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1. BACKGROUND 
 
Public Comment Period 

Southeast Idaho Energy, LLC’s (SIE’s) Power County Advanced Energy Center (PCAEC) proposed to be 
located near American Falls, Idaho, will be a major facility as defined in IDAPA 58.01.01.008 (i.e., the 
facility will emit or have the potential to emit 100 tons per year of any regulated air pollutant). In 
accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.c of the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho (Rules), 
DEQ provided a 30-day comment period on the draft Permit to Construct P-2008.0066 from September 
24, 2008, through October 24, 2008. In response to a request from the Sierra Club, a notice was published 
on October 22, 2008, that extended the comment period for an additional 30 days, through November 24, 
2008.  
 
Application Material Availability 

Because of the complexity of the proposed project and the level of public interest, DEQ added a page to 
the DEQ Web site specifically for this project. Application materials, major milestones, the projected 
schedule for permitting this project, the draft permit and statement of basis, and graphics developed for 
the informational meetings were posted and updated on this page as soon as the information became 
available. For example, the application materials received on Tuesday, April 29, 2008, were available on 
the DEQ Web site by the end of that week. The Web page also included the permit engineer’s contact 
information and a link for interested parties to sign up to receive automatic email notifications whenever 
the Web page was updated.  
 
Informational Meetings and Public Hearings 

DEQ provided informational meetings regarding air quality permitting for this project in Pocatello, 
American Falls, and Fort Hall on September 22, 23, and 24, 2008, respectively. A public hearing was held 
in American Falls on October 9, 2008. An additional informational meeting and public hearing were 
provided in Pocatello on October 20, 2008.  
 
List of Commenters and Location of Individual Comments 

A list of individuals and organizations that provided comments in response to DEQ’s proposed action is 
included as Appendix A to this Response to Comments document. Comments submitted by the public 
using the electronic comment form on the DEQ Web site, e-mail, U.S. Mail, or in written form at the 
hearings are included in Appendix B. The transcript for the American Falls public hearing is included as 
Appendix C, and the transcript from the Pocatello public hearing is included as Appendix D.  

Comments received from the federal government level, i.e., the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, are included in Appendix E. 

Because of the length of the comments provided, comments received from the Sierra Club are included as 
Appendix F.  
 
DEQ Response to Comments 

DEQ’s responses to comments are provided in Section 3 of this Response to Comments document. To 
facilitate review, comments have been grouped by topic. Comments with a common theme have been 
grouped together as one comment and responded to as one comment. Where a number of commenters 
made similar comments, the identity of one or more of the commenters (but not necessarily all) has been 
included with the response.  
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2. SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND PERMIT CHANGES IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
A number of changes and clarifications to the draft permit were made in response to comments, design 
decisions, and recently promulgated changes to EPA regulations applicable to the two project boilers. 
These changes are noted after each response in Section 3 of this Response to Comments document. A 
summary of these changes is provided below: 

Changes to the draft permit: 

1. Permit duration has been corrected to be consistent with 40 CFR 52.21. The provision on the 
permit cover page stating that the permit was valid for two years has been corrected to state that 
the permit is valid for 18 months. 

2. Draft Permit Condition 2.2, HAPs Limits, was deleted. The uncontrolled HAPs emissions from 
the facility do not exceed 25 tons per year, and except for carbonyl sulfide (COS), the 
uncontrolled emissions of any single HAP do not exceed 10 tons per year. Enforceable provisions 
were included in the draft permit to keep carbonyl sulfide (COS) emissions below 10 tons per 
year. A thermal oxidizer designed for 95% destruction removal efficiency is required to be 
operated on the AGR CO2 vent, which is the only source of COS emissions. COS emissions are 
predicted to be 0.8 tons per year using this (CO) BACT technology. 

3. New Permit Condition 2.2, Requirement to Modify PTC, was added. Because the detailed 
engineering has not yet been done for this proposed project, specific operating parameter ranges 
are not yet available for pollution control devices and process equipment that serves a secondary 
purpose reducing pollutant loads in the process stream. The permit requires that the applicant 
develop and submit to DEQ for review and comment an O&M manual, CO Fugitive BMP Plan, 
and SSM Plan. The operating parameters contained in these documents are incorporated by 
reference into the permit as enforceable conditions.  

This requirement to modify the PTC serves two functions: it will eliminate the need for inspectors 
to determine which provisions in those plans are enforceable, and it will provide an opportunity 
for public review and comment on these provisions. 

The timing for the PTC modification was set at 180 days after initial startup, although the plans 
must be submitted to DEQ at least 60 days prior to startup. It is typical for minor adjustments to 
be made to operating parameter ranges based on accumulated experience operating the processes. 
Deferring the permit modification until 180 days after initial startup is meant to take advantage of 
lessons learned during the initial shakedown period for this facility. 

4. O&M manual provisions. The following changes were made to the permit condition requiring 
development and submittal of an O&M manual prior to startup: 

• Control equipment associated with the sulfuric acid plant has been deleted from the O&M 
manual list of equipment. 

• The ammonium nitrate neutralizer scrubber, which is an integral part of the ammonium 
nitrate process, has been added to the list of equipment that must be addressed in the O&M 
manual. 

5. BACT for fluxant handling silos: clarification. The draft permit required that fluxant be stored in 
a silo or equivalent enclosure provided with a high efficiency baghouse (minimum 99%). Work 
practices were determined to be BACT for this source (silo filling emissions must be controlled 
by a baghouse or cartridge filter designed for minimum 99% capture, control device must be 
included in O&M manual provisions, and the emission point is subject to monthly visible 
emission inspections unless a baghouse leak detection system is installed). Work practices are 
BACT for this source, but Table 3.3 has been revised to include pound-per-hour PM/PM10 limits 
for this emission point that are equivalent to the requirements contained in the draft permit, but 
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which may be more easily verified should DEQ determine that performance testing is warranted 
for this emission source. 

6. Sulfuric acid plant option was deleted. On December 10, 2008, SIE submitted Addendum No. 3 
to its application, stating that a design decision had been made to use a Claus sulfur recovery unit 
to produce elemental sulfur. The option to install a sulfuric acid plant has therefore been removed 
from the draft permit. Changes to the permit were made as follows: 

• Deleted all references to NSPS Subpart H, which applies to sulfuric acid plants. 

• Deleted the “sulfuric acid plant” option for the boilers. If a sulfuric acid plant were 
constructed, the package boiler would have been the only boiler installed and would have 
been operated on both natural gas and PSA tailgas. Using a Claus sulfur recovery unit 
instead, the remaining option included in the draft permit was to run the package boiler 
only on natural gas and only during startup and shutdown, with a similarly-sized steam 
superheater boiler installed that will be run on both natural gas and PSA tailgas and 
operated at full capacity during steady-state operations. During startup and shutdown, the 
combined operation of both boilers could not exceed 250 MMBtu/hr.  

• Deleted the discussion of the sulfuric acid plant in Permit Condition 7.1 and Table 7.1, 
and the sulfuric acid vent emission limits from Table 7.3. 

7. Boiler BACT Limit units have been revised. The pound per day limits in Table 6.2 of the draft 
permit have been converted to equivalent limits in lb/MMBtu for PM, PM10, NOx, and CO, to 
allow easier comparison with published BACT limits for similar sources. The pound per hour 
limits remain in the permit as secondary limits. 

8. Boiler Operations have been clarified. Boiler operations for the case in which a Claus sulfur 
recovery unit would be used were described in the applicable section in the draft permit. For 
clarity, however, Permit Condition 6.8 has been revised to highlight that the package boiler can 
be operated only during startup and shutdown, may burn only natural gas, and that when both the 
package boiler and steam superheater boiler are operating the combined heat input to the boilers 
cannot exceed 250 MMBtu per hour.  

9. NSPS Subpart Db regulatory changes have been incorporated. On January 28, 2009, EPA 
promulgated changes to this New Source Performance Standard,1 which applies to the package 
boiler and steam superheater boiler. The final rule included changes to the definitions to address 
gasified coal and included a new compliance option to exempt some sources from the NSPS 
opacity standard. Section 6 of the permit has been revised to show that the steam superheater 
boiler will be exempt from the NSPS opacity standard if the permittee installs a continuous 
emission monitoring system (CEMS) to monitor PM emissions from this stack. The state standard 
limiting the opacity to 20% still applies, however. 

10. Thermal Oxidizer destruction removal efficiency (DRE) has been increased from 90% to 95%. 
SIE determined in consultation with its technology provider that 95% DRE was technically 
feasible for treating CO, COS, and H2S in the AGR CO2 vent emissions (see Addendum No. 4 to 
the application). As a result of this change, the lb/hr emission rates in Table 7.2 were revised. The 
SO2 limits were increased slightly from 3.6 lb/hr to 3.8 lb/hr and from 15.6 T/yr to 16.5 T/yr. The 
CO limits were reduced from 17.3 lb/hr to 8.7 lb/hr and from 75.9 T/yr to 38.0 T/yr. 

11. BMPs for fugitive CO are now specifically required in Permit Condition 7.9 for the part of the 
gasifier island where CO concentrations in the process stream will be relatively high (i.e., from 
the gasifier to the last sour shift reactor). See the response to Comment 92. This does not 
represent a significant change to the permit: General Provision 2 in the draft permit already 
required that the permittee “maintain in good working order and operate as efficiently as 

                                                           
1 January 28, 2009, 74 FR 5072. 
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practicable, all treatment or control facilities or systems installed and used to achieve compliance 
with the terms and conditions of this permit….”  

12. Syngas monitoring has been clarified. The draft permit required sampling and analysis of the 
syngas stream being vented to the gasifier flare during startup. Permit Condition 7.10 has been 
revised to clarify that the analyses must include determination of the concentration of sulfur 
compounds (to ensure that the amine scrubber is functioning as designed) and the concentration 
of the toxic metal compounds listed in Permit Condition 3.7.1. 

13. Urea Granulation Stack BACT units have been revised. The pound per hour limits in Table 8.2 of 
the draft permit have been converted to equivalent limits in pounds per ton of product for PM and 
PM10 to allow easier comparison with published BACT limits for similar sources. The pound per 
hour limits and the ton per year limit for PM10 remain in the permit as secondary limits. 

14. Urea Granulation Process Scrubber requirements have been clarified. The emission inventory and 
compliance modeling demonstration for the urea granulation process was based on the use of a 
wet scrubber that is an integral part of the urea granulation process (i.e., process equipment). 
Permit Condition 8.6 has been added to specifically require that this process equipment be 
designed to capture and recycle 98% of the PM/PM10 dust from the air in the granulator and 
coolers. 

15. Nitric Acid Plant BACT units have been revised. The 15.33 lb/hr nitric acid tailgas vent NOx 
limit in Table 9.2 of the draft permit has been converted to an equivalent limit of 50 parts per 
million by volume (ppmv) to allow easier comparison with published BACT limits for similar 
sources. At maximum production capacity of 575 tons of acid per hour, this limit is also 
equivalent to 0.64 lb/ton of acid produced. The pound per hour limits and the ton per year limit 
for NOx remain in the permit as secondary limits.  

16. AN Neutralizer BACT has been clarified. The pound per hour PM/PM10 emission limits shown in 
Table 9.2 of the draft permit have been clarified to note that these are not BACT limits. BACT for 
this source was determined to be work practices in lieu of an emission limit. Emissions are best 
controlled by following good operating practices for the scrubber within the neutralizer process. 
In addition, pound per hour and ton per year limits on NOx emissions from the nitric acid plant 
tailgas vent serve to limit the amount of nitric acid that can be produced and fed to the AN 
neutralizer and UAN process, and NOx emissions from the nitric acid plant tailgas vent are 
continuously monitored using a NOx CEMS. This provides reasonable assurance of the PM/PM10 
emissions from the AN neutralizer vent. The pound-per-hour PM/PM10 limits for this emission 
point are equivalent to the work practices requirements contained in the draft permit, but may be 
more easily verified should DEQ determine that performance testing is warranted for this 
emission source. 

17. Ammonium Nitrate Neutralizer Process Scrubber requirements have been clarified. The emission 
inventory and compliance modeling demonstration for the ammonium nitrate neutralizer vent was 
based on the use of a 90% efficient wet scrubber that is an integral part of the neutralizer process 
(i.e., process equipment). General Provision 2 in the draft permit required that the permittee 
“maintain in good working order and operate as efficiently as practicable, all treatment or control 
facilities or systems installed and used to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of 
this permit….” Permit Condition 9.5.4 has been added to specifically require that this process 
equipment be designed to capture and recycle 90% of the PM/PM10 within the process. 

18. ZLDS and Cooling Tower BACT units have been revised. The pound per hour BACT PM/PM10 
emission limits for these two sources have been replaced by the equivalent percentage of total 
circulating water flow to allow easier comparison with published BACT limits for similar 
sources. These percent values were used to develop the pound per hour emission limits listed in 
the draft permit. The pound per hour and ton per year limits remain in the permit as secondary 
limits.  
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Project Changes that resulted in no Additional Permit Conditions 

1. Catalytic controls for N2O have been added to the design for the nitric acid plant. On January 9, 
2009, SIE submitted Addendum No. 4 to its application, which included updated information 
regarding the nitric acid plant design. The vendor for the nitric acid plant process equipment 
reportedly typically installs catalytic controls for N2O for its clients in Europe, and SIE has made 
a design decision to include these controls to limit N2O emissions from the nitric acid tailgas vent 
to a maximum of 300 parts per million by volume (ppmv) as part of demonstrating compliance 
with the state toxic air pollutant (TAP) increment for N2O. Because the ambient impact 
associated with uncontrolled N2O emissions would also comply with the TAP increment, no 
monitoring or recordkeeping is required for N2O emissions (see the response to Comment 59).  
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3. PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSES 
 
Public comments regarding the permit analysis and air quality aspects of the draft permit are summarized 
below. Due to the similarity of many of the comments received, the summary presented below combines 
and/or paraphrases some comments in order to eliminate duplication and to provide a more concise 
summary.  

For air quality permitting, DEQ cannot take into consideration comments that are unrelated to air quality, 
e.g., comments simply stating support or opposition to a project; potential impacts associated with 
transport of feedstock or products by truck, rail, or pipeline; or the availability of groundwater or surface 
water for use at the proposed facility. 
 
DEQ does not respond to questions, comments, and/or suggestions received during the comment period 
that do not relate to the air quality aspects of the permit application, the Department’s technical analysis, 
or the draft permit. For this permit, however, a brief response has been provided for cases where the 
relevant information had already been provided in the application or where a concern was forwarded to 
the appropriate DEQ or EPA program office.  

AIR QUALITY REGULATORY PROGRAM 
 
Comment 1. DEQ Regulations - Stringency. Comments were received suggesting that companies 

come to Idaho because our regulations are more lax than other states, that the lack 
of regulation has long term effects on our population, that air quality standards and 
rules in Idaho should be tightened, and that providing jobs should not outweigh 
protecting public health from industrial plant emissions. (Christensen, Crane, Devore, 
et al.) 

Response: 

The text in quotes below was taken from the preamble to a 2002 EPA rulemaking regarding Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting: 2 

“The new source review (NSR) provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA) are a combination of air quality 
planning and air pollution control technology program requirements for new and modified stationary 
sources of air pollution. In brief, section 109 of the CAA requires the EPA to promulgate primary 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and secondary NAAQS to 
protect public welfare.” Public health includes the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, 
children, and the elderly. Public welfare includes, but is not limited to, effects on soils, waters, crops, 
vegetation, manmade materials, animals, wildlife, weather, visibility, and climate; damage to and 
deterioration of property, and hazards to transportation; as well as effects on economic values and on 
personal comfort and well-being, whether caused by transformation, conversion, or combination with 
other air pollutants. “Once those standards have been set, Idaho must develop, adopt, and submit to EPA 
for approval a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that contains emission limitations and other control 
measures to attain and maintain the NAAQS and to meet the other requirements of section 110(a) of the 
CAA.” 

“Each SIP is required to contain a preconstruction review program for the construction and modification 
of any stationary source of air pollution to assure that the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) are achieved and maintained; to protect areas of clean air; to protect Air Quality Related 
Values (AQRVs) (including visibility) in national parks and other natural areas of special concern; to 
assure that appropriate emissions controls are applied; to maximize opportunities for economic 
development consistent with the preservation of clean air resources; and to ensure that any decision to 

                                                           
2 67 FR 8186, December 31, 2002. 
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increase air pollution is made only after full public consideration of all the consequences of such a 
decision.” 

Rules contained in the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho (IDAPA 58.01.01, Rules) are an 
integral part of Idaho’s EPA-approved SIP. Where federal regulations are incorporated by reference, the 
Rules are updated each year to reflect changes to those regulations. Where changes in the federal program 
require that Idaho develop and submit a revised SIP for EPA approval, Idaho must submit the proposed 
SIP in accordance with EPA-defined schedules. Except for recent regulatory changes applicable to air 
quality permitting that have been proposed or will be proposed to the SIP, the Idaho air quality rules are 
the same as the federal rules except that Idaho implements a state program to regulate the emissions of 
toxic air pollutants (TAPs) in addition to the federal regulations governing hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs). 

In accordance IDAPA 58.01.23.799-802,3 anyone may petition the Idaho Board of Environmental Quality 
to initiate a rulemaking to change the Idaho Rules. Suggested changes to rules that are broader in scope or 
more stringent than federal regulations must meet the requirements specified in Idaho law, and do not 
take effect until they are approved by the legislature.4  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 2. DEQ Permitting Program. Commenters asked that DEQ look at every detail of this 
project and issue a permit that is protective of the American Falls community. 
Comments were received asking why DEQ would consider permitting a facility that 
1) is upwind of American Falls Reservoir and the Pleasant Valley area, and 2) emits 
pollutants.  

Response: 

EPA has delegated the authority to DEQ to implement the Clean Air Act program in Idaho. Air quality 
permits for stationary sources are issued in accordance with the current Rules, which are part of Idaho’s 
SIP (see the response to Comment 1).  

The permitting review includes an evaluation of the type and amount of pollutants that may be emitted 
and dispersion modeling that considers local terrain and meteorological conditions. The analyses must 
demonstrate that the impacts from the facility will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and that the emissions of state-regulated toxic air 
pollutants will not exceed the applicable TAP increment.  

DEQ’s obligation under the stationary source permitting program is to address the potential air quality 
impacts of a proposed project in accordance with the Rules as directed by the Idaho Legislature and the 
Board of Environmental Quality. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 3. DEQ Inspection and Enforcement Program. Comments were received stating 
concerns based on a perceived lack of regulatory enforcement for air emissions from 
the former FMC-Astaris facility and the Simplot Don Siding Plant located near 
Pocatello. 

Response: 

The former FMC-Astaris facility was located near Chubbuck on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. Air 
quality permitting and enforcement for that facility were under the jurisdiction of EPA Region 10.  

                                                           
3 http://adm.idaho.gov/adminrules/rules/idapa58/58index.htm 
4 Idaho Code Sections 39-118B and 107D, available at http://www.legislature.idaho.gov/idstat/TOC/IDStatutesTOC.htm 
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The Simplot Don Siding Plant is located in Power County, just north of Pocatello, and on lands 
immediately to the east of the former FMC plant. Air quality permitting and enforcement under the Clean 
Air Act for that facility is within the jurisdiction of DEQ, under authorities delegated to DEQ by the EPA. 
When violations have occurred, the Simplot Don Siding Plant has been subject to enforcement action 
requiring correction of the problem(s) and payment of penalties.  

Compliance information, including inspection reports and enforcement actions for Idaho facilities are 
public records that must be made available upon request.5 In addition, anyone with questions regarding 
the permitting and compliance status of facilities located in southeast Idaho6 is encouraged to contact 
DEQ’s Pocatello Regional Office at (208) 236-6160 or toll-free at (888) 655-6160.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 4. GHGs: Regulation of Greenhouse Gases (GHGs). Comments were received stating 
that the permit does not address emissions of greenhouse gases including CO2 and 
N2O, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the EPA was not following the intent of the 
Clean Air Act in not regulating carbon dioxide emissions, that CO2 must be 
regulated in this permit, that CO2 regulations are imminent, and that permitting 
this facility should be deferred until GHG regulations are developed.  (Sierra Club 
II.A, II.C, II.I.B) 

Response: 

DEQ conducts an emission and regulatory review to ensure that stationary source applicants will comply 
with all applicable local, state, or federal emission standards. As defined in Section 006 of the Rules, an 
emission standard means a permit or regulatory requirement established by DEQ or EPA that limits the 
quantity, rate, or concentration of emissions of air pollutants on a continuous basis, including any 
requirements that limit the level of opacity, prescribe equipment, set fuel specifications, or prescribe 
operation or maintenance procedures for a source to assure continuous emission reduction. 

Based on the information provided in the application, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that from this 
facility will include carbon dioxide (CO2) and nitrous oxide (N2O). These are not currently federally-
regulated air pollutants and therefore do not have any associated requirements that would limit the level 
of emissions, prescribe equipment, set fuel specifications, or prescribe operation or maintenance 
procedures for a source to assure continuous emission reduction. 

While there are a number of important state and federal initiatives currently underway regarding GHGs, 
Idaho DEQ believes that federal climate change legislation is critical to accomplish the goal of 
substantially reducing GHG emissions. At this time, EPA has not promulgated any regulation that would 
require states to include limitations on emissions of GHGs as part of this permit. In July 2008, however, 
EPA published an advance notice of proposed rulemaking for GHG emissions under the Clean Air Act,7 
and a proposed rule for CO2 geologic sequestration wells.8 

On the contrary, on December 18, 2008, the EPA Administrator issued an interpretation clarifying that the 
definition of “regulated NSR pollutant” excludes pollutants “for which EPA regulations require only 
monitoring or reporting, but includes each pollutant subject to either a provision in the Clean Air Act or 
regulation adopted by EPA under the Clean Air Act that requires actual control of emissions of that 
pollutant. …To the extent approved State Implementation Plans contain the same language as used in 

                                                           
5  http://www.deq.idaho.gov/public/public_records.cfm 
6  Bannock, Bear Lake, Bingham, Caribou, Franklin, Oneida, and Power Counties 
7  July 11, 2008, Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Regulating Greenhouse Gas Emissions under the Clean 

Air Act, accessible at http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/anpr.html 
8  July 15, 2008, Proposed rule for Federal Requirements Under the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program 

for Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Geologic Sequestration (GS) Wells, accessible at 
http://www.epa.gov/safewater/uic/wells_sequestration.html#regdevelopment 
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40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(50) or 40 C.F.R. § 51.166(b)(49), States may interpret that language in state 
regulations in the same manner reflected in this memorandum.”9 Idaho’s EPA-approved State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) incorporates 40 CFR 52.21(b)(50) by reference in Section 205.01 of the Rules. 

N2O is, however, a state-regulated noncarcinogenic toxic air pollutant (see the response to Comment 59). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis (see Comment 59 for changes). 

Comment 5. GHGs: Idaho regulations could be more stringent than federal law. Comments were 
received that if Idaho required BACT for CO2 in this permit, and the EPA 
subsequently determined that CO2 BACT is not required, that the state’s 
interpretation would be more stringent than federal law. As such, this 
“inconsistency” would not put Idaho’s SIP or PSD permits at risk.  
The commenter also stated that a “PSD permitting authority has discretion under 
the Clean Air Act to modify the PSD permit based on comments raising alternatives 
or other appropriate considerations.”  
The commenter also stated that preventing further impacts from CO2 emissions 
clearly falls within the realm of section 39-102A of the Idaho Statutes: “…The 
absence of an air quality standard for a specific contaminant shall not preclude 
action by the Department to control such contaminants to assure the health, welfare 
and comfort of the people of the State. 
The commenter also provided information regarding recent actions taken by 
western states to curb emissions of GHGs. (Sierra Club II.B, II.E, II.H, II.I.A)  

Response: 

A December 18, 2008 EPA interpretation clarified that BACT does not apply to greenhouse gas 
emissions, which includes emissions of CO2 (see the response to Comment 4).  
DEQ issues permits based on the currently approved Rules. While the DEQ Board may promulgate rules 
that are more stringent than the Clean Air Act and standards adopted by the EPA under the Clean Air Act, 
these “more stringent” rules would not be effective until specifically approved by statute.10 However, to 
date, neither the Board nor the legislature has exercised that authority. 
The list of statutory actions taken by Montana, Washington, and California provided in the comment 
apply only to power plants and long-term power purchase contracts. None of these statutes would apply to 
the proposed project.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 6. GHGs: The permit should include a “reopener” reservation of rights. Comments 
were received stating that the permit should include a “reopener” reservation of 
rights provision putting the applicant on clear notice that its CO2 emissions will be 
regulated if the authority to do so under the Clean Air Act is established by federal 
legislation; this permit provision should serve as an express reservation of rights by 
Idaho to revisit the permit to regulate the facility’s CO2 emissions. (Sierra 
Club II.I.B)  

Response: 

A specific “reopener” provision in a permit to construct (PTC) for a major facility is not necessary. The 
proposed project is anticipated to begin operations in 2012. A permit condition included in Section 2 of 
                                                           
9  December 18, 2008, EPA’s Interpretation of Regulations that Determine Pollutants Covered By Federal 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Permit Program, Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator 
10 Idaho Statutes, Title 39, Chapter 1, Section 39-118B, Relationship to Federal Law. 
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the draft permit clarifies that within one year after commencing operations or becoming a Tier I source 
(i.e., a Title V facility), SIE must submit an application for a Tier I Operating Permit. Idaho’s Tier I 
Operating Permit program implements the federal program requirements under Title V of the Clean Air 
Act, which requires that the operating permit address all applicable federal requirements. If applicable 
GHG regulations have been promulgated, SIE will be required to demonstrate compliance with those 
GHG rules as part of their initial Tier I application. The Tier I Operating Permit must be renewed every 
five years, so at some point all major facilities must demonstrate compliance with new or revised 
standards. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 7. GHGs: Limits and BACT analysis are required for emissions of CO2. Comments 
were received stating that the permit should include BACT limits after notice and 
public comment on a BACT analysis for CO2, that the CO BACT determination 
(thermal oxidizer for the Selexol AGR emissions) must justify converting CO to 
CO2, and that the amine scrubber used to remove sulfur compounds from syngas 
before flaring should be sized to accommodate the CO2-rich emission stream from 
the AGR during normal operations. (Sierra Club II.B, II.D.3, II.F)  

Response: 

A December 18, 2008 EPA interpretation clarified that BACT does not apply to greenhouse gas 
emissions, which includes emissions of CO2 (see the response to Comment 4).  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 8. GHGs: BACT analysis is required for nitric acid plant N2O emissions. Comments 
were received stating that the 1990 NSR Manual requires that an environmental 
impact analysis be performed to consider significant releases of greenhouse gases 
even if the top control option is selected for NOx in a top down analysis. (Sierra Club 
comment XV, with respect to N2O emissions from the nitric acid plant.) 

Response: 

A December 18, 2008 EPA interpretation clarified that BACT does not apply to greenhouse gas 
emissions, which includes emissions of N2O (see the response to Comment 4).  

The commenter appears to be referring to page B.47 of the 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual,11 which 
states that “the applicant should identify any significant or unusual environmental impacts associated with 
a control alternative that have the potential to affect the selection or elimination of a control alternative. 
…The procedure for conducting an analysis of environmental impacts should be made based on a 
consideration of site-specific circumstances.”  

Reducing N2O emissions from the nitric acid tailgas vent would require a control device in addition to the 
BACT technology (SCR) selected for controlling NOx emissions because the SCR catalysts used to 
control NOx are different than those used to control N2O. N2O emissions would therefore not have the 
potential to affect the selection or elimination of a control alternative for controlling NOx, and should not 
be considered in the NOx BACT analysis. 

As described in Addendum No. 4 to the application, however, SIE will install a catalytic decomposition 
device to control N2O emissions (a state-regulated toxic air pollutant) from the nitric acid tailgas vent (see 
the response to Comment 59). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
                                                           
11 October 1990, Draft, New Source Review Workshop Manual, Prevention of Significant Deterioration and 

Nonattainment Permitting, EPA. 
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Comment 9. GHGs: Carbon Capture and Sequestration. Comments were received stating that 
the capture and sequestration of CO2 must be considered in the BACT analysis, 
complete capture must be considered, and that DEQ should not permit a facility 
with this carbon footprint. (Sierra Club II.D.2, Flynn) 

Response: 

CO2 is not a regulated NSR pollutant and is therefore not subject to BACT requirements (see the response 
to Comment 4). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 10. GHGs: Compliance with Idaho GHG Policy. Comments were received suggesting 
that Governor Otter’s Executive Order No. 2007-05, Establishing a State Policy 
Regarding the Role of State Government in Reducing Greenhouse Gases, requires 
DEQ to regulate emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gases from permitted 
stationary sources. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Helm, Sierra Club II.G.) 

Response:    

Executive Order No. 2007-05 does not require DEQ to regulate CO2 emissions from industrial sources. 
The “coordination and implementation of greenhouse gas reduction efforts and other associated activities” 
mentioned in E.O. No. 2007-05 is directed towards and intended to pertain only to state agency 
greenhouse gas emissions. It does not apply to activities carried out by industry or the private sector as a 
whole. 

As directed by the executive order, DEQ has worked with “all state government departments and 
agencies” to help them develop greenhouse gas reduction plans to reduce their own emissions. Those 
plans are now being implemented. DEQ has also developed a state-wide greenhouse gas emission 
inventory and is in the process of providing further recommendations to the Governor. Additional 
information regarding Idaho’s GHG policies is available on the DEQ website.12 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 11. GHGs: Massachusetts v. EPA Supreme Court Decision. Comments were received 
citing this decision, stating that the court determined that CO2 is a pollutant and 
must be controlled. (Sierra Club II.A, II.G, Keene Hueftle)  

Response: 

The Supreme Court did find that EPA has the authority to regulate GHG emissions by establishing 
emission, performance, or other standards. However, to date, EPA has not exercised that authority by 
promulgating such regulations (see the response to Comment 4). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 12. GHGs: EPA Environmental Appeals Board - Deseret Bonanza Decision. A comment 
was received asking what, if any, impact the EPA’s Environmental Appeals Board 
decision on the Deseret Bonanza permit in Utah will have on coal developments in 
Idaho, specifically the PCAEC? (Sierra Club II.A, Jeremias Pink) 

Response: 

In this case, PSD Appeal No. 07-03 before the EPA Environmental Appeals Board, the Sierra Club 
argued that an air quality permit for a new waste-coal-fired electrical generation unit at Deseret Power 
                                                           
12 http://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/prog_issues/climate_change/ghg_state_government.cfm 
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Cooperative’s Bonanza Power Plant in Utah could not be issued unless the applicant showed that the 
plant would use BACT to reduce CO2 emissions. Because the proposed plant was to be located in Indian 
reservation lands, where the EPA has not delegated authority for implementing Clean Air Act regulations 
to the tribe(s), the EPA was the permitting authority. The Appeals Board did not rule that carbon dioxide 
was “subject to regulation.” The Board determined that the administrative record for the permit did not 
include enough information to support omitting a BACT analysis for CO2. The Board remanded the 
permit to EPA Region VIII to reconsider whether BACT for CO2 should be included and to develop a 
record supporting its decision.  

Idaho DEQ reviews applications and issues air quality permits based on the current Rules. The EPA 
Appeals Board decision did not result in any new EPA regulations or immediate change to the Rules, so 
will have no direct affect on the permitting analysis for the PCAEC (see the response to Comment 2 and 
Comment 4). 

Subsequent to the Deseret decision, a December 18, 2008 EPA interpretation clarified that BACT does 
not apply to emissions of CO2 (see the response to Comment 4).  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 13. “No Build” option. A comment was received stating that DEQ should consider 
denying the permit under § 165(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act, based on policy 
considerations related to carbon dioxide and other harmful emissions. (Sierra Club 
II.E.) 

Response: 

The “no build” option is considered only when a proven adverse environmental or socio-economic 
consequence exists. DEQ determined that the analysis submitted in the application demonstrates that the 
emissions from this proposed project will comply with applicable federal and state air quality standards. 
There are therefore no proven adverse environmental consequences associated with the emissions from 
this proposed project.  

DEQ is not aware of any significant adverse socio-economic impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of this project. On the contrary, local government entities that will be responsible for managing 
the public infrastructure that may be needed in response to the potential short-term population increase 
during construction and the potential long-term increase in population during operation of the PCAEC, 
have expressed support for the proposed project. See Appendices B and D of the Response to Comments 
document for comments submitted by the American Falls Mayor and City Council, the American Falls 
School District, and Power County Planning & Zoning. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 14. PM2.5: DEQ should not rely on EPA’s Final PM2.5 NSR Implementation Rule. A 
comment was received stating that DEQ should not rely on this rule because it is 
illegal and will be vacated. (Sierra Club V.4) 

Response: 

See the response to Comment 25. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
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Comment 15. Potential to Emit: Statement of Basis template. A comment was received stating that 
the titles of Table 3.2 and 3.3 in the draft statement of basis describing “controlled 
emissions” of criteria pollutants and HAPs/TAPs do not meet the definition of 
“potential to emit (PTE)”. (EPA 10) 

Response: 

The descriptions for these tables in the draft permit were consistent with the DEQ template used for all 
statements of basis. 

Result: The statement of basis template has been revised to clarify that the “controlled” emissions tables 
are meant to document the facility’s PTE. 

Comment 16. Project Scope: Energy production. Comments were received stating that this permit 
should be denied in favor of constructing wind power, solar power, and renewables, 
and that the project should use waste heat to produce power. Commenters also 
suggested that DEQ should not permit this facility, but instead should encourage 
development of “clean” energy sources such as wind power. (Friedemann, Wolfram) 

Response: 

DEQ’s role is to review submitted air quality permit applications to ensure that the proposed facility 
operations will meet applicable air quality standards (see the response to Comment 2). Please refer to the 
facility and process descriptions in Sections 1 and 2 of the application, and Section 1.1 of the statement of 
basis. Although the name of the facility includes the word “energy,” the proposed project does not include 
producing energy (except for the use of two emergency generators). The project, however, has proposed 
to make use of “waste heat” within the plant processes, e.g., for treating water in the Zero Liquid 
Discharge System. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 17. Public Review of O&M Manual, SSM Plan, and Fugitive CO BMP Plan enforceable 
provisions.  

Discussion: 

DEQ’s response to a number of comments points out that the draft permit requires SIE to develop an 
O&M manual describing how control devices will be operated and maintained, and an SSM Plan 
describing practices to be used to reduce the numbers of startups, malfunctions, and flaring of syngas. 
BACT for managing fugitive emissions of CO from the gasification island requires that SIE develop a 
best management practices (BMP) plan for monitoring and correcting equipment leaks of CO.  

Each of these plans must be submitted to DEQ for review and comment prior to startup, and are 
incorporated by reference in the draft permit. Although these documents have not yet been developed, and 
are therefore not available for review by the public as part of the permit to construct permitting process, a 
permit condition has been added in Section 2 of the draft permit requiring that SIE submit a complete 
application to modify the initial PTC to incorporate the applicable provisions of these plans. As part of 
the PTC process, an opportunity for a public comment period will be provided, and the application 
materials (which will include the applicable plan provisions) will be made available for public review at 
that time. 

Result: The draft permit was revised to include a requirement that the PTC be modified to incorporate the 
applicable provisions of these plans. The draft statement of basis was revised accordingly. 
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AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 
 
Comment 18. Airshed already includes two nonattainment areas. A comment was received stating 

that the Portneuf Watershed (sic) already includes two nonattainment areas. 
(Holmes) 

Response: 

Portions of Power and Bannock Counties were designated a moderate nonattainment area for PM10 when 
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 were enacted. On November 5, 1998, EPA granted a request by 
the State to divide the nonattainment area into two areas, one that included only Fort Hall Indian 
Reservation lands (the Fort Hall nonattainment area) and a second (the Portneuf Valley nonattainment 
area), which includes lands under the regulatory jurisdiction of the State.  

On July 13, 2006, EPA approved the maintenance plan and redesignated the Portneuf Valley as in 
attainment for PM10. For more detailed information, click on the link to “site-specific nonattainment area 
plans” on the DEQ website at http://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/data_reports/planning/sip.cfm. 

The Fort Hall lands are still designated as being nonattainment for PM10, although the major stationary 
source that contributed to this designation (the FMC-Astaris plant, see 65 FR 51412 dated August 23, 
2000) was shut down in December of 2001. The production facility has since been dismantled and 
removed. The air quality program for the Fort Hall Indian Reservation is under the jurisdiction of 
EPA 10. DEQ is aware of no action taken to date by the EPA to redesignate this area as being in 
attainment.  

No part of Power or Bannock Counties has been designated as being in nonattainment for PM2.5 (see the 
response to Comment 25). 

Result: No change to permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 19. Airshed impacts from point sources are unknown. A comment was received stating 
that there has been relatively little assessment of air pollution impacts in 
southeastern Idaho – certainly not enough to know the full impacts of adding point 
sources to our pollution load. (Germino)   

Response:    

Over the years air quality in the Bannock County and Fort Hall Indian Reservation area has been studied 
by numerous agencies and consultants including the EPA, the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ASTDR), DEQ, Idaho State University, Dr. Judy Chow and Dr. John Watson of the 
Desert Research Institute, Dr. Glen Cass of the California Institute of Technology, and Dr. Delbert 
Eatough of Brigham Young University. These studies looked at particulate and gaseous pollutants, 
hazardous air pollutants, acid mists, and metals.  

The Portneuf Valley (Cities of Pocatello and Chubbuck) in Southeastern Idaho has been extensively 
assessed from an air quality standpoint. From 1990 until 2006, the Portneuf Valley was designated as a 
PM10 nonattainment area, meaning that the area did not meet the PM10 24-hour standard (see the response 
to Comment 18). This area is now in attainment for PM10 and meets all other air quality standards.  

The 2004 State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM10 reviewed and classified the air quality in the Portneuf 
Valley for all criteria pollutants as well as volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and precursors to 
secondary aerosol formation. Emissions were cataloged for all existing sources of pollution including 
industrial, mobile and area sources, and included estimated growth in the valley. The predicted inventory 
developed for the Portneuf Valley for 2010 is shown in Table 1:   
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Comment 20. Airshed impacts from acid rain deposition are unknown. A comment was received 
stating that there has been relatively little assessment of air pollution impacts in 
southeastern Idaho. “As an example, my students have collected mist and rain 
deposition with pH near 3.5 due to apparently H2SO4, yet I have never seen an 
assessment of acid deposition effects for this region.” (Germino)   

Response:    

With regard to acidic wet deposition, or acid rain, DEQ is a cooperating sponsor of the National 
Atmospheric Deposition Program/ National Trends Network (NADP/NTN).   
The NADP/NTN is a nationwide network of precipitation monitoring sites. The network is a cooperative 
effort between many different groups, including the State Agricultural Experiment Stations, U.S. 
Geological Survey, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and numerous other governmental agencies, 
universities, and private entities. For a full list of contributors, see the collaborating agencies page on the 
NADP website.13 The NADP/NTN has grown from 22 stations at the end of 1978, their first year, to over 
250 sites spanning the continental United States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.  
The purpose of the network is to collect data on the chemistry of precipitation for monitoring of 
geographical and temporal long-term trends. The precipitation at each station is collected weekly 
according to strict clean-handling procedures. It is then sent to the Central Analytical Laboratory where it 
is analyzed for hydrogen (acidity as pH), sulfate, nitrate, ammonium, chloride, and base cations (such as 
calcium, magnesium, potassium and sodium). 
The concentrations of dissolved substances in precipitation are generally quite low (less than 1% of 
NADP precipitation samples have total dissolved chemical concentrations greater than 20 mg/L). 
Chemical measurements of precipitation samples require thorough quality assurance (QA) and quality 
control (QC) procedures to assure that meaningful data is obtained. Biases can result from: sample 
handling contamination; losses to sample container walls; chemical, physical, and biological changes; and 
variations in collection and analytical procedures. Stringent QA and QC procedures are essential for 
obtaining unbiased, precise, and representative atmospheric deposition measurements and for maintaining 
the integrity of the sample during collection, handling, and analysis. Equally stringent procedures must be 
applied to data management to assure that the accuracy of the data is maintained. 
The Snake River Plain has two of the longest operating monitoring sites in the network. The Craters of 
the Moon NADP/NTN site has been operating since 1980, and in the western Snake River Plain the 
NADP/NTN monitoring site at Reynolds Creek in Owyhee County has been operating since 1983. The 
Park County, Wyoming NADP/NTN site in the Yellowstone Plateau has been operating since 1980.  
The trend plots of the annual SO4 wet deposition from 1980 through 2007 at Craters of the Moon shows a 
decline from just over 2 kilograms per hectare (kg/ha) in the early 1980s to just under 1 kg/ha in 2007. 
There is also a slight increase of laboratory pH measured from approximately 5.3 in the early 1980s to 
approximately 5.7 in 2007. According to EPA, normal rain is slightly acidic because CO2 dissolves into it 
forming weak carbonic acid, giving the resulting mixture a pH of approximately 5.6 at typical 
atmospheric concentrations of CO2.  
The NADP/NTN website is:  http://nadp.sws.uiuc.edu/. Data for these sites, or any of the other 247 sites, 
may be accessed through the NADP website by clicking on “Data Access.” 
The commenter did not say where the samples with pH levels near 3.5 were collected. Based on the current 
2002 and proposed 2008 Clean Water Act §303(d)/§305(b) list of impaired waterways for which Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies have been done or have been proposed, none of the stream or river 
reaches near American Falls or Pocatello are being evaluated as a result of concerns regarding the pH.14  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
                                                           
13 NADP website, http://nadp.sws.uiuc.edu/sponsors.asp 
14 Idaho DEQ website, Water Quality, 

http://www.deq.state.id.us/water/data_reports/surface_water/monitoring/2002.cfm   and 2008.cfm 

http://nadp.sws.uiuc.edu/networks.html#adp�
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Comment 21. Airshed air quality will be further degraded, especially during winter. A comment 
was received stating that the emissions from the PCAEC would further degrade the 
air quality in the Portneuf Watershed (sic), especially in winter. (Holmes) 

Response: 

Dispersion modeling inputs used to predict ambient impacts from PCAEC emissions included surface 
meteorological conditions from hourly data collected at Aberdeen by the Idaho National Laboratory 
during the period from January 1, 2001 through December 31, 2005. Ambient impacts were evaluated 
using the dispersion model for weather conditions throughout these five years, including during the winter 
months. The modeling demonstrated that ambient impacts for criteria pollutants would be less than 
established “significance” levels, i.e., the emissions from the PCAEC would not cause a significant 
adverse impact to air quality. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 22. Comparison with FMC and Simplot Don Siding Plant emissions. Comments were 
received stating concerns about the potential impacts of PCAEC emissions based on 
experience with ambient air quality impacts from the former FMC facility and the 
Simplot Don Siding Plant near Pocatello. 

Response: 

Constructed in 1948, the former FMC-Astaris facility produced elemental phosphorus using shale from 
southeast Idaho phosphate mines. The emissions from that plant contributed significantly to air pollution 
problems in the airshed that includes the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, Pocatello, and other nearby 
communities. The plant was shut down in December of 2001, and the production facility has since been 
dismantled and removed. 

The Simplot Don Siding Plant produces phosphoric acid, sulfuric acid, several grades of solid and liquid 
fertilizers, and other commercial chemical products. A comparison of reported actual emissions from the 
Don Plant and the maximum permitted emissions (the potential to emit or PTE) from both the Don Plant 
and the PCAEC is shown in Table 2. As shown in that table, the potential to emit PM10, NOx, and SO2 
from the PCAEC is substantially lower than the PTE from the Don Plant. The comparison of the Don 
Plant’s reported actual emissions and the Don Plant PTE shown in the table illustrates that a facility’s 
actual emissions for some pollutants may be substantially less than the allowable PTE.  
Table 2.  COMPARISON OF EMISSIONS: DON SIDING PLANT AND PCAEC 

Table 2. COMPARISON OF EMISSIONS: DON SIDING PLANT AND PCAEC 

Pollutant 
Simplot Don Siding Plant 

Reported Actual Emissions 2007 15 
 (T/yr) 

Simplot Don Siding Plant 
Potential to Emit 16 

(T/yr) 

PCAEC 
Potential to Emit 

(T/yr) 
PM10 211  (PM10 – PRI) 463.8 53.6 
PM2.5 211  (PM2.5 – PRI) (463.8) See Comment 25 
CO 45.4 150 233 
NOx 112 214 127 
SO2 1,610 2,277 32.3 
VOCs 3.30 7.6 5.1 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

                                                           
15  http://www.ffrdpocatello.org/images/simplot/pdf/JRS_Don_Plant_Emissions-5_Year_Statistics.pdf 
16 June 21, 2007, Tier I Operating Permit Renewal Application, J.R. Simplot, Don Siding Plant, DEQ Project 

T1-2007.0109. 
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project are also below the published minimum emission range for an assessment using a screening 
method such as the Scheffe18 tables.  

The Scheffe tables were developed based on results of the Reactive Plume Model-II, a Lagrangian-based 
photochemical model for new or modified sources emitting more than 25 tons per year (TPY) of 
nonmethane organic compounds (NMOC) in urban or rural areas. The values provided in the Scheffe 
screening tables were developed from a series of modeling analyses performed by Scheffe for several 
NMOC/NOx emissions ratios. An additional factor of 1.5 was applied to the modeling results. For 
example, the underlying modeling result in Scheffe’s Table A2 for rural areas shows that the model run 
with the lowest NMOC/NOx ratio (a ratio of 1) and lowest NMOC emission rate (50 TPY) resulted in a 
modeled ozone concentration increment of 0.007 ppm, which is reported as 0.011 ppm in the screening 
values table for rural areas. 

The tables are intended to provide very conservative screening level predictions that would exceed ozone 
formation produced by actual episodic events. Demonstrating ozone compliance using this screening 
method can be used to preclude the need to conduct resource-intensive photochemical modeling for a 
relatively small source of ozone precursor emissions. 

The ozone impacts from PCAEC emissions can be estimated as follows: 

• The PCAEC location and downwind impact area can be described as rural. Ozone monitoring in 
Idaho is limited and monitoring resources have been placed in locations where ozone is 
anticipated to be a concern. The nearest ozone monitor is located at Craters of the Moon National 
Monument, more than 70 miles away from the proposed project site. The “rural” Scheffe table 
was appropriately used by the applicant (see Addendum No. 4 to the application). 

• Scheffe Screening Estimate: 

- Calculate the NMOC/NOx ratio based on annual emissions. For the purposes of this 
permitting project, it is reasonable to presume that NMOC emissions can be represented 
using the facility’s total VOC emissions. The draft permit was based on total NOx emissions 
of 126.7 TPY. Removing the sulfuric acid plant option (see Addendum No. 3 to the 
application) results in lowering total NOx emissions to 109.1 TPY.  

 5.1 TPY VOC  = 0.047    Use Column 3 in Scheffe Table 1 (for ratios < 5) 
109.1 TPY NOx 

- Calculate “annualized” NMOC emissions based on the maximum short-term emissions. The 
maximum short-term VOC emissions for the facility are 1.83 lb/hr (see Section 3 of the draft 
statement of basis). 

1.83 lb/hr  x  8,760 hr/yr  x  T/2000 lb  = 8.02 TPY “annualized” NMOC emissions 

 

Estimate the ozone increment from Column 3 based on the annualized NMOC emissions of 8.02 TPY. 
The lowest NMOC (VOC) emission rate in this table is 50 TPY (six times higher than the value 
calculated for the PCAEC), meaning that any result taken directly from this table will greatly 
overestimate the ozone impact from the proposed project. The data points from Column 3 of the Scheffe 
table are shown in Figure 2. A trend line through the data points for the three lowest emission levels (50, 
70, and 100 TPY) using a linear least squares fit was graphically extrapolated to estimate the ozone 
increment associated with annualized emissions of 8.02 TPY. As shown in Figure 3, the ozone increment 
associated with 8.02 TPY of NMOC/VOC emissions is conservatively predicted to be 0.83 pphm 
(0.0083 ppm) on a 1-hour average.  
                                                           
18 September 1988, Richard Scheffe, VOC/NOx Point Source Screening Tables, U.S. EPA Office of Air Quality 

Planning and Standards, accessible at http://ndep.nv.gov/bapc/download/model/scheffe.pdf 
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 Figure 2.  SCHEFFE TABLE 1, COLUMN 3 DATA POINTS   
Figure 3.  SCHEFFE TABLE 1, COLUMN 3 DATA TREND LINE EXTRAPOLATION 
  

 
Figure 3. SCHEFFE TABLE 1, COLUMN 3 DATA TREND LINE 

Figure 2. SCHEFFE TABLE 1, COLUMN 3 DATA POINTS 
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In Addendum No. 4 to the application, SIE estimated the ozone increment based on a presumption that 
the six-fold reduction in emissions (8.02 TPY compared to the lowest table value of 50 TPY) would result 
in reducing the ozone increment by half (from 0.011 ppm to 0.0055 ppm). DEQ determined that the 
predicted ozone impact using the Scheffe screening method would be a bit higher at 0.0083 ppm (1-hour 
average). 

The 0.075 ppm NAAQS for ozone is based on an 8-hour average. The 1-hour average result of 0.0083 
ppm obtained using the Scheffe screening method can be converted to an 8-hour average by multiplying 
by a persistence factor of 0.7.19 The Scheffe screening method ozone impact associated with emissions 
from the proposed project is therefore predicted to be 0.0058. 

The ozone “background” can determined using the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone 
concentration measured at the nearest monitoring location. The fourth highest 8-hour ozone concentration 
measured at the nearest ozone monitor (at Craters of the Moon National Monument, Site ID 160230101) 
in 2007 was 0.067 ppm.  

Adding the Scheffe screening method 8-hour ozone concentration increase for the proposed project 
(0.0058 ppm) to the 8-hour monitored values, the estimated ambient ozone concentration is anticipated to 
be 0.0728 ppm for the 8-hour averaging period. This impact is less than the 8-hour ozone NAAQS of 
0.075 ppm, and because the Scheffe screening method is a very conservative approach (i.e., significantly 
overpredicts the facility ozone impact) this easily demonstrates that the emissions from the proposed 
project will not cause a violation of the ozone standard. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

 
Comment 25. Demonstration of Compliance for PM2.5 NAAQS. Comments were received stating that 

the permit does not address emissions of PM2.5, including condensables and secondary 
formation of PM2.5. Commenters cited a Montana Board of Environmental Review 
decision20 regarding the proposed Highwood Generating Station coal-fired power plant, 
saying that a BACT analysis for PM2.5 is required, BACT emission limits for PM2.5 must 
be included in the permit, and the PM2.5 BACT analysis must made available for public 
review prior to issuing a final permit. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Sierra Club V.1, V.2, 
V.3) 

Response: 

Summary: Compliance with PM2.5 NAAQS is demonstrated for this project using PM10 as a surrogate. 
This is appropriate for this project. As described in the paragraphs below, except for secondary formation 
of PM2.5 from emissions of precursor species, PM2.5 emissions are included in the PM10 emission rates 
estimated for this project. Secondary formation of PM2.5 was estimated by DEQ to be about 2.28 lb/hr (see 
below) which was not included in the PM10 analysis. However, about 88% of the total 14.3 lb/hr modeled 
PM10 emission rate is direct PM10 emitted from sources for which PM2.5 speciation data is unavailable or 
that are not likely to produce significant amounts of PM2.5.  

PM2.5 emissions would be expected to comprise just a fraction of the PM10 emitted from the proposed 
project, and total PM2.5 emissions would not exceed the 14.3 lb/hr modeled PM10 emissions rate even if 
secondary PM2.5 emissions are included. If PM2.5 impacts are presumed to be the same as PM10 modeled 
impacts (which, as discussed below, overpredicts the PM2.5 impacts), it can be easily demonstrated that 
emissions from the PCAEC will not cause a violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS, as shown in Table 3. 
                                                           
19 December 31, 2002, State of Idaho Air Quality Modeling Guideline, DEQ Document ID AQ-011 (Rev. 1), p. 33, 

accessible at http://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/permits_forms/permitting/modeling_guideline.pdf 
20 May 30, 2008, Board of Environmental Review of the State of Montana, Case No. BER 2007-07 AQ, Southern 

Montana Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative – Highwood Generating Station, Air Quality Permit 
No. 3423-00, accessible at http://deq.mt.gov/ber/2008Agendas/SME/Order.pdf 
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Table 3.  COMPARISON OF PM10 AMBIENT IMPACTS WITH PM2.5 NAAQS 
Table 3. COMPARISON OF PM10 AMBIENT IMPACTS WITH PM2.5 NAAQS 

Location Averaging 
Period 

PM10 Maximum 
Ambient Impact 

 (µg/m3) 

PM2.5  
Background 

(µg/m3) 

Total 
(µg/m3) 

PM2.5  
NAAQS 
(µg/m3) 

24-hour 4.92 < 28a < 32.9 35 
Power County (American Falls) 

Annual 0.69 < 8.19 a < 8.9 15 
24-hour < 0.5 28 a  < 28.5 35 

Bannock County (Pocatello) 
Annual < 0.69 8.19 a < 8.9 15 

a  The 3-year average of monitored PM2.5 24-hour 98th percentile results for 2004-2006 in Pocatello, and 
the 3-year average of monitored PM2.5 annual means results for 2004-2006 in Pocatello (Garrett & 
Gould monitoring station). PM2.5 monitoring has not been conducted in Power County. Because the area 
around American Falls is much less urban than Pocatello, however, it is reasonable to presume that the 
PM2.5 background level in American Falls is less than in Pocatello.    

 

For criteria pollutants, the threshold for triggering a full ambient impact analysis is based on the 
significant impact level or SIL (called the significant contribution level or SCL in the Rules). 
Demonstration that a facility’s emissions will not significantly contribute to a violation of an ambient air 
quality standard is also based on the SIL. As of this date, the EPA has not defined a SIL for PM2.5. Using 
PM10 as a surrogate for PM2.5 compliance, however, the PM10 modeling results demonstrate that the 
emissions from the facility will not significantly contribute to a violation of the NAAQS. 

The PM10 emission rates described in the paragraphs below are the maximum 24-hour rates unless 
otherwise noted.  
 
The largest single source of PM emissions does not include a significant PM2.5 fraction. 

As described Appendix D of the application,21 more than 90% of PM emissions from the urea granulation 
vent is expected to be emitted as particles larger than PM10, and less than 1% of the total emitted as 
particles less than 1.0 microns. SIE’s estimate of PM10 emissions conservatively presumed that 45% of 
total PM emissions rate of 20 lb/hr were emitted as PM10. This 9.0 lb/hr PM10 emission rate is about 63% 
of the total 14.3 lb/hr modeled PM10 emission rate. 
 
PCAEC direct PM10 emissions include direct PM2.5 emissions.  

The reference method used to measure “filterable” emissions of particulates captures emissions of PM2.5 
as a subset of PM10 . Estimated PM10 emissions from sources that do not include condensable gases or 
mists therefore (i.e., coal, petcoke, fluxant, and granular urea production and handling, cooling towers, 
and the ammonium nitrate neutralizer vent), include PM2.5. Emissions from these sources contributed 
12.6 lbs out of the total 14.3 lb/hr (~88.1%) of the modeled PM10 emissions for the proposed project. 
Because PM2.5 makes up only part of the emissions of PM10, dispersion modeling based on PM10 
emissions will likely significantly overpredict the ambient impact due to PM2.5 from these sources. 
 
PM10 includes condensables and mists by definition in the Idaho Rules: 

Since May 1, 1994, particulate matter (PM) has been defined in Section 006 of the Rules as “[a]ny 
material, except water in uncombined form, that exists as a liquid or a solid at standard conditions.” 

Since April 5, 2000, PM10 emissions have been defined in Section 006 of the Rules as “[a]ll particulate 
matter, including condensable particulates, with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 
ten (10) micrometers emitted to the ambient air as measured by an applicable reference method, or an 
equivalent or alternative method in accordance with Section 157.” 

                                                           
21 Appendix D includes page 11 from a paper entitled Urea Granulation Experience at AZOT, Grodno, Belarus, 

Paper 17 from the Tenth Stamicarbon Urea Symposium held in 2004. 
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PCAEC PM10 emission estimates included condensables: 

PM10 emission estimates for sources burning natural gas and PSA tailgas at the PCAEC were based on 
AP-42 emission factors that included both the filterable and condensable particulate fractions (see 
Appendix D of the application). Emissions from gas-burning equipment contributed 1.46 lbs out of the 
total 14.3 lb/hr (~10.2%) of the modeled PM10 emissions from the proposed project. Because only about 
75% of PM10 emissions from natural gas combustion are condensables,22 dispersion modeling based on 
PM10 emissions overpredicts the ambient impact due to PM2.5 from these sources by about 25%. 

PM10 emission estimates for the diesel-fired emergency generators at the PCAEC were based on vendor 
data for new generators. Emissions from these two generators contributed 0.18 lbs out of the total 14.3 
lb/hr (~1.3%) of the modeled PM10 emissions from the proposed project. Typically, all particulate matter 
emitted from internal combustion engines is presumed to be less than 1 µm in size (i.e., is PM2.5)23, so 
dispersion modeling based on PM10 emissions should adequately predict the ambient impact due to PM2.5 
from these sources. 

PM10 compliance includes measuring condensables: 

For almost a decade (i.e., since at least the year 2000), DEQ has required that performance testing to 
demonstrate compliance with PM10 limits include measuring the “back half” condensables. PM10 emission 
limits listed in the draft permit for the package boiler, steam superheater boiler, the Selexol AGR CO2 
vent, urea granulation vent stack, and ammonium nitrate neutralizer vent specify that PM10 includes 
condensable particulates.  

PM10 BACT analysis and limits also limits PM2.5: 

As noted above, a significant part of the PM10 emissions from combustion sources is PM2.5 (about 75% of 
the 1.46 lb/hr PM10 emissions from these sources, which represent about 10.2% of the facility’s total PM10 
emissions), and compliance with the PM10 BACT limits listed in the draft permit for these sources 
includes capturing both the filterable and condensable “back half” of the emissions. For these sources, the 
BACT limit for PM10 also serves as a BACT limit for PM2.5. A separate BACT analysis for PM2.5 is not 
warranted.  

As noted above, speciation of the PM10 and PM2.5 fractions is not known for the urea granulation vent, the 
largest single source of particulate emissions for the proposed project (9.0 lb/hr out of the 14.3 lb/hr 
modeled PM10 emission rate, or about 63% of the total). The applicant has also stated that reliable 
information regarding the PM2.5 fraction was not available for other sources including the feedstock 
handling, ammonium nitrate neutralizer vent, and cooling towers. Insufficient information is available to 
conduct a separate BACT analysis for PM2.5 emissions from these sources. 

PM10 BACT controls for feedstock handling include negative-pressure railcar transfer enclosure(s), 
storage silos/enclosures, covered conveyors and transfer points, and high efficiency baghouses. Although 
information about the PM2.5 fraction for these emissions is not readily available, direct PM2.5 emissions 
will also be reduced using these controls. Condensable PM2.5 will not be emitted from these sources. The 
PM10 BACT controls and emission limits therefore also serve as BACT for PM2.5 from these emission 
sources. 

PCAEC emissions of precursors could produce about 2.28 lb/hr of secondary PM2.5 emissions: 

Fine particles can be emitted directly from a facility as filterable or condensable PM, or formed 
secondarily in the atmosphere from emissions of other compounds referred to as precursors. PM2.5 

                                                           
22 EPA AP-42, Section 1.4, Natural Gas Combustion (7/98), Table 1.4-2 
23 EPA AP-42, Section 3.3, Gasoline and Diesel Industrial Engines (10/96), Table 3.3-1. 
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precursors subject to regulation include SO2 and NOx. VOCs and ammonia emissions are “presumed-out” 
of regulation as PM2.5 precursors, but may be regulated under certain conditions.  

Secondary PM2.5 emissions from SO2 and NOx. The EPA has suggested ratios for interpollutant trading of 
SO2 (40:1) and NOx (200:1) for primary PM2.5 for the purposes of calculating offsets, but not netting.24 
However, for the purposes of this discussion the equivalent direct PM2.5 emissions using these ratios can 
be estimated based on the maximum total hourly emissions of NOx and SO2 from the proposed project 
(see Section 3 of the statement of basis) as follows: 

 6.36 lb/hr SO2  x    1 lb PM2.5          0.16 lb/hr PM2.5 
         40 lb SO2 

64.7 lb/hr NOx  x    1 lb PM2.5          0.32 lb/hr PM2.5 
         200 lb NOx 

Secondary PM2.5 emissions from VOCs.  

Section V.A.5 of the preamble to EPA’s final PM2.5 implementation rule24 notes that the rule “does not, in 
general, require regulation of VOC as a precursor to PM2.5 for the NSR program. However, a State may 
demonstrate to the [EPA]…or EPA may demonstrate that VOC emissions in a specific area are a 
significant contributor to that area’s ambient PM2.5 concentrations. After such a demonstration, the State 
would regulate VOC (or a subset of VOC) as a PM2.5 precursor for the NSR program in that area. 
…[T]his “presumed-out” approach is appropriate for VOCs because of the complexity in assessing the 
role of VOCs in PM2.5 formation. …[T]he best policy is to continue to regulate VOC under NSR as a 
precursor to ozone,…which will potentially provide a co-benefit for PM2.5 concentrations…” (see the 
response to Comment 24 for a discussion of the proposed projects potential ozone impacts). 

VOCs with high molecular weight (i.e., with 25 carbon atoms or more and low vapor pressure) are 
emitted directly as primary organic particles and exist primarily in the condensed phase at ambient 
temperatures. These “condensables” are regulated as direct PM2.5 emissions.  

Secondary PM2.5 emissions from ammonia. 

Section V.A.6 of the preamble to EPA’s final PM2.5 implementation rule24 states that “[d]ue to the 
considerable uncertainty related to ammonia as a precursor, our final rules do not require ammonia to be 
regulated as a PM2.5 precursor but do give States the option to regulated ammonia as a precursor to PM2.5 
in nonattainment areas for purposes of NSR on a case-by-case basis.”  No areas in the vicinity of the 
proposed project have been designated as nonattainment for PM2.5 (see below). 

Secondary PM2.5 emissions rate estimate. 

Using these rough approximations (0.16 lb/hr PM2.5 from SO2 emissions, 0.32 lb/hr PM2.5 from NOx 
emissions, and presuming that all of the 1.8 lb/hr VOC emission from the facility form secondary PM2.5), 
the emissions of precursors from the proposed project could result in the secondary formation of about 
2.28 lb/hr of PM2.5, or about 16% of the total 14.3 lb/hr modeled PM10 emissions rate. Note that the 
condensable fraction of the VOC emissions has already been included in the modeled PM10 emissions rate 
(see above), which results in double-counting these emissions. 

Power County (American Falls) has not been identified as an area of concern for PM2.5, and Bannock 
County (Pocatello) has been recommended for designation as in attainment for PM2.5.  

After lowering the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS in 2006 from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3, EPA asked all States and 
Tribes to submit recommendations for air quality designations (unclassifiable/attainment/nonattainment) 

                                                           
24 May 16, 2008, Implementation of the New Source Review (NSR) Program for Particulate Matter Less than 2.5 

Micrometers (PM2.5), 73 FR 28321, http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/EPA-AIR/2008/May/Day-16/a10768.pdf 
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for all areas under their jurisdiction. EPA recommended determining nonattainment area (NAA) 
boundaries based evaluating the following nine factors on a case-by-case basis: 

1. Emissions in areas potentially included versus excluded from the NAA; 
2. Air quality in areas potentially included versus excluded from the NAA; 
3. Population density and the degree of urbanization, including commercial development in areas 

potentially included versus excluded from the NAA; 
4. Traffic and commuting patterns; 
5. Expected growth (including extent, pattern, and rate of growth); 
6. Meteorology (weather/transport patterns); 
7. Geography/topography (mountain ranges or other air basin boundaries); 
8. Jurisdictional boundaries (e.g., counties, air districts, reservations, etc.); and 
9. Level of control of emission sources. 

A report listing all areas of Idaho and designation recommendations was submitted to the EPA in 
December 200725. Based on monitoring data and the nine-factor analysis, a designation of unclassifiable 
was recommended for all portions of Power County (except for Tribal Lands).  

All portions of Bannock County (except for Tribal Lands) were recommended for designation as 
attainment, based on monitoring data showing that the PM2.5 24-hour 98th percentile results for 2004-2006 
were 32.5, 29.8, and 20.6 µg/m3, respectively. The 3-year average was 28 µg/m3. 

The EPA finalized PM2.5 designations on December 22, 2008. No part of Power or Bannock Counties 
were designated as nonattainment26 and no part of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation was designated as 
nonattainment 27(Tribal reservation lands include parts of Power and Bannock Counties). As shown in 
Table 3 above, the predicted worst-case ambient impacts from PCAEC emissions will not affect these 
determinations. 

Using PM10 as a surrogate for PM2.5 until Idaho’s Rules are revised is consistent with EPA guidance: 

The preamble to EPA’s final PM2.5 implementation rule states “[w]hen the EPA promulgated the PM2.5 
NAAQS in 1997, [it] also issued a guidance document entitled ‘Interim Implementation for the New 
Source Review Requirements for PM2.5’ (John S. Seitz, EPA, October 23, 1997).28 …The 1997 guidance 
stated that sources would be allowed to use the implementation of a PM10 program as a surrogate for 
meeting PM2.5 NSR requirements until certain difficulties were resolved, primarily the lack of necessary 
tools to calculate the emissions of PM2.5 and related precursors, the lack of adequate modeling techniques 
to project ambient impacts, and the lack of PM2.5 monitoring sites.” 

Section V.H.3 of the rulemaking preamble addresses how the transition to the PM2.5 NSR rules will take 
place for states like Idaho, which implement the PSD program under an EPA-approved State 
Implementation Plan (SIP).  

The EPA fact sheet 29 issued along with the rulemaking clarifies that SIP-approved states have three years 
from the publication of the final rule (i.e., until May 16, 2011) to submit a revised SIP incorporating these 
NSR requirements, and that these states should continue to use the interim approach of relying on PM10 as 
                                                           
25 December 14, 2007, Letter from Governor Otter to Elin Miller, EPA X Regional Administrator, accessible at 

http://epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/pm/designations/2006standards/rec/letters/10_ID_rec.pdf 
26 EPA Final Designations Comparision,  

http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/2006standards/documents/2008-12-22/finaltable.htm 
27 EPA 2006 24-Hour PM2.5 Standards – Tribal Designations, http://www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/2006standards/tribal.htm 
28  Available in the docket for this rulemaking, ID. No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2003-0062, and at 

http://www.epa.gov/nsr/documents/nsrmemo.pdf 
29  http://www.epa.gov/air/nsr/documents/20080508_fs.pdf 
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atmosphere, and that H2S concentrations will be significantly diluted before reaching members of 
the public. 

• The ability to detect odors and the perception of odors varies widely among individuals.  

The draft permit requires that the facility maintain records of any odor complaints received, and to take 
appropriate action. Members of the public can also reach DEQ’s Pocatello Regional Office to make a 
complaint using either a local number or a toll-free number. Air quality analysts in the Pocatello Regional 
Office respond as quickly as possible to every odor complaint called in to their office that is within their 
region. Reliance on citizen complaints allows the facility and DEQ to better identify the combination of 
plant operations and weather conditions that may lead to nuisance odors.    

Repeated unresolved odor complaints to DEQ, or a significant number of complaints that are documented 
in the facility records, can lead to enforcement action. For example, DEQ could require that the facility 
revise their operations to better control the emissions of odor-causing pollutants. It is therefore not 
reasonable to restrict the emissions of H2S from this facility to levels below the odor threshold. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 30. Visibility Impacts. Comments were received stating that the emissions from the 
plant would have unknown effects on long-distance visibility in the area, and that 
the emissions from the plant would impact views of the Buttes in the Arco desert, 
visibility at Craters of the Moon, Teton National Park, and Yellowstone National 
Park.. (Baxter, North) 

Response: 

Based on a very conservative estimate of emissions (normal operations plus 50 cold starts) provided by 
SIE, federal land managers screened this project out from further review of visibility impacts to pristine 
areas (i.e., Class I areas). A screening-level visibility analysis provided in the application demonstrated 
that the emissions from this plant would not be visible from the nearest Class I area, Craters of the Moon 
National Monument. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 31. Visibility Impacts – Comparison with plant in Tampa. A comment was received 
stating that the emissions from the PCAEC plant would be similar to the emissions 
shown in two photographs taken in Tampa, Florida. (ELB Music) 

Response: 

One coal-fired power plant is located on Tampa Bay: The 1,800 megawatt (MW) Big Bend Power Station 
has four coal-powered units installed during the 1970s and 1980s.32 The photograph submitted with the 
comment appears to be of this coal-fired power plant, which has emissions and potential visibility impacts 
that are in no way directly comparable to those from proposed PCAEC gasification project. The PCAEC 
impacts would be better compared to the Polk Power Station, an integrated gasification combined cycle 
(IGCC) power plant located near Mulberry, Florida, about 40 miles southeast of Tampa.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

APPLICATION COMPLETENESS 
 
Comment 32. Application alleged to be incomplete. Comments were received stating that the 

application was incomplete because the potential to emit was not fully reported, 

                                                           
32 TECO Energy, Big Bend Power Station, http://www.tecoenergy.com/news/powerstation/bigbend/ 
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BACT was not adequately researched, and the application did not include 
manufacturer information and operating parameters for equipment, MACT 
assessments for mercury and other HAPs. The commenter stated that it is erroneous 
to conclude that DEQ can “cover” this incomplete application by evaluating the yet-
to-be-submitted Operation and Maintenance (O&M) manual. The commenter 
stated that DEQ must require that the applicant submit a complete application that 
includes each relevant operating parameter, all manufacturers of the process 
equipment and control equipment, and allow the public to review and comment on a 
complete application. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. DEQ determined that the application was complete based on a review of the information 
provided in the application and supplemental addenda. Sufficient information was provided in the 
application and supplemental addenda to make regulatory applicability determinations and to develop 
reasonable and enforceable conditions for the draft permit to construct.  

See the response to Comment 17 regarding the opportunity for public review of enforceable provisions 
contained in the O&M manual for the proposed project. 

See the response to Comment 45 regarding MACT applicability to the proposed project. 

See the response to Comment 75 regarding the potential to emit and acceptability of equipment 
descriptions provided in the application.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 33. Completeness certification and completeness determination. A comment was 
received stating that the PCAEC application violates IDAPA 58.01.01.124 (truth, 
accuracy, and completeness) and 204 (which requires DEQ to make a completeness 
determination)…. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The application was submitted in compliance with Section 123 of the Rules (i.e., the 
applicant certified that based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements 
and information in the document are true, accurate, and complete).  

Section 124 requires that all documents submitted to DEQ be truthful, accurate, and complete. DEQ is 
aware of no information indicating that the submitted application was not truthful and accurate based on 
the information available to the applicant when the application was prepared. DEQ determined that the 
application was complete, and that sufficient information was provided to make regulatory applicability 
determinations and to develop reasonable and enforceable conditions for the draft permit to construct. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 34. Nonattainment area permitting was not addressed. A comment was received stating 
that the PCAEC application violates IDAPA 58.01.01.204. (Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes) 

Response: 

Section 204 of the Rules governs permit requirements for new major facilities or major modifications in 
nonattainment areas. The proposed project is located in an area that is in attainment or unclassifiable for 
all pollutants. Section 204 of the Rules therefore does not apply to this project. 

The potential impact on the existing PM10 nonattainment area within the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, 
however, is addressed in the response to Comment 28. 
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Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

EMISSIONS: PARTICULATE MATTER  
 
Comment 35. Baghouse efficiencies appear to be incorrectly calculated. Comments were received 

stating that particulate matter emissions from the feedstock baghouses were 
incorrectly calculated, and that the emissions are based on baghouse efficiencies of 
49%, not 99%. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The feedstock handling emissions in the application were correctly calculated and were 
based on 99% capture efficiency. The commenter selected a somewhat unusual method for calculating the 
baghouse efficiency, but erred by using the controlled annual emission rate instead of the uncontrolled 
annual emissions. In addition, capture efficiencies are expressed in terms of the fraction that is captured, 
not the fraction that passes through the baghouse, so must be calculated by subtracting the ratio of 
controlled to uncontrolled emissions from 100%.  

Example: Railcar Unloading (Commenter Calculation) 

Controlled PM10   = 5,000 T/hr     x   0.00087 lb/hr             x        (1-0.99)                      = 0.044 lb/hr PM10 
                 (throughput)    (uncontrolled PM10)           (99% capture efficiency) 

 
Uncontrolled PM10  = 912,500 T/yr  x        0.00087 lb/hr  = 793.88 lb/yr  x  year/8,760 hr = 0.09 lb/hr PM10 
                                     (controlled throughput)  (uncontrolled PM10)   

Capture Efficiency = 100% x (0.044/0.09) = 48.9% 

Example: Railcar Unloading (Correct Calculations): 
Controlled PM10   = 5,000 T/hr     x   0.00087 lb/hr             x        (1-0.99)                      = 0.044 lb/hr PM10 

                 (throughput)    (uncontrolled PM10)            (99% capture efficiency) 
 

Uncontrolled PM10 = (5000 T/hr x 8760 hr/yr)  x  0.00087 lb/hr  = 38,106 lb/yr x year/8,760 hr = 4.35 lb/hr PM10 
                                   (uncontrolled throughput)    (uncontrolled PM10 EF)   

Capture Efficiency = 100% x (1 – 0.044/4.35) = 100% x (1 – 0.010) = 99% 

Result: No change to permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 36. Coal dust and granulated urea emissions. A comment was received stating that 
fugitive emissions from 150 uncovered railcars containing coal, railcars containing 
granulated urea, and fugitive emissions from the granulated urea process were not 
accounted for, are potentially significant, and their control equipment and operating 
parameters must be included for DEQ, EPA, and the public to assess this huge coal 
plant. Fugitive emissions from the granular urea process include crushing, 
screening, conveyor transfer to a storage area, and loadout into uncovered railcars 
for 70,000 tons of urea. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

Coal dust. Railcars transporting coal to the proposed project will have traveled a significant distance 
before reaching the American Falls area. It is highly unlikely that any fine materials will still be present at 
or near the surface of the coal in the railcars, so emissions due to wind erosion while the railcars are 
located on the siding at the PCAEC were appropriately presumed to be negligible. 

Granular urea. The commenter is correct that emissions of PM/PM10 from transfers, storage, and loadout 
of granular urea were not provided in the application or statement of basis. SIE provided additional 
clarification in Addendum No. 4 to their application, describing why negligible emissions are expected 
from the bulk handling and loadout of granular urea: 
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The proposed project is being designed to manufacture granular urea, which will be bulk loaded into 
railcars and tractor trailers. Urea will be stored onsite in covered, humidity controlled building(s) 
designed for up to 100,000 tons of storage. The proposed project does not include bagging operations.  

Granular urea loading operations downstream of the urea storage building are an insignificant source of 
fugitive dust emissions, as noted in the Worley Parsons’ final report contained in Appendix D of the 
application. Estimated emissions associated with urea product loading is described as “no emissions” in 
that report, as granular urea is a very consistent product with regards to granule size and distribution. This 
is appropriate based on the following considerations: 

• Fines in the finished product must be negligible in order to meet the urea specification for the 
proposed project (included as an Attachment to Addendum No. 4 of the application), which states 
that 100% of the urea granules will be retained by a 1.18 millimeter (14 Tyler) screen. This 
means that all particles must be larger than the screen mesh opening of 1.18 millimeters (1,180 
microns).33 Average granule size is estimated to be 2.64 millimeters (2,640 microns). This is 
achievable because of the process configuration of the PCAEC, where fines are recycled back to 
the granulation process. This process is discussed on pages 2-44 through 2-46 of the application. 

• EPA emission factor guidance34 states that “[u]rea manufacturers presently control particulate 
matter emissions from prill towers, coolers, granulators, and bagging operations….Nationwide, 
approximately 90% of urea produced is bulk loaded. Few plants control their bulk loading 
operations. Generation of visible fugitive particles is negligible.” 

In reviewing SIE’s estimated emissions for granular urea handling, DEQ had reviewed the AP-42 
guidance as well as a recently-issued permit for a similar facility in Oklahoma.35 The permit notes that a 
sieve analysis of urea product showed no measurable PM10.   

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 37. Coal dust emissions during railcar transport (Secondary Emissions). Comments 
were received stating that fugitive emissions of coal dust from coal trains passing 
through communities including Montpelier, Soda Springs, Lava, Pocatello and 
American Falls have not been addressed. (Baxter, Bray) 

Response: 

Secondary emissions are those emissions which, although associated with a source, are not emitted from 
the source itself. The 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual clarifies that “secondary emissions must be 
considered in the PSD source impact analysis, if those emissions are specific, well-defined, quantifiable, 
and impact the same general area as the proposed project.”11 

Railcars transporting coal to the proposed project will have traveled a significant distance before reaching 
the American Falls area. It is highly unlikely that any fine materials will still be present at or near the 
surface of the coal in the railcars, so emissions due to wind erosion were appropriately presumed to be 
negligible. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 38. PM emitted as mists. Comments were received stating that NAAQS, PSD increment, 
and visibility analyses for PM10 did not include condensables, e.g., sulfuric acid mist, 

                                                           
33 American Society for Metals, ASM Handbook, Volume 15, Casting, p. 208, Table 1, Screen scale sieves 

equivalent, accessed at http://books.google.com 
34 EPA, AP-42, Section 8.2, Urea (7/93), accessible at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch08/final/c08s02.pdf 
35 April 29, 2008, Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division, Koch Nitrogen 

Company--Enid Nitrogen Plant, Urea Plant Expansion, accessible at 
http://www.deq.state.ok.us/aqdnew/permitting/permissue/99092-c2p%20.pdf 
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nitric acid, and other emissions present as droplets or mist from the Selexol AGR 
CO2 Vent, sulfuric acid vent, nitric acid unit tailgas vent(s), and the urea melt plant 
vent. (Sierra Club VI) 

Response: 

On January 9, 2009, SIE submitted Addendum No. 4 to their application, which provided the following 
clarifications regarding the potential for PM emissions as mists: 

Selexol AGR CO2 Vent. Emission estimates associated with the Selexol AGR CO2 vent were obtained 
from UOP and CSM technologies. UOP is the licensor of the Selexol technology, and CSM is a potential 
provider of the thermal oxidizer for CO, H2S, and COS abatement. UOP previously confirmed for SIE 
that the gas leaving the Selexol unit is free of moisture and other mists, as the syngas entering the Selexol 
system is treated to remove moisture. The CO2 vent stream is composed of CO2, CO, H2S, and COS. 
According to UOP, there are no discernable acid compounds in the vent gas. The thermal oxidizer reduces 
the amount of CO, H2S, and COS to form more CO2, water, and SO2. The thermal oxidizer has a 
destruction efficiency of 95% for these compounds (see the response to Comment 91). Absent moisture or 
acid mist from the Selexol AGR process, it is reasonable to conclude that there are no quantifiable 
emissions of particulate matter (in the form of acid mist) from the Selexol system. 

Sulfuric Acid Plant. In the draft permit, SIE retained the option of building either a sulfuric acid plant or a 
Claus sulfur recovery unit. On December 9, 2008, SIE submitted Addendum No. 3 to their application, 
stating that a design decision had been made to pursue the Claus option and forego the right to build the 
sulfuric acid plant. This decision eliminates a point source of emissions because the Claus unit is not a 
point source (all tailgas is recycled to the acid gas recovery system). Therefore, sulfuric acid mist 
emissions associated with the sulfuric acid plant initially proposed in the project design are no longer 
relevant to the permitting action. There are no other sources of sulfuric acid emissions in the proposed 
project. 

Nitric Acid Tailgas Vent. The nitric acid unit’s tailgas vent is not expected to emit particulate matter, 
either filterable or condensable. The project’s technology provider has estimated emissions of nitric acid 
(HNO3) to be approximately 0.42 pounds per hour or 2.2 tons per year; however, nitric acid is not 
considered condensable particulate matter, because it remains gaseous at ambient temperature. SIE 
included chemical process information in Addendum No. 4 to their application showing that the dew 
point for HNO3 is 27.41oF.  

DEQ confirmed that there will be negligible emissions of HNO3 as mist from this vent by reviewing a 
Material Safety Data Sheet for nitric acid36 which states that at ambient temperature (70 oF), concentrated 
nitric acid is 100% volatile.  

Urea Melt Plant Vent. The urea melt plant vent comes off the process water recovery system. The 
emissions from this vent are limited to ammonia (see the KBR report in Appendix D and Addendum 
No. 4 of the application). At an exhaust stack temperature of about 113oF, the ammonia will be emitted as 
a lighter-than-air gas.37  

Result: No changes to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to include this 
information, where appropriate. 

                                                           
36 November 11, 2008, Mallinckrodt Baker, Inc., MSDS Number N3660, Nitric Acid 50%-70%, accessible at 

http://www.jtbaker.com/msds/englishhtml/N3660.htm 
37 April 22, 2008, Mallinckrodt Baker, Inc., MSDS Number A5472, Ammonia Solution, Strong, accessible at 

http://www.jtbaker.com/msds/englishhtml/a5472.htm 
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Comment 39. Slag handling emissions of PM appear to be too low. A comment was received 
stating that the PM emissions from slag handling are underreported in Table 3.2 of 
the statement of basis. (ICL) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The emissions shown in the statement of basis match the emissions estimates provided in 
the application. DEQ determined that the emission estimate was acceptable, based on the following 
considerations: 

Slag and slag storage physical characteristics. Based on observations of slag handling at a Coffeyville, 
Kansas gasification facility during a June 2008 site visit by the DEQ permit engineer, and an 
understanding that the slag from the PCAEC will be similar in size and consistency, however, significant 
PM emissions are not expected from slag handling and storage. The typical particle size is relatively 
large, the slag will be wet when first added to the storage pile, and the storage pile will be enclosed in a 3-
sided bunker.  

Slag production estimate. The slag production was based on 2,200 tons per day of coal and petcoke, rather 
than the 5,000 tons per day allowed in the draft permit, but assumes a 15% ash content for the 
coal/petcoke (i.e., 15% of the coal/petcoke feed ends up as slag). The highest ash content estimated for 
the coal and petcoke feedstocks was 10.6% and 2.0%, respectively (see p. 2-29 of the application). If no 
petcoke is included in the feed, this overestimates the amount of ash by about 1/3. If only petcoke is fed to 
the gasifier, this overestimates the amount of ash by a factor of 7.5. All of the maximum allowable 250 
tons per day of fluxant is presumed to end up as slag. The assumptions used do not appear to under-
predict the amount of slag that might be produced. 

PM emissions were included for slag transfers to the storage pile and from the storage pile to trucks. 
SIE’s estimated transfer point emissions presumed a large particle size (> 30 microns), and a moisture 
content of 4.8%. SIE used a mean wind speed of 10.04 miles per hour (mph). This value falls well within 
the range (1.3 to 15 mph) specified in the AP-42 table on page 13.2.4-4, Range of Source Conditions for 
Equation 1. This number can be checked independently using the NOAA website at 
http://lwf.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/climate/online/ccd/avgwind.html). An additional 75% control for PM was 
applied because the moisture content will likely be considerably greater than 4.8%, and the presence of 
the bunker walls will limit the exposure to wind. The emissions estimates presume that material is 
transferred 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, which is a conservative approach. 

PM emissions were included for wind erosion of the slag pile. SIE’s estimated PM emissions from wind 
erosion of the slag pile appropriately used equations found in AP-42, Section 13.2.5, Industrial Wind 
Erosion. Calculations were based on a slag pile 10 meters in height, 29 meters square, subject to a daily 
fastest mile wind speed of 26.38 meters per second (59 mph).   

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

EXCESS EMISSIONS: STARTUPS AND UPSETS 
 
Comment 40. Number of malfunctions and upsets should be limited. Comments were received 

stating that DEQ should not allow upset conditions, that the permit should limit the 
number malfunctions or upsets, including those that would bypass scrubbers at the 
gasifier flare, and should limit the number of upsets to no more than one per month. 
(Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Felton) 

Response: 

DEQ sets limits in air quality permits based on normal facility operations at the maximum allowable 
capacity. “Malfunction” is defined in the draft permit as “any sudden, infrequent, and not reasonably 
preventable failure of air pollution control equipment, process equipment, or a process to operate in a 
normal or usual manner.” Malfunctions, or upset conditions, by definition, are unusual events that can not 
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be reasonably foreseen or prevented. It is therefore unreasonable to limit the number of upsets at any 
facility. In accordance with General Provision 8 of the draft permit, excess emissions that occur during 
upsets and breakdowns must be reported to DEQ in accordance with Sections 130-136 of the Rules. 

Excess emissions are defined in Section 006 of the Rules as “emissions that exceed an applicable 
emissions standard established for any facility, source or emissions unit by statute, regulation, rule, 
permit, or order.” 

Startup, Shutdown, and Scheduled Maintenance (SSM) plan. To reduce emissions that may be emitted 
during startups and scheduled maintenance, however, a permit condition in Section 7 of the draft permit 
requires that SIE develop and submit an SSM plan for the gasification island. Procedures in the SSM plan 
must comply with the provisions of Sections 133.01 and 133.02 of the Rules. The SSM plan must be 
designed to minimize the frequency of shutdowns for scheduled maintenance or other reasons (thereby 
reducing the number of startups), malfunctions, and flaring. These work practices are incorporated by 
reference into the permit as enforceable permit conditions. 

Risk Management Plan (RMP)/Process Safety Management (PSM) Plan. As noted in Section 4.9 of the 
draft statement of basis, SIE will be required to develop an RMP in accordance with 40 CFR 68 to 
prevent accidental emissions of extremely hazardous substances (e.g., ammonia) that may be present at 
the PCAEC in amounts greater than threshold quantities. The RMP—which focuses on preventing 
process accidents that might have consequences outside the facility boundaries—must be submitted to the 
EPA. Although not mentioned in the draft statement of basis, the PCAEC will also be subject to 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) PSM provisions under 29 CFR 1910.119, which 
require the development of hazard assessments and management procedures to prevent process accidents 
that would impact workers within the plant boundaries. Each of these efforts (RMP and PSM) is designed 
to limit the number of upsets at this facility. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis.  

Comment 41. Upset emissions will not be quantifiable. Comments were received stating that 
although testing of flared gas is required for startup conditions, no information will 
be collected regarding emissions during upsets that would bypass the scrubbers 
before being flared. (Greg Helm) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The permit does not allow bypassing the activated carbon beds or the amine scrubber 
prior to flaring of the syngas. Any emissions associated with such flaring must be reported as excess 
emissions (see the response to Comment 40). Unlike many industrial facilities in Idaho, designing the 
proposed project requires an understanding of the process chemistry and mass balance for each step of the 
process. It is reasonable to presume that SIE facility operators would be able to estimate emissions in the 
unlikely event of an accidental release.   

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 42. Startup and Upset Limits are needed to control CO and CO2. Comments were 
received stating that the permit should limit the annual number of startups, 
heatups, shutdowns, and malfunctions or upsets to the number applied for in 
Appendix D of the application, for the purpose of applying BACT for CO and CO2. 
(Sierra Club II.D.3) 

Response: 

A December 18, 2008 EPA interpretation clarified that BACT does not apply to greenhouse gas 
emissions, which includes emissions of CO2 (see the response to Comment 4).  
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A limit on the number of malfunctions or upsets was not included in the draft permit (see the response to 
Comment 40). 

The PCAEC will be designed to operate continuously during normal operations, with infrequent 
shutdowns for scheduled maintenance. Based on this consideration, DEQ determined that it was not 
appropriate to limit the number of startups for the proposed project. In accordance with General 
Provision 8 of the draft permit, excess emissions that occur during startup and scheduled maintenance 
must be reported to DEQ in accordance with Sections 130-136 of the Rules. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis.  

Comment 43. Class II area SO2 impacts omit gasifier flare emissions during upsets. A comment 
was received stating that the SO2 impacts in the Class II modeling were 
underestimated because they do not include emissions from the gasifier flare during 
emergency conditions. (Sierra Club A-#4) 

Response: 

The Class II modeling analysis appropriately omitted emissions during emergency conditions. See the 
response to Comment 40 and Comment 41. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 44. Class I area SO2 impacts omit gasifier flare emissions during upsets. A comment 
was received stating that the FLM decision not to require a Class I analysis based on 
a Q/D evaluation addresses only annualized emissions. The commenter stated that 
the SO2 impacts from gasifier flaring during upsets should modeled using 
CALPUFF and the resulting 3-hour and 24-hour concentrations compared against 
the applicable significant impact levels (SILs) and PSD Class I increments. (Sierra 
Club B-#9) 

Response: 

The FLM screening approach and DEQ’s review of visibility impacts appropriately omitted emissions 
during emergency conditions. See the response to Comment 40 and Comment 41. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

FEDERALLY-REGULATED HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS (HAPs) 
 
Comment 45. DEQ must establish MACT limits for Hazardous Air Pollutants. Comments were 

received stating that the proposed project has not been shown to be an “area 
source” for MACT and must otherwise comply with all applicable portions of 
MACT. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Sierra Club IV) 

Response: 

EPA MACT Regulations – Quick Facts. The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to develop regulations for 
facilities that are major sources of hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions, and that are also included in 
source categories listed in Section 112(B)(2) of the Clean Air Act. EPA published the initial list of 174 
source categories in 1992. The current list of source categories can be found on EPA’s website.38  

HAPs are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects, such a 
reproductive effects or birth defects, or adverse environmental effects. They can be in the form of 

                                                           
38 EPA, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/pollsour.html 
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solids, liquids, or gases. Section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act currently lists 187 pollutants as regulated 
HAPs, including mercury compounds, formaldehyde, and polycyclic organic matter.  
“Major” sources for HAPs emissions are defined as facilities that emit or have the potential to emit 
10 tons or more per year of any HAP, or 25 tons or more per year of all HAPs.  
“Area” sources for HAPs emissions are those facilities that emit or have the potential to emit less 
than 10 tons per year of any HAP, or less than 25 tons per year of all HAPs. 
“Potential to emit” (PTE) is defined in Section 006 of the Rules as “the maximum capacity of a 
facility or stationary source to emit an air pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any 
physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the facility or source to emit an air pollutant, 
including air pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the type or 
amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of its design if the 
limitation or the effect it would have on emissions is state or federally enforceable. Secondary 
emissions do not count in determining the potential to emit of a facility or stationary source.” 

In cases where the EPA has not yet promulgated regulations that define the Maximum Achievable 
Control Technology (MACT) standards for a major source category, states must conduct a “case-by-case” 
MACT determination, in accordance with Section 112(j) of the Clean Air Act. Case-by-case MACT 
determinations are not required for area sources of HAPs. 

PCAEC processes are covered by only two MACTS.  Proposed operations at the PCAEC are not included 
in any of the 174 source categories except for 40 CFR 63, Subpart DDDDD and Subpart ZZZZ. However, 
neither of these MACT standards applies to the proposed project because: 

• Subpart DDDDD, the “Boiler MACT,” was vacated in its entirety in a June 8, 2007 decision by 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. The package boiler and the steam 
superheater boiler at the PCAEC would not have been subject to this MACT, because the facility 
is not a major source of HAPs (see Appendix D of the application and Section 3.2 of the final 
statement of basis). 

• Section 4.7 of the draft statement of basis describes why Subpart ZZZZ, a standard for stationary 
reciprocating internal combustion engines located at either major or area sources of HAPs, is not 
applicable to the two emergency generators proposed for use at the PCAEC.  

The PCAEC is a synthetic minor source for HAPs. The uncontrolled emissions of all HAPs from the 
proposed project are less than 25 tons per year, but the uncontrolled emissions of carbonyl sulfide (COS) 
exceed 10 tons per year. See Appendix D of the application and Section 3.2 of the final statement of basis. 
PCAEC processes and equipment may be included in source categories for which an area source MACT 
will be developed by EPA in the future (e.g., industrial inorganic chemical manufacturing, industrial 
boilers, and agricultural chemicals and pesticides manufacturing39). To date, however, EPA has not 
promulgated area source MACTs for these source categories. 

Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to include summary tables 
of uncontrolled and controlled HAPs emissions or statement of basis.  

Comment 46. Uncontrolled HAPs emissions were not estimated. Comments were received stating 
that the application did not include estimates of uncontrolled HAPs emissions for 
determining whether the PCAEC is potentially a major source of HAPs.  (Greg 
Helm) 

Response: 
A facility’s status as a major source of HAPs emissions is based on the controlled emissions of HAPs, not 
on the uncontrolled emissions of HAPs (see the response to Comment 45). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis.  
                                                           
39 67 FR 43113, June 26, 2002 
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Comment 47. HAPs monitoring is not sufficient to be practically enforceable. Comments were 
received stating that the permit does not require any HAPs monitoring to allow 
IDEQ to establish whether the PCAEC is in compliance with the established 
regulatory threshold limits. (Hueftle). 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The uncontrolled emissions of all HAPs from the facility were less than 25 tons per year, 
and except for carbonyl sulfide (COS), the uncontrolled emissions of individual HAPs from all sources at 
the facility were each less than 10 tons per year. The draft permit required that emissions from the AGR 
CO2 vent (the single source of COS emissions) be controlled using a thermal oxidizer designed with a 
minimum 90% destruction removal efficiency. The draft permit also required that SIE develop operating 
and maintenance procedures to ensure good operations of the thermal oxidizer; these parameters are 
incorporated by reference into the permit as enforceable conditions. Although the minimum DRE for the 
thermal oxidizer has been increased to 95% (see the response to Comment 91), the availability of 
enforceable provisions has not changed. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 48. Mercury: EPA 10 strategies. One of EPA’s key strategies is to address unregulated 
atmospheric sources of mercury in Region 10. To this end, we plan to work with 
States, Tribes, and individual companies to develop voluntary agreements to reduce 
mercury emissions by taking advantage of the various pollution prevention and 
waste partnerships. Similarly, new sources with mercury emissions present an 
opportunity to minimize additional mercury emissions. (EPA 10) 

Once the permit is issued, there is no mechanism to ensure that best practices are 
being followed to safeguard the public health. (EPA 10) 

Response: 

The PCAEC is not an unregulated source of atmospheric mercury emissions. Emissions of mercury to the 
air from the proposed project are subject to Idaho’s toxic air pollutant rules. 

EPA has not been prevented from pursuing a voluntary agreement regarding mercury emissions. In 2007, 
the EPA was aware of SIE’s plans to construct a coal gasification facility near American Falls. Nothing in 
DEQ’s air quality permitting process precluded EPA from contacting SIE to discuss their concerns 
regarding mercury emissions. The permitting process is not dependent on SIE “voluntarily” entering into 
any agreement with the EPA regarding the facility emissions.  

DEQ’s EPA-approved air quality permitting and compliance inspection programs provide ways to ensure 
that best practices are followed. Clean Air Act requirements are implemented in Idaho by DEQ, under 
authority delegated by the EPA. The DEQ air quality program is conducted in accordance with an EPA-
approved state implementation plan (SIP), and is subject to regular reviews by EPA 10 to ensure that the 
program meets EPA’s expectations. As part of this program, permits issued by DEQ must include limits 
on air pollutants as necessary to ensure that air quality standards are met. For any limit, the permit must 
specify monitoring and recordkeeping sufficient to determine that the facility is in compliance with that 
limit. DEQ inspectors conduct unannounced inspections of permitted facilities to ensure that the facility is 
being operated in accordance with the permit conditions. The frequency of inspections and the level of 
detail for each inspection depend on the potential emissions from the facility. Because the PCAEC will be 
subject to Title V permitting requirements, the most rigorous inspection schedule will apply to this 
facility. 

EPA regulations for mercury do not apply to the proposed project. Under the EPA regulations, emissions 
of HAPs including mercury do not trigger BACT requirements. Under the Clean Air Act, the EPA 
currently regulates mercury emissions only through New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for 
municipal waste combustion, electric utility steam generating units, and hospital and medical waste 
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incinerators; and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) that require the 
use of maximum achievable control technology (MACT) for mercury cell chlor-alkali plants, Portland 
cement manufacturers, iron and steel foundries, and industrial boilers (although the “boiler MACT” has 
since been vacated). A case-by-case MACT analysis for mercury emissions from the two boilers proposed 
for the PCAEC was not required (see the response to Comment 45). 

EPA has not promulgated rules under the Clean Air Act that explicitly require sources to consider the 
effects of atmospheric mercury deposition to plants, soils, or surface waters. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 49. Mercury emission, controls, and handling were not adequately described. 
Comments were received stating that the absence of a detailed description of the 
mercury control equipment, the expected speciation of mercury emissions, the 
mercury handling practices, and monitoring of mercury emissions prevent 
meaningful and informed comment by EPA or the public  (EPA Region 10, Sierra 
Club IV). 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The syngas treatment train described in the application notes that activated carbon beds 
with a minimum removal efficiency of 95% will be used to remove most of the mercury in the syngas 
stream. When the permit application was submitted in April 2008, more detailed information was not yet 
available. This level of description, however, was adequate for the purpose of developing draft permit 
conditions for a large industrial facility for which detailed design had not yet begun.  

Mercury emissions from the proposed project steady-state operations have been quantified and are 
significantly less than the screening emission level (EL) increment. Sources of mercury emissions during 
normal steady-state operations at the PCAEC include process heaters, pilots for the three flares, and a 
package boiler fired by natural gas, as well as a steam superheater boiler fired by natural gas or PSA 
tailgas. Mercury content of the PSA tailgas was presumed to be equal to concentrations typically found in 
natural gas. DEQ determined that this was reasonable, due to mercury reduction in process steps 
including the initial syngas quench, syngas treatment using activated carbon adsorption beds with a 
minimum 95% removal for mercury, and heat exchangers downstream of the carbon beds where the 
temperature of the syngas is reduced to about 32oF 40 which is expected to cause most of the remaining 
mercury to condense onto the walls of the heat exchangers.  

Mercury emissions from these sources were provided in SIE’s application, based on operating each of 
these sources continuously throughout the year (i.e., 24 hours per day and 8,760 hours per year), were 
estimated to be 6.9E-05 lb/hr (0.000069 lb/hr). This emission rate is less than the screening EL increment 
of 1.0E-03 lb/hr (0.001 lb/hr) listed for mercury in Section 585 of the Rules. No further analysis was 
therefore required to demonstrate compliance with Idaho’s TAP rules for mercury.  

Mercury emissions from the proposed project startup or upset operations are quantifiable and must be 
evaluated for reporting as excess emissions. The PCAEC will be designed to operate continuously during 
normal operations, with infrequent shutdowns for scheduled maintenance. Based on this consideration, 
DEQ determined that it was not appropriate to include startups in the permitted operations for the 
proposed project. The potential to emit for the PCAEC, therefore, does not include emissions during 
startups. In accordance with General Provision 8 of the draft permit, excess emissions that occur during 
startup and scheduled maintenance must be reported to DEQ (see Comment 42). 

To ensure that mercury emissions during steady-state and startup or upset conditions would be 
quantifiable, however, the draft permit for the PCAEC required:  

                                                           
40 FLUOR/UOP, Synthesis Gas Purification in Gasfication to Ammonia/Urea Complex, 

http://www.gasification.org/Docs/Conferences/2004/26KUBE_Paper.pdf 
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• Process heaters and the package boiler must be operated on natural gas only. 

• Initial and periodic sampling and analysis of the coal, petcoke, and fluxant for metals including 
mercury, which provides information about the amount of metals being introduced into the 
gasification process.  

• Initial and periodic sampling and analysis of the flared syngas for metals including mercury, 
which provides information about the metals that may be emitted during startup or upset 
conditions.  

• Process equipment included in the syngas cleanup train (i.e., the activated carbon beds) must be 
designed to reduce mercury emissions by at least 95%.  

• Operation, maintenance, and inspection procedures to ensure that the carbon beds are operated in 
this range must be specified in an O&M manual. The O&M manual must be submitted to DEQ 
for review and comment at least 60 days prior to startup of the activated carbon beds and must 
include specific information about how the device will be monitored, inspected, tested, and 
maintained.  

• Procedures to minimize the number of startups, malfunctions, and flaring of syngas must be 
specified in an SSM plan to be submitted to DEQ for review and comment prior to startup.  

The applicable O&M manual and SSM plan specifications are incorporated by reference into the draft 
permit as enforceable permit conditions.  
 
Comparison of mercury emissions from facilities in southeastern Idaho:  
As shown in Table 4, mercury (Hg) emissions from the PCAEC are predicted to be less than one pound 
per year. DEQ estimated the mercury emissions from flaring during startup using an EPA emission factor 
for mercury emissions from coal combustion, and presumed flaring of off-spec syngas for two hours 
during startup as described in SIE’s application. The calculation for worst-case startup emissions 
presumes a 95% reduction of the mercury in the syngas in the activated carbon beds, and 50 startups per 
year. 

Predicted mercury emissions from other sources located in southeast Idaho have been included in the 
table to illustrate that the PCAEC will be a comparatively small source of mercury emissions. 
Table 4.  COMPARISON OF MERCURY EMISSION RATES FOR IDAHO SOURCES 

Table 4. COMPARISON OF MERCURY EMISSION RATES FOR IDAHO SOURCES 

Emission Source Assumptions Mercury Emissions 
(pounds per year) 

PCAEC Steady-state operations  0.61 b 

PCAEC Worst-Case: Steady-state operations plus 50 (~weekly) startups per year 
Minimum 95% reduction of mercury in the carbon beds.   1.0 b, e 

Hot Mix Asphalt Plant,  
Portable 300,000 tons/year asphalt, used oil or diesel fuel, baghouse controls  0.80 c 

Idaho State University, 
Pocatello 
Coal-fired boiler 

3,854 T/yr coal, no controls a 1.43 d,e 

BYU Idaho, Rexburg 
Coal-fired boilers 8,300 T/yr coal, no controls a 3.08 d,e 

Ash Grove Cement, Inkom 
Cement kiln 2005 EPA Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) 7  

P4/Monsanto,  
Elemental phosphorous plant 
Soda Springs 

2005 EPA Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) 725 

a   Coal usage allowed under current air quality permits T2-030317 (ISU) and P-060500 (BYU). 
b Total steady-state mercury emissions = 3.0E-04 TPY (0.61 pounds per year)  from Application, Appendix D. 
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Estimated Startup emissions (syngas flaring estimated as coal combustion):  
 

16 lb Hg x 11,600 Btu x 5,000 Tcoal  x 2000 lb  x day   x    2 hr       x (1-0.95) = 0.0077 lb Hg/startup 
1012 Btu         lbcoal          day                 ton         24 hr      startup 

0.0077 lb Hg/startup x 50 startups = 0.39 lb Hg/yr 
c Based on emission factors from AP-42, Chapter 11.1 (4/04) 
d Sample Calculation:    16 lb Hg x 11,600 Btu x 3,854 Tcoal  x 2000 lb   = 1.43 lb Hg/year 

    1012 Btu         lbcoal            year                 ton          
e  Mercury Emission Factor is from AP-42, Chapter 1.1 (9/98), Bituminous and Subbituminous Coal Combustion, Table 1.1-17 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 50. Mercury deposition. Comments were received regarding the potential impacts of 
mercury deposition onto surface waters, introduction of mercury into local crops 
either from atmospheric deposition or from using irrigation water from American 
Falls reservoir, and contamination of local groundwater from mercury in the 
reservoir. Comments received from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes pointed to the 
potential impact of long-term deposition to American Falls Reservoir and to the 
Bottoms area was of particular concern. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, EPA 10, Balsai, 
Bray) 

Response: 

PCAEC mercury emissions have been provided to EPA for future dispersion and deposition modeling. 
Atmospheric emissions and atmospheric deposition of mercury are just two of the many sources of 
mercury in our environment.41 DEQ and EPA efforts are ongoing to better understand how regional 
emissions and discharges of mercury might result in impacts to vegetation, soils, surface waters, and 
aquatic plants and animals. As part of this effort, the EPA has conducted dispersion and deposition 
modeling for atmospheric mercury emissions in Idaho. The results of the most recent modeling were 
published in August of 2008.42  

To ensure that mercury emissions from the proposed PCAEC are considered in any future modeling, 
information regarding the potential mercury emissions from the PCAEC was provided to the EPA 
workgroup by email from Carl Brown to EPA’s Dwight Albright on January 9, 2009. Where mercury 
speciation information is not available, the EPA modeling group may presume speciation based on a 
number of factors including the type of emission sources (i.e., gas combustion) or the focus of the 
particular modeling run (e.g., emissions of reactive gas mercury). At EPA’s request, DEQ provided 
additional information regarding stack parameters and emission rates for steady-state operations—and for 
an estimated 50 startups with syngas flaring from the gasifier flare—on February 6, 2009. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 51. Mercury emissions were not included in Table 3.3 of the draft statement of basis. 
Table 3.3 of the statement of basis does not contain any estimate of the emissions of 
mercury.  

Response: 

As shown in Appendix D of the application, permitted mercury emissions from the PCAEC during 
normal, steady-state operations were predicted to be 6.93E-05 lb/hr and 3.04E-04 tons per year (0.61 
                                                           
41  Mercury in the Environment, accessible at http://www.deq.idaho.gov/waste/prog_issues/haz_waste/mercury_new.cfm 
42 August 5, 2008, Model-Based Analysis and Tracking of Airborne Mercury Emissions to Assist in Watershed 

Planning,, Final Revised Report, prepared by ICF International for the U.S. EPA Office of Water. Accessible at 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/tmdl/pdf/final300report_10072008.pdf  
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pounds per year). The predicted mercury emissions were significantly below the applicable screening 
emission level of 0.003 lb/hr that is listed in Section 585 of the Rules. It is not unusual to limit the 
discussion in Section 3 of the statement of basis to TAPs that exceed screening emission levels. A table 
describing the emissions of HAPs/TAPs has been added to the statement of basis (see the response to 
Comment 45). 

Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis has been revised to include all 
evaluated TAPs emissions, including mercury.  

Comment 52. Mercury emissions estimated by commenter to be 4,000 pounds per year. A 
comment was received stating that annual mercury emissions would be more than 
4,000 pounds per year. (Thackray) 

Response: 

The commenter used mercury contents that are available on the internet for Wyoming coals (0.01 ppm – 
1.1 ppm), and calculated an average value of 0.105 ppm (presumed to be by weight). Based on gasifying 
coal at 5,000 tons per day, and his assumption regarding the mercury content, the commenter correctly 
calculated the annual emissions of mercury at ~385 pounds per year for the average mercury content, and 
~4,000 pounds per year at a maximum mercury content of 1.1 ppm. This presumes that 100% of the 
mercury present in the coal is released to the atmosphere. 

However, the PCAEC process is not directly comparable to coal combustion. Mercury emissions from the 
PCAEC are predicted to be less than one (1) pound per year (see the response to Comment 50). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 53. Mercury emissions must be continuously monitored and frequent monitoring of all 
other HAPs must be required. (Hueftle) 

Response: 

See the response to Comment 47. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

FEDERALLY-REGULATED RADIONUCLIDES 
 

Comment 54. Radionuclide emissions from slag not demonstrated to be exempt. Comments were 
received stating that the Rules exempt evaluating the potential to emit radionuclides 
only if the PTE of radionuclides is less than 1% of the standard. Because slag from 
the gasifier process may contain radionuclides, or even concentrate them, DEQ 
should require PCAEC to asses the PTE of slag to determine compliance with 40 
CFR Part 61, Subpart H, and the categorical exclusion contained in Section 221.02 
of the Rules. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

The EPA, not DEQ, has the authority to regulate radionuclide emissions to the atmosphere. The EPA has 
promulgated National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Radionuclides (Rad 
NESHAPs) for several source categories including from underground uranium mining and phosphorus 
plants. The operations proposed at the PCAEC are not included in any of the source categories currently 
regulated under Rad NESHAPs.  
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The 10 millirem per year emission standard for radionuclides specified in 40 CFR 61, Subpart H, 
“National Emission Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides other than Radon from Department of 
Energy Facilities,” does not apply to the PCAEC because it is not a Department of Energy facility.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

STATE-REGULATED TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS (TAPs) 
 
Comment 55. Coal dust and crystalline silica. The TAPs compliance demonstration must include 

coal dust and crystalline silica emissions. The commenter compared (Sierra Club 
comment XXII) 

Response: 

Crystalline Silica and Coal Dust Emissions from Coal Handling 

Particulate emissions from coal handling and storage are controlled by baghouses. SIE estimated PM10 
emissions from coal handling including from railcar unloading, transfers to hoppers, conveyor transfers, 
silo filling, and transfer from silos to the rod mill hoppers: 

Fugitive coal dust from railcars on siding     (see Comment 36) 
Railcar unloading (SRC01)      0.0435 lb/hr 
Railcar hopper to conveyor (SRC02)     0.0407 lb/hr 
Railcar conveyor to silo conveyor (SRC03)    0.0407 lb/hr 
Silo conveyor to stacker conveyor (SRC04)    0.0407 lb/hr 
Silo 1,2, and 3 Vents (SRC05, 06,07)    0.0407 lb/hr x 3 
Silo 1, 2, and 3 Reclaimer (SRC08, 09,10)    0.0008   lb/hr x 3 
Reclaim conveyor to rod mill hopper #1, #2 (SRC11, 12)  0.0008   lb/hr x 2 

 PM10 emissions from coal handling:   0.29 lb/hr 
 
Crystalline Silica Emissions from Sand Fluxant Handling 

The commenter is correct that if silica sand is used as a fluxant, there may be emissions of crystalline 
silica from offloading the sand from railcars or trucks into a fluxant hopper, transferring sand from the 
hopper to a silo, filling the silo, and transferring sand from the silo to the rod mill hopper. DEQ does not 
believe, however, that there would be emissions of sand as a result of “breathing losses” during storage in 
the silo. 

SIE addressed fluxant handling emissions as fugitive emissions. The draft permit, however, requires that 
enclosures described in Table 3.1 be constructed and maintained to control PM and PM10 emissions from 
…fluxant unloading, conveying, storage, and processing. Required controls include water sprays or 
equivalent means to provide a minimum 75% control of fugitive emissions, covered conveyors with 
enclosed transfer points, and storage in fully enclosed silo(s) equipped with a baghouse or cartridge filter 
with a minimum capture efficiency of 99% for PM/PM10. 

Sand particle size depends on the grade of sand, and the amount of quartz (crystalline silica) can vary 
widely depending on the source of the sand. Based on information taken from the U.S. Department of 
Labor OSHA Silica Stakeholders Meeting Summary43, lake sand may be comprised of 90% crystalline 
silica, but only about 5% is respirable. The respirable silica content for reconditioned sand is about 7%. 
Based on the draft permit requirements, if sand fluxant is conservatively presumed to be 10% respirable 
crystalline silica, the emissions can be estimated as follows: 

                                                           
43 June 2, 1998, OSHA Silica Stakeholders Meeting Summary, Session 1, Chicago, Illinois, accessed on 

December 8, 2008 at http://www.osha.gov/dhs/stakeholdermeetings/Summary1.html 
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Fluxant Railcar (or truck) unloading:   250 T/hr x 0.00087 lb/ton x (1- 0.75) =  0.054 lb/hr 
(water sprays or equivalent, minimum 75% control, uncontrolled emission factor (EF) from SIE application) 

Fluxant Hopper to Silo:    250 T/hr x 0.00081 lb/ton x (1- 0.96) =  0.0081 lb/hr 
(covered conveyor w/enclosed transfer pts, uncontrolled EF from SIE application plus 96% controla) 

Silo to Rod Mill Hopper :   250 T/hr x 0.00081 lb/ton x (1- 0.96) =  0.0081 lb/hr 
(covered conveyor w/enclosed transfer pts, uncontrolled EF calculated by DEQ,a plus 96% controla) 

Silo Filling (Sand):     250 T/hr x 0.00099 lb/ton x (1 – 0.99) = 0.002 lb/hr 
(baghouse/cartridge filter, Maricopa uncontrolled EF (sand)44, plus 99% control)   

a 96% control for conveyor transfer points -  see AP-42 Section 11.19.2.2 

 PM10 Emissions from Sand Fluxant Handling:   0.070 lb/hr 
Emissions of respirable crystalline silica:  0.007 lb/hr 

 

Demonstration of Compliance with TAPs Increment – Coal Dust 

If all of the 0.29 lb/hr PM10 emissions from coal handling were presumed to be coal dust, the 24-hour 
average emissions would exceed the screening emission level (EL) of 0.133 lb/hr for coal dust listed in 
Section 585 of the Rules. Modeling would therefore be required to demonstrate that the maximum 
24-hour average ambient impact associated with these emissions will not exceed the AAC of 0.1 mg/m3 
(100 µg/m3) for coal dust. Dispersion modeling conducted by SIE predicted a maximum 24-hour impact 
of 4.92 µg/m3 from facility-wide emissions of more than 14 lb/hr PM10. If all of the PM10 emissions from 
the facility were emitted as coal dust, the ambient impact would be less than the applicable AAC of 
100 µg/m3. The facility-wide PM10 modeling results are therefore sufficient to demonstrate compliance 
with state TAP increments for emissions of coal dust. 

Demonstration of Compliance with TAPs Increment – Crystalline Silica (as cristobalite) 

Cristobalite has not been detected in coal mine dust,45 so all crystalline silica emitted from coal handling 
is presumed to be in the form of quartz or fused silica. In Addendum No. 4 to the application, SIE 
clarified that sand fluxant can be reasonably presumed to contain negligible quantities of cristobalite. 

Demonstration of Compliance with TAPs Increment – Crystalline Silica (as quartz or fused silica) 

If all of the 0.29 lb/hr PM10 emissions from coal handling combined with the 0.070 lb/hr PM10 from sand 
fluxant handling were presumed to be crystalline silica (as quartz or fused silica), the 24-hour average 
emissions would exceed the screening emission level (EL) of 0.0067 lb/hr for quartz and fused silica 
listed in Section 585 of the Rules. Modeling would therefore be required to demonstrate that the 
maximum 24-hour average ambient impact associated with these emissions will not exceed the AAC of 
0.005 mg/m3 (5 µg/m3) for quartz and fused silica.  

Dispersion modeling conducted by SIE predicted a maximum 24-hour impact of 4.92 µg/m3 from facility-
wide emissions of more than 14 lb/hr PM10. If all of the facility-wide PM10 emissions were presumed to 
be emitted as quartz and fused silica, the ambient impact would be less than the applicable 5 µg/m3

 AAC. 
The facility-wide PM10 modeling results are therefore sufficient to demonstrate compliance with state 
TAPs increments for emissions of crystalline silica that are not in the form of cristobalite. 

Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to include discussions of 
coal dust and silica as TAPs emissions. 

                                                           
44  Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Emission Inventory Help Sheet for Concrete Batch Plants, 

http://www.maricopa.gov/aq/divisions/planning_analysis/docs/2007_helpsheets/07_concrete.pdf 
45  August 15, 1994, “Silica, Crystalline in coal mine dust, by IR, NIOSH Manual of Analytical Methods, Fourth 

Edition, accessible at http://oshthai.labour.go.th/labourhealth/pdfs/7603.pdf  
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Comment 56. Crystalline silica probable carcinogenic effects should be evaluated.  Comments 
were received stating that the California EPA, the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), the American Conference for Governmental Industrial 
Hygienists (ACGIH), and the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health 
(NIOSH) all consider crystalline silica to be a probable human carcinogen, and that 
DEQ should ensure that the risk of exposure to crystalline silica does not exceed the 
standards based on cancer risk. (Sierra Club comment XXII). 

Response:   

Certain groups (including the state of California) do consider crystalline silica as a carcinogen. The 
International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) lists crystalline silica that is inhaled in the form of 
quartz or cristobalite from occupational sources as a Group 1 carcinogen.46 In 2005 California’s Office of 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) noted in its memo outlining a chronic Reference Exposure Level 
(REL) of 3 µg/m3, that there were currently no approved cancer potency factors for silica. California’s 
REL is similar to the AACs (2.5 µg/m3for cristobalite and 5 µg/m3 for and quartz or fused silica) listed in 
Section 585 of the Rules. Idaho’s toxic air pollutant rules are designed to be protective of human health 
and can allow for analysis beyond comparing to AAC and acceptable ambient concentration for 
carcinogen (AACC) increment levels. Since there is no peer-reviewed guidance on treating silica as a 
carcinogen, and since Idaho’s current increment levels are consistent with other state’s guidance, more 
advanced analysis is not warranted at this time. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 57. Chloride and fluoride emissions. Comments were received stating that chloride and 
fluoride emissions for a gasification facility in Louisiana were predicted to be much 
higher than the levels estimated for the PCAEC, and stating concerns about fluoride 
emissions and fluorinosis in cattle based on local experience with emissions from the 
Simplot Don Siding Plant. (Sierra Club comment IV, Greg Helm)   

Response: 

PCAEC feedstock and processes are not comparable to Simplot Don Siding Plant operations. The Simplot 
Don Siding Plant located near Pocatello produces phosphoric acid, sulfuric acid, several grades of solid 
and liquid fertilizers, and other commercial chemical products. Fluorides are present in the phosphate 
rock used as feedstock at the Don Plant, and are retained in the phosphoric acid and phosphate fertilizer 
production processes. The PCAEC will not use phosphate rock as a feedstock, and will not produce 
phosphoric acid or phosphate fertilizers. 

PCAEC chloride and fluoride emissions. On January 9, 2009, SIE submitted Addendum No. 4 to their 
application, which included the following additional information regarding anticipated chloride and 
fluoride emissions from the PCAEC: 

A discussion of the process for treating trace compounds like chlorides was included on page 2-35 of the 
application, in a subsection entitled Syngas Scrubbing. Trace metals, chlorides, and fluorides are adverse 
to the PCAEC’s product mix, metallurgy, and process catalysts, and must be removed to ensure the 
product specifications and equipment and catalyst life expectancies are met. As noted in the DEQ’s 
December 24, 2008 letter, public comments were submitted questioning the potential chloride and 
fluoride emissions from the Project. The basis of the comments is a study performed by the Department of 
Energy (DOE) entitled, “A Study of Toxic Emissions From a Coal-Fired Gasification Plant” (referred to 
hereafter as the DOE study). The DOE study is not applicable to the gasification technology or 
downstream processes of the PCAEC. The DOE study was performed on the predecessor to the Wabash 
Power Plant, which used E-Gas gasification technology that employs a convective syngas cooler. The 

                                                           
46 IARC website, http://www.nationmaster.com/encyclopedia/List-of-IARC-Group-1-carcinogens 
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PCAEC will utilize General Electric Quench gasifiers. Differences between the system evaluated in the 
DOE study and that proposed for the Project are discussed below. 

Quench System. In contrast to the E-Gas technology, the Project’s gasifiers employ a quench system, 
in which the syngas comes into contact with a water quench. The primary purpose of the quench 
system is to provide cooling and necessary water saturation to perform the downstream shift reaction. 
A secondary benefit of the quench system is the capture of certain ions, including chlorides and 
fluorides. 

Use of the Syngas. Another difference between the facility evaluated in the DOE study and the 
PCAEC is the purpose of the syngas. In the DOE study, the facility burned the syngas to generate 
power. Therefore, any constituents that remained in the syngas would potentially end up in the air 
emissions of the power generating combustion unit. In contrast, the PCAEC is designed to process 
syngas into hydrogen, which is then consumed in the production of ammonia. The syngas must be 
cleaned and trace constituents removed, because the PCAEC processes include several catalytic 
systems that would be adversely impacted by these potential contaminants. Only the pressure swing 
adsorber (PSA) tailgas will be burned in the steam superheater boiler. All other syngas will be used in 
the ammonia production process. As a result, the potential for air emissions of trace constituents, like 
chlorides and fluorides, from combustion of the syngas at the PCAEC is materially less than from a 
comparably sized gasification-to electric power project (like the facility evaluated in the DOE study). 
Fluorides from the PCAEC will exit the system as fluorite, CaF2, in the slag. And chlorides will exit 
the system in the zero liquid discharge system solids (ZLDS), as ammonium chloride (NH4Cl) salt. 
Both the fluorite and ammonium chloride salt in the ZLDS solids will be properly disposed of in a 
landfill.  

Additional Limitations of the DOE Study. In addition to the significant differences between the type and 
use of the gasifier evaluated in the DOE study and the Project’s gasifiers, other limitations of the DOE 
study are notable. First, the discussion of chloride and fluoride emissions in the DOE study was 
inconclusive. The following are two excerpts come from page 6-9 of the study: 

(1) “The chloride material balance closure was about 54% This represents the upper boundary of the 
actual closure, since chloride was not detected in the incinerator and turbine exhausts, and the 
detection limits were used to estimate amounts in these streams. Internal mass balance closures 
around the sour water stripper and the gas turbine were also poor, in the range of 200-300 percent. 
The average measured chloride level in coal was 39 μg/g, with a standard deviation of 7.4 μg/g. Most 
of the chloride entering the plant in the coal would be expected to leave the system in the incinerator 
or turbine exhausts or in the stripped (sweet) water, but the measurements do not support this. Some 
chloride may also be fused into the slag matrix, and the slag analyzer may produce levels that are 
biased low. Therefore, a significant fraction of the chloride is unaccounted for in the plant.” 

(2) “The overall plant fluoride balance was poor, with an overall closure of only 28%. The average 
fluoride level of 66 μg/g in the coal was higher than the chloride content. However, these 
concentrations are still quite low and are subject to analytical uncertainty and imprecision, as 
indicated by QA/QC results. The standard deviation of the analysis was 16 μg/g, relatively high, but 
not enough to significantly impact the material balance. Most of the fluoride found in the discharge 
streams was contained in the slag, with a much smaller amount exiting in the sweet water. The 
fluoride analyses of the slag were consistent, with a low level of variability. Less than 1% of the 
fluoride in the coal was found in the incinerator and the turbine exhaust streams. The mode by which 
a substantial amount of fluoride leaves the plant is unknown, although its absence in the gas streams 
may indicate that the slag analysis was biased low and/or the coal analysis was biased high.” 

Close review of the DOE study reveals that the factors listed in Table ES-2 of the study are not 
appropriate, nor reliable, emission factors for the PCAEC.  

The information provided in Addendum No. 4 underscores that the chloride and fluoride emissions from 
the PCAEC are not expected to be significant. During the development of the draft permit, DEQ had 
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made this determination based on a review of the recent final PSD permit for a similar operating facility 
located in Coffeyville, Kansas.47 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 58. Mercaptans. The application does not estimate emissions of mercaptans. (Sierra Club 
comment XX) 

Response: 

On January 9, 2009, SIE submitted Addendum No. 4 to their application, which included the following 
additional information regarding anticipated mercaptan emissions from the PCAEC: 

All thiols (or mercaptans) in the coal are expected to be destroyed in the gasifier. This is due to the high 
temperatures and pressures in the gasifier that react with sulfur compounds, such as mercaptans, to form 
carbonyl sulfide (COS) and hydrogen sulfide (H2S). This statement is supported by industry research. 
According to Research Report 59, Gaseous Nitrogen and Sulphur Emissions from Coal Gasification,48 the 
gasification process destroys mercaptans. This was demonstrated by process sampling that showed that no 
sulfur compounds except COS and H2S are formed in an entrained flow coal gasification process. 
Additionally, thiols are not reported in the industry literature as being in the product gases from a GE 
gasifier. For these reasons, the Air Permit Application for the Project did not include an estimate of 
mercaptan emissions. 

DEQ reviewed the referenced document, which underscores that SIE appropriately did not include 
emissions of mercaptans in their PTC application. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 59. Nitrous oxide (N2O). Comments were received stating that emissions of N2O from 
the nitric acid plant have not been quantified. (Sierra Club comment XV) 

Response: 

On January 9, 2009, SIE submitted Addendum No. 4 to their application, which included the following 
additional information regarding anticipated mercaptan emissions from the PCAEC: 

Nitric acid is produced by oxidizing ammonia with air over a catalyst to produce nitrogen oxides (NO and 
NO2), which, in turn, react with water to form nitric acid (HNO3). This process also results in the 
formation of nitrous oxide (N2O), which does not “participate” in the downstream formation of nitric 
acid. The nitric acid production process is discussed in detail in Section 2, Page 2-46 of the Project’s Air 
Permit Application.  

A typical nitric acid plant vents the nitrous oxide to the atmosphere with a nitric acid plant’s tailgas. The 
production of N2O varies widely by nitric acid plant and technology, and can range in concentration from 
300 to 3500 ppmv.49 The EPA estimates that approximately 9.5 kg of N2O is produced for every metric 
ton of acid produced unless additional controls are deployed.50  

                                                           
47 August 6, 2007, KDHE Final PSD Permit, Coffeyville Resources Nitrogen Facility, accessible at 

http://www.epa.gov/rgytgrnj/programs/artd/air/nsr/archives/2007/finalpermits/crnf_final_psd_permit.pdf 
48 Day, S.J., Nelson, P.F., and Park, D.C., “Research Report 59, Gaseous Nitrogen and Sulphur Emissions from Coal 

Gasification,” Cooperative Center for Coal in Sustainable Development, June 2006. 
http://www.ccsd.biz/publications/files/RR/RR%2059%20Gaseous%20Nitrogen%20formatted.pdf 

49 2004, Gary R. Maxwell, “Synthetic Nitrogen Products, A Practical Guide to the Products and Processes,” Kluwer 
Academics/Plenum Publishers, New York. 

50 2001, EPA, “U.S. Adipic Acid and Nitric Acid N2O Emissions 1990-2020: Inventories, Projections, and 
Opportunities for Reductions.” 
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According to potential technology providers for the nitric acid plant at the PCAEC, an emission rate of 
300 ppmv will be achieved using catalytic decomposition of N2O to atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen. 
NOx emissions will not be impacted by the catalytic decomposition of N2O. Therefore, SIE will control 
N2O emissions from the nitric acid plant to a concentration of 300 ppmv.  
Nitrous oxide is listed in Idaho as a non-carcinogenic TAP under IDAPA 58.01.01.585. It has a screening 
EL of 6 lbs per hour and an AAC of 4.5 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3), on a 24-hr average. The 
300 ppmv concentration corresponds to a mass emission rate of 88 lbs of N2O per hour, which is greater 
than the EL; modeling is therefore required for this pollutant.  
The modeling analyses included with the application allow for a direct estimate of N2O concentrations 
associated with nitric acid production. As discussed in the Air Permit Application (Section 5, p. 5-126), 
SIE modeled the nitric acid plant independently in order to determine part-load operating conditions and 
their associated impacts to air quality. As part of this analysis, nitric acid emissions and ammonia 
emissions were modeled, and their impacts to air quality are expressed on a 24-hr average basis, in 
accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.585. Ambient concentrations of nitrous oxide may be estimated by 
multiplying the modeled ambient concentration of either nitric acid or ammonia from the Air Permit 
Application by the emission rate of nitrous oxide, then dividing the resulting value by the corresponding 
emission rate of nitric acid or ammonia. The calculation of the maximum nitrous oxide concentration 
associated with the nitric acid plant utilizing this methodology is shown in Table 5. 
Table 5.  DEMONSTRATION OF TAPS COMPLIANCE FOR NITROUS OXIDE 

Table 5. DEMONSTRATION OF TAPS COMPLIANCE FOR NITROUS OXIDE 

Pollutant Emission Rate 
(lb/hr) 

Maximum Modeled 
24-hr  

Concentration 
(mg/m3) 

Impact Factor 
mg/m3 per lb/hr 

Calculated 
24-hr 

Concentration 
(mg/m3) 

IDAPA 58.01.01.585 
AAC for N2O 

(mg/m3) 

Nitric acid 0.44 0.00021 4.77E-04 --- --- 
Ammonia 2.19 0.00104 4.75E-04 --- --- 
N2O 88 Not modeled 4.76E-04a 0.04 4.5 
a Average of the impact factors for nitric acid and ammonia. 
 

The ambient concentration of N2O from the nitric acid plant is approximately 0.04 mg/m3, which is 
approximately 0.9% of the 4.5 mg/m3 AAC increment for nitrous oxide.  

Compliance can be demonstrated using the uncontrolled N2O emissions. If ambient impact from 
300 ppmv N2O emissions is scaled for an uncontrolled N2O emission rate of 3500 ppmv, the 
“uncontrolled” ambient impact would be 0.47 mg/m3. The nitrous oxide emissions from the nitric acid 
plant will not have an adverse impact to air quality, and concentrations will be within acceptable limits as 
defined in IDAPA 58.01.01.585. Because compliance can be demonstrated using the uncontrolled 
emissions, the permit will not require that the catalytic decomposition unit for N2O be installed or 
operated. 
Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to address N2O TAPs 

emissions. 

Comment 60. Sulfuric acid emissions. Comments were received stating that the permit does not 
appropriately address sulfuric acid emissions as a toxic air pollutant. (Sierra Club 
XVIII) 

Response: 

On December 10, 2008, SIE submitted Addendum No. 3 to their application, stating that a design 
decision had been made to use a Claus sulfur recovery unit to produce elemental sulfur. The option to 
install a sulfuric acid plant has therefore been removed from the draft permit. Other than the sulfuric acid 
plant, there were no other sources within this project that might emit sulfuric acid.     
Result: The draft permit and statement of basis have been revised to delete the sulfuric acid plant option. 
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Comment 61. TAPs: Noncancer acute health effects were not quantified. Comments were received 
stating that toxics such as ammonia, benzene, and formaldehyde are known to cause 
noncancer health effects due to acute 1-hour exposure that is shorter than the 
modeled 24-hour exposure. (Sierra Club A-#7). 

Response:  

Idaho’s toxics air pollutant rules do not address acute (1-hour) exposures. Idaho’s toxic air pollutant rules 
can allow for analysis beyond comparing to acceptable ambient concentration (AAC) and acceptable 
ambient concentration for carcinogens (AACC) increment levels. It is true that certain contaminants may 
give rise to health effects after acute (1 hour) exposures. However, with regard to the three examples 
listed by the commenter: 

Ammonia is regulated as a noncarcinogen subject to a 24-hour standard. The maximum pound-per-
hour ammonia emissions (i.e., the emissions that would be modeled for an acute 1-hour exposure) 
were estimated based on operations at maximum capacity. The inputs for the dispersion modeling 
presumed that ammonia was emitted at these maximum rates for each hour during a 24-hour period. 
The maximum 24-hour ambient impact of 40.6 µg/m3, therefore, is also representative of the acute 
1-hour exposure concentration. This value is significantly below acute inhalation standards, including 
the 200 parts per million (ppmv)(13,929 µg/m3) American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA) 
Emergency Response Planning Guideline ERPG-2. The ERPG-2 is the maximum airborne 
concentration below which it is believed that nearly all individuals could be exposed for up to 
one hour without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious health effects or symptoms 
which could impair an individual’s ability to take protective action.51 

µg/m3 = ppmv x (pressure x molar mass/RT) =  
(200 cm3

ammonia/m3
air) x (1 atm x 17.03052 g/mol)/(82.06 atm cm3/mol K x 298K) = 0.139 g/m3 = 13, 929 µg/m3 

Benzene is regulated as a carcinogen subject to an annual standard. The maximum pound-per-hour 
emissions during normal operations were estimated based on operating each source of benzene 
emissions for 8,760 hours per year, except for the two emergency generators. Annualized emission 
rates were used for the generators. Because the generators will not typically be running, the maximum 
benzene concentration of 9.0E-05 µg/m3 on an annual basis is also representative of the acute 1-hour 
exposure concentration. This value is significantly below acute inhalation standards, including the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) acute inhalation minimal risk level of 
0.2 mg/m3  (200 µg/m3).52 
Formaldehyde is regulated as a carcinogen subject to an annual standard. The maximum pound-per-
hour emissions during normal operations were estimated in the same manner as the ammonia 
emissions described above. The maximum formaldehyde concentration of 0.013 µg/m3 on an annual 
basis is also representative of the acute 1-hour exposure concentration. This value is significantly 
below acute inhalation standards, including the ATSDR acute inhalation minimal risk level of 
0.004 mg/m3 (4µg/m3).53 

As shown in the examples above, acute exposure guidance levels are considerably less restrictive than the 
24-hour AAC or annual AACC increment values listed in Sections 585 and 586 of the Rules. 
Demonstration that a facility’s permitted emissions comply with the Idaho TAPs increments also 
demonstrates that emissions would not exceed acute (1-hour) health guidance as well. Unless a concern 
has been identified regarding potential acute exposure to a specific pollutant, it is typically not reasonable 
to evaluate 1-hour acute exposures for air quality permitting (which presumes normal facility operations).  
Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
                                                           
51 ATSDR, Medical Management Guidelines for Ammonia (NH3), http: www.atsdr.cdc.gov/mhmi/mmg126.html 
52 July 2000, EPA-453/R-99-007, National Air Toxics Program: The Integrated Urban Strategy Report to Congress, 

accessible at http://www.epa.gov/ttnatw01/urban/natpapp.pdf 
53 July 2000, EPA-453/R-99-007, National Air Toxics Program: The Integrated Urban Strategy Report to Congress, 

accessible at http://www.epa.gov/ttnatw01/urban/natpapp.pdf 
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Comment 62. TAPs: Cancer risks are based only on inhalation and noncancer chronic health 
effects were not addressed. Comments were received stating that the evaluation of 
potential cancer risks from this project did not include risks from pathways other 
than inhalation. Comments were received stating that the noncancer chronic health 
effects should be addressed and should include non-inhalation risks such as 
ingestion of soil, drinking water, and food. (Sierra Club A-#6, A-#7). 

Response: 

Idaho’s toxic air pollutant rules do not address depositional effects from air emissions. The toxic air 
pollutant rules can allow for analysis beyond comparing to AAC and AACC increment levels. If clear 
evidence of significant carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic risk existed as a result of air emissions, a detailed 
risk assessment that investigated depositional effects could be performed. However, the analysis 
submitted with the application and supplemental submittals demonstrated that none of the increment 
levels for carcinogens or noncarcinogens were exceeded for pollutants expected to be emitted from this 
facility.  

For carcinogens, this means that the incremental increase in the risk from air emissions is very low (less 
than one in a million). For noncarcinogens, this means that the incremental increase in the risks from air 
emissions are a small fraction of levels that have been determined to be acceptable for chronic exposures 
in the workplace. A more detailed analysis or multipathway analysis is therefore not warranted. 

See the response to Comment 48 regarding the potential deposition of mercury. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

FUEL SULFUR LIMIT APPLICABILITY 
 
Comment 63. Fuel sulfur limit on coal is exceeded. Comments were received suggesting that the 

permit provision allowing a maximum 6% sulfur content in the coal feedstock is not 
in compliance with the Rules. (ICL supplemental comments) 

Response: 

The requirements for sulfur content in fuels are contained in Sections 725 through 729 of the Rules. As 
stated in 725, the purpose of these rules is to prevent excessive ground level concentrations of sulfur 
dioxide from fuel burning sources in Idaho. DEQ conducted a negotiated rulemaking in 2007 to clarify 
that the sulfur limits apply only to fuels that will be used in fuel burning sources. This proposed rule 
clarification does not change the intent of the existing rules, and is scheduled to be considered for 
adoption by the Idaho Legislature during the 2009 legislative session. The application includes a 
discussion justifying why the 1% sulfur content limit for coal does not apply to this facility (see p. 5-157). 
DEQ concurred that coal for this facility is a feedstock, is not being burned as a fuel, and that the gasifier 
is not a fuel burning source. The draft permit limits the coal sulfur content to the 6% level assumed in 
SIE’s process emission calculations and compliance demonstration.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

GASIFICATION TECHNOLOGY 
 

Comment 64. The technology has not been proven. A comment was received stating that the 
technology for the proposed project has not been proven at this scale. (Christensen) 

Response: 

The PCAEC will use the same or similar gasifiers, acid gas removal system (AGR), sulfur recovery unit, 
and fertilizer production processes as a plant in Coffeyville, Kansas. Other than the gasifiers and AGR, 
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the rest of the proposed project will use processes that have been commercially available and in use in the 
U.S. for a significant period of time. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

GASIFIER OPERATIONS 
 

Comment 65. Permit should limit operations to one gasifier at any time. A comment was received 
stating that the permit should restrict the facility to operating only one gasifier in 
production mode at any time. (Sierra Club X) 

Response: 

The description of the gasifier operations in Section 7.1 of the draft permit makes clear that two gasifiers 
will be installed, and that during normal operations one gasifier will be operated in production mode 
while the other is held in standby. The maximum feed to the gasifiers is limited to 5,000 tons per day of 
blended coal and petcoke, and 250 tons per day of fluxant. A separate condition requiring that only one 
gasifier be operated in production mode at any time is not necessary, nor is it reasonable. There is no 
evidence that the emissions from the gasification island or downstream processes would be increased if 
the facility split the maximum allowable feed and operated both gasifiers at the same time. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS  
 
Comment 66. Health effects from PCAEC emissions. Comments were received stating that 

emissions from the proposed plant would affect the health of individuals for miles 
around it. (Adams) 

Response: 

Graphics developed by DEQ illustrate that the predicted impacts from the PCAEC emissions, combined 
with representative background levels, will be well below national health-based standards (see the 
response to Comment 23). Compliance with state-regulated toxic air pollutants (TAPs) increments was 
demonstrated in the application, and discussed in the draft statement of basis. See the response to 
Comment 55 (coal dust and crystalline silica), Comment 57 (fluorides), and Comment 59 (N2O) for 
supplemental information demonstrating compliance with the applicable TAPs increments for these 
pollutants.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or the statement of basis 

Comment 67. PCAEC emissions’ affect on existing medical conditions (e.g., asthma). Comments 
were received from members of the public concerned that there would be immediate 
health consequences associated with emissions from this facility, and that the 
emissions of particulate matter, ammonia, and sulfur would exacerbate existing 
medical conditions, including asthma. (Scott Balsai) 

Response: 

See the response to Comment 23. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
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Analysis, revised October 1992, is a Level 1 screening analysis that uses a minimum distance of 
70 kilometers and a maximum distance of 90 kilometers, indicates that EPA intended the VISCREEN 
model to be used to evaluate visual impairment for projects like SIE’s PCAEC. The VISCREEN analysis 
for the PCAEC was based on a minimum distance of 74.7 kilometers and a maximum distance of 
85.7 kilometers, which is about the same range as used in the workbook example. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 71. Plume blight impacts were underestimated. A comment was received stating that 
the screening level visibility analysis did not include emissions during upset 
conditions, grossly underestimated the emissions of NO2 and sulfates (SO4), and 
hence underestimated plume blight impacts. (Sierra Club B-#11) 

Response: 

Emissions during upset conditions. The Level 1 screening visibility analysis appropriately omitted 
emissions during emergency conditions. See the response to Comment 40 and Comment 41. 

In addition, the guidance on page 23 of the Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis,54 
states: 

“The values used for plume visual impact screening generally would be the maximum emission rates 
for which the air quality permit is being applied and would correspond to those used for short-term 
(i.e., 1-, 3-, and 24-hour average) air quality impact analyses.“ 

The emissions input into the VISCREEN model represent requested permit allowable emission rates.  

SO4 emission rates. The commenter stated that the modeled primary sulfate (SO4) emission rate was low 
and that all SO2 emissions should be considered as SO4 emissions in a screening analysis. This comment 
was not supported based on review of the Workbook or the Rules. The Workbook states the following on 
page 23:  

“SO2 emissions are not required as input to VISCREEN. Moreover, the issue of secondary sulfate 
formation (SO4

=) is not treated in VISCREEN because of the limited range of applicability of a steady 
state Gaussian dispersion model and because of the uncertainty of estimating the conversion of SO2 to 
SO4 in a coherent plume. More sophisticated plume visibility models treat both secondary sulfate and 
nitrate.” 

If SO2 emissions were required to be treated entirely as primary sulfate (SO4) emissions, the Workbook 
would have provided clear recommendation to either input all SO2 emissions into the model, which the 
model would then evaluate as primary sulfate emissions, or the modeler would be directed to recalculate 
all SO2 emissions as primary sulfate emissions for input to the VISCREEN model. The Workbook does 
not contain any such guidance. A more refined visibility analysis was not required because the visibility 
analysis performed did not exceed the Level 1 screening criteria.  

Moreover, the primary sulfate emissions rate was attributed to the facility’s sulfuric acid plant. In 
Addendum No. 4 to their application, SIE requested that the sulfuric acid plant option be removed from 
the draft permit. The Level 1 VISCREEN analysis, which included the primary sulfate emissions from the 
sulfuric acid plant, is therefore quite conservative, i.e., it overpredicts the plume blight impacts from 
normal plant operations.  

NO2 modeled emissions. The commenter also suggested that primary NO2 emissions should have been 
input as 10% of the total 68.78 lb/hr NOx emission rate, or 6.878 lb/hr of primary NO2. The VISCREEN 
analysis submitted by SIE was based on a primary NO2 emission rate of 0.94 lb/hr.  

                                                           
54 September 1988, with revised pages dated October 1992, Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and 

Analysis, U.S. EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, EPA-450/4-88-015. 
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However, a review of the discussion in Appendix B of the Workbook of the calculation methods for 
determining the concentration of NO2 in the plume revealed that there are two ways that NO2 
concentration is calculated by the model. In the first option, NO2 is estimated as suggested by the 
commenter as follows:  

 
 

 

Where [NOx] is calculated according to the following equation: 
 
 
 
 
 
Therefore, if the modeler inputs a value for primary NO2 equal to 10% of the NOx emissions, the model 
may double-count primary NO2 emissions for one of the two cases. It is DEQ’s conclusion that primary 
NO2 emissions should only be input in the model if the source is known to emit primary NO2. The 
VISCREEN model accounts for the other assumptions within its programming code. This conclusion is 
supported by the statement listed on page B-3 of the Workbook which says, “…VISCREEN will also 
allow the user to input such species as (1) primary nitrogen dioxide (NO2) if this species is directly 
emitted by the given chemical process (emphasis added).”  

 

VISCREEN OUTPUT FOR INPUT OF 10% OF NOX AS PRIMARY NO2 
 

                 Visual Effects Screening Analysis for 
                 Source: Southeast Idaho Energy   
                 Class I Area: Craters of the Moon NM   
 
                 ***   Level-1 Screening   *** 
 Input Emissions for  
 
    Particulates          2.06  G  /S   
    NOx (as NO2)     8.55  G  /S   
    Primary NO2        .86  G  /S   
    Soot                      .00  G  /S   
    Primary SO4        .11  G  /S   
 
     **** Default Particle Characteristics Assumed 
 
               Transport Scenario Specifications: 
 
     Background Ozone:                  .04 ppm 
     Background Visual Range:        110.00 km 
     Source-Observer Distance:        74.70 km 
     Min. Source-Class I Distance:    74.70 km 
     Max. Source-Class I Distance:    85.70 km 
     Plume-Source-Observer Angle:     11.25 degrees 
     Stability:   6 
     Wind Speed:   1.00 m/s 
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VISCREEN OUTPUT, continued 
     
  R E S U L T S 
 
 Asterisks (*) indicate plume impacts that exceed screening criteria 
 
          Maximum Visual Impacts INSIDE  Class I Area 
           Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded 
                                     Delta E       Contrast 
                                   ===========   ============ 
 Backgrnd      Theta Azi     Distance   Alpha  Crit     Plume     Crit    Plume 
 ======== ===== === ======== ===== ====  =====   ====  ===== 
  SKY              10.    84.        74.7          84.     2.00     .481       .05      .003  
  SKY            140.    84.        74.7          84.     2.00     .254       .05     -.005  
  TERRAIN     10.   84.        74.7           84.    2.00     .390        .05      .005  
  TERRAIN   140.   84.        74.7           84.    2.00     .071        .05      .002  
   
 
          Maximum Visual Impacts OUTSIDE Class I Area 
           Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded 
                                     Delta E       Contrast 
                                   ===========   ============ 
 Backgrnd        Theta    Azi   Distance     Alpha    Crit     Plume     Crit  Plume 
 ========    =====   === ========  =====  ====  =====   ====  ===== 
  SKY                 10.       0.      1.0             169.      4.90      2.369     .09     .024  
  SKY               140.       0.      1.0             169.      2.08      .621       .09    -.019  
  TERRAIN        10.      0.       1.0             169.      4.77    2.648       .09     .027  
  TERRAIN      140.      0.       1.0             169.      2.04     .906        .09     .025 
 
Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
 
Comment 72. Subpart H, Standards of Performance for Sulfuric Acid Plants. Comments were 

received stating that NSPS Subpart H is applicable to the sulfuric acid plant. (EPA) 

Response: 

On December 10, 2008, SIE submitted Addendum No. 3 to their application, stating that a design 
decision had been made to use a Claus sulfur recovery unit to produce elemental sulfur. The option to 
install a sulfuric acid plant has therefore been removed from the draft permit. The discussion regarding 
Subpart H applicability is therefore no longer relevant. 

Result: The draft permit and statement of basis have been revised to delete the sulfuric acid plant option. 
All references to Subpart H have been removed. 

Comment 73. Subpart J, Standards of Performance for Petroleum Refineries. Comments were 
received stating that Permit Condition 2.19 refers to NSPS Subpart J, but the 
statement of basis indicates that Subpart J does not apply to the Claus sulfur 
recovery unit. (Sierra Club XXIII) 

Response: 

The commenter is correct. The reference in draft Permit Condition 2.19 to NSPS Subpart J as being 
relevant to the PCAEC is in error. 

Result: No change to the draft permit. Revised Table 2.2 in the permit to delete reference to Subpart J. 
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Comment 74. Subpart Ja, Standards…for Petroleum Refineries (built) after May 14, 2007. 
Comments were received stating that if processes at SIE meet the definition of 
“petroleum refinery,” they would be subject to Subpart Ja instead of J.  (Sierra Club 
XXIV) 

Response: 

The commenter is correct. Section 60.100(b) limits the applicability of Subpart J to "…any Claus sulfur 
recovery plant under paragraph (a) of this section which commences construction, reconstruction, or 
modification after October 4, 1976, and on or before May 14, 2007.” The wording shown in italics was 
added to Subpart J on June 24, 2008, when Subpart Ja was published for the first time in the Federal 
Register. 

Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to reflect the changes to 
Subpart J and new NSPS Subpart Ja that was issued while the permit was being drafted.   

POTENTIAL TO EMIT 
 
Comment 75. PTE determination requires manufacturer and operating parameter information. A 

comment was received stating that the lack of specific information for equipment 
manufacturers and operating parameters weakens DEQ’s ability to determine the 
PTE. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes)  

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. It is not unusual for pre-construction permitting that very detailed information is not yet 
available for specific processes units or control devices for a proposed project that may have relatively 
long lead times for procuring or manufacturing plant components. DEQ determined that the application 
included the information essential to evaluating the predicted emissions and ambient impacts from the 
proposed project.  

A facility’s potential to emit (PTE) is defined in Section 006 of the Rules as “the maximum capacity of a 
facility or stationary source to emit an air pollutant under its physical and operational design. Any 
physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the facility or source to emit an air pollutant, 
including air pollution control equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the type or amount 
of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part of its design if the limitation or the 
effect it would have on emissions is state or federally enforceable. Secondary emissions do not count in 
determining the potential to emit of a facility or stationary source.” 

The processes to be used at the PCAEC are not unusual in the U.S. (with the exception of the gasifier and 
Selexol acid gas removal unit). The essential information required to estimate the facility PTE was 
provided in the application, e.g., the type of equipment, maximum rated capacities for materials handling 
equipment, generators, and boilers, and the type of fuels to be used in fuel-burning equipment. Similarly, 
minimum control efficiencies for pollution control devices and estimated emissions (in pounds per hour 
and tons per year) were provided in the application. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
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Comment 76. Limits in Table 9.2 of the permit are not “practically enforceable.” A comment was 
received stating that the limits for the ammonia, nitric acid, ammonium nitrate, and 
the urea ammonium nitrate plants are not federally enforceable because the draft 
permit does not contain the conditions necessary to make the limits in Table 9.2 
“practically enforceable.” (Sierra Club XVII)  

Response: 

There are no limits imposed for the ammonia plant. Emissions from purging gases from the ammonia 
process (See Section 8 of the permit) are required to be routed to the process flare. Draft Permit 
Condition 8.5 includes specific provisions for installation of monitoring systems and recordkeeping that 
can be easily inspected or reviewed to ensure that the process flare is being operated as described in the 
application. 

The NOx emissions limit for the nitric acid plant is practically enforceable. The draft permit requires 
continuous monitoring and recording (i.e., a NOx CEMS) of NOx emissions from the nitric acid plant. 

In Table 9.1 of the draft permit, it is noted that the scrubber is an integral part of the ammonium nitrate 
(AN) neutralizer process. PM and PM10 emissions rate from the AN neutralizer vent was based on 
reducing PM/PM10 by 90% within the process. For clarity and consistency with permit provisions for 
similar process equipment that also serves to reduce emissions: 

• Conditions have been added in Section 9 of the permit requiring that the scrubber be designed to 
capture and recycle at least 90% of the PM/PM10 within the process (as described in the application), 
and 

• Permit Condition 2.3 has been revised to require that the O&M manual include operating parameters 
for the scrubber within this process. Those parameters are incorporated as enforceable permit 
conditions per draft Permit Condition 2.4.   

Design parameters for the process scrubber can be verified by reviewing engineering design information, 
and scrubber operating parameters can be verified during inspections and through records reviews.   

The pound per hour PM/PM10 emission limits shown in Table 9.2 of the draft permit have been clarified 
to note that these are not BACT limits. BACT for this source was determined to be work practices in lieu 
of an emission limit. Emissions are best controlled by following good operating practices for the scrubber 
within the neutralizer process. In addition, pound per hour and ton per year limits on NOx emissions from 
the nitric acid plant tailgas vent serve to limit the amount of nitric acid that can be produced and fed to the 
AN neutralizer and UAN process, and NOx emissions from the nitric acid plant tailgas vent are 
continuously monitored using a NOx CEMS. This provides reasonable assurance of the PM/PM10 
emissions from the AN neutralizer vent. The pound-per-hour PM/PM10 limits for this emission point are 
equivalent to the work practices requirements contained in the draft permit, but may be more easily 
verified should DEQ determine that performance testing is warranted for this emission source. 

Result: The draft permit was revised as noted, with appropriate revisions to the draft statement of basis.  

PROJECT PHASING  
 
Comment 77. How would the second phase (liquid fuels) relate to the first phase (fertilizers)? A 

comment was received asking how the “second phase” described in the application 
is related to the first phase that is currently being permitted, and how much impetus 
the first phase would provide for the second phase. (Jayne)  

Response: 

As noted on p. 1-14 of SIE’s application, Phase I of the PCAEC project is intended to produce nitrogen-
based fertilizers (and although not explicitly stated on that page, sulfur products). The viability of Phase I 
is not dependent on constructing Phase II (production of transportation fuels), funding for Phase II has not 
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been secured at this time, and Phase I and II permitting actions are anticipated to be separated by more 
than three years. The permit and permit analysis are therefore limited to Phase I of the proposed PCAEC 
project. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

PSD - REGULATED POLLUTANTS 
 
Comment 78. Identify PSD/BACT applicability for regulated NSR pollutants. Comments were 

received stating that the application and statement of basis must quantify emissions 
of, or identify PSD applicability for, each PSD-regulated pollutant. PSD/BACT 
applicability is not addressed for fluorides or total reduced sulfur (TRS). (Sierra 
Club III, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

PSD requirements apply to emissions of regulated New Source Review (NSR) pollutants that have the 
potential to be emitted at or above “significant” emission rates.  

“Significant” emission rates are defined in federal rules contained in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(i), and are also 
listed (except for PM2.5 and emissions of NOx for ozone) in Section 006 of the Rules. For any regulated 
NSR pollutant not included in that list, the emission of any amount is considered “significant.” As shown 
in Table 6 below, the potential emissions of CO, NOx, PM, and PM10 from the PCAEC are “significant.” 
Each of these NSR pollutants is therefore subject to PSD requirements. 
 
Table 6.  PSD APPLICABILITY FOR REGULATED NSR POLLUTANTS 

Table 6. PSD APPLICABILITY FOR REGULATED NSR POLLUTANTS 
PCAEC  

Potential to Emit 
(Tons per Year) Pollutant Significant Emission Rate 

(Tons per Year (TPY)) April 2008 
Application 

Feb 2009 
Permit 

Is Pollutant 
Subject to 

PSD/BACT? 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 100 203 135 Yes 
Nitrogen oxides (NOx), as  
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

40 127 109 Yes 

Sulfur oxides, as  
sulfur dioxide (SO2) b 

40 32.3 23.4 No 

Particulate matter (PM) 25 >66.7 >60.1 Yes 
PM10 15 66.7a 60.1 Yes 

PM2.5 

10 TPY of direct PM2.5 emissions; 
40 TPY of SO2 emissions; 
40 TPY of NOx emissions, unless 
demonstrated not to be a PM2.5 precursor 

See Comment 25 in 
in the Response to  

Comments document. 

See Comment 25 in 
in the Response to  

Comments document. 

Ozone 

40 TPY of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs)  
or  
40 TPY of NOx 

5.1 (VOCs) 
or 

127 (NOx) 

5.1 (VOCs) 
or 

109 (NOx) 

No 
 

Yes 

Lead (elemental) 0.6 6.0E-04 6.0E-04 No 
Fluorides,  
excluding hydrogen 
fluoride 

3 Negligible c 
Negligible 

c 
No 

Sulfuric acid mist 7 3.7 - 0 - d No 
Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) 10 2.3 1.9 No 
Total reduced sulfur,e 
including H2S 

10 2.3 1.9 No 
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Table 6. PSD APPLICABILITY FOR REGULATED NSR POLLUTANTS 
PCAEC  

Potential to Emit 
(Tons per Year) Pollutant Significant Emission Rate 

(Tons per Year (TPY)) April 2008 
Application 

Feb 2009 
Permit 

Is Pollutant 
Subject to 

PSD/BACT? 

Reduced sulfur 
compounds,  
including H2S 

10 2.3 1.9 No 

Class I and II ODS --- - 0 -  f - 0 -  f No 
a  Does not reflect the reduction in emissions associated with revised estimates for the cooling tower. 
b   Sulfur dioxide is the measured surrogate for the criteria pollutant sulfur oxides. Sulfur oxides were made subject to regulation 

explicitly through the proposal of 40 CFR 60, Subpart J as of August 17, 1989.  
c   Fluorides are not expected to be emitted (see the response to Comment 57). 
d  Addendum No. 3 to the PCAEC application, received on December 10, 2008, deleted the sulfuric acid plant option. 
e   Total reduced sulfur means the total concentration of sulfur from H2S, methyl mercaptan (CH3SH), dimethyl 

sulfide ((CH3)2S), and dimethyl disulfide (CH3 SSCH3). Mercaptans are not expected to be emitted (see the response to 
Comment 58). 

f  Federal and state regulations require capture and recycling of these materials when recharging or servicing equipment 
containing any Class I or II ozone depleting substance (ODS). 

 
Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to include this table.  

Comment 79. Pollutants exceeding PSD significant emission levels were not addressed. Comments 
were received stating that PSD significant emission levels were exceeded for NOx, 
CO, and other pollutants that were not even considered in the application. (Sierra 
Club I, p.9) 

Response: 

The application and draft permit analysis addressed PSD requirements for PM, PM10, NOx, and CO. PSD 
was not triggered for any other regulated NSR pollutants. See the response to Comment 78. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 80. PSD/BACT applicability was not addressed for sulfuric acid mist. Comments were 
received stating that the permit does not address PSD/BACT applicability or 
contain PSD avoidance for sulfuric acid mist (SAM). (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, 
Sierra Club XVIII) 

Response: 

On December 10, 2008, SIE submitted Addendum No. 3 to their application, stating that a design 
decision had been made to use a Claus sulfur recovery unit to produce elemental sulfur. The option to 
install a sulfuric acid plant has therefore been removed from the draft permit.  

Other than the sulfuric acid plant, there are no other sources within this project that might emit sulfuric 
acid mist.  

Result: The sulfuric acid plant option has been deleted from the draft permit and statement of basis. 

PSD – ADDITIONAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
Comment 81. The permit considers only air quality impacts. A comment was received stating that 

because no federal land or money is involved, and Idaho has no program 
comparable to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an environmental 
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impact statement (EIS) is not required for this project. For this project, DEQ 
considered only air impacts. (Jayne) 

Response: 

In accordance with 40 CFR 52.21(o)(1), SIE was required to provide an analysis of the impairment to 
visibility, soils, and vegetation that would occur as a result of the construction of the PCAEC and general 
commercial, residential, industrial and other growth associated with the construction of this source. An 
analysis was not required for impacts on vegetation having no significant commercial or recreational 
value.  

Guidance contained in the 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual11 notes that these analyses should be 
focused on the area of impact from the proposed new source. The impact area of a source is a “circular 
area with a radius extending from the source to (1) the most distant point where approved dispersion 
modeling predicts a significant ambient impact will occur, or (2) a modeling receptor distance of 50 km, 
whichever is less.”  

The highest modeled concentration of each pollutant subject to PSD (PM10, CO, and NOx) from PCAEC 
emissions were all below significant ambient impact levels (see the response to Comment 23). There is 
therefore no area of impact for the proposed project. The discussion in the SIE application (see p. 5-151) 
for soils, vegetation, and visibility impacts reflects this. 

A qualitative discussion is provided in the SIE application of potential growth impacts associated with 
adding approximately 150 full time jobs for plant operations. DEQ determined that the level of detail 
provided was appropriate for a proposed project of this size, and that the conclusions (minimal impacts) 
were reasonable.  

These conclusions were further supported by comments from local officials submitted during the public 
comment period. Comments provided by American Falls elected officials did not raise any concerns 
regarding the potential increased infrastructure needs to handle growth associated with the PCAEC (see 
pp. 52-53 of the October 20, 2008 public hearing transcript contained in Appendix D, American Falls 
City Council resolution, read into the record by Mayor Amy Wynn). American Falls School District 
No. 381 voiced support for the project (see Appendix B), as did Randy Jensen, the principal of the 
American Falls middle school (see pp. 60-62 of the transcript contained in Appendix D). The proposed 
PCAEC project was required to obtain a special use permit from the Power County Planning and Zoning 
Board. The Board unanimously approved the special use permit, based on a demonstration that “all 37 
detailed performance standards were met” (see pp. 55-57 of the transcript contained in Appendix D, 
testimony by Ben Steinlicht, a member of the Board).  

In accordance with 40 CFR 52.21(o)(2), SIE was required to provide an analysis of the air quality impact 
projected for the area as a result of general commercial, residential, industrial and other growth associated 
with the PCAEC. A qualitative discussion of these impacts was provided in the SIE application (see 
p. 5-151). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 82. Vapor and fine particulate emissions will cause visibility problems for travel. 
Comments were received stating that the emissions from the PCAEC will serve as 
nuclei for condensation, leading to increased haze and fog that will create more 
hazardous travel conditions. (Nickell, North, Trost) 

Response: 

Emissions of PM, PM10, CO, and NOx from the PCAEC must be controlled using the best available 
control technology (BACT). Emissions of SO2 from the plant represent a loss of potential sulfur product 
for the plant, so the plant operators have an incentive to keep these emissions as low as possible. With 
regard to vapor emissions, the draft permit requires that drift mist eliminators must be properly installed 
and maintained to reduce the amount of water vapor that would be emitted as a mist (PM10) from the 
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Selection of LAER or the top control alternative precludes the need to review other alternatives. In a 
July 5, 2000 letter, EPA noted that “PSD regulations require that LAER be the starting point for a top-
down BACT analysis.”55 In addition, the EPA’s 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual11 states that “an 
applicant proposing the top control alternative need not provide cost and other detailed information in 
regard to other control options. In such cases, the applicant should document that the control option 
chosen is, indeed, the top, and review for collateral environmental impacts.” SIE explained on p. 4-81 of 
their application that the BACT analysis relied on this reasonable approach, which was used for the 
following sources: 

• Coal and petcoke handling. SIE listed technically feasible technologies, and proposed LAER 
technologies for coal and petcoke handling (negative pressure rail car enclosure, covered 
conveyors and enclosed transfer points, silo storage of feedstocks, and high efficiency 
baghouses).  

Review of multiple options that have similar control efficiencies is not required. The EPA’s 1990 Draft 
NSR Workshop Manual states that “[i]t is not EPA’s intent to encourage evaluation of unnecessarily large 
numbers of control alternatives for every emissions unit. …For example, if two or more control 
technologies result in control levels that are essentially identical considering the uncertainties of 
emissions factors and other parameters pertinent to estimating performance, the source may wish to point 
this out and make a case for evaluation and use only of the less costly of these options.” 

DEQ imposed more rigorous BACT requirements than proposed by the applicant.  The options proposed 
by the applicant were tightened by DEQ for the following sources: 

• Fluxant handling. DEQ disagreed with the option proposed by the applicant, and the draft permit 
required covered conveyors, enclosed transfer points, high efficiency baghouses or equivalent for 
handling these materials, and work practices in lieu of an emissions limit.  

Five-Step Top-Down Analysis is not required. A commenter is correct that federal and state regulations 
require “control technology review.” However, strict adherence to the EPA’s five-step top-down process 
as described in the Draft NSR Workshop Manual56 is recommended, but not required, for determining 
BACT. 

Example: Michigan BACT Determination Policy. As one example, in 2005 Michigan established a four-
tiered BACT determination policy for its minor and major NSR programs.57  

Level 1. Any proposed BACT analysis which selects to achieve LAER will be accepted without 
additional review. 

Level 2. A comparison of the proposed BACT against BACT determinations in other permits for the 
same or similar sources within the past 5 years, considering any new technical 
developments that reduce emissions further or decrease the impacts of that control. 

Level 3. Considers controls that have been accepted as BACT in recent permits for similar air 
emission streams from different processes or industry types.  

Level 4. A detailed five-step top-down analysis similar to the procedure described in the 1990 Draft 
NSR Workshop Manual. 

The Michigan policy notes that “…it is in the best interest of both the applicant and the AQD to avoid the 
fourth level of evaluation because it is…time and resource intensive, which causes permit delays; and not 
                                                           
55  July 5, 2000, Letter from Pamela Blakely, Chief, Permits and Grants Section, Air and Radiation Division, EPA 

Region 5 to Donald E. Sutton, Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. 
56  October 1990, U.S. EPA, New Source Review Workshop Manual, Prevention of Significant Deterioration and 

Nonattainment Area Permitting,   http://www.epa.gov/ttn/nsr/gen/wkshpman.pdf 
57   August 24, 2005, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division, Operational 

Memorandum No. 20, “Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determinations,” RTP Environmental, NSR 
Guidance Memos, #16O. 
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likely (based on past experience) to result in substantially different control options than otherwise 
indicated by the first three levels of review.” 

Example: TCEQ BACT Determination Policy. The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 
has also issued guidance for a three-tiered approach for developing and reviewing BACT 
determinations.58  

Tier I. Emission reduction performance levels accepted as BACT in recent permit reviews for the 
same process and industry continue to be acceptable – if no new technical developments 
have been made that indicate additional reductions are economically or technically 
feasible. 

Tier II. Consider controls that have been accepted as BACT in recent permits for similar air 
emission streams in a different process or industry.  

Tier III. A detailed technical and quantitative economic analysis of all emission reduction options 
available for the process under review.  

BACT decision is to be made by the State, not the EPA. As noted in a Senate Report on the 1977 Clean 
Air Act Amendments: 

“The decision regarding the actual implementation of best available control technology is a key one, and 
the committee places this responsibility with the State, to be determined on a case-by-case judgment. It is 
recognized that the phrase has broad flexibility in how it should and can be interpreted, depending on the 
site. 

In making this key decision on the technology to be used, the State is to take into account energy, 
environmental, and economic impacts and other costs of the application of best available technology. The 
weight assigned to such factors is to be determined by the State. …The only Federal guidelines are the 
EPA new source performance and hazardous emissions standards, which represent a floor for the State’s 
decision. 

The directive enables the State to consider the size of the plant, the increment of air quality which will be 
absorbed by any particular major emitting facility, and such other considerations as anticipated and 
desired economic growth for the area. This allows the State and local communities to judge how much of 
the defined increment of significant deterioration will be devoted to any major emitting facility. …This is 
strictly a State and local decision; this legislation provides the parameters for that decision.”59 

“In determining BACT and LAER…the State exercises considerable discretion. …EPA lacks authority to 
take corrective action merely because the Agency disagrees with a State’s lawful exercise of the 
discretion in making BACT and LAER or related determinations. State discretion is bounded, however, 
by the fundamental requirements of administrative law that agency decisions not be arbitrary or 
capricious, be beyond statutory authority, or fail to comply with applicable procedures.”60 

Result: The draft permit and statement of basis were revised as noted.  

                                                           
58  April 2001, TCEQ, Evaluating Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Air Permit Applications, Draft RG-

383, RTP Environmental, NSR Guidance Memos, #20B.  
59  May 10, 1977, Report of the Committee on Environment and Public Works, United States Senate, together with 

Additional Views to accompany S. 252, RTP Environmental, NSR Guidance Memos, #11T-31. 
60  May 20, 1999, Letter from John S. Seitz, Director, EPA OAPQS, to Robert Hodanbosi and Chrales Lagges, 

STAPPA/ALAPCO, RTP Environmental, NSR Guidance Memos, #12O. 
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Comment 86. Incremental cost basis used instead of the “no controls” option. The BACT cost 
effectiveness analysis appears to have been done based on an incremental basis 
rather than based on the “no controls” option. (EPA 10, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes) 

Response: 

EPA’s 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual11 includes two options for evaluating economic impacts: total 
cost effectiveness and incremental cost effectiveness (see p. B-6 of the workshop manual). The 
incremental cost effectiveness approach used in the SIE application for the PCAEC has been used and 
approved in a number of PSD permits issued in EPA Region 10 and by EPA Region 10, including: 

• U.S. EPA Region 10 

- Wanapa Energy Center, Final Permit #R10PSD-OR-05-01 (Permit issued by EPA Region 10 for 
a facility located on tribal lands in Oregon.) 

• Washington Department of Ecology 

- TransAlta, Centralia Generation, LLC, Centralia, Final Permit #PSD 01-01 

- Longview Fiber, Longview, Final Permit #PSD 01-03 

- Boise Cascade, Wallula, Final Permit #PSD 01-07 

- Conoco Phillips, Ferndale, Final Permit #PSD 00-02 

- Conoco Phillips, Ferndale, Final Permit #PSD 05-01 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 87. BACT analysis requires manufacturer and operating parameter information. A 
comment was received stating that the lack of specific information for equipment 
manufacturers and operating parameters weakens DEQ’s ability to determine the 
BACT. (Shoshone-Bannock Tribes)  

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The processes to be used at the PCAEC are not unusual in the U.S. (with the exception of 
the gasifier and Selexol acid gas removal unit). Similarly, the control devices proposed as BACT have 
been commercially available for a long time.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 88. BACT requires continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) with electronic 
data recording. Comments were received stating that although the technology is 
available for the company to install continuous emission monitors with electronic 
data recording on all of the stacks, DEQ is instead relying on the company to “self-
monitor” many of their emissions. This method has been shown not to work in other 
southeast Idaho factories. Idaho should require continuous emission monitors with 
electronic storage of any excursions from the standards to protect the public from 
excess emissions. (Gill, Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Hart)  

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. As noted in the 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual (see p. B.4),11 compliance with 
emission limits can be demonstrated in a number of ways: 
 

• Initial performance tests (i.e., source tests); 
• Continuous emission monitoring; and 
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• Surrogate compliance measures, including process monitoring, equipment design or operation, 
and work practices. 

 
The draft permit for the PCAEC requires a combination these approaches as appropriate for each 
emissions source. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 89. Cleaner Feedstocks: Low sulfur and ash coal and petcoke were not considered. 
Comments were received stating that the BACT analysis is flawed because it does 
not consider use of lower sulfur and ash coal and petcoke (Sierra Club VII) 

Response: 

As noted on p. 1-16 of the application, “[t]he Project will also produce other products that have market 
value. The sulfur in the syngas will be captured in a Selexol unit and oxidized in a Haldor Topsoe Wet 
Sulfuric Acid plant to form sulfuric acid for direct sale.” The text on p. 1-19 notes that “the sulfur 
compounds removed in the amine scrubber will be sent to the sulfuric acid plant to produce sulfuric acid,” 
and the Project processes described in Section 2 of the application include a description of “sulfuric acid 
manufacture.” As pointed out in other comments (see Comment 72), the PCAEC is intended to produce 
sulfur products in addition to other fertilizer products.  

Because higher sulfur levels in the feedstock are needed to produce sulfur products, the use of low-sulfur 
coal and petcoke was not considered for the proposed project. 

Result: The draft permit and statement of basis were revised to clarify that elemental sulfur is meant to 
be a product, not a “saleable byproduct” from operations at the PCAEC. 

Comment 90. Cleaner Feedstocks: Natural gas should have been considered in lieu of gasification. 
Comments were received stating that in order to reduce GHG emissions, the BACT 
analysis should have considered using natural gas instead of coal gasification to 
manufacture fertilizer products. (Sierra Club D.1)  

Response: 

A December 18, 2008 EPA interpretation clarified that BACT does not apply to greenhouse gas 
emissions (see the response to Comment 4), so consideration of alternative feedstocks that would reduce 
GHG emissions was not warranted for the proposed project.  

In addition, the PCAEC is intended to produce sulfur products (see the response to Comment 89). The 
sulfur content of natural gas is very low, so natural gas was not considered for the proposed project. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 91. CO BACT for AGR CO2 vent thermal oxidizer efficiency should be 95% instead of 
90%. A comment was received stating that a thermal oxidizer should be achieve 
95% efficiency for control of CO rather than the 90% determined to be BACT 
(Sierra Club XIII) 

Response: 

SIE confirmed in Addendum No. 4 to the application that using improved catalyst manufacturing 
technology and higher catalyst surface area, the thermal oxidizer vendor (CSM) can guarantee a 95% 
destruction removal efficiency (DRE) for CO and COS. This results in a reduction of CO emissions from 
17.33 lb/hr to 8.66 lb/hr and reduces COS emissions from 0.37 lb/hr to 0.19 lb/hr. As a result of the 
higher efficiency for treating the CO and COS, SO2 emissions increase slightly, from 3.57 lb/hr to 
3.76 lb/hr. 
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Although CO2 is not a regulated NSR pollutant (see the response to Comment 4), increasing the 
efficiency of the thermal oxidizer from 90% to 95% will result in an increase of CO2 emissions from this 
source.  

Result: The draft permit and statement of basis have been revised to reflect a 95% DRE for the thermal 
oxidizer.  

Comment 92. CO BACT limits must be included for fugitive CO emissions. A comment was 
received stating that the permit must include emission limits or work practices for 
fugitive emissions of CO. (Sierra Club XIX) 

Response: 

As described in the application (see p. 2-37), the syngas will be composed of about 56 mole percent CO 
after the initial treatment steps (sour water scrubber and activated carbon beds). The sour water-gas shift 
reaction is also known as the CO shift. After treatment in the two stage CO-shift reactors, the CO 
concentration in the syngas will be decreased to approximately 0.1 percent by volume. Monitoring of 
fugitive emissions of CO within the gasification island is therefore reasonable only where the process 
equipment may contain significant concentrations of CO, i.e., from the gasifier quench to the final stage 
of the CO shift. 

Leak detection and repair (LDAR) practices are typically associated with VOC emissions.61 However, 
LDAR best management practices (BMPs) that are designed to identify leaking equipment so that 
emissions can be reduced through repairs are equally applicable to controlling fugitive emissions of CO 
from equipment leaks. The draft permit has been revised to require specific BMP work practices for 
fugitive CO for piping and equipment located between the gasifier/quench outlet to the outlet of the final 
sour water-gas shift reactor.  

Result: The draft permit has been revised to require a Fugitive CO BMP Plan be developed and 
implemented to better define work practices to control fugitive CO emissions from the 
gasification block. The draft statement of basis has been revised accordingly. 

Comment 93. PM/PM10 BACT requires that opacity limits be set in the permit. A comment was 
received stating that BACT includes a “visible emissions standard by definition,” 
citing 0% opacity limits set for the Greater Des Moines Energy Center and Charter 
Steel. Comments were received stating that opacity should be limited to 0% for the 
package boiler, the steam superheater boiler, and the gasifier heaters. DEQ must 
impose 0% opacity (rather than the 20% limit in the draft permit) or provide an 
analysis justifying why not. (Sierra Club IX and XI) 

Response: 

An opacity limit is not required for BACT. BACT is defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(12) as “an emissions 
limitation (including a visible emission standard) based on the maximum degree of reduction for each 
pollutant subject to regulation under (the) Act which would be emitted from” the proposed stationary 
source.  

The parenthetical reference to a visible emission standard was included in this definition in 1978 (43 FR 
26380, June 19, 1978). This makes clear that an emissions limitation may include a visible emission 
standard, but does not require that an opacity limit be set. A review of the listings in the EPA’s 
RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse62 shows that PM BACT entries that list an opacity limit in addition 
to an emission limit are not typical. 

                                                           
61  http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/publications/assistance/ldarguide.pdf 
62  EPA RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse, available at http://cfpub.epa.gov/rblc/bl02.cfm 
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The 1990 Draft NSR Workshop Manual11 mentions opacity only once (see p. H-6), suggesting that where 
“continuous, quantitative measurements are infeasible, surrogate parameters must be expressed in the 
permit. Examples of surrogate parameters include: mass emissions/opacity correlations,…” The 
correlation between the mass of particulates emitted and opacity can vary widely depending on the 
particle size (e.g., emissions of large particles can mean that a significant mass of pollutants may be 
emitted while observed opacity levels are quite low).  

Referenced BACT determinations for opacity are partially incorrect With regard to the two examples 
cited by the commenter, the opacity limit applied in the Charter Steel permit (RBLC ID No. WI-0181) 
process pickling heater is 20%, not 0%. In the case of the air quality permit for the Greater Des Moines 
Energy Center,63 the commenters are correct that 0% opacity limits have been applied to two Model 501F 
natural gas-fired combustion turbines, a 43.3 MMBtu/hr natural gas-fired boiler,  and a 7.16 MMBtu/hr 
natural gas-fired dew point heater. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 94. NOx, CO, and SO2 limits in the permit are not BACT for the boilers. A comment 
was received stating that NOx and CO should each be limited to 5 ppmv@ 3% O2, 
and SO2 should be limited to 0.0001 lb/MMBtu for the package boiler and the steam 
superheater boiler. (Sierra Club IX) 

Response: 

The PCAEC is not subject to BACT for SO2 (see the response to Comment 78).  

AES emissions and control technologies are not comparable to the PCAEC boilers. The CO and NOx 
emission limits suggested by the commenter were obtained from a BACT determination for a 
2,088 MMBtu/hr natural gas fired boiler at the AES power plant location in Huntington Beach, 
California. The capacity of this boiler is more than eight times larger than the 250 MMBtu/hr capacity of 
the boilers for the proposed project. Because the cost effectiveness (cost per ton of emissions reduction) 
of adding pollution control devices is better for sources with large emissions, the AES boiler is provided 
with additional add-on controls compared to the PCAEC boilers. Emissions from the AES boiler are 
controlled using low-NOx burners, flue gas recirculation (FGR), selective catalytic reduction (SCR), and 
an oxidation catalyst.  

PCAEC boiler control technologies are BACT. The BACT analysis contained in the application and in 
Addendum No. 1 to the application demonstrated that the BACT technology was a low-NOx burner and 
FGR for the package boiler, and a low-NOx burner and SCR for the steam superheater boiler. 

PCAEC NOx and CO BACT limits are at the low end of the reported range for similarly-sized natural gas-
fired industrial boilers. As described in the BACT analysis submitted in Addendum No. 1 to the 
application, recently permitted boilers had a NOx emission rate range of 0.011 to 0.7 lb/MMBtu. As part 
of the review of the proposed BACT limits, DEQ had also queried the RBLC database for the “lowest 
emission rate” final determination for natural gas-fired industrial boilers (less than or equal to 250 
MMBtu/hr and greater than 250 MMBtu/hr) over the past decade. The query returned the same 
information reported by the applicant: a range of 0.011 to 0.7 lb/MMBtu for NOx emission limits for the 
smaller boilers, and a range of 0.007 to 0.61 lb/MMBtu for the larger boilers. The NOx emission limit in 
the draft permit (equivalent to 0.02 lb/MMBtu) is contained within the lowest 2% of this range of values. 

The range of lowest CO emission rates over the same period was 0.03 to 1.47 lb/MMBtu for smaller 
boilers and from 0.01 to 1.13 lb/MMBtu for boilers larger than 250 MMBtu/hr. A BACT limit of 
0.0008 lb/MMBtu from a 2001 permit in New York was dropped from consideration because it appears to 

                                                           
63  November 20, 2006, Iowa Department of Natural Resources, Title V Operating Permit, MidAmerican Energy 

Company: Pleasant Hill Combustion Turbines, http://www.iowadnr.gov/air/prof/oper/tv/final/97-TV-006R1.pdf 
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be an outlier. The CO emission limit in the draft permit (equivalent to 0.074 lb/MMBtu) is contained 
within the lowest 4% of this range of values.  

Comparison with NACAA CO emission test data tables is not appropriate. Information collected by 
National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) demonstrates that CO emissions vary over a wide 
range, even for similarly-sized industrial boilers. DEQ has also noted that results from CO performance 
testing can vary considerably even when testing identical boiler units located at the same facility. The test 
data shown in the NACAA tables submitted by the commenter do not include information about the 
control devices installed on the boilers. For these reasons, these tables cannot reasonably be used to 
develop BACT emission limits.  

The NOx and CO BACT limits for the package boiler in the draft permit are appropriate. SIE’s design 
decision to install a Claus sulfur recovery unit instead of a wet sulfuric acid plant means that the 
250 MMBtu/hr package boiler will be operated only during startup and shutdown. Startup was estimated 
in the application to require about 2 hours once the gasifiers are preheated. If a similar period for 
shutdown is presumed, and a very conservative estimate of annual startups is set to 50 (i.e., about 
weekly), the package boiler would be operated only about 200 hours per year. The BACT analysis 
included in Section 5 of the application demonstrated that a low-NOx burner and FGR were BACT for the 
package boiler if operated continuously throughout the year. Given the dramatic reduction in the 
predicted operating hours for this boiler (200 hours per year is only about 2.2% of the 8,760 hours 
presumed in the BACT analysis), the applicant could likely demonstrate that BACT for this boiler would 
not require either a low-NOx burner or FGR.  

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 95. PM, PM10, NOx, SO2, CO, and VOC BACT limits are required for the Gasifier 
Heaters. A comment was received stating that the work practice standards “good 
combustion practices” and “natural gas combustion, exclusively” for the gasifier 
heaters should only be used when “technological or economic limitations on the 
application of measurement methodology to a particular emissions unit would make 
the imposition of an emissions standard infeasible.” (Sierra Club XI) 

Response: 

The PCAEC is not subject to BACT for SO2 or VOCs (see the response to Comment 78). 

The natural gas-fired gasifier heaters at the PCAEC will be sized to operate at 9 MMBtu/hr while on 
standby and 25 MMBtu/hr during startup conditions. As noted on p. 1-19 of the application, preheating 
the gasifiers from a cold start requires about 40 hours. In the table below, annual emissions associated 
with preheating each gasifier were very conservatively estimated by DEQ based on 50 startups per year. 
In order to meet the BACT economic threshold of $10,000 per ton of pollutant reduction, the maximum 
annual cost for a control measure or control device for each pollutant subject to BACT could not exceed 
the values shown in the table. A brief review of the control equipment cost estimates contained in 
Section 4 of the application demonstrates that equipment and operational costs are typically more than 
$100,000. Requiring add-on control equipment for these relatively small natural gas-fired heaters is 
therefore not reasonable.  

The work practice standards imposed by the draft permit represent BACT for PM, PM10, CO, and NOx 
emissions from these heaters. 
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Table 7.  GASIFIER HEATER EMISSIONS OF POLLUTANTS SUBJECT TO BACT 
Table 7. GASIFIER HEATER EMISSIONS OF POLLUTANTS SUBJECT TO BACT 

AP-42, Section 1.4 
Emission Factor 

Steady State Emissions 
9 MMBtu/hr x 8,760 hr/yr Cost Threshold 

Startup Emissions 
25 MMBtu/hr x 40 hr  

x 50 startups 
Cost Threshold Pollutant 

(lb/MMBtu) (TPY) (Annual $) (TPY) (Annual $) 
PM/PM10 7.45E-03 0.294 $2,940 0.186 $1,860 

NOx 9.80E-02 3.865 $38,650 2.45 $24,500 
CO 8.42E-02 3.246 $32,460 2.15 $21,500 

 
Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 96. PM BACT for the Gasifier Heaters should be 0.01 gr/dscf. A comment was received 
stating that the SIE application acknowledges that the BACT limit for process-
derived fuel combustion for a cooler at the Encoal Corporation’s North Rochelle 
facility in Wyoming is 0.01 gr/dscf, which required installation of an add-on 
scrubber. The commenter stated that DEQ must impose a 0.01 gr/dscf limit (instead 
of the 0.015 gr/dscf limit in the draft permit) or provide an analysis justifying why 
not. (Sierra Club XI) 

Response: 

Add-on controls are easily shown to be uneconomical for these relatively small natural gas-fired heaters. 
The work practices imposed by the draft permit represent BACT for these sources (see the response to 
Comment 95). 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 97. Startup/upset/malfunction limits for PM/PM10, NOx, VOC, and opacity are required 
for the gasifier flare during startup, shutdown, and malfunctions. A comment was 
received stating that the gasifier flare should be able to meet the 0% opacity, 
0.200 lb/MMBtu NOx and 0.0060 lb/MMBtu VOC limits specified for the Homeland 
Energy plant in Iowa. (Sierra Club XII) 

Response: 

Emission limits during malfunctions will not be included in the permit (see the response to Comment 40 
and Comment 41). 

The PCAEC is not subject to BACT for VOCs (see the response to Comment 78). An opacity limit is not 
required (see the response to Comment 93). 

The PCAEC gasifier flare operation is not directly comparable to the Homeland Energy flares. Flare 
emissions from similarly-sized flares burning similar fuels should be comparable. However, the emission 
limits described by the commenter for the three flares at the Homeland Energy Solutions, LLC plant in 
Lawler, Iowa (RBLC ID No. IA-0089; Iowa permit nos. 07-A-967P, 07-A-968P, and 07-A-969P) are 
based on: 

• Burning natural gas or syngas at a maximum heat input capacity of 25 MMBtu/hr. As shown in 
Appendix D of the PCAEC application, the heat input to the gasifier flare when burning syngas 
during startup is predicted to be more than 43 times larger at 1,079 MMBtu/hr.  

• Burning syngas with a different composition. The syngas to be burned in the Homeland flares is 
composed of 31.5% CO, 19.7% H2, 39.6% N2, 4.7% methane, 0.2% hydrocarbons, and 10 ppm 
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H2S with a high heating value of 216 Btu/scf.64 Syngas that will be flared during PCAEC startup 
will have higher CO (45.3%), H2 (35.8%), and significantly lower N2 (0.6%) and methane 
(0.05%), with a heating value of about 261 MMBtu/scf. 

PCAEC gasifier flare emissions were appropriately calculated using TCEQ BACT assumptions. The flare 
emission rates for the Homeland Energy plant and the predicted PCAEC flare steady-state and startup 
emission rates are shown for comparison in Table 8. As shown in the application, the PCAEC flare 
emissions were calculated using AP-42 emission factors for natural gas combustion and TCEQ guidance 
for calculating flare emissions65 and estimating BACT emissions.66 DEQ also reviewed recent TCEQ 
guidance for flares.67 
Table 8.  COMPARISON OF HOMELAND ENERGY AND PCAEC GASIFIER FLARE EMISSIONS 

Table 8. COMPARISON OF HOMELAND ENERGY AND PCAEC GASIFIER FLARE EMISSIONS 

Flare Description CO 
(lb/MMBtu) 

NOx 
(lb/MMBtu) 

PM/ PM10  
(lb/MMBtu) 

Homeland Energy Flare (on syngas or natural gas) 1.10 0.200 0.0076 
PCAEC Gasifier Flare 
(steady-state, 1.5 MMBtu/hr natural gas pilot plus N2 purge gas) 

0.35 0.068 0.0075 

PCAEC Gasifier Flare 
(startup, 1.5 MMBtu/hr natural gas pilot plus syngas) 3.08 0.07 0.03 

 

The TCEQ guidance notes that PM/PM10 emissions aren’t required to be calculated if the flare is required 
to be smokeless. The CO and NOx emissions were appropriately calculated by SIE using recommended 
assumptions from the TCEQ BACT guidance and the specific composition of the syngas expected to be 
produced at the PCAEC.  

Performance testing of flares is not practical. Testing of flares in the field has been described as “nearly 
impossible."68 In accordance with 1990 NSR PSD Workbook guidance, if “there is no economically 
reasonable or technologically feasible way to accurately measure the emissions, and hence to impose an 
enforceable standard, [the reviewing agency] may require the source to use design, alternative equipment, 
work practices or operational standards to reduce emissions of the pollutant to the maximum extent.” For 
this reason, emission standards for flares were not set in the draft permit; compliance for the gasifier flare 
is assured by following the work practices specified in draft Permit Condition 7.5.1. (See the BACT 
discussion in Section 4 of the statement of basis.) 

Result: No change to the draft permit. The draft statement of basis was revised to provide more detail 
regarding the BACT analysis for the gasifier flare.  

Comment 98. NOx BACT for the package boiler should be SCR. (EPA 10, Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes) 

Response: 

As described in Addendum No. 1 to the application, the package boiler will be operated only during 
startup and shutdown. Because the PCAEC will be designed and operated to minimize the numbers of 
                                                           
64 2007, Industrial Coal Gasification System for US Midwest Ethanol Plant, presented by Econo-Power International 

Corporation at the Gasification Technologies Conference, October 15-17, 2007, accessible at 
http://www.gasification.org/Docs/Conferences/2007/33WAKE.pdf 

65 2000, Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ), Air Permit Technical Guidance for Chemical 
Sources: Flares and Oxidizers, RG-109, Draft, October 2000 

66 2006, TCEQ “Current BACT” [for flares], accessible at 
http://www.tecq.state.tx.us/assets/public/permitting/air/Guidance/NewSourceReview/bact/bact_flares.pdf 

67 January 2007, TCEQ, Technical Supplement 4, Flares, accessible at 
http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/assets/public/comm_exec/pubs/rg/rg360/rg-360-06/techsupp_4.pdf 

68 2006, Industrial-Scale Flare Testing, Environmental Management, American Institute of Chemical Engineers, 
May 2006, accessible at http://www.johnzink.com/products/flares/pdfs/05CEP_FlareTesting.pdf 
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startups and the permit requires an SSM plan to help ensure that this is the case, the additional costs 
associated with installing SCR for the package boiler are not warranted for this source. The applicant’s 
analysis demonstrated that a low-NOx burner coupled with FGR was BACT for the package boiler when 
burning only natural gas.  
BACT for the package boiler when burning PSA tailgas should have been shown as SCR, not FGR. DEQ 
identified this inadvertent error in the draft permit during informal discussions with EPA. However, the 
option to burn PSA tailgas in the package boiler was deleted as a result of Addendum No. 3 to the 
application (removal of the option to use a Haldor-Topsoe sulfuric acid plant).  

Result:  No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 99. NOx BACT for the nitric acid production should be 0.524 lb/ton of acid. (Sierra Club 
XIV) 

Response: 

RBLC BACT Limits. A review of BACT limits in permits issued in 2004 or later for nitric acid plants 
shows BACT limits set at the NSPS “floor” of 3.0 lb/ton of acid produced (2005) and 0.524 lb/ton (2004, 
for Plant 7, for the Kennewick, Washington PSD facility referenced by the commenter69). In that 2004 
permit, a limit of 0.3 lb/ton was imposed for emissions from the Plant 9 nitric acid plant located at the 
same facility. That limit was subsequently increased to 0.6 lb/ton in the 2008 permit referenced by the 
commenter.70 Each of these BACT limits for the Kennewick facility is averaged over all operating hours 
during any consecutive 12-calendar month period. 
PCAEC BACT Limit is more stringent than the Kennewick limit. As noted in Section 4 of the 
application, SCR technology control for NOx typically ranges from 50 to 200 ppmv. In the application 
(see p. 4-100), SIE further states that NOx emissions from the nitric acid will be held to the lowest value 
in this range, 50 ppmv. On a mass basis, this results in 15.33 lb/hr of NOx emissions when producing 
575 tons per day of nitric acid. The NOx emissions rate was determined by scaling design information for 
a 525 ton per day Weatherly nitric acid plant using SCR as BACT (with 100 ppmv NOx emissions) to the 
proposed production level of 575 tons per day, and dividing the resulting pound-per-hour rate by two to 
reflect a maximum 50 ppmv NOx concentration.  
The BACT limit in the draft permit of 15.33 lb/hr for NOx emissions from the nitric acid plant (nitric acid 
tailgas vent) is equivalent to 50 ppmv and to 0.64 lb/ton of acid at the maximum production rate of 
575 tons of acid per day. This limit applies at all times during steady-state operations, and is hence more 
stringent than the “rolling 12-month average” limits imposed on the Kennewick facility’s nitric acid 
plants. 
Result:  The draft permit has been revised to change the NOx BACT limit to 50 ppmv, which is equivalent 

to 15.33 lb/hr and to 0.64 lb/ton of acid at full production rates, with appropriate revisions to the 
statement of basis. 

Comment 100. PM BACT for the AN Neutralizer Vent requires a control device. Comments were 
received stating that an add-on control device will be needed to meet BACT for 
PM10 from the AN Neutralizer Vent, based on AP-42 Section 8.3 emission factors. 
(Sierra Club comment XVI) 

Response: 

                                                           
69 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/psd/psd_pdfs/PSD0401_final.pdf, issued to Kennewick Fertilizer Operations 

on August 27, 2004. 
70 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/psd/psd_pdfs/PSD0401_final1stAmend.pdf, issued to Kennewick Fertilizer 

Operations on July 10, 2008. 
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The presence of a wet scrubber as an integral part of the ammonium nitrate process is noted in Table 9.1 
in the draft permit and Table 3.1 in the draft statement of basis. As described in the application (see the 
KBR report in Appendix D), BACT for the ammonium nitrate (AN) neutralizer vent is typically a wet 
scrubber with a capture efficiency of 90% for particulate matter. The emissions estimate for PM/PM10 
from the AN neutralizer scrubber was based on 90% recovery and recycling of PM/PM10 within the 
ammonium nitrate process. The draft permit has been revised to clarify that 90% recovery of PM/PM10 
within the AN neutralizer process is required, represents BACT for this source, and the scrubber must be 
addressed in the O&M manual. 

Process Description. The purpose of the AN Neutralizer vent is to vent steam, because the reaction of 
nitric acid with ammonia (to produce ammonium nitrate) produces steam. The wet scrubber associated 
with the AN neutralizer vent is an integral part of the ammonium nitrate process, because the scrubber 
provides for product recovery and recycle. An inherent co-benefit to the scrubber operation is particulate 
matter emissions control.  

As shown in Figure 2-11 and described in the text on p. 2-48 of the application, the neutralizer includes a 
wet scrubber within the neutralizer/scrubber unit. A stream of the liquid ammonium nitrate and water is 
taken from the neutralizer and mixed with a portion of the nitric acid feed. This liquid is used to scrub the 
vapor leaving the neutralizer/scrubber. The vapor is then sent to a process condensate tank, where it is 
cooled and most of the water is condensed. The exhaust from the process condensate tank includes CO2, 
some of the steam, and any remaining particulate matter. 

Prior to treatment, the process steam is sent to a venturi for desuperheating, where it is mixed with 
scrubbing liquor through a sprayer. The liquor is recycled from the cyclonic scrubber column, and 
therefore contains nitric acid to react with any ammonia still contained in the process steam. The steam 
then enters the cyclonic column where it goes through high-efficiency demisters, removing ammonium 
nitrate aerosol from the steam prior to venting.  

PM/PM10 Emissions. The emission factors used by the commenter are contained in AP-42 Section 8.3, 
“Ammonium Nitrate,” which were last updated in 1993. As shown in Table 8.3-2 of that section, the 
uncontrolled PM emission factor from a neutralizer ranges from 0.09 to 8.6 lb per ton of product, and the 
controlled PM emission factor ranges from 0.004 to 0.43 lb per ton of product. These emission factors 
were based on reference materials developed from 1979 – 1981, and 1991. While AP-42 emission factors 
can be helpful if no other information is available, preference is always given to vendor data (for 
preconstruction compliance reviews) and source test data from the facility (for demonstrating compliance 
after construction or for subsequent analyses for facility modifications).  

The controlled PM emission factor used by SIE for emissions from the AN neutralizer vent was 1.5 lb/hr, 
based on Stamicarbon vendor information. This represents an emission rate of about 0.05 lb/ton of 
product from the production of 715 tons per day of ammonium nitrate, which is in the mid-range of 
“controlled” emission factors listed in AP-42. The emission estimate was based on Stamicarbon 
technology using a wet scrubber with a minimum PM capture efficiency of 90% (see the KBR report 
included in Appendix D of the application).  

Result: The draft permit was revised to clarify that AN neutralizer scrubber parameters are federally 
enforceable (see the response to Comment 76).  

Comment 101. BACT is required for PM emitted as sulfuric acid mist (SAM). Comments were 
received stating that the permit does not contain limits or practically enforceable 
conditions to comply with BACT for PM as SAM. (Sierra Club XVIII) 

Response: 

On December 10, 2008, SIE submitted Addendum No. 3 to their application, stating that a design 
decision had been made to use a Claus sulfur recovery unit to produce elemental sulfur. The option to 
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install a sulfuric acid plant has therefore been removed from the draft permit. Other than the sulfuric acid 
plant, there are no other sources within this project that might emit sulfuric acid mist.  

Result: The sulfuric acid plant option has been deleted from the permit and the statement of basis. 

Comment 102. PM BACT emission limit for baghouses is too high. Baghouses are usually able to 
perform at lower emission rates than those selected as BACT for emission units 
SRC01 – 07 (coal handling). (EPA 10) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. The pound-per-hour emission limits in the draft permit represent BACT for a new state-
of-the-art coal and petcoke handling facility. 

As an example, controlled emission factors for coal railcar unloading with baghouse controls for a facility 
in Colorado were 0.0002 and 0.0001 lb/ton for PM and PM10, respectively.71 At the 5,000 ton per hour 
unloading rate proposed for the PCAEC, this would result in PM and PM10 emissions of 1.0 lb/hr and 
0.5 lb/hr, respectively. These emission levels are significantly higher than the limits included in the draft 
permit for railcar unloading emissions (see Table 9). 

Recent BACT determinations (see the RBLC summary tables in Appendix E of the application) and the 
discussion of best demonstrated technology (BDT) in the proposed NSPS Subpart Y,72 emissions from 
coal handling should be limited to 0.0050 gr/dscf. The emissions estimates provided by the applicant 
reflect the installation of state-of-the-art coal and petcoke handling equipment. As shown in the table 
below, the pound-per-hour emissions limits set in the draft permit are equivalent to grain loading levels 
considerably less than 0.0050 gr/dscf at the design flow rates for the baghouses.  

Table 9. PM and PM10 BACT LIMITS FOR COAL AND PETCOKE HANDLING 
Table 9.  PM and PM10 BACT LIMITS FOR COAL AND PETCOKE HANDLING 

PM  PM10 

Source Draft Permit 
(lb/hr) 

Equivalent 
Grain Loading 

(g/dscf) 

Draft Permit 
(lb/hr) 

Equivalent 
Grain Loading 

(g/dscf) 
SRC01, Railcar Unloading 0.09 0.0009 0.044 0.0004 
SRC02 - SRC07 
Conveyor transfers and silo filling 0.09 0.0009 0.04 0.0004 

SRC08 – SRC12 
Reclaim conveyor transfers 0.002 0.00002 0.001 0.00001 

 
Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 103. PM controls for slag handling controls do not represent BACT. A comment was 
received stating that the controls for PM emissions from slag handling do not 
represent BACT. (ICL) 

Response: 

DEQ disagrees. Providing a 3-sided bunker for storage of a vitrified slag that will have a relatively large 
particle size and a high moisture content represents BACT for this emissions source. Total PM and PM10 
emissions from slag handling were estimated to be 0.26 TPY and 0.13 TPY, respectively. The BACT cost 
threshold used for this project was $10,000 per ton, so any control measure (e.g., enclosure) or control 
device with total costs exceeding $2,600 per year for PM and $1,300 per year for PM10 would be screened 
out based on excessive costs. 

                                                           
71 January 1, 2007, Operating Permit, Platte River Power Authority – Rawhide Energy Station, available at 

http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/ap/downop/lr142p04.pdf 
72 April 28, 2008, 73 FR 22901, Proposed Rule, Standards of Performance for Coal Preparation Plants. 
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Result: No change to permit. The draft statement of basis has been revised to include a discussion of the 
BACT controls for slag handling. 

COMMENTS NOT DIRECTLY RELATED TO AIR QUALITY PERMITTING 
 
Comment 104. Water and wastewater. Comments were received regarding the source of the water 

for the plant, and whether wastewater discharges from the plant would impact the 
Snake River or Snake River aquifer.   

Response: 

The source of water for the plant is described on page 1-17 of the application. Other than drift/mist from 
the cooling towers, there are no wastewater discharges proposed from this facility. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 

Comment 105. Handling and disposal of slag. Comments were received expressing concerns 
regarding the use of the coal gasification slag for road mix or disposal at a landfill 
based on historical experience with naturally-occurring radioactive materials 
(NORMs) in industrial slag from the former FMC plant. (EPA 10) 

Response: 

The commenter provided contact information for Rick Poeton, who works in the Radioactive Materials 
Disposal Program at EPA Region 10 in Seattle. This information has been passed along to SIE with a 
recommendation that they contact Mr. Poeton directly. Discussions regarding the characterization and 
final uses or disposal of the gasifier slag will occur outside of the air quality permitting process. 

Result: No change to the draft permit or statement of basis. 
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Figure 4.  PRIMARY NAAQS COMPARISON--CRITERIA POLLUTANTS (AMERICAN FALLS)
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Figure 5.  PM10 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (AMERICAN FALLS)

 

Figure 5.  PM10 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (AMERICAN FALLS) 
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Figure 6.  SO2 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (AMERICAN FALLS)

Figure 6. SO2 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (AMERICAN FALLS) 
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Figure 7.  PRIMARY NAAQS COMPARISON--PM10 AND SO2 (POCATELLO AREA)
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Figure 8.  PM10 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (POCATELLO AREA) 

Figure 8. PM10  IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (AMERICAN FALLS) 
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Figure 9.  SO2 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (POCATELLO AREA) 

Figure 9  SO2 IMPACTS, 24-HOUR AVERAGING PERIOD (AMERICAN FALLS) 
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Name: Betty B. Adams 
Email Address: bettebadams@msn.com 
Affiliation: concerned citizen 
Comments: I have been reading about the coal burning fertilizer plant that is applying for permits West of 
American Falls.  We know it is going to put out pollutants that will affect the health of people for miles 
around it.  It will put even more mercury into American Falls reservoir and there will be some people who 
will eat the fish from it.  The particulate matter in the air when the wind blows, and it blows a lot in Idaho, 
will reach to Blackfoot and beyond.   
  
 I have friends and relatives that have arrived in Pocatello about this time of year for a visit, and wondered 
why I would choose to live here with the amount of pollution that the Simplot plant is spewing out.  I am 
not sure I can live here with another fertilizer plant spewing poison into the air to further ruin my breathing.  
I don't suppose loosing one old lady will be anything to worry about, but perhaps loosing future people 
and businesses that would move to Pocatello and the surrounding area would be a bad thing.  I believe 
this may very well become a problem.  The damage this plant will do to the envirment and inhabitants of 
this areas will be a problem that cannot be hidden. 
  
Please do not let this plant operate under the current rules.   
Betty B. Adams 
 
 
 
 
 
   
Name: Maribeth Alder 
Email Address: maribethalder@hotmail.com 
Affiliation: concerned Pocatello resident 
Comments: Please deny the permit for the Southeast Idaho Energy (SIE) Power County Advanced 
Energy Center.  The damage to the air quality of Power, Bannock, and Bingham Counties is much too 
high a price to pay for this project. It has only been since the demise of the FMC plant that Pocatello has 
enjoyed improved air quality; please do not take that away from us. 
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Name: Randy Anderson 
Email Address: highbasin@gmail.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: I wish the Idaho DEQ to not issue a permit to SIE for it's coal fertilizer plant for the following 
reasons: 

1) Last spring the US supreme court ruled that the EPA was not following the intent of The Clean Air act 
in not regulating carbon dioxide emissions. With the upcoming administration change there will likely 
new considerations in EPA regulations as a result of this ruling. Please do not allow this plant to be 
constructed knowing that EPA regulations of carbon dioxide emissions may soon be legislated.  

2) The Idaho DEQ only regulates mercury inhalation and ignores other accumulations such as in the 
water ways, food supply and/or wildlife such as fisheries contamination. As I understand it the DEQ is 
going to review mercury regulation in February 2009. Due to the potential health repercussions for 
mercury please postpone permitting this plant until mercury is further considered.   

3) My last objection is the subjective effects of this plant on Pocatello's air quality. The winter-time air in 
this city is already degraded enough to be deemed a non-attainment area and with good reason. It is 
hard to even be outdoors in this city during these inversions giving one the sense that you can 
actually taste the air. This makes it hard to exercise or even ride a bike to work on these days (which 
will further degrade air quality). We can not afford the affects of any more industrial pollution to 
Pocatello's failing air quality.  

I do not believe SIE's claims that they will be sequestering it's pollution in Wyoming gas fields; I believe it 
will be sequestered in the respiratory systems of Pocatello's citizens. Please do not issue a permit for this 
plant! Thank you 
 
   
Name: Katie Ballard 
Email Address: katie@ballard.myrf.net 
Affiliation: home owner 
Comments: It is a good project. 
 
 
 
From: Scott Balsai   [acoustic.reflections@gmail.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Powewr County Advanced Energy Center 
Date: Sunday, November 23, 2008 10:33:04 AM  
 
I would like it to be known that I, Scott Balsai, am against the approval of the "Power County Advanced 
Energy Center". I suffer from a form of asthma which is exacerbated by types of air pollution which may 
contain, not only particulate matter, but ammonia and sulfur. Therefore, besides the environmental global 
warming concerns of CO2 emissions, I am also very concerned about the immediate health 
consequences which will have to be endured by the residents of the local communities. I feel that the 
medical costs which will undoubtedly ensue as more of the "externalized" costs to the community should 
also be calculated into the "costs" of having a plant like this in the area. Days missed from work, days 
missed from school, as well as more enduring and more serious extended health consequences of a 
plant like this are enough, considering the geographic morphology of our area, to not allow a plant like 
this to come into the area. (Remember we already have a plant like Simplot contributing to the creation of 
an unhealthy local environment.)  
 
I also wonder if anyone has looked at the possible threat to the local agricultural industry of possible 
mercury "fallout" leaching into crops, such as potatoes, from the use of irrigation water from the American 
Falls reservoir. The fish in the reservoir may only be the proverbial tip of the iceberg. Also I wonder about 
what seem to me to be the inevitable contamination of the local ground water with the same mercury 
leaching into the aquifer from the use of water from the reservoir.  
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These concerns and more are why I can not allow myself to sit quietly by and watch this plant go through.  
 
I might also remind the DEQ of what they stand to lose if they support the construction and utilization of a 
facility like this should the worst fears of local residents like me come to be seen as more accurate than 
the DEQ's estimate of the negative consequences of this plant or other plants like it. It seems to me that 
the successful future of an organization like the DEQ largely rests on the integrity and credibility of its 
analysis and its conclusions. A Department of Environmental Quality which is seen by its public as merely 
a compliant partner in the development and use of "dirty" industry, may be a department that may appear 
to be contrary to its mission of protecting the public health and welfare and cease to exist amidst a less 
complacent political environment.  
 
I, personally, would like to see the continuance of a DEQ with the reputation of integrity and credibility that 
I have come to expect from such an organization dedicated to the protection of the public health and 
welfare.  
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
Scott S. Balsai 
 
 
From: Colden Baxter [coldenbaxter@gmail.com] 
To:  Faye Weber 
Subject: public comment on air quality permit for proposed Southeast Idaho Energy Power County 
Advanced Energy Center near American Falls 
 
Faye Weber 
Air Quality Division 
DEQ State Office 
1410 N. Hilton 
Boise, ID 83706 
 
We are writing to voice our firm opposition to the proposed Southeast Idaho Energy Power County 
Advanced Energy Center, and to urge you to deny the air quality permit for this project.  As citizens of 
Pocatello, we are convinced the proposed coal burning fertilizer plant is a bad deal for our region for a 
number of reasons.   
   
This plant would discharge contaminants into our air-shed that pose health risks that we consider 
unacceptable for our children (we have two daughters).  This plant would not just affect the American 
Falls area—it would have consequences for the entire air-shed that includes Pocatello. 
 
We also feel that the emissions that would come from this plant would be bad for the business and 
sustainable economic growth of our community.  Pocatello and surrounding areas do not need the 
economic stigma of a reputation for "bad air."  Moreover, these emissions would have unknown effect on 
long-distance visibility in our area.  Hence, our future "view-shed" (and associated property values, 
recreational and tourist attracting power, the power of the community to attract other new businesses and 
the university to attract new students) may also be placed at risk through this project.  
 
From the standpoint of air quality and visibility, we are concerned not only with the direct emissions that 
would accompany the project, but we realize that the plant's presence would mean huge amounts of coal 
would pass by open rail car through our city.  In a community that can already be windy and dusty, added 
coal dust would be unwelcome.   
 
Finally, we do not consider a coal-burning facility to be a good long-term investment for local 
communities.  We know now that coal burning is implicated in many environmental problems.  Our area 
has already suffered many such environmental woes, including superfund sites, degraded air quality, and 
contaminated waters.  If this plant is permitted, this will send a signal to citizens like our selves that the 
standards for permitting are inadequate to protect the health (in the broadest sense) of our community.  
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You represent the "Department of Environmental Quality”—this project threatens the quality of our 
environment.  Do not permit this project to move forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Colden and Lenny (Laura) Baxter 
(and daughters Arwen and Iris) 
833 E Halliday St 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
 
   
Name: Laurie Beebe 
Email Address: beebe@dcdi.net 
Affiliation: American Falls resident 
Comments: Concern - What impact will the proximity of the proposed plant be on the Snake River and 
nearby aquifer?  If carbon is injected into the ground, won't that result in a temperature increase of the soil 
and in turn warm the river and aquifer water?  What will the results be for the downstream water users 
and the natural environment of the Snake River and aquifer? 
 
The location of the proposed plant is next to one of the only free-flowing stretches of the Snake River in 
this County.  Will that be compromised? 
 
 
From:  RRJames113@aol.com  (Roger Bray) 
To: Faye Weber 
Subject: (no subject) 
 
Where is the waste water used in the process going to be relased?  If it is in a holding tank, how secure is 
that tank, how long will the water be "held", and where will it eventually end up?  How will the "used" 
water affect the River and aquifer?   
 
In the summer, residents can smell odors from  potato processing at Lamb-Weston, the city sewage plant, 
a feedlot, and a dairy.  I'm sure no matter what regulations and precautions are taken, odors from this 
plant will be evident.  So, in this small community we will smell potato-by product, sewage, cows, and now 
sulfur. 
 
I was in favor of the original plans of this company to produce power, but changing to a plant that 
produces fertilizer is an entirely different ball game.  Please consider all aspects of this proposal VERY 
carefully. 
 
 
I am writing to oppose the coal gasification plant proposed near American Falls.  There are many issues 
which I believe have not been addressed.  This location is too near too many sensitive areas to approve 
an untested theory that could have disastrous effects on so many vital public interests.   
 
A simple review of the map shows that this will be located up wind of one of Idaho's most vital economic 
resources our Upper Snake River agricultural lands that produce wheat, potatoes and many other cash 
crops for consumption the world over.  There are too many variables about what may be released as 
pollutants, pollutants that could severely hamper the marketability of our food.  If I were a Potato producer 
from another region I would market against the questionable contaminants being introduced into the soil 
and therefore the agriculture products that harvested from the lands.  Just show the Co 2 plume from a 
distance then fade back to the potatoes being harvested in the near foreground.  After all a picture is 
worth a thousand words. 
 
Second, American falls reservoir is already under a watch area for mercury content in the fish, with some 
people being told that they should not eat fish from that water.  We need to find ways for correcting this 
problem, the new coal plant has great potential to exacerbate this situation. 

mailto:RRJames113@aol.com�
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Another problem is that this plant is to produce a great amount of co 2 that will have to compromise the 
quality of life that is part an parcel to the draw of Idaho to tourists and those who want to live here.  This 
coal plant is not a good fit for such and fragile eco-system as Idaho's. While we get good winds at times, 
they tend to bunch polluted air up against the mountains to the East and will only exponentially diminish 
what is often now marginal air quality at certain times. 
 
Now throw in the transport of the coal through Montpelier, Soda Springs, Lava, Pocatello, and American 
Falls.  Daily, hundreds of railroad cars laden with coal will be spewing coal dust through out south Idaho 
and our cities.  It appears that no provision has been made to monitor nor control this condition. This 
alone is cause to not send this project forward.   
 
Many other factors are present that I believe have not even been openly talked about as part of a diligent 
review of the potential negative impact that can befall the surrounding areas.  This plant will be located 
within a few miles of public use lands.  It is less than 50 miles from the Idaho National Laboratory which 
should not have to sacrifice its position as an essential National Laboratory.  There is a major population 
and economic corridor that should not be compromised within a 50 mile eastern radius of  this site. 
Rexburg, Idaho Falls, Shelley, Firth, Blackfoot, the Fort Hall reservation, Chubbuck, and Pocatello could 
be greatly harmed if some standards are met while other rather abstract one's regarding the potential for 
CO 2 release, and mercury release are not appropriately evaluated for the potential harm they can bring 
to bear on so many of us in South Idaho and beyond. 
 
Extending the area of impact out to 150 miles or less there are many other important areas that could be 
negatively effected.  There is Crater's of the Moon National Park, Teton National Park, and Yellowstone 
National Park--the Jewel of our National Park system.  Won't we get a lot of positive press if this idealistic 
proposal turns into a terrible reality that harms our National Parks and the fisheries on the famed Henry's 
Fork and South Fork of the Snake River.  For that matter consider the streams, lakes, and reservoirs that 
could be harmed by airborne contaminants that can be placed into their watersheds over time:  Blackfoot, 
Palisades, Chesterfield, Rire, Aston, Mackay, Jackson Lake, Yellowstone Lake, to name just a few. 
 
As you can see I believe this is an ill conceived proposal that has not been properly evaluated for all of its 
far ranging negative impacts!  Please resist the willingness to sacrifice our South Eastern Treasures.  
Trading off these treasures for the sake a few jobs is unconscionable.  
 
Roger Bray 
6 Debbie Drive 
Pocatello, Idaho  83204 
 
   
Name: George Buehler 
Email Address: cyb@ida.net 
Affiliation: downwind citizen 
Comments: For more reasons than I have time to specify I STRONGLY OPPOSE THIS PROJECT ! ! ! 
 
 
From: John Carlson  (jcarlson@idfbins.com) 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Against proposed air quality permit  
Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2008 12:56:07 PM 
 
My name is John Carlson. Please do not permit this coal plant to come to South East Idaho. I am against 
it. Please send me an email stating that you have received this petition. 
Thanks, JOHN  
You may be disappointed if you fail, but you are doomed if you don't try. ---- Beverly Sills 
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From: Sandy Carlson [jcarlson@idfbins.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2008 12:07 PM 
To: Cheryl Robinson 
Subject: RE: Against proposed air quality permit 
 
My mother called and said that they want an email from her and she doesn’t have one. 
Please add her name as being against the coal plant. 
Sandy Carlson 2339 So. 2nd Ave. Pocatello, Idaho 208‐233‐3427 
Thanks, 
JOHN 
 
DEQ Note: Mrs. Carlson left a voicemail message early Tuesday morning, November 25, 2008. 
Because she left the message only a matter of hours after the comment period was scheduled to 
close, this email submitted on her behalf from her son was accepted. 
–Cheryl Robinson, Permit Engineer 
  
Name: Angelat Carpenter 
Email Address: angelakate@gmail.com 
Affiliation: Pocatello Resident 
Comments: The air pollution in the Pocatello area is already a strong negative aspect for our community.  
Please don't allow South East Idaho Energy to place a coal fire plant in our area.  Our country needs to 
move away from coal and towards clean energy sources. 
  
Name: Larry Christensen 
Email Address: christensenll@cablone.net 
Affiliation: Citizen South Eastern Idaho 
Comments: It belies credulity that we are even considering the permitting of the coal gasification plant 
near American Falls. In view of our mercury problems, to permit such a facility to be built in Idaho simply 
because it will produce something other than power is extremely difficult to understand. The no mercury 
rule should be universally applied in the state of Idaho. To sacrifice our health, our future,and the our 
quality and way of life for a few pieces of silver should be not be permitted.  The amount of other harmful 
products, such as, Nox, Sox, Co2, Selenium, Arsenic etc. In addition, the technology has not been proven 
at this scale and certainly not at the "pilot" plants. Co2 rules and regulations are coming. To go in the 
opposite direction at this time would show not only just how gullible and ill informed we are but will 
discourage many others who are coming or planning to come to Idaho because of our great quality of life 
here in Idaho. I strongly encourage you not to permit this facility. I do not want to live under the air quality 
standards of those who live back east. Please tighten our air quality standards and rules here in Idaho. 
Thankyou very much.   
 
Name: Brenda Clinger 
Email Address: brenclinger@hotmail.com 
Affiliation: Resident of Power County 
Comments: I am in favor of this project.  I think the economial development the project will bring to our 
county will be very benefical. The company has been very good about answering all questions and 
concerns that I had.  Thank you. 
 
Name: Dallas Clinger 
Email Address: dallasclinger@hotmail.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: I urge you to approve this application.  I live approximately 5 miles downwind from the 
proposed project and I have attended the public hearing on this project.  The emissions are well within the 
standards that have been set.  I hope you will listen more to those of us who live in the affected area than 
to those environmental reactionaries that may respond from outside this affected area.  The economic 
benefit to our community is tremendous and the proposed emissions are minimal.  I strongly support the 
approval of this permit.  Dallas Clinger 
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Name: Joann Crane 
Email Address: cyb@ida.net 
Affiliation: educator 
Comments: I think SIE is a horrible idea.  It is being proposed here because of Idaho's lax environmental 
standards.  I strongly oppose the construction of this facility. 
 
 
Name: Jean and Bill Davidson 
Email Address: Davidson_jd@yahoo.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments:  
Please deny licensing the coal fired plant proposed in Power County.  Having lived in Pocatello for more 
than 30 years, we have been witness to a great deal of air pollution, and it always settles like a cloud right 
over Pocatello.  To drive beyond the city limits and look back on a day of inversion is to see what 
residents of Pocatello have to deal with and breathe even when the air is supposedly clean.   
 
Coal fired plants do emit bad stuff -- and saying "a little bit" is okay is not acceptable.  "None" is the word 
we're looking for -- most importantly in these days of intense global warming indications.  We're read that 
coal-fired plants are the worst contributors to global warming. Coal-fired plants emit so much CO2 into the 
air.  How can that be good?  Furthermore, to suggest that the emissions will not float over Pocatello is 
ludicrous.  Of course the emissions will get here -- and it isn't fair to jeopardize our health when there are 
so many clean-air alternatives being set forth.  Wind, solar, nuclear.  Why must we use a proven polluter -
- coal fired plants??? 
 
It is the responsibility of DEQ to protect the public from things that harm the environment, is it not?  
Idahoans may be slow in putting forth laws and restrictions against harmful emissions but things will 
change eventually and Idaho will not want polluting giants living in our state.  It is easier to keep them out 
NOW than to remove them once they are here.  Already the fish in the reservoirs are showing harmful 
mercury concentrations.  Are you willing to assume responsibility for wiping out the abilities of kids to eat 
the fish they catch?  It's happening.  It will be worse if this plant goes in. 
 
You have the charge and the responsibility to protect our environmental quality.  Please live up to that 
charge and deny this plant.  Our quality of life depends upon your meeting your obligations to the 
residents of Idaho.  Our very lives depend on your decision.  You have no obligation to the promoters of 
pollution. Like we tell our kids, Just Say NO.   
 
Thank you. 
 
--Jean and Bill Davidson 
  421 Wayne Avenue 
  Pocatello, ID 83201 
 
 
Name: Robert Devine 
Email Address: devibob@gmail.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: Hi Faye, In a time when we are increasingly able to get energy from sources that do not 
provide air quality issues, it would be a travesty to approve going backward to allow plants that spew 
pollution in large quantities, causing health problems, allergies, and much more. 
 
Please reject this proposal.  If the time comes when a proposal has a true and honest chance for 
producing energy from a clean coal technology which traps virtually all emissions, then perhaps 
reconsideration would be due.  Until then, please no. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Devine 
Pocatello 
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From: Devore, Sandra    [sandrade@portmed.org] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Power County Advanced Energy Center 
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2008 4:38:18 PM 
 
I live in Aberdeen and I oppose building this plant. Too many companies come to Idaho 
because our regulations are more lax than other states. We need to address the air quality and 
the long term effects on the population. My observation at this point is that we do not need all 
these so called jobs at the expense of our children and our children's children. If you look at the 
obituaries we need to ask is why so many Idahoans dying at such an early age? Maybe 
companies like Simplot may have something to do with the toxins in the air. 
 
Don't let outsiders pollute Idaho. 
Sandee DeVore  
Employee Health Coordinator  
Portneuf Medical Center  
phone 239-1897 fax 239-1896 
 
Name: Kathleen Dohse 
Email Address: kdohse@cableone.net 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
Attached is my official comment opposing the coal-burning fertilizer plant scheduled to be built near 
American Falls. 
 
I oppose the construction and operation of the coal-burning fertilizer plant in the American Falls vicinity. In 
support of my opposition, I cite Idaho Statute, Title 39-102A, Legislative Intent in Creating Department of 
Environmental Quality. "The legislature finds and declares that: (1) The creation and establishment of the 
department of environmental quality to protect human health and the environment as its sole mission is in 
the public’s interest...." 
 
In these difficult economic times, I can understand the desire to bring jobs to the area, however, I believe 
environmental and human health "is in the public’s interest." The Pocatello area experiences a higher rate 
of asthma and respiratory related illness than normal. The prevailing wind is from the west, so we can 
expect more air pollution and more respiratory problems. There will be even more chemicals emitted from 
the coal gasification process in addition to the coal dust blown along the way from the uncovered train 
cars (2,000-2,300 tons of coal every day). In a small valley town in Pennsylvania which had a coal 
gasified plant, 200 people died during an air inversion--and nothing was done about it. We experiences 
air inversions too! So what protection do we have? Did DEQ prevent the Superfund site west of 
Pocatello? How did DEQ protect the cattle that contracted fluorosis from eating vegetation contaminated 
with effluents from the phosphate plant west of town? And what about the mercury tainted fish caught 
from the American Falls Reservoir? (Recommended that small children and pregnant or nursing mothers 
eat no more than one serving per week). 
 
Let’s bring only clean industries to Idaho. Deny the permit for the coal-burning fertilizer plant and abide by 
DEQ’s stated "sole mission is in the public interest" and follow Idaho’s motto as seen on our road signs, 
"Idaho is too great to pollute." 
_____________________________________________ 
 
Kathleen Dohse 
1436 Marguerite Avenue 
Pocatello, ID 83201-3554 
208-237-4260 
kdohse@cableone.net 
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Name: Joan K. Downing 
Email Address: downjoan@gemstate.net 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
 
As an elderly person suffering from asthma and congestive heart failure, I am very concerned about the 
possibility of the transportation of thousands of tons of coal to a plant in Power County, just across the 
border from Pocatello, every day.  All the residents of our city know that the wind blows right around the 
corner from Simplot/former FMC site  into our valley.  There is plenty of micro material in our air all the 
time, from dust blowing off the fields.  We must not add to it!. 
 
I do hope that the DEQ will do more to regulate air pollution in our city, rather than allowing a probable 
addition of coal dust being transported in, and coal being burned to our health detriment. 
 
Joan K. Downing, 960 Wayne Ave. Pocatello, 83201,  208-233-0585 
 
Name: Christopher Dungey 
Email Address: cdungey@dcdi.net 
Affiliation: private citizen 
Comments: I am writing in response to the air quality concerns for the proposed  Southeast Idaho Energy 
(SIE) Power County Advanced Energy Center. I am strongly opposed to the plant. The fact that carbon 
dioxide emissions are not yet regulated does not dismiss the fact that the bigger picture is not local 
concerns but global concerns. It is beyond me to think that our local, state and federal government 
officials can somehow believe it is OK to continue down this path of 'same old same old' and never once 
give it any thought that maybe a change to cleaner technologies might be a better investment for the 
future of our communities, countries and the world. The fact that he Sierra Club and others have begun to 
take notice of this proposal seems to indicate there is a serious flaw with this plants permit and the impact 
it will have on the SE Idaho communities. Again, I strongly oppose this project, period! Thank you your 
time, Christopher Dungey 
 
 
Name: Aaron Eakman 
Email Address: ameakman@earthlink.net 
Affiliation: Private Citizen 
Comments: I am strongly apposed to the Idaho Energy (SIE) Power County Advanced Energy Center.  If 
Simplot is not bad enough!  My family must endure yet another poluter of great magnitude! NO!!! Please 
note that the particulate matter will unduly disrupt the sanctity of the American Falls and Pocatello areas, 
easity extending to Blackfoot and Idaho Falls.  Not to mention the disruptions due to inumerable tons of 
coal being railed through the region.  I did not move to this area to be faced with polutants so near to me 
and my family.  Should this plant proceed, you will see how quickly we can move out of this area!!! Coal is 
the wrong solution, unfortunately greed is motivating what is clealy an ill-concieved project.  Again, I 
strongly appose this plant. 
 
Aaron Eakman 
1592 Emerald Dr. 
Pocatello, ID  83202 
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Name:  ELB Music 
Email Address: elbmusic@hotmail.com 
Subject: coal gass plant 
Attachments: 6718 compressed.jpg; 6726 compressed.jpg 
Don't build it. Here is the one in Tampa, Florida. Ours will look (and smell) just like it. 
Please see attached photo. I took it in Tampa. 
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Name: Barbara C. Felton 
Email Address: barfelt@msn.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
 
The DEQ should not permit ANY number of "upset conditions".  It should closely monitor and enforce 
strict observance of emissions.  BACT is necessary to regulate CO2 emissions.  DEQ must disallow any 
mercury emissions which might enter the adjacent AF Reservoir or other surrounding waters. 
 
Actually, this whole damned project should be disallowed.  It should be moved to the coal source(s) in 
Wyoming.  To haul coal over here is absolutely nutty when reason would put it in Wyoming - if at all. 
 
Barbara C. Felton     Pocatello, Id     83202 
 
Name: Carol L. Flynn 
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Name: Ralph and Judy Friedemann 
Email Address: fried@woodpecker.myfr.net 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
 
DEQ:  We are against any coal-fired plants.  We are against Coal gasification.  They all are polluting.  I'm 
not certain coal gasification works.  To me this is just another way for someone to develop a coal fired 
plant using gasification as a cover.  We have global warming and coal has been and could be the biggest 
problem.  We need to stop any type of coal fired plants from entering Idaho.  We have a mercury 
problem.  We can't even keep fish we catch without worrying about mercury content.  Coal fired plants will 
screw up our drinking water.  We ran off Sempra.  Why even consider coal fired plants?  Let's start 
considering wind power, solar power and renewables.  We all know coal is nasty stuff.  Keep it out of 
Idaho.  Please.    
Ralph Friedemann 
VP of CPR 
Jerome, Idaho 
 
 
Name: Camille Gardner 
Email Address: dougcamille0502@msn.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: While I'm sure you'll probably ignore this "little guy" opinion, I'm writing to comment that there 
are plenty of us here in Bannock Co that don't want this project and the pollution and air quality problems 
associated with it.  Too often money and politics comes as a priority over our health and quality of life. If 
the people of Bannock county (where many of the pollution problems will end up) were asked to vote on 
this issue, we certainly would hear a different voice than the media is presenting of everyone seeming to 
be in favor of this project.  This should not go forward without significant changes to pollution control 
being mandated.   
 
 
Name: Matthew J. Germino 
Email Address: germmatt@isu.edu 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
Dear Faye: 
I hope the EPA will NOT permit the coal-powered fertilizer plant being considered for American Falls. 
Air quality is already marginal for much of the population in SE Idaho, particularly considering the scanty 
economic benefits to the region in return for the plague of air quality.  Furthermore, having worked on air 
quality impacts in the Northeastern US and ecology of SE Idaho, it is clear to me that there has been 
relatively little assessment of air pollution impacts in SE Idaho - certainly not enough to know the full 
impacts of adding point sources to our pollution load.  As an example, my students have collected mist 
and rain deposition with pH near 3.5 due to apparently to H2SO4, yet I have never seen an assessment 
of acid deposition effects for this region. 
 
Our early-morning sulfur smell that permeates our houses and neighborhoods is an ever present 
indication that a few individuals are profiting from health impacts to many thousands of others.  
Unfortunately for the current fertilizer plant proposal, existing air quality is already marginalized by the 
present fertilizer plant.  In fact, the pollution existing already gives the impacted urban areas a black eye 
from the perspective of others who might consider relocating their business here.  On the other hand, air 
quality seems to have improved a bit over the last few decades, and so we are able note this has a 
prospect for economic and cultural improvement.  I hope the EPA will consider the bigger picture of how 
even supposedly permissible pollution levels will impact the environmental welfare of the majority of 
citizens of SE Idaho, and thus not permit new coal-fired power in the region. 
 
Instead, EPA should encourage the municipalities and corporation to work together on a more innovate, 
contemporary solution to industrial development.  Whereas a new coal-powered plant would be an 
unambiguous message to the nation that SE Idaho is well behind the times, a renewable-energy plant 
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would send a more positive message that would bode much better for our environmental and economic 
future.  Plus, it is strange that a new fertilizer plant is proposed when a close-by plant was just shut down 
and we are told that the existing plant is troubled by ore supply.  The big picture of this proposal does not 
make sense. 
 
Best regards 
Matt Germino 
 
Matthew J Germino, PhD 
Associate Professor 
Department of Biology 
Idaho State University 
921 S 8th Ave, Stop 8007 
(650 Memorial Dr for FedEx Express) 
Pocatello, ID 83209-8007 
ph: 208-282-3285 
 
Name: Stephanie Gill 
Email Address: blueflax@allidaho.com (Ronald Gill) 
Affiliation:  
Comments for the Public Comment Period 
 
DEQ's air quality permit to construct the Power County Advanced Energy Center does not adequately 
address the following: 

1.  Requiring the Advanced Energy Center to limit greenhouse gases by installing the Best Available 
Control Technology (BACT) for carbon dioxide emissions. The 2007 Supreme Court Ruling (Mass. 
vs. EPA)established the status of CO2 as a major greenhouse gas.  EPA defines it as a pollutant.   

 The recent EPA closure of the Bonanza plant in Utah makes it clear that BACT must be used. 
 2.  Requiring the Advanced Energy Center to limit PM2.5 by installing BACT for small particulates.  

EPA defines PM2.5 as a pollutant.  Though standards have yet to be established, DEQ is still 
responsible for limiting all pollutants by requiring use of BACT. 

 3.  Limiting mercury in respect to the additive effect of mercury from the proposed plant on the already 
elevated levels in fish tissues in the American Falls Reservoir and the Snake River. 

 4. Limiting the number of "upsets" - the uncontrolled emission events in which pollutants bypass or 
overwhelm the control technology. 

 5.  Requiring installation of continuous emission monitors with electronic storage of excursions from 
standards.  This is a BACT and should be required. 

 
  Please enter my comments into the public record and respond to them. 
 
  Sincerely, 
    Stephanie Gill 



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 110  



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 111  

 



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 112  

Name: Matt Gregson 
Email Address: mnmgreg@myway.com 
Affiliation: Pocatello Resident 
Comments: If this is the same plant that was turned away from Pocatello, due to environmental concerns, 
among others.  That has reworded their application to take advantage of a loophole in our State, related 
to mercury emissions, I feel that I must voice my opinion. By moving this plant 15 minutes down the road 
to a more welcoming community and changing their wording to omit power production and thereby take 
advantage of an incredibly egregious loophole.  There is no room in our State for any lax treatment of 
Mercury production.  I do not feel that I am as stupid as the lawyers of this company seem to feel the 
people of Idaho are.  Yes, we did vote for legislators that created this opportunity for this plant, but that 
does not mean we will allow it to happen.  The water demands, Mercury production, pollution and the 
interaction of their environmental waste products with those already present from Simplot's are enough 
reason alone to send them looking outside our State.  The impact on potato farming in the A.F. area 
alone should be reason to send them packing.  We are not dumb country bumpkins that a large company 
with overpaid lawyers can dupe by a change in semantics and going 15 miles down the road.  This type 
of energy production is not what our present needs and our future needs to be saddled with.  We already 
have enough environmentally hazardous issues to deal with locally (FMC residues, Railroad water table 
concerns and existing Mercury/pollution concerns)  Thank you for your time. 
 
Name: Dave Griffiths 
Email Address: idhomer@yahoo.com 
Affiliation: none 
Comments: The American Falls SIE project should be permitted with out further ado.  CO2 is not 
regulated. further the most prominent green house gas in the atmosphere is water vapor comprising 70% 
of the total, CO2 makes up most of the remaining 30% with the bulk of the CO2 coming from natural 
sources.  Man made CO2 emissions contribute .035% to the atmosphere less than the variation in 
weather statistical tracking tabulations.  CO2 can be sequestered or converted to Diesel fuel which we 
(USA) will need for the foreseeable future since no technology is capable of powering planes trains and 
OTR trucks. 
 
 
Name: Michelle Gustin-Jones 
Email Address: mgustinjones@yahoo.com 
Affiliation: none 
Comments: 
Faye Weber, DEQ, 
 
I am against the proposed coal burning fertilizer plant in Power County, ID.  Air quality was been proven 
to be impacted by any coal plant no matter how clean they claim to be.   The water needed is also a 
grave concern.  Water is already hotly contended due to the demand by farmer's, for an industry already 
in place, dams and fishing.  We can not put further demands on this valuable and limited resource. 
 
Michelle Gustin-Jones 
265 So 14th Ave 
Pocatello, ID  83201  
  
 
Name: Jacob Haeberle 
Email Address: haebjaco@isu.edu 
Affiliation:  
Comments: Please do not allow the coal plant.  The damage from it will only make the situation we face in 
Idaho worse.  Poisoned waters need to be cleaned, not poisoned further. 
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Name: James L. Halderson 
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Name: John Hart 
Email Address: john@ediam.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
1) Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality must require the Southeast Idaho Energy (SIE) Power County 
Advanced Energy Center to limit greenhouse gases by installing the Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) for carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions.  CO2 is a major greenhouse gas.  The recent EPA 
Environmental Appeals Board decision in Utah makes it clear that BACT must be considered.  DEQ can 
not legally ignore this ruling. 
 
2)  Idaho DEQ is proposing to allow the company to have an unlimited number of "upset conditions".  Ask 
the Agency to revise the air permit to limit the number of these uncontrolled emission events. 
  
3) The proposed permit fails to estimate emissions of fine particulate matter (PM 2.5), and fails to address 
controls of this pollutant.  The EPA promulgated a PM2.5 rule-making in October 2006, making it 
mandatory for emission sources to limit these pollutants.  PM 2.5 also contributes significantly to 
widespread haze that reduces visibility. 
 
4) Coal contains Mercury as a by-product, and with the American Falls Reservoir already designated as a 
"fish-Advisory" because of elevated Mercury in fish tissues, this is no time to allow mercury source to be 
located up-wind from the Snake River and American Falls Reservoir. 
 
5) The technology is available for the company to install continuous emission monitors on several of their 
smoke stacks...but the company is not installing them. Instead the Idaho DEQ is depending on the 
company to "self-monitor" many of their emissions.  This method has been shown to not work in other 
Southeast Idaho factories.  IDEQ should require continuous emission monitors with electronic storage of 
any excursions from the standards to protect the public from excess emissions.  
 
6) IDEQ is required, in the proposed permit,  to express all emission quantities in terms of "tons per year".  
This unit of measurement is easily understood by the general public yet IDEQ has chosen instead to use 
terms that the lay-public can not readily understand.  This is not allowable. 
 
John Hart 
944 8th 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401 
 
 
 
From: James Heiser  [jcheiser@gmail.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Power County Advanced Energy Center 
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2008 9:45:05 AM 
 
Ms. Robinson:  
 
I live near where this proposed AEC site is to be located. While I remain a supported of alternative energy 
solutions, I have to admit that I am opposed to this project on several points.  
 
1) This plant will dump an unacceptable level of polutants into the air  [sic] 
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From: James Heiser   [jcheiser@gmail.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Power County Advanced Energy Center 
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2008 9:57:37 AM  
 
Ms Robinson:  
I live in Aberdeen and subsequently will be near this proposed project site. I am opposed 
to the building of this plant for several reasons other than it will be too close to home.  
Far too many companies come to Idaho because our regulations are more lax than other 
states which allows them to build plants that they otherwise couldn’t. It is time that we 
in Idaho address the air quality and the long term effects that our lack of regulation have 
on the population. It is my opinion that at this point we do not need all these jobs at the 
expense of potentially lethal air that our children and our children's children would be 
forced to breathe from the unregulated plants. One look at the obituaries will beg the 
question of why so many Idahoans are dying at such an early age? It’s possible that 
companies like Simplot may have something to do with the toxins in the air and these 
may be the root cause of at least some of these early deaths.  
Please, let’s not let outsiders pollute Idaho. It is a breathtaking state that deserves to 
remain healthy and as clean as possible.  
This letter in no way is representative of the Company I work for (Harper‐Leavitt). 
These are strictly my own personal views on the subject.  
Thank you for your consideration.  
James C. Heiser 
 
Name: Karen Helland Tate 
Email Address: helkare@isu.edu 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I urge you to NOT permit the coal burning fertilizer plant to be built near American Falls.  As a citizen of 
Pocatello I am greatly concerned about life quality if this plant is constructed.  Carbon dioxide and other 
greenhouse gases will be released into air everyday.  President elect Obama is planning to implement a 
law governing these emissions as illegal.  I feel this plant is going in before the Bush administration is out.  
Please let's do the right thing and protect our environment for ourselves and the following generations.  
Let's look at the long term over the short term.  Let's create new jobs with wind, solar and other energy 
sources than have little negative effect on our fragile environment.  Also the pollution of open coal cars 
traversing the area will have a negative impact on our air which isn't the greatest as it is. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Karen Helland Tate 
4344 Zeibarth Rd. 
Pocatello, ID  83204 
 
Name: Greg Helm 
Email Address: greghelm@allidaho.com 
Affiliation:  
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Comments: 
Faye Weber 
Air Quality Division  
DEQ State Office  
1410 N. Hilton  
Boise, ID 83706  
Email: faye.weber@deq.idaho.gov 
 
Subject: Permit to Construct- Air Permit- Power County Advanced Energy Center 
 
Comments on Power County Advanced Energy Center (hereafter ÿPCAECÿ) 
 
Thank-you for this opportunity to comment on this important Air Quality Permit.  
 
The applicant failed to provide emission estimates and control technology for PM 2.5 particles, a National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).  These very fine particles that will be emitted by the PCAEC are 
dispersed over long distances, remain suspended in the air for long periods of time, and have proven to 
cause cardio-pulmonary diseases, because thy are ingested deeply into the lung tissue.   
 
PM2.5 is a pollutant for which National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) have been established 
and subsequently revised in response to well-documented public health concerns.  As such, PM2.5 is 
indisputably a “pollutant subject to regulation under th[e] CAA.”  42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4); see also 40 
C.F.R. 52.21(b)(50) (expressly defining regulated pollutants for purposes of the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (“PSD”) program to include “[a]ny pollutant for which a national ambient air quality standard 
has been promulgated”).   Accordingly, EPA has acknowledged that “[t]he obligation to implement PSD is 
triggered upon the effective date of the NAAQS.”   
 
Nevertheless, the proposed air quality permit for the Power County Advanced Energy Center contains no 
BACT analysis or limitation for the facility’s PM2.5 emissions.  See Statement of Basis, pp. 41-48. The 
EPA promulgated a rule-making in October 2006, making it mandatory for emission sources to limit these 
pollutants. PM 2.5 also contributes significantly to widespread haze that reduces visibility, as well as well 
documented adverse health impacts.  Unfortunately, this pollutant was not addressed by the applicant 
(PCAEC) in their permit and, likewise, not addressed in the draft permit.  As a practical matter, control 
technology that is effective for PM10 may not be sufficiently effective to control the finer sized PM2.5 
particles emitted by the coal plant.  Best Available Control Technology (BACT) needs to be installed for 
PM 2.5 sources within this coal plant.  
 
The permit, if it is to be compliant with the Clean Air Act, must be denied and returned for a revision that 
includes control of PM 2.5. 
 
The applicant’s coal plant will also produce approximately 150 tons per hour of Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 
from the gasifier of the plant.  The company has not committing to controlling green-house gas emissions.  
Huge amounts of Carbon Dioxide will be released to the environment from this facility.  The Washington 
D.C. Federal Circuit Court recently ruled that carbon dioxide is a pollutant, as defined by the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4)) and must be controlled.   These gases contribute to adverse environmental 
impacts.  Idaho’s Governor recognized the damages of this pollutant when, in May, 2007 he passed an 
Executive Order (attached) directing Idaho DEQ to account for, and to minimize harmful carbon dioxide 
emissions. It would be a large step backward for the State of Idaho to accept a coal plant that does not 
control these greenhouse gases, at a time when other States are scrambling to control these pollutants.  
The IDEQ must deny this permit, based on the omission of carbon dioxide control technology or this coal 
plant will be in violation of the Clean Air Act, referenced above. 
 
The Idaho Code at Chapter 1, Title 39-115, specifically mandates that IDEQÿs Director issue permits that 
control “regulated air pollutants” as defined by the Clean Air Act. The IDEQ will be in violation of this Code 
if they fail to include PM2.5 and Carbon Dioxide. 
 
Inadequate BACT Analysis - The application and IDEQ’s Statement of Basis for this permit failed to follow 
EPA’s guidance on BACT analyses.  The Clean Air Act places the responsibility of proposing BACT on 
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the applicant and the confirmation of BACT on the permitting agency, in this case IDEQ.  Idaho DEQ 
rules at IDAPA 58.01.01.205, stipulate that BACT is required “...for each regulated air pollutant for which 
a new major facility would have the potential to emit in excess of the significant rates.”   
 
It is inferred from the application that PM10, NOX, SO2, CO and VOC, may be “significant” facility-wide. 
Yet, the permit contains no limits for the Gasifier Heater Vents #1 or #2 pursuant to BACT or otherwise.   
 
Since BACT includes a “visible emissions standard” by definition, opacity from the heaters should be 
limited, pursuant to BACT, to 0%, not 20%, as was required for Greater Des Moines Energy Center in 
Iowa and Charter Steel in Wisconsin.  Furthermore, neither the application nor IDEQ’s Statement of 
Basis, specifically state which pollutant BACT applies.  
 
PCAEC and IDEQ must consider N2O, a greenhouse gas and the most likely form of NOx emissions, in 
the required environmental impact analysis even if the top control option is selected for NOX in a top 
down analysis. It is well established that in the production of nitric acid, nitrous oxide (N2O), is also 
produced.  The permit is based on an incomplete top-down analysis and BACT for NOX emissions in its 
most likely form, N2O, from nitric acid production has not been ensured.  The applicant and IDEQ must 
fully assess BACT controls for NOx in their final permit. 
 
Inadequate MACT Limits for Mercury and Other HAPs - The draft permit and statement of basis fails to 
describe a Maximum Achievable Control Technology (“MACT”) analysis for the PCAEC and to set 
corresponding enforceable emission limits for mercury and all other hazardous air pollutants (“HAPs”) to 
be emitted by the proposed emitting units, as required by the Clean Air Act, section 112, 42 U.S.C. 
§ 7412.  A MACT analysis often results in lower emissions limits than would a BACT analysis for the 
same pollutant.   
 
MACT requirements apply to “major sources” that have the potential to emit 10 or more tons per year of 
any one HAP or 25 or more tons per year of a combination of HAPs.  42 U.S.C. § 7412(a)(1).  IDEQ and 
PCAEC have not even provided estimates of uncontrolled HAP emissions from the coal plant to 
determine whether they would exceed the major source.  Instead, IDEQ proposes to allow PCAEC  to 
side-step MACT requirements by limiting their HAP emissions.   
 
IDEQ’s proposal to allow PCAEC to take “synthetic minor” status with respect to HAP emissions is flawed.  
Although the draft permit establishes HAP emissions limits below threshold levels, the limits are not 
“practicably enforceable.”  The draft permit fails to require any HAPs monitoring whatsoever to allow 
IDEQ to determine whether PCAEC is in compliance with the established limits.  Of particular concern are 
the Mercury emissions from this facility as there is a Mercury-based Fish Advisory in the American Falls 
Reservoir at the present time and any new contribution of Mercury deposition could ruin the fishery in 
these waters and impair the health of the public who consume fish from  these waters.  In spite of these 
concerns the PCAEC failed to estimate emissions of these HAPs (see Table 3.3). The PCAEC needs to 
go back and revise their permit to address the significant gap in addressing HAPs in this permit process. 
 
To comply with Clean Air Act section 112, IDEQ should perform a MACT analysis for each HAP that will 
be emitted by the Power County Advanced Energy Center and establish corresponding emissions limits 
in the PTC permit.  At the very least, IDEQ must require continuous emissions monitoring of mercury and 
frequent monitoring of all other HAPs emitted by the Power County Advanced Energy Center.0   
 
Upset Condition Limits Needed - Several plant processes may be subject to “upset conditions” where 
emissions are released to the atmosphere without passing through a pollution scrubber or control device.  
This could amount to a black cloud that will be transported to downwind communities. Also, because the 
flare is steam assisted, the emissions may look like steam or water vapor as they exit the stack initially 
but, in fact will contain large volumes of pollutants. The draft permit places no limit on the number of 
malfunctions, or upsets, that would by-pass scrubbers at the gasifier flare. (Since stack testing at this flare 
is required, except during a “start-up” event, no one will know the emissions when an upset malfunction 
requires venting to the flare.)  I recommend that IDEQ limit number of upsets or malfunctions to no more 
than one per month.  To allow any more than this, will mean that the company cannot control its 
emissions.  
 



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 118  

PCAEC submitted an incomplete PTC application - The permit Application violates the requirement for 
completeness at IDAPA 58.01.01.124 -124. TRUTH, ACCURACY AND COMPLETENESS OF 
DOCUMENTS, as well as section 58.01.01.204 which requires a completeness determination by IDEQ for 
any PTC permit.  The PCAEC violated the aforementioned Rules in the following ways:  
 
IDAPA Air Rules requires that “All documents submitted to the Department shall be truthful, accurate and 
complete.”   The application has reported numerous cases where they are still trying to determine the 
manufacturer of their control equipment.  There are over twenty cases where the applicant did not submit 
the manufacturer of process equipment or control equipment, rather they have reported it as “To-Be-
Determined” in their application.  The conclusion may be drawn that the applicant is not properly prepared 
to construct such a large coal processing plant, and the gaps in providing the manufacturer of control 
equipment is a serious deficit in their application.   
 
These gaps in information limit IDEQ’s ability to perform a BACT and MACT analyses.  Additionally the 
application reports that 150 un-covered railroad cars of coal are scheduled to be parked at the facility, but 
no accounting of the associated emissions, and no control technology was proposed in the draft permit 
for this fugitive source.   
 
IDEQ has an obligation to return this PTC permit back, as incomplete, and require a complete application 
that includes each relevant operating parameter, all manufacturers of the process equipment and control 
equipment, and to allow the public to review and comment on a complete application. The PCAEC has 
violated the requirement for completeness at 58.01.01.124 and IDAPA 58.01.01.204.  
 
Potential to Emit - Neither the application nor the statement of basis contains sufficient information 
detailing the facility's potential to emit (PTE) air pollutants. Table 3.2 in the statement of basis is labeled 
as "Controlled Emissions Estimates of Criteria Pollutants" and Table 3.3  is entitled "Controlled HAPs 
Summary."  Neither of these references fulfils the definition of potential to emit (PTE) assessment as 
required by EPA or as required in the State Rules at IDAPA 58.01.214.02  Since a facility's PTE can be a 
critical element in determining applicability of various regulations, it is important to document this as part 
of a construction permit. The statement of basis should include the PTE for each emissions unit and the 
facility as a whole.  
 
As pointed out in a previous section, there are several fugitive sources of pollutants that were not 
addressed by the application, Statement of Basis, or draft PTC permit:  uncovered railcars of coal, 
granulated urea product, transfer points of granulated urea, including crushers, screens, conveyers and 
railcar loading.  There is no description or PTE or assessment of its potential-to-emit (see Figure 2-9 of 
application).   
 
New Source Performance Standards - The PCAEC needs to demonstrate compliance with 40 CFR Part 
60, Subpart H, Standards of Performance for Sulfuric Acid Plants.  Subpart H does apply to this unit.  
 
Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions - IDEQ is violating IDAPA 58.01.01.776.01. by allowing PCAEC to emit H2S 
in quantities known to be odorous and irritating to neighboring communities.  IDAPA 58.01.01.776.01 
requires the control of odors and IDAPA 58.01.01.006.05 identifies “odor” as an “air pollutant/air 
contaminant”, yet the coal plant is permitted to emit H2S and other reduced sulfurs in amounts that 
exceed odor thresholds.                           
 
To ensure compliance with 58.01.01.776, the IDEQ should not rely on detection of odors such as H2S 
from laypersons but should require periodic monitoring of H2S leaks using portable monitors.  Portable 
monitors can be set to detect H2S concentrations as low as 0.05 ppmv[1]. 
 
CEMS- Continuous Emission Monitors (CEMs) should be installed on all exits stacks where technically 
feasible. For example, all baghouse stacks should be required to have continuous opacity monitors 
installed, with record-keeping requirements to allow the facility operators and IDEQ staff monitor the 
emissions from these stack sources.  These CEMs would be particularly beneficial in this permit, given 
the low efficiency required in the draft permit of feedstock area baghouses, and the lack of an adequate 
BACT analysis. 
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In summary this proposed application by the Power County Advanced Energy Center falls considerably 
short of what is required by the Clean Air Act and Idaho Air Quality Permit rules.  The PCAEC failed to 
address two critical pollutants, PM 2.5 and Carbon Dioxide, completely, even though they are “regulated 
pollutants”.  Further, the applicant failed in many ways to fully report Potential To-Emit (PTE) values for all 
pollutants, rendering the application “incomplete”.  Although the applicant is required to demonstrate Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT) for pollutants that may be significant, they failed in many cases to 
adequately research and employ BACT for their emission sources.  The applicant also failed to 
adequately report their Potential-To-Emit (PTE) in sufficient detail to allow IDEQ to assess appropriate 
emission limits.  The application and draft permit also failed to incorporate MACT assessments for 
Mercury and other Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), as required by EPA.  
 
 The applicant reported over twenty pieces of process equipment or control equipment under the status of 
“To Be Determined”.  The applicant failed to address several sources of fugitive emissions, including 
large numbers of un-covered railcars of coal and granulated urea, as well as several transfer points of 
granulated urea.  The conclusion, from all these gaps in the application is that they submitted an 
incomplete application.  The IDEQ has an obligation to return this application back, and require a 
comprehensive assessment and reporting of PTE, BACT, for all pollutants and MACT for all hazardous 
Air Pollutants. 
 
I would also like to “Ditto” the Sierra Club’s written comments submitted in regards to Power County 
Energy Center’s air quality permit. 
 
 Thank-you again for the opportunity to comment on this important air quality permit to construct. 
 
Sincerely, 
Greg Helm 
346 So. Johnson 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
208-233-1574 
 
 
Name: Brian Holmes 
Email Address: amy_brian_2@msn.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: At this time, the Idaho DEQ should not issue a permit to Southeast Idaho Energy IE for it's 
Power County Advanced Energy Center near American falls for the the following reasons: 
 
1.  At present, the EPA does not regulate carbone dioxide emission under the intent of The Clean Air Act. 

Until the EPA regulates carbon dioxide emissions as requested by the US Supreme Court, a permit 
for the plant should not be considered. 

2.  Currently, only mercury inhalation is regulated by the Idaho DEQ.  Other accumulations of mercury 
such as mercury contamination of food, water, and wildlife and fisheries not considered.  As the Idaho 
DEQ is scheduled to revisit other mercury contamination pathways in 2009, considering a permit for a 
mercury emitter such as the Advanced Energy Center is premature at this time. 

3.   The Advanced Energy Center will contribute to the cumulative air pollution of the Portneuf Watershed.  
As there are already two non-attainment areas in the watershed, permitting a an emitter of 192 tons 
of carbon monoxide, 131 tons of nitrogen oxides, 72 tons of sulfur oxides, 96 tons of particulates and 
63 tons of ozone-related (“volatile organic”) compounds will furher degrade the air quality in the area, 
especially in winter.  We already have to deal with the acrid tasting air from the Simplot Don Plant and 
the high particulate pollution from dust.  Permitting another emitter such as the Advanced Energy 
Center is simply too much for the citizens of this area to take. 
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Power Co. Coal Plant 
From: Keene Hueftle [kh4momearth@dats.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 23, 2008 8:47 PM 
To: Faye Weber 
Cc: Cheryl Robinson; Bruce Olenick; Skinner.Susan@epamail.epa.gov; Mayor CHASE; John Sigler,PhD; 
hsanger@pocatello.us; Rick Kearns; Roger TURNER; 'Greg Helm' 
Subject: Power Co. Coal Plant 
 
Importance: High 
 
Faye Weber  
Air Quality Division  
DEQ State Office  
1410 N. Hilton  
Boise, ID 83706  
Email: faye.weber@deq.idaho.gov  
 
Subject: Permit to Construct- Air Permit- Power County Advanced Energy Center  
Comments on Power County Advanced Energy Center (hereafter “PCAEC”)  
 
Thank-you for this opportunity to comment on this important Air Quality Permit.  
 
The applicant failed to provide emission estimates and control technology for PM 2.5 particles, a  National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). These very fine particles that will be emitted by the PCAEC are 
dispersed over long distances, remain suspended in the air for long periods of time, and have proven to 
cause cardio-pulmonary diseases, because thy are ingested deeply into the lung tissue. 
 
PM2.5 is a pollutant for which National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) have been established 
and subsequently revised in response to well-documented public health concerns. As such, PM2.5 is 
indisputably a “pollutant subject to regulation under th[e] CAA.” 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4); see also 40 
C.F.R. 52.21(b)(50) (expressly defining regulated pollutants for purposes of the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (“PSD”) program to include “[a]ny pollutant for which a national ambient air quality standard 
has been promulgated”). Accordingly, EPA has acknowledged that “[t]he obligation to implement PSD is 
triggered upon the effective date of the NAAQS.” 
 
Nevertheless, the proposed air quality permit for the Power County Advanced Energy Center contains no 
BACT analysis or limitation for the facility’s PM2.5 emissions. See Statement of Basis, pp. 41-48. The 
EPA promulgated a rule-making in October 2006, making it mandatory for emission sources to limit these 
pollutants. PM 2.5 also contributes significantly to widespread haze that reduces visibility, as well as well 
documented adverse health impacts. Unfortunately, this pollutant was not addressed by the applicant 
(PCAEC) in their permit and, likewise, not addressed in the draft permit.  
 
As a practical matter, control technology that is effective for PM10 may not be sufficiently effective to 
control the finer sized PM2.5 particles emitted by the coal plant. Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) needs to be installed for PM 2.5 sources within this coal plant.  
 
The permit, if it is to be compliant with the Clean Air Act, must be denied and returned for a  revision that 
includes control of PM 2.5. 
 
The applicant’s coal plant will also produce approximately 150 tons per hour of Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 
from the gasifier of the plant. The company has not committing to controlling green-house gas emissions. 
Enormous amounts of Carbon Dioxide will be released to the environment from this facility.  
 
The Washington D.C. Federal Circuit Court recently ruled that carbon dioxide is a  
pollutant, as defined by the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4)) and must be controlled.  
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These gases contribute to adverse environmental impacts. Idaho’s Governor recognized the damages of 
this pollutant when, in May, 2007 he passed an Executive Order (attached) directing IDEQ to account for, 
and to minimize harmful carbon dioxide emissions.  
 
It would be a large step backward for the State of Idaho to accept a coal plant that does not control these  
greenhouse gases, at a time when other States are scrambling to control these pollutants.  
 
For the sake of the people's health, the IDEQ must deny this permit, based on the omission of carbon 
dioxide control technology or this coal plant will be in violation of the Clean Air Act, referenced above. 
 
The Idaho Code at Chapter 1, Title 39-115, specifically mandates that IDEQ’s Director issue permits that 
control “regulated air pollutants” as defined by the Clean Air Act. The IDEQ will be in violation of this Code 
if they fail to include PM2.5 and Carbon Dioxide. 
 
Inadequate BACT Analysis - The application and IDEQ’s Statement of Basis for this permit failed to follow 
EPA’s guidance on BACT analyses. The Clean Air Act places the responsibility of proposing BACT on the 
applicant and the confirmation of BACT on the permitting agency, in this case IDEQ.  
 
Idaho DEQ rules at IDAPA 58.01.01.205, stipulate that BACT is required “...for each regulated air 
pollutant for which a new major facility would have the potential toemit in excess of the significant rates.”  
It is inferred from the application that PM10, NOX, SO2, CO and VOC, may be “significant” facility-wide. 
Yet, the permit contains no limits for the Gasifier Heater Vents #1 or #2 pursuant to BACT or otherwise. 
 
Since BACT includes a “visible emissions standard” by definition, opacity from the heaters should be 
limited, pursuant to BACT, to 0%, not 20%, as was required for Greater Des Moines Energy Center in 
Iowa and Charter Steel in Wisconsin. Furthermore, neither the application nor IDEQ’s Statement of Basis, 
specifically state which pollutant BACT applies. 
 
PCAEC and IDEQ must consider N2O, a greenhouse gas and the most likely form of Nox  emissions, in 
the required environmental impact analysis even if the top control option is selected for NOX in a top 
down analysis. It is well established that in the production of nitric acid, nitrous oxide (N2O), is also 
produced. The permit is based on an incomplete top-down analysis and BACT for NOX emissions in its 
most likely form, N2O, from nitric acid production has not been ensured. The applicant and IDEQ must 
fully assess BACT controls for NOx in their final permit. 
 
Inadequate MACT Limits for Mercury (Hg) and Other HAPs - The draft permit and statement of basis fails 
to describe a Maximum Achievable Control Technology (“MACT”) analysis for the PCAEC and to set 
corresponding enforceable emission limits for mercury and all other hazardous air pollutants (“HAPs”) to 
be emitted by the proposed emitting units, as required by the Clean Air Act, section 112, 42 U.S.C. 
§ 7412. A MACT analysis often results in lower emissions limits than would a BACT analysis for the same 
pollutant. 
 
MACT requirements apply to “major sources” that have the potential to emit 10 or more tons per year of 
any one HAP or 25 or more tons per year of a combination of HAPs. 42 U.S.C. § 7412(a)(1). IDEQ and 
PCAEC have not even provided estimates of uncontrolled HAP emissions from the coal plant to 
determine whether they would exceed the major source. Instead, IDEQ proposes to allow PCAEC to side-
step MACT requirements by limiting their HAP emissions. 
 
IDEQ’s proposal to allow PCAEC to take “synthetic minor” status with respect to HAP emissions is flawed. 
Although the draft permit establishes HAP emissions limits below threshold levels, the limits are not 
“practicably enforceable.”  
 
The draft permit fails to require any HAPs monitoring whatsoever to allow IDEQ to determine whether 
PCAEC is in compliance with the established limits.  
 
Of particular concern are the Mercury emissions from this facility as there is a Mercury-based Fish 
Advisory in the American Falls Reservoir at the present time and any new contribution of Mercury 
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deposition could ruin the fishery in these waters and impair the health of the public who consume fish 
from these waters.  
 
In spite of these concerns the PCAEC failed to estimate emissions of these HAPs (see Table 3.3). The 
PCAEC needs to go back and revise their permit to address the significant gap in addressing HAPs in this 
permit process. 
 
To comply with Clean Air Act section 112, IDEQ should perform a MACT analysis for each HAP that will 
be emitted by the Power County Advanced Energy Center and establish corresponding emissions limits 
in the PTC permit. 
 
At the very least, IDEQ must require continuous emissions monitoring of mercury and frequent monitoring 
of all other HAPs emitted by the Power County Advanced Energy Center.0 
 
Upset Condition Limits Needed - Several plant processes may be subject to “upset conditions” where 
emissions are released to the atmosphere without passing through a pollution scrubber or control device. 
 
 This could amount to a black cloud that will be transported to downwind urban communities and the rural 
folks in the path of the air stream.  
 
Also, because the flare is steam assisted, the emissions may look like steam or water vapor as they exit 
the stack initially but, in fact will contain large volumes of pollutants.  
 
The draft permit places no limit on the number of malfunctions, or upsets, that would by-pass scrubbers at 
the gasifier flare. (Since stack testing at this flare is required, except during a “startup”event, no one will 
know the emissions when an upset malfunction requires venting to the flare.) 
 
I recommend that IDEQ limit number of upsets or malfunctions to no more than one per  
month. To allow any more than this, will mean that the company cannot control its emissions.  
 
PCAEC submitted an incomplete PTC application - The permit Application violates the requirement for 
completeness at IDAPA 58.01.01.124 -124. TRUTH, ACCURACY AND COMPLETENESS OF 
DOCUMENTS, as well as section 58.01.01.204 which requires a  completeness determination by IDEQ 
for any PTC permit. The PCAEC violated the aforementioned Rules in the following ways:  
IDAPA Air Rules requires that “All documents submitted to the Department shall be truthful, accurate and 
complete.” The application has reported numerous cases where they are still trying to determine the 
manufacturer of their control equipment.  
 
There are over twenty cases where the applicant did not submit the manufacturer of process equipment 
or control equipment, rather they have reported it as “To-Be-Determined” in their application. The 
conclusion may be drawn that the applicant is not properly prepared to construct such a large coal 
processing plant, and the gaps in providing the manufacturer of control equipment is a serious deficit in 
their application. 
 
These gaps in information limit IDEQ’s ability to perform a BACT and MACT analyses.  
 
Additionally the application reports that 150 un-covered railroad cars of coal are scheduled to be parked 
at the facility, but no accounting of the associated emissions, and no control technology was proposed in 
the draft permit for this fugitive source. 
 
IDEQ has an obligation to return this PTC permit back, as incomplete, and require a complete application 
that includes each relevant operating parameter, all manufacturers of the process equipment and control 
equipment, and to allow the public to review and comment on a complete application.  
 
The PCAEC has violated the requirement for completeness at 58.01.01.124 and  
IDAPA 58.01.01.204.Potential to Emit - Neither the application nor the statement of basis contains 
sufficient information detailing the facility's potential to emit (PTE) air pollutants. Table 3.2 in the 
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statement of basis is labeled as "Controlled Emissions Estimates of Criteria Pollutants" and Table 3.3 is 
entitled "Controlled HAPs Summary."  
 
Neither of these references fulfils the definition of potential to emit (PTE) assessment as required by EPA 
or as required in the State Rules at IDAPA 58.01.214.02  
 
Since a facility's PTE can be a critical element in determining applicability of various regulations, it is 
important to document this as part of a construction permit.  
 
The statement of basis should include the PTE for each emissions unit and the facility as  
a whole.  
 
As pointed out in a previous section, there are several fugitive sources of pollutants that were not 
addressed by the application, Statement of Basis, or draft PTC permit: uncovered railcars of coal, 
granulated urea product, transfer points of granulated urea, including crushers, screens, conveyers and 
railcar loading.  
 
There is no description or PTE or assessment of its potential-toemit (see Figure 2-9 of application).  
 
New Source Performance Standards - The PCAEC needs to demonstrate compliance with 40 CFR Part 
60, Subpart H, Standards of Performance for Sulfuric Acid Plants. Subpart H does apply to this unit. 
 
Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions - IDEQ is violating IDAPA 58.01.01.776.01. by allowing PCAEC to emit H2S 
in quantities known to be odorous and irritating to neighboring communities. 
 
IDAPA 58.01.01.776.01 requires the control of odors and IDAPA 58.01.01.006.05 identifies “odor” as an 
“air pollutant/air contaminant”, yet the coal plant is permitted to emit H2S and other reduced sulfurs in 
amounts that exceed odor thresholds. 
 
To ensure compliance with 58.01.01.776, the IDEQ should not rely on detection of odors such as H2S 
from lay persons,  but they should require periodic monitoring of H2S leaks using portable monitors. 
Portable monitors can be set to detect H2S concentrations as low as 0.05 ppmv1. 
 
CEMS- Continuous Emission Monitors (CEMs) should be installed on all exits stacks where technically 
feasible. For example, all baghouse stacks should be required to have continuous opacity monitors 
installed, with record-keeping requirements to allow the facility operators and IDEQ staff monitor the 
emissions from these stack sources. These CEMs would be particularly beneficial in this permit, given the 
low efficiency required in the draft permit of feedstock area baghouses, and the lack of an adequate 
BACT analysis. 
 
In summary this proposed application by the Power County Advanced Energy Center falls considerably 
short of what is required by the Clean Air Act and Idaho Air Quality Permit rules. 
 
The PCAEC failed to address two critical pollutants, PM 2.5 and Carbon Dioxide, completely, even 
though they are “regulated pollutants”. Further, the applicant failed in many ways to fully report Potential 
To-Emit (PTE) values for all pollutants, rendering the application “incomplete”. 
 
Although the applicant is required to demonstrate Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for 
pollutants that may be significant, they failed in many cases to adequately research and employ BACT for 
their emission sources. The applicant also failed to adequately report their Potential-To-Emit (PTE) in 
sufficient detail to allow IDEQ to assess appropriate emission limits. 
 
The application and draft permit also failed to incorporate MACT assessments for Mercury and other 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), as required by EPA. 
 
The applicant reported over twenty pieces of process equipment or control equipment under the status of 
“To Be Determined” 
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.  
 The applicant failed to address several sources of fugitive emissions, including large numbers of un-
covered railcars of coal and granulated urea, as well as several transfer points of granulated urea. The 
conclusion, from all these gaps in the application is that they submitted an incomplete application. 
 
The IDEQ has an obligation to return this application back, and require a comprehensive assessment and 
reporting of PTE, BACT, for all pollutants and MACT for all hazardous Air Pollutants. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very controversial air quality permit to  
construct.  
 
Also, you will be receiving a letter from one of the SEIEN members, Dr. Rick Kearns, Pocatello,  that 
contains direct human health maladies caused by various kinds of  air borne pollutants. 
 
I am also endorsing Dr. Kearns letter, and request that you add my name to his letter.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
M. Keene Hueftle, PhD,  Chair  
South East Idaho Environmental Network (SEIEN)  
1630 Monte Vista  
Pocatello, ID, 83201  
 
 
From: Idaho Conservation League, Justin Hayes [jhayes@wildidaho.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2008 4:59 PM 
To: Faye Weber 
Subject: Additional comments on SEI 
 
Faye Weber 
Air Quality Division 
DEQ State Office 
1410 N. Hilton 
Boise, ID 83706 
 
RE: Idaho Conservation League supplemental comments on proposed Permit to Construct (#P-
2008.0066) for Southeast Idaho Energy 
  
Dear Ms. Weber; 
  
Thank you for allowing us to submit comments on the proposed Permit to Construct (#P-2008.0066) for 
Southeast Idaho Energy. For thirty-four years, the Idaho Conservation League has been Idaho’s voice for 
clean water, clean air, and wilderness—values that are the foundation to Idaho’s extraordinary quality of 
life.  The Idaho Conservation League works to protect these values through citizen action, public 
education, and professional advocacy. As Idaho's largest state-based conservation organization we 
represent over 9,500 members, many of whom have a deep personal interest in protecting air quality and 
the emission of pollutants that exacerbate global warming. 
 
These comments supplement additional comments that the Idaho Conservation League has submitted in 
concert with the Sierra Club. 
  
PM Emissions 
We are concerned that the PM emissions from Slag Handling are under reported in Table 3.2 in the 
Statement of Basis.  Further, we do not believe that the controls provided for PM emissions at the slag 
area represent BACT. 
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Mercury 
SEI’s PTC and the Statement of Basis fails to provide information regarding potential mercury emissions 
and specificity about mercury controls.  In addition, a monitoring program that includes speciation of 
mercury should be required. 
  
Sulfur content of coal 
SEI’s PTC allows for coal with a sulfur content of 6%.  We believe that this is violation of DEQ rules. 
  
BACT Analysis 
We support EPA’s comments with regard to the short comings of the BACT analysis and incorporate 
EPA’s comments into our own by reference. 
  
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comments on this matter.  Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have questions about our comments. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Justin Hayes 
Program Director 
Idaho Conservation League 
PO Box 844, Boise, ID 83701  
208.345.6942 x 24 • fax 208.344.0344 
http://www.wildidaho.org • http://blog.wildidaho.org 
 
Idaho Conservation League preserves Idaho's clean water, wilderness and quality of life.  
 
 
From: Allen Jackson   [jackalle@isu.edu] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Application Permit Coal Plant 
Date: Monday, November 24, 2008 1:10:00 PM 
To: Ms. Cheryl Robinson  

Here are comments regarding a permit on the proposed coal plant to produce fertilizer, located near 
American Falls, Idaho.  

I appreciate the opportunity to comment within the deadline provided for public hearing.  

Comments regarding the permit application for the proposed coal plant upwind from the American Falls 
Reservoir designed to produce fertilizer:  

The expected burning of 230 tons of coal per day by the proposed coal plant to produce fertilizer will 
inevitably add airborne mercury into the air and into the local watersheds each year with a cumulative 
impact. Several studies have shown that as much as 70% of these toxic emissions end up in local 
waterways and fish. When elementary mercury levels lands in water it is transformed to methyl mercury, 
the most toxic form of mercury, absorbed by micro-organisms found in water and sediment. By the 
process of bioaccumulation the toxins accumulate at each step in the food chain. Organic mercury 
concentrations can be more than 1,000 times greater in the fish that in the surrounding water.  

Humans are exposed when they eat fish contaminated with mercury. Mercury poisoning causes lung, 
kidney, heart and immune system damage. People should not have to stop eating fish because of 
mercury pollution. An industry that pollutes our waterways should not be “permitted” until meeting legally 
defined standards as defined in the Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act. What is the legal standard?  

Currently the EPA’s proposed Clean Air Mercury Rule would allow coal fired plants until 2018 to reduce 
their mercury emissions by 70%. In response 16 states sued the EPA arguing for a stricter time frame for 
a 90% reduction. On February 8^th of this year the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia handed down a decision. The EPA lost the suit. Until the EPA issues a new court approved 
mercury control rule and enforces it, the permitting of the proposed coal plant under the old standard 
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should be denied. Twenty states have issued statewide advisories due to mercury in fresh water lakes 
and rivers. Federal  

Centers of Disease Control have estimated that as many as 630,000 children were being born each year 
with unsafe levels of mercury. The effects can be irrevocable neurological damage and learning 
disabilities. The EPA and the DEQ should be leading the way in establishing and enforcing the higher 
standards on mercury control required by law rather than permitting a coal plant on an old standard that 
threatens the health of present and future generations.  

Allen Jackson, 440 University Drive, Pocatello, ID 83201 

 

From: Barbara Jackson   [jackbarb@isu.edu] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Permit 
Date: Monday, November 24, 2008 7:27:42 AM 
Dear Ms. Robinson  

The time is short, but I am adding my voice to those informed and responsible citizens calling you and 
the Department of Environmental Quality to NOT give a permit to the coal burning fertilizer plant in 
Power County. Because:  

1. Even Brian Williams on national ABC news on Fri. Nov. 21, said the truism "There is NO such thing as 
"clean" coal.  

2. As Chuck Trost pointed out, "The greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide and nitrous oxides, as well 
as the fine particulate matter (PM 2.5)" will not only be damaging to the environment as a whole but to 
our area as well.  

3. The mercury that settles in the American Fall Reservoir is a toxic addition to the already elevated levels 
of mercury in the fish there. So why teach a kid to fish, when it's not safe to eat???? Fish is a healthy 
food when it's safe to eat.  

4. The required amount of water to cool the proposed towers for cooling is unacceptable for a state that 
has a low water resource to start with. You know that we are already mining our aquifer for our current 
usage.  

5. *The most important point is that you and the Department of Environmental Quality have the power 
and the responsibility to protect the citizens of our state and our area. There are many people who do 
not understand the enormity of this decision. Do you and your department have the COURAGE and the 
back bone to do what is RIGHT? Even though carbon dioxide is not regulated, you KNOW what is at 
stake.*  

I hope you and your department will make your decision based on the future of our children's health (do 
you have children?) and not the almighty dollar.  

Sincerely Yours,  

Barbara Jackson  
440 University Drive  
Pocatello, ID 83201 
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Name: Jerry Jayne 
Email Address: gajwild@srv.net 
Comments: 
Nov. 24, 2008 

SIE Proposed Coal Gasification Project, Air Quality Permit 

Dear DEQ; 

Following are my comments and questions on the Southeast Idaho Energy (SIE) proposal 
project near American Falls.  The project would gasify 2,000 to 2,300 tons of coal per day to 
produce ammonia, urea, and urea ammonium nitrate, with saleable byproducts to include 
elemental sulfur or sulfuric acid and slag/frit for sale for road mix or other uses. 

Air Emissions – The proposed permit estimates the following air emissions in tons/yr: 

Carbon Monoxide, 205;  Nitrogen Oxides, 127;   Sulfur Oxides, 32;   

Particulates, PM10,    67;  VOC,    5 

Why are the smaller particulates, PM2.5 , not included?  These smaller particles are factors in 
health considerations and in formation of haze.   

An SIE fact sheet indicates an estimated 2.3 million tons of CO2 to be emitted per year, with 
vague indications that it might be sequestered in the future.  But the permit appears not to 
mention CO2 .  I realize that DEQ does not regulate CO2, but you should.  At least, the 
estimated amount should be indicated on the permit.  Will DEQ make a proposal to the next 
Legislature to allow you to regulate CO2?   

Other Considerations - Since no federal land nor money is involved, and since the State of 
Idaho has nothing comparable to NEPA, no EIS is required for this proposed project.  For this 
project, DEQ considers only air impacts. 

So this proposal is troubling, because it may very well have significant environmental impacts in 
addition to air impacts.  For example, how much energy is required and what would be the 
effects of providing it?  What would be the impacts on roads and traffic? 

And there is a possible second phase involving the production of gasoline and diesel fuel from 
coal.  How would that relate to this project, the “first phase”?  How much impetus would the first 
phase provide for the second phase, which might very well be dirtier than the first? 

This is a major project, and it is unfortunate that no comprehensive and disinterested 
environmental study seems to be available. 

 Sincerely, 

 Jerry Jayne 
1568 Lola St. 
Idaho Falls, ID  83402 

 
Name: LeRoy Jones 
Email Address: leroyajones@yahoo.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
 
To whom in may concern 
 
I am against the proposed coal burning fertilizer plant.  I hate to see our area become an experiment in 
technologies with promise but that are hardly proven to be clean.  Burning coal WILL release carbon 
dioxide and mercury.  Should we be building a new coal plant on the cusp of what many expect to be a 
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highly regulated endeavor, BEFORE PROPER SAFEGUARDS ONCARBON DIOXIDE EMMISIONS ARE 
ESTABLISHED BY THE FEEDERAL GOVERNMENT.  Why now?  Lets wait before we make this step.   
 
Plus, why should a small group in Power County get the benefits while others downwind get the pollution? 
 
LeRoy Jones 
265 S 14th 
Pocatello  ID 83201 
203-234-1241 
 
 
Name: Richard L. "Rick" Kearns Ed.D. 
Email Address: kearrick@cableone.net 
Affiliation: Idaho State University 
Comments: The Southeast Idaho Energy proposal for a coal gasification plant west of American Falls is a 
potential health nightmare for downwind communities.  The DEQ must consider their own environmental 
model which shows that the communities of Pocatello, Chubbuck, Inkom and the adjacent rural areas 
most likely to be impacted by the particulate bearing prevailing winds. 
 
SIE is projected to use 2 million gallons of water daily. One major problem with this much use of water is 
the resulting water vapor which will be released into the atmosphere. The water vapor problem 
exacerbates the pollution problem by trapping sulpher dioxide which chemically transforms into sulpheric 
acid and nitrogen oxide which transforms into nitric acid. Add to those pollutants the problems associated 
with carbon dioxide, mercury and other particulates.  The vapor trapped pollutants will then be carried 
outward from the plant site by the prevailing winds. As indicated by the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality model, Pocatello and the neighboring urban and rural areas are projected to be the 
areas most severely impacted by the winds carrying these particulates.  With winter high pressure 
inversions, these polluting particulates will be trapped in the Pocatello Valley, and placing urban and rural 
residents at risk for the myriad of resulting health problems.  
 
According to the American Lung Association, 24,000 people each year die prematurely because of 
pollution from coal-fired plants, Additionally, 38,000 heart attacks, 12,000 hospital admissions and 
550,000 asthma attacks are tied to coal fired plant production. 
 
A mercury study report to Congress by the U.S. EPA indicated that toxic mercury emissions from coal-
fired plants deposit from the air into water bodies and then concentrate in fish. The National Research 
Council, in a 2000 publication, reported that eating mercury-contaminated fish damages the brains and 
nervous systems of children and can harm cardiovascular and immune systems in adults. In another U.S. 
EPA report it linked the health effects of prenatal methylmercury exposure to include: 
v Poor performance on tests of attention and language 
v Impaired memory 
v Inability to process and recall information 
v Impaired visual and motor function 
 
A Centers for Disease Control and Protection Report in January 2003 found that 1 in 12 women of 
childbearing age already has mercury levels above EPA’s safe health threshold. The proposed SIE plant 
will likely be a contributing factor to Pocatello and other down wind urban and rural communities adding to 
these health problems.  
 
It is time for our society to look beyond financial gain at the expense of the health of its citizens, even the 
citizens of neighboring communities.  At this point in time, however, Southeast Idaho residents can only 
hope that the IDEQ will have the good sense to recognize the health and environmental risks facing the 
down wind communities and reject the SIE proposal. 
 
Richard L. “Rick” Kearns Ed.D. 
Professor Emeritus 
ISU College of Health Professions 
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Name: Dr. Kenneth Khang 
Email Address: kekhang5@msn.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: I would like to state my opposition to the proposed plant as a concerned resident of Pocatello.  
Pocatello stands to take the brunt of the adverse environmental consequences of the plant in a number of 
ways.   
 
First, Pocatello sits in a valley down wind of the proposed plant.  Thus, it's air quality will be adversely 
affected.  Having lived in San Francisco, Seattle, and Portland, I have lived with air quality problems 
before.  For such a small town whose main attraction is its outdoor recreational activities, Pocatello 
already has more air quality issues than it should.  There are many days when the surrounding hills 
cannot be seen due to the smog.  The proposed plant will make Pocatello less attractive to its residents, 
potential "clean" industries, and visitors.   
 
Second, the railroad tracks that will carry the coal to the plant will come right through Pocatello.  The coal 
dust from these trains will also have an adverse environmental impact.  Coal dust floating in the air will 
further adversely impact the air quality and soot is likely to start showing up on surfaces around town.  
Again, this will have a negative impact on the environment in and around Pocatello.   
 
Third, although carbon dioxide is currently not regulated by the DEQ, this does not imply that it does not 
have adverse environmental consequences.  Much of this unregulated adverse impact will be bourne by 
those those living in and around Pocatello.  Further, Federal regulation of carbon dioxide is likely coming.  
Shouldn't we try to be forward-looking in our decision-making? 
 
Fourth, there is the issue of water.  My understanding is that the plant will require large amounts of water 
for its cooling towers.  Pocatello and Eastern Idaho are in the middle of a drought.  Water quality and 
scarcity are becoming an issue here.  The plant will likely exacerbate this issue. 
 
I realize that the plant is probably now coming and those of us who live here will either have to live with it 
or move.  I had hoped that the plant would not get to this stage, and now it seems it is too late.  My family 
and I moved here four years ago because of the high quality of life.  Unfortunately, that quality of life is 
now endangered.   
 
My final comment is that I am in favor of economic development in this region.  However, do we want 
growth that makes us more like Seattle or Pittsburgh?  If clean coal is so great, then why isn't everyone 
around the country jumping on the band wagon and building one.  I think they are not, because it isn't.  
Unfortunately, by the time we in Idaho figure that out, it will be too late.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue. 
 
 
 
Name: Joanna Kirkpatrick 
Email Address: jkirk@spro.net 
Affiliation:  
Comments: 
Dear DEQ 
 
We do NOT want ANY coal plants of any type, period. Coal gasification is still  
air-polluting. 
Let the businesses who want to spend money on these invest in Idaho wind power and more transmision 
grids in ID. 
 
Joanna  Kirkpatrick, PhD 
2005 N 17th St 
Boise, ID 83702 
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
From: lee [mailto:silverchest@halpersmith.myrf.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2008 2:40 PM 
To: undisclosed-recipients: 
Subject: [Fwd: Re: pub comment--coal gasification--Power county] 
 
  Please circulate to your lists 
 
  http://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/checkNewsCache.cfm?news_id=2441 
  September 24, 2008        
  DEQ seeks comment on proposed air quality permit to construct for Power County Advanced Energy 
Center; public hearing scheduled 
  AMERICAN FALLS ÿ The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is seeking public comment 
on a proposed air quality permit to construct for the Southeast Idaho Energy (SIE) Power County 
Advanced Energy Center to be built southwest of American Falls. 
 
  The permit will regulate emissions that will be generated in the manufacture of fertilizers using coal 
gasification technology at the facility. 
 
  DEQ has determined that operation of the facility under the proposed permit conditions will not cause or 
contribute to violation of any ambient air quality standard and will not injure or unreasonably affect human 
or animal life or vegetation. 
 
  The deadline for submitting written comments addressing air quality considerations regarding the 
proposed permit is 5 p.m. MDT, Friday, October 24, 2008. 
 
  A public hearing at which public comments may be submitted will be held 6:30-8:30 p.m., Thursday, 
October 9, in the Community Room of the American Falls Library, 308 Roosevelt St. 
 
  The proposed permit and related documents are available for review in PDF format on DEQ's Web site 
(link at left).  
 
  For technical information on the proposed permit, contact Cheryl Robinson, DEQ Air Quality Division, at 
(208) 373-0502 or cheryl.robinson@deq.idaho.gov. 
 
  Submit written comments on the proposed permit online via DEQ's Web site or by mail or email to:  
 
  Faye Weber 
  Air Quality Division  
  DEQ State Office  
  1410 N. Hilton  
  Boise, ID 83706  
  Email: faye.weber@deq.idaho.gov 
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Name: Cathy Kriloff 
Email Address: ckriloff@hotmail.com 
Affiliation: Concerned citizen 
Comments: As a resident of Pocatello for 11 years and a private citizen, I am very strongly opposed to 
the proposed coal gasification plant in American Falls.  I understand that DEQ can only comment on the 
scientific validity of SIE's proposal and measure its compliance against already established regulations.  I 
also understand that the plant offers the attraction of numerous jobs for Power County.  However, I would 
argue in favor of seeking to strengthen the existing regulations, for example related to mercury, and to put 
in place regulations where they do not already exist, for example related to carbon dioxide emissions.  I 
would also argue for promoting new jobs through developing cleaner renewable energy options such as 
solar and wind that seem natural to pursue in Idaho. 
 
It is irresponsible in the face of overwhelming scientific evidence regarding the nearing of a tipping point 
on global warming and the human impact on climate change to move forward with the construction of a 
facility that will in fact further contribute to the problem on a large scale.  The lack of appropriate 
regulations prohibiting such construction in Idaho does not justify allowing it to take place.  Rather it 
probably explains why a company would even consider transporting raw materials from Wyoming to 
Idaho in order to process them. 
 
In summary, I am deeply concerned about the resulting impacts of the proposed plant on air and water 
quality and carbon emissions.  The resulting price for our local environment and more generally our 
planet is simply not outweighed by the apparent short-term economic benefits.  It is my sincere hope that 
construction of the plant can be prevented by some means.  Even better would be to find a way to 
promote development of a clean, sustainable, more forward-thinking and truly "Advanced Energy Center". 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Dr. Cathy Kriloff, 
Professor of Mathematics 
 
 
Name: Cathy Kriloff 
Email Address: ckriloff@hotmail.com 
Affiliation: Concerned citizen 
Comments: 
As a follow-up, last night I attended a meeting of the Snake River Alliance at which Dr. Arjun Makhijani 
spoke.  I was encouraged to hear him say he had helped make the case to some of our state legislators  
for completely eliminating dependence on carbon-emitting sources of energy by aiming to convert  
entirely to the use of wind and solar power.  While the SIE plant is not currently proposing to produce  
energy, its emissions would certainly run counter to this goal and ought to be considered in the context 
of its impacts on energy policy. 
 
Thank you, 
Cathy Kriloff 
 
       EMAILING FOR THE GREATER GOOD 
      Join me  
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From: Roy F. and Suzanne B. Miller 
 

 

 
      

-- Comments received in this email were identical to the hard copy letter sent by U.S. Mail.  -- 
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From: Lynda MacButch   [mslanyards@tetontel.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Coal Plant 
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2008 10:21:29 AM 
 
I WAS BORN, RAISED AND STILL LIVE IN POCATELLO (48 YEARS). IF THIS COAL PLANT 
IS BUILT I WILL MOVE OUT OF IDAHO AS FAST AS I CAN, TAKING WITH ME, MY FAMILY 
AND BUSINESS. AS FAR AS I AM CONCERNED IT WILL RUIN SOUTH EAST IDAHO.  
 
With the overwhelming scientific consensus pointing to human activity as the major cause of the 
earths precipitous and uncontrolled heating, even taking into account cyclical climate change 
over the past 600,000 years, which is well documented from ice core samples in both 
Greenland and Antarctica, we can't ignore the chief green house gas causing this which is the 
generation of carbon dioxide.  
 
Scientists believe the amount of CO2 taken out of the atmosphere by plants was almost 
perfectly balanced with the amount put back into the atmosphere by respiration, volcanic activity 
and decay until the start of the industrial revolution.. We now know that since the start of the 
Industrial Revolution that the concentration globally has increased by over 30%, and will grow 
exponentially in the future unless we do something.  
 
We can't let the near sighted focus of a few, concerned with economic gain over ride the 
immediate danger to our planet, ourselves and its wildlife, which are without a voice.  
 
As the ISJ reported, the American Falls Coal Plant alone will account for 5% of the CO2 
emissions for the whole state of Idaho, and Idaho has no regulation for CO2 emissions. 
 
From: Scott MacButch   [arctic@tetontel.net] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Coal Plant 
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2008 9:39:43 AM 
 
For what it is worth, hear is my 2 1/2 cents worth as I'm definately against the coal plant near 
American Falls.:  
 
With the overwhelming scientific consensus pointing to human activity as the major cause of the 
earths precipitous and uncontrolled heating, even taking into account cyclical climate change 
over the past 600,000 years, which is well documented from ice core samples in both 
Greenland and Antarctica, we can't ignore the chief green house gas causing this which is the 
generation of carbon dioxide.  
 
Scientists believe the amount of CO2 taken out of the atmosphere by plants was almost 
perfectly balanced with the amount put back into the atmosphere by respiration, volcanic activity 
and decay until the start of the industrial revolution.. We now know that since the start of the 
Industrial Revolution that the concentration globally has increased by over 30%, and will grow 
exponentially in the future unless we do something.  
 
We can't let the near sighted focus of a few, concerned with economic gain over ride the 
immediate danger to our planet, ourselves and its wildlife, which are without a voice.  
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As the ISJ reported, the American Falls Coal Plant alone will account for 5% of the CO2 
emissions for the whole state of Idaho, and Idaho has no regulation for CO2 emissions  
 
There is no regulation that they sequester the CO2 and pipe this to Wyoming as the promoters 
suggest and this technology is unproven at best.  
 
Scott MacButch 
2201 N Jana Ln 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
 
From: Sue MacButch [mailto:suemug1@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 1:17 PM 
To: Cheryl Robinson 
Subject:  
 
Hello, 
  
I have a question regarding the proposed power couny coal gasification project that I hope you can 
answer.  After reading the information on the air emissions I find nothing that addresses the Carbon 
Dioxide emissions.  There is a paragraph stating that the plant will be built to capture CO2 but I am 
skeptical about that claim because I have read there are only 4 Carbon Capturing storage plants in the 
world.. I also understand that the process is not fully developed and is extremely. So my question is this, 
are they able to do carbon capturing? 
  
Thank you for your time. 
  
Sue MacButch 
e-mail  Suemug1@hotmail.com 
 
 
Name: Margaret L Marshall 
Email Address: gsmlee1@cableone.net 
Affiliation: "Mother,Grandmother,Greatgrandmother! 
Comments: Having clean air is a priority in considering an area for raising a family.  With Simplot, and 
FMC having been west of the city of Pocatello for many years; there were days when you could taste and 
smell the polutants.  PLEASE let's not allow more to be sifted from Power county by allowing the coal 
plant being considered to operate there.   
 
 
Name: Susan Matsuura 
Email Address: mats_suz@yahoo.com 
 
Comments: Coal Fired Plant! I am opposed to the establishment of a plant that puts untold amounts of 
CO2 in our atmosphere. Our environment and the place we live cannot absorb this. I question other 
emissions that will be allowed to escape as well. Our airshed should not be considered an open dump 
where gases are allowed to accumulate and interfere with the health of our world and the life forms that 
inhabit it. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan Matsuura 
754 S. 19th 
Pocatello, ID  83201 
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Name: Sandra D. Mayden 
Email Address: buznsandy@msn.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: I would like to register my opposition to the building of the proposed coal burning plant west 
of American Falls due to what I believe to be very adverse effects on our environment.  The amount of 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases that will be released into the atmosphere are not acceptable.  
We need to be doing everything in our power to reverse the very real problem of global warming.  I am 
also very concerned about the amount of water that will be required to operate the plant.  I would urge 
you to not approve the permit application. 
 
 
Name: Willis McAleese 
Email Address: mcalwill@isu.edu 
Affiliation:  
Comments: Dear DEQ, 

I would like you to note my strong recommendation that the proposed Southeast Idaho Energy (SIE) 
Power county Energy Center proposal be denied. It is clear to me that the air quality and related 
environmental risks are simply to great to just rubber stamp the request through the system. President 
Elect Barrack Obama will be asking Congress to put limits on Carbon dioxide output - specifically related 
to coal powered plants. The Power County proposal estimates that 12 tons of carbon dioxide will be 
emitted every day. 

Frankly, it is my opinion that if the plant be allowed to go forward at this time, it will be a serious breech of 
public trust and a lack of good stewardship of our increasingly fragile environment in Southeast Idaho. 
Thank you for your time and effort concerning this critical public health issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
Willis J McAleese, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: EnvConcern@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:EnvConcern@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2008 11:08 AM 
To: Webmaster 
Subject: Customer Response Mail 
 
Name: Annette Neil 
E-mail: charebeared@wmconnect.com 
Mail: 1025 Meadowbrook 
City: Pocatello, Idaho 83201 
Phone: 1-208-233-0797 
Please keep this confidential: no 
comment:     
Coal Generator Plant to be put outside, of American Falls Reservoir, and its affect of the air, water, and 
ground pollution. The smog along Interstate 15 if all ready so dense you cann't see to drive. The 
vegatation is dead on the media and up the side of the freeway. The fish are high in mercury  right now. 
We need clean energy like the wind generators, 
Let"s try clean not dirty. 
  
Came From: http://www.deq.idaho.gov/about/env_concern.cfm 
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Name: Brian Nelson 
Email Address: brian.nelson13@us.army.mil 
Affiliation: Concerned Citizen 
Comments: There has got to be a better way than to build a NEW coal power plant.  We should be finding 
ways to end the current ones.  We are better than this.  I think most people would be willing to even pay a 
little extra if it meant significant improvement to environmental quality.  I just can't believe this is actually 
being considered.  I guess climate change means nothing to this erea.   
 
 
Name: Barbara Nicholls 
Email Address: Mbnicholls@aol.com 
 
I, Barbara Nicholls, am strongly apposed to the PCAEC, the proposed coal-gasification plant by American 
Falls, Idaho. 

I hope that the decision will be that more lengthy and in-depth studies are needed.  President-elect 
Obama is so close to being our official president; he is a president strongly for environmental quality and 
will have a strong say about coal gasification plants, air pollutants, and positive environmental energy 
alternatives.  

The proposed  plant would have 100's of boxcars of open coal being transported daily, burn 230 tons of 
coal per day, and emit 12,000 tons of carbon dioxide per day plus supposedly-okay amounts of heavy 
metals and carbon monoxide.  This can not make for healthy air !   I feel that this plant would be an 
environmental step backward. 

I live in Pocatello.  The regular wind flow direction would bring air pollutants into our area and surrounding 
areas. 

Thank you for reading my comments.  Again, I hope you say that more lengthy studies are needed on the 
air quality effects on the surrounding areas and more lengthy, in-depth studies and limits are needed on 
the proposed huge carbon dioxide omissions. 

Sincerely, 
Barbara Nicholls 
9440 West Caribou Road, Pocatello, Idaho  - (208)233-0714 
 
 
Name: Melvin G. Nicholls 
Email Address: Mbnicholls@aol.com 
 
COMMENT ON PROPOSED COAL BURNING FERTILIZER  PLANT BY AMERICAN FALLS, IDAHO 
AND AIR QUALITY 
 
There is no way that this plant will not cause air pollution for a large part of our area!  I am not in favor of 
having this plant be approved at all much less approved as being one that will be good for our air quality. 
I do not see this plant as an intelligent answer to the needs of all our futures. 
I hope that you will conclude that more lengthy studies will be required so that Obama will have a chance 
to speak and act on  coal burning plants, 
carbon dioxide omissions, and positive alternatives for a quality environment. 
Thank you for reading my comment. 
Melvin G. Nicholls 
9440 West Caribou Road, Pocatello, Idaho  - 83204            (208)233-0714 
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Name: Ben Nickell 
Email Address: ben@nickell.org 
Affiliation: I work at Idaho State University 
Comments: I am concerned about air quality in inversion conditions of the coal burning fertilizer plan near 
American Falls as well as impacts on air quality of 100's of tons of coal being transported through the 
area daily. 
 
  Particulates and heavy metal contamination of the air and eventually land and fish and wildlife in and 
around the American Falls reservoir and Massacare Rocks area will suffer, and bleed over up the valley 
towards Blackfoot and Idaho Falls and even into the Pocatello area. 
 
It seems that the Pocatello area is finally emerging from the relics of pollution from it's industrial past, and 
has potential to diversify the economy but not if significant new sources of pollution are added.   
 
I am also concerned about the safety of road conditions on 1-84 with a significant new source of water 
vapor being emitted.  
I think that much more study and methods of reducing contamination should be considered.  I also think 
that the plant should be located in a area that is not so environmentally sensitive that won't has a big an 
impact of fish, wildlife, and human populations.     
 
 
Name: Barbara North 
Email Address: barbsmail05@hotmail.com 
 
3824 Jason Ave 
Pocatello, ID  83204 
 
23 November 2008 
 
Faye Weber 
Air Quality Division 
DEQ State Office 
1410 N Hilton 
Boise, ID  83706 
 
Dear Ms. Weber, 
 
I am registering a NO vote against the proposed permit of Southeast Idaho Energy for a coal-fired 
fertilizer plant west of American Falls, Idaho.  I am a long-time resident of the area affected by this 
proposed plant. 
 
I believe the pollutants released into our air and into our environment will be at unacceptable levels.  The 
addition of gasses like carbon dioxide and nitrous oxide combined with fine particulate matter will form 
nuclei for condensation.  The haze and fog produced from these nuclei will create far more hazardous 
living and travel conditions in southeast Idaho.  This pollution will also affect the health of our American 
Falls Reservoir and our views of the Buttes on the Arco Desert.  The inversions in the winter are already 
awful to live through with our current polluters.  The effluents from another will reduce our air quality 
considerably. 
 
Please do not allow this coal-fired fertilizer plant to receive a permit to pollute here. 
 
Sincerely, 
Barbara North 
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Name: William Norton 
Email Address:  
Affiliation: 648  pipefitter 
Comments: yes we need the jobs 
 
 
Name: Vivian L. Paul 
 
 

 
 
Name: Joseph J. Pavek    
Email Address: sjpavek@msn.com 

Faye Weber 
Air Quality Division  
DEQ State Office  
1410 N. Hilton  
Boise, ID 83706  
Email: faye.weber@deq.idaho.gov 

Subject: Permit to Construct- Air Permit- Power County Advanced Energy Center 

Comments on Power County Advanced Energy Center (hereafter “PCAEC”) 

Thank-you for this opportunity to comment on this important Air Quality Permit.  

The applicant failed to provide emission estimates and control technology for PM 2.5 particles, a National Ambient 
Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).  These very fine particles that will be emitted by the PCAEC are dispersed over 
long distances, remain suspended in the air for long periods of time, and have proven to cause cardio-pulmonary 
diseases, because thy are ingested deeply into the lung tissue.   
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PM2.5 is a pollutant for which National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) have been established and 
subsequently revised in response to well-documented public health concerns.  As such, PM2.5 is indisputably a 
“pollutant subject to regulation under th[e] CAA.”  42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4); see also 40 C.F.R. 52.21(b)(50) 
(expressly defining regulated pollutants for purposes of the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (“PSD”) program 
to include “[a]ny pollutant for which a national ambient air quality standard has been promulgated”).   Accordingly, 
EPA has acknowledged that “[t]he obligation to implement PSD is triggered upon the effective date of the 
NAAQS.”   

Nevertheless, the proposed air quality permit for the Power County Advanced Energy Center contains no BACT 
analysis or limitation for the facility’s PM2.5 emissions.  See Statement of Basis, pp. 41-48. The EPA promulgated a 
rule-making in October 2006, making it mandatory for emission sources to limit these pollutants. PM 2.5 also 
contributes significantly to widespread haze that reduces visibility, as well as well documented adverse health 
impacts.  Unfortunately, this pollutant was not addressed by the applicant (PCAEC) in their permit and, likewise, not 
addressed in the draft permit.  As a practical matter, control technology that is effective for PM10 may not be 
sufficiently effective to control the finer sized PM2.5 particles emitted by the coal plant.  Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) needs to be installed for PM 2.5 sources within this coal plant.  

The permit, if it is to be compliant with the Clean Air Act, must be denied and returned for a revision that includes 
control of PM 2.5. 

The applicant’s coal plant will also produce approximately 150 tons per hour of Carbon Dioxide (CO2) from the 
gasifier of the plant.  The company has not committing to controlling green-house gas emissions.  Huge amounts of 
Carbon Dioxide will be released to the environment from this facility.  The Washington D.C. Federal Circuit Court 
recently ruled that carbon dioxide is a pollutant, as defined by the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(4)) and must 
be controlled.   These gases contribute to adverse environmental impacts.  Idaho’s Governor recognized the damages 
of this pollutant when, in May, 2007 he passed an Executive Order (attached) directing Idaho DEQ to account for, 
and to minimize harmful carbon dioxide emissions. It would be a large step backward for the State of Idaho to 
accept a coal plant that does not control these greenhouse gases, at a time when other States are scrambling to 
control these pollutants.  The IDEQ must deny this permit, based on the omission of carbon dioxide control 
technology or this coal plant will be in violation of the Clean Air Act, referenced above. 

The Idaho Code at Chapter 1, Title 39-115, specifically mandates that IDEQ’s Director issue permits that control 
“regulated air pollutants” as defined by the Clean Air Act. The IDEQ will be in violation of this Code if they fail to 
include PM2.5 and Carbon Dioxide. 

Inadequate BACT Analysis - The application and IDEQ’s Statement of Basis for this permit failed to follow 
EPA’s guidance on BACT analyses.  The Clean Air Act places the responsibility of proposing BACT on the 
applicant and the confirmation of BACT on the permitting agency, in this case IDEQ.  Idaho DEQ rules at IDAPA 
58.01.01.205, stipulate that BACT is required “...for each regulated air pollutant for which a new major facility 
would have the potential to emit in excess of the significant rates.”   

 It is inferred from the application that PM10, NOX, SO2, CO and VOC, may be “significant” facility-wide. Yet, the 
permit contains no limits for the Gasifier Heater Vents #1 or #2 pursuant to BACT or otherwise.   

Since BACT includes a “visible emissions standard” by definition, opacity from the heaters should be limited, 
pursuant to BACT, to 0%, not 20%, as was required for Greater Des Moines Energy Center in Iowa and Charter 
Steel in Wisconsin.  Furthermore, neither the application nor IDEQ’s Statement of Basis, specifically state which 
pollutant BACT applies.  

PCAEC and IDEQ must consider N2O, a greenhouse gas and the most likely form of NOx emissions, in the required 
environmental impact analysis even if the top control option is selected for NOX in a top down analysis. It is well 
established that in the production of nitric acid, nitrous oxide (N2O), is also produced.  The permit is based on an 
incomplete top-down analysis and BACT for NOX emissions in its most likely form, N2O, from nitric acid 
production has not been ensured.  The applicant and IDEQ must fully assess BACT controls for NOx in their final 
permit. 

Inadequate MACT Limits for Mercury and Other HAPs - The draft permit and statement of basis fails to 
describe a Maximum Achievable Control Technology (“MACT”) analysis for the PCAEC and to set corresponding 
enforceable emission limits for mercury and all other hazardous air pollutants (“HAPs”) to be emitted by the 
proposed emitting units, as required by the Clean Air Act, section 112, 42 U.S.C. § 7412.  A MACT analysis often 
results in lower emissions limits than would a BACT analysis for the same pollutant.   
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MACT requirements apply to “major sources” that have the potential to emit 10 or more tons per year of any one 
HAP or 25 or more tons per year of a combination of HAPs.  42 U.S.C. § 7412(a)(1).  IDEQ and PCAEC have not 
even provided estimates of uncontrolled HAP emissions from the coal plant to determine whether they would 
exceed the major source.  Instead, IDEQ proposes to allow PCAEC  to side-step MACT requirements by limiting 
their HAP emissions.   

IDEQ’s proposal to allow PCAEC to take “synthetic minor” status with respect to HAP emissions is flawed.  
Although the draft permit establishes HAP emissions limits below threshold levels, the limits are not “practicably 
enforceable.”  The draft permit fails to require any HAPs monitoring whatsoever to allow IDEQ to determine 
whether PCAEC is in compliance with the established limits.  Of particular concern are the Mercury emissions from 
this facility as there is a Mercury-based Fish Advisory in the American Falls Reservoir at the present time and any 
new contribution of Mercury deposition could ruin the fishery in these waters and impair the health of the public 
who consume fish from  these waters.  In spite of these concerns the PCAEC failed to estimate emissions of these 
HAPs (see Table 3.3). The PCAEC needs to go back and revise their permit to address the significant gap in 
addressing HAPs in this permit process. 

To comply with Clean Air Act section 112, IDEQ should perform a MACT analysis for each HAP that will be 
emitted by the Power County Advanced Energy Center and establish corresponding emissions limits in the PTC 
permit.  At the very least, IDEQ must require continuous emissions monitoring of mercury and frequent monitoring 
of all other HAPs emitted by the Power County Advanced Energy Center.0   

Upset Condition Limits Needed - Several plant processes may be subject to “upset conditions” where emissions 
are released to the atmosphere without passing through a pollution scrubber or control device.  This could amount to 
a black cloud that will be transported to downwind communities. Also, because the flare is steam assisted, the 
emissions may look like steam or water vapor as they exit the stack initially but, in fact will contain large volumes 
of pollutants. The draft permit places no limit on the number of malfunctions, or upsets, that would by-pass 
scrubbers at the gasifier flare. (Since stack testing at this flare is required, except during a “start-up” event, no one 
will know the emissions when an upset malfunction requires venting to the flare.)  I recommend that IDEQ limit 
number of upsets or malfunctions to no more than one per month.  To allow any more than this, will mean that the 
company cannot control its emissions.  

PCAEC submitted an incomplete PTC application - The permit Application violates the requirement for 
completeness at IDAPA 58.01.01.124 -124. TRUTH, ACCURACY AND COMPLETENESS OF DOCUMENTS, 
as well as section 58.01.01.204 which requires a completeness determination by IDEQ for any PTC permit.  The 
PCAEC violated the aforementioned Rules in the following ways:  

 IDAPA Air Rules requires that “All documents submitted to the Department shall be truthful, accurate and 
complete.”   The application has reported numerous cases where they are still trying to determine the manufacturer 
of their control equipment.  There are over twenty cases where the applicant did not submit the manufacturer of 
process equipment or control equipment, rather they have reported it as “To-Be-Determined” in their application.  
The conclusion may be drawn that the applicant is not properly prepared to construct such a large coal processing 
plant, and the gaps in providing the manufacturer of control equipment is a serious deficit in their application.   

These gaps in information limit IDEQ’s ability to perform a BACT and MACT analyses.  Additionally the 
application reports that 150 un-covered railroad cars of coal are scheduled to be parked at the facility, but no 
accounting of the associated emissions, and no control technology was proposed in the draft permit for this fugitive 
source.   

IDEQ has an obligation to return this PTC permit back, as incomplete, and require a complete application that 
includes each relevant operating parameter, all manufacturers of the process equipment and control equipment, and 
to allow the public to review and comment on a complete application. The PCAEC has violated the requirement for 
completeness at 58.01.01.124 and IDAPA 58.01.01.204.  

Potential to Emit - Neither the application nor the statement of basis contains sufficient information detailing the 
facility's potential to emit (PTE) air pollutants. Table 3.2 in the statement of basis is labeled as "Controlled 
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Emissions Estimates of Criteria Pollutants" and Table 3.3  is entitled "Controlled HAPs Summary."  Neither of these 
references fulfils the definition of potential to emit (PTE) assessment as required by EPA or as required in the State 
Rules at IDAPA 58.01.214.02  Since a facility's PTE can be a critical element in determining applicability of various 
regulations, it is important to document this as part of a construction permit. The statement of basis should include 
the PTE for each emissions unit and the facility as a whole.  

As pointed out in a previous section, there are several fugitive sources of pollutants that were not addressed by the 
application, Statement of Basis, or draft PTC permit:  uncovered railcars of coal, granulated urea product, transfer 
points of granulated urea, including crushers, screens, conveyers and railcar loading.  There is no description or PTE 
or assessment of its potential-to-emit (see Figure 2-9 of application).   

New Source Performance Standards - The PCAEC needs to demonstrate compliance with 40 CFR Part 60, 
Subpart H, Standards of Performance for Sulfuric Acid Plants.  Subpart H does apply to this unit.  

Hydrogen Sulfide Emissions - IDEQ is violating IDAPA 58.01.01.776.01. by allowing PCAEC to emit H2S in 
quantities known to be odorous and irritating to neighboring communities.  IDAPA 58.01.01.776.01 requires the 
control of odors and IDAPA 58.01.01.006.05 identifies “odor” as an “air pollutant/air contaminant”, yet the coal 
plant is permitted to emit H2S and other reduced sulfurs in amounts that exceed odor thresholds.  

To ensure compliance with 58.01.01.776, the IDEQ should not rely on detection of odors such as H2S from 
laypersons but should require periodic monitoring of H2S leaks using portable monitors.  Portable monitors can be 
set to detect H2S concentrations as low as 0.05 ppmv73. 

CEMS- Continuous Emission Monitors (CEMs) should be installed on all exits stacks where technically feasible. 
For example, all baghouse stacks should be required to have continuous opacity monitors installed, with record-
keeping requirements to allow the facility operators and IDEQ staff monitor the emissions from these stack sources.  
These CEMs would be particularly beneficial in this permit, given the low efficiency required in the draft permit of 
feedstock area baghouses, and the lack of an adequate BACT analysis. 

In summary this proposed application by the Power County Advanced Energy Center falls considerably short of 
what is required by the Clean Air Act and Idaho Air Quality Permit rules.  The PCAEC failed to address two critical 
pollutants, PM 2.5 and Carbon Dioxide, completely, even though they are “regulated pollutants”.  Further, the 
applicant failed in many ways to fully report Potential To-Emit (PTE) values for all pollutants, rendering the 
application “incomplete”.  Although the applicant is required to demonstrate Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) for pollutants that may be significant, they failed in many cases to adequately research and employ BACT 
for their emission sources.  The applicant also failed to adequately report their Potential-To-Emit (PTE) in sufficient 
detail to allow IDEQ to assess appropriate emission limits.  The application and draft permit also failed to 
incorporate MACT assessments for Mercury and other Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), as required by EPA.  

 The applicant reported over twenty pieces of process equipment or control equipment under the status of “To Be 
Determined”.  The applicant failed to address several sources of fugitive emissions, including large numbers of un-
covered railcars of coal and granulated urea, as well as several transfer points of granulated urea.  The conclusion, 
from all these gaps in the application is that they submitted an incomplete application.  The IDEQ has an obligation 
to return this application back, and require a comprehensive assessment and reporting of PTE, BACT, for all 
pollutants and MACT for all hazardous Air Pollutants. 

Thank-you again for the opportunity to comment on this important air quality permit to construct. 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Name: Ronald W Peterson    
Email Address: rwp51aefa@hotmail.com 
Affiliation:  
Comments: Faye, I would like to comment on the proposed coal gasification plant near American Falls.  I 
am concerned that the issue of CO2 gas has not been adequatley addressed.  It seems that everyone is 

                                                           
 
 



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 142  

saying that it will be okay and we will figure it out in the future if it is a problem.  What makes us think that 
a LLC company will be able to secure future financing to fund the changes that may be needed if they are 
unable to meet air quality standards in the future.  What happens then?  Do they walk away and leave a 
huge cleanup mess or do we give them pollution credits so they do not have to meet the stnadards?  
 
Another question I have is the mercury emissions which may very well be the worst of all the potential 
emissions because it does not break down in the environment and is eventually passed thru the food 
chain.  What is being done to meet the zero mercury tolerance standard of the State of Idaho?  I would 
hope that DEQ is looking out for these issues and will help protect the citizens rather than looking to help 
the “out of area” interests of a Limited Liability Corporation that has no interest in the area other than 
trying a venture to generate money for their investors which if it fails, they will walk away with no further 
liability.  Can we afford that risk to our air quality and environmental quality? 
 
From:  Jeremias Pink   [miaspink@aol.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: EPA Decision 
Date: Friday, November 14, 2008 2:00:31 PM 
 
Ms. Robinson,  
 
I just heard about the EPA's Thursday decision not to grant a Utah coal plant a permit based on its lack 
of CO2 controls (article below). What, if any, impact will this decision have on coal developments in 
Idaho, specifically the PCAEC?  
 
Just wondering,  
 
Jeremias Pink 
 
Pocatello From Time Magazine @ 
http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1859049,00.html?iid=tsmodule  
 
Environmentalists have long known that when it comes to climate change, coal will be a dealbreaker. The 
carbon-intensive fossil fuel provides nearly half of the United States' electricity, and is responsible for 
some 30% of the country's greenhouse gas emissions. That's just due to the coal plants already 
operating — as the U.S. looks to expand its energy supply to meet rising demand in the future, over 100 
coal plants are in various stages of development around the country. If those plants are built without the 
means to capture and sequester underground the carbon they emit — and it's far from clear that such 
technology will be commercially viable in the near-term — our ambitious goals to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and avert climate change will be meaningless.  
0A  
 
Related  
 
That's why a decision issued on Thursday by the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Environmental 
Appeals Board is so important. Responding to a lawsuit filed by the Sierra Club over a new coal plant 
being build on American Indian reservation land in Utah, the board ruled that the EPA has no valid reason 
to refuse to regulate the CO2 emissions that come from new coal-powered plants. The decision pointed 
to a May 2007 ruling by the Supreme Court that recognized CO2, the main cause of climate change, is 
indeed a pollutant under the federal Clean Air Act and therefore needs to be regulated by the EPA. In the 
months since that landmark decision, the EPA — with the support of the Bush Administration — has 
doggedly refuse to regulate CO2, much to the dismay of environmentalists. The board's decision will 
force the EPA to consider CO2 when issuing permits for new power plants, potentially making it — at 
least in the short-term — all but impossible to certify new coal power plants. That's because the EPA will 
need to reconfigure its rules on dealing with CO2, which is found in greater concentrations in coal than 
any other fossil fuel, that force plants in the permitting process to be reevaluated, delaying them for 
months or longer. "In a nutshell it sends [new plants ]back to the drawing board to addres s their CO2 
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emissions," says Bruce Nilles, director of the Sierra Club's National Clean Coal campaign. "In the short 
term it freezes the coal industry in its tracks."  
The Sierra Club had originally sued to stop the construction of Deseret Power's Bonanza Generating 
Station in Vernal, Utah, part of their nationwide campaign to stop new coal. The 110-megawatt plant, 
which received its EPA permit in July 2007, would have emitted 3.37 million tons of CO2 a year — the 
equivalent to putting another 660,000 cars on the road. In detail, Thursday's decision means that any 
new air pollution permits for coal plants will require that Best Available Control Technology (BACT) be 
used to reduce CO2 emissions, the same criteria currently used for other pollutants, like sulfur dioxide or 
soot. BACT requires companies involved in power plants to use the best available technology to control 
pollutants — it's a tool to keep pollution controls up to date as both safety technology and our 
understanding of pollution impoves. In the past, CO2 wasn't affected by BACT because the EPA didn't 
recognize it as a pollutant. This decision changes that.  
 
Right now, however, there is no definition of BACT for CO2, and environmentalists estimate it will take six 
months to a year to figure that out. In the meantime, all other coal plants in the permitting process, or 
stuck in the courts, will be frozen. Over the longer term, it's possible that new coal plants may be 
impossible to certi fy at all until a technology exists to greatly reduce or sequester carbon emissions from 
coal plants — and currently none has been proven. "The decision says the EPA can't ignore CO2," says 
Nilles.  
 
That effectively punts the future of coal in America to President-elect Barack Obama's incoming 
Administration. It's not yet clear how he'll act, but his renewable energy advisor Jason Grumet has said 
that Obama would be willing to use the EPA to directly regulate CO2 — something President George W. 
Bush has refused to do. "This lays the groundwork for Obama to move quickly to put in place a 
regulatory system and begin to achieve CO2 reduction and build that clean, 21st century economy he 
talks about," says Nilles. Obama's position on coal isn't exactly clear, though he has said that he will work 
to develop "clean coal" plans that can capture and sequester carbon. What's certain is that the future of 
coal just got a lot cloudier — and the future of the climate might be a bit brighter. 
 
 
From: Mitch Popa   [redwoodmitch@yahoo.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Proposed coal plant comment. 
Date: Friday, November 21, 2008 12:31:37 PM 
 
I would like to state my opposition to the proposed coal powered energy plant to be located in Power 
County. In a time when we're beginning to realize the impacts of global warming and what causes it, I 
am amazed that this plant is even being considered. Just because Idaho doesn't regulate co2 emissions 
should not, in my opinion, be viewed as permit justification. Times have changed and it is 'time' for us to 
start thinking about the long-term consequences of our actions. Let's hope our grand children's children 
look back on us with pride instead of disgust. Do the right thing, consider the air and the environmental 
impact and oppose this plant. I am beginning a website called sustainabletv.org. It's going to feature 
progamming on all things sustainable and expose those that are doing harm to our planet. It would be 
great if we could feature Idaho in a positive light and one which shows we care instead of the story we'll 
do if this goes through.  
 
sincerely,  
Mitch Popa 
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From: Pocatello Resident 
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Name: Margo and Dennis Proksa    
Email Address: blackrockforge@cableone.net 
Comments: 
Hello, 
 
We have been opposed to any development that uses coal because the technology is dirty and Idaho's 
people and nature need to be protected. 
A plant that emits PM 2.5 and Carbon Dioxide will have adverse health impacts especially on the young, 
elderly, those with respiratory health problems like asthma and emphysema and will spoil the view!  
Carbon dioxide is the main cause of global warming and it must not be allowed to increase at a time when 
we are trying to lessen greenhouse gases-not just locally but globally. 
 
There are no technological controls proposed for this plant.  When "upset conditions" happen emissions 
do not pass through a scrubber or control device. 
When 150 uncovered railroad cars pass by my house/day, I know the dust will not only enter my lungs but 
will also stick to the drivit siding on our house! 
 
When people hear about all the jobs and all the money coming in to their community with a project like 
this, you can easily understand why they are in favor of it.  Our state and nation have a responsibility to 
scrutinize the facts associated with and reported by anyone with a proposal like this.  The tendency to 
give it permission to operate is in the hands of a few regulators who come and go, who get swayed by the 
state of the economy and the desperate people who overlook hazards because they want a job. 
 
We've been here before.  We know coal is abundant but it is not clean.   
We know a decision like this will affect all of us and the landscape in negative ways. Future generations 
will wonder why we aren't smart enough to learn from our mistakes. 
 
Experts have testified that this permit application has a lot of unanswered questions about emissions. 
Some of us are just experts at trying to maintain our health and the health of future generations, and 
keeping the landscape from being destroyed by polluting industry. 
 
Thank you for listening! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Margo & Dennis Proksa 
5192 West Old Hwy 91 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
 
 
From: Muriel Roberts [murielroberts@cableone.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2008 6:46 AM 
To: Faye Weber 
Subject: SEI Power County Advanced Energy Center 
Faye Weber: 
 
As a citizen of Pocatello, Idaho, who has been working to clean up the air in our valley for over 30 years, I 
now appeal to the Idaho DEQ to prevent further pollution of our air by SIE. 

My concerns are especially about CO2, particulates in the 2.5 range, and Mercury emissions.  I recognize 
that DEQ does not at this moment have established limits on CO2 emissions, but I believe that how the 
plant will monitor and control CO2 emissions must be considered in the possible granting of a permit.  
There is control technology available to reduce these emissions.  BACT must be required, at the very 
least. 

I request that DEQ require continuous emission monitoring at the proposed plant.  The people of this 
valley deserve to be protected. 
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Though it is not an issue in this permitting process, I am also very concerned about the effect of bringing 
in all the necessary coal to American Falls, through the Portneuf  Valley. 

This plant is not any more welcome when sited in American Falls than it was in its previous incarnation at 
the FMC site. 

Please do your duty to protect our valley from further pollution. 
 
Muriel R. Roberts 
545 1/2 South Nineteenth Avenue 
Pocatello ID  83201 
 
208.232.5424 
 
 
Name: Shirley Rodgers 
Email Address: rodgershirl@pocy.myrf.net 
Affiliation: citizen 
Comments: I oppose the construction of the SIE Advanced Energy Center in Power County.  I attended 
the DEQ presentation in Pocatello and am aware that the SIE planners have planned to control primary 
air pollutants to levels below the present EPA standards.  I believe the promoters are trying to get 
permission to start construction before EPA standards are tightened. 

I am especially concerned about carbon dioxide.  The effect of CO2 on global warming is well 
documented.  Any coal fired plant will emit tremendous amount of CO2 and the POSSIBIlITY of piping 
CO2 to Wyoming is a pipe dream and not a plan.  

The enormous number of railroad coal cars passing through Pocatello is also a concern.  Coal dust 
escapes from those cars and pollutes wherever it falls or flies. I was a child in the days of coal-burning 
furnaces.  Coal dust was everywhere indoors and out.  It is terrible stuff. Coal cannot be clean. 

Heavy industry requires enormous amounts of water.  Water is a scarce and precious resource in Idaho.  
Has the water needs of this project been factored into the permit study?  It should be.   

Although the DEQ permitting process for this plant falls into the Air Quality Division, there are other 
factors to be considered.  I urge that DEQ CONSIDER ALL POTENTIAL IMPACTS ON THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY IN SOUTHEAST IDAHO FOR NOW AND THE FUTURE from the effects of 
this proposed plant before granting any permits.   

I oppose this permit and the construction of this plant. 
 



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 147  

Name: Ann Rogers 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Name: Dorothy Rogers 
Email Address: dndrogers7@gmail.com 
 
I am a resident of Pocatello and am opposed to the proposed plant for American Falls.  I am not happy 
about the CO2 emissions and mercury emissions that such a plant will emit.  I am also concerned about 
the increased train traffic that this plant will create. 
 
Thank you Dorothy Rogers 
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Name: Maxine Rogers 

 
Name: Sheryl Savage 
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Name: John Schmidt 
Email Address: jschmidt06@gmail.com 
November 23, 2008 
 
Dear Faye, 
 
I wish to submit the following comments regarding the propsed coal gasification facility in American Falls. 
 
First and foremost, I have serious concerns regarding the CO2 emissions this facility would generate if 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) were to permit it to go forward.  CO2 is a major 
contributor to global warming and as such it must be considered in any air quality permits issued by DEQ.  
DEQ, for their part, is choosing to simply ignore CO2 in this permit, but as the recent decision by the 
EPA's Appeals Board for the proposed Utah (Bonanza) facility ruled, not only must DEQ consider CO2, 
but you must require the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for this emission. 
 
For this facility, unfortunately, there has been no discussion about what BACT might look like or what it 
would entail.  DEQ must go back and inform the public what they plan to do with CO2.  To continue 
ignoring CO2 is a legal non-starter.  If DEQ were to ignore the Bonanza decision and issue a permit that 
did not require BACT for CO2 they will end up in court and they will lose, costing the taxpayers of Idaho a 
considerable amount of money.  DEQ should deny the permit now and require SIE to go back and 
develop and submit to DEQ and the public detailed plans on how they will deal with CO2. 
 
Other concerns of mine include the following points: 
- Idaho DEQ is proposing to allow the company to have an unlimited number of "upset conditions".  Ask 
the Agency to revise the air permit to limit the number of these uncontrolled emission events. 
  
- The proposed permit fails to estimate emissions of fine particulate matter (PM 2.5), and fails to address 
controls of this pollutant.  The EPA promulgated a PM2.5 rule-making in October 2006, making it 
mandatory for emission sources to limit these pollutants.  PM 2.5 also contributes significantly to 
widespread haze that reduces visibility. 
 
- Coal contains Mercury as a by-product, and with the American Falls Reservoir already designated as a 
"fish-Advisory" because of elevated Mercury in fish tissues, this is no time to allow mercury source to be 
located up-wind from the Snake River and American Falls Reservoir. 
 
- The technology is available for the company to install continuous emission monitors on several of their 
smoke stacks...but the company is not installing them. Instead the Idaho DEQ is depending on the 
company to "self-monitor" many of their emissions.  This method has been shown to not work in other 
Southeast Idaho factories.  IDEQ should require continuous emission monitors with electronic storage of 
any excursions from the standards to protect the public from excess emissions. 
 
- DEQ is required, in the proposed permit,  to express all emission quantities in terms of "tons per year".  
This unit of measurement is easily understood by the general public yet DEQ has chosen instead to use 
terms that the lay-public can not readily understand.  This is not allowable. 
 
I urge DEQ to deny the permit at this time and that further permit proposals take into account the points 
raised by myself and other.   Thank you for accepting my comments. 
 
John Schmidt 
8862 Maple Grove Lane 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
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Name: Debra M. Shell  
Email Address: dmssq@allidaho.com 
 
November 23, 2008 
 
Air Quality Division 
Department of Environmental Quality State Office 
1410 N. Hilton 
Boise, ID 83706 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing express my opinion about the construction of the proposed coal burning fertilizer plant 
planned for construction west of American Falls. I feel very strongly that this plant SHOULD NOT be 
constructed for several reasons. 
 
1)      The carbon dioxide to be released each day is astounding, and, even though this is not a regulated 
emission, it has been proven that this emission endangers human, as well as animal, welfare. Southeast 
Idaho Energy, the company planning to build the plant, has said that it may build a pipeline to Wyoming to 
sequester the carbon dioxide, but it is not planned for several years, is not a certainty, and proposes 
technology that is far from proven. For Idaho to allow this amount of carbon dioxide emissions, when the 
rest of the country is seriously working to minimize/eliminate these emissions, is ludicrous and should not 
be allowed. 
 
2)      Three huge cooling towers are proposed, with water usage of 2 million gallons of water per day. 
Where will all the water come from? We already have significant water rights/water usage issues in Idaho, 
and this is a substantial amount of water that basically does not exist for this plantÿs use. 
 
3)      Although the proposed plant specifications claim that it will meet current Idaho air quality 
regulations, pollutants released into the air when coal is burned are still significant. Fine particulate 
matter, carbon dioxide, and nitrous oxides act as condensation nuclei and will create haze and fog. The 
area between American Falls and Pocatello is already hazardous at times, and the addition of this plant 
will exacerbate this problem. Having lived in Pocatello since the mid-1970ÿs, I am very aware of the 
inversion problems the Portneuf Valley suffers when contaminant nuclei are present. 
 
4)      Dozens of open coal rail cars will pass through the area each day. The coal dust released from 
these cars has not even been addressed by Southeast Idaho Energy. 
 
5)      Mercury released in emissions, although below Idaho DEQ regulated levels, is still a significant 
pollutant when considered that a significant portion of it may settle out in American Falls Reservoir. This 
reservoir is already designated as a ÿfish advisoryÿ because of elevated levels of mercury in fish, and 
additional emissions will only make the problem worse. 
 
I strongly protest the permitting and construction of this plant. Just when the rest of the country, and 
hopefully many Idahoans, are recognizing the importance of being as ÿgreenÿ as we can be, and using 
as many non-carbon producing technologies as possible, surely Idaho wonÿt be so foolish as to allow for 
this plant to come into being.  
 
I ask the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality to use all good conscience and deny the permit for 
this facility. 
 
Sincerely, 
Debra M. Shell 
 
5812 W. Buckskin Rd. 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
208-234-0722 
dmssq@allidaho.com 
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From:J’neane Smith  [jneanesmith329@mac.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Proposed gasification plant 
Date: Sunday, November 23, 2008 12:22:43 PM 
 
My name is J'neane Smith. I have lived in Pocatello since 1976. I do NOT want a gasification plant to be 
built in southeast Idaho. I taught at Chubbuck Elementary School from 1976 to 2005. I breathed the foul 
air from FMC and Simplot nearly every day. It was very noticeable that the air quality improved when 
FMC closed. Even though it is stated that a new plant would be "much cleaner," I do NOT want Southeast 
Idaho to take even one tiny step backwards in quality of our natural resources.  
 
I have read in the Idaho State Journal that many people are concerned with carbon dioxide and mercury 
emissions. As a long time resident, I, too, am very concerned about these. The impact of emissions from 
industries using coal are far reaching, not only to the health of every individual living within many miles 
of such a plant, but also the animals and plants from which we get much of our food. Once the plant 
construction would be completed, the "sweetness" of the jobs that were created for that construction 
would be gone, and the valley would be left with a health issue that lingers many years longer that the 
construction phase. Years of medical bills would far out last such economic benefit from a short 
construction time.  
 
PLEASE do NOT allow another industry that uses a "dirty" fuel, such as coal, to enter our Southeast 
Idaho area. There is going to be a big demand for "green" industries that will provide just as many jobs 
for construction as we enter into a world that MUST be more cognizant of future impacts. Let us not step 
backwards, but look forwards to "green industries" for the sake of every living thing.  
 
Thank you for your time,  
 
J'neane Smith 
 
5777 Hilo Drive, 
Pocatello, Idaho 
830204  
208-233-5777 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: EnvConcern@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:EnvConcern@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2008 9:59 AM 
To: Webmaster 
Subject: Customer Response Mail 
 
Name: Charles Spradlin 
E-mail: charbeared@wmconnect.com 
Mail: 1025 Meadowbrook 
City: Pocatello, Idaho 83201 
Phone: 1-208-233-0797 
Please keep this confidential: no 
comment:   The coal plant to be located upwind from the American Fall's Reservoir. Putting pollutants, 
into the air and water.  
   The train loads of coal coming and going to and from the plant dropping coal dust all along 
the track contaimating all along the way. 
   The air inversion that happens along the freeway now is smelly and hard to breath. The valley floor fills 
up with smog. Are you going to take away the very air we breath? 
  
Came From: http://www.deq.idaho.gov/about/env_concern.cfm 
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Name: Stephen A. Stokes  
Email Address: s_stokes@qwestoffice.net 
 
Faye Weber  
Air Quality Division 
DEQ State Office  
1410 N. Hilton 
Boise, ID 83706 
Email: faye.weber@deq.idaho.gov 
 
My name is Stephen Stokes.  I live and work in Pocatello.  I am submitting this written comment on the 
coal gasification plant. 
 
As was mentioned on the website, SIE has proposed to gasify coal and manufacture ammonia, urea, and 
urea ammonium nitrate at the facility to be located on Lamb Weston Road, approximately two miles 
southwest of American Falls. 
 
I am not a scientist, so I cannot make any arguments based on the specifications of SIE’s proposal. 
 
I can, however, make some general comments on what it is like to live downwind from heavy industry.  I 
have lived my whole life in Pocatello.  I remember growing up that there were days you could not see the 
sun because of pollutants from FMC and Simplot that were being held close to the ground because of 
inversions.  To this day, you can smell FMC on a daily basis.  I remember battling ear infections and sinus 
infections that, the doctor said, were caused by particulates in the air.   
 
I am in fear that the coal gasification plant will be more of the same - another heavy industry pumping out 
pollutants in Power County for the residents of Bannock County to breathe in.  I do not want my son to 
grow up breathing coal dust, ammonia, urea and urea ammonium nitrate.   
 
Thank you for listening to my concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stephen A. Stokes 
 
Meyers Law Office, PLLC 
P.O. Box 4747 
Pocatello, Idaho 83201 
Telephone: 208-233-4121 
Facsimile: 208-233-4174 
 
 
Name: Richard Taylor  
Email Address: ntaylor@prodigy.net 
 
Faye, 
   
   As a Power County resident, I am deeply concerned about the environmental impact that the proposed 
energy center may have upon all of us.  I don't know that the projected revenues for our county are in any 
way comensurate to the carbon we would add.  I subscibe to the concept of global warming, and no 
amount of revenue justifies the cost--from a global perspective.  Look no further than the melting of all of 
the glaciers/ice--and the impact upon Polar Bears --among other things. 
 
      I ask you to at least halt the project until more studies can be done, and perhaps more people can 
weigh in. 
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      I would like to see this county obtain the revenues that it seeks.  But, there are other ways. The two 
proposed wind farms come to mind. 
 
      I don't think it is possible to put a dollar amount on the long term harm the center may cause.  It just 
can't be justified.  Moreover, speaking for myself--I'm not so sure that projects like this don't cross an 
ethical line...long term...for future generations.  Some things are far more important than money.  
Contributing to global warming is one of them. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
      Richard Taylor 
 
 
Name: Glenn Thackray  
Email Address: gdthackray@hotmail.com 
 
Please find appended below my comments on the draft Permit to Construct for SIE's "Power County 
Advanced Energy Center." 
 
Thank you. 
Glenn Thackray 
Pocatello 
 
Faye Weber 
Air Quality Division  
DEQ State Office  
1410 N. Hilton  
Boise, ID 83706 
 
Dear Ms. Weber: 
 
For several years, I have followed with interest the efforts of Southeast Idaho Energy, LLC, to construct a 
coal processing plant in Power County.  The jobs and other economic impacts promised by this facility 
are certainly enticing, as is the production of large amounts of fertilizer.  However, those benefits must be 
balanced against the health and environmental impacts of the plant.   
 
I am a geologist with more than 25 years experience in the field.  While not a specialist in air quality 
science, I am familiar with air quality issues and coal contaminants.  I have read the draft “Permit to 
Construct” for Southeast Idaho Energy’s “Power County Advanced Energy Center.”  This is a complex 
document, and one that I dare say will be rather difficult for the non-technical public to understand.  
Because of the scale of this project, a non-technical summary of impacts is warranted. 
 
While there is much to digest in this draft permit, mercury emissions are clearly one of the greatest 
concerns for emissions from this plant.  Mercury levels in several southern Idaho waterways have recently 
been found to be elevated, and this plant will add to that problem, to a degree that is not made clear in 
the permit.  I am very surprised that the permit addresses neither the magnitude of mercury emissions nor 
the potential health or environmental impacts.  
 
It appears that the current incarnation of this project as a fertilizer plant, rather than its original design as 
a power plant, is a result of Idaho’s declination of mercury emissions levels above the current zero 
emissions.  I am concerned that the DEQ has not addressed the importance of the likely mercury 
emissions, especially given the history and name of this facility as an “advanced energy center.” 
 
The permit describes a 95% capture rate for mercury.  At first reading, that sounds like a significant 
reduction.  However, the concentration of mercury emissions (5%) is not as important as the total amount 
that will be vented to the atmosphere, especially given the large coal throughput of this plant. 
 



 

Southeast Idaho Energy, PCAEC, Response to Comments  Page 154  

Since the permit does describes neither the mercury emissions values nor the mercury content of the coal 
feedstock necessary to determine annual mercury emissions, I have done some informal calculations of 
my own.  The USGS coal quality database <http://energy.er.usgs.gov/coalqual.htm#> lists mercury 
percentages for Wyoming coals samples ranging from .01-1.1 ppm, with an average value of .105 ppm.  
My results:  
 
1. Using the average value (.105 ppm) and the 5,000 tons per day maximum coal processing rate from 
the permit, I calculate annual mercury emissions of 385 pounds.*  
 
2. Using the maximum value (1.1 ppm) and the 5,000 tons per day maximum coal processing rate from 
the permit, I calculate annual mercury emissions of more than 4,000 pounds.* 
 
Given the toxicity of mercury, these are significant values.  If the DEQ is to issue a permit for this plant, 
the potential effects of this level of mercury output needs to be addressed.  What are Idaho’s rules for 
mercury?  How will these mercury emissions relate to the national mercury emissions trading scheme?  
Even if Best Available Control Technologies are used, the impacts of total mercury emissions need to be 
a determining factor in the permitting of this plant. 
 
The raw coal is also stated to contain: “Arsenic, Cadmium, Chromium (total and hexavalent), Cobalt, 
Lead, Manganese, Mercury, and Nickel,” several of which are potentially toxic.   The reduction rates for 
the non-mercury trace elements need to be addressed. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Glenn Thackray 
227 South 9th Ave. 
Pocatello, ID  83201 
 
*I note that these are informal calculations, rechecked but not independently verified.   
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Name: Charles H. Trost  
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Name: Mike Wade 
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Name: Steve Wallace 
Email Address: stevewallace@cableone.net 
Affiliation: concerned citizen 
Comments: Sirs: 
 
Re:  SEI Advanced Energy Center, American Falls. 
 
Firstly I would request that the public comment term be extended by a number of months.  I've only 
recently become aware of the potential impacts of this plant and would like more time to review the 
application information. 
 
At this time, I would initially say that I am opposed to this project.  It seems to have gone through several 
'incarnations' as though the developers are still trying to figure out exactly what they are going to do. 
 
This 'energy plant' sounds more like a pollution factory than anything else - a sort of FMC version 2.0.  
The list of by-products is a frightening witch's brew of poison.  Why are they building this here in Idaho?  
Why not in Wyoming near the source material? 
 
You folks at DEQ are familiar with FMC and the last thing this valley needs is another spewing, stinking, 
filthy, factory. 
 
 
Name: Victor Watts 
Email Address: chessidahoutah@cableone.net 
Affiliation: My Family 
Comments: HI 
If the DEQ EPA and State of Idaho allow this Coal Plant to be built in American Falls they should: 
 
1. Require the company have an ongoing DEPOSIT of some sort (such as 1% of sales, etc). 
This deposit could be then either be used to CLEAN UP ANY MESS LEFT WHEN THEY CLOSE, if the 
company leaves no mess, then the money could be used as severance pay to employees losing their 
jobs. PLEASE introduce legislation or make it a requirement to do this. 
2. THE AIR, WATER QUALITY SHOULD BE THE COMBINED AMOUNT OF ALL POLLUTERS IN THE 
STATE NOT JUST ONE COMPANY. A LIMIT SHOULD BE SET FOR THE STATE.  
What happens if 10 of these plants fill the valley eventially, each passing the emmisions regulations. THE 
COMBINED POLLUTANT WOULD BE AT I'M SURE UNHEALTHY LEVELS. 
 
PLEASE ADDRESS THIS. PLEASE USE COMMON SENSE. 
 
PLEASE CLEAN UP FMC, BEFORE YOU PROCEED OPENING A NEW FERTILIZER PLANT. 
 
PLEASE DO NOT LET THIS COMPANY JUST DO WHATEVER IT WANTS FOR THE SAKE OF JOBS. 
THEIR ARE OTHER WAYS TO CREATE JOBS. THIS IS NOT THE KIND OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT IDAHO WANTS. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Victor Watts 
Pocatello ID. 
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Name: Charles A. Whitmire 
Email Address: 1cw@cableone.net 
Affliation: Idaho Resident. 
 
I tried your DEQ web site but application errors kept occuring. 
 
Background: I have lived in southeast Idaho for a number of years. I came from a county in Texas that 
has more heavy industry that the whole state of Idaho that I love dearly. I was working as a supervisor at 
the Shell Oil Company refinery in Deer Park Texas in 1986 and we built a coal Gasification plant there. I 
have worked in coal-fired powerhouses, co-generation plants, solar electric and geothermal plants as well 
as INL. Saudia Arabia in 77 Sunoco Refinery Contract Supervisor 2004. Colleges and 35 years in the 
business has educated me.I want to see America become energy independent while my fellow Americans 
are kept safe, healthy and properous. There is now new technology just engineered that removes CO2 
from Coal Power plants emissions that are beyond the expectations of the design engineers. The target 
was 21 lbs of CO2 in the targeted time frame. 52.9 lbs of CO2 was removed. More than double the 
projected amount at extremely cost efficient ratios. The scrubber unit itilized Caustic Soda and the 
process event was documented on film, certified by professionals and performed at the Arizona Cardinals 
football stadium at Tempe, Ariz. My point is, we have the technology now for coal to be green 
economically. Surely my fellow Americans are fed up with OPEC dictating our freedom and economics by 
oil prices. As with any industry there are wastes that are produced, contained and processed in 
accordance with Federal EPA Laws and state laws. Companies, I think, have come to realize "an ounce 
of prevention is worth a pound of cure"as well as "Chemicals contained can't be blamed". America needs 
the jobs and the energy independence. Energy is a national security issue. However, there is one large 
problem that has been overlooked or no one wants to acknowledge it exists. It does not pertain to "AIR 
Quality" for that is not the only avenue for pollution. This source, in my opinion, is why, is not addressed 
immediately on a national scale will have devastating health effects as never seen before.. Coal is 
transported almost entirely  by trains in the U.S. We all know why train tracks follow and have to cross 
(with open space beneath)rivers in America. This close proximity to watersheds provides the vehicle for 
raw coal to leach into our waters via the train cars that are not leakproof underneath and not covered on 
top. Afterall a train traveling 35 mph into a headwind of 35 mph produces a 70 mph wind. You can verify 
this by walking down any major east to west railroad track and looking down at the coal already deposited 
there. Maps are readily available that show train tracks and the close proximity to streams rivers lakes, 
etc. Of course it will be up to the courts to decide who is responsible for the improper handling of this vast 
and valuable commodity, that if not contained, will affect millions throughout the USA, not just Idaho.. Oil 
companies went thru major litigations historically and as recent as EXXON-Valdez in Alaska for improper 
handling and consequental environmental disaster. I feel if I was a railroad CEO I would be scrabbling to 
correct them problem in Emergency Status.The Coal Gasification Plant should be built. There are 
HEALTHY SOLUTIONS available so all Americans and Industry WINS. This is one problem that needs to 
be corrected immediately to continue utilizing our vast resources of cheap coal while protecting and 
preserving our nation for future generations. Thank You and God Bless America. 
 
 
Name: Valerie Williams 
Email Address: wasivale@cableone.net 
Affiliation: citizen 
Comments: November 18, 2008 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
It is my intention to make formal public comment on the proposed Power County Advanced Energy 
Center.  I am not a member of an activist group.  I am not an employee of a large, competitive 
corporation, nor am I an unreasonable person who does not like to see progress or change.  I am simply 
a concerned citizen.  I have approximately ten acres located directly downwind of the proposed Power 
County Advanced Energy Center in the subdivision formerly known as Portneuf Plateau, now 
Cumberland Acres in Bannock County.  Five of those acres are currently planted in hay, four are in 
pasture grass for my horses, while on the last acre I have built a barn and plan to build my dream home.   
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I purchased this ground in order to enjoy the beautiful, green country atmosphere Bannock County has to 
offer me and my animals.  However, I am deeply concerned about the CO2 emissions this plant will 
produce.  I realize the EPA has no regulations regarding CO2 emissions, none the less, I believe I have 
reason to be concerned.   

Greenhouse gas production and global warming are of great concern. Discharging CO2 into the air will 
have a negative effect.  I would like to be able to continue to live on this planet for the rest of my life and 
not have to worry about the harmful effects produced by this plant.  I vehemently oppose building this 
plant.  There are other methods which can be implemented to produce the products offered by the Energy 
Center.  Let’s not endanger our own livelihood just for the sake of giving someone a job or boosting a 
sagging economy.   

If you have any questions regarding my comments, please feel free to email me at 
wasivale@cableone.net. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Valerie Williams 
 
From: Jennie Winter    [moontree@allidaho.com] 
To: Cheryl Robinson;  
Subject: Coal Gasification 
Date: Saturday, November 22, 2008 5:44:32 AM 
Cherl, Please tell me how I can work to prevent the coal gasification plant from becoming a reality. Thank 
you. Jennie Winter 775-3178 
 
 
Name: Earle Wolfrom 
Email Address: earlewolfrom@yahoo.com 
 
Attachments: Idaho_coal.pdf 
      I am a resident of the State 
      Earle Wolfrom 
      1482 S. Higbee 
      Idaho Falls, ID 
 
      I have attached a 3 paragraph comment. 
      Thank you for democracy. 
 
      Earle 
 

Thank you for taking the opportunity to review my concern and suggestions  
regarding Air Quality Permit P-2008.0066. The entire reading of this document 
convinces me, should the regulations be followed, the Power County, ID coal processing 
plant will not significantly disturb local air quality under ideal conditions. I also 
understand carbon dioxide emissions are an important factor in climatology and as 
emissions, are not currently regulated. As economics weigh heavy on meeting 
regulations, carbon dioxide will most likely not be captured at this coal processing plant. 
To reduce the global impact of this site, I propose a regulation for energy efficiency be 
enforced. The effect, hopefully, is to reduce carbon dioxide emissions while not 
hindering production and/or profit. By utilizing waste heat, the plant could reduce either 
direct energy consumption or provide a net increase for other users while maintaining or 
even reducing overall carbon dioxide emissions. 

As stated in the permit, there will be multiple flare points at the plant. Depending 
on the frequency of operation, I propose additional measures to capture and utilize these 
gases. More disturbing is a few of the flue stacks will emit gases as hot as 1800F. High 
temperature emissions are directly correlated to inefficient processing Please regulate 
these high temperature emissions to a more reasonable heat loss value, respecting 
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available efficiency attainable. Installation of on site electrical turbines to utilize would 
reclassify the fertilizer processing facility, and the location away from public 
infrastructure prevents utilization as a community steam plant. The commercial use of the 
excess heat should be left to the company to decide where to profit, and not released into 
the atmosphere. 

Curtailing carbon dioxide emissions through regulation of heat emissions, the coal 
to fertilizer plant will be better received on a global scale. Increasing efficiency of the 
process and/or distribution of waste heat will work to provide a community wide net 
reduction of atmospheric carbon dioxide emissions. Demonstrating Idaho is fully 
cooperative with the green business movement motivates the entire nation to move 
forward in the direction lead by this Rocky Mountain state. 
 
Thank You, 
Earle Wolfrom 
1482 S Higbee 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404 
 



 

 

Appendix C 
 

Public Comments Submitted for 
 

Permit to Construct 
 

October 9, 2008 American Falls Public Hearing Transcript 
 

P-2008.0066
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Mr. Turner also attached a copy of the Sierra Club/ICL comments. The original Sierra Club/ICL submittal to DEQ is 
included in Appendix F 
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