing respiratory condidens, thar significant adverse health impacts will not
orour. Children in school may e as significant nsk fTom airbome pollarants. DOE is
required 1o examine such impacts and bas pot dene so in this EA

Text from the EA Section

4.2.00 Fuhliz HEralih and Sadely
Yot pew=shly Soreaeeable e baes ideniafiod thit would inlenss with Wissoo's propessd projest in
ererte cemslive st rpacts Is human hedih and adety
4 Sewsrcansmnis sl Fnviroemesial Saslice
| pmagect seoul] cosinkad hqlnll'.lﬁw|ml;wm:llum 1 fror e ninle, ooty md kecal
I d ! & end bed prows fml could be asc sduled with Lee Kame
Crounty Public Aafely Fac I|l‘_|'|tl1 1 hacknon Flat Water Supprly Storge Project would costributs cumulatively 1o

L] |ml_w.| ez =t

Comment on the EA Text Above

Trearment of the issues in 4.2.10 and 4 211 1= flawead bacanse the EA does not consider
the sociological strife that this proposzl has cansed in Kansb. Locanng the Viresco
facility in Fanzb whers people are nnorganized and msuffictently capitalized to
effectivaly oppose it 1s 2 case of anvironmental injustica.

Text from the EA Section 5.3 Unaveidable Adverse Impacts

Crmwraction md opestion of the propossd Pict Flant would cwes uearcidalde sir enisioms

Comment on the EA Text Above

The EA fails to quantify the vmaveidsble impacts from 2ir ernissions, except to state that
thev will not exceed Small Source Exsmption levels. This represeats an insufficient
anzlysis of the possible harm to public health from the emissions.

Responses
Comment 40-20

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 12-01. Public controversy alone is not the sole
determining factor in whether an EIS is the appropriate level of
environmental review for a proposed action.

Comment 40-21

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-01, 40-10, and 18-02.

Comment 40-22

In Section 3.10.1.4, Environmental Justice, and Table 3.10-4, the Draft
EA considered the potential for disproportionately high and adverse
impacts to environmental justice populations. The project vicinity and the
City of Kanab do not have poverty rates or minority populations higher
than the county, state, and national levels. Therefore, the EA found no
basis for potential environmental justice impacts from the project.

Comment 40-23

The assessment of effects to air quality includes the de minimis
threshold values under the general conformity rule, a regulatory review,
and effects from GHG. All components of the analysis (including the
Small Source Exemption) indicate the level of effects would be less than
significant. The remaining subjects of this comment have been
addressed in the responses to comment number 13-01.
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Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

For your referance, the full text of my scoping comments are pasted below, This EA 1=
deficient in that the following pomts in my scooplng comments were nof 2dequately
addressed:
#  Imipacts of processing fires, apimal and lapdfll wastes and bomass.
Section 1k and 1o below
Secticn 22, b, and ¢ below
Secticn 42, b, ¢ and d below
Section 5z and b belaw
Section § received no analysis
Section 7k below
Secdon Oz and b below
Sectien 112, and ¢ below
Secton 12z below
Secdon 13 below
Secron 14k below
o Secton 152 and b below
»  Section 17 below
» Secton 19 below

This conchndes nuy comments an the Utah Hydrozazification Facility EAL
Wy scoping comments are enclosed below for your review.

To: Joseph Zambelli

WEPA Document Manager

5. DOE - Matowal Evergy Technology Labaratary
3610 Collins Ferry Fooad

B Box 880

Moerzzotown, W 26307

COMMENTS FOR THE US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUELIC
SCOPING ON THE UTAH COAL AND BIOMASS FUELED PILOT
PLANT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

By Fich Csange, 75 Sourth 100 West, Kanzb, Utah 84741 Email: jiwaizwi ne:

For many rezsons, a gasification plant located within the ciry limits of FKanab, Utzh, even
at P& D scale, to develop a procass to convert coal, fres, animal aond landfill waste, and
biomass into syuthens foels will cause unacceptable hamm to the community, its
economy, guality of life, znd to its residenrs.

Responses
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40-24

40-25

40-26

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

If the Viresco gasification facilify is built in Fapab, my family’s health and business will
be adversely impacted We purchased property in Eansb, Utah in 2005, and have
relocated our business to Eansb from Maine.

Following are the concemns I believe mmst ba addressed in this Environmental
Assessment, and which I am confident will lead to 2 finding of sigpificant impact

1. Wiolztes the intent of the Fapal City Master Plan god land use erdinances.

2. Ignores comrounity planning efforts, expectations and ordinances
outlining desirable comumercial and indusrial development within M2
(Light Mamnfacring) Zone “To provide space for small warehousing,
lizht mamnfacturing, fzbricanon, whelesaling, servics and other similar
comrnercial establishments which are combined with one another and
where they are convenient to the comunercial areas in the City of Kanab™,

k. A gasification facility, whether F&D or full producton scale, should be
lecated in an M3 Zene City Officials are amempting to penmit this use in
W2, which is an inappropriate interpretaion of Fanab Ciry Ordinance. Sae
item 29 in this docmment.

c. Dipes not meet desirabiliny criterma ontdived m Kanab Ciry Master Plan, for
exampls, “In zpproving or recommending approval of a conditional use
permir, the Fapab City Planning Commission or City Council shall find:

“Thar the proposed nse is pecessary or desirable and will
conmmibute to the general well-being of the comnmuumity™.

it. “Thar the uwsa will not be demimental to the health, safary, or
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurisns
10 PrOperty or improverments mothe vicinity™.

iit. “Thar the proposed nse will comply with the regnlatons of this
ordinanca’.

v, “Tharthe proposed nse is in hanuony with the intent and purpose
of the FKapak City Master Plan ar that the plan shall have first been
ameanded through 2 public hearng™

1. Will pegativaly impact local public health.

2. Inclnding increased asthma, cancer, and other diseasas in the residen:
population from tecds Alr emissions.

k. Will present mhbalation harards from toxic dust residues from stored
procass warer, blowing off the perimerer of the plant’s evaporztion pond,
toward residentizl dismicts of Hansb Ciny

c. Will canse Ciry residents nsing wood-fired heating sppliances to shar them
down during pericds of unacceptable air quality as deemead by Ttabh EFA.

Wil cawze barm to Kanab City Sewer lasoons.

2. Beneficial bacteria will be killed from tosic effluent discharze contaimng

heavy metals into Ciny sewar svstem
4. Will substantiallv degrade air quality in Eanab Cirv.

2. Hwdrogen Sulfide erssicns will caunse Eanzb's air to smell bad.

k. Mitrous Oegides, Solfur Dicside, Dioxin and Furans will canse cancer and
other respiratory diseases in the local population in future years.

Lid

Responses
Comment 40-24

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 32-03. DOE considers land use planning and zoning
decisions to be under the jurisdiction of the Kanab City Planning and
Zoning Department. That department determined that the Pilot Plant is
consistent with the zoning designation of the site and the master plan.

Comment 40-25

The response to comment number 13-01 addresses the effects of air
emissions on public health. The response to comment number 9-01
addresses the potential discharge of process water to the Kanab
wastewater system.

Comment 40-26

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-01 and 34-06.
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40-26
(cont’d)

40-27

40-28

40-29

40-30

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

.

The zita is improperly located np-wind of the majoricy of Ciry households

d. During start-up and termination of each testing cycle, mefficiencies in the
zasificanion process will resulf in toxic and foul-smelling smoks being
released from the plant.

3. Will cause pollution of sroundwater and Jackson Flat Beservolr

3, The full ranga of heavy metals found 1o coal will steadily aconmalate and
poison aguatc Lfe and persons who may eat fish caughe in Jackson Flat
Feservolr from particulates in stack enussions.

. Excess on-site storm water runedf will result in evaporation pond averflow
off-site during heavy ramfall evanrs cansed with increasing frequency by
climate change.

c. Owerflow of evaporadon powds will pollute local gronndwater aguifers
that will result in poisoning of arfesian wells in Fredoma

6. Will pezatively impact real-estate valoes in Fanab Cimy becanse persons sesking
hizh qualicy ef place. clean air and healthy lifesmvles will swvoid re-locating to

Flamab.

a. Some existing residents of Eanzb are already amempting to sell their
homes apd move ot of Kanab Ciry to escape the fune negative health
and ecowoamic impacts of a gasification plant lecated in Fanak

Will barm tearism and local businesses dependins upon tourism in Fane oy

-

LOLSts.

3, Site iz improperly located near US HWY E0-A at the southern gateway o
Eanab Ciry which pegatvely impacts vizsiter perceptions as they eater
Kanzb from the South.

B, Eanab's unigue raputation among visiters 1o southern Urab s 3
comioiry that markers itself as a world-class recrestional destination dus
1o s intrinsic natoral besuty, its proximiny to publicly administerad
nanral smenites such as Zion, Bryce and Grand Canyon Matonal Parks,
the preservaton of itz Pionesr beritage, and itz exceptional qualiny of life
will be damazed.

£ Will impar valusble compmnity assets of dark nizht skiss sand naooral quiet.

a. Excess lizght pollution from indusmial-scale safery lizhdng.

k. Contonzl nodse fom safety ralief valves and stacks flaring toxic zases.

c. Mopize and congestion from trucks servicing the facility.

9. Has already aroused a high level of discord within the commmniny toward City
Officizls and other elected leaders.

3. Almest ninety percent of Fansb Ciry residents are opposed 1o locating this
industry within Kanab City linvits.

k. Eanab Ciry officials including Maver, Ciry Counctl and Planning
Commission have sngered and berayed the must of local residents by
avoiding proper public disclosure of meenngs to amend the Ciry Master
Plan, and change zowng o acconunodate the developer’s ambitions befors
residents raalized the namrs of the proposed development or could provide
input, aond by intentionally circnmventng the desirabilicy crtena of Kanab
Ciry Ordinzpces as noted in Item #1 a0 the top of this document throuzh

Responses
Comment 40-27

The response to comment number 40-10 addresses the subject of toxic
metals. Under the proposed action, Viresco would construct a
stormwater retention structure that would be designed to hold
stormwater runoff from the project, and minimize the potential for
contamination from runoff. Viresco would be required to create and
operate a SWPPP, which would minimize the potential for contaminants
reaching Jackson Reservoir or the groundwater. Under the connected
action, an evaporation pond could be constructed, however it would be
bermed to prevent surface runoff into the pond, and minimize flooding
during stormwater events.

Comment 40-28

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 26-10.

Comment 40-29

The response to comment number 21-03 addresses the potential effects
on tourism. Facility lighting is discussed in Section 3.2.2, and the
potential for noise impacts is discussed in Section 3.9.2 of the EA.

Comment 40-30

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 40-24. DOE has not participated in the planning and
zoning decisions of the City of Kanab in any way.

The response to comment number 56-15 addresses concerns related to
exposure of wildlife to the stormwater retention basin and potential
evaporation pond at the Pilot Plant site.
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40-30
(cont’d)

40-31

40-32

40-33

40-34

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

spot Te-zoning to avaid the need for the developer fo obiain a conditdonsl
e permit for the gasification plant which would have allowed the
Planning Commizsien to artach condidons to an approval, snd which
wold bave subjected the developer fo mesting sdditional critenia in
Eanab City Land Use Ordinance Chapter 10 such as puisance and
performiance standards for dangerons and objecdonakle elaments

10. Wil barmo wiildlife such as birds that mway come in contact with produced water at
the evEporation ponds.

11. Is pur of character with resional aesthetic values and will kamm world class
recreational values of the region.

3. Cumently, Kanzb Ciry bas po smokestack indusmies and derives most of
irs econoric reverme by serving visitors to the area’s natjonal parks.
forests and moonments.

B, Asap example, Grand Staircase-Escalante Matonal Momuonent 1= injecting
substantial economic benefits info the comumnity snd has boosted growth
in Eapalk Ciry and Kane County and families are moving fo Fanalb
bacanse they want to recreats in, budld their business around the
Momaonent's recreztional resources, volunteer with, or work for the
Bureau of Land Management 25 the managing agency for the Monwmant,

c. Blamy pew residents are atmacted o Eanab, and re-locats in Fanab
becamse iris free of indusmial air and warer pollnton.

d. Wil introdwce the visual blizght of an mndesirable and pollating indusirial
faciliry upon the landscape within Fansh Ciny.

- - e e

upzrade Public Safery services including Fire Deparonent. Ambulmnes Personnel,

Haz-Mat compliance and bospital sarvices should there be z2p accidenral

3. Carbon Monoxide (00, 2 deadly but adorless gas is the main product of
the zasificaton process which then is intendsd to be re-formed throuzh
chemical reactions info saleable products, but presents an unacceprable
accidental exposure hazard for the restdents of Fapak City becanss of the
close proximiny 1o denszaly populared neizhberhoods downwind from the
site.

13, Wil exceed TTDAG small source exemption standards durine normal opsranons
after 60 davs of operations within 3 one-vear period (Cperator states that several
00-dav fests can be expected annually’).

14, Will subject Eanab residents to mnacceprable fumre financial lishilities

a. Devaloper not reguited o post bond with Kanab Ciry to dismmantle highly
specizlized facility when operations cease.

k. Will expose Eanab residents ro indusmial health hazards for which ne
special insurance coverage can be obtamed for residents who cannoz
afford the preminms to obfain their own bealth insurance.

15 Will canse unacceptable nesative comulanve effects on the locsl economy and
guality of life in Fansh Cirv snd surronndins neishborhoods

Responses
Comment 40-31

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03, 26-10, and 32-03. Additionally, as discussed
In response to comment number 15-18, Figure 3-6 has been revised in
the Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show approximately how large the Pilot
Plant would appear from the same vantage point in comparison to the
visibility of nearby manmade features, including the Kanab Municipal
Airport, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County
Landfill. Also, the exhaust flare of the Pilot Plant would be operated
intermittently for a total of 30 days over the course of the first year and
intermittently for a total of 130 days in any subsequent year of operation.
Because the Pilot Plant would gasify coal into a synthesis gas that would
be combusted, the flare would be comparable to a natural gas flare and
not to a “smokestack” associated with a coal combustion facility.

Comment 40-32

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 13-01.

Comment 40-33

Comment is consistent with Section 3.5.2.2 of the Draft EA. Notably,
based on similar comments the analysis in the Final EA was expanded
to include a review of air emissions during the 130 days of operation.

Comment 40-34

As described in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EA, air emissions from the
proposed Pilot Plant would not pose a public health risk based on the
interpretation of Clean Air regulations, which require states to protect
public health and safety through the permitting process. Because
increases in emissions would be de minimis (of minimal importance) and
would not contribute to a violation of any federal, state, or local air
regulation, the UDEQ agreed that the Pilot Plant would be exempt from
air permitting requirements. DOE’s environmental review for the
proposed Pilot Plant as documented in the EA identified no potential
health hazards that would affect the need for special insurance.

Other subjects of this comment have been addressed in responses to
comment numbers 06-13 and 28-09.
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40-35

40-36

40-37

40-38

Commenter 40 — Rich Csenge (continued)

a. Character of the cify will be vegatively impacted by the presence ofa
major polluter which will deter clean indasoy snd mamufacnring from
locating in Fanak.

b, Air pollution will spoil quality of life in the sreater Kansb area for many
residents.

c. Extended stavs in Eanab by visitors to the sumounding parks swnd public
lznds will dominish because of the presence of ar pollution.

14, Provides slmest po emoplovinent benefits while subjecfing residents fo
unaccepiabls public health hazards, economis detriment and loss of qualioy of
place 33 8 primaTy CoMAMNICY 35581

3. Kansb is simared within ons-half day’s drive from eightesn nationsl and
stafe parks, panional forests, spd national monuments, which define its
highast and best arrtbutes as a destination for relocatmg o live and do
business, and upen whichk a sustainable recrestional and tonusm econsmy
it hazad

17. The present value of substantal invesnuents by business owpers and residents in

raal propermy and busmes: operations in the Ciry of Kanab will bs diminished ac 2
1 1 ') 'Y T O I 1 T ] = 1L - -
places where sonrces of toxic polluton sre present.

15, Presents unacceptable bazards from fire. explosion. nowions gases. snd toxic

. S £ o r - S L. + B _D

Fodeo Arenz and at Jackson Flat Feservolr,
19, Besidents of Fanab City will be subjacted to blowing dust hazards on prevatline

range of toxic compounds. heavy merals and radicacive partcles.

Responses
Comment 40-35

The Draft EA addressed emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant in
Section 3.5.2 (under Air Quality and Climate), which concluded that the
plant would not contribute to a violation of any federal, state, or local air
regulation. The Utah Division of Air Quality determined that the
proposed Pilot Plant meets the requirements for a Small Source
Exemption under Utah Administrative Code R307-401-9. Therefore,
references to the Pilot Plant as a “major polluter” and other allegations in
the comment are not substantiated. Other subjects of this comment
have been addressed in responses to comment numbers 21-03 and 26-
10.

Comment 40-36

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 6-04, 21-03, 26-10, and 32-03.

Comment 40-37

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 21-03, 36-06, 40-34, 40-35, 43-07 and 52-07.

Comment 40-38

No airborne releases of coal ash are expected. Section 3.5.2.1 of the
Final EA was updated based on comment.
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41-01

41-02

41-03

41-04

41-05

41-06

Commenter 41 — Virginia Pecora

From: GINnyP <ginnypT7 53{@eartnink.net

T <Josepn. Zambeli@NETL DOE GOV=

Dafe: IS2011 713 PM

Subjact: Comments On Drat £4 For the Uiah Coal and Blomass Fueled Pliot Plan:

September 15, 2011
D=ar Mr. Zambelll,

hawe recently meoved 1o Kanab, but | have wrkten my comments to you prier 1o my relocation wih regarg
%2 ihe Viresco Coal Gasieation Faclizy that Jim Guihne wants to bulld In Kanab.

am very disappainted In your indings and | would ke a more thorough EIS bo be done because when
reading the draft E&, | find thal many potential hazards have not bean fully res2arched.

am desply concernad about the possible hazardous waste which may find s way Indo our landflll.
am deeply concarned about the possibiity of process wasse waler b2ing put Into our sewage system.
am niot convinced 1had Wiresco intends o bulld 3 "sultable” waste water containment pond

am campletely cpposed 1o the posslbiity that Viresco may actually gring coal on she.

am surprized and skeplical about the assumption that the process water "will” be racyeled

n addition, Wirasco ks providing some of your Information and Viresco will De aliowad 1o monhor thelr own
complianca with varous regulalions. Thal's the Tox guanding the nen house, Is It not?

Thers are a number of discrepancies as well. I ks stated that the closest resldent Is 1.1 mlies from the
=i, but the truth Is that some resldents In Fregonla, AZ, our closest nelghbors, are only 1/2 mie away
n addticn, the future residents of the prison baing bullk naarby will also be within 142 milie

I it Is stated that there are no resemvalrs within close proximfy, but what about the Jackson Flat Resewoire

hat will b= only 1/4 mik away?

This E& s2eme rushed and Incomplete with many assumptions belng made. We are being told that
accidents and toxic spills are not andicipated, but what have you basad that assumption upon?

The DOE owes the resldants of Kanab, Fradonla and the Palute Reservallon a much more objecilve and
tharough study. ERher fum this grant down or 82 an EIS. Mothing shart of that would b2 totally unfair

Sincerely,
Wirginla Pecara
PO Box 404

300 E. 300 N L4
wanab, UT 84741
£43-655-5533

Responses
Comment 41-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 12-01.

Comment 41-02

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 15-09 (waste disposal), 9-01 and 56-15 (process
wastewater), 52-07 (retention basins), 15-03 (grinding coal), and 24-04
(use of “will").

Comment 41-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 6-15 and 15-04.

Comment 41-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 6-04 and15-07.

Comment 41-05

As stated in response to comment number 15-16, because the Jackson
Flat Water Supply Storage Project has not been completed, there is no
impoundment; hence, this future water body has not been cataloged by
the state. Potential cumulative impacts to this reservoir are discussed in
Section 4.2.

Comment 41-06

The response to comment number 15-04 explains that the Pilot Plant
would be subject to federal and state regulations applicable to all
comparable industrial facilities. The Pilot Plant would be constructed in
compliance with the Utah building codes and using industry-standard
building practices. In addition, only small amounts of petroleum products
would be stored at the Pilot Plant site for mechanical repairs, which
would minimize the potential for spills. Viresco would develop and
implement a SPCC plan, which would outline the procedures and
training needed to respond to a spill, any accidental releases would be
cleaned up to avoid groundwater contamination.
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42-01

42-02

42-03

Commenter 42 — William F. Barnes

Joseph Zambelli - Comments-Draft EA Utah CoalGasificationPilot Plant
|

From: Marlene <oontactidogonfunmy.com:s

To: = Joseph Zambel i NETL DOE GOV =

Dalte: 152011 458 PM

Sulsject: Comrnents-Draft £4 Utah CoalGasificationPilot Plant

Attachments: DOEScopingStaternentd-14-11.doc

Dear Mr. Zambelll,
I | to%ally disagres with DOE's Indings with regard ta the Viresco Coal-Easification facllity.

| would ke the DCE to refuse to grant the 2.4 million dollar earmark because this praject ls vehamently opposad
oy many Kanab cltizens and wih good reason. It has bean forced on us by our local and most Ikely state
gavernments.

| 5p=nt many howrs praparing my original scoping comments and | fzel that nane of My CoNcems were ever fully
explored by this Draf EA.

Throwghout the Draft EA | found terms such as “not anticlpated®, “not expacted®, “not Kely™ when [T came o
assesing wery real possibiities of alr and water poliution and Industrial acclgents. This optomism ks not puraly
analylcal nor Is it even objeciive.

I I 'want a full EIZ gone If you sl Intend o relaese this grant ko Viresco.
Please see atlached.

Sincersly,

Willlam F. Bames

1084 2. Wermillion Crive
Kanab, UT 34741
443-531-5362

Responses
Comment 42-01

Comment noted. DOE considered all scoping comments in the
preparation of the EA. See also the response to comment number 12-
01.

Comment 42-02

The CEQ NEPA regulations recognize the need to express impacts in
gualitative terms when quantitative measurements are either not
available or not meaningful for comparative analysis. DOE has added

definitions for impacts to Section 3.0 of the Final EA described as
beneficial, negligible, minor, moderate, and substantial.

Comment 42-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 12-01.

(0281-v¥3/30AQ) 1ue|d 10]1d pajend sseuwolg pue [eoD yein Joj v [euld

TT0Z Jaqwisdeq



¢6-3

43-01

43-02

43-03

43-04

Commenter 43 — Beth Kampschror
Jozeph Zambelli - comment on the Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Filot Plant

From: "Beth Kampschror" <heth20/@zmail com=

Ta: “joseph. zambellinet] doe gov=

Diate: 0/16:2011 12:48 PM

Subject: comment on the Draf EA for the Utab Cozl and Biomass Fusled Pilot Plant

Crear Mr. Zambelli:

My comments on the Draft EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOEEA-1870)
are below.

Sincerely,

Beth Kampschror

859 W Vance Dr

Hanab, UT 84741

Beth20Epmail. com

Having reviewed the Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant slated fo be
uilt in FKanak, Utah, 1 would Fke to urge the Deparment of Energy (DoE) to take the further
step of completing an EIS for this project, because 1) the project has sparked a massive
amount of controversy in Kanab, and 2) the analysis in the Draft EA is lacking.

Hundreds of Kanab residents are concemed that the experimental Viresce plant will damage
Fanab’s tourism economy, without providing anything in return in the way of jobs or tax
revenue. A poll of lozal business owners earlier this year revealed that around 50 percent of
them ars against the proposed plant for the same reasons. Just the specier of the plant's
approval has already damaged some business: A local realtor told my husband earlier this
year that he'd lost two potential buyers because they did not want to buy a house in a town
with an experimental indusinal plant. Kanab has been largely immune to the housing
downturn, but local realtors don't like to lose out on sales in this economy, which is exactly
what happensd here. And the plant has not even been bullt yet. Meanwhile, this experimental
plant, if it's built, will offer no tax revenue o Kanab. The employment it will offer will be limited
o just @ handful of jobs — and the Draft EA acknowledged that even those jobs may not be
filled by local people.

The controversy has been unprecedented in Kanab: Local activists recently gathered nearly
700 signatures to obtain a ballot initiative on the issue, and a local citizens” group is taking
Fanab's City Council to court over the Council's illegal decision to spot zone the 10 acres of
the 180-acre state parcel that Viresco owner Jim Guthrie plants to lease from the state of Utah.
Fanab's city officials have so far not responded to the massive public outcry over their initial
zoning change for the plant. Mar have our city officials explained how the plant will benefit
Hanakb.

But aside from the local controversy and my interest in a full EIS on the project, | would also
like to comment on the merts of the EA itself. For example:

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED: The EA did not demanstrate the need to sitz this plant in Kanab.
Pleass explain the need fo site the plant in a small town in southern Liah that's close to
national parks (Zion Mational Park, Bryce Canyon NP, Grand Canyon MF), a national
recreation area (Glen Canyon Mational Recreation Area), and one of our couniry’s largest
national monuments (Grand Staircase-Escalants Mational Monument), and depends on
tourism for its livelihood.

2.0 ALTERMATIVES: The EA did not analyze a different location for the plant. even though the
language in the Congressional earmark specifies only the state of Uah. The DoE's ralionale

that the Proposed Action and Mo Action are a “reasonablza range of alternatives” is not

Responses
Comment 43-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 40-20.

Comment 43-02

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06. Because the project would be a
private enterprise (not owned by DOE) on property leased by SITLA, it
would be subject to tax assessments.

Comment 43-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 43-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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43-04
(cont’d)

43-05

43-06

43-07

43-08

Commenter 43 — Beth Kampschror (continued)

adeguate, particularly when there are ather locations in the state (e, Salt Lake City outskirs)
that already have industrial areas that could host such a plant.

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUEMNCES: | would ask the
o€ to demonstrate that an analysis occurred here, becauss the EA makes evaluafive
statements without making a direct connection with any such analysis.

2.10 SOCIO-ECONOMICS: Dok hers showed that its Finding of Mo Significant Impact was
armived at due to preconceived notions, rather than an unbiased, fair and balanced evaluation
af the effects an industrial facility weuld have on a small. rural tourist fown. For example, on

page 54, 4 paragraph, the statement "Procass water from the Pilet Plant will be recycled. ..
process wastewater will have no impact 1o the City of Hanab's wastewater system.” Viresco
owner Jim Guthrie has yet to reveal exactly how he plans to recycle the plant's water, and no
ane has yet demonstrated fo Kanab's residents that Viresco wastewater will pose no harm fo
the city's wastewater system. This iz just one example of such bias in this s=ction of the Draft
EA, which glossed owver the concerns of local residents about how this plant will affect Kanab's
tourism economy.

In addition, the EA glossed over some of my 2arlier concems (from my scoping process
comments in June 2011) concerning, for example, human health and safety. What are the
risks associated with accidents at this plant, | asked in my earlier comments, and pointed out
that Kanab's valunteer fire department and tiny hespital are not prepared to deal with an
explosion or other toxic accident at the plant. | also pointed out that the nearest haz-mat teams
are 1% hours away. The Draft EA does not take these concems into account, noting only that
Wiresco plans to contract 3 haz-mat company in advance of the construction {p. 57). The Dra®
EA alzo assures us that “major process operation failures have been considered in the
engineering and design such that the system design is sufficiently flzxible and conservative to
help prevent such ococcurrences” (p. 58). That same confidence was likely shared by the

engineers invalvad with the Despwater Horizon oil ig and the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plant.

Apcidents happen. Systems fail. And Kanab is foo far away from competant help to even
consider placing such a potentially dangerous facility here.

An EIZ would take these concems into account in @ more substantive way. | therefore urge the
Do to conduct a full EIS on the Viresco project.

Thank you vary much for taking these comments into aczount. | lock fonward to hearing from
WOU 35 You Maks prograss in your assessments.

Responses
Comment 43-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 42-02.

Comment 43-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 9-01, 24-04, and 21-03.

Comment 43-07

The Pilot Plant would be designed with appropriate safety features,
including rupture disks on pressurized vessels conforming to ASME
standards and the delivery and storage of coal in bags to prevent ignition
of coal dust. Pressure relief valves on the gasifier would be vented to
the flare consistent with standard operating procedures for such units.
DOE revised Section 3.9.2 in the Final EA to describe a potential
catastrophic accident scenario during plant operations, which would
result from an explosion simultaneously involving the 6,000-gallon
propane storage tank and the 18,000-gallon hydrogen storage tank. The
radius of impact from such an accident would extend to a limit of
approximately 0.3 mile from the proposed site. There are no residences
or permanent structures located within this radius; therefore, plant
workers and individuals in vehicles on adjacent roadways would be the
only population directly at risk.

With modern safety features and practices in place, the risk of a
catastrophic accident at the proposed Pilot Plant is extremely low. The
estimated accident rates for storage of liquid propane and liquid
hydrogen were calculated based on industry statistics compiled by the
EPA’s Risk Management Program. A 6,000 gallon tank of liquid propane
would have a probability of causing an accident 3 times in 100,000 years
(3.0x10‘5 accidents per year), and an 18,000 gallon tank of liquid
hydrogen would have a probability of causing an accident 2.5 times in
1,000 years (2.5x10'3 accidents per year). See Section 3.9.2 for detail.

In the highly unlikely event of a catastrophic accident occurring at the
Pilot Plant site, emergency response would be focused on rescue and
medical attention for surviving workers, and control of the fire at the plant
site and potential brush fires resulting from the explosion. Initial medical
response for a maximum of 9 plant workers would be within the capacity
of the Kane County Hospital with reliance on medivac helicopter
transport to larger regional medical facilities if necessary. The Kanab
Fire Department has the capacity to provide initial response for
containment of potential brush fires resulting from the incident and would
call for mutual aid from regional responders as needed.

Comment 43-08

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 12-01.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul

TT0C 48quisdsg



¥6-3

44-01

44-02

44-03

44-04

Commenter 44 — Don Fox
Jozeph Zambelli - Comment: on the Utah Coal and Biomas: Fueled Pilot Project

From: "donfox" =dfdeafoxidgmail com=

Ta: =Tosaph Zambellitmearl doe gove

Date: Q162011 3:34 PM

Subject: Comments on the Tizh Cozl and Biomass Funaled Filot Project

Jaseph Zammbelli

Iy pame is Don Fox and I am a resident of Kanab, Utab. My address is 1402 so. Stewar: Drive. [am
rasponding to the draft EA the was recently released.

Ihave a few concerns sbout the EA. Paragraph 3.1.2 states “fuure aparatons np to 130 annually for an
nndstermined period, impacts would be moderate. Operaton effects would ocour mors often and fora
longer peried of thne”. What does thiz mean? What will the emissions be? It sounds liks the testing and
aperaton may be 2 lot more extensive than we wars lead to believe. Where are the fizures on the
estimated emussions? Where is the analysis? Please substantiate these statements. What does moderate
mezan? Why an undetenuined period?

I have another issne with the Socioeconomic section. Where 13 the analysis? How was it done? Where
are the figures. Who was talked to. It appears the smdy was not done in a therough, scientific manner, 4
local realty broker at Adobe Fealty states thar she has several houses listed by people who want to move
because of the proposad plant. The szme broker stated she has one sala pending the outcome of the
proposed plant It seerns 1o me thera is more damaze dons bers than any posstble benefits from 4
temporary jobs

This propesad plant has become 3 buge conroversy and has divided the towns citizens. I can say with
some confidence that the majority of Elanazb's citizens and businesses do not want the plant buils hera.
The best solutdon to this issue would be 1o complete and EIS on the proposad project and or look for an
alternative site. People here are pot against doing research on gaszification, they just don't think it fitsina
small, beantiful town thar depends on tourism and retirees for it's extstence. Thara is po naed o locate
the plant in FKanab. It shoulde't be that difficult to find 2 mere remote site with power and water. Why
wars altarnative sites not considared?

The lzst item [ am concerned about 1= decommissioming. Dioes decommissionme include dismantiing
and cleamup. Hanab City cannot afford an expensive cleanup.

Thank you very tch for taking my conuments.

Dion Fox

Responses
Comment 44-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 12-01.

Comment 44-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06.

Comment 44-03

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 8-01.

Comment 44-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-03 and 35-06.
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45-01

45-02

45-03

Commenter 45 — Deborah Swanson
Jozeph Zambelli - Response to DOE re: Kanab Coal Gasification Plant

From: "Deborab Swanson” <daswanson/isboglobal net
Ta: “joseph zambellivinet] doe.gove

Date: Q162011 5:24 P

Subject: Fesponse to DOE re: Kansb Cozl Gasificaton Plant
CC: "Diebaorab Swanson” <daswanson/sboglobal net-

September 16, 2011
Dear Mr. Zambelli:

Llalenl
T am writing bacanss [ am exmamely concernad about the pcr:lpns.ed Cioal Gasification Plant by Viresco. Iunderstand

that the govemmment nesds to explors alssmative and cleanfer) eneTgy projects and am not, in principle, against
them. However, [ am very rmuch azaimst the proposed location for © I'J::!L;:u

This s 0ot a guestion of "not m my back yard'--it's insane bacause Karah and is snvirons are everyone T hack

vard. In shor, why would 2 plamt of this kind belocated in ene of the most exquisite places in the world
by the oumber of forzizn ToumiEs We g2t evary year). Moreover, why m the world would such a plant (EVEN
accepﬂb poltusion-wize] be pat iv 2 pl u.]l 25 this? There are many other places where this plant mighs be
Located, and as you keow, thers has been incredible tension m this town ever since the residents leamed about the plant
AFTE 1uur_1|:= permit was zramted Despite the arguments from car current council members—that we had an
QppArTty to paricipats in this dectston—it was never made public dus this zoning change would brinz man
experimental coal plant

Moregver, this plant has crexted an ongoing fight-essentially between tha "ald"er) residents--mary of wham view
the riches of Utah 25 minerals comsng ot of the grovmd—and the "new"(er) a k2 "outsider” residents—who moved
hiere thicking the laed and it's iches should be saved for paopla not lucky enough to live here u:ldfocr frmure
gemerations. My husbaed and 1 retired here (and spend our money in this town) BECALSE af

bazuty of the place, comparad to the place we lefi--San Francisco. The fact that we woul
ses this ugly smucnre f[UIDL:]‘IJ:fI:E {which we bought in large pan because of its view) is what T would call :ennu:.
aesthetic pollution, and 2 peod re2sen for our housing prices 1o st2y as low as they currendy are rapardless of any
firure recovery experienced in the southwest.

Thins, due to the amount of conmoversy generated, DOE should complete an ELS for this propect. Dodeg so would not
only address the mary conclusions made in the current draft which are not supported by specific, soientific dam, buz
alse help provide information for potenfial, alternative sites showld cemain affacts need to ma clearly mitipated. In
shom, T'm asking the DOE bath to do an EIS repor, and, m the end to "think satsida the box” of nulss and ordinances
and sceptific data; woald the DOE considar a plant proposed for Vellowstone? Vosemite” Dispeyworld?

Thack you for considenns this lester,

Diehormal Swanzen, Ph D
Q81 5. Stewart Dirive
Eanab, TUrah 84741
(310 285-7132

Responses
Comment 45-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 45-02

The Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities of Kanab, and the
qualitative effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the local viewshed. As
discussed In response to comment number 15-18, Figure 3-6 has been
revised in the Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show approximately how
large the Pilot Plant would appear from the same vantage point in
comparison to the visibility of nearby manmade features, including the
Kanab Municipal Airport, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the
Kane County Landfill. “Aesthetics” is not a resource that readily lends
itself to quantitative impacts, particularly when considering visibility of
structures by individuals. Some individuals would consider the visibility
of these manmade features to be more of an impact on their aesthetic
appreciation of the viewshed than others would. The responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 26-10 address comments relating to
tourism and home values.

Comment 45-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 8-01.
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46-01

46-02

Commenter 46 — Cynthia Abbott
Reptember 14, 200 |

Mdr. Joseph Zambelli

LLE, Department of Enerpy

Mational Energy Technology Laboratory
Il Codlins Ferry Road

MR BOT

P.O. Box 880

Muorganiown, WY 265070880

Dear M. Zambelli,

[ submitted a scoping letter on the Kanab Coal gasification plant in June, In my letter | included
my ighiress 1o be informed of the draft environmenal assessment when it was released, |
received no potification when the drafi EA was released in August. DOE NEPA negulation
1021.304 states public involvenment is 1o be conducted in aceordance with 40 CFR 1506.6. This
requires federal agencies inform persons that are imerested of the availability of environmental
documents. Cleasly, [ showed my inlerest by submitting scoping comments. DHOE has vielated
CEQ regulations by not notifying me of the draft EA,

e environmental eftects disclosed in the drafl environmental sssesament are based on o fxwed
consideration of & connested action. DOE admits that Vireseo's plans for operating its Gacility
fter DHOEs assistance onds are nol “well-defined”™ (EA pg 210 It stales Viresco intends to
operate its plant for a maximum of 130 days during a calendur vear., What is this estimate of
approximately 4 months based on? The EA does not include any miionale as to whether this
‘hest guess" by Vireseo is based on any credible information. [t makes mo sense that the
government would contribute £2,400,000 to build a plant thal would then rely on operating it a
third of the year. What if Viresco decides o operate longer than 130 days each year? There is no
unalysie of effects. The DOE appeurs anxiows o provide significant funds for a research facility
then wigsh its hands of its future operations. The analysis of the impacts must nol be based on
pure conjecture, and be within the rale of reason. This innccurate, ilogical inclusion of the future
operation of the plant renders the environmental analvsic fatally lawed, The impoects an air
quality, grousdwater and wuste generated would be significontly different under a longer
operling year. Consequently, a Finding of Mo Significant Impact would be based on a Mawed
analysis and would violate CECY MEPA regulations,

I look forward 10 a newly prepared envitonmental assessment based on an pocuraie portrayal of
the plant’s future operstion providing & thorough, science-based snalysis of the environmental
immpacts of the proposed plang,

ours truly, |
I - 4 i

el 1Y A
alr AR __\_\ J .aJ-.. ?%.Ej,- _,}
Cymihiiy Abbon - N
1386 Fast |00 South

St Lake City, LT 84005

Responses
Comment 46-01

DOE received numerous comments during the public scoping period and
took appropriate action to ensure that all interested parties were included
in the distribution list. In this case, a mistake was made when entering
the commenter’s address into the distribution list (Kanab was entered
instead of Salt Lake City). DOE regrets any inconvenience this mistake
may have caused. DOE widely publicized the availability of the Draft EA
to ensure that all interested parties would be informed.

Comment 46-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 4-01 and 6-01.
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Commenter 47 — Rene Berkoudt Responses
Comment 47-01

Comment noted.

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU oFPilg.Nn MANAGEMENT M*

CGiramd Stuircase-Escal Mational M
190 E. Center Street —-‘.'H
Kanah, UT #4741 TAKE PRIDE™
hetpfferwrarut bl povmorasment MAMERICA
In Reply Refer To:
1001795 (LTS
September 16, 2011

Mr. Joseph Zambelli

1.5, Department of Encrgy

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Colling Ferry Road

M/S: BOT

P.O. Box EED

Morgantewn, WV 265070850

Deear Mr. Zambelli,

This letter transmits the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument's (GSENM) comments

regarding the Depantiment of Energy National Encrgy Technology Laboratory’s Utah Coal and

Biomags Fueled Pilot Plant Project Draft EA (EA-1870D). Please note the attached document
47-01 containing our comments titled, *GSENM Comments on Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot

Plant Project”, Digital versions of all comments are available upon reques:.

Please contact Joe David, Grand Staircase-Escalants National Monument Planning and
Environmental Coordinator, at (435) 8990833 if you have any questions on this submittal.

Sincerely,

- £
e ené . Berkhoudt
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument
Monument Manager

Attachment: BLM Comments on Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant Project

et
BLM: Tyler Ashcroft

Planning and Environmental Coordinator
Utah State Office

Bureau of Land Management

440 West 200 South, Suite 500

Sali Lake City, Utah §4145-0155

OEPC: Robert F. Stewant

Regional Environmental Officer

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
1.5, Department of the Interior

P.0. Box 25007 (D-108)

Denver, COEO225-0007
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47-02

47-03

47-04

47-05

47-06

Commenter 47 — Rene Berkoudt (continued)

Attachment: GSENM comments on Kanab Coal and Blomass Fueled Pilot Plant

September 16, 2011

Staff of the Grand Staircase-Escalante Mational Monument [GSENM] reviewed the following sections of
the EA for impacts and relation to GSENM lands: Purpose and Meed, Proposed Action and Alternatives,
Land Use, Aesthetics, Air Quality and Climate, Soils, Groundwater, Materials and Waste, and Cumulative
Impacts. The following represents the GSENB's comments on the EA,

2.7.1 = Materials Required - The EA states that sand will be used in the process. They however da not
state how sand will be dispesad of or where the source of sand will be obtained from. Are these private
or federal quarries, how far away and how much will be used?

3.5.1.1 Mational Ambient Air Quality Standards and Existing Air Quality [Alr Quality and Climate Existing
Conditions]

Class | Federal lands - The EA states that Class | Federal lands include areas such 2% national parks,
national wilderness areas and natlonal monuments. The BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument, Vermillion Cliffs National Monement and the various BLM wilderness areas are not listed,
mor are the effects to these areas by the proposed action addressed.  The statement should indicate
these national monuments and wilderness areas are not Class 1 federal lands within the Cha.

I Table 3.7-1 The chart is missing Western Kane County Spedial Service District/Orderville Landgfill,
4.1 Esisting and Reasonably Foreseeable Projects (Cumulative Impacts)

‘What about the Progosed Lake Powell Pipeline Project?

4.3 Projects Mot Considered for Cumulative Impacts (Cumulative Impacts)

Alton Coal Mine should be listed as a potential source of coal and in relation to the project, howewer
negligible the effocts of the proposed action may be on the operations of the mining operation.

Responses
Comment 47-02

As shown in Table 3.7.2, up to 300 tons of sand for 30 days of operation
and up to 1,300 tons of sand for 130 days of operation would be used.
These amounts of sand are relatively small requirements and would be
obtained from any one of numerous commercial providers in Utah or

Arizona. The sand would be reused in the process and, therefore, would

not require disposal on a regular basis. If any sand should require

disposal it is expected to be nonhazardous and would be landfilled offsite
at a facility permitted to accept nonhazardous waste. If, however, testing

results indicate that the sand is hazardous, it would be disposed of at a
facility permitted to accept hazardous waste as discussed in Section 3.7
of the EA.

Comment 47-03
The comment is consistent with Section 3.5.1.1 of the Draft EA. These

areas are not Class | areas under the Clean Air Act. However, based on

the analysis described in response to comment number 13-01, the

proposed Pilot Plant is expected to have negligible impacts on the Grand

Staircase-Escalante National Monument, Vermillion Cliffs National
Monument, and other BLM wilderness areas.

Comment 47-04

The Western Kane County Special Service District/Long Valley Municipal

Solid Waste Landfill has been added to Table 3.7-1 in the Final EA.
Comment 47-05

The following text has been added to Section 4.2 of the Final EA: “An
alternative route for the Lake Powell Pipeline (the Existing Highway
Alternative) would pass no closer than 2 miles to the east of the
proposed Pilot Plant site and the projects are otherwise unrelated. The
pipeline would result primarily in linear, land-based impacts that DOE
believes would not be cumulative with the site-specific, land-based
impacts of the proposed Pilot Plant except with respect to impacts on
habitat as discussed in Section 4.2.12.”

Comment 47-06

Comment noted. The Alton Mine has been added to the projects listed
in Section 4.1.2 of the Final EA.
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48-01

48-02

Commenter 48 — John Harja

Office of the Governor
PUBLIC LANIS POLKY COCRDINATION
JOHN HARBA
Irertir
State of Utah
AR B HERIERT
Jta—
GREG BELL
Livwenans e
Seplember 16, 2011
Joseph Lambelli

NEPA Ducurnent Manager

1.5, Department of Energy

MNational Energy Technology Laboratory
.00 Box BRBD

3610 Colling Ferry Road

Morgantown, W 26307-0BED

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment for the Utah Coal and Bio Mass Fueled Pilet Plant
Project; Kane County
RIDNCC Project MNo. 27983

Drear Mr. Zambelli:

The State of Utah, through the Public Lunds Policy Coordination Office (PLPOO), has
reviewed this project. Utah Code (Seetion $31-4-601, e, seq.) designates PLPCD as the entity
responsible 1o coondinate the review of technical and policy actions that may affect the physical
resources of the state, and to Tacilitate the exchange of information on these actions among
federal, stabe, and local government agencies. As part of this process, PLPCD mokes use of the
Resouree Development Coordinating Committee (RDCC). The RDCC includes representatives
from the state agencies that are generally invelved or impacted by public lands management.

Division of Air Quality

Owerall, the Utah Division of Adr Cuality (UDAQ) concurs with the evaluation th this
Pilot Flant will be @ minor source of air emissions under the proposed scenario. There are some
questions and concerns with the draft, however.

The equipment and emissions are somewhat different than those listed on the Small
Soawree Application submitted to the UDAC in 2010 (Appendix D2}, which raises some
questions. There are some data 1ssues and other mmor points for discussion. None of these
i=sues change our determination that the cursent Pilot Plant project, as funded with DOE
assistance, meels the requirements for a Small Source Exemption under Utah Administrative
Code (UAC) R307-401-9,

Responses
Comment 48-01

Comment noted.
Comment 48-02
Comment noted.
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48-03

48-04

48-05

48-06

48-07

48-08

48-09

48-10

48-11

Commenter 48 — John Harja (continued)

Jaseph Lambelli
September 16, 2011
3.

1. Om page 16, section 2.7.2 and page 17, Figure 2.4 include an air compressor for the
regenerator, This compressor is nol sddressed n the emission calculations. Please verify that
this compressor is clectrically-powered and ot run on hydrogen or propane.,

2. 0n page 18, the deseription of the Fluidized Bed Regenerator does not address the
regenerator vent stack emissions. It would also be belpful to know if the oxygen content
supplied to the regenerator by the zir compressor will be sufficient 1o fully combust the char o
carbon dicxide (CO2). An insufTicient air supply will result in additional carbon monoxide
(CO) emissions from the regenerator. In some cases, this partial combustion to OO s
intentional, as the CO kas some fuel value for use in other arcas of & process

3. On page 22, Table 2,7-3, botiom entry on air emissions states that CO is the dominant
pollutant. Under typical similar processes, and sulficient air supply to the regenerator, the
dominant pallutant would be oxides of nitrogen (NOx). There is not enough information in the
draft EA 1o verify the statement on OO0,

4. Om page 32, first full paragraph, multiple references are made o the stack . One
indicates that emissions would be flared From the stack, inferring that this is actually the Mare
itself. Thene is no discussion of the regenerator stack. [t would be helpful if the poragroph
discussed the regenerator stack and the flars to aveid confusion, if there are indead fwo
emission points in the process structure, If the regenertor exheust stream is rowted 1o the flare
with the symgas, thist would be helpful o know also.

) 3, On page 21, section 3.5.1.1. first paragraph, @ reference is made to nitrous oxides
(MO) . Nitrows oxide 1s a different chermical species (N20). The correct reference would be
oxides of nitrogen (MO

G Cm page 42, it would be helpful if the sources (monitor [Ds) of the measured ambient
coneentrations shown in Table 3.5-1 were cited

7. Om page 44, Table 3.5-3, it would be very helpful to know how these compositions
were determined or estimated. The method and data wsed w estimate the emissions in Table 3.5-
4 should ke included in Appendix I3,

B, On page 45, in the discussion of non-permitting requirements, it is more appropriate
o cite the portions of the UAC R30T that implement the statwtory limitstions listed, The
construction and operation of the proposed Pilot Plant would be subject to the requirements of
R307-201-3 (Visihle Emission Standards), R307-202 (Emission standards General Buming),
and R307-205 {Emission Stendards: Fugitive Emissions and Fugitive Dust). These contain more
detailed requirements than the authorizing starutory Tanguagpe

9. In Appendix D1, there are several concems:

. There is no data source or calenlation methodology 1o verify the air emissions in

S110 St Office Buikdieg. [0 B 101107, Salkl Lake Ciy, Uiah BA1I4-1107 - welephone H-91 75808 - faconmile 8015375076

Responses
Comment 48-03

The compressor would be electrically powered and would not combust
hydrogen or propane.

Comment 48-04

The design includes (40 percent) excess air to the regenerator to
promote full combustion of the char and supplemental propane fuel to
carbon dioxide (COy).

Comment 48-05

The 3.5 tons per 30 days value for CO emissions for current operation
period is corrected to 3.2 tons per 30 days. However, this value is not
consistent with the mole fraction of CO in the flare exhaust in Table 3.5-
3. The 3.2 tons per 30 days value was calculated using an engineering
estimate of 1% of the carbon in coal fed to the gasifier plus supplemental
propane fuel to the regenerator. Whereas, the 0.012 mole percentage of
CO in the flare exhaust gas stream in Table 3.5-3 was calculated using
an equilibrium reactor model for the flare (burning syngas with air), and
is equal to 0.4 tons CO per 30 days.

Comment 48-06

The Draft EA uses flare, flare stack, and stack interchangeably. This is
separate from the regenerator. Exhaust gases from the regenerator are
not planned to be routed to the flare with the syngas. The following text
has been added to Section 3.5: “Under the proposed action all three
stationary sources of air emissions (i.e. the regenerator, boiler, and flare)
were used to estimate emissions. Under the connected action all four
stationary sources of air emissions (i.e., the regenerator, boiler, steam
propane reformer, and flare) were used to estimate emissions. As stated
in Table 2.8-3 a steam propane reformer would be installed at the
proposed Pilot Plant under the connected action to produce hydrogen as
opposed to continued use of hydrogen produced off site and transported
by truck to the Pilot Plant.”

Comment 48-07

Section 3.5.1.1 has been revised to use the reference oxides of nitrogen
as opposed to nitrous oxide.

Comment 48-08

Table 3.5-1 has been revised to include the Washington and San Juan
County monitoring IDs.

Comment 48-09

The method and data used to estimate the emissions in Table 3.5-4 has
been added to Appendix D of the Final EA.
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Commenter 48 — John Harja (continued)

Joseph Lambelli
September 16, 2011
S3-

Tabsle (-8 and Tuble -9, The results do not appear to match similar calculations using
EPA AP-42 emission factors, based on the propane emissions.

b In Table -8, a value 15 listed for NO emissions. Normally, these emissions are listed
as MOk due to the conversion of MO o0 NO2 in the mimosphere, Table D-9 correctly lists
WO embssions,

48-11 ¢, The Projected Operational Emissions (tpy) in Table Te9 ane nol consistent with the
(Cont’d) hourly emission rates for air emissions shown in Table D-8.

d. In comment #4 above, there is a question about the regenerator stack, In Table -9,
the Hegenerator Exhaust shows a value for PMI0, while all other pollutants are shown
under Flare Exhaust. T the regenerator vents into the flare stack, no seporate emissions
should be shown in the table for the Begenerator Exhaust. [ the regenerator verits
directly to the atmosphere, the listing of pollutais emitted from the Regenerator
Fxhaust is iscomplete, as 307, OO0 and NOx would also be expected from the
Tegenerator.

1 any of the above comments are unclear or require further detail, please contact Tim
Andrus, Minor New Source Section Manager, at (8017 $36-4429 or at tandrus@utah.gov.

The State of Utah appreciates the opporiunity o review this propesal and we look
forward to working with you on future projects. Flease direct any other written questions
regarding this correspondence 1o the Public Lands Policy Coordination Office ai the address
bebow, or call Judy Edwards at (801 ) 337-9023,

Sincerely,

Je L.

John Harja
Ihrector

11D S Office Building, PO Beea 140107, 3al Lake Cily, Ul 8311421167 telephene B -SIT.6000 - ferde B10-517-0015

Responses
Comment 48-10

Section 3.5.2.2 has been updated as follows “The construction and
operation of the proposed Pilot Plant would be subject to the
requirements of R307-201-3 (Visible Emission Standards), R307-202
(Emission standards General Burning), and R307-205 (Emission
Standards: Fugitive Emissions and Fugitive Dust).

Comment 48-11

Methodology section has been added to Appendix D of the Final EA for
clarification. Small corrections have been made to operational emission
calculations in Tables D-8 and D-9 in Appendix D of the Final EA.
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49-01

49-02

49-03

Commenter 49 —Leslie Jacobs

Jozeph Zambelli - My concerns about the Proposed Coal gassification plant being put in K anab Utah.

From:  "Lesbe Jacobs " <lzgliinetzero et~

Ta: <joseph zamballifznet] dos zov-

Diate: 9182011 10:27 PM

Subject: My concemns zhout the Proposed Coal gassification plant being put in K ansb Utah.

Zapt 18, 2011

Leslie Jacobs
PO, Box 174
Fredonia AT, 86022

To Whomn It May Concerm:

This letrer is to inform you shout the concems T have over the proposs] to build 2 coal zasification plant in
Eanab Urah

Ilive in Fredomis AT which is cnly a few niles sowth of Foanab and the negarive impact this plant threstanes o
this entire area greatly alamms me. Following are my reasons:

I 1. The jstfication why this plant should be built in Eansb kas not bean shown,

1. If this plawt is built, what happens if something zoes wrong and pollutaets are scamered over the
counryside, even into the new recrestions] reservoir not far from this planes proposed locaton? It's nice
to think pothing will go wrong but m reality it”s absurd to say poching can zo wrong or that if something
=oas wione, there will be no sipuficant apact.

Innderstand the DOE is zong to be involved with this project owt to the 30 operation-day
time period per vear. Ialse understand the DOE kwows the owner of this plan: wants 1o
operate this plant for 130 days roal over its life time. Ar least thar iz what the owner has
clzimed. Therafore, the DOE peeds to datenmine how msmy years it's going to take
this plant to be in operaten for both the 30 and 130 days oparation to reach those tins
periods.  Without that informstion, the EA is lacking in informestion required by MEPA o
implement the CEQ) remlations.

[FN)

Thank you for your mme and arenton to these concerns [ have

Sincerely,

Laglie Jatabs.

Go tor www kanaberes.org

Responses
Comment 49-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 49-02

As stated in response to comment number 15-04, Pilot Plant operations
would be conducted in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and
local laws, regulations, and ordinances as would be the case for all
comparable commercial and industrial facilities. As stated in response to
comment number 43-07, DOE revised Section 3.9.2 in the Final EA to
describe a potential catastrophic accident scenario during plant
operations and emergency response.

Comment 49-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 4-01 and 6-01.
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50-01

50-02

50-03

Commenter 50 — Robert Kaczowka
Faobert Kaczowka
338 Los Barancos Lane
Eanab, UT 54741
boboimesadesizn nes

Te: DOE
Be:  Draft EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-18700)
Date:  0/15/2011

Here are my concerns regarding the proposed project.

Quoted text is directly from DOE Diraft EA, with my comments highlighted.

I am requesting an EA and an EIS for this project

“ZHG amissions would be approximately 543 tons of CO2 for the 30 days of opersticn. (= 13
toms/day) This is equivalant fo annual GHG emissions from 99 passengar vehicles. or the elecmicity
uza of §0 homes for one vear (USEPA 201 1a).” —Thi: is from a concentrated source. stack
scrubbers need to be required.

Air emizsions Most notzble emission would be of carbon monesxide and s estimared to be less than 4
toms for the 30 days of operation..  —VWho will monitor?

“Most notzble enussion would be of carbon monesxide and 1= estimatad to be less than 16
tons for 130 days of operaton.” Yet Per figure 1-4, Flare emits 9183 Ibs/hr= & tons/'hr!

Visibility:

“_..stte for the Pilot Plant would represent an obstraction to namral views o the south from these
recreational aress. As dascribed m Section 3.1, the plans for recreanonal facilities in the ares sre
conceprual and Fapab can acconnt for the presence of the Pilor Plaont when making final plans and
dasigns”

Ax a designer I know the prezence of the plant cannot be ignored or eliminated. That wording
does nothing to address the 707 hizh smoke stack and its impact on the recreational area.

“4 potental miner vapor phume emission may be visible from the sureunding area when operating
under camain weather conditions. Howevar, as the Pilot Plant would operate intermiteently and over a
relatively short durasteon (30 days of eperaton under the cooperative agresment with DOE), the
coowrrence of 2 visible vapor pluns wonld be occasionzl and limitad in duraton. *

“Thesa pperations would be limited by the funding available and the conditiors of permits apd would probably
oot excead 130 days of operation in any year, including a posstble 20-day ceatinwons test nue.”

S0 a vaper plume from one to three months .. stack scrubbers need to be required.

“...gaszification would ooour in this vessel During this process the carbonaceons feadsiock 1=
converted inte high energy content syngas (prmanly methane, kyvdrogen, carben monoxids, and
carbon dioxdde).”

Thank You for addressing these izsues in detail and requiring an Environmental Assessment
and and Environmental Impact Statement by the Department of Enviornmental Protection.

Responses
Comment 50-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 39-05. No controls for GHG emissions would be
included.

Comment 50-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-02, 24-05, and 24-06. Also, as described in
response to comment number 40-31, the Pilot Plant would gasify coal
into a synthesis gas that would be combusted. The flare would be
comparable to a natural gas flare and not to a “smokestack” associated
with a coal combustion facility.

Comment 50-03

Vapor emissions would consist of water vapor appearing as a white
steam plume under various weather conditions.
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51-01

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA)

LAW OFFICE OF
JOHN M. BARTH

P.O.Box 409 HyoENE, CoLORADG 0533 (303) 774-8868 barthlawofBced @ gmzil com
September 16, 2011
By email

Toseph Zambslli

WEPA Document Manager
DQE-METL

3610 Collins Ferry Fooad

B0 Box BEO

Morgautown, W7 26307-0880
joeeph zambellyimet] doe gov

Damryl Shockley

Project Manager

5. Deparnnent of Enetgy

IMationzl Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Fooad, P.O. Box 880
Morgantown, W 28507-0850

damvl, shockleviamet]. doe. gov

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Aszessment for Utah Biomass and Coal
Fueled Pilot Plant

Dear Mr. Zambelli-

Cn behalf of Taxpayer Association of Kane County (“TEPA™), we submir these
written comments on the Depariment of Energy (“DOE™) Manonal Environmental
Technology Laboratory’s (“WETL™) Draft Environmental Assessment (“draft EA™) for
Utah Biomass and Coal Fueled Pilot Plant proposed by Viresce Energy LLC (“Viresco™
This lemer is submurttad on bekalf of the TPA and 1tz pearly 500 members. The TPA
previcusly subnutted written scoping comments to DOE on this project. The TPA's
sCoping commients are moorporated berein by referance.

Viresco proposes to constmiuct snd operzte a 3-ton'day bydro-gasification facilicy
in the Cify of Kanab, Kane County, Utah Viresco has publicly stated its infention to
gasify a vast varety for feedstock, melnding cosl, solid waste, biomass, sewage sludge,
and pet coke. Components of the faciliny will reach 507 m baight. The facility will store
all feedstocks on site, which melude coal and biornass. The facility may discharge storm
water and process water on-site into separate surface impoundments. A farther
descriprion of the Viresco process can be found in Exlubit 1 amached bereto. A repom

Comment 51-01

Comments noted. Responses to detailed comments are provided below.

Responses
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51-01
(cont’d)

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

outlining the envirowmental nupacts of coal zasification is amached hereto as Exhibir 2.
The concerns outlined in Exhibit 2 must be addressed by the draft EA.

The draft EA states that the Fiscal Year 2010 Appropriations Act for Evergy &
Water Development snd Felated Agencies (Public Law 111-35) includad a 52,500,000
“earmark” sponsored by then Senstor Bennett of Utah for 2 “Liah Ceal and Biomass
Fueled Filot Plant.” Draft EA, p. 1. Public law 111-35 1= amached hersto as Exbibit 3.
Also attached bereto is the House Conference Feport 111-278. Exhibit 4. A review of
Pablic Law 111-3% and Conference Fepor: 111-278 reveal that neither the law nor the
report specifiad thar the appropriaton was “earmarked” o Viresco Energy LLC nor did
the lagislation require that the project be located in Kanab, Utab. Instead, the legislanon
allows the finds to be used for any company at any lecatdon in TUtah-

MEPA review is required because DNOE is proposing to provide ar least 32,5
million in fanding for the design, construction, snd'or operation of the Viresco faciliny.
The draft EA states thar DOE will provide 80%: of the fonding to build the Viresco plant
Viresco is sesking a 30-vear lease with the Tiah State Insomtionz] Trust Lands
Admmistration (“SITLA™) for operation of the plant

Legal Backeround

DHOE’s proposad action 15 subject fo the MNatonal Envirommental Policy Act
[“HEPA™), 42 TU5.C. 4321 ¢f seq., and the reguladons at 40 CF.F. Parts 1500-1508 and
10 CFR Par 1021, Draft EA p. 1.

MEPA requires that adverse environmeantal inpacts be analyzed and disclosed
“before decisions are made and before actions are taken ™ 20 CF.E. §1500.1. The
information o an EAELS “mmst be of kigh qualiny.”™ Jd. WEPA is an scion-forcing stanie
desizned to ensure thar agencies take a “hard look™ at the epvitonments! impacts of Aoy
federal action. See Blue Mountsins Biodiversity Project v, Blackwood, 161 F.5d 1208,
1211 (%th Cor 1998). WEPA's analysis and disclosure goals are two-fold:

It ensures that the agency. in reaching irs decision, will have available, and
will carefully consider, detailed information concerning significant
enviromuental impacts; it 2lso gnarantees that the relevant infonmanon
will be made available to the larger andience that may also play a role in
baoth the decisionmakmg process and the implemsntation of thar decizion.

Puoberrson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council. 480 175, 332, 340 (1989). Se¢ alzo Idzho
Sporting Consress v. Thornas, 137 F.3d 1144, 1151 (9th T 1998). By focusing the
agency’s amenfion on the environmentsl consequences of its proposed action, WEPA
“ensures that important effects will not be overlocked or inderestmated only to be
dizcovered after resources have besn comnitted or the die otherwise cast " Roberson,
480 175 at 340,

[~}

Responses
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Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

The DOE is required under WEPA to prepars an envirommental impact statement
(“EIS") for any “mszjor federsl sction significantly affecting the quality of the lnman
environment.” 42 TS0 § 4332(2)(C). The agency nmst consider direct, indirect, and

cnmmlative environmiental iana:l:s of the proposed acnon. 40 CFR. § 1502.14; 40
CFE § 15088 40 CFR. § 1508.25(c). Direct effacts are caused by the acrion and
DoouT ar the same dme and pLa-:e as the proposed project. Jd. § 1508.5(z). Indirect
effects are cansed by the action apd are later o tme or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foresesable. Id § 1508.8(h). Both rypes of impacts include “affects
o nanral resources and on the components, stmcrures, and functoning of affected
ecosystams,” 25 well as “assthetic, historic, culmral, economic, social or health [affecrs].”
Id. Cumulative effects are defined as the nopacts resuling from the incremental mnpact
of the proposed sction when sdded o other past, present, and reasonably foresseable
funare actions. 40 CFR. § 1508.7. Cumulative impacts can result from mdividually
mines but collecavely sipnificant actions taking place over a pertod of tme. Jd

Analysis of site-specific impacts under WEPA must “contain a reasonably
thorough discnssion of the significant aspacts of the probable envirowmental
consequences.” Califoruda v, Block 690 F.2d 733, 741 (9th Cir. 1082). WEPA mandates
a “hard look at a decision’s enviromnental consequences.” Jd. The hard look docmine
bars “[g]eneral staremients abour ‘possible effects’ and ‘some msk’ . . sbsenta
justification regarding why mors definitve mwfonmation could not be provided ™
IMeizhbors of Cuddy Monntsin v. U5, Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1380 (9th Cir. 1998).

“A threshold queston in 2 WEPA case is whether a proposed project will
‘sigpificantly affact’ the epvironment, thersby mggering the raquirement for an EIS
[Envircnmental Impact Statemnent].” Blue Mountaims Biodmversity Project, 161 F.3d at
1212 (ooming 42 U500 § 4332(20(C)). “As a preliminsry stap, 8n Sgency mMay prepars an
EA [Eovirommenrtal Assessment] to decide wherther the snvironmental impact of a
proposed acton is sigmificant enongh to warrant preparation of an EIS. Id. (cimng 40
CFR § 15089}, “The pupose of an EA is to provide the agency with sufficient evidence
and analysis for determining whether to prepars an EIS or to tssue a [Fmding of Mo
Significant Imopact] ™ Metcalf v. Daley. 214 F.3d 1135, 1143 (D"' Cir. 20007 (citing 40
CFE § 15089}, “Because the very important decision whether to prepare an EIS is based
solely on the EA, the EA is findamenral m the decision- -making process.” Id.; see alzo
40 CFE § 1500.1(b); Idzbo Sporting Congress, 137 F.3d ar 1151, “[T]he p'l.ﬂ:lLLh must be
given an opporiinity to comment oo draft EAs and EIS:.” Anderson v, Evans 314 F3d

1006, 1016 (8" Cir. 2002); Citizens Sor Better Forasmy v 115, Dept of Azricultre. 341
F.3d 261, £70 (0" Cir. 2003).

In this case, DOE has prepared sn EA. In determmuining whether an action requires
an EI%, EA oris categorically exclnded, faderal agencies mmst broadly review the
impacts of the acion.  Agencies must not ooly review the direct nmpacts of the acnon,
but alse analvze indirect and cummlamve mpacts. 40 CFR. §§ 1508.7, 1508.8,
1308.25(a)(2). In zddition, WEPA regulations require azencies to consider the impacts of
"connected actions." Id. § 1508.25{a)(1).

Responses
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51-02

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Cummlative impacts inchude impacts of "other past, presant, and reasonably
forese=able funoe actons regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person
wndertakes such other actons " 40 CF R § 1508.7. A commlative impact analysis must
provide 2 "nsefnl anzalysis™ that inchudes 2 detailed and quantified evaluation of
x 1:|:|u]a1:| ve impacts to allow for informed decision-msking snd public disclosure. Kem v,

znag 284 F.3d 1042, 1066 ‘?ﬂ_Cr 2002); Ccean
Advocates v. TLS. Ammv Corps of Ensinesrs, 361 F.3d 1 ]'.-3 1118 (9th Cir. 2004)
{holding “[t]he Corps’ findings about cumulative impacts [to an EA] weare perfumcrony
and conclusory and do pot provide a helpful analvsis of past, present, and futuore
projects”). The WEPA requiramment to snalyze comnlative impacis prevents agencies
from undertaking a precemeal review of envircmnental mopacts. Earth Island Instmte,
331 F.3d 2t 1306-7. The WEPA oblization to constder cuwmmlamye nopacts extends to all
"present” and "reasonzbly foresesable” funme projects, includme when a project is part of
larger program or an identifiable series of projects. Blue Mountzsins, 161 F 3d at 1214-13
[reqLLnu= Forest Servica to consider cumulative impacts of all logging projects set forth
in regional strategy J:L'.“\.'EP.—‘L document for first project); Eem. 234 F.3d ar 1074; Hall v.
Norton, 258 F.3d 949, 978 (¢th Cir. 2001) (finding cunmlative analysis on land exchange
for one development failed to consider impacts from other developrents potentally
subject to land exchanges).

T decide whether actions have "significant” impacts, agencies consider their
"intensity” and “context.” 40 CF R, § 1508.27. "Context™ rafers to the geographic and
temporal scope of the agency acton and interests affected. Id at § 1308.27(z).
"Intensify” addressas the severty of the envirommental impacts apd includes
consideration of "other actions with individually insignificant bat comalatively
significant effects,” conmoversial actions, actions with unkpown risks, actions that may
establish a pre:eden. for fumre actions and the proximity to park lands or "ecal ogically
critical areas.” Id. at § 1508.27(b}

A parry seeking to show that an zgency should have prepared an EIS instead of a
FOMEI “nead not demonstrate that sigmificant effects will ocour,™ but rather must show
only that “there are subsfantial gue nr whether the project may have a siguificant
effect on the enviromment * dnderson v E , 831 (o' Cir. 2003).
Western Land Exchanze Project, 315 F_ Supp.2d at 1087 (emphasis in ongmal). “If
saveral actions mken together have 2 cumulamvely siznificant effect, this must be
a:lalued in an EI5. Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwooed, 161 F_3d 1208,
1214 ’;‘ L'.J_ 1908)." Westem Lau-:l Ezchs;ge ]Z'r:t]e'". :.]J- F ‘:-L]:np 2d at 1094, Seg aise
i G608 F.3d 592, 602
(@™ Cir. 2000) (“MEPA requires that where several actions have a cummlative .
eavironmental effect, this consequance must be considered in an EIS ™).

] of Wes

Clearly, the Viresco projectis a “major federal action™ bacause of DOE's
fimancial support of a project that may significanty affect the guality of the buman
eavironment. 42 T5.C. §4332(C). As such, DOE ronst exantne: 1) the environmential
mmpact of the proposed acton, (i) suy adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposal be implemented, (i) altemanves to the propesed actdoxn, (1v)
the relzfionship between local short rerm uses of man's enviromwent and the maintenance

Responses
Comment 51-02

As stated in response to comment number 12-01, DOE prepared this EA
to determine whether an environmental impact statement (EIS) is
required (see 40 CFR § 1501.4). Because of the degree of public
interest in this project, DOE also held a public scoping meeting, one
public hearing, and a tribal community meeting to encourage and
facilitate public participation and comment that would assist DOE in
determining whether an EIS would be required.

Based on the EA and the public comment, DOE has determined that its
proposed action and this project, as evaluated in the EA, would not have
a “significant environmental impact”, as this phrase is used for purposes
of determining whether to prepare an EIS.

DOE’s proposed action and Viresco’s proposed project are not closely
similar to ones which normally require an EIS, and the nature of the
project is similar to ones for which agencies usually prepare an EA.
Therefore, DOE is not required under 40 CFR 1501.4(e)(2) to make a
FONSI available for public review in advance of a final decision.
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51-02
(cont’d)

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

and enhancement of long-term productivity, and (v) any oreversible and oremevable
conunitments of resources which would ne invelved in the propesed acton should it be
implemented.” Jd

As will be discussed Sarther below, here the DOE failed to take the required “hard
look™ ar all direct, indirect, and comnlative impacrs, failed to review all reasonahbls
alternatves, failed to prepare the required EIS, falled to ascertain the baseline conditions
for the Project, and muproperly deferred analvsis of enincal Project zspects nnnl the
frare.

Conmoversy suroundine the project

The proposed Viresco project will be located in a residential agricnlmural area of
the City of Kanab. Fanab is a small town whose economiy is largely dependent on
tourisn from the many national parks in southemn Tsh.

The parcel wpon which Viresco mends o build the facility s nndevelopad,
relatively pristine land. Unnl recently, the parcel upon which the Viresco plant would be
lecated was zoned aghcoulmral residentizl. In late 2010, the City of Kansb re-zonead the
parcel upon which property would be located o an industrial 'mannfactrmg zoning. The
City never provided notice to the public that the re-zoning was for a coal gasificaton
plant. Taxpaver Association of Kane County has filed suit in Fane County District Court
challenzing the re-zoning of this parcel illezal. The lawsnit remains pendmg.

The Ciry has also approved a site plan and conditional wse pennit for the faciliny.
The Taxpayar Associztion has sppealad both of these approvals.

An mformal poll of Kanalb busmesses was conducred in 2011 revealing that 30%
of the business owners in Kanab opposed the Viresco project. The local newspaper has
publizhed muonersus smicles, aditorials, and Op-Ed’s revesling the exfensive opposition to
tha project.

The crtizens of Kanalb have also submifted 2 voter ininanve to the City. The
cifizen inttative would regquire s majority vote of the cinzens of Kanab in order to
approve the issuance of a conditional nse penntt for 2 project such as the Viresco project.
The mitiative was fled befors the Ciry approved the conditional use permit for the
Viresco project. The inifiztive is also retroactive and is applicable to the Viresco project
Therefore, in the event 3 majority of the critizens of Kanab disapprove of thus project at
the ballot box, this project will not be allowed to proceed in Kanab.

The draft EA alse conforms the controversy sumonnding this project by stating:

“Based on early local interest in the project, the public invelvement effort for the
Utah Coszl and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant EA was more extensive than usually
undermaken for an EA. DOE racaived comments about the proposed Pilot Plant
from 99 membears of the public before the EA was ininared. Additionally, the

L

Responses
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51-03

51-04

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Environmental Program Manager for the Kaibab Band of Painte Indizns conmcted
the DOE NEPA Document Manager i Jzumary 2011, before the EA was initiated,
stating that the ribe was concerned about the project and requested 1o be
consulted on DNOE"s acton. In February 2011, the tribal representative explained
that the Faibab Band’s level of concem resulted from the discovery of Mative
American remains during consmacton at the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage
Project, which is located approsimately 0.25 mile north of the proposed Pilot
Plant site. As a resalt of the enbanced local interest, DOE chose to inttiate a
public scoping process comparable to one normally conducted for an EIS.”

Diraft EA at Secton 1.4,

The public conmoversy surounding the Project preciudes the use of an
EA/FOMEI or categorical exclusion and supports & findmg that it may canse significant
mmpacts. See 40 CFR. § 1508.27(0)i4). Arencies must prapare environmental mmpact
statemients whenever a federal action 15 “conmoversial,” that is, when there 1z "a
substantial dispute [akbout] the size, nature, or effect of the major Federal action.” Blue
Iloumrains 161 F.3d ar 1212, When multiple parnes are kighly critical an agency's
decizion and disputes an agency’'s nnsubstanfizted conclusion of no opacts at all, this is

"precisely the rype of ‘confroversial’ action for which ap EIS mmst be prepared.” Siema
Clab v 115, Fogest Sery., 843 F 24 1180, 1193 (9th Cir. 1988); Jopes v, Grordop, 792
F2d 821 (9th Cir. 1985) (rejecting use nfca[e=umal exchusion when public confroversy
existed).

In srromary, due to the extensive conroversy and opposition fo this project and
for the reasons stated in this conument lerer, the DOE has a legal dury vo conduwct ao EIS
for this project.

The sppropriation was not “esrmarked” for Viresco or Kansb

The draft EA incorrectly states that the proposed appropriaton of 32,5 million
was “earmarked” for Viresco's coal plant in Kanab. Sge, draft EA, Saction 2.2, This is
facrually incorrect. As noted above, a review of Public Law 111-35 and Conference
Beeport 111-278 reveals that neither the law nor the conference raport spectfied that the
money was “eannarked” to Viresco Energy LLC nor did the legislaton imdicate that the
project minst be locatad in Kapab, Utah Imstead the legizlztion allows the funds o be
used for any comnpany at any location in Utsh. This is important because the draft EA
claims that it did not consider any alternatives to the proposed project becauss the money
was allegedly eanmarked for Viresco and its preferrad location in Kanab,

Moreover, it does not appear that the 52,5 million was ever subject to public or
competitive bidding. Since the legislation did not specify which company was 1o receive
the zppropriation the DYE should have 1ssued a public request for propoesals or usad

e other process to obtam competinve bids for the sppropriation. We request that
DiJE fully disclose the following mformarion before tssuing 2 final NEPA determination
for this project:

Responses
Comment 51-03

Public controversy alone is not the sole determining factor in whether an
EIS is the appropriate level of environmental review for a proposed
action.

Comment 51-04

DOE disagrees with the interpretation that the “legislation allows the
funds to be used for any company at any location in Utah.” As stated in
response to comment number 8-01, DOE initiated a financial assistance
award for Viresco’s Pilot Plant project in response to a Fiscal Year 2010
Congressional earmark by Senator Bennett for a "Coal and Biomass to
Fuel Pilot Plant." In accordance with the earmark, DOE and Viresco
Energy, LLC signed a cooperative agreement (DE-FE0002945) that
would provide $2,404,000 using appropriations under the line item for
Fossil Energy Research and Development as found in Public Law 111-
85 and the referenced Energy and Water Conference Report 111- 278.

DOE did not select this project under either a competitive or a non-
competitive procurement and had no role in enacting this earmark. As
the agency administering the financial assistance at the direction of
Congress, DOE must comply with NEPA by assessing and considering
the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. DOE has no regulatory jurisdiction regarding the project.
However, DOE may consider additional mitigation imposed as a
condition of its final NEPA decision.
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51-04
(cont’d)

51-05

51-06

51-07

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

1) What procedures weare usad by DOE to select Viresco as the company 1o
receive this sppropriztion; and

) Was the approprizion was subject to 2o open public bidding process? I
not, why not?

£} Were any other proposzals recaived for this appropriation” If not, why not?

DOE has

vigusly regumred an ETS for fluidized bed demonsoafion projects

The Viresco project proposes to nse a fludized bed zasifier and fluidized bed
combustor. Draft EA st p. 10, The DOE has previously raquired the preparstion of an
EL% for a fhudized bed bedler at the Western Greenbrier Co-Production Demonsration
Project. Exhibit 5 hereto (Federal Begister Notice dated Apnil 29, 2008).

Given the its pracoce of requiring an EIS for fluid bed demonstration projects,
DiJE has a legal dufy to prepare an EIS for the Viresco project which will use 2 similar
technology.

The draft EA fails 1o disclose the reguired facrs and infonuanon

The draft EA repeatedly states that it cannot perform a fall analysis of
eavircnmental impacts of the over the life of the project because Viresco has not
disclosed the mformation to condwct the analysis. Draft EA atp. 1 and p. 21. This
includes potentizl fumre “zas clespup processing zod kydrogen separation ™ Id. arp. 21,
Since thers is no information on fuhre operations, the potental impacts were not
analyzed. Id.  For example, Viresco has failed to disclose m wridng the onmber of days
per vear it will operate after the mnrtial 30-day test peried, the vuanber of hours of
operation per vear, whether it mrends to expand production at the site, and bow many
vaars it intands to operate. DMOE has a duty to obmin the mformarion its naeds to assess
the direct, indirect, and cumulatve impact of the Viresco project. DOE also has a duty to
assess the envirowmental opacts of “connected actions™ such as future operstons
beyond the 30-dav test period  DOE has failed to obtam the information it needs to
properly assess all environmental impacts fom the project DOE has slso failled
provide a credible junsnficanon for its failure to obtam the necessary information
Accordingly, DOE's EA is incomplete and may not be used a5 2 basis for & final NEPA
determinanon.

The draft EA contains facmally incormrect informarion

The Diraft EA also contains facmally incorect nformanon. For example, the draft EA
assrnes the faciliy will not exceed 67 feet in heisht. However, m an email dated March
24, 2011 from the Mayor to City Manager Duane Huffinan it says that the stack will be
£0" kigh. Exhibit § hereto. The comect stack height should be identified in the WEPA
process. The ompact of thus stack should be evaluzted oo neighborbood views and the
nearby airport.

Responses
Comment 51-05
The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02. The Western Greenbrier Co-
Production Project EIS evaluated the potential impacts of a proposed 98-
megawatt, coal-fired, baseload power plant, which is the type of project
for which DOE normally prepares an EIS.
Comment 51-06
The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 4-01 and 6-01. DOE's proposed action is to provide
financial assistance to Viresco. DOE examined potential environmental
impacts for Viresco’s planned 30-day testing period of operation covered
in the cooperative agreement. Because Viresco has expressed an
interest in conducting additional testing of the process, DOE also
evaluated the potential environmental impacts of an additional 130-day
operational testing period. There are no specific plans for operation of
the proposed Pilot Plant beyond the 130-day testing period. As stated in
Section 2.8, Consideration of Connected Actions, of the Draft EA,
“Viresco’s plans for operating its facility after DOE’s involvement ends
are not well-defined and would depend on the objectives the provider of
any additional funding sought to achieve. However, it is likely that any
future operations would continue to test the gasification process in order
to improve its operation and output to achieve high process efficiency.”
The analysis of potential environmental impacts for the currently
proposed additional operational period of 130 days is covered as a
connected action in the Final EA under Section 2.8 and under each
environmental resource in Chapter 3. If Viresco were to seek federal
funding for additional upgrades or expansions to the Pilot Plant, a future
NEPA review by the agency that was considering providing additional
funds would be undertaken at that time. Any further operation would
depend on the objectives that agency sought to achieve, which is
unknown at this time.
Comment 51-07
The wording on page 1 of the conditional use permit authorizes a 60-foot
tall gasifier with a 67-foot tall exhaust structure “plus the additional height
of required and approved flare enclosures”. The Final EA has been
revised to clarify these dimensions. The maximum height of the exhaust
flare structure, including the enclosure structure, would be approximately
72 feet. Additionally, Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (now
Figure 3-7) to show approximately how large the Pilot Plant would
appear from the same vantage point in comparison to the visibility of
nearby manmade features, including the Kanab Municipal Airport, the
Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County Landfill. The
exhaust flare structure would be required to meet Federal Aviation
Administration regulations applicable to aircraft navigation and safety,
including appropriate lighting beacons.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul

TT0C 48quisdsg



111-3

51-08

51-09

51-10

51-11

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

The draft EA makes many unsupported assumphions

The Draft EA makes a muuber of unsupponed asswnptons. For exzmple, the
Draft EA states,

1) The draft EA assurnes that the new 3 phase 125 kW mansmission line needed
for the Viresco will follow existing righrs-of-way and easements and therefore
the envimonmental impacts will e neglizible. Draft EA arp. 34, There is oo
wittten support for this statement. The proposed location for the 2.5 kW
ranstoission lwe must be identified and the environmental inpacts of the life
examined.

1) The draft EA also sssumes that Viresco will not oparate beyond 130
davsyeasr. Draft EA atp. 21, This stands in conmast to public statements by
Viresco durng the land use zpproval process that it wanted the ability to
operate 365 davs'vear. The days'hours of operation are important becanse
there is 3 direct relationship with zir erdssions, waste generation, and
resgurces consumed by the facilicy. DOE minst obtam an enforceabls plan of
operaticn from Viresco before completing its WEPA analysis. Without an
enforceable plan of operztions, DOE must assune contimons operatton of the
plant for 30 years.

The draft EA only evaluates 30 days of operation instead of 30 vears

DOE is proposing to provide 0% of the funds needed to construce the Viresco
plant. The public funds will be used to buy the gasifier, consmuct the building, and
purchase zll other eguipment The draft EA comectly states that Viresco has nagonated 2
lease with SITLA, the owoers of the land. Draft EA. Secton 2.2, The draft EA also
comrectly states that the term of the lease 15 30 vears. Draft EA Secton 2.7.5.

DOE’s draft EA is fatally flawed becanse it only evaluates adverse enviromnental
impacts associared with 30 days of operaton of the plant. The draft EA also inacouraely
presumes that the mumber of days of operation per year will never exceed 130 days. The
Diraft EA claims that it cannot evaluate fiurther operational mopacts beyond 30 days
becanse Viresco has not disclosed the details of its future operations.

Griven that it is reasonably foreseeable that Viresco will operate the plaot for 30
years, DOE has the duty to examine the full envirommental impacts of 30 vears of
operaton, not 30 days of operaton. If Viresco will not provide an enforcesble plan of
operations, DOE should conduct its impact analysis assuming the plant will operate 24
Lkours a day, 383 days a year for 30 years. DOE s failure to evalnate the worst-casa
scenario for operanons st the Viresco plant renders the EA famally flawed.

The purpose snd need for this facility is not adeguately addressed

Responses
Comment 51-08

As described in response to comment number 36-04, the text in Section
3.8.2 of the Final EA has been revised based on further clarification by
Garkane Energy of the “improvements” indicated in its will-serve letter of
August 8, 2011 (EA Appendix C). The necessary improvements would
consist of the installation of connection wiring between an existing power
transmission line on Old Landfill Road adjacent to the proposed Pilot
Plant site and the site proper. This connection wiring would cross Old
Landfill Road and not require any new easements or rights-of-way to be
acquired or disturbed.

Comment 51-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-06.

Comment 51-10

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-06. As stated in the Draft EA, “Viresco's plans for
operating its facility after DOE’s involvement ends are not well-defined
and would depend on the objectives the provider of any additional
funding sought to achieve. However, it is likely that any future operations
would continue to test the gasification process in order to improve its
operation and output to achieve high process efficiency. Viresco has
informed DOE that it intends to operate its Pilot Plant for a maximum of
130 days during a calendar year if it is able to obtain financing.” Given
the demonstration nature of the proposed facility and the uncertainty
regarding the source and availability of continued funding, DOE does not
consider operation of the plant for 24 hours a day, 365 days a year for 30
years to be reasonably foreseeable. Evaluation of a “worst-case
scenario” as suggested by this comment is not required under NEPA.

Comment 51-11

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-04. NEPA requires that the purpose and need for
agency action be established, DOE’s purpose and need for the
proposed action was stated in Section 1.2 of the Draft EA and is
consistent with this response. The objective of the proposed project,
which is not identical to the purpose and need for agency action, is to
demonstrate the proposed gasification process at a size that would
provide economic performance data adaptable to a commercial-scale
facility. Although basic experimentation for the process was already
completed in a laboratory (bench scale) model, it is not directly scalable
to a commercially economic size.
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51-11
(cont’d)

51-12

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Each WEPA document must establish the purpose and need for the proposal. 40
CFEF 5150213 The EA must establish that there is a “need” for synthenc liguid fuel
produced from the solid feedstocks proposed by Viresco. The EA must also assess the
econoanics of the proposal. For example, the cost of producing ove gallon of synthetic
ligmid fuel from the Viresco process must be detenmined. Then, and economic analysis
should be performed to deternune the price of conventional fuels (ex. gasoling) at which
Vmesco's product would be competitive tn the market. The draft EA fails to adequately
support the purpose and need for the Viresco factliny

The draft EA zlse fails to provide support for the purpose and need for the facility
at the proposed location.

Failure fo consider altemmatives

MWEPA requires the sgency to “smdy, develop, and describe appropriate
alternanves o recommended courses of action in awy proposal thar invelves woresolved
conflicts conceming alternative nses of available resources.”™ 42 T.5.C. § 4332(E); 40
CFE § 15308.9(0). Itmust “rigorously explore and objectvely evaluate all reasonable
alternatives” o the proposed acdon. Citv of Tenskee Sprines v. Cloush. 915 F.2d 1308,
1310 {E‘E Cir. 1990). Indeed, WEPA' s implamenting regulations recogmize thar the
consideration of alternatives is “the heart of the envirommental impact statement.™ 40
CFR 1502.14, guoted in Alaska Wilderness Recreanon and Tourism Ass'n v Mormson,
67 F.3d4 723, 729 -:E-“*' Cir. 1983)

The draft EA incorrectly claims thar the DOE may only analyze the proposed
alternative and the no action altematves becanse Congress has “earmarked”™ that the
appropriation go to specifically to Viresco for its proposed site in Hanab, As noted
above, Congress did not eanmark the appropriatoen to Viresco or require that the plant be
located in Kznab. The draft EA also states, “DOE’s decision sulyject to NEPA 1= lindted
1o either accepting or rajecting the project as proposad by the proponent and specified by
Congress, including it proposed technolozy and selected site.™ Diraft EA section 2.3,
This statement is conmadicted by Congress’ legislation and the conference report
Accordingly, DOE had a daty to consider other less epvironmentally harmful
alternamves.

For example, the proposed action would be located in a relatively pristine
agriculural residentizl area. See cover page of draft EA. Thus, thers will be extensive
new ground distarbance associared with the project. Moreover, given its miral locamon,
all matarizls, including coal, namral zas, and all other components of the factliny will
have 1o be deliversd by muck. The facility proposes to bum 5 tons of coal per day.

The draft EA should kave considered altemative locanions with less
eavironmental impacts. For example, the draft EA should have considered locating the
facility o an industrial area with existing comparible wses. The draft EA should have
also considered locatons with access o a milread to minimize wansportzion upacts
(maffic, muck emissions, uck notse, etc ). The drafi EA fails to consider any other

Responses
Comment 51-12

As stated in response to comment number 8-01, DOE did not select this
project under either a competitive or a non-competitive procurement and
had no role in enacting this earmark. As the agency administering the
financial assistance at the direction of Congress, DOE must comply with
NEPA by assessing the potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project and by considering the potential impacts. DOE has
no regulatory jurisdiction regarding the project. However, DOE may
consider additional mitigation as a condition of its final NEPA decision.

NEPA requires that agencies evaluate all reasonable alternatives to its
proposed action. The purpose and need for agency action determines
the range of reasonable alternatives. In this case, the purpose and need
for DOE’s proposed action is to comply with the Congressional earmark.
The earmark calls for DOE to grant financial assistance for the project as
proposed. Given that Congress chose to distribute funding for this
particular project, the range of reasonable alternatives for DOE’s
consideration is the project as proposed by Viresco, any alternatives still
under consideration by Viresco or that are reasonable within the confines
of the project as proposed, and a no action alternative.

Viresco had already selected the technology for the project before the
earmark was enacted. Viresco has not identified alternative sites,
technologies or utilities other than those addressed in the EA.
Alternatives still under consideration by Viresco or reasonably within the
confines of the project as proposed have been evaluated in the EA,
along with the no action alternative.
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51-12
(cont’d)

51-13

51-14

51-15

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

lecation in Utah, despite Congress broad sppropriation allowing the site wo be located
anywhere in the state.

It appears that the City of Kanab was salectad as the site of the facility for the
convenience of Jim Guthrie, owner of Viresco. Jim Gurhrie owns several residential and
ranch propertes in Kane County. Exhubir 7 bereto. Mr. Gurthrie zlso is s2eking approval
from the City of Kanab for a subdivision Exhibit § hereto. Thus, it appears that Mr.
Guthrie has chosen the Kapab location based on his personal convenience, not based on
the site being the least environmentally damaging altemative, as required under NEPA.
The DOE parpemuation of Kanab as the location of the facility 1s arbimary and capricious.

ez :Eglnﬂ:ﬁu’ on

The draft EA states, “[u]nder the cooperative agreement Viresco would operate
the Pilot Plant and collect dara for 2 series of test s totaling 30 days of operation over 3
perod of monrhs; after DIOE's financial assistance ands, Viresco plans to seek additional
funding for continued operanions.” Draft EA cover sheet. Thus, Viresco and WETL have
sagmented this project into ar least two parts: 1) & 30-day period of test muns covered by
WETL's cuurent propo:al to find this project in excess of 324 million; and 2) contwed
operations for which 175, govermment funding has not been identifiad.

DOE and Viresco kave illegally segmenred this project. The draft EA discloses
that Viresco infends to seek additicnal government fimds for contnued eperation of the
plant. Thus, the draft EA must examive the foll operatnons for the life of the plant. By
illegally segmenting this project, DOE"s EA pravents a full and completz environmental
assessment of all nupacts of the project over its liferime. The draft EA fails to make a
lagally binding commitment to condnct additional WEPA analysis for “conmmed
operations”. Presumably, thess “continned operations”™ may involve full-scale operation
of the plant. The impacts from “further operations™ should pot be segmented and instead
should be evaluzted in am EIS. Ata minimum, the draft EA should have identified what
these “conmmed operatons” will entzil and examive their envirommental impacts. Fallure
to do so renders this draft EA legally flawed due tw illegal segmentation.

Lack of reguired mwibal consultarion

The decuments i Appendix A-2 reveal that there has been legally inadequats
consnlation with the Kaibab Band of Painte Indians. The Esibab Band of Paiute Indisns
Las requested govermment-to-government consultaton. The Eaibab Band of Paiuts
Indians docuanented their significant concerns with this project in sn email dated hne 13,
2011, which 15 incorporated hersm by reference. For the reasons stated therein, DOE has
failed o undertake adequate mbal consuliztion. In addition, for the reasons stared m the
tribe’'s June 13, 2011 email, DOE should sbandon this projact due to the significant tribal,
culmurzl, and environmental concems raized by the Fartbab Band of Panie Indizps.

Failure to examine cummlative impacts to oibal cultural resources

Responses
Comment 51-13

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 15-15 and 51-06. Future operation of the Pilot Plant
would be contingent on Viresco’s acquisition of additional funding from
either a private or public source. As stated in the Draft EA, “Viresco’'s
plans for operating its facility after DOE’s involvement ends are not well-
defined and would depend on the objectives the provider of any
additional funding sought to achieve. However, it is likely that any future
operations would continue to test the gasification process in order to
improve its operation and output to achieve high process efficiency.”
Also as stated in the Draft EA, “Viresco has no plans to commercialize
the proposed Pilot Plant at the Kanab site in the future; it would remain a
research and development facility.”

Comment 51-14

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07. DOE’s consultation with Native American
tribes in the region is documented in Appendix A2. Sections 1.4 and
3.4.2 of the EA discuss consultation with Native American tribes and
what actions and precautions would be taken in the event that cultural
resources, artifacts, human remains, or burial sites are discovered during
construction of the Pilot Plant. DOE intends to continue consultation with
the Kaibab Band to develop a plan for treatment of sites considered
traditional cultural properties by the Kaibab.

Comment 51-15

As stated in response to comment number 24-07, DOE believes that the
Draft EA adequately considered the potential for cumulative impacts
from the discovery of Native American remains in the project vicinity. In
Section 3.4.1, the Draft EA acknowledged that the proposed Pilot Plant
site is within 0.25 mile of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project
where Native American remains were inadvertently discovered during
construction. The Draft EA in Section 3.4.2 also noted that no Native
American remains were encountered during construction of the Kane
County Public Safety Facility, which is approximately 0.5 mile from the
proposed Pilot Plant site and situated along the same topographic
feature in similar proximity to the Jackson Flat Project.

Other subjects of this comment have been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul

TT0C 48quisdsg



v11-3

51-15
(cont’d)

51-16

51-17

51-18

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

The draft EA zdmits thar tribal culturzl resources were discoversd during the
recent excavaton of the naighboring Jackson Flat reservomr. Draft EA st p. 20 The Trbe
has also idennified a srong convection between Jackson Flat reservoir and the proposed
Viresco site. It is reasonsbly foreseeable that somilar burial resources will be discovered
arthe Viresco site. The draft EA fails to condwet an adegquate cuonularrve impacts
anzlysis oo the potential adverse mmpacts o such wibal culnaral resources.

Faihare to guantify cumulative impacts

The DOE has a dury to quantify all mopacts of the project Despite this
requirement, the draft EA repeatedly draws un-anzlytical, gqualitstive conclusions,
includme. but not Innited to:

“Constuction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the Kane
County Public Safery Facility could adversely impact uses of recreanonal areas
associzted with the Jackson Flar Water Supply Storaze Project ™ Diraft EA Section 4.2.1;

“Consmction and operation of the proposed project in combinadon with the Fane
County Public Safery Facility could adversely impact views from the recreational sreas
associzted with the Jackson Flar Water Supply Storaze Project and, to a lesser extent,
residences fo the norhwest of the Pilot Plant site.” Draft EA Section 4.2.2;

“If any kuonan remains are discovered, then such a discovery could be viewed as a
cummlative fmpact of the projects.”™ Draft EA Section 4.2.4.

Thesze, and other, un-analytical, qualitative conchisions do not comply with the
requirements of WEPA and its implementing regulations. The DOE mmst quantify all
impacts in an EIS.

Three-phase 125 KV power line never disclosed analvzed

In Appendix 3 to the Draft EA it states that 2 3-phase 12.3 kK'V power line will
have to be constructed and nm to the proposad plant in order to provide elecmical
sarvices. This transmission line has never been disclosed prior to the release of Appendin
3. All envircmmental, social, and culnoal oopacts of tus wansmission line must be
analyzed in the EA  The draft EA fails to identify the location of the ransmission line or
the environmental impacts of the proposzad line.

Permit and nupacts for surface impoundmient not disclosed

Viresco has disclosed that it may consmuct 2 surface impoundment to store
process water from the plant Draft EA atp. 45, Table 2.5-2 m the draft EA fails o
dizclose the State of Utah permiting requiremants zsseciated with thus imponndment.
Talzle 2.5-2 alse fails to disclose City land use permiting requirements for the facility.

Proposed Alton coal mine, connected actions. and cunmlative fmpacts

Responses
Comment 51-16

DOE conducted the analysis of cumulative impacts consistent with
NEPA regulations and guidance. The NEPA regulations recognize that
impacts, including cumulative impacts, may not be quantifiable in all
cases and that impacts shall be discussed in proportion to their
significance.

Comment 51-17

As stated in response to comment number 36-04, the text in Section
3.8.2 of the Final EA has been revised based on further clarification by
Garkane Energy of the “improvements” indicated in its will-serve letter of
August 8, 2011 (EA Appendix C). The necessary improvements would
consist of the installation of connection wiring between an existing power
transmission line on Old Landfill Road adjacent to the proposed Pilot
Plant site (see Figure 3-13 in the Final EA) and the site proper. This
connection wiring would cross Old Landfill Road and not require any new
easements or rights-of-way to be acquired or disturbed.

Comment 51-18

Section 2.5, including Table 2.5-2, of the EA addresses the proposed
Pilot Plant as subject to the cooperative agreement between DOE and
Viresco (DOE’s proposed action to provide funding). The additional
features potentially associated with the future operations by Viresco are
addressed as connected actions in Section 2.8. At this time, it is
unknown whether Viresco would require an evaporation pond under the
connected action (see response to comment 56-15). A groundwater
discharge permit may be required by the state for the protection of
groundwater quality from the evaporation pond (per Utah Administrative
Code R317-6). Viresco would coordinate with the state on obtaining all
required permits for any additional features that may be implemented
under the connected action. Regarding land use permits, the City of
Kanab has already approved a conditional use permit as described in
Section 3.1.1 of the EA and is, therefore, not included in Table 2.5-2.
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51-19

51-20

51-21

51-22

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Viresco has pablicly stated that it intends to use 5 tons/day of coal from the
propased Alton coal mine in Alton, Thah, Viresco initally considered locatng its facility
in Alwon becanse of the need for Alton coal Thus, the Viresco project znd Alton mive are
“comnected actions” under WEPA bacanse Viresco 15 dependent on the Alfon mine as a
spurce of coal and the Alton mine is dependent on Viresco as a customer. The Alton coal
ming is currently indergoing an eavirommental mmpacts statement npder NEPA by the
BLM. Thus, the cumulative impacts to air quality, water guality and guantity, climate
change, ransportafion, and other impacts caused by the proposed Alton coal mine and
Viresco project must be analyzed collectivaly.

Cne important cummlative fmpact that st be assessed is the climate change
impact of the Alton mine and Viresco project. The Alton mine will conmmibate o climate
change because the mining of coal releases climate change pollution, such as mathane
and other zases mappad in coal. In addition, coal mining invelves use of beavy
equipment that bums varous fuels thereby releasing clomarte change pollunon.
MMoreover, the Alton mine will s2ll coal for combustion to varions large industrial
facilines, such coal-fired power plants zod cement plants. The clomarte change pollanon
emutted from these facilittes, and the Viresco facility, must be calounlated along with its
impact on climate change.

Ajdr quality

The draft EA mmst aualyze the direct, mdirect and cunmlative human bealth and
environmental impacts caused by all am pollutant emissions from the Viresco project and
the relzted Alton coal mine, including, but not limited o

1) Emission of criteria and hazardous air pollutants for the life of the facility--
meclnding 502, OO0, WOz, ozone, particulate marter (both PRI10 and PM2 5),
mercury, sulfaric acid, and CO2 and other greenhouse gases.

b} A considersticn of emissions from existing and reasonzbly antcipated proposed
air emission sources on MNational Ambient Air Quality Standards and merement
complisnce for S02, MO, czone, C02, and particulate martter.

o) Visibiliry degradation in Class I and Class IT areas must also be analyzad.

d) Mercury deposition in local and regional waters nmst be analyzed and the
comesponding. uptzke by livestock, bumsns, and wildlife.

g) A solls and vegetston analysis ina 25 mile radms of the Viresco project should
be znalvzed

f) Fegional health impacts due to extsting and addrtional pollaton, such as asthma,
cancer, siroke, and premanue death. This anzlysis must inclds 2 complets
respirztory health analysis of the communities surrounding existing and proposed
coal plants.

In addition 1o assessing the ar pollution from the Viresco plant, the EA must also
caloulare the air polluton emitted as a result of the combuston of each feadstock 1o be
utilized by the Viresco project.

Responses
Comment 51-19

As stated in response to comment number 21-06, CEQ’'s NEPA
regulations, 40 CFR 8§ 1508.25(a)(1), define “connected actions” as
actions that are “closely related and therefore should be discussed in the
same impact statement.” Section 1508 further identifies three factors for
determining connected actions. Actions are connected if they: “(i)
Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental
impact statements; (ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions
are taken previously or simultaneously; [or] (iii) Are interdependent parts
of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.”
Applying this definition, DOE does not believe that the operation of the
Alton Mine, identified in the EA as a source of coal for the proposed Pilot
Plant, constitutes a connected action since the mine is not a sole source
operation and the amount of coal purchased for use in the proposed Pilot
Plant (650 tons) would be an insignificant portion of the total annual
sales from this coal mine.

Comment 51-20

The Draft EA addressed the cumulative impacts of the proposed Pilot
Plant on GHG and climate change in Section 4.2.6. The incremental
addition of the proposed Pilot Plant to GHG emissions is stated in this
section as 543 tons (493 metric tons) of direct CO2-equivalent emissions
during the demonstration period. The Final EA has been updated to
state that the direct CO2-equivalent GHG emissions would be
approximately 2,588 tons (2,353 metric tons) based on 130 days of
operation. According to CEQ’s draft NEPA guidance on “Consideration
of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” if a
proposed action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct
emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-equivalent GHG
emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator
that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to
decisionmakers and the public. Emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant
would be far below this threshold. Even if the proposed Pilot Plant could
operate 365 days per year, the maximum potential emission of 6,600
metric tons of CO2-equivalent GHG per year would be only about 26% of
the threshold. On this basis, DOE does not believe additional analysis
for GHG emissions is warranted.

In response to comment number 51-19, DOE stated that the amount of
coal purchased for use in the proposed Pilot Plant (650 tons) would be
an insignificant portion of the total annual sales from the Alton Mine.
Therefore, DOE believes that the proposed Pilot Plant’s use of coal from
the Alton Mine would represent a trivial incremental impact on GHG
emissions and climate change in comparison to the total emissions
related to Alton Mine coal distribution, which is not within the scope of
this EA to address cumulatively.
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Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Responses (continued)
Comment 51-21

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 13-01 and 47-03.

Comment 51-22

The response to comment number 13-01 addresses the impacts of Pilot
Plant emissions on air quality based on a feedstock of coal. The use of
mixtures of coal and woody waste in the feedstock would not affect the
analysis appreciably.
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51-23

51-24

51-25

51-26

51-27

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

The DOE also inzppropriately lited its air nopact analysts to 30-days of
emitssions, rather than full-scale operation or even a 130-day anonal operating period.
Diraft EA at 41-45 The DOE neads to address the significant increase in pollution from
full operation the project

Surface water and sroundwater impacts

The Ciry's sewage lagoons mnst be protected from heavy metzls and other water
pollution discharzes from the Viresco plant. First, zp analysis should be performed to
determine whether Viresco's wastewarer discharges can be weated by the Cin's
wastewater treamment plant. If the City’s weatment plant is unable to weat the wastewatar
from Viresco's plant, WEPA approval must be dended Viresco plans fo discharze
approccimarely 3,000 zallons /day of wastewater. The wastewater must be characterized as
part of the NEPA process. Moreover, the groundwater below any proposad surface
impoundments must be sampled for a period of at least six months prior to any wasts
disposal to charactenize current baseline conditions.

Section 2.7.2 (Facility Process and Equipment) makes no reference to use of an
evaporztion pond for on-site wastewater disposal. However, in Section 5.2 of the drafi
EA if states, “[w]ater resources used by the Pilot Plan: would be meated and recycled m
the process for reuse wnder the DOE cooperanve agreement for 30 days of operation or
possibly reomed 1o the enviremment through an evaporaton pond under funre
operanions.” The draft EA fails to explain what the term “remumed to the sovirenment™
means. What pollutants will also be “remumed to the enviromment™? What is the risk of
groundwater contmminztion from the pond(s). How will the pond(s) be designed? The
draft EA fails to adequately examine the environmental impacts from such pond(s).

Pressure Explosion

This plant will operate st very bigh pressures. Fisk of explosion and associated
impacts were not adequately analvzed in the draft EA

Idennficadon of slleged economic bepefits of the project

T date, Viresco has failed to disclose the alleged economic benefits to the Crry of
Fanab, Fane County, the Stare of Utah, or the Unted States. A full and complete
economic benefit analysis must be completed and disclosed as pam of the WEPA process
for the project

Unanswered scopine questions

As poted above, the Taxpayer Associaton of Kane County submined scoping
comuments 1o the DOE for this project. The draft EA fails to examins many of the
guestions raised during the scoping process. The wmanswered guestions include, but are
ot Innited fo:

ad

Responses
Comment 51-23

In response to comments on the Draft EA, the analysis in Section 3.5.2.1
of the Final EA was expanded to include a review of air emissions during
the 130 days of operation.

Comment 51-24

As stated in response to comment number 9-01, Section 3.8.2 explains
that “Total daily process wastewater discharge under the connected
action would total approximately 930 gpd. Similar to the 30-day
scenario, it is anticipated that some or all of this effluent could be
recycled depending on the water composition. Viresco is considering
one of the following options to manage the process wastewater: 1)
construct an evaporation pond to collect part or all of the process
wastewater for recycling; 2) transport, treat, and dispose of the process
wastewater offsite, similar to that described under the proposed action;
or 3) discharge to the City of Kanab’s sanitary sewer system. The total
daily rate would represent less than one percent of the two lagoons
currently utilized by the City of Kanab. Additionally, prior to storage in
the evaporation pond or discharge into the public sewer system, Viresco
would ensure that the process wastewater would be treated to standards
as specified by the state (UDEQ, Division of Water Quality) and federal
regulations. Therefore, it is expected that the process wastewater
potentially generated by the Pilot Plant would have a long-term minor
impact on capacity and performance of the Kanab wastewater system.
Kanab's wastewater lagoons would have the capacity to meet this
demand without the need for upgrades. The use of Kanab’s wastewater
system would be based on specifications and a defined sampling plan
agreed upon between Viresco and the City of Kanab.”

The potential future discharge of process wastewater to the Kanab
system is, therefore, only one of the options available to Viresco, and
Viresco’s decision among options would be based in part on the future
characterization of the wastewater generated. In the event that Viresco
were to propose discharging its process wastewater to the Kanab
system, the wastewater would be subject to industrial pretreatment
regulations under the NPDES permitting program. An appropriate
sampling plan agreed upon between Viresco and the City of Kanab
would ensure that the wastewater being sent to the City’s lagoons would
not alter or damage the existing system. See also responses to
comment number 56-15, which discusses water demand and Viresco's
plans to manage the process wastewater and comment number 52-07,
which discusses potential impacts to groundwater.

Comment 51-25

Section 2.7.2 and Figure 2-4 cover Viresco's operational plans as
implemented under the proposed action (30-day); the evaporation pond
discussed in Section 5.2 refers to one of Viresco’s options in handling
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Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Responses (continued)

the process wastewater under the connected action (130-day maximum).
As stated in response to comment number 39-04, the statement
"returned to the environment” means that the process wastewater would
be evaporated in the evaporation pond. The water would thus be
returned to the environment in the form of water vapor, leaving the solids
to be disposed of appropriately as nonhazardous or hazardous waste
depending on characterization. See also responses to comment number
56-15, which discusses water demand and Viresco's plans to manage
the process wastewater, and comment number 52-07, which discusses
potential impacts to groundwater.

Comment 51-26

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 43-07.

Comment 51-27

DOE'’s decisionmaking with respect to the proposed action relates to the
funding of a demonstration project. As explained in response to
comment number 8-02, the Pilot Plant would demonstrate the steam
hydrogasification process at a size that would provide economic
performance data adaptable to a commercial-scale facility. The CEQ
NEPA regulations do not require an economic benefit analysis, nor do
the DOE NEPA regulations. The Draft EA estimated that the proposed
Pilot Plant would have a minor beneficial impact on employment and the
economy of the region. Economic input-output studies consistently
demonstrate that spending for commercial and public works projects
results in multiplier effects from indirect and induced employment.
Based on the estimated cost of the project (approximately $3 million),
DOE determined that the performance of an input-output study would not
affect the decisionmaking process for the EA.
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51-28

51-29

51-30

51-31

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

Exactly what feedstocks will be gasified as the Viresco plant?

Viresco bas smted in proceedmgs before the Cify of Eanalb that a variery of
feadstocks will be zasified at the plant, including coal, solid waste, biomass, sewage
sludze. snd'or pet coke. In order to detenmuine the composinon of the amr, warter, and solid
waste polluton gapnerated from the Viresco plant, the EA nmst specifically list each
feadstock that will be zasified, the chemical composifion of each feedsiock, and the
specific source of each feedstock. Viresco must also disclose the total tonnage of each
feadstock to be gasified, the dates of the gasification of each feedstock, and the tme
pered over which each faedstock will be gazified

2. What does the energy balance of its Viresco's process reveal?

Viresco proposes to produce liquid fuel from its varons feedstocks. However, in
order o fully assess the purpose, need, and efficiency of the Viresco process, DNOE must
conduct a full snd complete energy balance assessments of Viresco's process. [o other
words, DOE must fully analyze the amount of energy needed to producs 1 gzllon of
ligmid fael product and balance this agzinst the amonnt of enarzy that can be pepneratad
from that gallon of liquid fuel. The net ensrgy balance should then be disclosed in the
EAEIS

3. Where will the process water from the Viresco project be disposed?

Viresco has yet to fully disclose where the voluminous process water generated at
the plant will be disposed of7 Will it be disposed of m on-site ponds? Will it be senf to
the City of Kanab sewage meamnent plant? If so, will the process water be pre-meated
before being discharged to the City wastewater meatment plant? If it is pre-mweated, what
prefresimeant standards apply o the process water? What pre-reannent system will be
utilized to reduce the pollatants? What will the pre-reatment efflnent lmitatons be?

All of these questons st be answered o the daft EA to ensure that the Viresco
project does not result tn significant adverse environmental impacts and thatr any oopacts
are fully mitgated.

An EI5 should be prepared

As poted above, if a proposed action, considered zlong with cumulztive and other
impacts, “may” have a significant impact, an EIS nmst be prepared. A “plaintff need not
show that siznificant effects will in fact ocour.™ Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v.
Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1212 (0 Cir. 1902). Rather, it is enough that “substantial
guesiions whether a project may have 3 significant effect”™ on the environment. [d  “If the
cnmmlative impact of 3 given project and other planned projects is siznificant, [the
agency] cannot simply prepare an EA for its project, tssue a FOMAL and iznore the
overall impact of the project.” Kerm v. BLM. 284 F.3d 1062, 1074 -:.C"' Cir. 2002). An
EL% “romst be prepared if subsmannzl questions are rzised as to whether 2 project may

Responses
Comment 51-28

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-09. The quantity of feedstock required and the
chemical composition of the feedstock is not known at this time;
however, as stated in response to comment number 6-09, the feedstock
would primarily consist of woody waste.

Comment 51-29

In Section 2.2, proposed action, the Draft EA explains that the proposed
Pilot Plant would convert coal and biomass into a synthesis gas suitable
for further processing to a liquid fuel or substitute natural gas. But,
because the Pilot Plant would be a demonstration project at a scalable
size to provide economic data that would be used to assess the
commercial feasibility of the steam hydrogasification process, the
synthesis gas would be combusted properly in a flare system. No fuel
products or electricity would be produced by the proposed project. The
section further states that the proposed Pilot Plant would remain a
research and development facility; Viresco has no plans to
commercialize the Pilot Plant at the Kanab site. A “net energy balance”
analysis would be one of the objectives that the demonstration project is
intended to provide as a basis for assessing the economic feasibility of
the process.

Comment 51-30

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 51-24, 51-25, and 56-15.

Comment 51-31

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02.
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51-31
(cont’d)

51-32

51-33

Commenter 51 — John M. Barth (TPA) (continued)

canse significant degradation of some human environmenral factor.” Klamarh Siskivou
Wildlands Center v. Boody, 468 F_3d 549, 562 (9th Cir. 2006) (quonng Idabo Sporting

M 137TF3d 1144, 1 150 (9th Cir.19937). The court noted that in [daho
Sporting, “[w]e explained that © [t]L'ue plaintiff need not show that significant effects will

in fact ocour, but if the plamfiff raises substanfial guestions whether a project MAY have
a significant effect, an EIS nmst be prepared.” Jd at 1150 (emiphasis n onginal). This is
a low stapdard.” Ses¢ alse Te-Moak Tribe of Weastern Shoshone v Disparmument of the
Interior, 608 F.3d 392, 602 (" Cir. 20100 (“HEPA requires that where several actions
bave 2 comoulanive . environmental effect, this consequence mmst be considered m an
EIS.™)

For the reasons discussed herein, the DOE noproperly failed to prepare an EIS.
Withour the required review of potential direct, indirect, snd coummlative nopacts, the
decision not to prepare an EIS is without sufficient evidentiary support

Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the draft EA does not support 2 findme of no
significant enviromnental impact from the Viresco cozl project. Therefors, DOE nmst
prepara an ETS for this project

In the event the DNOE refuses to prepare an EIS for this project, we request thar the
DOE subnut 2 draft FONEI for review and conwnent by the public pursuant o 10 CFER
1021.322(d).

Finally, we incorporate herein by refersnce any other comments on the draft EA
submined by the Kzibab Band of Paiute Indisns or any other pary opposing the project.

Sincerely,
5/John Bar
Arnomey for Taxpayer Associztion of Kane Counry

co: Sky Chaney, President, Taxpayer Association of Kane County
Artachmants

Exhibar | descripoon of Viresco process

Exhubir I Blowing smoke report

Exhibat 3 2010 Appropriamons Act

Exhubar 4 conference report 111-237

Exhibit 5 Western Greenbrier ROD notice

Exhubar § Stack heizht email

Exhibit 7 Gurhrie property ownership records

Exhibit § Gurhrie snbdivision email

LA

Responses
Comment 51-32

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02.

Comment 51-33

The attachments provided by the commenter have been entered into the

administrative record for this EA.
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52-01

Commenter 52 — Sky Chaney

Joseph Zambelli - *TPA of Kane County Comments on the Draft EA for the Utah Coal and
Biomass Fueled Pilot Project Proposed for Kanab, Utah

From:  "Sky Chaney" <skychaneyidkanab.net=

To: "Joseph Zambelh™ =Joseph ZambelligWETL. DOE GOV=

Date: 971672011 4:22 PM

Subject: *TPA of Kane County Comments on the Draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fuslad
Pilot Progect Proposed for Kanab, Utzh

CC: <skychaneyikanab.net=, "JToln Barth™ <barthlawefficeid zmail com>

September 16, 2011
From: Dr. Sky Chaney, President ~ Taxpayer Association of Kane County
To: Joseph Zambelli, DOE NEPA Document Manager joseph.zambellifinetl.doe.gov

RE:
Proposed for Kanab. Utah

*Please confirm your receipt of these comments.

Diear Mr. Zambelli:

| am the President of the Taxpayer Association of Kane County. We have a membership of
about 300 people and represent the financial interests of taxpayers in our county.

| have read the Draft Environmental Azsessment for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot
Project Proposed for Kanab, Utah and am submitting the following comments. John Barth, an
attorney representing our organizafion will also be submitting comments on the Draft EA on
behalf of the Taxpayer Association of Kans County.

In May | had submitted scoping comments for thiz project. My impressicn after reading the
Draft EA is that my concems were either not sufficiently examined or were totally omitted from
examination in the decument. The NEPA process reguires a thorecugh examination of issues
presented in the scoping process and thiz did not take place; therefore the NEPA process for
thiz project =o far, is flawed.

IMost of the people who live in the community of Kanab do not want this coal gas plant to be
built. Many pecple, including the Kaikak Paiute Tribe, have submitted their concems to the
DOE during this process and their concerns have not been fully addressed.

A survey completed by our Taxpayer Aseociation in April of thiz year determined that 5 cut of
10 businesses in Kanab are concerned about the impact of this proposed coal gas plant and
do not want it to be built in cur community. Clearly the Draft EA did not adequately research or
address the sconomic impacts of the propozed project.

For the above menficned reasong, | request that the DOE gxtend the comment perad for

Responses
Comment 52-01
The response to comment number 20-01 addresses the request to

extend the comment period. Other subjects of this comment have been
addressed in the response to comment number 12-01.
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52-01
(cont’d)

52-02

52-03

52-04

52-05

52-06

52-07

52-08
52-09

52-10

52-11

Commenter 52 — Sky Chaney (continued)

another £ weeks.

| al=o request that the NEPA& process be expanded to include a full EIS. especially since =0
many people are opposad to the construction of this plant in our 2mall tourist town.

The following is a list of the izsues that | submitted during the scoping process that were either

not fully examined cr were omitted from the Draft EA-

1. Our area econcmy is based on tourigm and also on retirees who will move here because of
the elean air and natural beauty of cur landscape. What impact will the coal gas plant have on
these two important sources of economic strength? Will the visual impacts, smell, or other
physical impacts of the plant harm cur economy?

2. Both Kanab City and Kane County have been struggling to keep financially afloat and pay
the expenses of local govemment. Many property cwners have had their property taxes more
than double in the last 5 years. \What outcomes related to thiz proposed coal gas plant will
have the negative impact on the city and county budgeis and property taxes?

2. What are the risks that this proposed plant will not operate as stated by Viresco Energy,
resulting in negative envircnmental and financial impacts? How can these rizks be mitigated?

4. What are the rizks that the project will fail to be cleaned up when it terminates? How can
the Kanak and Kane County be coversd financially in case a clean up or removal of the
incustrial plant facility becomes necessary?

5. Jim Guthrig, the President of Viresco Energy Inc filed for bankruptey in California in 2009
What will hagpen if Viresco Energy goes bankrupt or terminates the project prematursly?
What expenses may be incurred by Kanab and Kane County, and how can this be mitigated?

§. Coal gasification expert, Richard Boardman, has recommended that the proposed plant
have a double-lined retention pond to prevent toxic byproducts from leaking into the ground?
|s this part of the Viresco Energy design? What are the risks of toxic leaks and how can these
e mitigated?

7. Coal gasification expert, Richard Boardman, has recommendad that the proposed plant be
fitted with scrubbers to reduce air pollution. |2 thiz part of the Virezco Energy design? What
are the risks of air pellution and how can these be mitigated?

8. During the life of the propozed plant, what additional expenses may be incurred by Kanak
or Kane County. .. including infrastructure costs, service costs, or any other costa? How can
the risk of increased expenses for local government be mitigated?

9. Jim Guthriz has stated that Vireseo Energy may process feedstocks other than coal during
the life of the project. What other feadstocks will be processed? What pollution or toxic risks
exist for these feedstocks? How can the environmental and financial risks associated with
processing these feedstocks be mitigated?

10. Can the project, during its operating lifz, increase the level of air pollution or toxic waste
products? What impacts will this have on Kanab and Kane County? How can these impacts
be mitigated?

Responses
Comment 52-02

With respect to the potential adverse impacts on tourism and on the
influx of new residents, the responses to comment numbers 21-03 and
36-06 address the same issues. Figure 3-6 has been revised in the
Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show approximately how large the Pilot
Plant would appear from the same vantage point in comparison to the
visibility of nearby manmade features, including the Kanab Municipal
Airport, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County
Landfill. Other potential impacts are described for respective resources
in Chapter 3 of the EA.

Comment 52-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 21-03. Also, as stated in response to comment
number 43-02, because the project would be a private enterprise (not
owned by DOE) on property leased by SITLA, it would be subject to tax
assessments.

Comment 52-04

As stated in response to comment number 37-01, the proposed Pilot
Plant is intended as a demonstration facility, not an experimental facility.
The Pilot Plant would demonstrate the process at a size that would
provide economic performance data adaptable to a commercial-scale
facility. Basic experimentation for the process was already completed in
a laboratory model, but it is not directly scalable to a commercially
economic size. Also, as stated in response to comment number 15-04,
Viresco would be required to operate the facility in compliance with all
applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances as

would be the case for all comparable commercial and industrial facilities.

Respective regulations would require the maintenance of data and may
require the submission of reports to demonstrate compliance, and the
Pilot Plant would be subject to inspection by state regulators.

Other subjects of this comment have been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-06.

Comment 52-05

As stated in response to comment numbers 15-06 and 24-03, Section
2.7.5 was revised in the Final EA to include a discussion on specific
decommissioning activities that would occur.

Comment 52-06

The response to comment number 4-01 addresses the reclamation and
restoration requirements in the terms of the lease between Viresco and
SITLA. The terms of the lease specify that in the event that the
leasehold is taken by condemnation, the costs of reclamation would be
borne by the condemning authority.
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Commenter 52 — Sky Chaney (continued)

Responses (continued)
Comment 52-07

A stormwater retention basin would be constructed to hold stormwater
runoff from the plant site. A lined evaporation pond would only be
constructed after the demonstration period under the cooperative
agreement and only if Viresco could procure funding to extend the
operation time to 130 days. Alternatively, depending on the results of a
water quality analysis, the wastewater may be treated through the Kanab
municipal sewer system, or removed by commercial services for
appropriate disposal. In that event, process water would be sent to the
evaporation pond for retention and potential reuse. The pond would be
constructed using a single layer HDPE liner over a compacted clay
basin. HDPE is designed to be resistant to damage from UV and
exposure to the elements and facilitate quick evaporation. Other
facilities in Utah have used HDPE as a liner in evaporation ponds without
incident. If a small, undetected leak occurred in the liner, then process
wastewater could leach into the soils. Evaporating pond BMPs, such as
leak detection systems would identify any leaks before the leaks could
cause large-scale leeching of liquids into the soil. However, the risk for
toxic contamination of groundwater is very low because the groundwater
at the Pilot Plant site is estimated to be 100 feet below the ground
surface, and problems with the evaporation pond would be detected and
fixed prior to contamination.

Comment 52-08

Potential impacts to air quality are addressed in Section 3.5.2 of the
Draft EA. The response to comment humber 28-08 addresses the use of
a scrubber.

Comment 52-09

Once the proposed Pilot Plant would be completed and operational, it

would be an enterprise comparable to other privately owned enterprises
in Kanab and Kane County. It would be subject to tax assessments and
would likely result in the purchase of various goods and services locally.

Comment 52-10

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-09. The feedstock would primarily consist of woody
waste; The emissions, risks, and other potential impacts from the use of
this feedstock would be no greater than described for the use of coal.

Comment 52-11

The response to comment 40-10 addresses the issue of toxic emissions
during the 30-day demonstration and the additional 130-day operations.
As stated in response to comment number 6-01, DOE's proposed action
is to provide financial assistance to Viresco. DOE’s cooperative

agreement would extend to the 30 days of operation during the first year
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52-12

52-13

52-14

Commenter 52 — Sky Chaney (continued)

My Comments on EA Related to the Risks of Pollution and Toxicity

| and many others have submitted concerns about the jon of this
project during the scoping process. The Draft EA did not adequately ressarch these rizks. In
arder to cover these issues adequately, the DOE needs to examing all the aspects of toxicity
and pollution associated with this proposed project, and include altematives for managing the
risks of foxic exposure to the environment and to people. | ask that the DOE fully study and
present their findings on the following issues in an EIS:

A, Danger of Cogl Dyst  Jim Guthrie has stated at a Kanab Planning Commizsion meeting
that Viresco Energy plans to process coal into a fine powder onsite, after an initial pericd of
importing pre-processed coal. Ceal dust is a major polluter and health hazard for employees
of the plant and if not well contained, will be a hazard for nearby county operations including
the dump, the rodeo ground, and the new Kane County Sheriff Office and Jail.

Viresco needs to provide a complete description of ite proposed coal processing activities and
thiz need o be assessed by an expert to determing the level of risk involved.

If amy coal dust is to become airborne, then a study of air circulation patterns needs to be
completed in order to protect people in nearby facilities from harm.

B. Danger of Ligquid Waste Products There are many EPA clean up sites associated with
coal gasification plants scattered across the United States. The primary sources of pollution at
these zites are the liquid waste products that have leaked into both soil and water
SOUMCEes.

Single-lined waste ponds commonly leak over time. Virezco Energy plans to utilize a single-
limed waste pond at their proposed Kanab site. This presents a significant risk of pollution.

Richard Boardman, of ldaho Mafional Laboratory, an expert invited o Kanab to speak pubicly
about the propossed coal gas plant, has mentionad that double-lining the waste ponds is an
opticn for this project.

Southwest Utah iz prone to serious deluges and flash floods. What are the rigks of the waste
pond overflowing? What will be the toxic impacts of this event?

Because this is a desert environment, birds and mammals may rely on the waste pond for a
source of water. 4 study needs o be completed evaluating the risks to wildlife presented by
the open wasts pond.

A sfudy needs to be competed of the risks associated with storage of this toxic waste in an

apen pond, including all possile ways that the toxics can escape into the environment, and
the impacts of liquid waste products if they leak or ezcape containment.

C. The Viresco Energy proposed coal gas plant will be emitting air pollutanis
for protracted pericds of time, at all imes of the year.

Dwring winter, it is common for our area to experience an inversion layer along the Vermnillion

Responses
Comment 52-11 (continued)

after construction. Because Viresco has expressed its interest in
conducting additional testing of the process, DOE evaluated the potential
impacts of an additional 130-day operational testing period. DOE is not
aware of any specific or identified plans by Viresco for operation of the
proposed Pilot Plant beyond the 130-day testing period.

Any further operation would depend on the objectives that the provider of
such additional funding sought to achieve, something that is unknown at
this time. Substantive changes in emission characteristics would be
subject to additional environmental permitting processes of the state. |If
Viresco were to seek federal funding for additional upgrades or
expansions to the Pilot Plant, a future NEPA review by a respective
federal agency may be triggered and further environmental analysis
would be undertaken at that time.

As stated in response to comment number 15-04, Viresco would be
required to operate the facility in compliance with all applicable federal,
state, and local laws, regulations, and ordinances as would be the case
for all comparable commercial and industrial facilities. Respective
regulations would require the maintenance of data and may require the
submission of reports to demonstrate compliance, and the Pilot Plant
would be subject to inspection by state and federal regulators under
applicable laws.

Comment 52-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 27-05 and 28-04.

Comment 52-13

The response to comment number 9-01 addresses the future options
considered by Viresco for process wastewater disposal after the DOE
cooperative agreement ends. A lined evaporation pond would only be
constructed if Viresco were able to procure funding to extend the
operation time to 130 days. Alternatively, the process wastewater could
be discharged to the Kanab municipal sewer system. The response to
comment number 52-07 addresses the potential for impacts from
groundwater contamination from an evaporation pond. The response to
comment number 56-15 discusses Viresco’s plans to manage the
process wastewater and addresses provisions that could be
implemented to exclude wildlife from accessing the evaporation pond if
necessary.
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52-14
(cont’d)

52-15

52-16

Commenter 52 — Sky Chaney (continued)

Cliffs. Every year, smoke from fireplaces in Kanab is trapped in this layer and causes
pulmenary problems for some local residents.

The Viresco Energy project will add pellution o these inversion layers when they ocecur,
exacerbating thess health problems.

As study needs fo be completed reviewing the incidence of inversion layers in the surmcunding
area, and the imgact that toxic air pollution from this project will have on the health of the
elderly and those with pulmonary problems when inversion layers are present.

Richard Boardman, of Idaho Mational Laboratory, an expert invited to Kanalk to speak puklicly
about the proposed coal gas plant, has mentionad that placing scrubbers on the stacks of the
coal gas plant iz an opficn for this project. Scrubbers will reduce the amount of air pollution
from thiz proposed project.

0. Economic Impacts The fiscal impact of this project needs to be fully examined. Local
realtors have repored in the local newspaper a less of home sales associated with the
prospect of a coal gas plant coming fo Kanab.

A survey of 70 Kanab businesses found the 89% of the businesses do not want a coal gaz
plant to be builtin Kanak. Many commented that the coal gas plant would negatively impact
their businesses.

A study needs to be completed that collects the concems of local business owners and
examines them in a systematic and thorowgh manner in an EIS.

E. Radicactivity Coal fiy ash has been found fo be highly radioactive. An article in the
Scientific American states that the levels of this radioactivity can be greater than those found
for stored nuclear waste at power plants. Refer to the article here:

a3 J = .

waste

What radicactive exposures and emissions will be present in this project? How will this affect
the people who work at the facility, the environment, and our community of Kanab? VWhat
altemnatives can be considered to mitigate the risk of exposure to radicactivity?

F. Danger from Accidents and Unexpected Toxic Emissions Energy plants that handle
and emit toxic substances are prone to accidents where toxice are emitted into the
environment. Coal gasification facilities have a history of toxic and adverse effects on the
environmeant and on pecgle.

Specifically, accidents have occurred at coal gasification facilities. Reference:

http:iitribstar.comilocallx 1155750267/ Two-killed-in-synthetic-gas-explosion-at-coal-
plapt-nerth-of-Terre-Haute

httpiwww. ] dwfie.com/story’12549104/gasification-plant-accident-victim-identified?
redirected=true

Responses
Comment 52-14

The response to comment number 13-01 addresses the analysis of
emissions in the Final EA. As stated in response to comment number
21-02, text has been added to the Final EA in Chapter 4 relating to
cumulative impacts explaining that thermal inversions have been known
to occur in Kanab. During winter months, the UDAQ issues wood
burning alerts through the news media and over the internet when
ambient concentrations of PM 2.5 are elevated. Such wood burning
alerts have been issued in northern Utah counties, including Salt
Lake/Davis, Utah, Weber, and Cache; but state alerts are not issued for
Kane County. The subject regarding the use of scrubbers for reductions
of emissions by the proposed Pilot Plant has been addressed in the
response to comment number 28-08.

Comment 52-15

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06.

Comment 52-16

As stated in Section 2.7.3 of the EA, the Pilot Plant would not emit
radionuclides in quantities that would pose a health hazard based on the
size of the proposed facility and the small concentrations of such
materials in the feedstock.
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52-17

52-18

52-19

Commenter 52 — Sky Chaney (continued)

What are the rizks of accidents or unplanned emissions oceurring with this project? What wil
the damage ba? What will be emitted? How will a foxic emission affect the community of
Kanab and the area near the plant where the Kane County Rodec Grounds, Dump, Public
Safety Facility and Jail are located? What will the ghort and long term effects of an unplanned
toxic emission be? How much may it cost the City of Kanab to clean up?

G. Risks Associated with a Vacant or Abandened Ceal Gas Plant There iz a risk that
Yiresco Energy will either leave their coal gas plant vacant for protracted periods of time, or
even abandon it. On 1/13/11 at a Kanab Planning Commizsion meeting, Viresco Energy
President, Jim Guihrie, stated that his coal gas plant may be left unused for protracted periods
of time if funding becomes unavailable to operate it. Mr. Guthrie, himself, has cwned a
business that filed for bankruptey in Califomia approximately two years age, highlighting the
possibility that Viresco Energy may end up abandoning the coal gas plant. What are the risk
levels for these kinds of cccurrences? I toxics are left on the site, how will the environment
and peopls be impacted? What will Kanak City need to do if the plant is abandonsed with toxic
materials on site? What will be the financial impact to Kanab City taxpayers if the plant is left
vacant or abandoned?

Last but not least, the NEPA process for this project nesds to examine a range of
that were not included in the Draft EA. One such altemative is fo consider the siting of this
project in a different location than inside the city limits of Kanab.

Respectfully,

Sky Chaney
President ~ Taxpayer Azsociation of Kane County

Responses
Comment 52-17

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 40-10.

Comment 52-18

As stated in response to comment number 24-03, Section 2.7.5 was
revised in the Final EA to include a discussion on specific
decommissioning activities that would occur. See also responses to
comments 4-01 and 52-06.

Comment 52-19

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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53-01

53-02

53-03

53-04

Commenter 53 — Mike Noel

Jozeph Zambelli - Viresco Energy Coal Gasification Plant EA

From: "Mike MNoal" <nmoel@mpresswel.com=
Ta: “joseph. zambelliwnetl doe gov=

Date: 0/15/2011 527 PM

Snbject: Viresco Energy Ceal Gasification Plant EA
cC: “mnoel@xpressweb.com=

Dear Mr Zambeli

I am writing to woice my support agsin for the Coal Gasification Test Facility in Kanah, Utah. &fter reading the
Draft EA, | am convinced that no significant impacts will result from the sitting this facility adjacent to the county
landfill. &35 an elected official representing Kane, Garfeld, Wayne, Frute, Beaver, Washington, Iron and Sevier
Courties for the past 9 years, | have consistent'y supported energy projects that would benafit notanly my
districs but the State of Utah and the Nation a3 3 whole, The technology that was discovered by scizntizts and
engineers st the College of Engineering Center for Environmental Research and Technology is sound a5 has been
demaonstrated at CE-CERT. &s you stated in your summary of the project at the public meeting, thers has been

much ta do about very little or no impacts to the human environment by constructing this test facility.
Unfortunately, the facts surrounding this project have been purposely mis-represented by Sky Chaney, the
founder snd President of the so called Kane County Taspayvers Sssociation. Mr Chaney has used the tas free
status of the KCTPA to engaged in the local political process, disseminating flse and misleading information o
the public, suing the City of Kanab and generzlly creating hate and discontent in our community. | have
included a copy of an email received today from Mr Chaney, encouraging the members of the KCTPA to s2nd in
comments on the EA. My concern iz with the first suggeston that you extend the E& comment peried for some
undermined length of time. | weuld strongly urge you to not consider doing this a5 | feel that the minimal
impacts associated with the project have been adeguately addressed and that the requirements of the National
Erwiranmental Policy Act have been fully met. Over the course of my pelitical career | have come to understand
the tactics of the radical erwironmental community. Theis main tactic is to try and stall and delay projects and
ruri up the costs of getting permits etc. such that the projects becomes uneconomically unfeasible. Thisis
exactly what iz going on in cur community and | hope the DODE can sze through the charade.

It is inconceivable to me how people could be so mislead by this individual into thinking that this proposa

involves emitting large amounts of 2ir pollution. From reading the propesad action it is my understanding that
during the 30 day pericds with coal 's heated 1o relesse the methane gas (natural gas) the emissions would not
even require @ state or federal zir quality permit because the emissions are considered De Minimis by the tah

Divizion of &ir Quality.
I'would like to address some of the issves that Mr. Chaney has asked members of the Taxpayers Association to
consider in the EA which | believe have been addressed. Cumulative

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:

4.2.1 Land Usa: Construction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the
Hane County Pubklic Safsty Facility could adverszaly impact uses of recreational areas
associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project.

sponse from Representative Michael Moel (Executive Director and General Manager of the

Comment 53-01
Comment noted.
Comment 53-02
Comment noted.
Comment 53-03
Comment noted.
Comment 53-04
Comment noted.

Responses
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53-04
(cont’d)

53-05

53-06

Commenter 53 — Mike Noel (continued)

1e County Water Conservancy District (owner and developer of the Jack Flat Resenvoir) - A full
Environmental Assessment was completed on this reservoir project by the Army Corps of
Engineers in conjunction with the KCWCD. The proposed gasification plant will have zero
negative impacts to the reservoir which was constructed primarity for storage of the irfigation
water. [t will have no more negative impacts to the recrestional use of the reservair than the
Hane County Jail or the Kane County Landfill, the Shotgun Range. and the Kans Plex whizh
are in the same general area as the proposed gasification test facility.

This iz not an analybical statement and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact
(5]

422 Assthetics: Consfruction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the
Fane Counfy Public Safety Facility could adversely impact views from the recreational areas
associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project and, 1o a lesser extent,
residences fo the northwest of the Pilot Plant site. D This is not an analytical statement and
not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact(s).

:hael Moel Same response. Mo anficipated impacts from heating coal or other materials and
flaring methans.

424 Cultural Resources: If any human remains are discoversd, then such a discovery
could be viewsd as a cumulative impact of the projects. | ask you when would disturbance
of a burial not be considered an impact, cumulative or otherwise? This is not an analyfical
statement and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact|s).

Response from Representative Mike Moel : All Cultural Resources which may be discovered
at the SITLA lease site including human remains which have been found at the resenvair site
willl be complstely mitigated per the Mational Historic Preservation Act and Mative American
Graves Repatriation Act. The same archaeologist that completed the Phase Inventory on the
Jackson Reservoir site, completad the surveys on the State Institutional Trust Lands Site and
found no significant archasology.

Responses
Comment 53-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07.

Comment 53-06
Comment noted.
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53-07

53-08

53-09

Commenter 53 — Mike Noel (continued)

424 Culiural Resources: The discovery of prehistoric human remains at an archaesological
site investigated during the course of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage project, however,
has heightensd concerns among the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians that human remains may
e encountered during construction for the present project. Response from Representative
Mosl What does the consulling archeslogist and SHPO have to say on the likelhood of
discovering human remains if excavation for this project were to coour?  Mr Kenny Wintch,
chief archasologist for SITLA, and project supervisor for the Jackson Ressrvoir site was the
lauthorized officer that reviewed the Culiural Resources Report for the Gasification Site. He s
izl awars of the potential for any additional human remains and will be invelved with any
future issues that invaolved human remains on the SITLA lease site. The report indicates that
the potential for burials and significant archaeclogy at the SITLA site is minimal.

5.2 lIrreversible or Irrefrievable Commitment of Resources

Water resources used by the Pilot Plant would be treated and recycled in the process for reuse
under the DOE cooperative agreemeant for 20 days of operation or possibly refurnad to the
environment through an evaporation pond under future cperations 30

Rzsponse from Represaentative Noel : Water resources used for the site will be minimal | less
that & acra feat per year). To put that in perspective that is the amount of water used in one
growing s=ason on 1 acre of alfalfa hay. Hardly something to be concernad with . Efflusnt
from the pond with go into the Kanab City Sewers and the facultative evaporative clay lined
ponds south of town and west of the airport.

Facility Processes and Equipment (Section 2.7 2.) makes no mention of an evaporation pond;
no evaporation pond is discarnable in Figure 2-3. Please explain what is maant by returmed fo
the envircnment. Weuld this effluent truly be left fo evaporate in a pond?

Temporal Analysis of effects is inadequats:

DHIE intention is to only be invelved with this project out to the 20 operation-day per year mark,
a5 per a cooperative agreement with the proponent. Howsver, DOE is fully aware the
proponent intends to achieve a 130 operation-day mark and DOE acknowledges this in EA
section 2.8: Consideration of Connected Actions.

Rzsponse from Represaentative Noel: Any changes in the operation of the plant whizh could
impact air guality will be fully evaluated by the Utah Deparimant of Environmental Quality
Chivision of Air Quality. The purposs of the test facility as DOE knows is to test this new
otentially more efficient gasification process which would produce cleaner fusls for our
mation. If the plant does in fact run a test in the future for 120 days, the impacts would still not
mest the threshold te be a significant impact to the human envirgnment. There is more coal

Responses
Comment 53-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-07 and 35-11.

Comment 53-08

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-25.

Comment 53-09
Comment noted.
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Commenter 53 — Mike Noel (continued)

burned in the local elementary school and high school each year than would ever b haated
and flared in this test facility.

Mawhere in the EA have | discovered a projection (time frame) of how many years the plant
waould likely be operated to achieve the 130 cperation-day mark or even the 30 operation-day
mark. Therefore this environmeantal assessment is deficiznt in making full disclosure of what
actions are intended as required by NEPA and its implementing CEQ regulations. Please
comrect this deficiency.

Final Summary from Representative Mosl: The following is a copy of the letter sent by Mr
Chanay to the membears of the Kane Counly Taxpayers Association today. For your
information, the Utah Taxpaysrs Association a reputable tazpayers organization that has been
in operation since 1922 does not even recognize the Kane County Taxpayers Association as a
legitimate organization. The Kane County Taxpayers Association was cited by the State of
Utah for cperating in violation of state law for not registering with the state. A 310,000 fine was
assessed for repeated viclations of state law. The KCTPA seftled the matter by paying a
32000 fine. The point being in all this is that a small number of people led by Sky Chaney
have used every means to try and stop this plant with little or no factual information that is
would do harm to the human environment.  Our 2lected officials and the majority of the
citizens in Kanakb do in fact support the plant as evidencad by the latest primary election
wherein the 3 cpposition candidates generated 44% support while the other § candidates
generated 58% of the votes with only 48% of the public voting. In the upcoming general
election, | believe the opposition candidates with in fact be embarrassed since they will be
soundly defeated. Soin terms of public opposition. the statement should be mads that the
majority of elected officials and citizens in Kane County support the test facility.

EMAIL SENT TODAY FROM MR CHAMNEY'S SO CALLED "KANE COUNTY TAXPAYERS
ASSOCIATION?

**TPA Update — Please Send Your Comments to the DOE by Friday™*

Dear TPA Member:

f you care about the coal gas plant propesed for Kanab, here is an opportundy io make a difference.
Last menth the Depariment of Energy (DOE) issusd their draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
proposed Viresco Energy LLC Ceal Gasification Plant. In May and Juns many of our members
submitied scoping comments o guide the extent of th's envirenmental assessment.

‘You can read the Draft EA here:

We believe that this EA did not adequately assess the risks associated with this proposed coal gas
plant in our community.

Here is your opportunity io comment on the EA.

Please write 3 comment lether and emai it to- joseph zambellifnet dos.gov
Tithe your letter: Comments on the Liah Cogl and Siomass Fycled Pilg] Project
The last day to officially submit comments is tomorrow. Friday. If you need more time,

then write tham over the weekand, as the DOE has stated that they will make an effort 1o
accept comments after the deadline. 1tis preferable to get our letter emailed by Friday.

*Below are sugpestions on what to include in your comment letter.

want fo thank everyone who is submitting comments as this DOE approval process is a crucial step in
protecting us from the adverse harm that can take place from the proposed coal gas plant.

Comment 53-10
Comment noted.

Responses
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Commenter 53 — Mike Noel (continued)
Respectiully,

Dir. Sky Chansy ~ President, Taxpayer Association of Kane County

Zuggestions On Comments to Submiton the EA of the Vireceo Cogal Gag Flant

1. Ask the DOE 1o grant 3 time extension for the Comment peried and gve reason(s) why this is
neaded (eg. research into info used to make effects evaluation is complex and need mare fime to
prowide intelfgent comment).

2. Insist that due to the amount of controversy generated, DOE complete an EIS for this project
This Envircnmental Impact Study will result in @ much more comprehensive review of the risks
associated with this coal gas plant to our community. It will also provide the opportunity to mitigate
adwerse effects by developing an altzrnative location to site the plant.

3. Hyou commented during the sarlier scoping pericd (May and Juns), drag those comments out and
determing if the DOE addressed them fully in their analysis. If not state that you believe they did not

Insist that they
an LIS

4. Below is a list of possible comments to includs in your letter to the DOE. Be sure o use
your own words in presenting these sample issuss... and add your own additional comments
inyour letter. Make suggestions on how they could improve the analysis if you have one.

Emai i lignet]
Title your letter: Comments on the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Project

Be sure you provide your name and address.

fyou are concemed about anonymity, ask that your name and address not be disclosed in the
pullication of Comments which will be included in the Final EA.

Be respectful, but insistent. Write clearly. Be sure to state what you want or expect DOE to do with
respect to your point.

Possible Comments: Draft EA for Utah Coal and Biomass
Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED:

The Purpose and Meed to pursus this type of research, nationally, is agreed.

Howewer, the need to site this plant, specifically, in Kanak is not demeonstrated.

Say why you think so and what DOE should do o fix this.

20 ALTERMATIVES:

Why wasn't an altemnative location analyzed? The Congressional earmark language only specifies the
State of Utah. | do not accept DOE's rationale the Proposed Action and the No Action constitute a
‘reasonable range of alternatives”

Explam why?

27.5 DECOMMISSIONING

“The Pilot Plant would be decommissioned and the site restored no later than the end of the site lease
period.”

What does decommissioned mean exactly? Would all the structural components of the plant be
dismantled and removed from the site?

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND ENVIRCNMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Ask that DOE demonstrate an analysis occumed. Evaluative statements are made without making a
dirzct (or disclosure, if indirzct) connection with the analys's performed and at what scale

310 SOCIO-ECONOMICS:

Responses
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Commenter 53 — Mike Noel (continued)

DOE demonstrated 3 preconceived notion leadng fo a Finding of Mo Significant Impact instead of being
uniziased, fair and balanced in evalutation of effects. This is Pustrated in the verbags used on pags 54,
4 paragraph. “Process water from the Pilet Plant will be recycled.... ... process wastewater will
hawve no impact to the City of Kanakb's wastewater system.” [Emphasis is mine.]

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:

421 Land Use: "Construction and aperation of the proposed project in combination with the
Hane County Public Safety Facility could adversely impact uses of recreational areas
associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project.”

This is not an analytical statement and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact
(=)L

4.2.2 Aesthelics: "Construction and operation of the proposed project in combination with the
Hane County Public Safety Facility could adversaly impact views from the recreational areas
associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage Project and, to a lesser extent,
residences to the northwest of the Pilot Plant site.”  This is not an analytical statemeant and
not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact|s).

424 Cultural Resgurces: “If any human remains are discoverad, then such a discovary
could be viewsad as a cumulative impact of the projects.” | ask you when would disturbance
of a burial not be considered an impact, cumulative or otherwise? This is not an analytical
statemeant and not sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact{s).

424 Cultural Resources: "The discovery of prehistoric human remains at an archasclogical
site investigated during the course of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage project, howewver,
has heightenad concerns among the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians that human remains may
be encounterad during construction for the present project.” What does the consulting
archeologist and SHPO have to say on the likelihood of discovering human remains if
excavation for this project wers to coour?

5.2 Irreversible or Imetrievable Commitment of Resources

“Water resources used by the Pilet Plant wou'd be treated and recycled in the process for reuse under
the DOE cooperatve agreement for 30 days of operation or pessibly returned to the environment
through an evaporaton pond under future operations.”

Facility Processes and Equipment (Section 2.7.2.) makes no mention of an evaporation pond: no
evaporation pond is discemnable in Figure 2-3. Pleass explain what is mzant by “returned to the
envirgnmant™. Would this effluent truly be l=ft io evaporate in a pond?

Responses
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Commenter 53 — Mike Noel (continued)

Tempora! Analysis of effects is inadequate:

DOE's intention s 12 on'y be involeed with this project cut 1o the 20 cperation-day per year mark, 35 per
a cooperative agreement with the proponent. However, DOE is fully aware the propensnt intends fo
achieve a 130 operaticn-day mark and DOE acknowledges this in EA s=ction 2.8: Consideration of
Connected Actions.

Mowhere in the EA have | discovered a projecton (time frame) of how many years the plant would likely
be operated o achieve the 130 operation-day mark or 2ven the 30 operation-day mark. Therefore this
environmeanta’ assessment is deficient in making full disclosure of what actions are intended as
reguired by NEPA and its implementing CEQ regulations. Please correct this deficiency.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this EA.

Sinceraly,

Utah State Representative Michasl Moel House District #73, Representing 2ll or part of
the following counties in Southern Utah, Kane, Garfield, Beaver, Wayne, Piute, Sevier,
‘Washington, Iron Ceunties

Responses
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54-01

54-02

Commenter 54 — Joan Thacher
Jozeph Zambelli - Draft EA comments

From:  "Jan Ruszell” <janmsselliskanzb nat=

To: "Joseph Zambelll" =Joseph. Zambellig WETL DOE. GOV
Diate: 9/1672011 &:51 FM

Subject: Draft EA comments

Sept. 16T 2011

REZPOMSE TO THEDEAFTEA
UTAH COAL ANWD BIOMASSE FUELED PILOT FROJECT

Dear Mr. Zambelli—

It was sbundantly clear from your and Mr. Driscoll’s comuments at the meeting on Augnst 30th that this
is an insiznificant project not deserving of the tdme. effort and money that has been putinto it This
attimde 15 reflectad in the Draft EA It appears 2 forgone conclusion thar this facility will ba built here
in Eanab. Because of this, I am loath to spend nmach of miy precious time responding to the Draft. Do
miv comumients matmer? Ithink not. Yer this is vour job, to answer the questions and respond to the
comments of those most effacted by this or auy of your projects. Yes, this iz 3 piddly linle projectin
comparison to your others, I'm sure. However, for those of us living in EKanab, a place that shares the
airshed with naniral marvels like Zion Mational Park, Bryce Canvon, Grand Staircase MNatonal
Monnment, itisnot IT IS A BIG DEAL! We are acuraly sware that this would not even be 2 blip on
the radar if it were almost awywhere elss. BUT IT 15 HOT.

'l bezin with mv comments on the Drafi's responses to my nitisl scoping comments.
QCATION

ou did not respond to one of my questions about the surtsbility of the locaton. You don't have any
criteria for suitability, do yon? The Draft (pg.31 3.2.2) clamnms that becanss the Kana Co. Public Safany
Bulding and the Landfill are already there, the viewshed is acceptable for a gasifier. How is an
albrvionsly indusirial facility with fore, §05fi+ smokestacks zud uesly pipes comparable to the landfll or the
Public Safety Bullding? Can vou please show how you compare them? So, when the Viresco facilicy is
Tmile, then we could zet a Fischer-Tropsch gasifier, too, becausa we have another gasifier in the
viewshed already? Is this how it works?

ZONING

Omn page 30, the last santence says “It is important to note that Kapab City Plannimg and Zomng
approved the zomwns change " but nowhers dees it state thar they did so based on the 30-davs'vear,
small source exemprion paramaters. This was a clear misreprasentztion of the facts by Viresco, since as
s00n a5 Guthris bad the generzl plan and zoning changes approved be started felling the public that e
mught mun up to B0 daysyear. Therefore, wour statement is mizsleading and belies the deceit with which
Wiresco deals with our ciry offictals from the beginning.

Responses
Comment 54-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 32-03. The Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities
of Kanab, and the qualitative effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the
local viewshed. Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (now Figure
3-7) to show approximately how large the Pilot Plant would appear from
the same vantage point in comparison to the visibility of nearby
manmade features, including the Kanab Municipal Airport, the Kane
County Public Safety Facility, and the Kane County Landfill. Figure 2-3
in the EA is a conceptual illustration of the Pilot Plant showing a single
exhaust flare structure, not two “smokestacks.”

As described in response to comment number 40-31, the Pilot Plant
would gasify coal into a synthesis gas that would be combusted. The
flare would be comparable to a natural gas flare and not to a
“smokestack” associated with a coal combustion facility. As stated in
response to comment number 51-29, the synthesis gas would be
suitable for further processing to a liquid fuel or substitute natural gas.
However, because the Pilot Plant would be a demonstration project at a
scalable size to provide economic data that would be used to assess the
commercial feasibility of the steam hydrogasification process, the
synthesis gas would be combusted properly in a flare system. No fuel
products or electricity would be produced by the proposed project.

Comment 54-02

As stated in response to comment 15-17, DOE considers land use
planning and zoning decisions to be under the jurisdiction of the Kanab
City Planning and Zoning Department. That department determined that
the Pilot Plant is consistent with the zoning designation of the site and
the master plan. The response to comment number 6-01 explains
DOE'’s consideration of the additional Pilot Plant operational period as a
connected action.
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54-04

54-05

54-06

54-07

54-08

Commenter 54 — Joan Thacher (continued)

LSEEACTREUCTURE

I specifically asked, in my scoping comments, shout power outages and their effact on plant operatons.
Ay questions were not answered. We have blackouts and browmouts

often hers in Fanab, partcularly during snowstorms and other weather events. On page 10 of the draft it
states, “The plant would be operated using both a computerized performance reporing and
documentation system. . _to ensure that monitoring and other management activities are performed
comractly ” So, what happens to these systems during power outages? I request that this be analyzed
before the final EA is drafred.

LCONOMIC INEACTS

Again, von did not respond ro even one of my questons about economic impacts. [ see m the Drafr that
vou claim the existing facilines (Le. commumcation towers, landfill, public safety bldz -which is not yet
in pperaton-2c.) “ have not detractad from regional tounsm”™. How did vou draw thar conclnzion”
Again, vou are comparing an ugly, obviously industrial stucnre with two §0f+ smokestacks with these
ather strucmares.

How do yon koow 1f visitors may shoreen their stay becanse of this facility? Have you

comnpared it to other sites in tovrist towns” Wouldn't this be the only factual source of information to
make this statement?

Ar. Gurthrie Viresco fold citizens that there would be 60 construction jobs. The Draft
says 30, What is the reason for the discrepancy?

Finally, regarding real estate valnes. Kanab is a beautiful, clean town that atracts many

ratmess with zood retirements that go directly into the sconomy. Feal sstate valuas have

rizen considerably in the last 6 or 7 vears. There are several hizh-end subdivisions in the

planning stazes near where the plant is to be consmmcted . Will or will not a plan: with two smokestacks
effact real astare values? Why was this not evalnared m the draft? The draft clzims that the plan: will be
an economic benefit to the commumrty, however, you did not even begin to anzlyze the possible neganve
effacts oo the economy.

Om page 30 of the draft it states, “Offensive odors are not antcipated BUT any odors wonld be expected
to dizzipate effectively before reaching any residential areas.. " I find this statement to be
contradictory. You clzim odors are not ggioipated  You do pot give any facmal evidence to support
this staternent and then go on to say that there mizht be odors, but those will dissipate. What facts are
you bazing these statements on?

Evidently vou are not aware that there are residences within .5 mile of the site, in fact I lived in one 12
vears ago right near the sirport. The sirport manager and his wife live at the airport also. Will offensive
adors dissipate before they reach there? Your conclusions on page 55 about “The closest sensitve
raceptors. .. are._.over one mile to the northeast on 5. Hopi Dr™ is mcomect.

You did not snalyze the poise coming from the fonctioning zasifier at all thar I can sea.

There is some mention of constmction noise, but none shout noise commg from the pilot plant. You
show a chart (Table 3 8-1) with decibel levals on it but do not compare that to the decibals emimed from
the pilot plant. Why? How can you call this 3 FOM ST when vou haven't analyzed zll the dara?

Oriher comments on the Draft document

Responses
Comment 54-03

As part of the safety systems incorporated into the Pilot Plant, the plant
design consists of redundant systems to ensure that automatic shut-offs
in the computing system and manual shutdown capabilities are available
when needed. Therefore, the plant would be able to safely shutdown
during emergencies, including power outages, if required.

Comment 54-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 21-03.

Comment 55-05

DOE uses the NEPA process and in this case the EA to properly inform
the public about the proposed project and all of its attributes. As stated
in Section 3.10.2.1, “During construction, approximately 25 construction
jobs would be created as a result of the project.”

Comment 54-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06.

Comment 54-07

As stated in the Draft EA, no odors from the facility would be expected.
Additional information has been added to the Final EA in Section 3.5.2.4
for clarification

Comment 55-08

The text in Section 3.9.2 of the Final EA has been updated to include
noise levels from the Pilot Plant’s equipment. Although sound levels
from equipment (e.g., the flare and gasifier) would depend on the final
design and are unknown at this time, it is expected that equipment
design would take into consideration any OSHA regulation to protect
workers and the public. Per OSHA standards, the maximum acceptable
noise level for any continuously noise-generating equipment is 90 dBA
(29 CFR 1910.95). Assuming a worst-case sound level of 90 dBA at the
Pilot Plant’s fence line, it is estimated that at half a mile from the
property, the potential sound level from the plant would be less than 50
dBA, which is considered relatively quiet. As described in response to
comment number 15-07, a new Figure 3-5 was added to the Final EA
which shows that there are no residential buildings within a half mile of
the proposed Pilot Plant. Sound levels at residences would be reduced
further by the increased distance such that noise impacts during
operations would be negligible to minor at the nearest residential
receptors.
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54-09

54-10

54-11

54-12

54-13

54-14

54-15

54-16

54-17

Commenter 54 — Joan Thacher (continued)

PAGE 1 - The second paragraph states, “These operations would be limited to..__and would probably
not exceed 130 days of operation in 2wy year...”. Probably not?

Exactly what does thes mean? What are Viresco's plans for the operation of this faciliny?

30 days/year? 130 days/vear? 230 dave'yvear? This is precisely the kind of infornmation that is being
withheld from the public. Obwiously we are not just approving a 30 day/year operation as the
commurity was told by Mr. Gurhrie in the beginning

PACGE I} — Dupgde apd Ieed -Von use the term “renewable energy resources™ on this page. The indtial
testing is to be using coal How is coal a renewable resoirce? Yon also mention “protecting our
environment” yat the draft contains almost two pages (section £.2.8) of the negative effacts of
greephouse gases which coal nunmg and gasificaton

contribute to. Therafore, I find “repewsable energy resources™ and “protecting our enviromment™ to be
muslezding snd inacourate terms to nse regarding this project.

PAGE 10 — It states in the last section of this page that one of the primary goals of testing would be to

detarnyine L ;. Does this mean thar Viresco
does not know where those impurities end up? Do they end up in the air? In the ash?
In the water?

PAGE 1] - Ttstates on this page that the lot currently consists of “shrbs and grassland”.
It 1= obvions that there was no site visit, becanse you would know that there is no “grassland™ at this site
fmr sazebmsh and manire junipsr oees

PACGE 21 - Tris statements such as the one in paragraph 5 on this pags that leaves

many quastiens i the minds of those of us who will be impactad by this project and T quote, “Viresco
may zlso consider adding some form of zas clesvup processing and kydrogen ssparation. The deta:ls
are not available ar this time. . so thar cannot be identfied or addressed ™ Viresco doss ot have to
supply detzils of all their possibla

processes? How can the public make an adequate assessment of the dsks of this project withour all the
facts?

PAGE 22 - Table 2.7-3 It was mentioned ar the meeting at the EAMS on Aug 30' that there were errors
regarding water issues in the Draft There sesms o be an error on this table and, if not, Iwould like this
question clarified. The table reads that for Process Water there wonld be 1.270 zpd nsed during the 30
day operatdon, yer 3,000 gpd during the 1200130 day operadon even though the smount of coal (5 gpd)
remains the same. Why would there be ower twice the amount of water wsed duning the exrendad
operzton?

It also states in this table that the solid waste would be disposed at an “approprizte landfill”. Where is
ths “approprizts landflT7

PAGE 33 -203 Surface Water — It states, “There are no catzlogued lakes or reservedrs in the drainage
basin™. Dioes it not mention Jackson Flat becanse it's not catzlogned? Or because it's not complated?

PAGE 30— Here is an moublesoms inconsistency in the draft, I quote Section 3.1.2 paragraph I “Plant
stack conld be up fo 67 feet in beight™ yet page 32 says, “stack (possibly up to 72 feet)”. So, whichis
it? Why doesn't Viresco know exactly how high the stack 15 zoing to be? We were origivally rold 60 ft
stacks. 72 feet iz 2 lot igher than &0

I hawe many more questions, bowever, today is the Sepr. 16 deadline for submiming

Responses
Comment 54-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.

Comment 54-10

Implementation of the project would demonstrate the feasibility of
converting coal and woody biomass into syngas via the SHR process,
and ultimately into fuels, such as substitute natural gas and sulfur-free
Fischer-Tropsch diesel, which are cleaner burning than standard fuels
currently utilized, such as unleaded gasoline. DOE views this
demonstration as a potential step toward larger scale use of such
cleaner burning fuels, which would yield environmental benefits of
reduced releases of undesirable emissions. Initial testing would utilize
coal as the feedstock, but further testing would include a blend of coal
and woody biomass, to determine the feasibility of a reduced reliance on
coal in the process. Woody biomass is considered a renewable
resource because it can be harvested and re-grown and, in terms of
CO2 being a primary GHG of concern, is considered carbon neutral,
because plants absorb their carbon from the atmosphere during
photosynthesis. It is also important to note that Viresco would utilize
woody biomass wastes (e.g., sawdust and paper wastes), which would
be a beneficial reuse, or recycling, of vegetative material already
harvested for other purposes.

Comment 54-11

As a demonstration project, the proposed Pilot Plant would provide data
relating to the steam hydrogasification process at a scalable size to
evaluate the economic feasibility of commercializing the process at other
potential locations. Characterizations of waste streams to determine the
methods of disposal as non-hazardous or hazardous wastes would be
important aspects of these evaluations for purposes of costing the
disposal requirements of a commercial facility.

Comment 55-12

DOE has visited the site multiple times, the most recent visit occurred in
August 2011. Section 2.5.2 has been revised as follows: "The proposed
project site is an existing undeveloped lot that currently consists of
shrubby and herbaceous vegetation."

Comment 54-13

The response to comment number 6-01 explains DOE’s consideration of
impacts during the 30-day demonstration period under the cooperative
agreement with Viresco and also during an additional 130-day
operational testing period as a connected action. As stated in response
to comment number 34-04, impacts due to continued operations by
Viresco of up to 130 days of additional testing are addressed in each
resource area in Chapter 3 of the EA as a connected action, and the
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Commenter 54 — Joan Thacher (continued)

Responses (continued)
Comment 54-13 (continued)

impact analysis for this EA has been bounded by these assumptions. In
the future, Viresco may consider other options for the management of
process wastewater and may consider adding some form of gas cleanup
processing and hydrogen separation. The details of these potential
actions are not known at this time and Viresco does not intend to pursue
any of these options during DOE’s involvement. Such changes would
likely require the acquisition of approvals or permits from state agencies
having jurisdiction over environmental compliance. Future NEPA review
by a respective federal agency would be triggered in the event that
Viresco were to seek federal funding for additional upgrades or
expansions to the Pilot Plant.

Comment 54-14

Table 2.7-3 in the Draft EA is Table 2.8-3 in the Final EA and has been
updated to reflect that approximately 3,290 gpd and 4,130 gpd of water
would be required for process water demand under the proposed action
and connected action, respectively. The increase in water demand
under the connected action primarily results from equipment differences
between the proposed action and the connected action — under the
connected action, Viresco is considering the possible use of a steam
propane reformer system to generate hydrogen onsite. The steam
reformer operation would increase the water rate to the boiler to
generate additional steam feed for the reformer.

Comment 55-15

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-09.

Comment 54-16

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-16. Potential cumulative impacts to this reservoir
are discussed in Section 4.2.
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54-17
(cont’d)

Commenter 54 — Joan Thacher (continued)

commeants. [ am very disappeointed that the DOE would not even consider extending the comment
period. I fesl that the Diraft 1= filled with inconsistencies and unsnbstantzted

swatements. Fegardless of the amitude of the agency towards this eammarked project,

wa, as the citizens of where this project is to be sited have a right to have our concems and guestions
answered. Even at the mesting on August 307, wher we asked Mr. Shockley (Project Manager) who
would be monitoring the facility, ke told us “The ERAT

Iz even this an accurats statemment? As far a5 we know, Viresco will be monitoring

the faciliny. This canses great concern among those of us lving near the project.

I hope you will constder this and all submimed commeants when finalizing the EA.
Joan Thacher

834 W, Navzjo Dr.
Eanab, UTAH 24741

janmssellin kanab net

235-644-2320

Responses
Comment 54-17

As stated in response to comment number 15-17, the wording on page 1

of the conditional use permit authorizes a 60-foot tall gasifier with a 67-
foot tall exhaust structure “plus the additional height of required and
approved flare enclosures”. The Final EA has been revised to clarify
these dimensions. The maximum height of the exhaust flare structure,
including the enclosure structure, would be approximately 72 feet. Itis
not unusual for specific details of a final design to be undetermined
during the planning stage of a project, which is when environmental
studies under NEPA are completed. Therefore, impacts may be based
on reasonable assumptions about design conditions and would remain
valid provided that the final design does not substantially alter the
assumptions and introduce new impacts.

The response to comment number 20-01 addresses the request to
extend the comment period. The response to comment number 15-04
addresses the regulatory requirements and oversight that would apply to
Pilot Plant operations.
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55-01

Commenter 55 — Joan Thacher
Jozeph Zambelli - Utah Coal & Biomass Fueled Project

From:  "Jan Russell” <japmssellinkanzb.nec-

Ta: "Toseph Zambelll" ~Joseph. ZambellijgNETL DOE.GOV>
Date: Q182011 9:20 AM

Subject: Utah Coal & Biomass Fusled Project

Dear Kr. Zambell -

One adasienal comment I'd ke to make on the Draft EA. | belleve that the draft should have analyzed an
alternative site for the plist project. | request Inat this be done before finalizing the EA.

Thani you,
Joan Thacher

3£ W, Mavajo Dr.
Kanab, UTAH E4741

Comment 55-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to

comment number 8-01.

Responses
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56-01

56-02

56-03

M3sTIIIEIIL.

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala

Responses
Comment 56-01

As stated in the earlier response to comment number 20-01, DOE
believes the scope of DOE’s proposed action, the scope of Viresco's
proposed project, as well as the magnitude of and level of uncertainty
about the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project did not
warrant a comment period of more than 30 days. DOE made this
decision consistent with 10 CFR §1021.301(d). In addition, DOE has
included responses to late comments on the Draft EA.

Comment 56-02
Comment noted.
Comment 56-03

Comment noted. DOE intends to continue consultation with the Kaibab
Band to develop a plan for treatment of sites considered traditional
cultural properties by the Kaibab.
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56-03
(cont’d)

56-04

56-05

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-04

Section 1.4 in the DEA describes the methods that DOE used to conduct
public outreach in preparation for the EA. Public Scoping Notices
announcing the project and the public scoping meeting were sent to
federal, state, and local agencies, Native American tribes, and members
of the public. DOE sent consultation letters to the USFWS, the UDNR
Division of Wildlife Resources, and UT SHPO. Representative letters
are located in Appendix A. Staff-to-Staff consultation letters were sent to
16 Native American tribes in Utah and Arizona, including the Kaibab
Paiute Tribal Council. Three tribes, the Kaibab Band of the Paiute
Indians, the Hopi Tribe, and the Navajo Nation replied to the scoping
letter. Letters were also sent to all of the U.S. Senators of Utah and
Arizona, as well as the Utah and Arizona U.S. House of Representative
members with the closest districts to the project site. Other federal
agencies that were notified of the scoping process and the DEA were the
U.S. Forest Service rangers of the Kaibab and Dixie National Forest, the
Chief of the Environmental and Cultural Resources Management
Division of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the National Park Service, U.S.
NEPA reviewers for the EPA Regions 8 and 9, Zion National Park, and
the U.S. Geological Survey. DOE sent notifications to both Utah and
Arizona governors, their respective Air Quality directors, the Utah
Department of Natural Resources and the Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality. DOE sent letters and copies of the DEA to the
Kanab city manager and Fredonia mayor, the Kanab City Planning
Commission, the Kane County Commission, the Kane County Land Use
and Planning Commission, the Coconino County Manager, the Coconino
County Department of Community Development, the Mohave County
manager, and the Mohave County Development Services Department.
Letters and copies of the DEA were also sent to the Arizona Board of
Supervisors, and the BLM Kanab Field Office. DOE also contacted
nongovernmental agencies such as the National Tribal Environmental
Council and the Sierra club. DOE also placed electronic copies of the
DEA on their website, and physical copies in the Kanab and Fredonia
libraries.

The response to comment number 15-07 explains the oversights in the
Draft EA regarding the proximity of the Pilot Plant to residential
properties and corrections made to the Final EA, including a new figure
showing nearby buildings.

Comment 56-05

Section 1.1 of the EA states that the Pilot Plant would be located in
Kanab, UT. Section 2.5.2 of the EA identifies the site as being
approximately 2.5 miles south of the city center. Section 3.1.1 describes
the closest facilities to the proposed site. As stated in response to
comment number 15-07, the commenter correctly points out that the
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56-05
(cont’d)

56-06

56-07

56-08

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-05(continued)

Draft EA did not consider the proximity of residences in Fredonia. In
fact, a number of residences across the state line in Arizona are within 1
mile of the proposed Pilot Plant site; however, because of a topographic
ridge along the state border south of the plant site, the Pilot Plant would
not be visible from these residences. Also, a residential farm property off
US 89A in Utah west of the Pilot Plant site was inadvertently overlooked
in the Draft EA. In response, a new Figure 3-5 has been added to the
Final EA showing the locations of buildings in closest proximity to the
proposed Pilot Plant. The Final EA has been corrected throughout to
describe these distances appropriately: The closest residence in Utah is
located off US 89A approximately 0.6 mile directly west of the site. A
few residences in Arizona east of US 89A are just outside the half mile
radius with the closest being approximately 0.55 mile southwest of the
proposed Pilot Plant.

Comment 56-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01. As stated in that response and in the Draft EA,
the range of reasonable alternatives for DOE’s consideration is the
project as proposed by Viresco, any alternatives still under consideration
by Viresco or that are reasonable within the confines of the project as
proposed, and a no action alternative.

Reasonably foreseeable future operations are addressed as a connected
action in the Draft EA.

Comment 56-07

Section 2.9.4 Vegetation and Wildlife has been moved to Chapter 3 as a
resource considered in detail. More specifically it has been added as
Section 3.11, which provides a thorough analysis of potential impacts to
vegetation and wildlife including analyzing the potential for the presence
of and impacts to plants and animals of cultural importance to Kaibab at
the project site.

Comment 56-08

DOE has revised Section 2.5.2 and 3.1.1 of the Final EA to describe the
proximity of the Kaibab Band of Paiute Indians Reservation adjacent to
the Utah border in northern Arizona. A more thorough analysis of
impacts to biological resources has been added in Section 3.11 of the
Final EA, including the potential for the presence of plants and animals
of cultural importance to the Kaibab at the project site; human health
impacts are discussed in Section 3.9; a new Section 3.12 has been
added to the Final EA to address surface water impacts; groundwater
impacts are addressed in Section 3.6; and air quality impacts are
discussed in Section 3.5. As discussed in response to comment number
56-05, a number of residences across the state line in Arizona are within
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56-09

56-10

56-11

56-12

56-13

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-08 (continued)

1 mile of the proposed Pilot Plant site; however, because of a
topographic ridge along the state border south of the plant site, the Pilot
Plant would not be visible from these residences or downtown Fredonia.
Nor would the Pilot Plant be visible to most of the Reservation. Based
on the size of the proposed Pilot Plant, the EA determined that impacts
on environmental resources would be minor to moderate in the vicinity of
the site.

Comment 56-09

DOE believes that the environmental justice analysis in Sections 3.10.1,
3.10.1.4, 3.10.2.4 and 4.2.11 adequately determined that the proposed
Pilot Plant would not have disproportionately high and adverse impacts
to the economy of the Kaibab Paiute Reservation. The extent of DOE’s
consultation efforts with the Kaibab and other Native American tribes
were described in the Draft EA and updated in the Final EA.

Comment 56-10

DOE requested the tribe’s protocol for review but has yet to receive the
information. Therefore, DOE plans to follow its previously outlined plan
as presented in the Final EA in Section 3.4.2, Environmental
Consequences of the Proposed Project, addressing inadvertent cultural
discoveries, which includes a procedure for treatment of human burials
and remains. DOE intends to continue consultation with the Kaibab on
this matter. The response to comment number 34-07 addresses the
subject of tribal monitors.

Comment 56-11

As stated in response to comment number 36-04, the text in Section
3.8.2 of the Final EA has been revised based on further clarification by
Garkane Energy of the “improvements” indicated in its will-serve letter of
August 8, 2011 (EA Appendix C). The necessary improvements would
consist of the installation of connection wiring between an existing power
transmission line on Old Landfill Road adjacent to the proposed Pilot
Plant site and the site proper. This connection wiring would cross Old
Landfill Road and not require any new easements or rights-of-way to be
acquired or disturbed.

Comment 56-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 34-07 and 56-10. DOE intends to continue
consultation with the Kaibab on this matter.

Comment 56-13

DOE is committed to maintaining and enhancing its relationship with
Indian Tribal Nations and values their involvement in its NEPA process.
DOE also recognizes the importance of its trust responsibilities to protect
tribal sovereignty and native American culture. DOE believes a Social
Impact Assessment is adequately covered in the EA under Sections
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56-13
(cont’d)

56-14

56-15

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-13 (continued)

3.10.1, 3.10.1.4, 3.10.2.4 and 4.2.11, which did not identify any
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to the Kaibab’s cultural or
social resources.

Sections 3.11 and 3.12 have been added to the Final EA to analyze the
impacts on biological resources and surface water in more detail.
Section 3.11 addresses the potential impacts on plants and animals of
cultural importance to the Kaibab at the project site; human health
impacts are discussed in Section 3.9; and air quality impacts are
discussed in Section 3.5.

Comment 56-14

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-09. Section 3.7.1 of the Final EA has been revised
to include the following, “The biomass feedstock would likely be woody
waste provided to the Pilot Plant by a supplier located in Southern Utah.”

Comment 56-15

Sections 2.7.1 and 2.8 of the EA have been updated to clarify water use
and wastewater generation of the Pilot Plant. Total process wastewater
discharge under the proposed action and connected action would consist
of approximately 850 gpd and 930 gpd, respectively, from plant
processes. Under the proposed action, this process wastewater would
be directed to a storage container for potential reuse, depending on
wastewater characteristics. Viresco would test the water composition of
the stored process wastewater to determine the feasibility of recycling. If
the stored process wastewater can be reused, the treated process
wastewater would be recycled back into the plant processes. If recycling
of the wastewater is not possible, then a licensed contractor would
transport, treat, and dispose of the process wastewater offsite per state
regulations.

In addition to either recycling or offsite disposal, Viresco would also
consider the following options under the connected action: construction
of an evaporation pond to collect part or all of the process wastewater for
recycling; or discharge to the Kanab City sanitary sewer system if the
water can be treated to meet the state and federal standards governing
such disposal. Although water characterization of the plant effluent is
unknown at this time, Viresco would work with the City of Kanab and the
state to ensure that the process wastewater would be treated and
managed to standards as specified by state and federal regulations prior
to storage in the evaporation pond or discharge into the City’s sewer
system. The evaporation pond would be lined with an HDPE liner to
minimize any potential leaking to subsurface resources (see Section
3.6.2). See also response to comment number 52-07, which discusses
potential impacts to groundwater. Wastewater management plans,
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56-16

56-17

56-18

56-19

56-20

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-15 (continued)

including the design of an evaporation pond, would be finalized after
Viresco monitors the facility’s initial 30-day run cycle and refines any
operating parameters.

DOE consulted with Utah DEQ and DNR and determined that there are
no state water quality standards that would trigger a requirement for
installation of animal exclusion devices to eliminate hazards to wildlife.
Likewise there are no local ordinances that require such devices. No
such exclusionary devices are currently in use on the Kanab wastewater
lagoons, and DOE is unaware of any such exclusionary devices being
used on other existing impoundments or storm water detention basins in
Kanab. However, Viresco has agreed to monitor the water quality to
confirm that such impacts would not occur and to include exclusionary
devices if the monitoring results indicate that potential impacts to wildlife
may occur. DOE will require that Viresco develop the monitoring plan as
part of the Mitigation Action Plan for this project. DOE will consult with
the Utah DEQ and DNR, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and Native
American tribes regarding the parameters to be monitored and the levels
that would trigger the installation of exclusionary devices, prior to
approving the monitoring plan.

Comment 56-16

DOE maintains that the EA adequately described the potential impacts of
the Pilot Plant from odor and noise, respectively, in Sections 3.5.2 and
3.9.2, and determined that the impacts would not be significant.

Comment 56-17

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-23.

Comment 56-18

Comment noted. The response to comment number 15-09 addresses
the disposal of solid wastes from the proposed Pilot Plant.

Comment 56-19

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-09. The Kane County Landfill would be used for
disposal of solid wastes from the proposed Pilot Plant only if the wastes
are not characterized as hazardous using an EPA-approved testing
protocol.

Comment 56-20

The response to comment number 21-02 addresses wind direction in the
Kanab area based on the wind rose for Cedar City, UT. As described in
response to comment 13-01, DOE has updated Section 3.5 of the Final
EA to provide additional information about air quality and Pilot Plant
emissions.
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56-20
(cont’d)

56-21

56-22

56-23

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-21

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 13-01.

Comment 56-22

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 43-07. DOE revised Section 3.9.1 in the Final EA to
include the Fredonia Fire Department.

Comment 56-23

The subject of surface water has been added as Section 3.12 in the
Final EA with expanded discussion on the potential impacts to this
resource. As explained in response to comment number 15-16, Jackson
Flat is not yet a water body that has been catalogued by the state;
however, potential cumulative impacts to this reservoir are discussed in
Section 4.2. The responses to comment numbers 18-02 and 40-10
address dispersion and deposition of air pollutants.
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56-24

56-25

56-26

56-27

Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

Responses
Comment 56-24

DOE examined the proposed project’s proximity to the Kanab Creek
Watershed in the Draft EA in Sections 2.9.3, 3.4.2 and 4.2.4, and
believes that the combination of the project’s small footprint during
construction and operation, coupled with the required measures for
erosion control and pollution prevention, would not result in adverse
impacts to water quality or cultural values within the watershed. The TDS
impairment to Kanab Creek did not preclude its evaluation for potential
impacts as this was covered in Section 2.9.3. The Final EA includes an
expanded discussion of Surface Water in new Section 3.12 of Chapter 3.
DOE also believes that due to the small scale of the proposed project it
would not cause a disproportionately high and adverse spiritual or
cultural impact to the Kanab Creek ecosystem or the traditional lands
used by the Kaibab Band of the Paiute Tribe.

Comment 56-25

The response to comment number 56-07 addresses updates to the Final
EA for consideration of Biological Resources in a new Section 3.11.

Comment 56-26

Because DOE concluded in the Draft EA that the proposed Pilot Plant
would not have significant adverse impacts on air quality, water quality,
or public health, Section 3.10.2.4 concluded that the proposed project
would not have disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority
and low-income populations, which includes the Kaibab Paiute
Reservation community.

Comment 56-27

The response to comment number 12-01 addresses the subject of an
EIS. DOE intends to continue its consultation with the Kaibab, including
any suggested mitigation actions.
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Commenter 56 — Manuel Savala (continued)

56-27
(cont’d)

E-148



6v1-3

57-01.

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman
Joseph Zambelli - My Comments on DOE/EA-1870D

From: "Roger Hoverman" <higgbe@hotmail.com>

To: "Joseph Zambelli" <joseph.zambelli@netl.doe.gov>
Date: 9/16/2011 2:17 PM

Subject: My Comments on DOE/EA-1870D

Attachments: MyComments08302011.docx

Mr. Joseph Zambelli, MEPA Document Manager
.S, DOE - Naticnal Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

P.O. Box B8O

Morgantown, WY 26507-0880

Dear Mr, Zambelliz
Attached are our comments on the draft EA noted in the subject line.

I had difficulty developing them during the 30-day time frame. I have more to say, but no time is remaining in
the comment pericd. I am sure others, not as well versed in science and NEPA as I am, have had an even more
difficult time than I have had. Therefore, please consider this and the amount of controversy and extent the
comment pericd to October 7th, 2011.

As I mentioned there is a great amount of controversy over this proposed project in our little community. I note
that DOE has not specifically addressed the concemns we presented in our Scoping comments of 06/17/2011.
Thersfore, 1 request DOE very seriouly consider completing NEPA for this project at the EIS leve and hopefully a
mare robust disclosure and analysis of effects than the draft EA contains.

I am requesting a hard copy of any future documents (Final EA/FONSI or FEIS and ROD).
Respectfully,
Roger Hoverman and Andrea Bornemeier

585 West Aspen Dr.
Kanab, UT 84741

Responses
Comment 57-01
The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 20-01.
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57-02

57-03

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Roger Howverman, 686 West &spen Dr., Kanab, UT 87471

Seprember £, 2011

Comment on Draft EA for Utah Coal and Biomass
Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-1870)

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED:
The Purpose and Need to pursue this type of research nationally, is agreed.
However, the need to site this plant, specifically, in Kanab is not demonstrated.

From a strictly business perspective, the Kanab location is an advantageous lease
arrangement for Mr. Guthrie with Utah SITLA ...... at the expense of degrading the
guality of life for the rest of us. This is not right. One person or company should
not gain by taking from the community at-large without creating an off-setting,
local benefit.

The Congressional earmark does not specify Kanab, Utah. Where in Conference
Report 111-278 is this information located? Why is the document not included in
an Appendix as supporting information? Please include it in an Appendix and
please be sure the document printing is readable.

The proponent and thereby DOE has not provided any substantive rationale for
selection of the proposed site. This leaves the Purpose and Meed section of the
EA deficient. NEPA requires full disclosure of the purpose and need for
appropriate consideration of the proposed action.

2.0 ALTERMATIVES:

Why wasn't an alternative location analyzed? The Congressional earmark
language only specifies the State of Utah. | do not accept DOE's rationale in
Section 2.3 Alternatives, stipulating the Proposed Action and the No Action
constitute a “reasonable range of alternatives” as required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations. How can DOE reasonably assess the economic efficiencies of the
project, without comparison of costs and benefits of the Proposed Action with
that of an alternative location? Location is the issue.

1]

Responses
Comment 57-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01. The Fiscal Year 2010 Appropriations Act (Public
Law 111-85) and the Conference Report (111-278) accompanying the
Act are public documents referenced in the Final EA and are available
on the Internet at http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=111_cong_reports&docid=f:hr278.111.pdf

Comment 57-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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57-04

57-05

57-06

57-07

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Roger Howverman, 686 West Aspen Dr., Kanab, UT B7471

Sepremberd, 2011

Please investigate and disclose the economic costs and bensfits to the public
were the proposed plant to be sited in (or near) an already existing industrial
complex (2g. Saint George or Cedar City) as compared to locating the plant in
Kanab. | believe this is necessary to provide a fair assessment of what Kanab
would have to give up (or loose) in terms of changes in perception of quality of
life, aesthetics, western charm of our small tourist town verses building the plant
in an already existing industrial complex.

il

If you would like, | volunteer to assist (boots-on-the-ground) in gathering
information to develop such an alternative, even if just for comparison purposes.

DOE's responsibility under NEPA (section 1.3 in the EA) is 10 assess impacts.
Without a reasonable effort to construct a comparison of the Kanab site with
another, no valid assessment of socio-economic impacts is possible. Evaluation
without comparison does not adeguately disclose benefit/costs and other social
impacts of the Proposed Action and can only result in gualitative speculation.

Table 2.7-3, page 22:

Please check the figures for Feed (process) water and process waste water as it
appears 930 gpd of water are made during 30 days of operation.

Second, if the majority of the waste water exists as steam, how can water “in”
equal water “put™?

Third, by calculation 567 Ibs per day of fines waste would be collected for 30
operation days. How much, escapes capture during the same operation day?

Fourth, units for carbon monoxide figure are missing, for the 30 operation days
column. Please indentify.

2.7.3 Products and Waste Generated: “Process gases from the hydogasifier
would be sent to the flare hot, and ne condensation of process water is expected
duning normal operation.”™

‘What is the import of this statement? Would condensation likely occur during
start-up and/or shut-down. What would emissions be during these phases of
operation?

2]

Responses
Comment 57-04

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 8-01 (siting), 21-03 (tourism), and 26-10 (property
values).

Comment 57-05

The amounts of process wastewater and steam that would be generated
under the proposed action and connected action have been updated in
Tables 2.7-1 and 2.7-3, respectively. Please note that Table 2.7-3 in the
Draft EA is Table 2.8-3 in the Final EA. As shown in Figure 2-4, syngas
combustion in the flare and chemical reactions in the gasifier and
regenerator result in water creation, which then exits these systems as
steam. Therefore, the water in would not necessarily be similar to the
amount of water exiting the Pilot Plant.

As shown in Table 2.7-1, 1,168 Ibs per day of ash would be generated
(approximately 17 tons total over the 30-day period) and the remaining
600 Ibs per day of generated waste would include fines and sand
(approximately 9 tons total over the 30-day period). The ash and fines
would be removed from the process continuously using cyclone
separators to separate them from the process gases and the sand and
would be collected, analyzed, and disposed of in an appropriate landfill
per state and federal regulations. It is anticipated that very minimal
amounts of ash and fines would escape the facility during operations.
Viresco would use appropriate ash handling methods, such as keeping
the ash wet or encapsulating the ash with a cover, to prevent coal ash
from blowing offsite.

Comment 57-06

Table 2.7-3 has been updated in the Final EA to include the units for
carbon monoxide (tons). Please note that Table 2.7-3 in the Draft EA is
Table 2.8-3 in the Final EA.

Comment 57-07
The process gasses from the hydrogasifier would be combusted in the

flare. Emissions from the flare are specifically addressed in the Section
3.5.2.
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Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Roger Hoverman, 686 West Aspen Dr.. Kanzb, UT B7471

Seprember 4, 2011
2.7.5 Decommissioning

“The Pilot Plant would be decommissioned and the site restored no later than the
end of the site lzase perod.”

What does decommissioned mean exactly? Would all the structural components
of the plant be dismantled and remowved from the site. | talked with Lou Brown
[SITLA) on Monday (09/12/2011) and he indicated SITLA could negotiate with
Viresco to procure structures of value to them at the end of the lease. This
doesn't sound like decommissioning to me.

The site lease pericd for the proposed Surface Usa Lease Agreement (SULA) is 30
years. Has DOE seen a copy of the terms and conditions? How would Kanab
residents be assured decommissicning would actually happen? Decommissioning
should cccur when plant operation ceases and not be dependent on waiting until
the lease term expires. What document specifies that decommission would ocour
and when? Anuncompleted, unsigned and undated lease agreement
administered by a quasi-state agency is not sufficient for analysis of
environmental impacts relative to environmental justice issues and others,
especially as the Terms and Conditions have not been disclosaed.

The EA discusses conditions and potential impacts of plant operation out to 30
operation-days and out to 130 operation-days per year (at some point in the
future) as a connected action. |5 it reasonable to base expectations on what
might happen 30 years cut in the Decommission instance and not for other
impacts in other resource arenas? Please be consistent.

3.0 EXISTING COMDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Throughout portions of the Environmental Consequences section of the EA, little
to no supporting information is provided to demonstrate an analysis occurred.
Evaluztive statements are made without making a direct (or disclosure, if indirect)
connection with the analysis performed and at what scale.

Please bolster the analysis of environmental consequences sections with clear
language of what was analyzed, whathear the impacts are beneficial, adverse or no
effect; define the time frame in the analysis (short-term or long-term) and the

3]

Responses
Comment 57-08

As stated in response to comment number 24-03, Section 2.7.5 was
revised in the Final EA to include a discussion of specific
decommissioning activities that would occur.

Comment 57-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01, which states that DOE believes the analysis
covering potential environmental impacts for the currently proposed
additional operational period of 130 days adequately addresses the
connected action in the Final EA under Section 2.8 with discussions of
respective environmental resources in Chapter 3. The discussion of site
restoration in Section 2.7.5 has been expanded in the Final EA to explain
Viresco's responsibilities at the end of the lease.

Comment 57-10

DOE maintains that the descriptions of potential impacts in this EA are
appropriate for an action of the size and scope of the proposed Pilot
Plant as consistent with comparable DOE NEPA documents. Where
appropriate, qualifiers have been added to the analyses for resources in
Chapter 3 to distinguish between short-term and long-term effects. As
explained in response to comment number 6-12, DOE has added
definitions for impacts to Section 3.0 of the Final EA described as
beneficial, negligible, minor, moderate, and substantial.
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57-10
(cont’'d)

57-11

57-12

57-13

57-14

57-15

57-16

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Roger Howverman, 686 West Aspen Dr., Kanzb, UT B7471

Septemberd, 2011

scale(s) of the analysis or comparison. Flease be as consistent as possible in
application of the last, contextual parameter.

3.2.1 Aesthetics: Existing Condition

The EA addresses distance to nearest residentizl area. Was the Arizona side of
the line assessed as well? Please disclose this.

3.6.2 Groundwater: Enwirenmental Conseguences of the Proposed Plant
Please correct any math errors in capacity percentages.
3.7.2 Materizals and Waste: Envircnmental Conseguences of the Proposed Plant

Feed Stocks are not adequately disclosed nor analyzed. Would animal waste be
used? Would sewage sludge be used? Would vehicle tires be used? Please
disclose and analyze effects, especially regarding noxious orders from the stack
emissions, on-site storage of these materials and transport of these material to
the site. Please use both the 30 and 130 operation-day criteria in the analysis.

3.10 Socic-economics:

DOE demonstrated a preconceived notion leading to a Finding of No Significant
Impact instead of being unbiased, fair and balanced in evaluation of effects. This
is illustrated in the verbage used on page 54, 4™ paragraph. “Process water from
the Pilot Plant will be recyeled. ... .. process wastewater will have no impact to
the City of Kanab’s wastewater system.” [Emaphasis 1s nune.] Use of the verb will
mudicates DOE had already decided to proceed with the Proposed Action. WEPA
case law exists which establishes this as imprudent and not i the public mterest.

DOE’'s rigid stance that the Proposed Action and the No Action constitute a
reasonable range of alternatives directly results in a FONSI conclusion in the draft
EA. How could it not? By default, the Mo Action alternative would not satisfy the
Purpose and Need, so what is left? This is exactly the reason another alternative
should be analyzed, even if just for comparison purposes.

Should the subsequent analysis resultin a finding of a significant impact to Kanab
residents, the proponent can still propose to construct the plant in a suitable

a

Responses
Comment 57-11

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 15-07 and 56-05.

Comment 57-12

The process water needs for the 30-day proposed action and 130-day
connected action has been updated in the Final EA. Under the 30-day
condition, the plant would need 3,290 gpd, while under the 130-day
connected action, 4,130 gpd of groundwater would be required. This
would be 0.07 percent and 0.08 percent of the daily Kanab municipal
well capacity, and 0.13 percent and 0.16 percent of the Kanab daily use,
respectively.

Comment 57-13

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-09. Woody waste would not include animal wastes,
sewage sludge, or used tires.

Comment 57-14

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-04. The verb tense has been changed in the Final
EA.

Comment 57-15

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01. The determination of a FONSI is not based on
whether the no action alternative would satisfy the purpose and need for
agency action.

Comment 57-16
Comment noted.
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57-16
(cont’d)

57-17

57-18

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Rogzer Hoverman, 656 West Aspen Dr., Kanab, UT 87471

Seprember £, 2011

altermative location and DOE is still able to fund the project according to the
Congressional legislation.

3.10.2.2 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Plant: Taxes and
Revenue

See second paragraph. During operation, what taxes would be paid and to whom
as this project would be located on SITLA land and aside from the annual rental
fee remitted to the state, | am not aware of what taxes would apply to the plant.
Please illuminate.

3.10.2.3 Enwironmental Consequences of the Proposed Plant: Economy and
Employment

See third paragraph, last sentence. ... and have not detracted from regional
tounsm.” What information supports this statement? Please illuminate.

See fouth parzgraph, last sentence. “Protected public lands draw people
employed in such igher wage services.....” Agreed, but | believe the reference is
used out of context in that this ocours mainly if the quality of life in the given
community is not degraded, or perceived as being so. | view this plant as a
potentially smelly, smoke stack industry which represents the spectre of things to
come. Many Kanab residents, some of them business owners, have declared they
would not have chosen Kanab as their location if they had known a coal-
gasification plant would be located in Kanab. Many of these are retirees, part of
the group mentioned earlier in the paragraph as contributing the greatest source
of real income growth in the western states since 1970. The case for beneficial
impacts is premature as the analysis is too superficial. Please analyze this very
important impact area in more depth.

| find no clear, summary statement regarding effects on economy and
employment. Please provide one.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:

5]

Responses
Comment 57-17

Because the project would be a private enterprise (not owned by DOE)
on property leased by SITLA, it would be subject to commercial and
property tax assessments as confirmed by the Kane County Treasurer.

Comment 57-18

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 21-03 (tourism) and 26-10 (property values). The
Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities of Kanab, and the qualitative
effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the local viewshed. “Aesthetics” is
not a resource that readily lends itself to quantitative impacts, particularly
when considering visibility of structures by individuals. Some individuals
would consider the visibility of manmade features to be more of an
impact on their aesthetic appreciation of a vista than others would. In
this context, the Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities of Kanab,
and the qualitative effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the local
viewshed. Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (how Figure 3-7)
to show approximately how large the Pilot Plant would appear from the
same vantage point in comparison to the visibility of nearby manmade
features. As conceptually depicted in Figure 2-3 of the EA, the Pilot
Plant would be a relatively modest commercial-industrial facility
occupying an acre and a half. Except for the exhaust flare structure and
associated scaffolding, the facility would be comparable to other
commercial-industrial facilities located along US 89A and elsewhere in
Kanab and Fredonia. DOE has added additional information about
tourism in Section 3.10 of the Final EA.
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57-20

57-21

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Roger Hoverman, 686 West Azpen Dr., Kanab, UT 87471

September 4, 2011

4.2.1 Land Use: “Construction and operation of the proposed project in
combimnation with the Kane County Public Safety Facility conld adversely impact
uses of recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage
Project.” [Emphasis i3 mine ] This is not an analytical statement and is not
sufficient to adequately disclose potential impact({s). Please analyze potential
impacts to recreationists using Jackson Flats Reservoir. Please include effects on
the many area residents who mountain bike, hike and walk pets on the state
lands in the vicinity of the proposed plant location.

MNote: At the Kane County Water Conservancy District mesting last week
[Thursday, Sept E"':l, Mike Noel, President, reported Jackson Flat Reservoir would
be completed by Cctober 31, 2011; full-pool capacity fill {water) would be
achieved within 1 to 2 years. This is within the short-term time frame of this EA.
can have official minutes forwarded to DOE upon request and availability from
KCWCD. Additionally, with an email to the KanabCares and Kane County
Taxpayers Association email strings, | can determine many people who frequently
utilize the SITLA parcels to hike, enjoy the sunsets/views, bike ride and/or exercise
pets and possibly provide their phone numbers in order that DOE may verify my
reporting.

4.2.2 Aesthetics: “Construction and operation of the proposed project in
combination with the Kane County Public Safety Facility could adversely impact
views from the recreational areas associated with the Jackson Flat Water Supply
Storage Project and, to a lesser extent, residences to the northwest of the Pilot Plant
site.” [Emphasis is mine] This is not an analytical statement and does not
adequately disclose potential impact(s). Also see note above.

4.2.4 Cultural Resources: “If any human remains are discoverad, then such a
discovery could be viewed as a cummlative impact of the projects.™ | ask you
when would disturbance of a burial not be considered an impact, cumulative or
otherwise? This is not an analytical statement and not sufficient to adequately
disclose potential impact(s).

424 Cultral Resources: “The discovery of prelustoric human remains at an
archaeological site mvestigated dunng the course of the Jackson Flat Water Supply
Storage project, however, has heightened concems among the Kaibab Band of
Painte Indians that human remains may be encounterad during constmction for the
present project.”  What does the consulting archeologist and SHPO have 1o say

6]

Responses
Comment 57-19

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-05.

Comment 57-20

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-06.

Comment 57-21

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07.
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(cont’'d)

57-22

57-23

57-24

Commenter 57 — Roger Hoverman (continued)

Roger Hoverman, 686 West Aspen Dr., Kanzb, UT B7471

Septemberd, 2011

on the likelihood of discovering human remains if excavation for this project were
to occur? Please disclose.

426 Greenhouse Gases (GHG) and Climate Change. This section is a very
succinct, interesting overview of a complex arena of concern. Well done.

5.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitmeant of Resources:

“Water resources used by the Pilot Plant would be treated and recyeled m the
process for reuse under the DOE cooperative agreement for 30 days of operation or
pessibly retumed to the enviromment through an evaporation pond under future
operations.”

Facility Processes and Equipment (Section 2.7.2.) makes no mention of an
evaporation pond; no evaporation pond is discernable in Figure 2-3. Please
explain what is meant by “returnad to the environment™. Would this effluent
truly be left to evaporate in a pond?

Temporal Analysis of effects is inadequate:

DOE's intention is 1o only be involved with this project out to the 30 operation-
day mark, as per a cooperative agreement with the proponent. However, DOE is
fully aware the proponent intends to achieve a 130 operation-day mark and DOE
acknowledges this in EA section 2.8. Consideration of Connected Actions. Please
correct this inconsistency in temporal scale of the analysis for all resource areas of
concern. MEPRA reguires disclosure of effects at both the short and long terms.

Nowhere in the EA have | discovered a projection (time frame) of how many years
the plant would likely be operated to achieve the 130 operation-day mark or even
the 30 operation-day mark. Therefore this environmental assessment is deficient

in making full disclosure of what actions are intended as required by MEPA and its
implementing CEQ regulations. Please correct this deficiency.

Responses
Comment 57-22

Comment noted.
Comment 57-23

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 39-04.

Comment 57-24

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01.
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58-01

58-02

Commenter 58 — Robert Hubbard

September 10, 2011

Mr. Joseph Zambelli

U.5. Department of Energy

National Energy Technology Laboratory
3610 Collins Ferry Road

M/S: BO7

P.0. Box 880

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Dear Joe,

| appreciate the second public meeting recently held in Kanab. As you know, many of the
community members continue to have serious concerns about the operation of the proposed
plant. The DOE's Proposed Action must be modified to incorporate certain clarifications.

It is my understanding that the EA is not normally the place to discuss the details of monitoring
the plant construction and operation; however, there a number of action items that have been
included in the EA with no indication of how and when they will be performed and who will
perform them. To have included them in the EA implies that their omission would have had a
negative environmental impact on the facility's construction and operation and hence call the
findings of the total EA into question.

The items on page 4 are taken directly from the EA and represent some of the Quality
Assurance and Inspection items that need to be accomplished prior to or during the project In
order to know that the work will be performed in accordance with the specifications. It is
important to know who will prepare and approve the written action items, when the actions
will be done, who will do them, who will analyze the results, what the acceptance criteria will
be and determine what, if any, corrective action will be taken.

A written Quality Assurance Program should be prepared and accepted by all parties prior to
the start of construction. The Program will establish the parameters of the inspection program.
There must be written confirmation of all the activities.

Many of the questions being raised, including those in this letter, are the result of the very
unusual contracting procedures involved on this project.

Normally projects of this type are contracted through a competitive bidding process. In this
case the normal process of bidding with detailed specifications and associated drawings was
completely bypassed. As a result very little information has been available to review for

Responses
Comment 58-01

Under the NEPA regulations, specific “mitigation” is appropriate and
usually required to reduce adverse impacts to a level below “significant”
in the context of NEPA. Additionally, numerous regulations, building
codes, and standards specify best management practices and other
measures to be implemented for the purposes of reducing adverse
impacts whether “significant” under NEPA or not. As stated in response
to comment number 15-04, Viresco would be required to operate the
facility in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws,
regulations, and ordinances as would be the case for all comparable
commercial and industrial facilities. Respective regulations would
require the maintenance of data and may require the submission of
reports to demonstrate compliance, and the Pilot Plant would be subject
to inspection by state regulators. As stated in response to comment 15-
06, Viresco would also be subject to the terms of the lease with SITLA,
which specifies reclamation requirements, and with the cooperative
agreement with DOE. Otherwise, to the extent that this EA has identified
potential impacts that should be mitigated, DOE will address them in a
Mitigation Action Plan.

Comment 58-02

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 8-01, 15-04, 15-06, and 58-01. The NEPA review
process is intended to provide quantitative and qualitative information
about potential impacts to be used by a federal agency in the decision
making process for proposed actions. Once a project is complete and
the resulting facilities are constructed and become operational, the
oversight for compliance with environmental regulations rightfully falls
within the jurisdiction of regulatory agencies.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul

TT0C 48quisdsg



891-3

58-02
(cont’d)

58-03

Commenter 58 — Robert Hubbard (continued)

potential impacts on the community. Even to this day only a proposed site plan has been made
available to Kanab City.

In this case the project funding was first made available and then the contract to proceed was
awarded to an organization that had developed a process through laboratory testing. The
applicant then found a location to build the facility.

In reviewing the EA it became apparent that awarding the contract in this manner resulted in a
lack of overall control (both environmental and operational) over the project. The DOE has
stated that they have no regulatory authority over the project or its operation. The City of
Kanab will only enforce the correct City Ordinances and associated Codes. The State of Utah has
only monitoring activity. The only remaining option is to allow the applicant to self police
themselves. This is unacceptable since public safety and potential hazardous waste are
involved.

The solution must be to have an independent, objective engineering company become involved
and assist in assuring that all technical issues are adequately addressed.

Another major concern is the control of the many feedstocks that are proposed to be tested in
the facility. The EA does not address the ash residue as one of the major sources of hazardous
waste. According to the EA report there could be 34,000 pounds of ash generated in a 30 day
test. How can anyone say that there will be no harmful material produced when the ash is a
result of processing such feedstock as industrial waste, hospital waste, plastic, trash, refinery
tars, sewerage sludge, tires, municipal waste, and refinery waste? All of these waste products
are mentioned in the applicant’s advertising as well as industry literature.

No mention is made of the documentation of the chemical content of the feedstock material
prior to the start of testing to see if the project equipment has been properly prepared to
successfully handle the material and the expected residue.

Some forms of feedstock can be delivered to the plant in a powdered form as fine as face
powder which would be almost uncontrollable if released to the atmosphere. This would be
particularly harmful to the 4,000 residents of Kanab who live downwind from the plant. It needs
to be determined who will verify that the handling and disposal of the feedstock residue is done
correctly with a minimum of spillage.

At some point prior to the delivery of the feedstock the City of Kanab must have veto power
over which feedstock material will be allowed on City property.

Responses
Comment 58-03

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 6-09 and 15-09.
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58-04

Commenter 58 — Robert Hubbard (continued)

Although the described quality control and assurance methods may seem excessive for a pilot
plant they could also serve as a strong guality foundation for an anticipated mid-size
demonstration plant testing facility.

As you can see the EA failed or inadequately addressed the safe operation of the proposed
plant. The final EA needs to include a site-specific monitoring plan before any approvals are
given.

Sincerely,

(sl ¢

1027 Hillside Drive
Kanab, Utah 84741

bkhillside @expressweb.com

Responses
Comment 58-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 58-01 and 58-02.
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58-05

Commenter 58 — Robert Hubbard (continued)

Attachment A - Inspection and Quality Assurance items required by the EA

Page 12 Obtain and enforce the NPDES permit
Perform the entire item identified with bullets
Page 18
Verify methods in handling ash etc
Page 24
Preparing and implementing SPCC and SWPPP
Page 32
Prepare documentation to verify intended compliance with City Codes
Page 51

Specify in writing how plant will meet State and Federal requirements covering special
and hazardous waste

Page 57

Verify in writing a Pre-Start-Up Review has been successfully completed and the results
have been verified by the City of Kanab.

Produce a written Procedure which covers the reporting and cleanup any spill at the
facility including notification all necessary federal, state and local official s.

Responses
Comment 58-05

For construction of the Pilot Plant Viresco would file for authorization via
UDEQ's construction General Permit to obtain stormwater management
coverage and would adhere to NPDES regulations as required under this
permit. The forms and information necessary to obtain coverage under
that permit can be found at the UDEQ, Division of Water Quality website
http://www.waterquality.utah.gov/UPDES/stormwatercon.htm.

For the SWPPP, a national model has been prepared for use by those
preparing a storm water pollution prevention plan. The UDEQ, Division of
Water Quality website listed above contains the recommended SWPPP
model template to ensure that a plan is prepared in compliance with the
state permit. Links to the SWPPP template and the template guidelines
are available at the website provided above.

The proposed Pilot Plant will adhere to all City of Kanab applicable
codes. Discussions of such compliance are discussed in Sections 3.1
Land Use, 3.2 Aesthetics, and 3.9 Public Health and Safety

State and federal requirements covering hazardous waste are discussed
in Section 3.7 Materials and Waste.

As stated in Section 3.9.2 Viresco would perform a Pre-Start-up Safety
Review prior to construction and start-up of the facility to ensure the
safest possible design and operations. This action would not take place
until after DOE’s final decision on the proposed action.

During construction and once operational, Viresco would maintain a
SPCC Plan developed under federal and state regulations for avoidance,
minimization, and response to pollutant spills that could occur. The plan
would include items such as the confirmation that Viresco’s operations
manual meets applicable regulations; description of Viresco’s
maintenance and inspection program relative to spill prevention and
control; provisions to keep maintenance and inspection records current;
procedures to contain and recover oil or hazardous substances spilled
during onsite transfers; and training procedures for personnel regarding
spill prevention and control.
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59-01

59-02

59-03

59-04

59-05

Commenter 59 — Charlie Neumann and Susan Hand

Jozeph Zambelli - Comments on the Utah Coal- and Biomass-Fueled Pilot Project

From:  "Susan Hapd" <oasisiakanab.ver=

Ta: “joseph zambelliznet] doe govs

Date: 9182011 11:15 AM

Subject: Comments on the Utzh Coal- and Biomass-Fueled Pilat Project

‘Whilz we appreciote the cpportunity to review and comment on the draft
Environmental Assessment for Ufaoh Coaol and Biomas:s Fusled Pilot Plant (DOESEA-
18700], we must say we strongly disagrees with many of the cufcome: and the
summary of "'no significant environmental effects.” We understand that the EA hasz
oeen 4 suostantial underfaking and that much thought ang werk hos been invested;
=til, the EA cwerooks or inodeqguately addresses several legitimate concems that hove
oeen raized in regards fo the proposed project.

First and foremost, we thank you for the flexikility of the few exira doy: granted to the
puilic fo maoke comment. Having reviewsd the EA, we urge you fo further extena the
comment perica an additional 30 day: to allow citizens the necessary time fo review
and onalyze the confents of itz 78 poges and research their responses. While the DOE
can azzign staff fo develop the EA, we citizens must wedge this project in orcuna cur
day jolos. The EA acknowledges that there hos been considerable local inferest, and
we imglore the DOE to honer the eageres: of the public to paricipate in this
process: Pleose provide an extended time frame for pullic involvement.

Secondly, we insist that the confroversial nature of the project of hand, and that the
scale of potential impact to our small community, cleady warrants a full Environmental
Impoct Statement. | urge you to follow through on thiz recommendation, which would
ensure an opporiunity to explore alfernative locations to site the plant and thus
mitigote its odverse effects.

‘We would remind you that important concems about the legitimocy of the politica
grrangement:s asscciated with this project have cesn raized. further fueling the
controversy. Many citizens expres: concems that cur local govemment failed to allow
gdeguote puhc involvement in the decision-making process; we hope that our
interests won't be taken so Bghily at the federmal level. An EIS is truly in crder.

1.0 PURPCSE AMND MEED

We have to wonder, if this coal-gasification technology is 30 promising. why isn't the
coal industry, rather than we toxpayers, paying for this project? But even if we assume
that the purpcse and need are valid, there i3 nothing that requires that the pilct plant
be sited in Kanab. The benefits fo our communify are minizcule, while the ricks have
generated profound concems among cifizens. Mearmwhile, no evidence iz presented
in the EA that locating the site in our fown, or even in proximity, is necessary or
aovantagecous to the project.

Responses
Comment 59-01

Comment noted.
Comment 59-02

The request for an extension of the comment period was addressed in
response to comment number 20-01.

Comment 59-03

The subject of this comment to prepare an EIS has been addressed in
the responses to comment humbers 12-01 and 51-03.

Comment 59-04

The subject of this comment to prepare an EIS has been addressed in
the responses to comment numbers 12-01 and 51-03.

Comment 59-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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59-06

59-07

59-08

59-09

59-10

50-11

Commenter 59 — Charlie Neumann and Susan Hand (continued)

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION

Alfnough the statement is made that "Viresce ha: no plans fo commercialize the
proposed Pilot Plant at the Konale site in the future.” o company representative has
contradicted this notion, having stated pulklicly thot a production facility iz a real
conzideratfion. The DOE should further explore this potential

2.3 ALTERMATIVES

The MEPA process is intended "to identify and assess the reazonakle alfernafive to
proposed action: that would avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon
the guality of the human envircnment.” Thus, we reming you of the imperative fo
consider o 'reasonalkle range of alternatives.” The DOE i remiss in limiting its atfention
to cnly the Proposed Acfion and the Mo Action altematives. We strongly disagres with
the raticnale that the DOE: deciion sulpject fo NEPA ke limifed oy the nafure of the
proponent’s proposal. This i countar fo fhe purpose of NEPA

273 FRODUCTE AMD WASTE GEMERATED

We all know thot coal ash, even in small guantifies, is o foxic maoterial. We've been
aple to identify sit "oppropriate” landfs in Utah. Utah's media headlines indicate thiz a
oig deal, that disposzal facilities are severely Emited ana clossly scrufinized. We think it
appropriote for the DOE fo identify a more specific destination of this waste product.
n particulor, could it ke stored in our Kanse County langfil or othervize be disposed of
in thiz regicn®

2.75 DECOMMIZESIOMING

Do the terns of the negotioted but unsigned lease specify removal of all structura
components at the site upon decormmissioning? Are we to assume that the terms of
the unsigned lea:ze will necessarily be binding somehow, or is there o risk that different
termns could be amangesd pefore signatures are in clace?

2.8 COMSIDERATION OF COMMECTED ACTIONS

The BEA sfates, " excess process water could be discharged to the city sewer system
or remnoved by commercial services for appropriate disposal.” Again, we wonder,
whaot and where constitutes "oppropriate” when we're discussing a tosic waste
product? Are sforage facilifies and re-use of the process water not adeauate at the
increased |1 30-day] level of cperation® On poge 54, fourth paragrach, the EA
states: Process water for the Pilet Plant will be recycled. “process waostewater will
have no impact to the City of Konok's wastewater systerm” This is o preconceived
notion thot oppears to be biosed and it folls short of exploring the range of impacts.

2.92 TRANIPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

There seems to ke a mothematical conflict between the scheduled coal and other
deliveries descriced and the numker of annwal truck visits stated hare, If the plant
were cperofing at 120 days, as Viresco hos suggested, the fruck visits just for coal
delivery would be more than 17 per year. [t would seem the numbber 14 presenfed
nhere has not fully cccounted for potential transportation impaoacts, which should also
include other moterial deliveries and waste product (2.g. process waoter and coal ash)

Responses
Comment 59-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-15. Successful demonstration of the economic
feasibility of the steam hydrogasification process by the Pilot Plant could
result in future commercialization of the technology. The timing and
location of any commercial-scale facility using this technology is
speculative and not reasonably foreseeable.

Comment 59-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 59-08

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-09.

Comment 59-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 15-06, 24-03, and 35-06.

Comment 59-10

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 9-01, 15-05, 39-04, and 56-15.

Comment 59-11

As shown in Table 2.7-3 in the Draft EA, Viresco estimates that
approximately 650 tons of coal would be consumed over 130 days of
operation, which would result in approximately 33 truck deliveries.
Please note that Table 2.7-3 in the Draft EA is Table 2.8-3 in the Final
EA. As noted in the response to comment number 15-12, Section 2.9.2
has been updated to provide projected traffic volumes resulting from the
transport of construction equipment and materials and the materials and
waste during operation.
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59-12

59-13

Commenter 59 — Charlie Neumann and Susan Hand (continued)

rEmMowval.

3.2 AESTHETICS

The EA dos: not adeguately address the aesthetic impaoct to drivers and passengers
traveling on highway 89A south of Konak. The plant and its stocks would be lccofed
immediately adjacent to the highway, and would ke cleardy vizible. This is of
conzsideraple imporfonce since passengers traveling north of highway speed, will, a
few short morments loter, find themselves passing fhrough Konale's business distict ana
downtown, and are likely to associote fhe visual impact of ther entry with cur town.

3.10.2.3 ECOMOMY AMD EMPLOYMEMNT

This EA inoppropriately minimize: impocts to tourism, suggesting thot the recreational
attractions (parks and monumenits] that draw people to the regicn are distant to the
clant, so that tourists would st visit them. As business cwners in Konalo, we assure you
that our community stands little or nothing te goin when tourists visit these

atfractions uniess they stop and spend within our community [see 3.2]. s o severs
and unacceptakle deficiency fo fout the positive impacts of the proposed plantwhile
disregarding the negative onas.

Furthermore, your interpretation of the 2004 Sonoran Institute report appear: to be
pciased. More current economic studies ore availakble. Here is an updote to what the
Sonocran Institute has to say, (excenoted from the "Prosperty” report, Jonuary 2007):

‘Research shows that the West's economy is driven by pecple's gecision about where
they want to live, o ragid rise in retirement and investrment income, and fhe increased
attractiveness of communities surcunded oy protected pukic lands.”

‘In the post decaode, o widening body of recearch hos shown that omenities, such as
environmental gualify, a siowsr pace of ife, low crime rates, scenery, recreational
opportunities — guality of iifs, for short - are influencing people’s decision fo fve and
do business in rural areas” [italics mine].

The EA should explore these ospects in terms of the plant making cur town potentially
[esz attractive. The plant would represent a visual kblight within cur town, and
perceived threats—to health, auvality of life, ana the locol economy—could deter
thoze who might otherwizse be inclined to rent or purchase real esfate in the area, or
open new businesse:, for example.

As for joks in the service sector, please review the recent report, Grond-Staircass
Escalante Mafional Monument: Economic Perfformances in the Sumounding

Communities, from Heogwaoters Economics, which shows thot between 1796 and 2008

= Services in this region grew from 3,627 to 5.741 jobs, o 59% increass
= Rzal personal income grew oy 40%.
= Mon-lakbor income grew by 27%.

Whilz we agree that o diverse economy ond new jobs are imporfant, these figures

Responses
Comment 59-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 45-02. The Pilot Plant would be located approximately
one half mile east of US 89A, not immediately adjacent to the highway;
but it would be visible to travelers along the route. As conceptually
depicted in Figure 2-3, the Pilot Plant would be a relatively modest
commercial-industrial facility occupying an acre and a half. Except for
the exhaust flare structure and associated scaffolding, the facility would
be comparable to other commercial-industrial facilities located along US
89A and elsewhere in Fredonia and Kanab.

Comment 59-13

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 57-18.
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59-13
(cont’d)

59-14

59-15

59-16

59-17

59-18

Commenter 59 — Charlie Neumann and Susan Hand (continued)

suggest that our existing econcmy & enjoying relatively gocd fraction, with much
mzre than the relatively low-woge coocupations such oz these found in resfourants
and hotels” descrioed in this BA. We should oe cerfain that as we diversify cur
sconomy, we don't develep in a dirgction that would be incompaticle with cur
already healihy framework

[Curing the pubfc scoping, Susan Hand submitted in an emaoil message, dated
&f15/2011, “Since our community's and region’s primaory economy = based on trovel

and tourizm, it seems of paoromount impeorfonce to assess how the plant weould impoact

our existing economic bose.")

Finally, the EA does not clarify whether the nine pemanent position: suggested would
oe part-time or full-time. This & of particulor interest since the plont will net cperote on
a full-fime posis. Might these employees live in the arso only part fime, in facts

4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTE

421 Land Use: Potential impacts of the plant to the recreoafional merit of the Jockson
Flat reservoir are not adeavately analyzed or aisclosed. Mote the importance or
recreational cpporunities as an attractive amenity [3.10.2.3] in regords to 2conomic
development.

4.2.2 Assthetfics: Potential impacts of the plant fo the views from the recreational arsa
of Jackson Flat reserveir are not adeguately analyzed or disclosed

4.2 4 Cultural Rescurces: We beleve thot when o bural iz disturcea, it iz always o
significant impact. The statement refering to such impact: s not analytfical anda does
not adeavately disclose the potential for such impacts, cumulative or otherwvize.

Given the prolific number of hurman remaoins disturoed oy excavation of the Jockson
Flart reservoir, as well as the intenze inferest in fhiz motter expressed oy the Paiute tribe.
the DOE should investigote ond report on the opinions of the consulling archoeclogist
and $HPC regarding the likelihcod of dizcovering human remains if excovation for this
clant project were to cocour

4211 Jocioeconomics and Envirenmental Justice: Given the assthetic impacts for
the highway 89A comider, (per 2.3, above), travelers and tourists may be incined to
stop for services and goods beyond—rather than in—Kanak. This potential negaotive
impact to our busines: community oppears to be entrely ignorea oy the DOE, out
could have significant short-term anad long termn effects on the existing touwr and trovel-
ocosed economy of our small fown, ond thus on our residenfs.

Furthiermore, there is no analysis of impacts to propery values ond ossociated fox
ravenues, possiole decline in Travel and Recreation Taxes, fhe City's resort tox, and
employment and income taxes if the plont were to result in a net declne in tourim-
relafed revenues for our fown. This oversight nesa: t be corected.

5.2 IRREVEREIELE OR [RRETRIEWABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES
Here | find the fist mention that “"Water resources uzeda by the Pilot Plant would be

Responses
Comment 59-14

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-02 and 15-17.

Comment 59-15

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-02 and 24-06.

Comment 59-16

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 24-07.

Comment 59-17

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 59-12, 21-03, and 36-06.

Comment 59-18

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-08 and 51-25.
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59-18
(cont")

59-19

Commenter 59 — Charlie Neumann and Susan Hand (continued)

treated and recycled in the process forreuse under the DOE cooperafive agreement
for 30 doys of cperation or possibly refurned to the environment through an
svaporation pond under future cperatfions.” Whot, exacily, does ‘returned to the
snvircnment” mean—are you suggesting that the effivent would be left in a pond to
svaporate, onsite? If so, why i this feature not described or visually represented
skewhere in the report®

n an overdll asseszment of the EA, the DOE's femporal analysis of effects should not
oe fmited oy the 30-cpsmafion-day-per-year mark, as per o cooperative agresment
with the proponent. We have all been mode aware that the proponent seeks to
achieve 130 cperaficn-doys. as ocknowledged in section 28: Consideration of
Connected Actions.

Furthermore, the EA does dossn't provide any specific fime frame in terms of how far
into the future the plant is likely to be cperated. Thiz does not allow for full disclosure of
whaot action: are intendsd, as reavired oy NEPA

‘We appreciate your consideration of cur comments

Sincercly,

Charlie Neumaonn and Susan Hana
Cravners-Monogerns

Willow Canyon Cutacor Co

263 South 100 Bast

Candgio, Utakh 84741

435 644 B84

Responses
Comment 59-19

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 6-01, 34-04, and 51-06.
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Responses

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (Sierra Club)
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Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

coal that has been converted to ligwid fuel, iz being promored 53 & “cure-all” to our
natich's energy provlems. Liguid coal, however, 1z plagued with economic and
environmental downsides from the time the coal 12 mined until long after the liguid
1z burned. Bevond the conventional pollution sssociated with coal, Liguid coal alzo
releazes almost double the global warming smizsions per zallon az regular
gazcline ! In addition to being & global warming dizsster, the liguid coal proponents
want the government to funnel billions in subsidies and tax breaks to aruficially
create an ennrely new industry. At a time when we need to be reducing our carbon
emizzions, liguid coal represents perhaps the dirtiest, most expensive, and most
dangerous energy gamble we could take. Fortunately, thers are real solunons like
efficiency and renewakles that can lead us to 5 cleaner, kealthier energy futurs. At
s munimum the feders] government must analyze these sltemanves befors
funneling millions of dollars to anotker coal-to-ligud plant.

L Intreduction

The National Envirenmental Policy Act ("NEPA") 1= our “basic national
charter for the protection of the environment” 40 C.F R £ 1500.1. Congrez: snacted
IMEPA “[t]o declsre s nationsl policy whick will encourage productive snd enjoyable
harmony between man and hiz environment: to promote efforts which will prevent
or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health
and welfare of man: [and] 1o sarich the understanding of the ecological systems and
natural resources important to the Nanon ™ 42 TTS.C. § £321. To accomplizh theze
purposes, WEPA requires all agencies of the federal sovernment to prepars a
“detailed statement™ that discusses the environmentsl impacts of, and reazonskls
alternarives to, sll “major Federal actions significantly affecuing the qualicy of the
human environment.” 42 T.5.C. § 4332(02)(C). This sratement 15 commenly known
as an environmental impact statement (“ELS"). See 40 C.F R Part 1302

The agency may decide 1o begin the snvironmentsal review process with the
preparation of an environmental aszeszment. 40 CF R 8§ 13013, 1501 4(a) — el
An environmental sszessment 13 & “concize public document™ which “briefly
provide[s] sufficient evidence and analvas for determining whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement or & finding of no significant impact "FONED )" 40
C.EE. § 15089 The purpose of the environmental assezzment iz o determine
whether the federal action 12 "significant™ encugh to require an impact statement.
Ewven if the project may have significant envircnmental effeczz, the agency may
adopt mitngstion messures that substantially or totslly eliminats thoze effects.

The environmental assezsment must contain a discussion of the purpose and
need for the proposed action, alternatives to the proposal, the environmental

' 0.5, EPA, "Greschoaze Gas Impacts of Expanded Beoewable and Alternative Faels Usze.” April
2007 and Williams, Eobert ex al. above.

(]

Responses
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60-01

60-02

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

impscts of the proposzsl and the alternatives, and & hsting of azencies and persons
consulted dunng the assessment pertod. 40 C.FF & 15089,

The regulanons implementing NEPA 1dentify zeversal factors that, when
prezent, indicate that the environmental effectz of a proposed action are sigmificant.
Theze include umque characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to
hiztoric or cultursl resources, the degree to which the proposed action affects public
health or safery, and cumulasively significant tmpacts. 40 CF.R. 8§ 1508.27(k)(2),
(b3, (e)T).

Although the regulations do not specifically address how an agency should
determine the scope of an EA, agencies usually look to regulatory provizions
addrezzing how to determine the scope of an EIS: the EA forms the basis for
determining whether an EIS 15 or 15 not neceszary, snd therefore must be similar in
scope to the potential EIS. Cinzens’ Comm. To Save Our Canvons v. ILS Forese
Serr, 287 F.3d 1012, 1023, n. 13 (10ck Cir. 2002}

For the reasons stated below, the Draft EA is legally and technically flawed
becauze it faled to analyze a connected aeotion, arkizrartly limited the purpose and
nezed of the project, failed to constder viable alternatives in 1tz analysiz, and failed to
sdequately azzess the direct impacts and cumulative impacts azsociated with this
project. Accordingly, the Jlerra Club requests that DOE conclude the Viresco
Project will cause ziznificant and irreparable environmental harm and reject the
Project. Alternatvely, we request that DOE fully and completely address the
following deficiencies and concerns surrounding the Draft EA and complete an
environmentsl impact statement for further public comment.

I. The DOE Hap Megally Piecemealed the Draft EA becanse the Combustion of
the Coal and Biomass is a Connecred Action.

The Viresco Project will convert coal and blomazs into s slurry, which will
then serve as the feedstock 1nto a process to create syngas. Draft A ar 22, Takle
2.7-2. In the Draft EA the DOE kaz not accounted for and analyzed the
environmentsl impacts associated with the combustion of the coal and biomas: to
create thiz feedstock. The DOE explaine thar “no coal or biomaszs would be direetly
combusted at the proposed facility.” See Draft EA ar 2, 43, Bifurcating the feedstock
preparation from the Project’s environmental impacts analysis represents an illegal
piscemealing of the Project: the DOE haz an obligation to consider the mmpacts
azzociated with all comnecred actions.

Under WEPA, an agency may not divide a project into multple “sctions.”
each of which mndividually has an insignificant envirenmental impact, but which
collectively have 5 subsranmal 1mp Seed2 UBC 5433240 CFER. § 150825
see also Wetlands Action Network v. U8 Army Corps of Engrs, 222 F 34 1105,

Responses
Comment 60-01

DOE prepared this EA to determine whether an EIS is required (see 40
CFR § 1501.4) as explained in response to comment number 12-01.
The other subjects in this comment are addressed in response to the
specific comments below.

Comment 60-02

The commenter misinterprets the statement in the EA that “no coal or
biomass would be directly combusted at the proposed facility”, to mean
that these feedstocks would be combusted elsewhere. The text has
been revised in the Final EA to state: “The Pilot Plant would not
combust coal or biomass directly. Instead, the feedstock (coal with or
without biomass) would be gasified and the char produced from the
gasification process would be combusted in the regeneration step.”
DOE considers that the procurement of coal and biomass feedstocks for
the operation of the proposed Pilot Plant would constitute routine
commercial transactions, and the delivery of these feedstocks has been
addressed in Sections 2.7.1 and 2.9.2 of the EA. As discussed in
response to comment number 21-06, the Pilot Plant would not depend
on the Alton Mine, or any other specific coal mine, as a source of supply,
and the amount of coal purchased for use in the proposed Pilot Plant
would be an insignificant portion of the total annual sales from that coal
mine, or any other commercial supplier.
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60-02
(cont’d)

60-03

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

1115 i%ch Cir 20000, The Tenth Circunt has recognized that “One of the primary
reazons for regwiring an agency to evaluate ‘connected aeotions n a single EIS [or
EA] iz to prevent agencles from minimizing the porential environmental
consequences of a xroposed action (and thus short-cirewining WEPA review! by
segmenting or 1zolating an individual action that, by 1zelf, may nothave a
sigmificant environmental impact.” Crizers Comm. To Sarve Our Canpors, 297 F.3d
ar 1028,

Courts apply an “Independent unlity” test 1o determine whether multiple
actlons are 20 connected as to msandate consideration in a single environmental
review document. The crux of the test 13 whether “each of two projects would have
taken place with or without the other and thuz kad 1ndependent utlicy.'” Werlaznds
Aetion Nerwork, 222 F 3d at 1118 linternal guotstions and citation omitted); ses
alzo Urakne for Berrer Transp. v U5 Dept of Transp., 303 F.3d 1152, 1133 (1ich
Cir. 2002 tnoting thar this cireurr appliss the “Independsnt unlity” test). When ons
of the projectz might reasonably have been completed withour the exiztence of the
other, the two projects have independent urility and are not “connected” for NEPA's
purposes. Narire Feosysrams Council v Dombeack, 304 F 3d 3886, 894 (9th Cir. 2002);
Wiiderness Workskop v. U8 Bureaw of Land Mzmr., 5331 F .34 1220, 1225 {10k Cir.
2008) ithe crux of the “independent wrilicy™ determunstion 1= “whether each of the
two projects would have taken place with or withour the other™).

The proposed combustion of cosl and biomass project that will zerve as
feedztock for the Viresco Project fails the independent unlity test. Withour the coal
and blomass combustion feedsrock, the propozed Viresco Project could not operate
58 1t 1= impessible to produce a synthetic gas withour a feedstock. In addition,
nobody would gazify coal and biomass mnto a feedstock without an end-uszer for thar
feedstock. Thiz Project thus fails the independent utility test because it cannot
reazonakly be completed withour the coal and klomasz combustion. Ses a2,
Wetiands Aetron Nevwork, 222 F 3d at 11158; [rahns for Berter Transp., 305 F.3d a1,
1183; Natrre Evosparems Council, 304 F.3d at 894, Thus, DOE must account for the
environmental impacts associated witk both Projects in itz environmental analysiz.

The defimition of purpoze and need in the Draft EA 1= critically imporzant
becauze it determnines the rangs of “reasomakle” alternatives that the agency should
conzider. An sgency may not “define [a | project 20 narrowly that it forcloze[s] a
reazonakle comsideranion of altermanves.” Urak Emvtl Cong. V. Bosworth, 439 F.3d
1184, 1195 (10th Cor. 20046). The Draft EA impermisably defines the purposs too
narrowly “to determine whether the [Viresco] project would cause siznificant
sdverse impacts 1o the environment ” Draft EA at 1. Likewise, the Draft EA's
expressed need — “to meet the requirements of the Congressional earmark in the

Responses
Comment 60-03

As stated in the response to comment number 8-01, DOE initiated a
financial assistance award for Viresco’s Pilot Plant project to satisfy a
Fiscal Year 2010 Congressional earmark by Senator Bennett for a "Coal
and Biomass to Fuel Pilot Plant." In accordance with the earmark, DOE
and Viresco Energy, LLC signed a cooperative agreement (DE-
FE0002945) that would provide $2,404,000 using appropriations under
the line item for Fossil Energy Research and Development in Public Law
111-85 and the referenced Energy and Water Conference Report 111-
278.

DOE did not select this project under either a competitive or a non-
competitive procurement and had no role in enacting this earmark. As
the agency administering the financial assistance at the direction of
Congress, DOE must comply with NEPA by assessing and considering
the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. DOE has no regulatory jurisdiction regarding the project.
However, DOE may consider additional mitigation as a condition of its
final NEPA decision.

NEPA requires that agencies evaluate reasonable alternatives to its
proposed action. The purpose and need for agency action determines
the range of reasonable alternatives. In this case, the purpose and need
for DOE’s proposed action is to comply with the Congressional earmark.
The earmark calls for DOE to grant financial assistance for the project as
proposed. Given that Congress chose to distribute funding for this
particular project, the range of reasonable alternatives for DOE’s
consideration is the project as proposed by Viresco, any alternatives still
under consideration by Viresco or that are reasonable within the confines
of the project as proposed, and a no action alternative.

Viresco had already selected the technology for the project before the
earmark was enacted. Viresco has not identified alternative sites,
technologies or utilities other than those addressed in the EA.
Alternatives still under consideration by Viresco or reasonably within the
confines of the project as proposed have been evaluated in the EA,
along with the no action alternative.
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60-03
(cont’d)

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

Fizesl Yesr 2010 Appropriations Act” by funding the Viresco Project — iz an
improperly narrow definition of nesd. J& at 2.

Here, the Draft EA has arbitranly comstramed the alternatives analyais by
narrowly dafining the purpose and need to 5 parncular project without azsessing
whether the agency could meet actual energy needs through other alternatives. For
instance, if DOE kad defined the purpose and need as "o find a way to power
vehicles with a domestic enerzy supply” or “reduce the demand of vehicle fusl” than
other alrernatives would zatiefy the purpose and need The Draft EA's purpose and
need statement leave no room for the azency to conzider any other reasonable
alternatves.

DOE's identified need has completely skewed to its decizion, depriving itself,
other parnes, and ultimately United States taxpayers of a full assezzment of oprions
1o mest need. There are & wide-range of slternatives that the agency could have
conzidersd had it stated 5 purpose and need that was not 20 limited that cnly e
project could fulfill it. For instance, if the yurpose and need was to develop or
improve tecknologies to increase fuel efficiency or power vekicles thers sre a
handful of other viskle altermatives. MNational Energy Technology Lakoratory 1ssued
s report on July &, 2006 thar listed several alternanves to coal-to-liguid projects,
including increaszing fuel efficiency standsrds, and wsing enhanced oil recovery to
inereaze domestic production of ool 2 In addition, the agency could consider
improving hybrid vehicle or electric vehicls efficiency and technology.

DOE never considered these alternanves simply becansze they deviate from
Virszeo's plans. This 1z a completely impermizaivole construction of “purposs and
need” for the environmental assessment that taints the remainder of the Draft EA
See Friends of Sourheast’s Furure v Morrison, 153 F .34 1039, 1066 (9th Cir. 1998)
[“An sgency may not define the chjectives of itz action in terms o unreascnably
narrow that only one slternative from among the environmentslly benign ones in
the sgency's power would accomplizh the zoals of the azency's action.” because “the
EIZ would become a foreordained formalicy™) (quoting Cirizerns Azainsr Burlmnsron,
In¢. v. Busey, 928 F 24 190, 198 (D.C. Cor. 1891), cerr. demred 502 T2, 954 (1951))
lcorrection in originall.

Even if the purpose and need were focused on utilizing coal to create a liguid
fuel, such as demonstrate the conversion of coal-to-zynthetic gas technology for
widespresd commercial use 12 assumed proper, DOE would have had other
reasonsible alternatives to consider. Thers are a number of different technologies
that are attempting to convert coal to synchetic gas, such as Prenflo or Fischer
Tropach, snd each of these technologies have different impacts on the environment.
Ar s pumimum the agency should have defined the purpose and need to at least

*WETL, “Econcmic Impacts of U5, Liguid Fuel Mitigatien Optioms,” July §, 2006. DOENETL-2006-
1237.

Responses
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60-03
(cont’d)

60-04

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

capture these other reazonable technologies and compars the snvironmental
1mpacts between them.

The Draft EA fails to satisfy the basic funcnon of NEPA: to maform the public
and decizicn-makers of the environmental conseguences of the groposed action. The
dizcussion of alternatives iz at the heart of this process, yet no meamnzful
alternatives are provided here by DOE. There must alzo be an adeguate no-action
altermarve thar providss the puklic with & meaningful no-action benchmark and
thorough dizcussion of the effects of alternanve technologies and plant designs.

The Sierra Club asks DOE to take into considerstion the following viable and
reazonakle alternatives and their effects: meeting energy demands through
conservation and efficiency programs suck a= investing n improving fusl effictency
standards, imvesting in improving hybrd and electric vehicle technology,
alternative plant locations, and utilizing an sir-cooled plant dezign. Thiz iz a non-
exhaustive list of reazonakle altermatives, yet none of whick were comsidered by
DOE 1n the EA process, making the Draft EA lezally insufficient.

A The Draft EA Fails to Satisfy the Bamc Hequirements and Function of
NEPA Alternatives Analyms and Fails to Provide Easential
Information to the Public.

NEPA requires an agency to consider “alternatives to the proposed action.”
421050 8 4332020 CMm), see alap 42 US.C. § 4332020E). The reguirement that
agencies consider alternatives 1= critical to WEPA's implementaton. Indeed, the
alternatves analyzizs section 15 the “heart of the environmental lmpsct statement”

40 CER §1302.14

The Council on Environmental Quality's ("CE@") regulations provids
directives on the consideration of alternatives. Jdorongo Band of Mission Indians v
Fed Aviaton Admin, 161 F 3d 565 (9% Cir, 19581, A CEQ regulation reguires an
agency to present the environmental impsacts of the proposzed action and 1ts
alternatives 1n a comparanve form. 40 CER & 1502.14.

WNEPA': regulations require an agency "to rigorously explore and objectively
evaluare 8]l reazonakle alrernanves.” 40 CF.R. § 1302.14. In 15 slternarives
amalysiz, “[aln agency must look at every reazcnable alternative, with the ranze
dictated by the nature and scope of the propesed action.” Norchwest Enrironmental
Defonse Center v. Bomnerville Power Admin , 117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9ck Cir 1997)
lquotations omitted). “The exiztence of a wiakle but unexamined altemartive renders
an environmental impact statement inadequate.” JWoromgo, 161 F 3d at 573
linternal quotations and citations omatted).

Responses
Comment 60-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01. Although the commenter suggests alternatives
that would be available to DOE if the Department had jurisdiction or
ownership of the project, DOE’s proposed action is to provide financial
assistance to a project identified in a Congressional earmark. Therefore,
all of the alternatives suggested in this comment are not reasonable
alternatives to DOE’s proposed action that meet DOE’s purpose and
need. It should be noted that DOE conducts an extensive range of
research, and funds a variety of projects addressing national goals for
energy conservation and efficiency programs, renewable energy, and
alternative technologies.
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60-05

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

The main purpose of WEPA 1= to ensure that “high quality”™ “environmental
information 15 svailable to public officials and citizen: before declzicns are made
and befors actions arve taken.” €0 C.F.E. § 130010}, A “touchstone for [a court’s
MEPA sufficiency] mmguiry iz whether an EI5's zelection and diseuszsion of
slternatves fosters informed decizion-making and informed puklic partcipston.”
Westlands Warer Disr. v Unired Srares DOT 376 F.3d 833, 862 (Sth Cir, 2004)
lquoting Caltf v Block, 690 F.2d 733, 767 (9th Cir. 19821}, The lack of 5 desenibed
altermative, here, deprives the public of the ability to participate in the decizion-
making process because of the lack of quality informaron.

“The purposs of the alternatves requirement iz [also] to azzure that the
sovernment agency &8 & decision-making body has considered methods of achisving
the desired zoal other than the proposed action.” Fredmonr Heighes Crivze Club, Inc
v. Moreland, 637 F.2d 430, 436 {5tk Cir. 1931} (guoting Srerra Clud v Morron, 310
F.2d 513, 815 (5ch Cir. 1975)). "Conztderation of other realistic possibilities for
action forces an agency to consider the environmentsl effectz of a project and
evaluare those effectz against the effects of alrernatives.” Jd

The Draft EA whelly fails to provide any substantive environmental impact
comparisons, largely because no alternative courses of action were considered. The
public 13, therefore, left with no baziz of comparizon on whick to makes informed
decizions and participats in the decisionmaking procezs, which iz the pinnacle
purposs of WEPA. See Friends of the Earch v. Coleman 313 F.2d 285, 2898 (Sth
Cir.1873) ("we . . . caution those charged with preparing impact statements against
too heavy a reliance on & comclusory form of presentation, lest [NEPA's] purpose of
sdequately informing the pubklic of probable siznificant environments] impacts be
undermined’). Az such, the Draft EA 1= legally insufficient to properly inform the
public and interested partes.

The Draft EA identfied and conzidered only two altermatives: the Vireaco
Project and a no actich alternatve:

DOE's Proposed Action 1z limited to providing financial aszistance to
Viresco 1n a cost-zsharng arrangement to mest the requirements of a
Congrezsional earmark in Fizeal Year 2010 Appropriation Act and its
accompanying confersnce report. Therefore, DOE's decizion subject to
INWEPA 1= hnuted to either accepring or rejecting the project as proposed
by the proponsnt and specified by Congrezz. imcluding the proposed
technology and szelscted szite. DOE': comsideration of reazomshle
alternatives in this case 12 therefore hmited to the Propozed Action and
Mo Action Alrernatve.

Draft EA ar 9.

Responses
Comment 60-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 60-03 and 60-04.
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60-05
(cont’d)

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

The Fizeal Tear 2010 Approprianion Act, however, only states thar
536,830,000 “skhall be uzed for projects specified in the table that appesrs under the
heading ‘Congressionslly Directed Fozzil Energy Projects’ in the joint explanatory
statement accompanying the conference report am thizs Act.” The “Congreszionally
Directsd Fozsil Energy Projects” esrmarks 52,500,000 for & “Utak Coal and
Bromass to Fuel Pilot Plant.”

Thers iz nothing in the Fizes]l Vear 2010 Appropriation Act or accompanying
Comference Report thar states the earmark must go to the proposed Virszco Project,
nothing hmiting what technology can recetve thiz earmsark, and nothing lmitng
where the project 15 sited. Thersfors, DOE's decizion o limir 1ts analysis 1o the
Virszco Project, including the proposed technology and selected zite has no basis in
the Appropriations Act. In addition, the Fiacal Year 2010 Appropriation Act did not
Lizu: DOE's habilisy under NEPA. Thersfore, the agency must fully comply with
IEPA, which reguires the agency “to nigorously explore and ohjsetively evaluate all
reasonskle alternatives,” 40 C.F R § 150214,

B. The DOE Should Have Conmidered These Reasonable Alternatives.
DOF Failed o Consider Alrernare Locations

NEPA requires federal azencies 1o consider ressonable and feaszible
slternatves to the proposed sction. The Draft EA 1= flawed because it fails 1o
conzider any real and meaninzgful slternanves to the proposed action. The Draft EA
chaly comsiders two alternatves, the Viresco Projeer and a no action alternative,
becausze DOE claime that they are constramed by the Fiscal Year 2010
Appropriztion Act. However, this 15 an agency imposed lmitation that is not
sroundad in the law because neither the Act nor the Conference Report includes any
information or restrictions regarding a specific location.

Thers are numerous problems with the proposzed project site. First, the
proposed site 1= nestled between numerous Mational Parks and otker public lands.
The propesed site 15 30 miles away from Zion MNational Parlk, 45 miles away from
the Grand Canyon IMNazionsl Park and Bryee Canyon National Park, 135 miles from
Syeamore Canyon Wilderness, snd 165 miles from Canyonlands MNationsl Park.

Draft EA ar 42,

Given the prozimity to these treasured public lands, 1t 1= reazonsble for the
sgency to conslder other alternatives. Az discuzsed in detail below, thiz Projec:
lincluding the connected action) will probably kave sigrificant impacts aszociated
with its amr emissions, including 1mpacts on vistkality 1 the Clazs [ area.

[==]

Responses
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60-05
(cont’d)

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

In addition, this faclity will generate 1,825 tons of coal ash a year if it 1= fully
operating. Draft EA at 50. Viresco has not stated how 1z will dispose of this coal ask.
If this coal azh iz deposited on-site in an inadegquate landfill or ancther sub-par
landfill it could lead to ground water contamination ® Alzso, if the coal ash 12
improperly disposzed of on-site 1t could releass of the coal ash into the surrounding
environment 4 Given the project site’s prozimity to such tconic public lands, thiz iz a
rizk the agency should not take and should at leas: have evaluated slternanive sites.

Second, the proposed aite 1= located in an arid avea that iz already
constrammed by “over-allocated water resources” Draft EA at 24, 67, The Viresco
Project intends to rely on an undersround diinking water from the Coconine-Tie
Chelly Aquzfer o supply 1t 3,250 gallons of water daily. Draft EA at 48,

The Draft EA sdvances abzolurely no reazons why only this particular project
zite was the only one considered. Thers appear no ties to this project site as the
technology was developed in Califrenia and this 1= not 2 mine mouth project. Draf
EAar 2, 15

The conversion of coal o synthetic gas reguires an excessive amount of water
in relation to fuel creatsd. More than 4 zallons of water are needed for every gallon
of transportation fuel produced, threatening our limired warer supplies ® The
potentisl for warer shortages 1= even greater in the West where water 15 scarcer.
Draft EA at 67, Given the water demands of thiz technology and the need o
conserve potabele warer in the Wear, 1t 12 reazonable that the DOE zhould have
comsidersd alternative locations.

Fimally, INatuve American remains wers recently discovered apprommarely
0.25 mule nortk of the proposed Viresco Project site. The Katbvab Band of Paiute
Indiznz have expreszed zerious concerns abour the sinng of the provosed Project
becauze of potential destruction of tribal artifacts and human remains that may ke
located on the zite. Draft EA ar 8.

The project zite, given the cultural resources, arid nature, and proxmity to =0
many tconic puklic lands, has many drawbacks that counsel for conzideration of an
alternate location. Zince Virezsco hasn't even sizned a leasze for these lands yet,
Draft EA ar 11, thers are no constraints for evaluatng other locations.

4L:iza Evane, et al, State of Failure: How Stares Fail to Protect cur Health and Drinking Warer from
Toxic Coal Ash (Awg. 20110, available at <

hrtpifearthjustice orgisites/defaultflesSrateofFailure. pdf-,

414

0.5 Department of Energy, “Report to Conpress on the Interdependency of Energy and Water,”
Decembear 2006, paze G0
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Responses
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60-06

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

DOE Failed to Consuder Alrernative Methods of Meening Demand and
Different Supply Techrolosies

INEPA reguires federal azencies to consider ressonable and feasible
alternarives to the proposed action. The Drafr EA 12 flawed because it fails 1o
consider any real and meaninsful alternatives to the rroposed sction. Because DOE
has created an unreazonskle purpose and need for thiz propesed action, no
reazonakle alternative techneology or alternate projects are discuszsed. If the alleged
amalysiz of alternatives “consiztz entrely of foregone conclusions, rather than
factz,” the agency kaz failed to fulfill the minimal requirements of WEPA. Town of
Marrhews v. L08 DOT, 527 F. Supp. 1055, 1058 (W D.I.C. 1981).

Thers ars 5 wide-range of alternatives that the agency could have considersd
had it not arbirranly limized the scope of projectz through the purpose and need
zection. Thess alternanves, as mentioned above, include increazmg fuel efficiency
standards, uzng enhanced oil recovery to Increase domesnic production of oil, and
improving hybrid vehicle or electric vehicle efficiency and technology.®

It 1z especially important that the DOE consider the vehicle fuel efficiency
alternarive miven the number of kensfite Mational Energy Technology Laboratory
has recognized szzociated with thess projects:

The VEE [vrehicle fusl sfficiency] mitgation opticn modsled here will zave
subzrantal quantries of lguid fuels, will generate large reguirements for the
products and services of many industries, will create substantal numbers of
joks, and will gemerate smgmficant federal. state, and local government 1ax
revenues. The major impacts of the VFE option can be summarized as
follows:

In yesr to+6, the VFE option:

» Resgults 1n zavings of 225 000 barrels of guid fuels

+ Gemerates 3100 kxllion in industry sales

« Creates over 34 billicn in industry profits

+ Gemerates 321 billion in federal tax revenues

+ remerates 311 billionm 1n srate and local tax revenues.
» Creaves 300,000 jobs

Im vesr 1o+20, the VFE option:

* Results 1n zavinge of over 2 mullion barrels of iquid fuels
+ Gremerates 375 billion in industry sales

SMETL, “Econcmic Impacts of U.2. Liguid Fuel MitiFaticn Optors,” July 8, 2006. DOEMIETL-2006-
1237.
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Responses
Comment 60-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 60-04.
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(cont’d)

60-07

60-08

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

» Creates over 33 billion in industry profits
 Generates 315 billion in federal tax revenuss™

Even if the purpose and need was focused on the conversion of coal-to-
synthetic gas technology for widespread commercial use, there are a number of
different technologies that the agency should have considersd in it= altemative
analysiz such as Prenflo or Fischer Tropech.

The DOE should compare the environmental impacts of each of the
altermarves listed above with the Virssco Project and no action alternartives. 40
C.F.E. §1302.14. (reguires an agency 1o prezent the environmental tmpacts of the

vital 1o the EPA decizion-making process. Without substantive, compararive
environmentsl impact informarion regarding other posaible courses of action, the
ahility of & WEPA document to inform agency deliberation and facilitate public
involvement iz greatly degraded. See Baltimore Gas & Elsc. Co, £62 U5 87, 97
11983

The DOE should alzo, and failed to, comamder increasing the percentages of
biomazs uzed for co-firing. When coal 18 co-fired with kiomass it substantally
reduces the emizsions of regulated pollutants, including carbon monoxide snd
sreenhouse gas pollutants, such s: carvon dioxmide. Incressing the percentaze of
biomass uzed to co-fire proporticnately reduces the enuszions of regulated and
sreenhouse gas pollutants. There are numercus examples of coal plants co-firing
biomaszs at largs percentazes. For example, the 3t Paul keanng plant bumns
spproximarsly 60% bicmass and 40% coal. The bicmsse 12 primartly waste wood
from tree trimmings and other indusirial activitizz. The Heel Bay Pomnt power plant
in Aszhland, Wisconsin, alzo burne large amounts of wood waste, consisting
primanly of zaw dust. The DOE has urzed federal facility managers to consider co-
firing up o 20% blomaszs in exizung coal-fired boilers. The DOE should consider an
alternatve thar reguires Vireseo to burn at least 80% kiomass in the Project.

DOFE Failed ro Conzider an Anr-Cooled Flane Desien as an Alrernarive

The proposed facility will require 3,250 gallons of water per day (MGD),
which will ereate a serious strain on the surrounding environment as a result of the
drawdown of the agquifer. Draft EA st 48, Considering that most coal-fired
generation units run for at least 30 to 40 vears, thiz would also adversely affect
human uszers by drawing down the aguifer in & very and area. Draft EA 51 67. The

THETL, “Econcmic Impacts of U.5. Liguid Fuel Mitizgatien Opticns,” July 8, 2006, DOEINETL-2005-
1237 at page 31.

- 11 -

Responses
Comment 60-07

As stated in the EA, the percentage of biomass in the feed is expected to
be 10 to 50 percent by weight. As stated in response to comment
number 8-02, the proposed Pilot Plant is intended to demonstrate the
hydrogasification process at a size that would provide economic
performance data adaptable to a commercial-scale facility. An objective
of the demonstration is to determine the economic feasibility of using
larger proportions of woody waste in the feedstock.

Comment 60-08

As discussed in responses to comment numbers 15-21 and 57-12,
Viresco intends to use the City of Kanab’s water supply for the Pilot
Plant. Under the 30-day operation, the plant would need 3,290 gpd,
while under the 130-day operation, 4,130 gpd of groundwater would be
required. This represents 0.07 percent and 0.08 percent of the daily
Kanab municipal well capacity, and 0.13 percent and 0.16 percent of the
Kanab daily use, respectively. The water demand by the Pilot Plant is,
therefore, considered a small amount compared to the availability of
water resources in the project area and is not expected to result in more
than minor impacts to agricultural resources. Section 2.8 of the EA
states that under the connected action Viresco may operate its Pilot
Plant for a maximum of 130 days during a calendar year if it is able to
obtain financing. The comparison of pilot unit operation to commercial
operation of “coal-fired generation units” over 30 to 40 years is not valid.
Likewise, the use of an air-cooled plant design for a pilot unit is not
reasonable.
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(cont’d)

60-09

60-10

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

Draft EA should also state what effect thiz mizht kave on agriculturs] uze of water
in the area.

The use of an air-cooled plant desizn, or even an air-water kybrid cooler,
would zave valushkle porable warter every day for forty years, the effects of which
DOE must analyze in the Draft EA®

V.  The Draft EA Inndequately Analyzed Impacts becauss it Limited its Review
of Impacta to 3-days of Operation and Refased to Coneider Impacts
Associated with the Combustion of Coal and Biomasa and Syngas Produced.

DOE 1z proposing to provide Viresco with 32 404 000 to support itz design,
construction, and testing of a pilot-zeals steam hydrogasification facilicy. Witk DOE
funding, Vireseo plans to operste the plan: for 30 dayz. Viresco plans to seek
sdditions] funding to continue operations beyond this time period Vireszeo elaims
that if it continues operation “it would probakbly not exceed 130 dayz of cperation in
sny year.” Draft EA ar 1.

For every resource exsmined in the Draft EA, the DOE limited itz 1mpacts
snalysiz to erther 30 daye or 130 days. It iz unreasonable for DOE o limit itz
environmentsl impacts analyzs to 30 or 130 daysz because 1t 12 reazonably
forezeeakle that a commercaal nvestor would operate the facility full-time in order
1o recoup its investment. In addition, most cosl-fived industrial units operate for at
leszr 30 years. DOE should examine the full environmental mmpacts azsuming the
plant will operate 24 hours a day, 365 daye a year for 30 years. DOE's fazlure to
evaluare the feasible and realiztic operation scenario renders the EA farally flawed.

Az dizcuzzed above, DOE alzo unreazonably lim:ted the scope of itz analy=is
1o actlons cocurring at the site of the Pilot Project, excluding analysiz of the impacts
azzociated with the combustion of coal and biomazs to creats a fesdstock. These
actions are slzo connected to the Viresco Project and thus within the scope of a
proper EA snalysis. While DOE unressonably Limited its anslysis for every resource
in this fashion Sierra Club will walk through a few of thesze deficient analyaes

below.

Clhimate Chanse Imypacts

The DOE only analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the
releasze of 343 tonz of carbon diomde. Drafr EA ar 45, §5. This 15 the amount of
carhon dioxide that the Project would emit during 20 days of operation. Draft EA at

4 Thiz iz a feazthle, widely-used technolozy. There are exizting coal-fired air-cocled power plants in
Wyeming (two eil Simpzon plants and the Wyodak plant). and numerous other air-cooled plants

around the US and the rest of the wozrld

- 17 -

Responses
Comment 60-09

As addressed in the response to comment number 6-01, DOE's
proposed action is to provide financial assistance to Viresco. DOE
examined potential environmental impacts for Viresco’s planned 30-day
testing period of operation covered in the cooperative agreement.
Because Viresco has expressed an interest in conducting additional
testing of the process, DOE also evaluated the potential environmental
impacts of an additional 130-day operational testing period. There are
no specific plans for operation of the proposed Pilot Plant beyond the
130-day testing period. As stated in Section 2.8, Consideration of
Connected Actions, of the Draft EA, “Viresco's plans for operating its
facility after DOE’s involvement ends are not well-defined and would
depend on the objectives the provider of any additional funding sought to
achieve. However, it is likely that any future operations would continue to
test the gasification process in order to improve its operation and output
to achieve high process efficiency.” The analysis of potential
environmental impacts for the currently proposed additional operational
period of 130 days is covered as a connected action in the Final EA
under Section 2.8 and under each environmental resource in Chapter 3.
If Viresco were to seek federal funding for additional upgrades or
expansions to the Pilot Plant, a future NEPA review by the agency that
was considering providing additional funds would be undertaken at that
time. Any further operation would depend on the objectives that agency
sought to achieve, which is unknown at this time.

In addition, pilot units are operated to obtain data. They are not intended
to be used for commercial production, like electric generating units, as
suggested by the commenter. DOE does not believe that operation for
24 hours a day, 365 days a year for 30 years is reasonably foreseeable,
realistic or feasible.

Comment 60-10

The Draft EA addressed the cumulative impacts of the proposed Pilot
Plant on GHG and climate change in Section 4.2.6. The incremental
addition of the proposed Pilot Plant to GHG emissions is stated in this
section as 543 tons (493 metric tons) of direct CO2-equivalent emissions
during the demonstration period. The Final EA has been updated to
state that the direct CO2-equivalent GHG emissions would be
approximately 2,588 tons (2,353 metric tons) based on 130 days of
operation. According to CEQ’s draft NEPA guidance on “Consideration
of the Effects of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” if a
proposed action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct
emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-equivalent GHG
emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator
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60-10
(cont’d)

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

G2, The DOE never arrempted to gualify emizssions of other greenhouse gas
SImMiEsI0NE.

Firar, this analysis iz unreazonakble because it did not even anslyze the
environmentsl impacts associated with the 130-days of carbon dicxide emissions
that both Viresco and DOE stats 1z the expected future operation. Jince thiz iz a
time period that both Viresco and DOE acknowledze this facility 15 Likely to operate
snnually, 1t was unreazonakle for the agency not to analyze the impacts assonated
with thiz extra 100 davz of emizzionz. Second, it 15 realistic that once Viresco
chtains financing it will need to operate the faclicy full-time 1n order to recoup it=
invezstment. If the faclity was runming 365 days & year, this facility would emiz
6,316 tons of carbon dioxmide daly. DOE zhould have used this emizsion limir for the
zyngas production phase of the Project.

In addinnon, DOE failed to analyze the environmental impacts associated with

urilizing the synthetic fusl created at the facility. For the pilor project, Virezsco has
stated that “there are no plans to utlize the resulting symthesis gas for sale or for
downstream processes.” Draft EA ar 9. Limituing the zcope of analyais to exclude
end-use of the synth gas 15 alzo unreasonsble because if a commercial investor
funds operaton of this facility 1t will want to recoup itz tnvestment by zelling the
zynrhenc gas.

Including the environmental impactz associated with end uze of the synthetic
zaz would significantly alter the impacts associated with thiz project. Liguid coal 1=
produced when cosl 1= comverted 1mto transportation fuels. Manufactured by
convertng coal into & gas and then into & synfuel, hawid cosl requires huge inpurs
of both coal and ensrgy. In fact, one ton of coal producesz only two barrels of fusl 5
Dus to the inefficient conversion process, the properties of dirty coal, and the large
smounts of energy required to convert coal to lquids, lguid cosl produces almost
double the global warming emizsions a3 regular gazeline ™ Even if the carbon
released during production was somehow captured and stored—a technolosy known
55 CArbon caprure and sequestration that remalns unproven at any mesningful
scale—ligurd coal would sull releaze 4 to 8 percent more global warming pollution
than regular gasolins 11

Finally, DOE d:d not account for greenhouse gas emissions aszociated with
the combustion of the coal. Draft EA atr 2, 43, ot accounting for the smizsions
azeociated with combusting the coal 15 1llegally wecemealhing the project. See

S NETL, “Econcmic Impact=s of U.5. Ligaid Fuel Mitizgaticn Optiors,” July 8, 2006. DOEMETL-2006-
1237

" Williams, Bobert et al., “Synthetic fuels in a world with high oil and carhon prices,” Sth
International Confersnce on Gresnhouse Gaz Conrrel

Techaclogies, Jane 2006,

U5 EPA, “Greechouze Gas Impacts of Expanded Renewable and Alternative Fuaels Uze.” April
2007 and Williams, Echert ex al. above
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Responses
Comment 60-10 (continued)

that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to

decisionmakers and the public. Emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant

would be far below this threshold. Even if the proposed Pilot Plant could
operate 365 days per year, the maximum potential emission of 6,600

metric tons of CO2-equivalent GHG per year would be only about 26% of

the threshold. On this basis, DOE does not believe additional analysis
for GHG emissions is warranted.

As explained in response to comment 51-29, because the Pilot Plant
would be a demonstration project at a scalable size to provide economic
data that would be used to assess the commercial feasibility of the
steam hydrogasification process, the synthesis gas would be combusted
properly in a flare system. No fuel products or electricity would be
produced by the proposed project. The demonstration project would
provide data that would support the accounting for GHG emissions
proposed by the commenter.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul

TT0C 48quisdsg



6.1-3

60-10
(cont’d)

60-11

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

detailed discuzszion above. DOE should add the greenhouse zas emizsion azsociated
with the combustion phasze of the project to the other greenhouse gas emissions
from the other phaszes and snalyze the impscts associated with all of these
SIMIEI0NE.

Once the sreenhouse gas emiszions ncludmg carbon dicxide and other
sreenhouse gas polluzants) associated with full-scale operation of the facilicy
lineluding the combustion of the coal for thizs project and produced syngas), this
project would unguestionably exceed the 23,000 merric tons threshold for carbon
diczide sugzested by the Council on Envirenmental Gualicy. DOE 15 thus required
1o evaluate these lmpacts.

On December 7, 2008, the Environmental Protection Agzency formally
declared that carbon dioxides emitred from the barming of fos=il fusls poses a threa:
to human health snd welfare. The Viresco Project and the combustion of itz
zynrhenically produced fuel will emur thousands of tons of carbon dicxide and other
harmful polluzants every year. The impacts of these emizsion: deserve considered
and complete analyziz by DOE in the Draft £A

The Draft EA should alzo evaluste the air pollution mmpacts of the proposed
facility a2 comparsd with the impacts of other alrernatives evaluated: bur because
no slternarives were discuszsed, this evaluaron 15 ennrely mizsing from the Drafr
EA The DOE should remedy thiz problem with a new ansly=is.

1]'].EH.EE on I“IH"IE

Az with greenhouse zas emizsions, the analysiz of mpacts associated with air
emizzions iz extremely deficient. Firsr, DOE limited its analyzis to 30-days of
emizzions, rather than full-scale operation or even a 130-day annual operating
period. Drafr EA ar £1-43. The agency also fatled to account for emizsions azzoctated
with end uze of the syngas and combustion of the coal and homass for feedstock. It
iz comirary to NEPA to exclude theze emizsions because they are associated with
connected scrions andlor are within the scope of impacts the agency should conzider.
The DOE needs to address the significant increasze in pollution thar the totalicy of
this project will cresate in a new envirenmental analvais.

(Once the agency quantifies the actual total emissions associated with this
Project, the DOE should redo itz analvsis to conzider impacts to sensitive
populations, such as ckildren and the elderly, sz well as impacts to the general
public. While thiz analysis should include the critenia pollutants (sulfur dicxide,
nitrogen oxide, particulate matter, and sulfurnic actd mist), 1t should alzc examine
the impscts from all other pollurants that would be emitted, including hazardous
sir pollutants, diesel exhanst, and both RGM and elemenzal mercury. The DOE
muzt consider the gamflers themeelves and other unitz, such as on-zite diesel

-14 -

Responses
Comment 60-11

In response to comments on the Draft EA, the analysis in Section 3.5.2.1
of the Final EA was expanded to include a review of air emissions during
the 130 days of operation. Based on the analysis in the Final EA, the
Pilot Plant would be either an insignificant or a minor source for all air
pollutants including hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). Although the new
sources of air emissions would be small, additional air dispersion
modeling was performed for the Final EA in response to comments on
the Draft EA. The dispersion modeling incorporated worst-case
metrological conditions. The maximum predicted downwind
concentrations of all criteria pollutants would be well below the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

DOE has determined that no additional air quality studies are necessary
to take the required hard look under NEPA. Notably, the Utah Division of
Air Quality (UDAQ) concurs with the evaluation in the EA that the Pilot
Plant will be an insignificant source of air emissions, and that it meets
the requirements for a Small Source Exemption under Utah
Administrative Code (UAC) R307-401-9. A copy of the concurrence
letter from UDAQ is included as commenter 48 (see comment number
48-01).

Short- and long-term minor adverse effects on air quality would be
expected. Increases in emissions would be de minimis (of minimal
importance) and a project of this size would not interfere with the ability
of the region to maintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, or
have a significant effect on human health and welfare with respect to air
quality. Notably, because the emissions would be very small and
concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS, it is anticipated that there
would be negligible to minor impacts to the nearby reservoir, wildlife, or
recreation areas.

As stated in the Draft EA, with regard to HAPs, high molecular weight
organic compounds or toxic metals would not be expected in quantities
that would pose a health hazard, based on the combustion efficiency of
the flare and the small concentrations of metals in the feedstock to the
gasifier.
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60-11

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

emizzions from staticnary, mobile sources, and construction equipment, and fugitive
emizzions from haul reads, coal piles, and cosl moving. The environmental analyeis
zhould alzo consider air impacts from the life cvele of the fuel.

As for the criteria pollutants, the analysiz should not simply end kecausze
zome impacts are below the current National Ambient Arr Quality Srandards
INAAGS) for several reasonz. First, EPA 15 currencdly in viclazion of 1tz legal
chlization to wpdate and revize the NAAQS lexcept for particulate matter) and an
EA should mot rely on out-dated informanion. In addinon, WAAGQS do not always
provect public health, For instance, the EPA has acknowledged thar adverse
impsacts, including premarure mortalicy, are chserved from ambient levels of PAL 2 5
below the MAAQSE. In fact, the EPA haz concluded thar it could not find any
threzhold below which it did not find adverse impacts.

Finally, the DOE zhould evaluate the air pollunion impacts of the proposed
facility as compared with the impacts of other alternatives evaluated, bur becausze
no slternatives were discuzsed, this evaluation 1s entirely missing from the Drafc
EA The DOE should remedy thiz problem with a new analysis.

The draft EA must analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative kuman health
and environmental impacts cauzed by all air pollutant emizzions from the Viresco
project eperating full-time for 30 years, including, but not himoted o

al Emizsion of critenia and hazardous amr polluzants for the life of the
facility--including 502, OO0, N0z, czone, particulate matter (both
PRILD and PM2.5), mercury, sulfuric acid, and COZ2 and other
gresnhouse gazes.

b A conzideration of emizsions from existing and reasonably anticipated
proposed alr emizsion sources on [Nanonal Ambient Aur Guality
Srandards and inerement compliancs for 302, NO=x, ozone, CO2, and
particulate marter

c) Vigibility degradation in Class I and Class IT areas must also be
analyzed
dl Mercury deposition in local and regional waters must be analyzed and

the corresponding, uptake by livestock, humans, and wildlife.

el A zoils and vegetation anslysis in & 25 mile radius of the Vireaco
project should be analyzed.

fl Fegional health impsacts due to exizting and additional polluton, such
as asthma, cancer, stroke, and premarurs death. This analysis must
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Responses
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60-11

60-12

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

include a complete respiratory health analyziz of the communites
surrounding existing and propossd coal plants.

In addition to asseszing the air pollution from the Viresco plant, the EA must
alzo caleulate the air pollution emitted 55 a result of the combustion of each

feedstock to be utilized by the Viresco project.

Impacts 1o Manonal Parks and Clazs [ areas

Witkin & 300 km range of the proposed Virezco Project there are numerous
Clazs I areas: Zion [National Park, the Grand Canyon Natonal Park, Bryce Canyon
Mational Park, Sycamore Canyon Wilderness, and Canyonlands Nationsl Park.
Draft EA ar 42, These Clazs [ aress are already under tremendous prezsurs from
numercus exising and proposed coal-fire power plantz and other emizsion sources
in Southwestern United 3tates. The DOE needs to evaluate the tmpact of the
Virezco Project on these Claszz [ areas, taking into account existing and proposed
s0urces.

In 1877 Congrezs amended the Clean Air Act and designated certain federsl
lands sz Clazs [ aresas, giving them the greatest level of protection under the Act. To
protect the air in Clazs [ areas, Congress created the preventon of significant
deterioration or P3D program. PED zeeks to “preserve, protect, and enhance the air
gaality in natonal parks, nanonal wilderness areas, national monuments, national
seazhores, and other aveas of zpecial ... natural, recrearional zcenic or histonc
value " Clean Air Act Sec. 160.

Under P2D, Congress establizhed limite (known as incrementsz) on additional
amounts of pollunion in Class I areas over baszeline conditions thar existed in 1977
when P50 was enacted. Increments are 1n place for emissions of sulfur dioxids,
particulate marter, and nitrogen oxides. Because Congress sought 1o protect air
guality mot just from long-term pollution increases, but also from fluctuations and
“epikes” that cocur at certain times of year (e g, peak summer enersy demand), it
created both annual and short-term (3 and 24 hours) nerements for these
polluzants.

Sinece Congress wants Class [ areas to have the cleanest air in the country,
these parks and wilderness aress have the smallest increments, or allowable
amounts of new pollution. The DOE needs to do a study (known as an increment
snalysiz) 1o show kow much pollution iz already in the Clazzs I area and how muck
sddimions] pollution the Viresco Project will add.

The Viresco Project, once the entire scope of the Project and 1tz connected
actions sre sccounted for, will likely have impscts atr these Clazs [ areas, az well as
on reglonal haze.

Responses
Comment 60-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 13-01. No impacts to Class | areas are anticipated.
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60-13

60-14

60-15

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

Ground Warer Inpacts

The analy=is of impacts to ground water 15 completely inadequate. DOE
himited its snalysiz to 130-days of emizzions, rather than full-scale operation that 1=
reasonsble foreseeable. The agency skould reds itz analysis to account for full-zcale
operation of this facilizy and determine whether thiz will have negative impsacts on
wildlife and humans becauze of increazed agquifer drawdown.

Finally, improper dizposal of coal ash can lead to ground water
contamination izsues. Virssco has falled to identfy how 1t will dizpose of coal ash. It
iz reaszonably foreseeabls that the company would erther inadeguately dizpose of the
azh om site or another inadeguate landfill. The agency should analyze whar tmpact
this dizposal would have on groundwater.

Mining

The Draft EA did not analyze the environmental effects of mining the coal
that would be uzed az s feedstock for thus Project. The DOE skould have anslyzed
theze Impacts because thess are indirect, secondary environmental effects that are
clearly foresseable. Building the proposed Viresco Project will require that more
coal be mined to feed the plant. Thus, the DOE zhould snalyze the snvironmentsl
imgsacts of the coal mining activity that will occur 1o generate the feedatock.

VI. The Cumulative Impacts Analysis is Completely Inadegquate As it Dioes Not
Addresa Any Past Projects and Ipnores Reasonably Foreseeable Fature
Projects.

A diseuszsion of the cumulative environmentsl effects of 5 propesed action iz
an esgential part of the emvironmental review process, for otherwise the agency
cannot evaluate the combined envirommental effect of relared actons. Cumulative
impact iz defined in WEPA'= implementing regulanions as "the impsact on the
envirenment which results from the mmeremental impact of the action when added 1o
other past, presen:, and reazonably foreseeable future actions . . .. Cumulstive
impacts can result from individuslly miner but collectively ificant actions
taking place over a period of nme ™ 40 C.FE & 15308 Tlemphasis added): see also
Nuckieshoor Indian Tnbe v. Unired Srares Foresr Serv, 177 F.3d 800, 809 (3th
Cir.1959) (per curiam) (gaoting 40 C.FR. § 1308.7).

An environmental analysis must mnclude a “useful ansalysiz of the cumulative
1mpacts of past, prezsent and future projects” 1n sufficient detsil 1o be “uzeful o the
decizionmaker in deciding whether, or how, to alter the program 1o lessen
camulative impacts.” Jo ar 810 (citation omicred). The EA must at a mimmum
provide a “catalog of past projectz” and a “discussion of how thoss projects land

Responses
Comment 60-13

DOE examined potential environmental impacts for a reasonably
foreseeable time period based on the best information available at the
time of Draft EA preparation. This time period covered 30 days of
operation during the first year along with additional 130 day testing
period thereafter. DOE is not aware of any specific or identified plans by
Viresco for operation of the proposed Pilot Plant beyond the 130 day
testing period. Therefore, DOE does not believe further analysis is
warranted to cover additional operational periods.

The subject of this comment regarding disposal of ash at the Kane
County Landfill has been addressed in the response to comment number
15-09. Viresco would not dispose of the ash on the project site. Any
landfill that would be permitted to accept the ash would have the
groundwater monitoring controls to ensure that groundwater
contamination would not occur. The ash produced by the Pilot Plant is
expected to be nonhazardous; however, if testing results indicate it is
hazardous; the ash would be disposed of at a facility permitted to accept
hazardous waste.

Comment 60-14

As stated in Section 4.3, “The effects of commercial coal mining are
generally well known and well described and are not within the scope of
this EA. The proposed project does not aim to change mining
techniques and, for the proposed project, DOE has no decisions that
would affect coal mining techniques. It is assumed that the coal
intended for the proposed project would be used as a feedstock for
another facility in the event that the Pilot Plant is not constructed,
because coal is an abundant and economical source of energy in the
United States.”

The subject of this comment has also been addressed in the response to
comment number 21-06.

Comment 60-15

Section 4.2 of the Final EA has been updated to identify past projects,
including land development trends, and describe how these projects and
trends have affected the environment and contributed to the potential for
cumulative impacts.
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60-17

60-18

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

differences between the projects) have harmed the environment ™ Lands Councrl v
FPowell 355 F.3d 101%, 1027 (Sth Cir. 2005

A The Draft EA Fails to Dhacuss Any Past Projects in ita Cumulative
Impacts Analy=is.

The Cumulative Impacts zection of the Draft EA does not list one zingle past
or existing project. This iz contrary to WNEPA. See 40 C.FER. & 1508.7 ithe impact on
the environment which rezults from the ineremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present and reazonably foreseeabls future sctions . .
Cumulstive impacts can result from individuslly miner but collectively sigmficant
actions taking place over a period of nme " (emphasiz added). The DOE needs 1o
catalog the past and exizting projects and determine if the incremental impact of
the action will have a significant. Lands Council 393 F 3d az 1027,

ey areas that the DOE should focus on are other projects that emit

ant amounts of sir pollutants and gresnhouse gaz pollutants (such az the
Mavaje Generating Station, Fleid Gardner Power Plant, and Intermountain Power
Plant}, and rely on the aguifer for itz supply of water. For instance, the Draft EA
states that the Viresco Project will only use appromimarely (06% of the Coconine-De
Chelly Agquifer and that this does not represent a significant impact on the
environment. However, without & complete snalysiz of how muck of the aguifer kas
currently been depleted by past projects, how many projects are currently using the
aguifer and what 1z the percentage of consumprtion for all of these projects, and
baszed on this cumulatve aguifer consumption, when 1= the aguifer expected 1o be
depleted, 1t 15 mposaikle to truly evaluate what tmpact this Project will have on
sroundwater.

B. The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Discuss Totality of Environmental
Comsequences

The Draft EA environmental conzsegquences are evaluated in Chaprer 3, bur
are done 20 1n a deceprively precemeal way. The effect of this iz that no ultimate
environmental impact 13 easily derived from thiz zection. For example, the Draft EA
never analyses impacts assoristed with the combustion of coal, although thiz iz a
connected action, or the end-use of the synthetic gas that 1= produced. Such an
analyeiz does not provide the public with quality informstion regarding the ultimate
effects of the proposed action. These deficiencies ave discuszed 1n detsil shove.

C. The Draft EA Must Conmider the Economic Impact of Emitting
Greenhouse Gases

The Draft EA did not evaluate the economic impacts of emitting millions of
tons of carbon diozide snnuslly and over the commereial life of the facility. Peer
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Responses

Comment 60-16

The Draft EA addressed potential cumulative impacts in Section 4.2 and
determined that the minor to moderate adverse impacts of the proposed
Pilot Plant in combination with other projects in the vicinity would not
result in significant adverse impacts on any of the resources analyzed.
The Draft EA addressed emissions from the proposed Pilot Plant in
Section 3.5.2 (under Air Quality and Climate), which concluded that the
plant would not contribute to a violation of any federal, state, or local air
regulation. The Utah Division of Air Quality determined that the
proposed Pilot Plant meets the requirements for a Small Source
Exemption under Utah Administrative Code R307-401-9.

The commenter suggests that the emissions and impacts of the
proposed Pilot Plant, which would occupy approximately 1.5 acres of
land, consume 650 tons of coal and less than 0.1 million gallons of water
in 130 days of operation, and be exempt from a state air permit, should
be evaluated cumulatively with facilities such as the Navajo Generating
Station, the Reid Gardner Power Plant, and the Intermountain Power
Plant. The Navajo Generating Station is a 2,250-megawatt coal-fired
facility located approximately 60 miles east of Kanab near Page, AZ,
which consumes 8 million tons of coal and uses 9 billion gallons of water
per year. The Reid Gardner Generating Station is a 550-megawatt coal-
fired plant located on 480 acres in Moapa Valley, NV approximately 100
miles southwest of Kanab, which uses 2.7 billion gallons of water per
year. The Intermountain Power Plant is a 1,600—megawatt coal-fired
plant located on 4,000 acres near Delta, UT approximately 70 miles
north of Kanab, which consumes 5.3 million tons of coal per year. DOE
considers that the incremental effects of the proposed Pilot Plant to the
cumulative impacts of these much larger power plants would be so small
as to be trivial, particularly based on the substantial distances separating
them from the proposed site. Therefore, DOE focused the cumulative
impacts analysis on projects in the immediate vicinity of Kanab.

Comment 60-17

The subject of coal combustion has been addressed in response to
comment number 60-02. As stated in response to comment number 51-
29, the Draft EA explains that the proposed Pilot Plant would convert
coal and biomass into a synthesis gas suitable for further processing to a
liquid fuel or substitute natural gas. But, because the Pilot Plant would
be a demonstration project at a scalable size to provide economic data
that would be used to assess the commercial feasibility of the steam
hydrogasification process, the synthesis gas would be combusted
properly in a flare system. No fuel products or electricity would be
produced by the proposed project.

Comment 60-18
The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 60-10.
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60-18
(cont’d)

60-19

60-20

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

reviewed studies have been performed which model the economic costz of global
warming and carson dioxide emizsions. 2 Synapes Enersy Economics predicts that
carbon dioxide costs could rize to 368/tom by 2030 - lesa than two decades nto the
Life of the propozed Viresco plant. Other studies have esuimated thar eack ton of
carbon dioxide emitted cauzes approzimately 355 in damage The DOE cannot tum
5 blind eve 1o these damages and the EA process must analyze the economic impact
of emurting over millions tons of carbon dicwide annually. 22

Of parncular significance to Utah, climate change 13 streszing the
Southwest's over-allocated water resources, Increasing lnpacts associated with hot
temperatures and extreme weather, such as hear-related mortaliy, storm-related
fatalities and injuries, snd mereasing the rate and mmtenzity of wildfires and inzect
outbreals. Draft EA st 67, Gresrer greenhouse gas emissions from cosl-burning
projects would lead to more significant atmospheric warming snd larzer and more
freguent storms and heat waves. The EA should conzider the impacts to Urah from
each of the impacts that will accompany zlobal warming.

D.  The Draft EA must consider the Reascnable Foresesakle Project to
Install the 12.5 KV transmission Line.

The Diraft EA at Appendix 3 states the construction of a 12,5 KV power line is needed for
the ¥imsco Project to operate. The Draft EA does not analyze environmental impacts associated
with this project in its cumulative impacts analysis, which is inadequate.

VIL The Draft EA Fails to Analyze a Full Range of Mitigation Measurea that
Would Reduce Impacts,

The DOE failed to anslyze the full range of mitngasion measures that would
reducs Impsacts assoctated with the proposed Viresco Project. The azency overlocked
the majority of thess mitigation measzures becausze the sgency establizhed s purposze
and need section 20 narrowly talored that only one project, the proposed project,
wiould zatsfy 1t

If the agency were to reframe the purpose of thiz action, a number of differen:
meszures or approaches would apply that could mitigate impacts, such as=:

12 Stern, M., Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Chanre. Cambridse University Prezs
Available ar <kitpiwww.bm-
treasury.pov.ukindependent_reviews/stern_review_scomomics_climate_chanpe/sternreview_index cf
m.*

15 As pxplammed above, the DOE nsver calculated the full amount of preenhouse pas pollutants the
Wirezco Project will emit because it failed to include emissicns associated with coal and =yozas
combustion. Thus it is currently unknown how many millions of tons of presnhouss Fas pollutants
thiz Project will produace

-19 -

Responses
Comment 60-19

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 51-17.

Comment 60-20

DOE explained its involvement in the selection of alternatives for the
proposed action in the response to comment number 8-01 (also 60-03).
The response to comment number 60-04 explains DOE’s basis for not
considering alternative technologies or efficiency programs. In Section
1.2 of the EA, DOE explains that the objective of the proposed project is
to conduct a pilot-scale evaluation of the steam hydrogasification
reaction. Alternative technologies proposed by the commenter would not
achieve this objective.
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60-20
(cont’d)

60-21

Commenter 60 — Bill Corcoran and Kristin Henry (continued)

o An altermate project location could reduce and mitigate tmpacts to
cultural resources, treasured public lands, and underground donking
water aguifers.

o Different efficiency programs or different supply approaches, such az
vehicle efficiency programe, increased enhanced ol recovery, could
reduce air impacts, meluding global warming impacts.

The DOE should address these deficiencies before 1t considers which project

alternatve best mitigates lmpscts assoclated with the project.
Conclasion

For the above stated reasons, the Sterra Club recommends thar DOE reject
the Virszco project or substantally revize the Draft EA o address these deficiencies
and provide the public with an opportunity to review and comment the document.

Thank you for the opportunity o comment on the Draft EA and pleases keep
uz informed of developments in thiz procesz. In addition, thank you for your
sTTention To oUr CONCSTRE.

Simecersly,

Bill Corcoran

Wesztern Regional Campaizn Director, Beyond Coal
Sierra Cluk

3435 Wilskire Boulevard, Suite 550

Loz Angeles, CA 20010

o A A
Hllbl'-;r 1] rteray

Eristin A Henry, S1erra Club Seaff Attorney
Srerra Clule

B3 Second Sr, 2=4 Floor

San Francisco, CA 84105

Comment 60-21
Comment noted.

Responses
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61-01

61-02

61-03

61-04

61-05

Commenter 61 — Ted Brewer
Joseph Zambelli - comments re: EA of Utah Coal & Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant

From: "Ted Brewsr” <ted_brewer@hotmail.com=>
To: =joseph.zambelli@nstl.doa.gov=
Date: Sf1e/2011 12:04 PM

Subject: comments re; EA of Utah Coal & Biomass Fusled Pilot Plant

Mir. Zambelli,

The foliowing are my comments in regands o the environmental assessment of the Viresoo coal and bomass
fueled plant, proposed for construction in Kanab, Utah.

Purpose and nead/attemative:

Mowihere in the EA Is it demonsirated why the proposed plot plant needs to be located in Eanab, Utah. Mor does
the EA show any analysts of alternative sites, Therefore, the BA never answers the question that many, mary
peopbe wha live in Kanab and oppose the plant have: why does this plant need to be located here?

Decommissianing:
“The Pilot Plan: would be deconmmussioned and the site restored no later than the end of
the site lease period.”

How would this happen exacdy? Would every companent of the facility be remowved?
Existing conditions and ervironmental conseguences:

There is na mention in the EA of an analysis regarding exiting conditions and envinonmental consequences,
Evaluative statements are made without any reference to an analysis or supporting data.

Economy and Employment:

“lthough plant structures would be visible from US 894 and parts of the City of Kanab, particularty the Kanab
Cresk Ranchos nelghborhiood, the Pilot Plant wauld be located in prosdmity to the Kanab Municipal Ainpart, the
Eame County Public Safety Fadliny, the Kane County Landfill, and existing commurnication towers, which are
aready visibhe from the same locations and have not detracted from regional tourism.*

This is not an analytical statement and does not address potential impadts. 1 live In the Kanab Cresk Ranchos.
The county landfill s far enough away from this neighborhood that one cannaot tell tat it is a landfil. The
propose plant's smokestack is much closer, and would be a blatant part of the view from the neighborhood.
\Would this smokestack bring cur property values down? The EA does not sufficiently answer this question,

Cultural Resources:

12 dhscovery of prelustoric luman remains at an archaeological site mvestigated durimg
the course of the Jackson Flat Water Supply Storage project, however, has heightened
concems among the Kaibab Band of Pamte Indians that luman remams may be
encountered during construction for the present project.”

EA does not address what would happen if hurman remains are found? Nor does the EA attempt to analyze
whether this is a good possiility human remains would be found. Was an archaeologist consulted?

Responses
Comment 61-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 61-02

Section 2.7.5 was revised in the Final EA to include a discussion of
specific decommissioning activities that would occur.

Comment 61-03

DOE believes that the analysis of impacts in this EA is appropriate for
the size and complexity of the project in comparison to similar-sized
projects funded by DOE actions. As stated in response to comment 26-
10, CEQ NEPA regulations recognize the need to express impacts in
gualitative terms when quantitative measurements are either not
available or not meaningful for comparative analysis. DOE has added
definitions for impacts to Section 3.0 of the Final EA described as
beneficial, negligible, minor, moderate, and substantial.

Comment 61-04

Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show
approximately how large the Pilot Plant would appear from the same
vantage point in comparison to the visibility of nearby manmade
features, including the Kanab Municipal Airport, the Kane County Public
Safety Facility, and the Kane County Landfill. As conceptually depicted
in Figure 2-3, the Pilot Plant would be comparable to a relatively modest
commercial-industrial facility occupying an acre and a half. Except for
the exhaust flare structure and associated scaffolding, the facility would
be comparable to other commercial-industrial facilities located along US
89A and elsewhere in Fredonia and Kanab. Because the Pilot Plant
would gasify coal into a synthesis gas that would be combusted, the flare
would be comparable to a natural gas flare and not to a “smokestack”
associated with a coal combustion facility. As stated in response to
comment 26-10, there is evidence that construction of a full-scale power
plant (greater than 100 megawatts capacity) could affect local real estate
values (Davis, 2010). However, the study results are not relevant due to
the difference in scale compared to the proposed Pilot Plant, which
would occupy approximately 1.5 acres of land, consume 5 tons of coal
per day of operation, and have “de minimus” air emissions.

Comment 61-05

Sections 1.4 and 3.4.2 of the EA discuss coordination with Native
American tribes and what actions and precautions would be taken in the
event that cultural resources, artifacts, human remains, or burial sites are
discovered during construction of the Pilot Plant.
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61-05
(cont’d)

61-06 |

Commenter 61 — Ted Brewer (continued)

rernains found during the construction of the Jackson Flak Reservoir are oumently being stored in shipping
containers, Is that how Viresoo would handle remairs if found?

1n that the papulation of Kanab is overwhelmingly against having this plant sited here (as demorstrated in the
sCoping mestings and in the comments the DOE has so far received), 1 insist that the DOE complete an ELS,
which would alow for analysis of an altermative site for this plant.

arely,
1 Brewer

W vanoe Dr,
a0, Ltah 84741

Responses
Comment 61-06

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02.
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62-01

62-02

62-03

62-04

Commenter 62 — Tom Carter
Joseph Zambelli - Utah coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Project

From: "Tom Carmer” <tommarckanab net=

To: “joseph zambellifimetl doe gov=

Date: 9/16/2011 1:49 PM

Subject: Utah coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Praject

Sir: | oo not find In the EA of the above proposal, any Indeptn analysls of the concems that | ksted in my Initial
commenis please Note:

Thers was an Inagequate study of the prevalling wind patterns. They are generaly westerly, which puts myssif
and my wife, and bolh of us have resplratory INess2s, at NSk, Plzass have a cansus taken of those who Nave
respiratory [ssu2s In ihis vincinlty and demaonsirate now the poliution sieam frem ihe slacks of the plant will or will
not effect them.

The EA doesn't Indicals how the water used In the process will be contained or how It will be preventad from
enterng Kanab's water treatment sysiem or how i will be pravented from accidently entering Jackson
ReEervolr Fiease examing this problem In an EIS.

The soclgeconomic effect of an Industrial plant In 3 tourlst economy Was not addressed adeguatzly. Please
Include Inan EIS 3 poll of the business owners In this area to determina If an industial plant wil efect thair
business and thelr Incomes.

An EIS Is needed fo determine If the construction of this plant will disturb Mative American archetlogical sies .
gince burals wers uncovered nearby.

In sum, The EA glossed over Mese 155085 and the Impertance of the patenlial environmental dangers
which requires the furtner study of this project In the form af an EI5. Thank You

Tom Carter 4507 E. Redcliffs Dr. Kanab, Uiah 435 644 5532

Responses
Comment 62-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-01, 21-02 and 32-05.

Comment 62-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 9-01, 15-05, 40-27, and 56-15.

Comment 62-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 51-03 and 21-03.

Comment 62-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02.
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63-01

63-02

Commenter 63 — Tracy Hiscock

Jozeph Zambelli - Comments on the Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Project

From: "John and Tracy Hiscock™ <4badants/@kanab net=

Ta: “jeseph.zambelliamet] doe.gov>

Date: 9/16/2011 4:20 PM

Subject: Comments on the Utsh Cozl and Biomass Foeled Filot Project

September 15, 2011

Mr. Joseph Zambelli

WEPA Document Manager

U.5. DOE-Matienal Evergy Tachpology Labaratory
3610 Collins Farry Foad

PO Box 330

Morgantown, WV

26507-0850

Snbject: Comments on Draft EA for Utah Coal and Eiomass Fueled Pilot Flant
(DOE/EA-1870)

Dear Mr. Zambelk:

I hawe been following the events regarding the possible location of the proposed Viresco coal
zasification plant within Kansb, U, znd the use of raxpayer fands for such a project. have beena
resident of Eanal for the past 15 vears. My husband and I chose to raise our children m this arsa
becanse of the powerful besuty, clean air and warer, dark ski=s, quiet ammosphere, wilderness solimde,
spectacular vistas, and ourstanding hiking and other recreatonal oppormmities availzhle here. I have
been appalled at the local process followed by the Fanab Ciry Council and other local politicians in
regards to thiz project. I heve also been closely following the larger process and believe that the DOE
has failed m its oblizations under the Mational Enviroomentzl Policy At

I submitted comments during the scoping period. I believe that my comments were not adequately
addressed- several wers not addressed ar all. T ask thar you grant a time exrension for this comament
period, s the issue is quite complex and more research is neaded in order to evaluate the effecrs, that
your scoping document is poorly organized with specific issues confusmgly mized with others,
presenting an obstacle to the fair and proper consideraton of the issues by the public; znd thus, the
prailic nesds more tine to sort throngh i to provide intelligent input to the EA - In nyy review of the EA
I hawe concluded that it fails to properly analyze the potential impacts of the proposed action, and fails
to properly inform the public in many ways.

This propesed project, nnder tha Matonal Environmental Policy Act (IWEPA), compels the Deparimant
of Energy to conduct 2 full Environmental Imopact Starement (EI5) ratker thap merely an Envirormental
Aszzaszment (EA), primanly because the project 13 lughly contraversial and faces major public
oppositon here in Fanab, Addidonally, there is ample evidence to suggest that the plant, if bailt and
operated, would have significant epvironmental impacts that cannot be mitizated This plant, if
constructed and in the locstion proposed, could very well harm the health and safety of the local
residents and will substantially degrade our quality of life.

I These 1ssues kave been glossed over or iznored in this draft EA. which is filled with illusory claims of

Responses
Comment 63-01

Comment noted.
Comment 63-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02. DOE revised Section 3.9.2 in the
Final EA to describe a potential catastrophic accident scenario during
plant operations and emergency response.
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63-03

63-04

63-05

63-06

63-07

Commenter 63 — Tracy Hiscock (continued)

economic bepefits and basaless conclhusions of “de minimms” impacrs, ignoring that comprehensive
analvsis of such impacts is mandsted by WEPA. Furthermore, and most ioporantly, the EA fails to
define and conduct analysis for the potential monber of vears that the site might be in operstion, a fatal
flaw vmder NEPA,

At a momimum, dus 1o the deficiencies m the EA, DOE should prepare a new drafi EA, in sufficient form
and addrassing all relevant public concems regarding the action, and ra-release said draft EA for further
public review.

Scheol and Institational Trust lands Adminisration Lease Terms not se

Tha EA states thar the terms and conditon of the SITLA lease have been negotizted but a lease has not
been sigped  The lack of a sizeed leass indicates that the terms and condrtions of said lease may
chanze. Ifterms and conditions of the lease are pot finalized, the potzntnal envirenmental impacts of the
projact cammot be adeguately analvzed as final terms and conditions of the lease may modify the facmal
scenarios under which different envirommental impacts should be analyzed. WEPA analysis should enly
proceed after the terms and condifons of the SDITLA lease are finalized. Therefors, the EA 1=
prematmre and not fimely, should be reracted, and environmentsal apalysis should not conducted unl the
terms and condidons of the lease are set

Public Health & Afr Quality

The relesse of known toxins and other potentzlly harmfal substances into the air from thess smoke
stacks has simply not been analvzed in the draft EA The EA conmins no information on the muumber of
days each year when atmospheric temperature inversions are present in the Kanab area. Smoke from
wood and coal urning for heating purpeses is conumonly rapped over town by these mversions and
easily obsarved dumng the winter. It is lezical that emissions from this plant would be rapped by the
imversions as well, vet this is not addressad in the EA which merely mivializes possible genaral changes
in air guality, notng that bacause Fane Councy is in anzinment for all criteria pollutants (USERA,
2011%), air conformity regulanions do net apply. (EA Sec. 3.5.1.1, p41) Furhenmors, it states that
“becanse of the relatively rural arez and generally good air gualicy, levels of CO, HOZ, 502, and PA10
are not monitored m Fane Comnty ™ (EA, Sec 3.5.1.1, pg. 42) In other words. there has been no recent
sclennfic evaluation of the air guality in the area.

Yar, the EA states that “Short- and long-term miver adverse effects on amr guality would be expected
from the proposed project The effects wounld be from sir emissions during construction, snd from the
operztion of the proposed coal biomass fueled Pilot Plant. Increases in emissions would be de mimmis
{of minimal nnpeortance) and would not contribute to 2 violatdon of any Federzl, state, or local air
regnlanion (EA Sec. 3.3.2, pe. 43) If the arin Kansb is oo good o be monitered, how can any
changes in air quality ever be mezsured? How can the DOE objectively make the smtement that
“incraazes in emissions would be de m wr”? The EA s plainly deficient v addressing this jssne. Itis
hadicrons to suzgest that becanse a project is located in a maral area with mood, clean air, that the mpact
of the project on & gualicy will be less, and thereby acceptzble (de mintnms). The EA s deficient in tts
simplicity of conclnsions and fatlure to even atrempt to employ scientfic methedolozy or logic.

Water

The city of Kanzb is responsible for providing the water for thus project. It is stated in the EA that, ‘Both
the process water and the potable warer would be supplied by the Ciry of Kansb's potable warer system.
Thea total daily rate of potable water nse (1,520 gpd) represents 0.03 percent of the extsting wells and
spring capacity that supply the City of Eanab's pomble water system.” (EA Sec. 3.6.2, pe.48) This is

Responses
Comment 63-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 6-01. The consideration of de minimis increases in air
emissions takes into account the emissions on an annual basis.

Comment 63-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 36-01.

Comment 63-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 15-06.

Comment 63-06

The Draft EA includes all direct and indirect emissions from the proposed
project and compares them to the de minimis thresholds as outlined
under the general conformity regulations. Table 3.5-4 shows the direct
comparison. This was the basis for the determination of "minor" effects
under NEPA - the regulatory review and permitting requirements were
provided as additional information. The remaining subjects of this
comment have been addressed in the responses to comment numbers
13-01 and 40-10.

Comment 63-07

As discussed in responses to comment numbers 15-21 and 57-12,
Viresco intends to use the City of Kanab’s water supply for the Pilot
Plant. Under the proposed action (30-day operation), the plant would
need 3,290 gpd, while under the connected action (130-day operation),
4,130 gpd of groundwater would be required. This would be 0.07
percent and 0.08 percent of the daily Kanab municipal well capacity, and
0.13 percent and 0.16 percent of the Kanab daily use, respectively.
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63-07
(cont’d)

63-08

63-09

63-10

Commenter 63 — Tracy Hiscock (continued)

the mimmoan amovnt of water which mizht be used for the project m a thirry day pilot period, yet since
the mumber of potental years of the 130 day per vear operation of the project is undefined, the statement
quantfies pothing and is therefore meanmelass. Furthennore, given that the plant process as described
in the EA inclhades a shury mansport of feedstock, the amonnt of water estimared in the EA to conduct
the process sesms questionable. This mnst also be exmrapolated and anzlyzed in reladonzhip to the toral
potental operatonal base, for wstance, under the 130 day per year scenatios.

The EA also states thar, “Therafore, nunor mpacts to gronndwarter are expected to resnl: from operation
of the Pilot Plant. Mo specific information on the fluctation of sroundwater levals in the immediate
vicinity of the project zite is available; howewver, zroundwrater aquifers in the area are generally an
abumdant resource.” (EA, Sec. 3.6.2, pz 48) This last statement is exmemely vague, unscisntfic,
mnsnpported by any known scientific studiss and therefore ymacceprable.

As illustrated sbove, the draft EA zlosses over the water nse issue and completaly fails to address the
sertons questions abour whether the groundwrarer aquifer can support the current plant proposal, or
potental expansion of the proposal to a full scale zasification plant (ouwwulanve mopacts), versus othar
desirable commumity goals — such as support of the existing economy or planned residential growth The
plant would be located directly adjacent to the new Jackson Flat reservoir and recreation srea. Potantal
effacts on the water supply and recreational uses were only mentioned and not evaluated in the draft EA,
which again fails to define the potential mumber of years that the plant might be oparatdonsl.

Agamn_ we do not have nmch water here. There has not been a scientific analysis of the amonnt of water
existing in the atea. The EA speculates generally on the presmed abundance of water. Again, it is
tadicrons to suggest that just becaunse we seem o have an sbundsnee of water in the aquifers, thar a
project using our warer will have lile impact A scientific evaluation of the smount of water needed for
this project and the sources of such water has simply not been addressed as required by WEPA.

Scenic Vistas/Aesthetics

Cur hommea is 1.8 mules west of the proposed sive, at 3 slightly higher elevation We enjoy, as do many
HFanab residents, vast scenic views. The proposed plant would be highly visible from our home and
property. Diaviome views would be seriously degraded by the plants two smoke stacks and plumes of
emmissions

Tha EA mzkes light of the constmiction related impacts on aesthatics, and views from residental areas.
It simplistcally concludes that if existng buildings ar the Kanab Amport, the Kane County Public Safery
Facility and the Fane County Landfill can be seen from residential areas, that the addidon of the Viresco
plant canses little or no additional impact on aesthetics. This is mmome.

Tha EA fails to consider thar the impact of a new, otherwise non-sxistant, indusmial oype fciliny will
complately change the character of the view from residential areas. An indusmial facility, partioalarly
with large smokestacks, has totally different impacts sesthetically, than other buildings and facilites,
and those sesthetic impacts are predominawcly, if not wholly, negative. Viewshed sesthetic impacis are
major and significant, not “minor” as stated i the EA.

Tha DOE analysic essantially concludes that the additien of 2 potentdal nine jobs related to the Viresco
projact wonld benafit Kanab and Eane County. This is a neglizsble conclusion. The EA has rotally
nussed the most Important socio-econonus mupacts of the propesed project. The miroduction of 2o
indusmizl coal zasificaton plant, will adversaly impact both tourism and resideanal desirabiliny of the

Responses
Comment 63-08

In section 3.6.2, the EA discussed the proposed action and a connected
action to the current well withdrawal rate of the City of Kanab. Based on
a 30-day operating period, the Pilot plant would use 0.07 percent of the
total daily well capacity of the Kanab wells, and 0.13 percent of the daily
water use in Kanab, about the same as 5.7 additional citizens.
Therefore, the demand for process water from the Kanab municipal
system is too small for it to affect the water availability for other
residents. The filling of Jackson Flat Reservoir would not be affected by
the implementation of the proposed action because it will be filled with
water from stormwater and surface water supplies, not groundwater.

Comment 63-09

The Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities of Kanab, and the
qualitative effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the local viewshed.
Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (now Figure 3-7) to show
approximately how large the Pilot Plant would appear from the same
vantage point in comparison to the visibility of nearby manmade
features, including the Kanab Municipal Airport, the Kane County Public
Safety Facility, and the Kane County Landfill. Figure 2-3 in the EAis a
conceptual illustration of the Pilot Plant showing a single exhaust flare
structure, not two “smokestacks.” As described in response to comment
number 40-31, coal would be processed into a synthesis gas that would
be combusted. The flare would be comparable to a natural gas flare and
not to a “smokestack” associated with a coal combustion facility.
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(cont’d)

63-11

Commenter 63 — Tracy Hiscock (continued)

community and thus, the basic econoiny suppoerted by these things, Local real estate agents have notad
that the proposed plant has already had an adverse effect on the real estate market here in Kanab in that
there are more paople putting their homes np for zale, and less people looking to purchass real estae
here.

Tha EA has ignored the socie-economuc nupacts that must be zssessed as ralated o this project, namely,
(17 the impact of the project on the mainstay torism econonny of Kanab; and (2) the impact of the
project on residental property values in Fansb,

The mamstay of the Kanzb econorny, both histerically and presently, is toursm related to
parks, momumients, public lands, wildemess and nature. Visitors travel from locations worldw
suroinding public lands, parks and momonent to enjoy largely unspoiled namre and some of the finest
opporiumities for solimde apywhere in the world They shop, ezt and stay m Kanab as it is canmal o
thess outdeor oppormnites. The placemant of an indwstrisl facility in Kanab, with potential further
expansion, o duplication, contradics the experisncs thar these individuals are seeking. Businesses thar
raly npon the outdoor tourism that Eansb services will suffer. This mmst be addressed in the EA and
identifisd a5 a siznificant socio-economic impact. The negative economic impact of the Viresco project
on the desirability of Eanab to tourists traveling through the ares cannot be overcome by the additon of
nine potential Viresco amployees.

Closely related, is the socio-economic drver of Kanab ralated to the influx of retirees and others buying
property and residences here o be close to outdoor recreational purswits, scenic beanty, namre smdy.
and the selimde of public lands. The desirabiliny of the cormmumity in these regards has supported and
escalated real estate value as demonsirared during the real estate and development boom from roughly
2001 — 2007, only stalled or semewhat reversed by the natonwide recession of 2008 through the
Present.

Virtually all of the residential newcomers to KEanab seak the described benefits of the commmunty and
oppose the addiden of indnsmwisl facilides to the comnmity. Aszin local real esmte sgents have
reported that demand for real estate has decreased since the proposal of the Viresco project — 2010 to
present. . The decline in desirability of the commumnity to new residents, a5 described, cannot be offser
by the potential addition of mine Viresco employvess

These socig-economic impacts are significant. Thev have been completelv ignored in the EA The EA
is deficient in this regard and must be retracted, replacad with an EIS, or at the least, drastcally revised

School and Insdmtonsl Tmst lands Administration zoals & Socie-economic considerations

Tha EA completely iznored this tssue that I raised in my scoping comments. The land on which the
proposed site might be ult 1s owned by the School apd Insdmtonzl Trust Lands Adminisration
(SITLA), which would lease it to Viresco Energy. As such the leasing of tha land is 3 connectad action
a5 defined by DOA in the EAT “A connected acnon is one that is clesaly relatad ro DOE s propozed
action or Viresco's proposed project, mclnding an acton that sutomatically riggers apother action
which mav require an EA or EIS; an acton that canmot or would not proceed unless spother action is
raken previously or sooultanecusly; or an action that is an interdependent pare of an larger action and
depends on the larger action for its justification (EA, Sec. 28, p.21)."

Regarding this connected action issue, then, 2 proper MEPA analysis must consider that by law, SITLA,
as trustee for the school children of Ttah “nyast manags the lands and revennes zenerared from the
lands in the most pradent and profitable mammer possible, and not for any purpose inconsistent with the

Responses
Comment 63-10

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06.

Comment 63-11

DOE considers the leasing decision by SITLA to be entirely under the
jurisdiction of that state entity.
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63-13

Commenter 63 — Tracy Hiscock (continued)

st nrerest of the trust beneficiaries. The mustee wust be concerned with both income for the curren:
bepeficiaries and the preservaton of the must corpns for fumre beneficianes, which requires a balancing
of short and lonz-tarm interests so that long-term benefits are not lost in an effort to maximize shor-
term zams.” (From: TITLE 53C- 3CHOOL AWND INSTITUTIONAL TRUST LAWDS
MANAGEMENT ACT. Summarized on SITLA website- hipo/mustlands utah. gov/sbous purpoess himi)

Tha EA failed 1o consider whethar or not this use of school trust lands by SITLA sacnifices long tenn
interests 1o short term gains and whether or not it 15 inconsistent with the best interest of the st
bepeficianies. The EA is deficient m this manner, baving completely iznored the balancing of long term
effacts with short term interests. As an education advocate and parent who has served on a school
community conncil smpowered with deciding how SITLA funds sre spent to benefit local school
smdents, I contend that this nse of 3ITLA land is not in the best interest of the children of this
community o terms of public and environmental kealth; and it sacrifices long term interests ( the
confinued viability of thus piece of 3ITLA land- should the plawt be abandored or expanded afier the
tesfing peried) to the short tenn gain (2 nomieal amonns of lease money), to the detrimeant of all of the
schoolchildren of Utah

Cummlative Impacts Politcs

The proponents of this plant proposal have repeatedly stated that it is nothing mors than 3 small scale
rasearch facility. They use this quaint image to sell this proposal as having limited, nagligibla, or no
environmental impacts — no air guality problems, no water quality issues, limited aesthetic blight, erc
Tha DNOE has appeared o adopt the plant proponents’ perspective in the EA| ignoring legally defined
“ronnected actions,” failing to avalvze the effects of 2 potendal expansion of the project over 2 lonz.
mndafined tme period; sand making light of environmental impacts, without scientific analysis

tors point to the likelihood of this plant only being a first step toward a much largar, more
significantly impacting, full scale coal (and other matenals) gasification plant The proposal’s owners,
investors, and proponents either own, or have financial interests mn siznificant coal reserves m the
controversial Coal Hollow Mine, located about 435 miles north of Eanab ourtside the town of Alton,
whare the five tons of coal per day for the testng process at the plant will derive from. They have a
song motive for working to expand the purpose of the plant, as wonld the advocates and investors in
forest products, some of whom are plant proponents as well.

The proponents of this plant currentdy state that not enough water exists for 2 large scale operation; yet,
many of thess same peopls ars actively working to mcrezse water availability in Kanab via the Jackson
Flat storaze reservolr and the Lake Powell-50. George pipeline. All of these indicators point toward long
rangze plauming and cooperzton on the part of and benween the plant proponents for a larger scale
gasification complex. The cumulative impacts of this likelibood also need comprehansive airing and
S5555INENT, I 8VEry resource area category, addressing all environmental consideration. The DOE's EA
farled to address auy of these realifiss.

I conld offer mawy other observanons and comments oo the deficiencies of the draft EA. however, the
puizlic has not been ziven adequate tme to thorouzhly read and respond to such a confusingly written,
analyviically unsound and incomplate documeant.

In conclnsion, the EA is deficient for a varety of ressons and should be retracted. It should be replaced
with a well analyzed EIS, or at least a completzly revised EA 1o once again be raleased in draft form for
further meaninzful puklic commen

Thank you for the oppormnity to comment. I hope reconsidersd WEPA analvsis will resuls. affordmgs

me the opportunity to meaningfully comment further on thes important matter.

Sincerely,

Tracy Hizcock
1502 5. WecAllister Dr.
Kanab, Utah 84741

Responses
Comment 63-12

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 6-01 and 34-04.

Comment 63-13
Comment noted.
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64-01

64-02

64-03

Commenter 64 — Victor Cooper

Joseph Zambelli - Comment: Draft EA for Utah Coal and Bisomass Fueled Pilot Plant (DOE/EA-
1870-D)

From: "Victor Cooper” <rockingwinlkanab net=

Ta: "Joseph Zambelll” <joseph.zambelin WETL DOE.GOV=

Diate: Q162011 §:50 PM

Subject: Cownment: Draft EA for Urah Coal and Biomass Fuelad Pilor Plant (DOEEA-LETO-IN
cc: "Cooper Victor” <rockingwiukanab net=

Joe

Heare are more comments I have on the Diraft EA:

13 1.5.2 Project Site

"Approximarely 023 mile north of the site, constucmion kas

commenced for the Jackson Flar Water Supply Storage Project, which would consist of the
constrction of a dam

ambankment, water supply pipeline, water storage area (1.2, reservoir), and pump staton.”

Fanab's general plan calls for the area around the Jackson Flars Feservoir to be a
recreational area.

Why would the D:OE want to fund 2 chemical plan: less than 1 mils from a public
recreation area’?

"Kanah is planning to develop recreationa! facilities around the ressrroir
including three parks, the closest of which would be spprocdmately 0.6 mile to the northeast of the sie."

Who m their right nund allows an industrial fest facilicy to be built near 2 recreational
-

Ereal

2y 2.7.3 Products and Waste Generated
"The total ash produced during 30 days of testing would be around 17 tons (26
tons including esmmared fines). The ash wonld be collected, analyzed, and dizpozed of n zn
appropriate landfill "

"Aun sppropriate landfill" iz nor defined  Would this zsh ke buried in Fansb's existing
landfill? How will this affect our

groundwater and local well's? Will a separate landfill have to be built to store the ash?

3) 2.8.2 Transportation and Traffic

"The proposed project would generate a minor shori-temn increase

in personal vehicls waffic due to the hirvg of approximately ¥ permansnt employvees. However, the
Pilot Plant

would not operate oo 8 contnnouns basis during the year, therefors reducing the nunber of personal
vehicles on

Responses
Comment 64-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-02 and 24-05.

Comment 64-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number15-09. There are several landfills that have the
capacity to accept waste from the Pilot Plant; therefore, a separate
landfill would not have to be built. No impact to groundwater or local
wells would be expected.

Comment 64-03
The Final EA has been updated to explain that 2 of the operational

positions would be fulltime annual positions at the Pilot Plant location.

The remaining operational positions (7) would be located in Kanab
during operational testing of the Pilot Plant.
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64-03
(cont’d)

64-04

64-05

64-06

Commenter 64 — Victor Cooper (continued)

roads and accessing the facilicy oo 3 day to day basiz."
The exact dunes of these employees has not been clearly defined. Furthermore, since

the plant will not operate on &

contimmans basis during the year, it sounds like these jobs will be part tme. Will these
emplovess be paid when the

plans is not in operation?

4} 3.1.1 Existing Condidons
"The Kansb Land Use Ordmance does not include permined uses
that wounld specifically address the project; however, the most pplicable use would be “miscellanecus
light
mianufaciring”, which is permimed m the M2 desiznarion.”

According to Viresco's own information, this is a tast facility and no conumercial product
will be produced. This plant is not manufacmring anything

A conditonal use permit was approved by City of Kanab

Planning Commission o Jaly 20, 2011 enabling Viresco to excesd height linuts atherwize applicable o

the Pilot
Planz.

Tet the City of Kanab Plaonmg Commussion did not specify a height limir for the stack
with the flare enclosure and no accurste imformarion has been made available to the citizans
of Kanab from the Ciry of Eanak, Viresco or DOE.

When questioned about this detail at the EA review, no DOE representative could produce
any information about the acmal heizht of the stack with the flare enclosure. DOE
representanves acually stated it was not uncommon to approve such projects withour
krowing such details. This is appalling. Isn't an EA done exactly for this purpose? 3o
residents in the surrounding community will know what is being planned DOE seems
perfectly happy to not fill in the details since this was a Congressional sarmark.

5) 3.9.I Epvironmiental Consegquences of the Proposed Project

"Should 2 spill happen it would immediately be reported to the jurisdictonal authorites and
technically qualified
HAFMAT responders shall be hired for the cleapup. These firms shall be notified of the Pilo: Plant's
needs in
advance of construction and shall ke secured under contract 1o respond in the event of 2 spill ina
el and
professional manmer (Viresco Energy, LLC, 20100."

"z rimely and professional manner™? How, exactly is this dafined? This mformanon was
provided by Viresco. Is there independent verificaton of this capaciny to respond to 2
major accident?

Responses
Comment 64-04

DOE considers land use planning and zoning decisions to be under the
jurisdiction of the Kanab City Planning and Zoning Department. That
department determined that the Pilot Plant is consistent with the zoning
designation of the site and the master plan.

Comment 64-05

As stated in response to comment number 51-07, the wording on page 1
of the conditional use permit authorizes a 60-foot tall gasifier with a 67-
foot tall exhaust structure “plus the additional height of required and
approved flare enclosures”. The Final EA has been revised to clarify
these dimensions. The maximum height of the exhaust flare structure,
including the enclosure structure, would be approximately 72 feet. Itis
not unusual for specific details of a final design to be undetermined
during the planning stage of a project, which is when environmental
studies under NEPA are completed. Therefore, impacts may be based
on reasonable assumptions about design conditions and would remain
valid provided that the final design does not substantially alter the
assumptions and introduce new impacts. In the case of the flare
enclosure, the exact size and resulting effect on the height of the flare
exhaust structure is not known with certainty. DOE has determined that
the enclosure may add approximately 5 feet to the height of the flare
structure with a margin of uncertainty amounting to a few feet, which
would not substantially alter the visual impact of the structure.

Comment 64-06

Viresco would develop a SPCC plan, which would outline the procedures
and training needed to respond to a spill, so any accidental releases
would be cleaned prior to groundwater contamination. Because only
small amounts of petroleum products would be stored at the Pilot Plant
site for mechanical repairs, any onsite spills would be small and
localized. The spill response would include immediate absorption of the
liquid, and removal of the contaminated soil. The federal government
enforces the SPCC rules through onsite inspections of facilities by EPA
personnel.

The responses to comment numbers 43-07 and 35-06, respectively,
address the subjects of public safety and site restoration.
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64-07

64-08

Commenter 64 — Victor Cooper (continued)

) 3.10.2.1 Populatnon and Honsing

"Dhinng consmicton, approcimarely 23 consmctien jobs would be created as a resuls of the
project. It is assumed
that the majority of the workforce would be drawn from local candidares; therafore, no merease in
population or
need for housing 15 auncipared.”

Earlier in the EA, the figure of 30 constmcton jobs was used. Whick is 17 Also why is it
assined the jobs will be local. Mawy of the required applications are specialized and thar
level of expertise 15 not avatlable m the Kanab area

7y 3.10.2.3 Economy and Emplovment

Durimng constmction, regional economic activiry wonld increase s local constmcton contractors and
constmction

firns are hired for the praject. The purchaszs of building marerials, constuction supplies and
constuction

equipment, a3 wall a5 spending by the constucnon workers, would 2dd income o the

economy. Twenry-five

constmiction jobs would be created as 2 result of the project. This wonld have a shori-term, minor
beneficial

Impact on employment in the EKans County area.

During operatons, daily spending by emplovess would positively affect businesses m the srea. These
expendimres conunonly inchude gasoline, antomoiile servicing, food and beverages, laundry, and other
ratail

purchaszes vndertaken in the mmediate area bacanse of convenience and access during the course of the
business

day. In addimeon, secondary jobs relared to the increased economic actvity stmulated by the project
may alzo be

creared. This would have a miner beneficial impact on employment in the Eane Counry area; as
ralatvely faw

(nine} operational employees would be reguirad.

The line states "during operation”. Mine employees, even if ALL are local, which they will
NOT be, according o Viesco will have minor positive impact on this economy, Versus
people who will move from Eapalb if the plant 13 allowed te be ule. ot 1o mention
people who will not move here. People come to Kanab to see the vast landscape and to
ascape the pollnted air of the cities they live in. This plan:, in wo way benefits fhe residents
of Kanab or Kanab's major source of income which is toudsm. the asswmprnon that @
workers doing LATHDEY once 2 week will have ap economic impact is absurd.

8) 3.10.2.3 Economy and Employment

"Drevelopment of the Pilot Plant would create nine new jobs in the Kanab and Eane County area in the
hizh-waze

service industry (enginesring). Considering that the major emplovers in Kape County includs Bast
Friends

Animal Sancmary, Aramark (Laks Powell Fesors), Kane County Hospral, Fane Cownry School
Dismict, Eans

Responses
Comment 64-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment number 54-05. Section 2.6 states that up to 30 construction
workers would be required at the site at any given time. It is estimated
that during construction 25 construction workers will be needed and the
number of construction workers would not exceed 30.

Comment 64-08

The Draft EA appropriately considered the small number of operational
jobs that would be associated with the proposed Pilot Plant to represent
a minor beneficial impact. Economic input-output studies consistently
demonstrate that spending for commercial and public works projects
results in multiplier effects from indirect and induced employment. With
respect to the potential adverse impacts on tourism and on the influx of
new residents, the responses to comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06
address the same issues.

(0/8T-v3/30Q) 1ue|d 10]id p3jan4 ssewolg pue [eod yeln 404 3 |eul

TT0C 48quisdsg



L6T-3

64-08
(cont’d)

64-09

Commenter 64 — Victor Cooper (continued)

ﬂC_\olll{t}' Government, and the Federal Govermment (Economic Development Corporation of Utah,
;.;\]':f:;pmm;t of the Pilot Flant would help diversify the existing local sarvice industry. A more diverse
ioa:;c? aconomy could halp leverage Fanzb and Kane County’s proximity to nearby protected public
gf'da;iitga_rc ase-Escalante Mational Monnment) inte further diversificatdon and overall economic

According to Viresco's own admission, caly 4 or 2 jobs would be filled by local

hires. These jobs wrould be routine maintenance handyman jobs and perhaps a forklift
operator. These are WOT high paying enginsering jobs. Those jobs wounld zo to Viresco
amnplovess from out of state, not to local workers.

@) 3.10.2.2 Taxes and Fevenne
"Additional retail services and busmess employvment may result if employees relocate to the area
through a
mmlnplier effect, vielding addinonal sales and income tax revemes for local and stare
Zovemments. Also,
operztion of the facilides would requirs the purchase of supplies, aquipment, and sarvices in the local
aTea,
bepefiting local businesses and increasing tax revenus.”

“Addironal retail services and business employiment may result " This claim is specious
aC bast. It assumes that AWY business. no mater the negative impact, may possibly create
additional revennes by merely being open. It is the samea as saving “tounsm may ncTease
if Irve dinosaurs are discovered i the Kansb area.

In conclusion, Ifind this EA to be poorly researched and substantiated and call for a detziled review of
the claims made in this EA.

Thank you for your tma.
Sincerely,
Victor Cooper

976 W. Vennillion Dr.
Eanab, UT 34741

Comment 64-09
Comment noted.

Responses
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65-01

65-02

65-03

Commenter 65 — Victoria C. Cooper
Jozeph Zambelli - Kanab/Viresco

From:  "wicky cooper” <msvicksterdyaboo com>

To: "joseph zambelliiinetl doe zov” <joseph zambelliFnetl doe govs=
Date: 9/16/2011 6:27 PM

Subject: Fanab'Viresco

Drear Mr. Zamballi,

Thank you for your willingness to listen to my concerns regarding the proposed Viresco coal
zasification plant Jim Guthris wants to locate m Kanzb, two miles from my home and business.
However, T do not fael the Depariment of Energy answered nry concems.

This plant iz wrong for Kanab on many levels

Whether the city council admits it or not, Kanab is a tourdst commmmity. Tourism accoumts for the bulk
of our tax base. Tourism will be seversly negativaly affected by the smell of buming coal, mbber and
hnman waste that will be emited from this plant, directly upwimd from Eanab. As [ explained in mory
last lester, [ own a small business that employs 26 people. If you allow Viresco in, tourism, including
my business conld be hammed 26 people could lose their jobs ar my bmsiness alons. The s jobs thar
Viresco promizes as night watchmen will not replace the jobs that irwdll k1l Who buys my employees’
honzes when they are forced to mowve? There will be no economic benefit to Kanab to allow Virssco to
locate here. Owur city manager, Duane Huffman, has gone on record to admir that.

3y home 15 directly in the wind pattemn of the propesed Viresco plant, which would be next o the new
jail and resermvoir. Already the noize from read-paving and biz machinery finds its way to my honse and
disturis the serenity of my bome. I dread air pellnnon thar will stare floating toward my home, affecting
mv allergies and asthma. Cur bospital is not equipped to handle emergencias, nor many common
ailments. Emergencies are simply airlifred our. For example, a local woman died Friday, after being
airlifred to Las Vegas, becanss local doctors do not have the facilicy to diagnosa problems such as hers, a
perforated wlcer. We simply cannor afford to further risk the health of our people.  The DOE claims
there will be 'no signdficant impact' to Eanak's air or water, yet provides no proof of either. I think we
need a fall environmental impact study performed to prove the facts.

This izzu= has cauzed a terible cowmeversy and rift in our commnnity. Citzens are suing the
changzinz zoning to fast-frack the plant. A citizens' ininanve has been placed before city council =
can vote on such things. There is also the isswe of distarbing Mamve American burial sites. Thar is
simply wrong

I personzlly am opposed to spending tax dollars on cozl gasification at a tima of serions global wanming.
We should spend our research dollars on renewsbles such as solar, wind and wave energy production.
If coal gasificaton is such a grear idea, why does Mr. Guthrie ot locate his plant in Biverside,
Califormia? Fiverside has decided it does not want mors ar pollution. How about Washingron, InC7

3r. Guthrie purs up 3600,000. DOE grants him 32.4 million. Mot 2 bad return on invesiment. However,
it appears to me this is another caze of someone garting rich off the tawpayer. We see far too much of
that, particularly in thess times of serious federal economic woes. This is a zood place to save the
measnry some cazsh. How mach is this Sghe costng taxpayers? For you and your t=am to cowme to
Fanab to conduct meetings, to prepare reports? s thus part of the 32,2 million?

Responses
Comment 65-01
The subject of this comment related to tourism and housing value

impacts has been addressed in the response to comment numbers 21-
03 and 36-06.

Comment 65-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 13-01.

Comment 65-03

Comment noted. The subject of the comment relating to why the
proposed project is to be located in Kanab has been addressed in the
response to comment number 8-01.
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65-04

65-05

65-06

65-07

Commenter 65 — Victoria C. Cooper (continued)

Fiually, I azk vou to 2o back and re-read ooy ininal lerer and address my concerns. I think the DOE
shonld conduct a full environmental impact smdy before allowmg Viresco to proceed with its plans. It
appears air quality isswes and warer quality concerns were ot seriously addressed. M. Guthrie publichy
smated be refuses to build scrubbers on kis stacks to remove odor and pollunon from smoke. There iz no
one in Kanab with the expernse to mspect the plant as it is being consmucted. An ourside inspector
wonld need to be broughe in to warch over every aspect of consmucton. Who would pay for thar? Mot
Mr. Gurthrie, not Kanab, Who will monitor air qualicy” Gurhrie says it is wp to the stare. The nearest zm
quality monitering official is in Zalr Lake Ciry, five hours away. And whar happens to the "recycled”
water that Viresco nses? The evaporation pond? Whar if we have a flood and contaminated warter makes
its way into the Colorade Fiver, affecnng millions of people downsmeam? Who will pay o clean it up?
The recent DOE "no significant impact” report also fails to address my concems about possible
explosions or fires at the plant. We have po infrastrucmrs to deal with such emergencies. And we have
no understanding of who pays for aov of these problems. Whar happens to the Viresco planr after iz nze
expires? Who pays to dismantle it? Again, not addressad.

It appears there are too many wnanswerad guestions for the DOE o move forward with this zrant regquest
froms Br. Gurhrie. T ask you to please give more thought and study before approving the Viresco plant I
hawe confacred my US. senarors and congrassmen o zlert them to the varions problems as well Thank
you for your time.

Sincerely,

Victoria C. Cooper

978 West Vermillion Drive
Eanab, Utah 84741

Responses
Comment 65-04
The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02. Section 2.9.3 Surface Water has
been removed from Chapter 2.9 “Resources Not Considered in detail”
and has been moved to Section 3.12 and includes a more in-depth
analysis. Air Quality and Climate are discussed in detail in Section 3.5.

Comment 65-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 9-01, 15-05, 40-27, and 56-15.

Comment 65-06

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 43-07, 4-01, 15-06 and 26-13.

Comment 65-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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66-02

66-03

Commenter 66 — William Booker

UTAH COAL AMD BIDMASS FUELED PILOT PLAKT E&
LOCATION: Eanab, Utah

Dear Mr. Zambelli:

Thie following are my comments on the draft UTAH COAL AND BIOMASS FUELED PILOT PLANT E&, which
analyzes impacts of 3 project propesed to be located in Kanab, Utah. Thark you for writing an E&
nstead of using & Categorical Exclusion to assess this project and holding public meetings in Kanab.

Comments:

| do rot think the No Action and Proposed Action represent a reascnable range of slternatves. This
alart could be sited in Carbon County where coal mining is the major industry. | have been told that
geople in Carbon County want this facility. 1T would probably be more efficient to locate it there rather
than 3 remote town with limited support fadlities and a long haul to get coal to the site.

Section

3.10.2 3 Economy and Employment

| agres with the work done by the Sonoran Institute. Yes, 3 balanced economy is desirable and
arotected public land can be impertant in attracting businesses hiving an educated workforce and paying
wages higher than service jobs related to tourism. Howewver, he project will not do this because it is
groposed to be temporary. Employees will spend money in local businesses and on rent, but unfkely
auy housing or settle in Kanzb permanently. In fact, the plant could have the opposite effect of
dizcouraging industries from locating here that would otherwise be attracted by protected public land
ard other current amenities defining Kanab. Location of this facitty in Eanab has nothing to do with the
abundance of protected pudfic land in the area, except possibly hoping remoteness and receptive small
town local government would facilitate the project.

The attraction of protected public land [and there are many within 2 25 mile radius) by tourists provides
a major segment of the local income. There are on average 3,000 visitors in Kanzsa during the estended
tourist season. These people do not have 1o stay in Kanaa. Any perception of industrialization in Kanab
could sdversely affect the tourist econemy by losing tourist dollars to other communities. This isan
mpact that needs to be addressed.

A sigrificant portion of the non-tourist economy is based on resident retirees. | have been told by many
retirees, and | feel this way myself, that if the plant is built (taken in the context of other recent projects
and local government actions) they will leave Eanab and relocate elsewhere. This would also be an
element discourag ng future retirees from lecating in Kanab. This could represent a signficant impact
on both the economy and property values. Again, it should be sddressed in a rigorous analysis.

Kanab iz a rare place in 21" Certu ry America with its cean air, beautiful location, small town
atmosphere, yet with sufficient amenites (mowie renta’ and pizza delivery) 1o make life comfortable.
The proposed project does not fit here now and could hawve significant adverse impacts on future growth
options for Eanab. | believe these negatve impacts will be irreversible or irretrievable for Eanzo once
the proposed faclity is located here.

Judging the controversy about his project generated among the citizers of Eanzb [and loca! otizens
ocated outside Kana] | believe the proposed project gualfies for and requires the more intensive
aralysis afforded by an Environmenzal Impact Statement.

Bezin, thank you for your effortz... ... .please take our concerns seriously

Willizm Booker

Responses
Comment 66-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.

Comment 66-02

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 8-01, 21-03, 36-06, and 59-12.

Comment 66-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02.
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Commenter 67 — Larry Crist (USFWS)

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
UTAH FIELD OFFICE
369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE, SUITE 51
WEST VALLEY CIT¥, UTAH 34113

September 22, 2011

In Rieply Buefer Tex
FWERA
ESUT
11-CPA-D082

1.5, Department of Energy

Mational Energy Technology Laboratory
Attn: Joseph Zambelli

3610 Collins Ferry Road

M/S: BOT

P.0. Box BED

Morgantown, WV 26507-0880

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment for the Utsh Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant
Project

Dizar Mr. Zambelli,

We reviewed the subject draft environmental assessment (EA) prepared by vour office to
evaluate the potential impacts of a cooperative cost-share agreement with ¥iresco Energy, LLC
for the design, construction and testing of a pilot-scale gasification process facility, We submit
the fellowing comments for vour consideration,

The proposed project lies within low desert scrub habitat which may support foraging, nesting
and sheltering habitat for migratory birds, inchuding raptors, The Migratory Bind Treaty Act
(MBTA) prohibits the take of migratory hirds, their parts, nests, eggs, and nestlings. To ensure
compliance with the MBTA, you should assess potential impacts to migratory birds and establish
meazares 10 avoid the “take” of an active nest or migratory bird. We recomimend that any
unavoidable vegetation clearing and surface disturbance be conducted outside migratory bird
breeding, nesting, and fledging seasons. You should evaluate short- and long-term impacts to
migratory bird habitat in your EA, focusing on species on the ULS, Fish and Wildlife Service
2008 list of Birds of Congervation Concern and thoge identified in the Utah Wildlife Action Flan
(UDWE 2005). Finally, mitigation should be developed to fully compensate any unavoidable
habitat losses and to conserve these species in the long term.,

We recommend the use of the Utalk Fiald Office Guidelines for Rapror Protection fiom Himan
and Land Use Disterbances (Romim and Muck 2002} to provide consistent application of rapior
protection measares and full compliance with eovironmental laws regasding raptor protection,

Responses
Comment 67-01
The EA has been revised to include a more in-depth analysis of

Biological Resources, including seasonal land clearing restrictions as a
migratory bird and raptor protection measure (see Section 3.11).
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67-01
(cont’'d)

Commenter 67 — Larry Crist (USFWS) (continued)

The Guidelimes provide raplor survey protocels and mitigation measures to help ensure that
proposed projects will avoid adverse impacts fo raptoss. For example, vou should identify
Incations of existing raptor nests prior to the initiation of project activities and establish
appropriate spatial buffer zones of inactivity during crucial breeding and nesting periods.
Cerlain rapior species can arrive al nesting sites as early as December. Nesting and fledging
sctivities can continue through Aungust,

Please note that we removed the bald eagle from the federal list of endangered and threatened
species. While bald cagles no longes are provided protection under the ESA, they are siill
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act in addition to the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act.

We appreciate the opporiunity io provide these comments, For further assistance, please contact
Amny Dhefreese, Ecologist, at the letterhead address or (801) 975-3330 k128

Sincerely,
A

FEary Crist
Utah Ficld Supervisor

o UD'WE. — Cedar City (Attn:Bruce Bonshrake)
DO, OEPC — (Robert F. Stewart) (by email)

References

Romin L. and J. Muck. 2002, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Utah Field Office Guidelines for
Raptor Protection from Hurnan and Land Use Disturbances.

Utah Division of Wildlife Besources, 2005, Utah Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation
Strategy. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Salt Lake City, UT.

Responses
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68-01

Commenter 68 — U.S. Representative Jim Matheson

From: “Martin, Ashley” <Ashley MariniEmail house. govs

Ta: “joseph.zambeli@net].doe.gov” <joseph.zambelli@net dos gove

Diate: B/20¢2011 5:16 PM

Subject: Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Flot Project, Kanab, UT

Aftachments: Alexander letier.docx; Beesley letter docy; Bill Barmes letter docx; Bocker

letter.doc; Carter letter.doc; Cooper letter.dote; Csenge letter.dacy; D
ecker letier docx; Henley lefier.docy; Hoverman letter docx; Jacobs letter.
doc; Kaczowska letter.pdf, Marene Barnes letter.doc; Pecora letter.doc;
Shelton letter docie; Thacher letier. docx; Woods letter dooe 081611 Barth
Draft EA comment lether FINAL 08182011 pdf

Dizar Mr. Zambelli,

We understand that last week the public cormment peried for the draft EA for the Utah Coal and Biomass Fus'ed Plot Plant Projsct
in Kanah, UT closed. We were contacted by a numier of cur censtituents who submitted comments. but wanted to be sure that they
were received in ime. In addition, we had a few constituents who missed the deadline entirely. In speaking with your colleagus Mr.
Paul Detwiler last week. he had mdicated that DOE would st accent a few late comments. As such, we have gathered copies of
these comments from our constituents and attached them to this email. Agan. some you may have aready, but we just wanted to
be sure they were receved and hope they can be considered as part of this process. We may have one mere batch 1o send along
early next week.

Thank yeu m adwancs your consideration and efforts on this project. Please let me know if | can answer any questions.
Sinzerely,

Ashley Martn

Senior Legislative Assistant
Rep. Jim Mathesen (UT-02)
2434 Raybum HOE
Washingzon, DC 20513
Phone: 202-225-3011

Fax: 202-225-5638

Sign up for Congressman Matheson's | +www. hiouse govimath tips-iowa.house gowiowaUdBlockedEmor azpe>
[cidtimage01 jog@ CCTTAC 522 3TFO0}<hitp: fwww facebook comiRep JimMathescns{cid- image00Z2 prg@ 01 CCTTAC 5223700
[=httociwew. youtuoe comirepjimmatheson=[cid:imagel03.jpg@01 CCTTAC. 5223 TFON<htptwitter.com#F repjimmathesan=

Comment 68-01
Comment noted.

Responses
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69-01

69-02

69-03

69-04

69-05

Commenter 69 — Bill Barnes
Nr. Zambelli:

Since the winter of |ast year | have spent literaly hundreds of hours attending planning and zoning meestings,
city council meetings and concemed citizen mestings. | have read, researched and written letiers o our local
newspaper and to the DOE. | have donated money and a great deal of additional time to commitiees that have
sought o educate the pubfc about this proposed project. All along | have had faith that the city, county, state
and federa’ governments actualy care what | think and what my very rzal concems are, BUT, after reading
every word of this “Draft Environmental Assessment” document, | now know that every decision maker
inwohied i this process has an agenda to build this pilet plant and that each and every goveming body is
under pressure to push this project, ewen if they were fo know that every single person in Kanab was aganst it

Significant parts of 2 paragraphs from this decument show the motivation behind the “no impact” findings of
the DOE. | feel that by hawing no other lecation as a wisble alternative, these paragraphs clearly show that the
DOE is under pressure o find 3 way to get this facifty built

2.4 No Action Alternative [p. 9) (Defines “Mo Action”}

... A Mo Action Altemative is considered in this EA and provides a benchmark {which means a
standard for judging). enabling decision-makers to compare the magnitude of environmental
effects of the Proposed Action. Under the Mo Action Alternative, DOE would not provide
funding for the construction and operation of the Pilot Plant... [therefore] the proposed project
would not be undertaken..

3.5.3 Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative (Page 48) (This plant is part of a larger
agenda.)

...No-Action ... would delay planned steam hydrogasification projects by perhaps several
years. The increased understanding of feedstock conversion to clean, high-energy fuel
sources would not be gained, nor could an example of successful and safe steam
hydrogasification, on any scale, be offered to the public in support of a larger, more expensive
project...

As for the document in general, here are my thoughts:

Throughout the entire document, terms Fe ne [loxic spills] are “anticipated”, no [industrial accdents] are
“expected”, no [seepage of waste waters into our water supply] “is likely” are used to dspel our very real
fears about industrial accidents, toxic spills, accidental contamination of cur ground [ drinking water,
contaminaton of our waste water containment ponds, air pollution, ete. So | supposs we are to beleve that
everything sbout this plant is going to be just hunky dory. And who is going to be in charge of monitoring actual
levels of air pellutants, possible spills, and a myriad of other emergencies that could ecour at this site? Why,
Wiresco, of courss!

In addition 1o envirenmenial dangers, the Paute Mation is very concemed about the disturbance of human
remains or the destruction of culturay significant artifacts while building this facility. Again, we are being twold
that such ccourrences are unlikely. sven though the same scenaric was unlikely at Jackson Flats, and yet it
occurred. And whe is going to be in charge of recognizng and presening possible dscoveries of human
remains and cultural artifacts? Why, Viresco, of coursel

After 3, Viresco and the city of Kanab have besn entrely open and forthcoming about this project until this
paint. haven't they? Or did they forget to mention that this 30 day pilot plant wil likely be expanded to 3 130
day plant that will run t2sts 247 for up to B0 days in & row? With the expansion of the plant, did they forget to
mention that tons of ash will be disposed of in our landf|? Or did they forget to mention that the wastewater
from this expanded plant will like be put into our sewer ponds? Or did they forget to mention that the permitted
flare stack now has no specific height, so it wil at least be 67 feet high, but the upper limit has not been
established? Or did they forget to mention that Viresco has a 20 year lease on ths property and that Viresco s

Responses
Comment 69-01

Comment noted.
Comment 69-02
Comment noted.
Comment 69-03

The subject of potential impacts from groundwater contamination is
answered under comment 32-07. U.S. EPA regional personnel enforce
the SPCC rules through onsite inspections of facilities. The response to
comment 43-07 addresses the potential effects of a potential
catastrophic accident.

Comment 69-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-07, 34-07, and 56-10.

Comment 69-05

The subject of this comment regarding the use of the Kane County
Landfill has been addressed in response to comment number 15-13; The
subject of this comment regarding the use of the City of Kanab's
wastewater system has been addressed in response to comment
number 15-25; The subject of this comment regarding the height of the
proposed flare stack has been addressed in response to comment
number 81-05; The subject of this comment regarding decommissioning
has been addressed in response to comment number 57-07; The subject
of this comment regarding surface water has been addressed in
response to comment number 65-04; The subject of this comment
regarding health and safety has been addressed in response to
comment number 43-07; The subject of this comment regarding the
residents in Fredonia has been addressed in response to comment
number 15-07.
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69-05
(cont’d)

69-06

69-07

Commenter 67 — Bill Barnes (continued)

only required to restore the land to = former condition at the end of 30 years? Or did they forget that the
llackson Flats Reservoir is only %4 mile away from this plant and that a spill or other disaster could very we
pollute this water? Or did they forget to consider the health and safety of the 200 inmates who will b= housed in
the “Kane County Safety Facty” only s a mile from this plant? Or did they forget to consider that the residents
jof Fredonia, AZ also fve in even closer proximity to the facility than the people of Kanab®

| feel that my concams and questions were simply glossed ower and that the answers that the DOE gave did
not sdequately address my main concemn, which was and still is the pessble contamination of ground water
and the drinking water supply, plus the rzal danger of mdustria’ mishaps. | want a more thorough EIS to
examine the project more closely, taking into consideration all of the points that | have addressed
along with the points raised by others both tonight and in the follow-up written comments. This project
is wrong for Kanab, and | insist on being given a woice in this matter.

Sinzersly,
Eill Earmes

Responses
Comment 69-06

As stated in Section 3.6.1, the primary drinking water supply for Kanab is
the Navajo aquifer, which is extracted 300 to 700 feet below ground
surface, from wells that are located north of the city. At the project site, it
is estimated that there is no groundwater within 100 feet of the ground
surface. Although the Coconino-De Chelly aquifer is present beneath
the Pilot Plant site, it is extremely unlikely that any chemical spill from the
project would infiltrate over 100 feet of soil and bedrock before it was
cleaned.

Comment 69-07

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 12-01 and 51-02.
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70-01

Commenter 70 — Catherine lves

From: Claire [mailto:clareinpresswebuoom]
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2001 3:26 PM
T "joseph.zamoell@NETL.DOE. GOV
Subject: Response to BA Document

Hi Joe:

During meetings several people said that this plant does net fit inko Kanab as a community,
That sounds a bit vague, I'd like to make this idea more concrete,

First: the city council and city planning commission. Our city council and city planning
commission members are not professionals. They are residents of Kanab who have been
elected or sometimes assigned to those posts, Kanab has one professional staff, a city
manager. The city manager seems at a loss as to what to do about a manufacturing plant
within our city imits. At a mesting I attended where issues of possible reclamation were
mentioned in case something should go wrong...say Viresco going out of business... he could
only refer to perhaps a supsrmarket being half built. A city council member had to point out to
him that a supermarket would hardly leave dangerous substances on the site which would
have to be cleaned up which could be a very costly project.

The city planning commission worked for nine months on a cenditional wse permit for the plant
in conjunction with an engineering firm hirad for the purpose and finally gave up granting a
CUP to Viresco even though the height of the smokestack at the time was still unknown due to
the unknown size for the flare assembly. There was also a vague mention of the reclamation
issue and the need for a bond which would be ancther conditional use.. totally unresolved.
The commission granted the CLIP anyway. They were obviously by now in a hurry. Important
issues were left unresolved.

When a proposed new land use ordinance suggested that a special inspector for the plant be
hired by the city ...someone familiar with high heat plant components....one of the city council
groused that it would cost too much to hire such an inspector that it couldn't be covered by
the city budget. And yet obviously such an inspector would be badly needed.

Responses
Comment 70-01

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 15-17, 15-06, 15-04, and 43-07.
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70-01
(cont’'d)

70-02

Commenter 70 — Catherine Ives (continued)

Sor amateur city government not qualified to oversee an experimental factory in Kanab
invelving dangercus substances and possibly dangerous components such as gassifiers
operating at very high temperatures.

As I said in my comments at the recent DOE mesting the trouble with the EA is that it
assumes normal ocperation of the plant, However plants often don't operate normally, This will
be an experimental plant. Industrial accidents are very common. That's obvious. Just the other
day there was an explosion at a nuclear power plant in France. During the recent earthquake
in WA a 40 year old nuclear power plant was shaken so violently that it's not clear whether the
plant should be permanently shut down. The company is now in court vs the state of VA, T
could go on...

The EA states that the Kanab Fire Department is fully staffed. However it is mostly a voluntesr
fire department. That is, it has cne paid carser firefighter, the Chief. The department works
wery hard to train and to be able to handle any situation currently in Kanab. So far thesa
include house fires and rolled over tanker trucks on the roads, etc, Whether the fire
department could handle an explosion or fire at the proposed plant or some other
circumstance remains to be seen. What would bother me the most would be the accidental
release of a cloud of pollution from the stack. Do we want to build this plant and then find out
what could go wrong?

There was a brush fire recently not too far from the plant site. If a brush fire should get into
the plant yard there would almost certainly be an explosicn of the coal dust.

Kanab has a small hospital. It is really litHe more than a first aid facility. Local mothers who
can afford it tend to have their babies at Dixie Regional Medical Centar in St. George. That's
because if anything should go wrong duwring labor they would have to be life flighted to 5t
George anyway. The nearest burn unit is at the University of UT hospital in St George or in
Las Wegas, NV. Specialist MDs are all in either 5T. George, Salt Lake City or Las Vegas. Some
specialists visit the hospital once a month. That's the price residents of Kanab pay for living in
their quiet [ittle town, Residents do a lot of diiving to see the specialist dockor or dentist!

If there should be a fire or other accident at the plant what would happen to the people
working there or firefighters cperating there? We don't know.

So with normal operation this plant might be ok. But what if something goes wrong? If this
plant is built... as I said before... we the residents of Kanab will all be guinea pigs. Is this worth
it to the residents of Kanab for 9 jobs and so Viresco can sell this process in China? Obviously
not.

That is why this plant doas not fit into Kanab. Kanab doesn't have the resources to handle it in
a safe way. Plain and simple. No talk of "aesthetics™ or "socio economics”. Just plain facts,

Thank you,
Catherine Ives
Kanab UT

Comment 70-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to

comment number 43-07.

Responses
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71-01

71-02

71-03

71-04

Commenter 71 — Caralee Woods

Mr. Joseph Zambelli
WEPA Documents Manager

Diear Joe

Thank you for considering my following comments regarding the Draft EA for the Utah Coal and
Biomass Fueled Pilot Flant (DOE/EA-1E70)

My earlier letter sent after the initial pubfic hearng in Kanab, UT, is the reference for the
concemns listed below

2.7.2-3 FACILITY PROCESSES AND EQUIPMENT

Regarding feedstocks, you say *...it would need to be provided certain feedstocks consisting
of..." but you donot specify those feedstocks. More information is reguired to support your
further statements. What feedstocks will b2 used? Old tires® Wood chips? Roadkill? I'm naot
irying to be funny here; we need to know what plans the owner has for trying out various
sources that might create not only odors, but concenirated toxins

Regarding products and waste generated, you say that the coa’ ash wi be " .dispossd of in an
appropriate landfill.” What makes the landf? appropriate? Proximidy? Could the ash be
drsposed of in our nearby landfill? Or will i be put in barrels and shipped 10 a place where the
related toxins will be mitigated? We need much more information here.

2.9.3 SURFACE WATER

| am surprised that you say “There are no catalogued lakes or resereoirs in the drainage basin.”
In fact, withm a stone’s throw you will find Jackson Flat Ressnvoir, just dewnhill of the Pilot
Plant. Any water runcif is Frely to find its way almaost immediately to that reservoir which will be
used for agricultural irrigation. thus finding its way into the food chan.,

3.1.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

“ow state that =, Viresco submitted an application 1o the City of Kanab to re-zons the 10-acre
property from RE-1 (Wery Low Density Residential) to M2 [Light Manufaciuring)...” Actually, the
rezone was from Agricultural Zone, not RR-1. Please comect this fact.

3.1.2 ENVIROMMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

You point cut that “Use of this site for an industrial facility (the Pilet Plant) would not be
considersd compalible with recreational sites, such as parks, primarily dus to dimvnished
azsthetic quality.” This is true, and yet you go on to say that this plan, which has been in the
works for years, is on'y conceptual and can be changed to accommodate the Pilet Plant's siting.
‘Where did you get this information? Because the recreational area by definition will sumound
the resereoir, it cannot be moved very far. Mo matter what, the “aesthatic quality” of the reserair

Responses
Comment 71-01

The subjects of this comment have been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 6-09 and 15-09.

Comment 71-02

As stated in response to comment number 15-16, because the Jackson
Flat Water Supply Storage Project has not been completed, there is no
impoundment; hence, this future water body has not been cataloged by
the state. Potential cumulative impacts to this reservoir are discussed in
Section 4.2.

Comment 71-03

The Final EA has been revised in Section 3.1 to show the correct original
zoning category applicable to the SITLA property.

Comment 71-04

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 13-02, 24-06, and 33-02.
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71-04
(cont’d)

71-05

71-06

71-07

Commenter 71 — Caralee Woods (continued)

and any future parks wil be greatly diminished. Please give more information regarding the
compatibility of the plant with the future recreational enjoyment of the resemvoir and sumound
parks. Cuotes from city leaders would be entirely appropriate here.

3.5.2 ENVIRONM ENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

After listing air quafties in the region, deseribing Class 1 areas, eic., you summarze that “short-
and long-term minor adverse effects on air quatty would be expected from the proposed
project.” This enfire section is grounded in the assumpticn that emissions from the plant will
produce no ill effects on human health becauss the levels are low. The problem with this is the
ogic that “a litte pollubion s acceptakle.” | realize that my objection iz this is slighily l=ss than
scientific, but must state nonetheless that because a litle pollution is acceptable to someons, it
= not accepiable to everyone. And | cite again the 2008 semmal article by Annette Peters
CIRCULATION: Journal of the American Heart Association that points out that "guidelines et to
protect healthy nermal indwiduals may not be adequate for vulnerable populations.” The fact
that 20% of Kanab residents are over 85 years of age, making it particularly susceptible fo
negative changes in air quality, has been entirely ignored in your EA. The fact that air quality in
the region of Kanak is very clear is no excuse to make 1 less so and io ignore facts that may be,
as the man says, “inconvenient.”

Further, there does not appear to be any real analysis other than the chars you pulled from
other sources. What will happen in KANAS? MNone of the levels of GO, NOZ, 502, and PM10
are measursd here, or apparently anywhere in Southern Utsh, so | am confused as to what real
analysis was done of the Pilet Plant's expected emissions. Please rewvisit this.

A1 the last public meeting. | spoke with Damyl Shockley, the Project Manager of this plant. |
asked him whofwhat would be monitoring this plant's emissions. He seemead surprised by the
guestion, and then guessed that the EP& would be responsiblz. | asked him to guess again, and
he had no clue that in fact the Utah DAQ and DEQ would be asking Viresco to keep records and
report ifs own emissions and stered toxins. This may be comman practice for small source
polluters, but that does not make it acceptable. Mor is the maonitaring process for the plant
discussed anywhers in the Draft EA.

3.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

| am curicus about Sarkane Energy being the provider of large amounts of propane to the plant.
Tharz are several propane providers i the area, mcluding Amerigas. Why is 1 assumed that
Garkane wi be the provider of propane vs. other companies?

3.9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Moise issues are addressed here, and limted largely to noise created by the constructon of the
piant. However, the City of Kanab is requiring that the flare stack have a structure that wi
enchose the flare and mitigate the visual and, it is said, odor of the flame. However, my
research indizates that the enclosure might well have the effect of a resonating chamber for the
sound of the burning flame. Please addrzss the effzcts of sound magnification when an
enchosure surounds the fame.

Responses
Comment 71-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 21-02 and 32-05.

Comment 71-06

Propane is a commercially available commodity resource. The decision
regarding the choice of a supplier was made by Viresco based on market
factors and availability.

Comment 71-07

Noise levels from the flare would depend on the final design, which is
unknown at this time. However, as discussed in response to comment
54-08, DOE expects that the design would take into consideration any
OSHA regulation to protect workers and the public. Per OSHA
standards, the maximum acceptable noise level for any continuously
noise-generating equipment is 90 dBA (29 CFR 1910.95). Assuming a
worst-case sound level of 90 dBA at the Pilot Plant fence line, it is
estimated that at a half mile from the property, the sound level from plant
equipment would be less than 50 dBA, which is considered relatively
quiet. The flare enclosure is expected to reduce sound levels further and
the actual sound level of the flare would likely occur at levels that are
imperceptible by the closest residential receptor, over half a mile away.
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71-08

71-09

71-10

Commenter 71 — Caralee Woods (continued)

3.10.2.2 -3 ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT

You say that exsting structures in the general arga (Landfill, communication fowers, jail, ete.)
“...are already visible from the same locations and hawve not detracted from regional toursm.”
‘What information do you have o support that statement? You frequently cite the Sonoran
Instiute report, and specificaly that diverse sconomies with an educated workforce are in the
best positions to take advantage of nearby protected public lands from an economic standpaint.
That point is not well explained. However, you go on to point out that “the greatest source of real
ncome growth has been non-labor income (e.g. investment income often associated with
retirzes)...” You then say that what the Pilet Plant represents is good, higher wage white-collar
service industry. You cite that the Pilot Flant *..would create nine new jobs in the Kanab and
Kane County area in the high-wage senice industry (engineerng).” Actually, on p. 62 you say
that five of the nine employses would be Virssco employees—presumab’y the engineers. The
other four would be contract employess: Guthrie has noted that he will need a forklift cperator
and one or two night watchmen. The other one or two employees are left undescribed. | am
doubtful that the forkl#t operator and night watchmen will be making high salaries. So, as you
say, “negligible impacts on population and housing would be expected.” The far reach that
additional jobs in the serice industries around Kanab will be created by the purchasng power
of these five engineers is doubtful. However, if you can prove that multiplier effect, | would like
1o s= that done in the final EA. Further, you siate that “During operation, taxes would begin to
o= paid on the property.." In fact, because the Filot Plant will be located on SITLA land, owned
oy the State of Utah, not one penny n property taxes wi be paid fo the City of Kanab. Please
correct that statement and also consider why such an assumption was made without checking
with anyone in the city government who could have corrected the error before going to print.

424 CULTURAL RESOURCES

You say “If any human remains are discoversd, then such a discovery could be viewed as a
cumulative impact of the projects.” | strongly expect that if evidence of an old burial site of white
p=ople were uncovered. there would be a frenzy that would stop the project in its fracks. How is
1 that human remains of an ancient ribe of Native Americans is nothing more than "COULD BE
VIEWED AS...7" This s not an emotional plea, so please don't interpret it as such. Thiss a
simple fact that | s2e a5 dismissive when your very next staterment puts such a discovery in the
same category as the buildng of a jail nearby. Additonally, I'm sure the wild™fe in the arza are
pretly convinced that the building of this plant will constitute cumulative impact.

| could continue in this wein for @ very long time, as this Draft EA is full of noonsistences and
unsubsiantiated claims. it appears clear that your charge is to go forward with this plant no
mattzr what. | am so very disappointed in my own government's inability to do nothing but fall
forward onio the sword of an earmark despite the level of local oppesition it has receved. Jos,
you told me that this plant began with politics and it is politics, and enfy politics. that can stop it
For the record, it appears to me that the process you have been folowng s, sir, polites. My
government says it wants to do something with coal, and so it is. If that's not political, then what
5 it?

‘When the Final EA is published, please send me a hard copy so that | may study it carefully.

Sincerely,

Cara'ee Woods
1ITFEEBS0 5

Hamab, UT 34741
cowoodsfhughes. net

Responses
Comment 71-08

In response to scoping comments received, DOE attempted to locate
information on the effects of development of the Kane County Public
Safety Facility and Kane County Landfill on regional tourism in order to
compare with potential effects of the development of the Pilot Plant and
did not find any readily available information stating that these facilities
had any impact. Viresco currently is anticipating that approximately nine
employees would be required and four may be contract employees,
though the exact nature of the employment and number of workers is not
currently known. Regardless of what job tasks are ultimately performed
by these workers, they would represent approximately nine new jobs
employed in the engineering industry. This would be a diversification of
the labor force in an area of the country where the greatest amount of
real income growth has been in investment income, which is often
associated with retirees. In light of the Sonoran Institute report (Sonoran
Institute, 2004), this would represent an economic benefit with respect to
taking advantage of nearby protected public lands. Although the future
behaviors of individuals employed at the Pilot Plant cannot be exactly
determined, it is anticipated that the employees would choose to live in
the Kanab area; if so, their presence would contribute positively to the
tax base. In addition, it is commonly accepted that employees often
utilize goods and services provided by businesses in the areas of their
workplaces, which would cause a positive economic impact to those
businesses.

Because the project would be a private enterprise (not owned by DOE)
on property leased by SITLA, it would be subject to commercial tax
assessments as confirmed by the Kane County Treasurer.

Comment 71-09

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 24-07 and 61-05. The explanation in the Draft EA
was intended to describe the potential for inadvertent discovery of
human remains, including Native American remains, and the fact that
any such discovery would result in a cumulative impact in light of the
prior discoveries during excavation for the Jackson Flat Water Supply
Storage Project.

Comment 71-10
Comment noted.
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72-01

Commenter 72 — Don Collins
Joseph Zambelli - gasification plant

From: "don collins" <donandotto@yahoc.com™
To: <joseph.zambelli@netl doe_gov=

Date: 9/19/2011 4:58 PM

Subject: gasification plant

sirs; 1 would like to make you aware that there is a shut in refinery 2 miles to
the south!!

i would be willing to bet the owners would welcome this project! probable not
vour decision to make but, any influence on your part would be appreciated !

thank you don collins

Comment 72-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to

comment number 8-01.

Responses
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73-01

Commenter 73 — James R. Henley, Jr.

Mr. Joseph Zambelli

HMEPA Documents Managsr
U.5. DOE—NETL

3810 Collins Ferry Road
PO Box 830

Morgantown, WY 28507

Dear Mr. Zambelli,

Following are my comments on the Draft EA for Utah Coal and Biomass Fueled Pilot Plant
(DOEEA-18700).

31013 ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT

“It 5 high'y unlikely that the presence of the propesed factity would disnupt the enjoyment of
these recreational locations or associated lecal economic activity considering the relstively small
size of the proposed facility...and the distance of the recreational lands from the site.”

“Although plant structures would be visile. . the Pilot Plant would be located in procemity to
the Kanab Munizipal Arpor, the Kane County Public Safety Facility, the Kane County Landfill,
and existing communication towers, which are already wisibe from the same locations and have
not detracted from regiona’ tourism.”

The abowe passages address questions | raised in my earlier letter whers | asked about threats
1o existing jobs in local business. | think the EA is inadequate in several respecis and raise
guestion about how seriously the EA addressed potentially important economic issuss.

= Mo data or references are cited of evidence of the EA's conclusion that it is “high'y
unlikely” the proposed plant would pose a threat to existing jobs in Kansb. While
wisitation fo Zion, Bryce, and the Grand Canyon Matonal Parks might well show no
change, where those tourists spend nights, 23t and make other expenditures cannat be
presumed to be unaffected by the Piot Plant's presence. Tourists have choices roughly
equidistant from where they recreate:
Grand Canyon—stay in Kanab, Page, AZ, or Jacob's Lake
Bryce—WKanab vs. Cedar Ciy, Panguitch, or Ruby's Inn
Zion—F¥anab vs. 51 George, Hurrcane, Springdale. or Washington

Such choices may have a net zero impact on the regional tourism economy, but Kanab
may lose revenue and jobs whie cther communities gamn them.

Responses
Comment 73-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment numbers 21-03 and 36-06.

(0281-v¥3/30AQ) 1ue|d 10]1d pajend sseuwolg pue [eoD yein Joj v [euld

TT0Z Jaqwisdeq



€T¢-3

73-02

73-03

73-04

73-05

Commenter 73 — James R. Henley, Jr. (continued)

« The EA cites other manmade structures near fo the proposed plant location; there is no
recognition that different structures or facilities may hawve very different impacis on the
wewer's judgments and conseguent actions.

A visitor appreaching Kanab on Highway 88 from the east can see these structures from
a distance. If they see a tower and conclude it serves the purpese of communication,
does that elicit the same reaction as seeing a tower whose purpose appears to be to
flare off substances likely to be otherwise harmiul?

If visitors see a hole in the ground, what s their rzaction if they comesctly identy a
sanitary landfill ws. thinking they see an open-pit coal or copper mne?

When they s=e an arport, wil ther reaction vary according to what kind of airport tis: a
municipal facility for small craff, a regional freight distribution where night flights will be
common, or 3 SAC base for BE2 flights?

When they s=e 3 j37 they may conclude it is a "normal” feature of most towns acress the
nation. if they see what they think 's a high secunty prison, their reaction will likely differ.

In the future Jackson Flat Ressrvor will be completed and identfiab’s from as faras a
body of water, |5 it a lake or reservoir? [s it 3 sewape treatment facility? Is it an
impoundment pond for evaporating polluted water, leaving behing some toxic solids and
perhaps also evaporating noxious volatile comgounds

Even had the EA presented evidence that the manmade structures had had no impact
on regional wourssm, it st7 necessitates a serous look at what a different structure—a
gasification plani—might have on regional and local tourism revenus.,

My earlier letier also asked about possible impacits the Pilot Plant might have on immigration to
F.anab and, thus, on the economy and on sales and price of housing. These guestions were not
addressed in the EA. | see only historic data on pp. 60-81, but no consideration of what might
happen were the Piot Plant to depress immigration and housing vaues.

n looking at the EA, o other questions ccocurred to me about topics | had not addressed in my
earlier letter.

» Section 2.7.5 DECOMMISSIONING notes °.. Viresco would be responsible for properly
remnowing structures, equipment and debris, restoring the land to the original contours,
and revegatating the land...” Is there any assurance that this cou’d not be avoded by
crcumstances such as Viresco's bankrupicy?

» Section 2.0 PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ALTERMATIVES
Is there no other site where such a Pilot Plant could be located? While there is some
support: for the Pilot Plant in Kanak, there is certamly a sizeablz cpposition thensto.

Responses
Comment 73-02

As stated in the response to comment number 24-06: “Aesthetics” is not
a resource that readily lends itself to quantitative impacts, particularly
when considering visibility of structures by individuals. Some individuals
would consider the visibility of manmade features to be more of an
impact on their aesthetic appreciation of a vista than others would. In
this context, the Draft EA considered the aesthetic qualities of Kanab,
and the qualitative effects of the proposed Pilot Plant on the local
viewshed. Figure 3-6 has been revised in the Final EA (now Figure 3-7)
to show approximately how large the Pilot Plant would appear from the
same vantage point in comparison to the visibility of nearby manmade
features. As conceptually depicted in Figure 2-3 of the EA, the Pilot
Plant would be a relatively modest commercial-industrial facility
occupying an acre and a half. Except for the exhaust flare structure and
associated scaffolding, the facility would be comparable to other
commercial-industrial facilities located along US 89A and elsewhere in
Kanab and Fredonia.

Comment 73-03

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 63-10.

Comment 73-04

As stated in response to comment number 24-03, Section 2.7.5 was
revised to include a discussion of specific decommissioning activities
that would occur.

Comment 73-05

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 8-01.
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73-05
(cont’d)

73-06

Commenter 73 — James R. Henley, Jr. (continued)

Some of this is not deubt apparent o you in the form of the size of crowds at loca
hearmgs and the volume of letters you hawve received in oppositon. Additionally, the
successful clizen Initiative (with signatures collected quickly surpassing the mmimum
required] and the more recent primary results for the upcoming Kanab City Council
elections attest to the local opposition.

thank you for considering my input. | hope you will s=e the EA is, at least, modified to address
the deficiencies | have identified and consider exiending the comment percd o allow for
additonal input from concerned ctizens.

Sincerely,

Cr. James R. Henley, Jr.
11TTGEBS0 S

Kanab, UT 84741
cowoodsfthughes.net

Responses
Comment 73-06

Comment noted. The subject of this comment has been addressed in the
response to comment number 20-01.
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74-01

74-02

74-03

74-04

Commenter 74 — Alan R. Beebe
Dabe: Thu, 16 Jun 2011 23:37:07 +0000
Mr. Zambelliz
Following are my abservations and comments regarding the proposed Viresoo fadlity:

1. All coal gasification systems emit micro particles that have been demonstrated to be a severe
respiratory hazard. It s an industry standard that particulate mitigation measures (e.g. filration,
separators and scrubibers) be installed so that these emissions may be substantally reduced. Mo such
measures are slated for installation for the Viresco facility, The projected particulate ernissions for this
fadility must be examined for potental community health effects,

2. Mr. Guthrie has stated that the pubwerizing of coal to a 100 micon size (100 micron partickes are the
same as white flour or bagged Portland cement particles) s to be performed at the fadlity. Coal dust is
listed by OSHA 2= an explosive hazard, so this is an extremely dangerous operation. Also, any dust of
this size is notarioushy difficult to handle and contain. There is no reportable quantity for the release of
coal to the environment 5o it is possible that Viresco may escape acoountability for ooal dust release,

3. All normal coal gasifications systems must hawve measures in place to scavenge valuable materials
resulting from the process (e.g. sulfuric add). The scavenging of these matenials not only make finandal
sense, they also senve to minimize the release of hazardous materials to the air or to other waste
discharges. Viresco has not included any of these preventative measures or systems for installation in
thedr facility.

4. This facilicy would negatively impact the Ineablity of the diy due o notse, stench (hydrogen sulfide,
or rotten egg gas), smoke and pallution opacity, and other visual disruption.

1 believe that Viresco's process must be carefully examined. 1 see no justfication for the construction of
this facility mear any population due to the extreme risks, both to health and to gualty of life.

Thank you for your consideration.
Alan F. Beebe

39W 200 N
Kanab, UT

Responses
Comment 74-01

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the responses to
comment numbers 52-08 and 63-06. Effects to air quality are addressed
in Section 3.5.2 of the Final EA.

Comment 74-02

The subject of this comment has been addressed in the response to
comment number 27-05.

Comment 74-03

The Pilot Plant would be designed to reuse sand and wastewater and
Viresco would recover and recycle other materials to the extent
practicable. Sulfuric acid, as mentioned by the commenter, wo