MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
FOR THE
FREDERICK /CARROLL COUNTY RENEWABLE WASTE-TO-
ENERGY FACILITY
PERMIT APPLICATION HEARINGS/COMMENT PERIODS

Dates and L ocation: First hearing, water discharge permit applicatbaty
August 22, 2012
C. Burr Artz Public Library
110 E. Patrick St., Frederick, MD 21701

Second hearing, all permit applications

January 30, 2013

Tuscarora High School Auditorium

5312 Ballenger Creek Pike, Frederick, Maryland 3170

Purpose of the Hearings: The purpose of the public hearings was to receive
comment on the Department’s Tentative Determination the following state
permits and approvals related to the constructi@hagperation of the proposed
Frederick/Carroll County Renewable Waste-To-Enétggility (FCCRWTE) to
be located at 4549 Metropolitan Ct., McKinney Inmia$ Park, Frederick,
Frederick County, MD 21701:

» Air Quality Permit-to-Construct, Non-Attainment N&Swurce Review
(NA-NSR) Approval, and Prevention of SignificanttBxéoration (PSD)
Approval

* NPDES/State Discharge Permit

* Refuse Disposal Permit (including Scrap Tire Acaapt)

The public was provided the opportunity to preseat and written comments
at both public hearings and to submit written comtaérom December 20,
2012 through May 20, 2013 on all of the above noed permits and
approvals.

Tentative Determinations: The Department’s Tentative Determination for thre ai
related permit/approvals concluded that the emmssimmtwo, 750 ton per day
mass burn municipal waste combustors would meapalicable regulatory
requirements and the permit/approvals should, fiverebe issued.

The Department’s Tentative Determination for théewdischarge permits
concluded that the discharge of variable amoungsoopimwater to the Monocacy
River and an average of 400,000 gallons per dapaiing water blowdown from
the proposed waste-to-energy facility to be disgpbeito the Potomac River would
meet all applicable regulatory requirements ang#renits should, therefore, be
issued.



The Department’s Tentative Determination for thefuBe Disposal Permit
concluded that the solid waste handling elementseproposed waste-to-energy
facility (tipping bay; refuse storage pit; biosa@jdash & metal recovery; and the
warehouse, maintenance, and administration busdinguld meet all applicable
requirements and a permit should therefore be dssue

Comment Information: The Department received written comments from
over 1800 individuals and several organizationsnduthe public comment
period. Also, numerous oral comments were madeeatwo public hearings by
the nearly 100 people who testified.

There were a number of comments that were beyanddbpe of any specific
permit or approval under consideration. The Depant contacted Frederick
County, Wheelabrator (WTI) and the Northeast Margll&Vaste Disposal
Authority (NMWDA) to obtain information regardingsie of these comments,
and provided responses based on the informationd®d in this Response to
Comment document.

The Department’s responses to all non-media spemfinments and those of a
general nature are provided immediately below. pBeses to the media-
specific permits and approvals are presented ilatiis document in separate
sections specific to each medium — air, water and.|

SECTION |
Responses to comments of a general nature or comments that are non-
media specific

Comment 1 - Impact on property values

“Degradation of property values: Who wants to Inext to an incinerator or
operate a business nearby?

“Potential declining property value concerns wiggaird to neighborhoods and
businesses in the general vicinity of the incinarat

Response

The Department does not have the authority to §petiere a source may be
located nor base its review of the permit appla@abn land use concerns and
possible economic impacts on the local economie Department’s review is
limited to the effect that a project may have o&énvironment and public
health. The physical location of any facility aihe effect that facility may
have on property values is a local land use corsid® and is managed
through local zoning and land use laws.



Comment 2 - The project’s effect on the historsgghificance of the Monocacy
National Battlefield

“Construction of the proposed waste-to-energy tiasimerator, only a few
hundred feet from the park boundary, will haveramediate and irreversible
impact on the historic and natural qualities that battlefield preserves.
Historic views will be marred by a multistory buihg and a massive
smokestack, which will dominate views from everyray of the battlefield.”

“In 2014 it will be the 158 anniversary of the Battle of Monocacy. Frederick
County is going to get an influx of tourists. Wihpuld you want to scare them
away with this monstrosity at the edge of the b&#ld?”

“l am also concerned that the proposed WTE atroeiliyruin the view-shed of
the Monocacy National Battlefield.”

Response

The Department appreciates the National Park SEs/{blPS) and citizens’
concerns and recognizes the importance of proggthi® Monocacy National
Battlefield as a valuable part of Maryland’s histoiThis issue, however, is
similar to that of property values, in that the Begment has no regulatory
authority to consider a project’s impact on thedrisal or cultural significance
of the battlefield when considering whether to é&ssavironmental permits.
Our regulatory authority is confined to addressimgfters involving protection
of public health and the natural environment.

With respect to air quality impacts, however, whidderal regulations
pertaining to air quality do not directly addressthetic impacts associated with
a project, an Air Quality Related Values (AQRV)essment of the project on
Class | areas (national parks larger than 6,008saand national wilderness
areas larger than 5,000 acres that were in existenAugust 7, 1977) and
Class Il areas (see below) was conducted as pattrakview. The five Class |
areas that were evaluated were Shenandoah NaRarlalclosest Class | area),
Dolly Sods, Otter Creek and James River Face Nalthlderness areas and
Brigantine National Wildlife Refuge. On February2®11, a letter was sent to
Mr. John Bunyak of the NPS’ Air Resources Divislonated in Denver,
Colorado, along with officials at the U.S. Fish addlife Service and U.S.
Forest Service, regarding the AQRYV assessment ety the applicant and
requesting concurrence that further AQRV analyseiewot required for the
project. Included in the correspondence is an Ar011 email from Andrea
Stacy of the NPS sent to ECT (environmental cotirdor the Northeast
Maryland Waste Disposal Authority) concerning pdggrair quality impacts to
the Shenandoah National Park, for the closest Claissa to the proposed site:

“Thank you for sending the NPS information regagdthe
proposed waste-to-energy facility to be locate&rederick
County, MD. As indicated in your Feb. 9, 2011detbased
upon the emission rates and distance from ShendnN@a the



NPS does not anticipate that modeling would shoy an
significant additional impacts to air quality rekd values
(AQRV) in this Class | area. Therefore, we arenegesting
that a Class | AQRYV analyses be included in the P&imit
application. However, as John Bunyak indicated elihere are
several sensitive Class Il NPS parks located wilitirkm of the
proposed facility. These include Antietam NB, Roaek Park
and Catoctin Mountain Park. We request that yomgiete a
near-field AQRV analysis for these parks, includang
VISCREEN visibility analysis and the addition ofesal discrete
receptors located in each park for the Class || MEBD
modeling runs. The AQRYV analyses for these seagitass Il
parks can be included under the "Additional Anatyssection of
the PSD permit.”

The applicant conducted analyses of plume visybditd air quality impacts on
four Class Il areas (Monocacy National Battlefidkihck Creek Park, Antietam
National Battlefield and Catoctin Mountain ParR)he analysis confirmed no
significant impact to these areas. See alsosez. and D. of the response to
combined comments 4 and 5 below.

Comment 3 - Safety issues

“I am requesting you deny the permits until FreclefCounty can provide
information to the residents about their... abiliyréspond to emergencies at
the facility that may cause harm to the resideht&rederick Co and the
environment of Maryland.”

Response

Although safety issues are outside the scope dffBE permits/approvals in
question, the following information has been preddy the applicant in
response to citizen concerns:

The facility will prepare and implement site-specgafety, emergency action
and fire prevention and other emergency preparedoiass consistent with
applicable federal and state regulations. Since &lWf€ady owns and operates a
waste to energy facility in the state of Marylatite emergency action and fire
prevention plan for FCCRWTE is expected to be sintib the one for the
existing WTI Baltimore facility. Requirements afdal County Codes and
Ordinances will be incorporated into the plan.

The emergency preparedness plan for FCCRWTE wadliess certain
emergencies and minimize their impact on the engasythe facility and
Frederick County. The plan will address variouses that could occur and the
appropriate actions to be taken. Emergency actraobilization procedures,



chain of command for corrective action, outsidenagecontact for assistance
and rapid deployment of needed resources willatddressed in the plan. The
emergency preparedness plan will contain the folgw

» Scope of Plan

» Basic Policy

» Declaration of critical event and call list

* Response Actions

* Handling of inquiries

» Personnel responsibilities

» General procedures

» Specific emergency procedures

» Fire, evacuation and emergency telephone list
* Hurricane, flood, lightning, tornado and other matwlisasters
* Bomb threats

* Medical emergencies

The emergency preparedness plan, coupled withrthedntrol and emergency
evacuation plan, will specify roles and responiibg for emergency situations
and contingencies. Employee preparedness is tholsiccessfully
responding to emergency situations. Therefordsanm emergency situations
will be practiced by each shift.

Comment 4 - Night time lighting

Was there an assessment of night time lightingisneffect on the surrounding
landscape?

Comment 5 - Visual impact

“Has a study been performed to determine the visoéct upon the
landscape?”

Combined Response for 4 & 5

Although visual impacts of the surrounding landscapd night time

lighting are outside of the scope of the MDE pesmmtquestion, according
to the applicant, there were a number of visualiohgssessments that were
completed for the project during the permit apgl@aprocess. Those
studies included the following:

A. The Frederick County Planning Commission revig\ree site
plan on September 14, 2011. The staff report (6B48AP #11919,
APFO #10924 & FRO #11920 - September 14, 2011 )dibtat site
lighting will be shielded to prevent ambient or glayd lighting and



light levels in the parking areas will not excee8l fdot candles at the
property lines.

B. As part of the MDE Air & Radiation Management
Administration (ARMA) Air Permit application revieva visibility
impairment potential and effects of wet cooling éswperations
(including wet cooling tower plume visibility/foggg) evaluation was
completed [Section 8.3 and 8.4 of the Frederickt@ia€ounty
Renewable Waste-to-Energy Facility (FCCRWTE) PSD/AI
Construction permit application; October 2012].

C. In response to a request by the National Paki&e(NPS) Air
Quiality office (Denver), the Applicant conductetlevel-2 plume
visibility impact analysis in February 2012 to asspotential impacts on
the Monocacy National Battlefield (MNB). The plumisibility impact
analysis was conducted using Federal Land Man&gdi) and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-recommendede visual
impact screening Level 2 procedures. Plume visyhithpacts were
determined for an observer situated at three domhaistances from
the FCCRWTE stack within the MNB; i.e., at the YosiCenter,
Worthington House, and the nearest MNB boundarg. Sthdy
concluded that the visible impacts were within @loeeptable limits.
The complete analyses can be found in the dockehéoproject.

D. The applicant has consulted with the local aagianal National
Park Service (NPS) staff, including the Monocacyidial Battlefield
Park Superintendent, during the Facility's desilgase in an effort to
incorporate NPS suggestions into the final desighe Facility.

After multiple meetings and correspondence withiPS, the applicant
incorporated numerous architectural design chamgeshe Facility to
improve the view of the Facility from both the Befield and other
vantage points in Frederick County. These changesifscally
included:
(1) altering the overall appearance of the buildingrfran industrial
complex to a series of building forms;
(2) using curves and angles on the roofing forms, whrehmore
harmonious with the landscape of the nearby terrain
(3) changing the Facility's stack design to reduceverall size and
appearance;
(4) using a blend of colors on the Facility's fagcadedmplement
the background and landscape; and
(5) using a blend of wall system products that provitee
appealing detailing and a more human scale.

Comment 6 — Opportunity for public comment




Commenters requested that the MDE schedule anbéaemng for each permit
(air, water and refuse disposal) to allow for & &iling of the many concerns
and extend the comment period an additional 60 dégs the additional
hearings. Many felt that 3 minutes was not enougk to comment at the
hearing and questioned why elected officials gotetimne. Several
commenters stated enough time was not given tewethe large quantity of
documents associated with each permit, it wascdilfito find some of these
documents, and there was a lack of information ath@uproject and the
hearing provided to county residents.

Response

Section 1-604(a)(3) of the Environment Article, Atsted Code of Maryland,
required MDE to publish a notice of tentative deteration on the air, water
and refuse disposal permit applications for thgppsed facility and allow 30
calendar days for public comment before the issmiafithe final determination.

The Department held two public comment hearingtherproposed facility.
The NPDES permit application process was completied to the other
permit/approval application processes, and wasubgect of the first hearing,
held on August 22, 2012. Public notice for thaarmeg was published on July
13, 2012 in the Frederick News Post. Public ndiicehe second hearing was
published on December 20 and 27, 2012 in the Fiddlews Post. The
second public hearing held on January 30, 2013redva| permit/approval
applications. At this hearing, MDE announced thatperiod for submitting
comments on all permits/approvals would be exteraateddditional 60 days
beyond the initial 30 day comment period due taificant public interest in
the project. Subsequent to the hearing, MDE reckrequests for additional
time in which to submit comments. In responséhesé requests the comment
period was extended an additional 60 days througi B0, 2013. Notice
regarding these extensions were posted on MDE'sieeb

The Department received comments on all pendingnip@pproval applications
at the second hearing held on Januar@B@3. In order to allow everyone a
chance to provide oral testimony, the Departmena siene limit of three
minutes due to the large number of people who sigimeto testify. It is MDE’s
standard procedure to call upon elected officiasd fo present oral testimony,
whether for or against the proposal, with no tiatlspecified. Everyone in
the audience who requested an opportunity to off@rcomments at the second
hearing was able to do so before close of the hgafBecause written
comments carry the same weight as oral commentsgiaen the extension of
the comment period, the Department believes thaseoken adequate
opportunity for public comment.



The air, water, and refuse disposal permit/apprapalications and all
supporting documentation were placed in the C. Buiz Public Library
located at 110 East Patrick Street in Frederickptdilic viewing. These
applications were also made available to the pwillMDE’s offices in
Baltimore and published on MDE’s website. In aiddif certified mailings of
the public notice were sent to property owners with000 feet of the property
line of the proposed incinerator, to each membéheiGeneral Assembly
representing Frederick County, to the Departmemaifiral Resources, and to
the Board of Frederick County Commissioners. MI2E katisfied all the
requirements for public notification of the propdsecinerator.

Comment 7 — road and truck traffic issues

Additional truck traffic will have a significant ipact on the quality of life for
the houses on the road, both in noise and saWfil.there be any tractor trailer
restrictions for roads on which houses are clogk@éagoad? Can the roads
handle the increased traffic?

Response
Although MDE appreciates the citizen concerns ia thatter, decisions relative

to the appropriateness of a proposed land useévestat surrounding land uses
are strictly within the province of the local zogiand land-use authority.
Frederick County has provided to the Departmentittem statement and
documentation that all applicable county zoning kmdl use requirements have
been satisfied. This in turn satisfies the requeetof Environment Article,
Section 9-210(a)(3)(1), which is a preconditionreiuse disposal system
permit issuance and Environment Article, Sectio#0D2{b)(1) for the air

permits. The local or State police are responddaenonitoring traffic, and any
trucks using county or State roads in the areabeilsubject to the posted
speeds and weight restrictions for those roads.

Although not required for a Refuse Disposal Peapjtlication, a traffic impact
study was conducted by the applicant to evaluaettential traffic impacts of
the proposed facility on the adjacent roadway nétvand is included in the
application. Based on this study, several recontagons were made to the
State Highway Administration and Frederick Courdytheir consideration. At
the request of MDE, the applicant provided thedi@wihg additional

information: “The traffic impact study report idéred roadway network
improvements needed to accommodate impacts assoewth future growth in
the area and the minor increase in traffic caugeithd operation of FCCRWTE.
With these improvements in place, intersection$ aygérate at acceptable levels
when FCCRWTE is in operation. The improvementh&Route 85/English
Muffin Way intersection will be completed beforetRCCRWTE facility
begins operation.”



Comment 8 - Do the citizens of Frederick Countyehtae right to close the
facility down?

Response

After the incinerator is built and placed in opéerat it will be subject to the
Department’s regulatory and enforcement authomiyeu Maryland law, which
will ensure that the facility operates in accordamdth the permits and
approvals issued by the Department, as well aotrer applicable
environmental statutory and regulatory requiremadtsinistered by MDE.
Various provisions of the Environment Article oetMaryland Code authorize
MDE and/or the Attorney General to initiate an acistrative or civil
enforcement action for violations of applicable ieowmental requirements. In
certain instances, MDE may refer a matter for anashprosecution to the
Attorney General. Federal statutes authorizeasisavho meet federal standing
requirements to file suit against facilities thatlate certain federal or state
regulatory requirements, wherein citizens can sgekctive relief. The degree
of relief that may be sought by either the Departinoe citizens depends on the
nature of the violations.

The Department also encourages citizens to repepexted violations to the
Department so they can be investigated and vellifietthe Department and
steps can be taken to bring the facility back sampliance.

In terms of the permit applications, as part ofghelic participation process
outlined in Sections 1-601 through 1-606 of theiEonment Article, Annotated
Code of Maryland, the Department held public infatimnal meetings and
public hearings and provided for an extended contiperiod in order to solicit
comments from the public on the proposed facilithe Department gives
careful consideration of all comments receivedaf@roposed facility that relate
to the Department’s regulatory authority, and cadify or even deny an
application if it fails to meet applicable laws amgjulations. Persons who
commented during the public review process and theethreshold standing
requirements may challenge the Department’s fietdmninations on the
issuance of the air permit to construct, the NPDE&ES&r discharge permit or
refuse disposal permit by filing a petition for jcidl review based on
objections raised during the public review perioddny or all of these permit
determinations.

Comment 9 — Contract and economic issues

The contract is poorly written. The project maykapt the County. The
finances, waste logistics and environmental bemediported by NMWDA are
unreal. MDE and NMWDA should provide revised faltets and tentative
determinations. The proposed incinerator will I6ckderick County taxpayers
into a long term contract which will force contirueounty membership with
the NMWDA, at a cost projected to be up to $275,it4BY 2015 and possibly



higher late on. Also, Wheelabrator's monthly fé&43,159 payable to the
NMWDA will be billed to the County. There are niilhs of dollars of hidden
costs for County taxpayers; County also failechude costs for landfill
depletion or for long hauling of ash after Reiclosd=landfill is full.

The contract includes numerous loopholes and imaces that will result in
legal problems for years to come, and cost theatgeqs millions of dollars.
MDE and NMWDA should provide revised fact sheetd tentative
determinations which address the issues raise@imynenters and which more
clearly inform the public as to the actual risksl &enefits of this project
(including difficulty in importing enough trash tan the facility at maximum
capacity). Applicant should also provide updaiedricial information that
utilizes current electricity rates.

Response

The provisions of the contract between the apptiddartheast Maryland Waste
Disposal Authority, and Wheelabrator Technologies, (the facility operator),
as described in the comment, are outside of theesobthe Department’s
review of the permit/approval applications, andéfiere do not bear upon the
Department’s decision to issue or deny a permiDER$ role is to evaluate the
proposed site and the proposed design to deterimnienpact that air
emissions, water discharges and the physical aperat the facility may have
on human health and the environment.

Comment 10 — Concerns about burning tires

Burning of the tires will create a strong finandratentive to burn recyclable
materials. The application does not concretelgifpamount of tires to be
burned or the source of the tires; could the figcihien turn into a tire
incinerator versus a trash incinerator? Commeetgwaised about burning
scrap tires along with municipal waste and sewagige. If the proposed
facility operates at the maximum capacity, therk lva over 23,000 tons of tires
burned per year, which will be trucked in from ofistate. Scrap tires should
not be used for burning and rather used for engimg@rojects to improve road
infrastructures.

Response

As stated in the air and refuse disposal permiliegons, the proposed waste
to energy facility is designed to combust 1500 teeisday at 5,500 Btu per
pound of municipal waste, industrial waste, sewslgdge and scrap tires.
Because the actual daily quantities of processibliel waste combusted will
vary based on the actual Btu content of the soidtevcombusted on that day,
scrap tires will be combusted to offset the eftbat sewage sludge combustion
will have on the higher heating value of the ovesalid waste mixture. The
application also states that up to 20,000 tong/ear of scrap tires may be
combusted at the proposed facility. Thereforehatmhaximum annual solid
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waste throughput rate, the maximum amount of tesbusted would represent
less than 4% of the total waste stream. Scrapriasbe brought to the facility
by county transfer vehicles, scrap tire haulernseomixed with the trash. Based
on the applicant’s projection of the amount of pdiees to be accepted, the
facility would still be considered a municipal wastombustor. If the facility
wanted to burn significantly more scrap tires, tMIDE would require the
permittee to demonstrate how the facility wouldl b able to comply with

their emission limits.

At the present time, there are four other facsiiie Maryland that burn scrap
tires, and one large scrap tire processing fadititgaltimore City that recycles
the tires into chips, a large percentage of whrehtlaen sold for use as a tire
derived fuel. The counties (Harford and Montgomeunyd Baltimore City, in
which these scrap tire facilities are located, tw@ to meet or exceed the
current recycling rates required by Maryland s&tut

Comment 11 — archaeological issues

One commenter stated that the largest colony at&ifrAmerican slaves on the
east coast has been excavated at the proposembioct this true and would
there be any prohibitions on building the faciloy this location?

Response

Although archaeological review is outside of theme of the MDE permits in
question, the applicant has informed MDE that thaye consulted with
Maryland Historic Trust and there is no known higtof the archaeological
artifacts or excavation on this property as destcriby the commenter.

Comment 12 — How does NMWDA's projection of 15{006 of metals to be
recovered at the facility annually compare with Ntgymery County’s
incinerator?

Response

This question falls outside the jurisdiction of M®E and this permit,

however, the MDE has been informed by the applitzattthe

Frederick/Carroll facility will have a more advadceetal recovery system than
the one installed at the Montgomery County ResoReeovery Facility. As
such, they are anticipating a greater recoveryfaatthe ferrous and non-
ferrous metals, but the total tonnage recovereldbsil function of metals
remaining in the waste stream that is processed.

Comment 13 Should the zip code of the facility be 21704 indtef21701 as
noted on the application?

11



Response

Yes.

SECTION II
Responsesto commentsrelated to the air quality control permit to
construct and NNSR and PSD approvals

Comment 1 - Comments relating to hazardous aiupadits/toxic air pollutants

“l am concerned about the number of hazardouscdiutants the permit will
allow released; that is mercury, lead, hexavalammium, et cetera.”

“Lead, mercury, hexavalent chromium and dioxinsjas¢ a few of the poisons
that will be emitted into the air we breathe.”

“The stack will be clearly visible from my back despewing toxic particulate
toward my house...”

“Section B lists hazardous air pollutants which Vdoiotal up to 111 tons each
year in spite of the best filtration they can bringear.”

“The contractor is seeking permits to burn upQavillion pounds of tires per
year...”

“Specifically, during the combustion of tires, thie becomes tainted with
benzene, styrene, PAHSs, and most notably dioXlmses contain a high
concentration of metals and chlorine, and thesévardactors that catalyze an
increase of dioxin formation during the incineratjrocess. According to the
EPA, there is no safe level of exposure to dioxams] scrubbers do not remove
all the dioxins.”

“Burning toxic tires then burying the poisonous &sho way green.”

Response

Under EPA’'s New Source Performance Standards (N&P&)unicipal waste
combustors, emission standards have been estabfisheertain heavy metals
(lead, cadmium, mercury), acid gases (hydrogenricid@nd sulfur dioxide)
and organics (dioxins and furans). These emissamdards are based on the
availability of emission control technologies tlaa¢ deemed to be cost
effective. The requirements for the Applicant toetnthese standards are
contained in Part B of the draft Permit to Congtruc

Under State regulations (COMAR), Maryland has depetl screening levels
for toxic air pollutants that are based on heatitega developed by the
American Conference of Governmental and Industtiaienists (ACGIH).
These screening levels represent the concentrattithe pollutant at ground
level that, if not exceeded, would ensure thatblutant would not
unreasonably endanger human health. For carcimogehutants, the
screening level is set to ensure that the maximxposed individual will not
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have an increased cancer risk of more than 1 irDD00 For non-carcinogenic
pollutants, the screening level is set at 1/160the value used by the ACGIH
in their efforts to protect workers from the effecf pollutants encountered in a
working environment.

Assessments of the impacts from toxic air polligdram the facility were
conducted using the AERMOD dispersion model anildfohg the modeling
procedures, meteorology data gathering and recgptbdetermination
methodology as described in Section 6.0 and 7tBeopermit application.
Table Il of the Permit to Construct Fact Sheet @edtative Determination
summarizes the results of the modeling. For tloetsarm averaging periods
(i.e., the 1- and 8- hour), the 110% maximum caudirs rating (MCR)
operating scenario was used since this operatisg resulted in the highest
short-term impacts. For the annual screening Jekiel60% MCR operating
scenario was used since this operating case rdsnltbe highest annual
impact. Table Il shows that maximum air qualitypaets for all the toxic air
pollutants reviewed were found to be below the Dipant’s screening levels
by one or more orders of magnitude. This meansttiegprojected ground level
concentrations are too low to have an adverse itipdwiman health.

Comment 2 - Comments relating to the applicabdit{£PA regulations
“Additionally, EPA regulations affecting federabsidards of emissions are
constantly increasing. There is no information ribis facility will meet these
more and more stringent standards, and | am coadexipout the ability to do
so0. The costs of retrofit Baltimore’s waste combudue to the Clean Air Act
amendments of 1990 were over $40 million and tieer® assurance this
facility will be capable of handling emission and@essing upgrades over the
next 30 years.”

“On November 18, EPA proposed updated emission limits under theung
and air toxic standards for new power plantshif tncinerator is built is it
subject to the new standards.”

Response

If the proposed Frederick County facility is consted and placed in operation,
it would be required to meet any new standardswvioald apply to either that
individual facility or the category of municipal at@ incinerators. Typically,
whenever standards for new (yet-to-be construaged$sion sources are made
more stringent, standards for existing sources@made more stringent, but
are given a reasonable amount of time in whiclotopy, generally three
years.

On November 16, 2012, EPA proposed updated emisisas for mercury and

air toxics for power plants. On April 24, 2013,Afnalized these updated
limits. These new requirements affect only newl-caiad oil-fired power
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plants. These rules do not apply to incineratush as the proposed Frederick
County facility.

Comment 3 - Comments relating to health impacts

“All of these toxics have been studied numerougsiwith conclusive findings
that show direct links to several cancers, cardioutar disease, serious birth
defects, and respiratory problems.”

“How many cancers will result from the 4.2 pound$exavalent chromium
that will come from the incinerator every year? Tésthat acceptable? Is one
cancer acceptable?

“Four hundred pounds of lead a year coming fromitb&erator — this is from
table B—means that between a child’s birth andatie of 18 the environment
around the incinerator will accumulate an additiaha00 pounds of lead...the
biological effects of lead start in concentratiomsasured in parts per billion.”
“The pollutants from the incinerator can make ogthea worse.”

“Frederick County has the highest respiratory disda the state. It also has the
highest cancer rate in the state. And probablyafitikee highest in the nation,
actually, both respiratory and cancer rates.”

Response

The Department evaluated emissions from the prapbsederick County
facility, including emissions of lead. For pollata for which EPA has
developed health-based ambient air quality starsdamd the air quality in the
area meets those standards, the Department madteledfect those pollutants
would have on ambient air quality and concluded tihe proposed facility will
not cause a violation of any of these standaras.pbllutants for which a
health-based standard exists but the area doesewitthose standards, the
Department’s evaluation concluded that the propdseitity would need to
install state-of-the-art pollution control equipnhand also to offset any
remaining emissions through pollution reductiorseeihere, which is consistent
with federal Clean Air Act requirements. For tozic pollutants, the
Department modeled the proposed facility’s emissiondetermine the
maximum ground-level concentration of each pollutamd compared those
concentrations to concentrations established b{pdpartment and designed to
be protective of public health. This exercise ¢oded that all modeled
concentrations would not exceed the health-basedetdrations. For
information regarding the risk that toxic air padats may pose, please refer to
the responses to comments 1land 4 of this section.

For lead, specifically, it should be noted thatemithe Clean Air Act the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) déyament process
establishes air concentration levels based on groteof human health and
welfare, with an adequate margin of safety. FadJeon-air pathways and
sensitive individuals, including children, were salered in setting the

14



standard. The facility’s projected maximum anreraissions of lead of 0.2
tons per year (tpy) is less than the PreventioBigiificant Deterioration (PSD)
significant emission rate (SER) listed in 40 CFR29Zor lead of 0.6 tpy;
therefore, emissions of lead are not subject to RgDirements. In addition,
under State air toxics regulations, potential einissof lead are below MDE
screening levels. As such, projected levels of Eadssions are not considered
to be significant or adversely impact human heaitter the Clean Air Act.

The Maryland Asthma Control Program addresses &adit and
childhood asthma. It is located in the CenteMaternal and Child
Health at Department of Health and Mental HygidDENH).

Asthma Control Program

Center for Maternal and Child Health
Family Health Administration

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene
201 West Preston Street, Room 309
Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-2196

The Maryland Asthma Control Program at the Maryl&=ggartment of
Health and Mental Hygiene has developed a Maryhsttima Plan to
provide a common vision for individuals, organinas, and
communities to address the burden of asthma in ldiady The Plan
serves as a roadmap to implement and evaluatedadattatewide
actions based on best practices of medical andamaental asthma
management. The Program has also published daneslreports
regarding asthma in Maryland. Information aboet Asthma Control
Program, including links to the most recent repard statistics, can be
found at the following website address:

http://phpa.dhmh.maryland.gov/mch/Documents/Asthiscdion Agenda.pdf

The American Lung Association of Maryland, estdi#id in 1919, is
actively engaged in the fight against lung diseaselsding asthma,
emphysema, and lung cancer. Information about gsgrha and
programs related to air quality and lung diseasag Ine obtained at the
following website address:

http://www.lung.org/associations/states/maryland/

Comment 4 - Health-Risk Assessment

“l object to the Maryland Department of the Envinoent issuing any of the
permits until a thorough health-risk assessmepérformed in the area of the
proposed incinerator by an independent agencyhy@¥heelabrator.”

“There are 11 schools within a couple mile radilithe proposed incinerator.”
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“The greatest burden will be to the people who Wdlsickened from this with
cancer and other grave illnesses.”

Response

The application included a report, dated April 20d2titled “Human Health
Risk Assessment for the Frederick/Carroll Countpé&¥eable Waste-to-Energy
Facility, Frederick County, Maryland” was prepal®dCPF Associates on
behalf of Wheelabrator Technologies.

The report “presents a human health risk assesstoadticted to address
concerns associated with potential stack emisgrons the FCCRWTE. This
analysis is not a formal requirement for the petingtprocess, but was
conducted to evaluate whether the Facility wouldehan adverse impact on
human health.”

The report reached the following conclusions:

“The risk assessment results were all below thel@ark risk levels,
indicating that the Facility is not anticipatedh@ve an adverse impact on
human health.” Specific results are describedvelo

- The lifetime cancer risks potentially associatethwtack emissions
were at least 10 times lower than the USEPA and Méftlatory
benchmark level of 1xI8(1 in one hundred thousand). The total
lifetime cancer risks ranged from 3x1@3 in one billion) for the
hypothetical child resident receptor assumed ® divthe maximum
residential impact location north of the Facilioy8x10” (6 in ten
million) for the hypothetical adult farmer recepmsumed to live at the
maximum impact farm location. Even if the highesk result for the
hypothetical adult farmer (6x10 is added to the highest fish ingestion
risk (5x107 for a hypothetical adult fishing scenario involyia typical
farm pond), the total lifetime cancer risk assaiatvith stack emissions
would be 1x1®P(1 in one million) still below the USEPA and MDE
benchmark risk level of 1x10

- All of the non-cancer hazard index values wereast 15 times below
the commonly-used USEPA and MDE benchmark hazakekiof 1.0
and at least 4 times lower than the supplementd® APl benchmark
hazard index of 0.25, indicating that adverse namcer effects are
predicted not to occur. The highest hazard inésxlts were 0.05 and
0.06 for the hypothetical adult and child farmezators, respectively,
assumed to live at the maximum impact farm locatiBren if the
hazard index results for the fish ingestion pathhyg fishing scenario
involving a typical farm pond), the total hazardex would be 0.09,
still well below both the 1.0 and 0.25 benchmarkard index levels.
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- Infant exposures to PCDDs/PCDFs and dioxin-like B@Bre 300 or
more times lower than USEPA’s comparison level®@p§ TEQs/kg-
day.

- The maximum short-term (1-hour average) air comeéinns were at
least 14 times lower than the corresponding a@fexence air
concentrations. Even under potential upset camulitishort-term air
concentrations would still be below acute refererm@centrations,
indicating that adverse short-term inhalation éfere not expected to
occur.

- Overall, the methods and assumptions used in tlikysis were
conservative (i.e., health protective) and, theeefthe risk assessment
results are considered much more likely to be stenated than
underestimated.”

Comment 5 - Compliance Issues

“In Massachusetts, Wheelabrator was found liableefovironmental violations
at three of their incinerators and fined $7.5 roil’

“In addition Wheelabrator has been fined millioriglollars in Baltimore along
with several states for violating their contraatsl & PA standards regarding the
release of toxins into the environment. What diligahce did the MDE

perform in advance of issuing these permits torms¢liat violations will not
occur at the Frederick facility?”

“In Baltimore Wheelabrator was fined for failuredontrol toxic emissions of
mercury into the air.”

Response

The Baltimore incinerator currently owned by Whéeetdor (formerly known as
Baltimore RESCO) has been in operation since M&p1%ince that time,

its three most significant alleged air violatioesulted in payments to the Clean
Air Fund of approximately $95,000.

The Department believes that the applicant foRGERWTE incinerator--the
Northeast Waste Disposal Authority--will ensuretttiee incinerator is operated
in good faith to comply with all requirements iretbepartment’'s permits and
any other applicable environmental requirements.

The permits will impose recordkeeping, reporting amonitoring requirements
on the facility which will provide the Departmenttiwvinformation that will
help establish whether the facility is performinmgperly. This information will
help the Department to take appropriate action lsh@wiolation occur.

The facility will be required to install and contiously monitor emissions of
NOx, SO CO, and C&from the incinerator stack. The facility will albe
required to monitor key operational parametersh acbon injection flow rate,
inlet flue gas temperature and opacity (via CordiusiOpacity Monitors
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(COMSs)) to give a continuous indication that patatcontrol equipment is
functioning properly. The Department will condacinounced and
unannounced inspections, consistent with EPA grammitments, to ensure
that the facility is operating in compliance andttthe performance indicators
the facility is required to monitor are being monéd.

If constructed, the Frederick County facility wike a “major source” (as
defined in COMAR 26.11.02.01C) of air emissionss aAmajor air emission
source, FCCRWTE will be required to designate paasible official to submit
an annual compliance certification to the Departneentifying compliance
with each applicable permit requirement. In additiFCCRWTE will be
required to submit an annual emissions certificabig April 1 of each year for
the Department’s review.

The facility will be required to monitor the opemat of its equipment and must
maintain records of the operation. Personnel filmenDepartment are then able
to use these records to determine any possibldgmsbwith the facility and

any resulting excess emissions. Documents regardjorting and record
keeping that will be generated are consideredqddtte public record and will
be available for public review.

Finally, the Department is legally required to coaidfull compliance
inspections of major air emission sources, sudhagproposed facility, as a
condition of grants it receives from EPA.

Comment 6 - Ambient Air Quality/Ozone Non-Attainniesues

“Let’s not add to the already questionable air gqualf Frederick County...”
“Currently, Frederick County does not meet EPA dtads or guidelines for
NOx or nitrogen oxide pollution levels.”

“Frederick County is already nonattainment, whickams you already have air
quality problems.”

“What are the current atmospheric levels of NOkiaderick County?”

“What are the current atmospheric levels of PM, B3V PM10 in Fred. Co?”
“The American Lung Association recently gave Frede€County an “F” for
poor air standards.”

“Was the appropriate baseline ambient air quakittadollected? When and by
whom?”

Response

Maryland is currently in attainment with the Na@#mbient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for NOx. However, NOx is alspodiutant of concern as
a precursor to ozone formation. Currently, theeecunties within Maryland
which do not meet the NAAQS for ozone. The ozoaedard is set by EPA
under the federal Clean Air Act. This does not misat new emission sources
of ozone precursor emissions (NOx or VOC) are fmitddl. With respect to the
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issue of ozone, a pollutant for which Marylandnsionattainment, the Clean
Air Act allows new sources of ozone to locate inriiand, provided they meet
certain requirements designed to minimize the irhpach sources would have
on air quality. For large emission sources sucR@SRWTE (major sources
within the context of the Clean Air Act) low-emitt control technology is
required to be installed and the emissions remgiafter application of the
control technology are required to be offset byeater than one-to-one margin.

Maryland is making progress on addressing ozorerelhave been hundreds
of pollution reduction programs put in place sid®®0 that have helped
improve our air quality. The difficulty of late that, as we achieve or nearly
achieve a standard, a more stringent standardogssed. In 1997, EPA issued a
revised ozone health standard of 0.08 parts pdéiom{lppm) based on an 8-
hour measurement to protect human health againgetcexposure periods.
The new standard replaced the 1-hour standardl@fffpm that had been in
place since 1979. This lower standard averagedav8-hour period is more
stringent than the 1-hour ozone standard, but iempmtective of public health.
In April 2004, EPA designated the Baltimore and Wagton metropolitan area
as “moderate” ozone non-attainment areas for tjet-¢iour ozone standard. In
2005, the older 1-hour ozone standard was revakdtijs time only the 8-hour
standard is in effect. However, to avoid backslidor losing progress towards
attainment, states are required to maintain theifspeontrol measures needed
under the 1-hour standard now included in a statgdementation plan.

Over the past several decades, the MDE has adapteonplemented
numerous control programs (laws, regulations, vialynmeasures) that reduce
NOx and VOC emissions in Maryland.

The most significant recent control program isMeryland Healthy Air Act
(“HAA™), which significantly reduces NOx from Marghd older coal burning
power plants. The HAA imposes more stringent nequents than the federal
Clean Air Interstate Rule and is the most subsdhatnission control program
ever adopted in Maryland. The HAA reduced Marylaogver plant NOx
emissions by 70% (compared to 2002 levels) in 20@9by 75% in 2012. The
2009 and 2012 reductions were a significant pathefattainment scheme
developed by the MDE to meet the 1997 federal ozteredard.

In 2008 EPA revised the federal ozone standardhasdecently begun
implementation of this standard. Maryland haséhrenattainment areas in the
state. The revised standard requires a reviewmfals on major sources such
as power plants. The control review will focusemnissions during ozone
season and ensure against spikes through a resnsiedions rate limit.

Several new control measures are being adoptedisply to help Maryland

attain the federal ozone standard. The programedlition to the existing
control programs that continue to be implementetienforced, allow
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Maryland to develop an attainment demonstratiohghaws how Maryland
will meet the federal ozone standard.

MDE does not operate any NOx, PM-2.5, or PM-10 rwwsiin Frederick
County at this time. Frederick County is partlo# targer Washington-
Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV Core Based Stdiisal Area (CBSA)
that EPA uses to designate attainment statusvelaithe NAAQS. EPA
Region Il has approved the air quality monitorimgfwork for this CBSA and it
consists of monitors in DC-MD-VA-WV. As such, thie quality for the region
is characterized by the design values generatedghrthe approved
monitoring network.A design value is a statistic that describes the air quality
status of a given location relative to the level of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Design values are computed and published annually by EPA's
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

The 2011 design values for the Washington-Arlingddexandria DC-VA-MD-
WV CBSA are as follows:

PM2.5 annual — 10.8 mgfm

PM2.5 24 hour — 26 mgfin

PM10 24 hour — no exceedances of the 150 mstamdard
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour — 59 ppb

Nitrogen Dioxide Annual — 16 ppb

These design values are below the NAAQS.
(http://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.hthl

The 2012 design values are still being finalizedERA.

Comment 7 - Mercury

“Ninety-two pounds is way too much mercury to bénganto the air”.

“Minute amounts of mercury can and do cause vetgse chronic and acute
health problems. Mercury has been found to beeagingly concentrated in the
food chain through a process called biomagnificatio

“And | see permits for incinerators for waste coaining power plants or coal
power plants that have continuous monitoring rezraents for mercury. A lot
of facilities are starting to have that right nomdahe idea that’s optional on
this permit is a joke and it needs to be manddtory.

Response
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Emissions of mercury were analyzed as part of 8 Pollutant review of
metals generally associated with municipal wastenarators, which include
cadmium (Cd), lead (Pb), and mercury (HQ). (Seevi®e of a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Approval Application”With respect to mercury,
federal rules regarding municipal waste incineagat a numeric emission
standard of 50 ug/dscm corrected to 7% Bowever, the PSD Best Available
Control Technology (“BACT") limit, which applies tiis facility, is a more
stringent 17 ug/dscm, corrected to 7% O

Based on the short term emission rate of 17 ug/ddwrannual mercury
emissions from the facility cannot exceed 92 poundsy consecutive
12 month rolling period. To demonstrate compliawié the annual
mass limit for mercury, FCCRWTE must install onleaombustor
either a continuous emissions monitoring systenES”) for mercury
or a sorbent trap for mercury.

In the event the Hg mass emissions exceed 92 palurdwgy any
consecutive 12 month period, FCCRWTE is requiredieathe terms of
the permit to secure the services of an indepergtentonmental
consultant to perform an optimization study of gecontrol
technology and prepare a report that includes recemdations for
improving the efficiency of the control technologypon the
Department’s review and approval of the report, RGO E is obligated
to implement the report’s recommendations withird&gs, unless the
Department agrees to an extended implementaticedsitd

Finally, as part of a mercury mitigation initiatiMeCCRWTE is required to
enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) withDepartment at least
30 days prior to the commencement of construc(i®ae Permit to Construct
Part G, Condition (2)(g).) The Permit requires peemittee to fund mitigation
measures in accordance with the MOU, for a peraidmexceed 10 years.

Comment 8 - Fine Particulates

“At full capacity, the incinerator will emit 10 ntibn pounds of particulate
matter per year...These emissions are in very snadiicees and they can lead
to serious health problems and environmental daraagleey accumulate and
persist in the air, water, land, and bodies.”

“These particulates are largely unregulated butlikgly soon be, adding to the
need for additional emissions controls and expen®trofitting on the stack.”
“Furthermore, the draft air permit lacks any linois emissions of fine
particulate matter in an area that already failsé®t clean air standards.”

Response

The following types of particulate matter are reged! by the Department and
the U.S. EPA: PM (particulate matter), PM-10 (airi® particles with a
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nominal diameter of 10 micrometers or less) ang Pfdirborne particles with
a nominal diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less ad$erred to as fine particulate
matter).

In July 1997, USEPA established two new RIMAAQS: an annual standard
of 15.0ug/m® and a 24-hour standard of f§/m°. USEPA designated the
Washington DC-MD-VA area (including Frederick Cognds nonattainment
for the 1997 PMsNAAQS, effective April 5, 2005 (70 FR 944, 1/5/2005

Since these designations were made; Pt quality in the Washington DC-
MD-VA area has improved such that concentrationBMf2.5 in the ambient
air are significantly lower than they were in 2006e Washington DC-MD-VA
region’s federal reference monitors have demorestrabmpliance with the 65
ug/m® daily standard since the inception of the RKhonitoring programs
within each state. The federal reference monitaxeldemonstrated compliance
with the 15.0ug/m® annual standard since 2005. The most recent dealge
for the 24-hour standard, based on 2009-2011 @a28g/m°, and the most
recent design value for the annual standard, baxs@D09-2011 data, is 10.8
ug/m°®. Based on this demonstration, the Department dtstém formally request
that EPA Region Il designate all counties in tteesas “attainment.”

The commenter’s statement that at full capacity,iticinerator will emit 10
million pounds of particulate a year is not corrddte Frederick County
incinerator will have the potential to emit 36.8is@er year total particulate
matter (PM) and 68.1 tpy of PM10. These annualdiare reflected in a new
Table 4 of the Prevention of Significant Deteriavat(*PSD”) Approval.

Also, since Frederick County is in a designated-atainment area for PM
the FCCWTE facility is not subject to PSD reviewt lwould be subject to
Non-attainment New Source Review (“NA-NSR”) if potial emissions
exceeded the 100 tpy threshold. As discussed ithdephe Department’s
tentative determination for NA-NSR, the potentedifity-wide emissions of
PM,sare 66.7 tons per year. This is less than the NA&R EBplicability
threshold of 100 tons per year. Neverthelessgépartment has added
Condition 6 to Part C of its final NA-NSR Approvathich states that
emissions of PM2.5 must be less than 100 tonsegmarfpr any consecutive
rolling 12 month period. Stack testing will be veégd as part of the initial
compliance testing for the source. If it is detered that emissions of PM2.5
exceeds the 100 tpy non-attainment threshold,ltimén FCCRWTE will be
required to revisit NSR LAER (Lowest Achievable Esion Rate)
requirements for PM2.5 and establish and allowabiession limit. In addition,
FCCRWTE will be required to obtain PM2.5 emissidfsets at a ratio of 1:1.
Upon review and approval by MDE, the new PM2.5 siois limit will be
included in a revised NSR approval. It should beeddhat if PM semissions
did in fact trigger non-attainment NSR for this jeid, the same BACT control
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measures applied for PM10 control would also satis¢ LAER requirement
for PM,s.

Comment 9 - Monitoring Requirements

“Wheelabrator will be allowed to self-monitor”

“Wheelabrator and the Authority are required td festhe most toxic
emissions once each year.”

“There are four pollutants for which they are tamtiouously monitor...But the
four pollutants, none of those are the toxic or@s.if there’s one pollutant,
mercury, that will be tested every three monthseigtt other pollutants, like
acids or metals, particulate mater, dioxins, théylve tested every 12 months.”
"We have learned here in Frederick that self-mamitpindustry does not work.
ESSROC’s $100,000 fine for not monitoring their ssions properly?”

Response

Self-monitoring is not without government oversight information
transparency. The air permits and approvals faER@WTE include monitoring
requirements to ensure that the owner/operatodearonstrate continuous
compliance with all applicable air emission limiidgis and restrictions,
including applicable requirements for toxic anddrapus air pollutants.
Continuous compliance will be demonstrated for spoitutants by the use of
continuous emission monitoring systems (CEMS) #bdmatically record
emission outputs as they occur. For example, Ficdd€ounty will be required
to install and operate CEMs for nitrogen oxides ¥\Qulfur oxides (SOx) and
carbon monoxide (CO) and the toxic air pollutaytjdochloric acid (HCI). For
mercury, FCCRWTE will be required to install eitlemercury CEM in
accordance with 40 CFR 60.58b(d)(4) or a sorbampt @EM installed and
operated in accordance with Performance Specifiedt?B. For other
pollutants for which CEMS are not available, thenpie conditions establish
alternate continuous compliance demonstration nasth@ferred to as
“parametric” monitoring. For example, a pressur@pdndicator, COM and
inlet flue gas temperature indicator will be usegarametric monitors for
cadmium and lead; while carbon injection flow rades inlet flue gas
temperatures will be used as parametric monitardifixins/furans. Table 1 of
the PSD approval has been expanded to include pevife parametric
monitors will be used to demonstrate continuousgpl@nce with emission
limits for a number of pollutants that will not rma CEMS. These parametric
monitoring metrics are also capable of being meskaontinuously and
recorded.

Comment 10 - Emission Offsets

“On page 315 of the air permit, NOx offsets are tiogred, but it is only
generally stated that pollution offsets must bawigtd from the same general
area. What geographic area is this, MDE? Thiglsié®be explained in
detail.”
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“In order to meet the non-attainment provisionsrf@jor new sources of air
emissions there must beduivalent emission offsets from existing sounces i
the area impacted by the proposed new major statypoaource’ The potential
NOx emissions have been identified as 229.8 tonyger, and, therefore,
projected reduction credits in the amount of 298r& would not be
sufficient...Additionally, the ability to comply witthis provision is doubtful
since no sourcds the areato offset this amount have been specified.”

Response

The requirement to obtain NOXx offsets is triggevaty because NOx is an
0zone precursor.

Six common air pollutants (also known as “critgy@lutants”) are found all
over the United States. These six pollutants argqulate matter, ground level
ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogeideg and lead. EPA calls
these pollutants “criteria” air pollutants becaugegulates them by developing
human health based and/or environmentally basestier{science base
guidelines) for setting permissible levels. Theddimits based on human
health is called primary standards. Another séinufs intended to prevent
environmental and property damage is called secgrsfandards. A
geographic area with air quality that is cleanantthe primary standard is
called an “attainment” area; areas that do not rieeprimary standard are
called “nonattainment” areas. Frederick Countgrisattainment area for all
criteria pollutants, including NOx, except for oeoand fine particulate matter.
Ozone is a secondary air pollutant, which is cbatephotochemical reactions
in the atmosphere. The two types of chemicalsahathe main ingredients in
forming ground level zone are volatile organic cannpds (VOCs) and NOx.
Under intensive sunlight, NOx reacts with VOC toguice ozone. Emissions
of NOx or VOC and creation of ozone do not occuhatsame time period, that
is, the emissions from the Frederick County facifitay contribute to the
ground level ozone in other areas. For example, weekday, the peak VOC
or NOx emissions occur between 7:00 and 9:00 anohtlze ground level ozone
concentration reaches its peak between 1:00 arfidpk®. Since ground level
ozone is a regional problem, FCCRWTE is allowedde emission reduction
credits from other regions for emission offsetoaig) as such credits come
from a region with a non-attainment ranking eqoadit higher than the area of
concern and emissions of the particular pollutesrnfthe other area have been
demonstrated to contribute to a violation of theéidteal Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) in the area where the new enmasnit will be located.

Comment 11 - Cumulative Impacts

“Right across the railroad tracks is a factorygbingles for roofs and that
produces tar. | smell the tar in the air, so | e you're just adding more
pollutants to that... there is already factories #ratalready adding pollutants.
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I don’t need another building that produces toxired we breathe in, for me and
my family.”
“How were “cumulative effects” addressed in thempieirequest?”

Response

The Department’s regulatory focus in evaluatingpplication for a permit for
the construction of an air pollution source is tigdli to air quality impacts
associated with the equipment presented in thacgioin. Water, land use,
solid waste, noise and other such issues are msidered within the context of
the air quality permits, but are or may be congden conjunction with other
required MDE, state or local permits. .

As part of its evaluation of the air quality per@agplication, the Department
reviews technical information contained in both éipplication and the
Department’s files and in published reference nmter A determination is
then made as to whether the estimated emissiomstfre equipment under
review will or will not cause or create:

1. Aviolation of any of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (for federal criteria pollutaras)
regulatory requirements associated with those
standards.

2. An adverse effect on public health (for toxic ai
pollutants).

3. A nuisance.

Cumulative air quality impacts for federal critepallutants are not taken into
account directly, except in the case of very lagerces whose emissions could
possibly cause a significant deterioration in aialgy. Cumulative impacts for
criteria pollutants relative to existing sources &ken into account indirectly in
that the emissions from all existing sources aflected in the ambient air
pollutant concentrations measured by monitors &xtaround the State. From
a permit review standpoint, the monitored valuegfariteria pollutant is
considered to be a background level (more detgédnding this is provided in
the next paragraph). If an existing source orleection of existing sources has
an adverse impact on air quality it would be rd#teldn the monitoring data.
Cumulative impacts associated with toxic air palhis are also not taken into
account directly, but are done so indirectly in $sleéing of the standard: the
regulatory standards established for toxic airytalits are set conservatively
(1/100th of the worker safety level) to, among otténgs, account for the
presence of multiple sources.

For criteria pollutants, the Department reviews eiod) information (or
conducts its own modeling) and determines the maxirmambient pollutant
concentration that the proposed equipment is eggddctgenerate. This
maximum concentration is then added to the backgtgmonitored)
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concentration to determine an overall estimatedachplf the overall impact is
estimated to be below the federal ambient air uatandard, the determination
is that the equipment will not adversely impactaaiality. For toxic air
pollutants, the Department reviews modeling infarorato determine whether
the maximum ground-level concentration is belovtestagulatory standards,
which are protective of public health. If the mixg determines that the
maximum concentration is below the standards, thgaltment’s conclusion is
that the equipment will not harm public health.r Be Frederick County
facility, the conclusion reached by the Departmeiihat the emissions from the
facility would not cause a violation of any ambiaitquality standard and the
maximum concentration of any toxic air pollutantuMbbe below any threshold
that the Department considers injurious to pubdialth.

Comment 12 — Technology

“50-year-old technology that’s going to pollute dand”.

“Building the plant will lock Frederick County intald technology for decades
and preclude us from using new technology that beagleveloped during the
useful life of the plant. The plant will be paftFrederick for several
generations, and as EPA standards change, it wil likely need to be
retrofitted several times to meet stricter emissegulations.”

Response

There is an inherent risk in choosing any technpiaghat it may at some point
become outdated. Frederick County looked at skgelid waste management
options to arrive at the chosen waste disposahtdolyy with the intention that
it is the technology that will serve their needstfte foreseeable future. While
it is possible that new federal or state regulatioray impose additional or
more restrictive requirements in the future, ibindy conjecture at this point as
to what any new regulations will entail and thecassted cost for complying.
There is an equal possibility that other curreathgilable municipal solid waste
management and disposal approaches or technoklg@s/ould be subject to
more restrictive requirements in the future.

Comment 13 - Modeling Issues

“Were the combined effects of the Dickerson Inciter and the FCCRWTE
modeled to determine if there could be signifigamacts in the area
surrounding the facility?”

Response
All areas of Maryland are designated as PSD Claam®as. Significant Impact

Levels (SIL) for Class Il areas have been estabtidhy EPA to serve as an
initial evaluation of air quality impacts. If asgiersion model predicts that the

26



impact of a criteria pollutant’s emissions from fireposed project are less than
the applicable Class Il SIL for that pollutant,thtee pollutant is considered
insignificant and poses no threat to the applicAtA&QS or PSD increment.
Additional analyses relative to attainment of th@AQS and PSD increments
are not required or necessary for criteria polltgavith predicted impacts less
than the SIL.

For criteria pollutants with impacts greater thiae SIL, further evaluation is
required to determine whether additional modelingraalysis is necessary to
demonstrate NAAQS and increment attainment. Wighexception of the 1-
hour NG and 1-hour S@impacts, the maximum facility air quality impaéis
the FCCWTE facility are below the PSD SILs forR8D pollutants and all
averaging periods. A full impact analysis was regfionly for the 1-hour N©
and the 1-hour S£Qemissions from the project.

The full impact analysis expands the preliminarglgsis in that it considers
emissions from (1) the proposed source; (2) exjstources; and (3) residential,
commercial, and industrial growth that accomparyrtew activity at the new
source (i.e., secondary emissions). The full impaalysis consists of a
separate analysis for the NAAQS and PSD increm@éhis.Montgomery

County (Dickerson) RRF is included as an existimgrse in the modeling
analysis which ultimately demonstrated compliandé the 1-hour N@and 1-
hour SQ NAAQS. A complete list of the sources that weredeled as part of
the NAAQS demonstration can be found in the peapyglication in Appendix
H- Supplemental Air Quality Impact Analyses 1-H®N®, and SQ Impacts.

Comment 14 - Dust/Odors

“...the incinerator will give off an odor in the hotonths of the year...”

Response

The Department’s air quality control regulationshpbit a source from causing
a nuisance. Under normal operations, the MWCifgéd not expected to be a
source of odors as FCCRWTE will deposit its wasta totally enclosed tipping
floor that will be under negative pressure. Theliappon of a negative pressure
will serve to minimize the opportunity for odorogases escaping to the
ambient air. Because the combustion air for theionpa waste combustors
originates from the tipping floor area, any odoraweterials or gases will
ultimately be destroyed in the combustion chamAdditionally, post-
combustion air pollution control equipment suchitesspray dryer absorber and
fabric filter will serve to further minimize thestiharge of materials which may
have any residual odors. Odor surveys will be cotetlwhen the plant is
inspected by Department personnel. Inspectionsaoayr on an announced
and an unannounced basis. Finally, the Departmeagttake an enforcement
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action against the company if it is found to beiwmiation of these or other
applicable MDE regulations.

The Department’s regulations regarding nuisancasffellows:

COMAR 26.11.06.08- Nuisance. “An installation semises may not be
operated or maintained in such a manner that ancésor air pollution is
created. Nothing in this regulation relating te ttontrol of emissions may in
any manner be construed as authorizing or permittia creation of, or
maintenance of, nuisance or air pollution.”

COMAR 26.11.06.09- Odors. “A person may not causgermit the discharge
into the atmosphere of gases, vapors, or odorsnoeye property line in such a
manner that a nuisance or air pollution is created.

These regulations, which address nuisances anag,aslould apply to the
FCCRWTE facility, and, the Odors regulation explicapplies to areas beyond
the operation’s property line. If these regulasi@ne violated, the Department
has the authority to take enforcement action ag#nesoffending party. The
Department has used this authority on many occasmaddress odor/nuisance
issues that have occurred throughout Maryland.

Also, see the response to comment 6 in sectiorf IMi® document.

Comment 15 - Alternate Sites Analysis

“Additionally, there has been no “analysis of alt@ive sites, sizes, production
processes, and environmental control technique&wproves the facility’s
“...benefits significantly [emphasis added] outwetbk environmental and
social costs imposed as a result of its locatiah@mstruction.”

Response

COMAR 26.11.17.03(B)(6), pertaining to applicanibject to non-attainment
new source review (“NA-NSR”), provides that the Bement must deny a
permit or approval unless, among other things, afalysis of alternative sites,
sizes, production processes, and environmentataldaethniques for a
proposed source demonstrates that benefits ofrtdpoped source significantly
outweigh the environmental and social costs imp@sea result of its location,
construction, or modification.”

Frederick County, in its application, did conduw tequired analyses, detailed
in Sections 4.0, 5.1 and 5.2 of the air permitdostruct application. They
considered whether alternative projects or sitanitigating measures would
offer more environmental protection than the preglogroject without unduly
curtailing non-environmental benefits. The anayfmonstrates that the
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benefits of the FCCRWTE facility outweigh potensaicial and environmental
costs related to its location, construction or rfiodfion.

Per the application, the Frederick County Boar@ofinty Commissioners
evaluated 11 sites on which to locate the incierat he applicants provided a
detailed analysis as to why they chose the propsised

Most of the 11 sites were eliminated because &f td@ccess or distance to
suitable and reliable non-potable water sourceglaguate land area for the
facilities and/or buffers, and distance to elealriaterconnection.

The final site was selected based on the follovenitgria:

a. Proper zoning;

b. Convenient access to the electric transmissioresysither via a 34.5-
kV transmission line from FCCRWTE to the adjacemwpr line along
the railroad tracks or by a 230-kV transmissioe lirom the Facility
switchyard to Allegheny Power’s Lime Kiln substatj@pproximately
2 miles away.

c. Adequate supply of potable water from Frederick i@gp@and non-
potable water for processes and cooling water tomakeup water
from the wastewater treatment plant.

With regard to alternative production processes gpplicant evaluated various
options and determined that a “1,500-tpd regioresterto-energy facility
would result in the lowest net present value co$irederick County over a 20-
year planning period” with “minimal environmentasdharge and
environmental impacts.” The application also stdiiéhe cost of long-haul
transfer was evaluated as more expensive tharetbeted option of a 1,500-tpd
waste-to-energy facility that would serve both feméck and Carroll Counties.”

Comment 16 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions

“Per unit of energy produced, garbage incineragionts more carbon dioxide,
the leading climate warming pollutant, than burncogl.”

Response

According to the Climate Registry, a nonprofit eblbration among North
American states, provinces, territories and Nafegereign Nations that sets
standards to calculate, verify and publicly remgpgenhouse gas emissions into
a single registry, their 2013 Default Emission Begtshow that the GO
emissions from burning coal range from 93.40 kg/MBtu to 103.54 kg
CO,/MMBLtu (depending on the type of coal) as compdce80.7 kg

CO,/MMBLtu for municipal solid waste.
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Moreover, as stated in the Maryland’s GreenhouseEsaissions Reduction
Act Plan published on 7/25/13:

Waste-To-Energy asa Solid Waste M anagement Tool. In 2010, the most
recent year for which data has been compiled, rti@ne 1.5 million tons of
solid waste was landfilled by municipal solid walstedfills in Maryland.
Anaerobic decomposition of municipal solid wastéaindfills produces
landfill gas in the form of methane and £Of the two gases — methane,
which comprises approximately half of landfill gass significantly more
potent. The global warming potential of methaner @9 years is at least
21 times greater than an equivalent amount of. @0a shorter 20-year
horizon the global warming potential of methan@dgimes greater than an
equivalent amount of COEarly reductions in emissions of greenhouse
gases are vitally important to slow the rate atolwtglobal temperatures are
rising.

Waste-to-energy facilities can reduce GHG emissibresugh generation of
electricity that displaces higher carbon fossilfiired generation, and
through recovery of ferrous and non-ferrous metatsordinarily captured
by residential recycling programs. The recoveretatsavoid the GHG
emissions associated with the less energy effigesduction of metals
from raw materials.

Both US EPA and internationally adopted climataqyotecognize the role
of waste-to-energy as a greenhouse gas mitigatiategy. According to
EPA, when compared to landfilling, WTE is often thester disposal option
for generation of cleaner electricity.
(http://www.epa.gov/sciencematters/april2010/scinemergy-from-
waste.htr). Waste-to-energy incinerators produce virtuatlynmethane and
generally produce less greenhouse gas emissiomsathdfills equipped
with flares or gas-to-energy systems that genedatricity from the
combustion of methan&ee, “Is it Better to Burn or Bury Waste for Clean
Electricity Generation’http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/es802395e
Many European countries have adopted solid wasteageanent polices
that shift reliance from landfills to recycling arecovery of energy from
waste.

The State’s long term goal is to minimize the nfedvaste disposal
facilities through implementation of enhanced wasieimization,
recycling, reuse and composting initiatives. Unfogtely, however,
because of projected population growth and othetofa, we expect a
continuing need for post-recycling disposal fa@stfor some years to
come. Because of its carbon benefits, there isesfoo WTE as a bridge
technology in the State’s greenhouse gas mitigati@ategy.

Comment 17 - Truck Traffic
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“l am not sure that anybody has even addresseskti@us truck traffic and
safety issues associated with transporting toggdiage to the incinerator
daily.”

“The additional trucks bringing in trash from ouksithe county will also add to
the pollution.”

Response

Traffic and vehicle safety are not issues thatDbpartment addresses in its
review of the permit applications. See Responggaimment 7 in Section 1 of
this document.

The State of Maryland currently has a program tluce the visible emissions
from diesel trucks. In 1999, legislation was sigjtieat established Maryland’s
first Diesel Vehicle Emissions Control Program. dénthat law, diesel trucks
and buses with a gross combination or gross vehielght of over 10,000
pounds are subject to testing of the vehicle’s aghamissions. Regulations
were developed in cooperation with the Maryland &#&pent of Environment,
Transportation and State Police and with the Mawylaransportation Authority
Police. These regulations, which became effeati\2000, established testing
procedures and emissions standards.

On July 10, 2000, Maryland State Police beganrtgsteavy-duty diesel
vehicles for exhaust smoke opacity. Opacity iseasnrement of the ability of

a substance to inhibit or block the passage of.li@moke opacity, measured as
a percent, is also representative of the amoupauiculate matter (often
referred to as soot) present in diesel exhaushiclés covered under this
program must meet certain smoke opacity standards.

Comment #18 - Deposition

“And what happens to the farmland that is downwahthe plant? Would you
eat crops that come from the fields where the astixec waste lands?

Response

An air quality impacts assessment of toxic airytalhts (TAPS) from the
facility were conducted using the AERMOD dispersmadel. Table Il of the
Permit to Construct Fact Sheet and Tentative Detation summarizes the
refined AERMOD TAP results for the FCCRWTE combustoSome of the
toxic metals analyzed were: arsenic, beryllium neagn, chromium,
dioxins/furans, lead and mercury. The analysis detrated that air quality
impacts from TAPs would be below the MDE screer@wgls at the property
boundary. Itis reasonable to conclude that dépposmpacts at locations
beyond the property boundary would be less siganific
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SECTION |1, Subsection 1: Responsesto EIP

The following air related comments were receivenhira single organization —
the Environmental Integrity Project (EIP).

Comment #1- Plvs Applicability

The Permits must satisfy nonattainment New Soumadw Requirements
including offsets and Lowest Achievable EmissionieéRar PM s or limit PM; s
emissions to 24 ppmvd @ 7% &t all times

Response

The aggregate PMemissions (66.7 tons per year) associated witlptbgect
did not exceed the applicable emission thresh@d®E&D or non-attainment
NSR (i.e. 100 tpy). As such, NA-NSR requirementsi#M, sdo not apply.
However, MDE has added Condition 6 to Section efNA-NSR approval
conditions which sets a Piemission limit of not more than 100 tpy.

The PM 2.5 emissions estimates are based on theigedexperiences of the
combustor designers, the project developers, dutpm control suppliers, and
available test data. The estimates provided agendd to be reasonable
compared to other facilities. For example, Enekggwers projected PM 2.5
emissions are approximately 70 tons per year fai8hV rate of 4000 tons per
day. In comparison, the applicant here conserghtigstimated about 67 tons
per year for a processing rate of 1500 tons per day

FCCRWTE will be required to conduct an initial Pdstack test for the MWCs
to confirm that PMs emissions did not trigger NA-NSR. See also respdos
Section 2, Comment #8.

Comment # 2- VOC Applicability

The Permits must satisfy NA-NSR requirements, idiclg offsets and LAER,
for VOCs or limit VOCs emissions to 6.6 ppmvd @ Tyoat all times

Response

Potential facility-wide VOC emissions for the projevere estimated at 11.8
tons per year and did not exceed the applicableN$& threshold of 25 tons
per year. FCCRWTE will be required to conduct a V&a&xrk test to confirm
and document that VOC emissions did not trigger N@R.
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Comment #3- NOx Precursor

MDE must consider NOx as a BMprecursor in its NA-NSR applicability
analysis.

Response

Per the NA-NSR tentative determination, potentraissions of NOx exceed the
NA-NSR threshold of 25 tons per year as an ozoaeyssor.

The NA-NSR Approval requires the following:

a. Implementation of Lowest Achievable Emission RaRKER) of air
pollution control for NOX;

b. Obtain emission reductions (offsets) for regulaietiutants at a
ratio of 1.3:1;

c. Certify that all other sources in Maryland ownedAYCRWTE are
in compliance with all applicable requirements uritie Clean Air
Act; and

d. In accordance with COMAR 26.11.17.03B(6), conduat ‘analysis
of alternative sites, sizes, production processed,environmental
control techniques that demonstrates that berafitse proposed
source significantly outweigh the environmental andial costs
imposed as a result of its location, constructiomodification.”

The NA-NSR determination has been revised to glahat NOX is also a
precursor to PMs and that emissions of NOx exceed the 100 ton par y
threshold for PMs precursors. It should be noted, however, thatduitianal
requirements are triggered by this clarificatioarthhose already imposed in the
NA-NSR Approval. In the case of emission offsétsg, ratio for NOx as a
precursor to PMs is the less stringent 1:1 ratio as opposed tortbie stringent
1.3:1 ratio required for NOx as an ozone precursor.

The following is from the Maryland State Implemédiua Plan:

EPA's PM simplementation rule requires that state air agesaigake a
determination of the significance of Rdpollutants/precursors for SIP

planning purposes, including requirements for matehicle emission budgets
for use in conformity. The significance of eachcprsor for PM s has been
analyzed and determined by EPA. Based on EPAis@d¥M s-direct, SQ,

and NQ were deemed significant for the Baltimore, Marglaron-attainment
area, while ammonia (N§land other precursors were deemed insignificant at
this time.

Comment #4 - Ph_Applicability
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If MDE concludes that the incinerator does not nmeajor source thresholds for
PM, s, it must review PMs under the minor new source review program which
should include dispersion modeling

Response

Per the NA-NSR tentative determination, the Depanias concluded that the
potential PM2.5 emissions of 66.7 tons per yeanftbe FCCRWTE does not
trigger major source thresholds for NA-NSR. FCCR&\oes trigger PSD for
PM and PM10, and these pollutants are thereforgsuto PSD emission
limitations, as identified in Table 1 of the PSDpegpval.

The Department disagrees with the commenters’ stiggethat dispersion
modeling should be included for BMbecause dispersion modeling is required
under PSD regulations for attainment areas. Frekl€ounty is a non-
attainment area for PM. EPA addressed this issue in the January 15, 2013
final rule:

A few industry and state commenters addressedsie iof potential
dual review (applying NNSR and PSD simultaneousdged on distinct
designations for separate averaging times of the PMAAQS. These
commenters generally agreed with the EPA’s conatutiiat it was reasonable
to apply only the NNSR permitting requirementsutthssituations and not
PSD...Based on the express terms of existing regofatonly the NNSR permit
requirements, and not PSD, apply for the pollufdht s in cases where the
area is designated nonattainment for at least orexraging time of the Pp4
NAAQS.

Comment #5 - SGemissions

The permits must satisfy NA-NSR requirements, idelg offsets and LAER,
for SO, or limit SO, emissions to 14 ppmvd@ 7% @ all times.

Response

The applicable New Source Review program that epps Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD), and the PSD Apm@iadoes limit SQ
emissions at all times as follows:

24 ppmvd@7-percent 24-hour daily geometric block average- 24 houlyda
block average must be based on a minimum of 18shidw/C unit operating
time); and

14 ppmvd@7-percentdannual 12 month rolling average)

SO, emissions limits are based on the use of BACTraunst be continuously
monitored with SQ CEMS to ensure compliance.
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Table 4- Facility Wide Limits has been added toRISD Approval to further
clarify the allowable annual S@mission limits.

Comment #6 - Emission limits

MDE must review the permit to state that short-t&&D emission limits for
PM, PM10, PM;s, SGQ, VOCs, NOx, CO, and lead apply at all times, idahg
during startup, shutdown and malfunctions

Response

The PSD and NA-NSR approvals already identify tméssion limits that apply
during startup and shutdown. Either the permitd¢a&io a limit that applies at
all times, including startups and shutdowns, orgéenits specify separate
limits during normal operation and during startumgl shutdowns. There are no
exemptions in the permits from emission standawdsialfunctions. In

addition, Table 1 of the PSD approval identifies theans by which
FCCRWTE must demonstrate continuous compliance thétstandard.

a. PM (Filterable only): 10 mg/dscm@7-percent(@inimum 3 test-run
average)

b. PM10 (Filterable and Condensable): 24 mg/dscrp@¢ent Q
(minimum 3 test-run average)

In addition to stack-testing, a continuous opagignitoring system
(COMS) will be installed and used as a parametoaitor for
particulate matter. However, if FCCRWTE decideste a PM CEMS
in lieu of a COMS, then compliance will be based2drhour daily
block average.

c. PMs The level of emissions for PMdid not trigger PSD or NA-NSR
review. However, see also response to Section &yn@mt #8.

d. SO, 24 ppmvd @ 7-percent,O24 hour daily block average and based
on a minimum of 18 hours MWC unit operating timega
14 ppmvd@7-percentJannual 12 month rolling average).
SO, emissions will be continuously monitored with aD,$EMS.

e. VOCs: The level of emissions for VOCs did not teg@NA-NSR
review. As a consequence, FCCRWTE is not subjeatregulatory
standard for VOCs.

f. NOx: “To meet Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER
requirements when burning municipal solid waste \W)Salone or in
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conjunction with natural gas, tires, or acceptaewage sludge),
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) shall not excéggpmvd on a 24-
hour block average, corrected to 7% oxygen.”

g. CO: Normal operatiorit00 ppmvd@ 7-percent4-hour block
average); and
80 ppmvd@7-percent30-day block average)

During periods of start-up and shutdovl®0 ppmvd@7-percent,O
(Contiguous 24-hour average)
CO emissions are required to be monitored with (EDGS.

h. Lead: 75 ug/dscm @7-percent ninimum 3-test run average).
Parametric monitoring includes the use of a fafiiter pressure drop
indicator, COMS, inlet flue gas temperature indicand Broken Bag
Detectors system.

Comment #7- CEM Data

MDE must clarify that continuous emissions monitgrsystem data recorded
during startup, shutdown and malfunctions will laécalated in compliance
with determinations for BACT limits.

Response

The PSD Approval, the NA-NSR Approval, and the HetsmConstruct all
contain requirements for operation, maintenancecattration of continuous
emission monitors.

From the PSD Approval - “The Permittee shall instgberate, maintain, and
calibrate the CEMS in accordance with the Perfolceaé®pecifications under 40
CFR Part 60, Appendix B and the Quality Assuramoe@&dures under 40 CFR
Part 60, Appendix F.”

Comment #8 - Monitoring

The Permits do not require continuous complianceieission limits for
multiple pollutants

a. PM, PM10 and PMs

b. Dioxins/furans and mercury
c. Lead, cadmium, HCI, HF and,i3O,

Response
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Table 1- Summary of BACT Requirements for Municijpgste Combustors
has been revised to include the continuous congaiamethod for each
regulated pollutant. It should be noted that eroissiof PM s did not trigger
non-attainment new source review. However, seeratsponse to Section 2,
Comment #8.

Comment #9 - Opacity

The draft PSD permit references an opacity limitalhs not set forth in the
permit

Response

Opacity is not a regulated pollutant under the P8&ram. However, The
opacity limit is addressed in “Table 1- NSPS SubgarEmissions Standards”
and COMAR 26.11.08.04 in the Permit to Construcim@liance with the
opacity standard will be achieved by use of a caatus opacity monitoring
system (COMS).

Comment #10 —Mass emissions

MDE must revise the permit to include mass emisbioits, must limit flow
rate at all times and must require that flow be sneed continuously and
reported to MDE

Response

Table 4- Facility-Wide Emissions Limits has beededito the PSD Approval
conditions.

The NSR Approval requires “The Permittee shallahstalibrate, maintain,
and operate a meter to monitor exhaust flow ratele flue gas of each
combustor.”

The Department does not agree with the commeraérithaddition to mass
emission limits and a flow meter, that it is algxassary to limit flow rate.

The primary purpose for monitoring flow rate ispmvide the data necessary to
calculate mass emissions for each of the regufat#tdtants. It is not necessary
for flow rates to be limited in a permit since #és no meaningful standard that
would apply. Additionally, flow rates are directiglated to the waste
throughput (in tons per hour) that is monitored eodstrained by a permit

limit.

Comment #11 — CO BACT
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MDE erroneously failed to require an oxidation tzhas Best Available
Control Technology for CO from the municipal wastenbustors.

Response

As part of the BACT analysis for CO [Section 4.2.6f the PSD permit
application], FCCRWTE identified two post-combustiechnologies for the
control of CO emissions (one of which was an oxafatatalyst). However,
neither of these CO control technologies has egenlinstalled on a municipal
waste combustor facility. Oxidation catalysts amewn to be susceptible to
deactivation due to impurities present in the eshgas stream. In addition, an
oxidation catalyst would oxidize S@ SQ, leading to a collateral increase in
emissions of sulfuric acid mist (BQ,). Other design and operational issues
(such as available space, proper flue gas temperatnge and residence time)
make the utilization of an oxidation catalyst omanicipal waste combustor an
unproven and potentially infeasible technology.isTdetermination eliminated
this technology from further consideration as reggliby Step 2 [Eliminate
Technically Infeasible Control Options] of the tdpwn BACT analysis.

By way of background, the inclusion in the 2012ised CPCN conditions for
the Energy Answers Fairfield facility in Baltimooé an oxidation catalyst to
reduce CO emissions to 75 ppmdv @ 7%00 a 24-hour block average basis
was based on an inaccurate BACT analysis. The FRRiRplemental
Environmental Resource Document [9199-Supplemé&Rd); June 2012; P 5-
9] identified the Palm Beach MWC as the basislier€O BACT analysis:
“The BACT determination for the Palm Beach MWC wited by EA as the
basis for proposing the same emissions limitati®BACT for the Fairfield
facility, and for adding an oxidation catalyst ts proposed emission control
system. " This statement was inaccurate and does not réfledinal Florida
Department of Environmental Protection BACT deteration.

The Palm Beach MWC permit [Palm Beach Renewabledyrieark Air Permit
No. 0990234-017-AC (PSD-FL-413) Palm Beach Renesviblergy Facility
No. 2 Palm Beach County; 12/23/2010] does not recan oxidation catalyst as
part of the CO BACT analysis [Florida DepartmenEoiironmental

Protection; Division of Air Resource ManagementcAmcal Evaluation &
Preliminary Determination; DEP File No. 0990234-4C (PSD-FL-413);

Palm Beach Renewable Energy Facility No. 2; Novemibe 2010]. This report
specifically states (Page 22 of 49)he SCR technology provides the freedom
to optimize operation of the grate and furnacets tow CO, VOC and
organic HAP emissions can be achieved without ilagtan of oxidation
catalyst (oxcat as discussed belowfigwever, the Palm Beach MWC PSD
permit includes a lower CO emission limit [80 ppm@7¥ % Q; 30 day rolling
average] than the limit in the FCCRWTE Draft PSDpAgval.
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In recognizing the more restrictive CO emissionstlin the Palm Beach
County Renewable Energy Facility No. 2 PSD perthi, Department is
imposing this more restrictive CO emission limidahas revised Table 1 of the
PSD Approval [PSD Approval PSD-2012-01] by addingadditional limit for
CO of 80 ppmvd @7-percent,@BO0 day rolling average, including periods of
start-up and shutdown). This would reduce the an@@aemissions to 248.3
tons per year for the facility based on operatiogtinuously at 100% load for
8760 hours per year.

Comment# 12 — CEMS Data

The Permittee should be required to submit all CEMfissions data and alll
data regarding monthly throughput to MDE.

Response

The PSD approval (Part G (1) and (2)) specifieSGB& emission data that is
to be submitted to MDE-ARMA on a monthly and qudwtéasis.
Furthermore, COMAR 26.11.01.11- Continuous Emissitamitoring
Requirements contains CEM Data Reporting Requirésresnfollows:

COMAR 26.11.01.11E(2)(a)-(c)
(2) CEM Data Reporting Requirements.
(a) All test results shall be reported in a formaproved by the
Department.
(b) Certification testing shall be repeated whenBDtepartment
determines that the CEM data may not meet perfocmapecifications
because of component replacement or other conditltat affect the
guality of generated data.
(c) A quarterly summary report shall be submitiethie Department not
later than 30 days following each calendar quaridre report shall be
in a format approved by the Department, and shalude the following:
(i) The cause, time periods, and magnitude ofralssions
which exceed the applicable emission standards;
(i) The source downtime including the time andedat the
beginning and end of each downtime period and vendtie
source downtime was planned or unplanned;
(iif) The time periods and cause of all CEM dowrgimcluding
records of any repairs, adjustments, or maintentratemay
affect the ability of the CEM to meet performanpedfications
of emission data;
(iv) Quarterly totals of excess emissions, installadowntime,
and CEM downtime during the calendar quatrter;
(v) Quarterly quality assurance activities;
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(vi) Daily calibration activities that include reénce values,
actual values, absolute or percent of span difftexenand drift
status; and

(vii) Other information required by the Departmémt is
determined to be necessary to evaluate the da¢estare that
compliance is achieved, or to determine the apipiitya of this
regulation.

Comment #13 — GHG Emissions

MDE must explain its method of calculating the Giteause Gas (GHG) limit
and must revise the draft PSD permit to clarify ¢cbenpliance demonstration
method for that limit and the limit's applicabilitg biogenic emissions.

a. MDE must explain how the proposed GHG emissiait ivas calculated; it
Is much higher than that for Energy Answers’ Battrmincinerator; the CO2
emissions factor that was used was forty percagttdnithan that used by EPA’s
emissions factor; there is no explanation of hayast flow rate was calculated.

Response

Detailed calculations for GHG emissions from the membustors and the
emergency diesel engine are shown in Appendix BIETB-10) of the
application. Based on the maximum annual througbpMSW to the
combustors and the maximum hours projected fousigeof the emergency
diesel generator (burning distillate fuel), annestimates of all GHG emissions
for carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxides wletermined and adjusted
based on the global warming potential of each GHt& proposed GHG BACT
limit is based on the use of specific technologiesmcrease the energy
efficiency of the MSW combustors. Those technolsgmelude the following:

(1) Water-cooled grates, which allow the primanyi@i
the combustion zones to be controlled exclusively
by the requirements of the combustion process and
not on the need for grate cooling, thereby reducing
the amount of excess air in the combustion process;

(2) Combustion air preheat system to increase
combustion cycle efficiency;

(3) Flue gas re-circulation system, which increases
boiler efficiency and reduces the amount of flue ga
requiring treatment; and

(4) High steam cycle. Steam will be produced m th
boilers at 1,305 psia and 932° F to provide higher
steam turbine efficiency that will produce morertha
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670 net kilowatt-hours (kWh) per ton of MSW
combusted.

Based on the use of energy efficient technologyaahijh steam cycle
design, FCCRWTE has proposed a GHG BACT emissiansdf 241
tons of CQe per million pounds of steam produced, computed b2
month rolling average. The Department has concumitdthe proposed
limit. Steam production was chosen as a measueeaqy efficiency
because it is directly and accurately measuredh&unore, it provides
the system operators with the flexibility they neegrovide steam for
electrical generation and/or supply steam for laltstrict heating.

The Energy Answers Baltimore incinerator is usirg@cessed
r=derived fuel (“PDF"), which has a heating valbattis approximately
50% higher than typical municipal solid waste. RB&uires less
combustion air overall to generate the same quaautit quality of
steam for the turbine, resulting in less CO2 getimra

EPA encourages the use of the most accurate emifssitor
methodologies. MDE did not use EPA’s default eioiss factor by fuel
type of 200 Ib/mmBtu for CO2, because in this cése applicant for
the proposed incinerator provided a CO2 emissiaawf, based on data
obtained from the vendor of the boiler, Hitachi £0s That data
included the specific fuel to be used (municipdidswaste plus 10%
treated sewage sludge), which has a carbon cooit&3%6 as opposed
to 24.7% carbon content for EPA’s default CO2 emis$actor; a
project-specific higher heating value [5047 Btu/bod specific boiler
combustion processes as well as measurement arrdrsombustion
efficiency differences under all operating loads.

Pages 4-66 through 4-68 and Table B-10 in AppeBdit the final PSD
application describe the origin of the annual GH&XR limit.

According to the applicant, the boiler vendor detieed that using the
fuel input of MSW plus 10% treated sewage sluddeoad Point N
(343.7 mmBtu/hour) of the boiler heat balance poedu241.8

Ib/mmBtu CO2. This represents, according to thdiegnt, a boiler
operating at its most efficient condition, justeafa routine maintenance
outage and boiler cleaning event and does notsepte&ontinuous
operation between maintenance outages when bffigeacy routinely
decreases as the boiler tubes foul.

These efficiency decreases were accounted fordynaag that over the
course of the annual 12-month rolling average petivere could be a
10% combined flue gas flow and CO2 measurement;&mno3% loss of
boiler efficiency due to routine boiler fouling diug each operating
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cycle; and an 8% combustion efficiency loss dutowg load operation
(deviation at Load Point N). Using root mean sgquaror to sum the
errors (15.1%), the applicant determined the an@@ emission factor
to be 278.2 Ib/mmBtu.

According to the applicant, numerous combined cyelieiral gas fired project
GHG BACT analyses (e.g., Calpine Garrison, DE aaltpi@e Russell City,
CA) have used a heat rate design margin and equiptiegradation factors to
determine long term emissions and efficiency ofrapens. The equipment
heat rate degradations included combustion tunbém®rmance degradation
(between major overhauls) and auxiliary plant equapt efficiency losses over
time. They have typically shown a degradation triew and clean” base heat
rate of 12.8%. With a more complex process desggger fuel variability/flue
gas flow variability due to boiler fouling, use MSW and the possibility of
lower load operation, the applicant determined thatl5.1% margin was
within best engineering practice judgment for tIiRCRWTE MSW
combustors.

EPA’s emission factors for CH4 and N20O in 40 CFR B8, Subpart C,
Table C-2 are identical for all fossil-fuel deriv@dSW, petroleum coke
(solid), plastic and tires), and biomass fuelsbl@d-10 of the PSD
application indicates that CH4 and N20O are appraxaty 1.5% of the
total CO2e emission rate of the municipal waste lmastors. Since
these make up such a small percentage of theGét@ emissions, use
of these generic emission factors was determinée tadequate.

b. MDE must revise the draft PSD permit to clatife compliance
demonstration method for the GHG limit.

Response

The PSD Approval requires FCCRWTE to install, operenaintain and
calibrate CQ CEMS from each MWC. The PSD Approval further riegg
FCCRWTE to maintain records and supporting docuatemt and combined
MWC mass emissions of G@or each calendar month and each rolling 12-
month period.

c. MDE must revise the PSD permit to state thatGHG limit applies to
biogenic and non-biogenic emissions.

Response

There is no exemption in the PSD approval for bndgemissions.
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Comment # 14 -- Preconstruction monitoring dataN@x, CO, S@and PM10

MDE should require the NEA to submit preconstruttioonitoring data for
NOx, CO, SO2 and PM10; the commenter referencedaheary 22, 2013 D.C.
Circuit Court of Appeals decision Bierra Club v. EPA

Response

The PSD regulations for these pollutants requirarahient air quality
evaluation that involves the analysis of monitocedcentrations in the vicinity
of the PSD source if model predicted source impactgreater than the
monitoringde minimisvalue for each criteria pollutant. If represemati
monitoring data are not available, a PSD source Ineayquired to collect pre-
construction ambient data for up to a year. Howg¥@npacts are below the
de minimisvalues specified in 40 CFR 852.21(i)(5)(i), theuladpry agency
may exempt a source from the pre-construction roang requirement. MDE-
ARMA compared the impacts from the criteria polhttawith a significant
emissions increase from the project to the aml@gnhonitoring de minimis
values and confirmed that the ambient impact foheaiteria pollutant with a
significant emissions increase is less than thegoiteedde minimidevel for
each pollutant. Therefore, preconstruction momigis not required.

With regard to the January 22, 2013 decisio8iarra Club v. EPAthe court in
that decision determined whether EPA had authtwigdopt a significant
monitoring concentration for PM 2.5. The court dat rule on preconstruction
monitoring requirements for the pollutants idesetifin the comment.

Comment #15 — Air Quality Impacts

MDE must ensure that NEA has analyzed the impaatl @flowable emissions
on PSD increments and the NAAQS.

a MDE must define the incinerator’s “Maximum Comtrus Rating” and
must revise the permit to limit the incineratoofgeration under modeled
conditions.

b MDE must identify which S@emission rate was used in evaluating, SO
impacts on short-term air quality standards.

Response

a. The fact sheets and application documents incorpaiay reference include
calculations of short term emission rates and malual emissions based on
the concentration limits provided in the PSD Apaioand PTC.

The “maximum continuous rating” or “MCR” is the dgrs heat input of the
combustor based on the fuel/waste throughput (eoginds per hour),
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multiplied by the average heating value of the/iuaste. For the FCCRWTE
incinerator:

MCR = 750 tons/day * 24 hrs * 2000 Ibs * 5500 Buupd = 343,750/hr =
343.8 MBtu/hr.

Table B-21 Fuel Consumption Rates of the PSD peapptication defines the
100% Maximum Continuous Rating as 343.8 MMBtu/hpeir unit when
combusting 750 tons per day of 5,500 Btu/lb (HHWgher heating value)
municipal solid waste/tires/sewage sludge and ¢iper&760 hours per year.
The Department has amended the NSR approval, PR\, and the Permit
to Construct to define each combustor as havingaifdum Continuous Rating
of 343.8 MMBtu/hour. The short-term operating caiahis will be limited to
110% MCR [378.1 MMBtu/hour per unit] which is thpayating scenario
evaluated for all short-term (1-Hour, 3-Hour, 8-Hand 24-Hour) dispersion
modeling impacts.

b. The requested identification is in the PSD applicat The application used
the 24 ppmdv SO2 emission rate at 110 percent adrivlan Continuous
Rating for all short-term (1-Hour, 3-Hour, 8-Ho@4-Hour) modeling
impacts. [See page 7-2 (third paragraph), Taldl§@embustor Operating
Scenario Analysis- AERMOD Dispersion Modeling Résyland Table B-4
(110 percent of Maximum Continuous Rating (MCR) $@rm Average
Potential Emission Rates and Page 9 of AppendixJRFA.EMENTAL
AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSES 1-HOUR NO2 AND SO2
IMPACTS (Section 3.0) of the PSD application].

SECTION |1, Subsection 2: Responses to Geor getown University L aw
Center, Institute for Public Representation

The following air related comments were receivenira single organization —
the_Georgetown University Law Center, Institute Public Representation

Comment 1 Potential to emit SO

a. The proposed permit misstates the facility’s potdmd emit SQ at
maximum capacity.

Response

Table 3-2 of the PSD application clearly summaribesestimated maximum
annual emissions for all the regulated pollutaftsomcern, including S© The
detailed emissions associated with each piecewpewent or activity are
shown in Appendix B of the application. These fiaevide annual emissions
have been included in a new Table 4 of the PSDasapias a federally
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enforceable emission limit. FCCRWTE will be a syattb minor for SO2 NA-
NSR. FCCRWTE must demonstrate compliance with &@ission standards
through the use of SGCEMS which will allow the Department to ensurettha
the facility does not exceed NA-NSR applicabilityesholds or PSD BACT
limits.

b. Potential to emit calculations are inadequatabse they do not include
fugitive emissions from truck traffic. Fugitive essions must be
considered in determining the major status of gdamunicipal waste
incinerator.”

Response

The commenter is partially correct -- fugitive esiigs from stationary sources
of air emissionsnust be included in PSD or NA-NSR applicability
determinations for municipal waste combustors. cKsuare not considered
stationary sources and, therefore, are not includ&®8ED or NA-NSR
applicability determinations.

C. The basis for calculating the potential to esiinadequate.

Response

The commenter does not indicate why it believestsas for calculating the
potential to emit (PTE) is inadequate. Regardigssemission calculations are
detailed in Appendix B of the application. The Isd®ir the estimates are
summarized in the prelude to Appendix B as folloW$ie emissions data
provided in Appendix B are based on preliminaryieegring and design
information provided by Wheelabrator Technologles, the project developer
and operator; the supplier of the municipal solabkte combustor equipment;
and Burns and Roe Enterprises, Inc .... This infoionatvas used by ECT
(consultant to the applicant) to prepare the AppeBdemission tables.” .

Comment #2 - Fuel Mix Assumption

The commenter states that “A revised permit apptinashould explain the
assumptions made about the fuel mix and the soofdbe data used to
calculate potential to emit for the full range oflptants.”

Response

FCCRWTE has proposed to process Municipal Solidt&v@dSW) that is
generated in households, commercial establishmiastgutions, and
businesses. The MSW will include garbage, tradbhiah, used paper,
discarded cans and bottles that have not beenagegdor recycling, food
scraps, yard trimmings, and other items that arealty collected from
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residential, commercial, industrial, governmentalinstitutional
establishments. FCCRWTE has also proposed sewadgesand tires as an
acceptable and processible solid waste, as pedniBg its very nature, itis a
heterogeneous waste mix that can fluctuate. ledsge of the heterogeneous
characteristics of the waste stream, MWCs are cainsd by a MSW
throughput limit as well as a maximum continuousalimit. In addition,
FCCRWTE is required by Federal and State regulatiand the PSD BACT
determination in particular, to meet an array dliefi@l and State emission
standards. As a consequence, the design of the MidGhe various air
pollution control devices are designed to achiewtmaintain continuous
compliance with the emission requirements, eveéhefsolid waste stream
should fluctuate. (See also response to Commeat #iis subsection).

Comment #3 — Smissions

“The PSD permit application similarly fails to eapt why the annually
averaged and short-term $@€mission rates vary so significantly, or why the
lower annual rate was chosen for the, @tential to emit.”

Response

In contrast to typical fuels like distillate fual,anatural gas, or spec coal, the
sulfur content of MSW can vary significantly oveslaort period of time.
Consequently, the permitted short term emissiomdstal is based on the
highest projected short term emission rate. Inresttthe projected annual
emissions are more reflective of the anticipategtagye sulfur content of the
waste stream. The values assumed by the applicanbasignificantly
different from other MWC projects. Furthermore, @bposed emission limits
are at least as restrictive as prescribed Fededabtate emission limitations
and the facility is, therefore, expected to compith all Federal and State
emissions standards.

The annual rate for tH80O, potential to emit was calculated in accordancé wit
the requirements of the federal PSD regulatiod®afFR 52.21.

Comment #4 — Toxic pollutants

II. Applicants have miscalculated annual ambierants for several toxic air
pollutants.

“Because the facility’s emissions at 110% capaaiti/be higher than those at

60% capacity, the applicant must recalculate thieiam impacts of toxic
emissions assuming a 110% MCR [maximum continuatisg] scenario.”
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Response

MDE-ARMA conducted its own independent review fompliance with State
air toxics regulations and confirmed that the pssgabproject easily complies
with the maximum allowable ground level concentmatior each toxic air
pollutant. (See Table 2 of the MDE-ARMA Permit torStruct Fact Sheet.)

With respect to the MWC Maximum Continuous Ratisigce federal rules
allow municipal incinerators to operate at 110%haf name plate capacity, it is
incumbent upon the applicant to demonstrate th&ssoms associated with the
highest operating level will not cause or contrétd a violation of any national
ambient air quality standard (NAAQS). Since worsde air quality impacts are
directly linked to the maximum continuous operatiatgs of the combustors,
FCCRWTE used the 110% operating rate as the bastemonstrating
compliance with the NAAQS, in particular the shterm 1-hour standard for
NO, and SQ. MDE-ARMA confirmed the adequacy of that demortsbra
Similarly, as shown in Table B-4, the analysisdortoxics was conducted at an
assumed operating rate of 110% of the design timmuig

Comment #5 — Dioxins/furans

The proposed permits’ heavy metal and dioxin/furemmitoring requirements
are inadequate.

a. FCCRWTE's proposed permit must require more fregumitoring

b. Annual stack testing of cadmium, lead and digfurans is inadequate.

Response

The requirements for pollutant testing and monipiare detailed in Table 1 of
the proposed PSD approval, including requiremesrtsddmium, lead, and
dioxins/furans. Specifically, Table 1 has been aseérto include how the
facility is to achieve and maintain continuous cdiamce with the standards for
each regulated pollutant. While all pollutants witidergo routine annual tests,
continuous emission monitoring technology is ndikable for certain
pollutants like cadmium, lead and dioxins/furans.aAconsequence,
FCCRWTE will have to perform parametric monitorilmgensure that the
combustors will be in continuous compliance wita #pplicable standard. A
parametric monitoring system measures a paranatenyltiple parameters)
that is a key indicator of system performance. paameter is generally an
operational parameter of the process or the alufah control device (APCD)
that is known to affect the emissions levels fréw process or the control
efficiency of the APCD. For example, parametric manmg for lead and
cadmium will include monitoring the pressure drogicator across the fabric
filter control device, making use of a broken bagedtor, and monitoring the
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inlet flue gas temperature. For dioxins/furansapatric monitoring will
include monitoring the carbon injection flow rateweell as the inlet flue gas
temperature.

c. The proposed permits do not adequately speagicuany monitoring
requirement or explain the rationale for the preubseavy metal
monitoring regime.

Response

To demonstrate compliance with the annual mass tonmercury, FCCRWTE
must install on each combustor either a continssions monitoring system
for mercury or a sorbent trap mercury monitor. §kaeral requirement to
install a mercury CEM is contained in the PSD apgaloPart E, Condition 1. A
more detailed monitoring description is presentethe PSD approval, Table 1
— Summary of BACT Requirements.

d. MDE must revise its permit approval becausad not specified the
monitoring regime for mercury.

Response

Emissions of mercury were analyzed as part of ®& pPollutant review of
MWC Metals which include cadmium (Cd), lead (Pl anercury (Hg). (See
“Review of Prevention of Significant Deterioratiéypproval Application”).

With respect to Hg, NSPS Subpart Eb sets a nureerission standard for Hg
at 50 ug/dscm corrected to 7% @ 85% removal efficiency, whichever is less
stringent. However, this limit is superseded byae stringent PSD BACT
limit established at 17 ug/dscm, corrected to 7% Oompliance with the short
term Hg standard shall be demonstrated by using E€arence Method 29,
except as prescribed in 40 CFR 60.58b(d)(4).

The Permit to Construct provides that, based orstiogt term emission
rate of 17 ug/dscm, the annual Hg emissions fraafdhility cannot
exceed 92 pounds in any consecutive 12 month goleriod. The
Permit to Construct further provides that in thergvthe Hg mass
emissions exceed 92 pounds during any consecWivedhth period,
the FCCRWTE must secure the services of an indegrénd
environmental consultant to perform an optimizastudy of the Hg
control technology and prepare a report that inesudcommendations
for improving the efficiency of the control techngly. Upon MDE
review and approval of the report, the FCCRWTEbkgated to
implement the report recommendations within 60 daysss MDE
agrees to an extended implementation schedule.

48



Under the Permit to Construct, in order to dema@tstcompliance with
the annual mass limit for Hg, the FCCRWTE mustahsine of the two
Hg monitoring options described below:

a. A continuous emissions monitoring system for Hgeach
combustor in accordance with 40 CFR 60.58b(d)(4); o

b. A sorbent trap Hg CEM installed and operated iroed@nce
with Performance Specification 12B.

Finally, as part of a mercury mitigation projectatving public
outreach, the FCCRWTE is required to establish mmanandum of
understanding (MOU) between MDE-ARMA and the FCCRE\frior
to the commencement of construction. The MOU witlude a
provision requiring the FCCRWTE to contribute $3@@nnually for a
period of ten years for the purpose of achieviregdpecific goals
established in the MOU.

Comment #6 — Sewage Sludge and Tires

The proposed permits must set limits on the amotiséwage sludge and scrap
tires it will accept. MDE must set enforceable tisrtio ensure that the facility
operates as a municipal waste combustor.

Response

Pursuant to subsection 129(g) of the Clean Air &ctjualify as an
incineration unit burning municipal waste for puspe of section 129 or
section 111 of the Act, the unit must combust &fieed stream of which
more than 30 percent of its weight is comprisedh@éaggregate, of
municipal waste. Clean Air Act regulations periagnto large municipal
waste combustors at 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Ely sapthe FCCRWTE
incinerator. Under section 60.51b of these regaiat municipal waste
includes tires, but does not include sewage slutige Permit to Construct
identifies this regulation as applicable to the RYZTE facility. Therefore,
under the applicable statutory and regulatory miows, as well as the
Permit to Construct, the portion of FCCRWTE’s ftetd stream that may
be comprised of sewage sludge is limited.

Additionally, FCCRWTE must operate the facilityarmanner that will
continuously comply with the applicable air quakiyission limits.

See also the response to Comment 16(f)(iii) iniBedV of this document.
Comment #7

The proposed permits must set minimum standardsifaorted waste.
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Response

See responses to Comments 3 and 16.b.2 of Sebtiohthis document.

Comment #8 — Alternative site analysis

The PSD permit materials do not provide a sufficedternative analysis.

Response

The PSD program does not require an alternativalysis. However, the
alternatives analysis is a requirement under ntairgihent New Source
Review. COMAR 26.11.17- Nonattainment ProvisiomsMajor New Sources
and Major Modifications contains the following sgecrequirements under
COMAR 26.11.17.03(B)(6). The applicant must cartddn analysis of
alternative sites, sizes, production processeseautonmental control
techniques for a proposed source [that] demonstthtd benefits of the
proposed source significantly outweigh the envirental and social costs
imposed as a result of its location, constructanmodification.”

The alternatives analysis is discussed in Sectibino¥the Nonattainment New
Source Review Tentative Determination.

Frederick County, in its application, did conduw tequired analyses. Per the
application, the Frederick County Board of Coungn@nissioners evaluated
eleven sites for location of the proposed incir@ratMost of these sites were
eliminated because of lack of access or distanseaitable and reliable non-
potable water sources, inadequate land area fdathligies and/or buffers, and
distance to electrical interconnection.

The final site was selected based on the follovenitgria:

a. Proper zoning;

b. Convenient access to the electric transmissioresysither via a
34.5-kV transmission lime from FCCRWTE to the adjstcpower
line along the railroad tracks or by a 230-kV trarssion line from
the Facility switchyard to Allegheny Power’s LimériKsubstation,
approximately 2 miles away.

c. Adequate supply of potable water from Frederick i@gp@and non-
potable water for processes and cooling water tomakeup water
from the wastewater treatment plant.

With regards to alternative production procesdesapplicant evaluated

various options and determined that a “1,500-tpibreal waste-to-energy
facility would result in the lowest net presentuakost to Frederick County
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over a 20-year planning period. The cost of loagtitransfer was evaluated as
more expense than the selected option of a 1,500+fste-to-energy facility
that would serve both Frederick and Carroll Cowmntie

The FCCRWTE incinerator’s air emissions will complith all applicable
Maryland air quality regulations and Clean Air Aetjuirements, including
LAER, NSPS, and BACT .

Section 5.2 of the application contains a detadedefit-Cost Analysis of the
project. Frederick County provided an analysisle¥en alternative sites and a
detailed analysis as to why the County selectegtbposed site. MDE
believes this alternatives analysis fulfills thgugements of COMAR
26.11.17.03(B)(6), and the requirements of sectiod(a)(5) of the Clean Air
Act.

Comment #9 — Carroll County

Wheelabrator and the Authority must account for@ha€County’s pending
withdrawal.

Response

MDE is not privy to the details of the contractaalangement between the
Authority, Frederick County and Carroll County; ambwledge of that
agreement is not a prerequisite for conductinghdeessary project review,
ensuring that compliance can be achieved, andnigsbe required MDE
permits and approvals.

Comment #10 — Material separation Plan

The Best Available Control Technology DeterminationGreenhouse Gases
must include waste separation and limits on thgatlable content of waste.

A. MDE must consider waste separation as a fuel-ahgaieichnology.

The commenter states that “EPA has long recogmmzeie separation as
BACT for municipal waste combustors (MWCs) and fager BACT
analysis requires consideration of all potentiédlyailable control
technologies.”

1. Separation programs targeted at fossil carbon d@rafjan-containing
materials would target greenhouse gas emissions

2. Waste separation would calculably reduce GHG eomssi

3. Waste separation would not redefine FCCRWTE
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B. MDE must revise its BACT analysis of clean fuelsnidude separated
waste.

1. Maryland law does not require FCCRWTE to qualifyr@mewable” in
order to operate.

2. Municipal waste is not clean.

3. MDE'’s “clean fuels” analysis must consider sepatataste as a control
technology.

4. The waste separation program chosen must impose sgsponsibility
for separation on the applicant.

C. Waste separation is not only an available technglibgs the best
available technology for GHG reduction

Response

The Department conducted the proper “top down” BA(D&lysis referenced in
the comment for all pertinent pollutants—includi@giG--and selected energy
efficiency measures as BACT for GHG. The Departndees not agree that a
municipal waste combustor which meets the fedeesdtgblished NSPS/MACT
standards for municipal waste combustors, incluthmegpreparation of a
Material Separation Plan, must be required to conddditional materials
separation as BACT for GHG.

FCCRWTE included Appendix E- Material SeparatioarBland Public Review
Documentation as part of its air permit applicasicas required by 40 CFR Part
60 Subpart Eb, New Source Performance Standardsp8€0.57b. The final
MSP discusses Materials Separation Programs ireRokdand Carroll

Counties including 1) Single-Stream recycling, 2isBiess recycling, 3) Yard
Waste Composting, 4) Household Hazardous Wasteatmh programs, 5)
Waste Oils/Antifreeze recycling, 6) Electronics Srap Metals/Recyclable
White Goods and 8) Education/Awareness/Outreach.

As stated in the Final Draft Materials SeparatitanP“Through the reduction,
reuse, and recycling strategies described her@onsiderable amount of
materials will be separated, reused, and recovfera@cycling purposes prior

to entering the MSW stream. Only nonrecycled sofgte will be delivered

and processed at FCCRWTE, where it will be usegetwerate clean, renewable
electricity for potential use at the governmentlfaes of Frederick and Carroll
Counties.

More specifically:

“Acceptable and processible solid waste will inéwdl municipal solid waste
except the following:
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a. Source-separated yard waste (grass, leaves, bseanche
twigs and brush).

b. Acceptable recyclable material collected as pagrmyf
recycling program in the solid waste management
collection areas.

C. Bulk loads of construction and demolition wast&®3SpD
application; Page 2-6]

The material separation programs currently in preeidentified in Sections
3.2 (Frederick County) and 3.3 (Carroll County}tod Material Separation Plan
(MSP)[Appendix E of PSD application]. These include
* Single-Stream Curbside Recycling
o Glass
o Plastics
0 Metal
o Paper/cardboard
« Additional Recyclable Programs (varies by county)
o Fluorescent bulbs and tubes
o Bulky/Oversized Rigid Plastics, grocery bags, DVD/€ases
and disks.
0 Automotive Materials
» Lead Acid Batteries
= Waste Oils/Antifreeze
= Large rigid, plastic car parts
o Flexible Foam
= Foam carpet padding
= Foam couch cushions
= Foam-only mattresses
0 Reusable Clothing
o Appliances/Scrap Metal
o Concrete/asphalt smaller than 6 inches in diameter
* Yard Waste Composting/Mulching
* Household Hazardous Waste
e Tires
» Electronics
* Ash Metal Recovery (ferrous and non-ferrous)[thlo&E@ CRWTE]”

Moreover, some additional waste separation wiluo@t the incinerator. For
example, see response to comments in Section iMo©tocument, specifically
Comment 16(c), pertaining to Part Ill, General Gtad A of the Refuse
Disposal Permit, which discusses the handlinghefdcility, of large metal
objects, appliances containing chlorofluorocarbt®RE), and radioactive items.
The response to comment 16(b), pertaining to Rafakility Specific

Condition E of the Refuse Disposal Permit discusisegacility’s Mercury
Diversion Plan which includes visually identifyingercury containing items on
the tipping floor and isolating them from the wastieeam to be incinerated.

53



With regard to “clean fuels”, EPA “Guidance for Bahining Best Available
Control Technology for Reducing Carbon Dioxide Estoas From Bioenergy
Production” dated March 2011 states the following:

“The CAA includes “clean fuels” in the definitiorf BACT. While

clean fuels that would reduce GHG emissions shbeldonsidered,
EPA has recognized that the initial list of contptions for a BACT
analysis does not need to include “clean fuel’@mtithat would
fundamentally redefine the source. Such optiookide those that
would require a permit applicant to switch to ayary fuel type (e.g.
coal, natural gas, or biomass) other than the oypeel that an applicant
proposes to use for its primary combustion protess.

The comment asserts that the applicant could ntekevaste-to-energy
incinerator’s fuel stream (municipal solid wastelgan” by conducting
additional materials separation at the incinerats.previously stated, pursuant
to the Materials Separation Plan submitted in t8B Rpplication, the waste
arriving at the incinerator to be used as fuel /e already undergone
materials separation, in an effort to remove realylels, hazardous materials,
yard waste and other materials, and once the wastes at the incinerator, the
facility will further inspect the waste, and addital materials separation will
occur.

See also the response to Comment 2 in Section thi®tlocument.

Comment #11 — NOx Offsets

The permit application fails to identify offsets fdOx emissions

Response

In accordance with COMAR 26.11.17.03B(5), the agpit is not required to
purchase emission reduction credits (ERCs) befgermit is issued. However,
the Permittee must either purchase the ERCs otisigbwn the option to buy
the ERCs prior to the commencement of constructlothe option to buy is in
effect, it must be exercised prior to the commerargnof operation of the
affected unit(s). Further, documentation regardiregstatus of the ERC
requirement must be submitted to MDE before commmgnoonstruction.

Comment #12

The Refuse Disposal Permit does not specify didites for ash.

Response
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Although the Refuse Disposal Permit does not regdientification of specific
sites where the ash must be disposed of, it daasfgghat the permittee may
dispose of incinerator ash, if evaluated to be harardous and free of liquid, at
permitted municipal landfills which are in compl@nwith current design
standards. The permittee does not expect thearatior ash to be hazardous; if
it is, then it must be disposed of at a permittadandous waste disposal facility.
See also response to Comment 9 in Section IV sfdbcument.

SECTION Il
Responses to comments on water related per mits

Comment 1 - Deny the discharge permit.

There were a number of comments that expressedsiigmoto the construction
of the facility, and recommended that the Departndeny the permit.

Response

The Department has no authority to summarily desyance of the requested
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System NEFS) permit without a
basis. Reasons to withhold issuance of a permiicgtion are described in 40
CFR 122.4 (Code of Federal Regulations) and COMAR&04.02 (Code of
Maryland Regulations). If a proposed dischargeammply with the provisions
of the Clean Water Act (CWA), then the Departmenibligated to issue the
permit. In this regard, the Department’s finaledgtination is that the project
can meet all applicable requirements and, as sbhef)epartment must issue
the permits and approvals.

Comment 2 - Deposition of pollutants

The permit does not address pollutants in air éonissrom the smokestack
that will fall to earth and into State waters eitb&ectly or in storm water
runoff.

Response

The CWA, by means of the NPDES permit, regulatesctipoint source
discharges to State waters only. A point sour@egge or comparable
conveyance discharging water directly into a whtaty or a storm drain that
carries the wastewater to State waters. The USERAdpeatedly confirmed
that air emissions are not a point source andhare ot subject to NPDES
permitting.

Air quality related issues, including air emissidresn the smokestack, are
comprehensively addressed in the ARMA Final Deteations for the air
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guality Prevention of Significant Deterioration apyal, the Non-attainment
New Source Review Approval, and the Permit-to-Cartst Furthermore,
similar questions concerning stack emissions tleewaised during the public
hearing are specifically addressed in SECTION II.

Comment 3 - Temperature of discharge

There were several comments made regarding tenperdthey included
suggestions that the Department should not all@ndtecharge of & (or even
80°F) water, concerns that the discharge would rhisgegmperature of the
Potomac, concerns about the cumulative effectltgrotvarm discharges,
concerns that elevated temperatures would depigtelded oxygen in the
Potomac and, in a statement that there is no iniviire mid-Atlantic that has
90°F water, concerns about the propriety of aPlimit.

Response

All permit limits must reflect use of the best preal pollution control
technology available and must protect the receiwater quality for its given
uses. There are no technology standards for tetuperdut there are receiving
water quality standards. For Use | waters (whiebctibes all of the nontidal,
main stem Potomac) the standard is a maximum 4 80the ambient
temperature of the river, whichever is greatersdtandard applies at the end
of a mixing zone described in COMAR 26.08.03.03-Dis standard was
developed by a search of available literature omha effects and a statistical
analysis of the data, and completed by adding gimai safety. Therefore,
while the standard is used as the basis for atgnighnit in a permit, a
waterway that is at or slightly exceeding the staddloes not result in a
harmful outcome.

A limit of 90°F or ambient (whichever is greater) is appropregeause it will
not result in harm to the river. Temperature igtiah in this permit because the
water to be discharged will have been used foriegoThis is consistent with
the Department’s practice of selecting parametelignit based on what the
industrial process does or might generate. Thesgecto include a limit does
not necessarily mean or imply that there is a figant risk of harm to the
receiving water.

Inside the heat exchange system, the influent watkbe raised to about 86
normally, with a maximum of 13, after cooling the condensers at the power
plant. Regardless of the peak temperature, tharwall be cooled in the

cooling towers to a maximum of g and then travel ten miles through a buried
pipe, where some level of geothermal cooling veikd place. The Department
therefore expects that this discharge will rarelyah 90F.
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Furthermore, even if the effluent temperature o thscharge reached 90
degrees or higher, it would not affect the PotoRa@r due to instantaneous
mixing on reaching the Potomac. At seven-day, tar-yow flow, a worst-case
condition that is the basis for protection of agubte, the Potomac River flows
at 555,600,000 gallons per day (USGS gauge af Riocks), which means the
stream flow to effluent ratio is 1389:1. The reanttimmediate temperature rise
would be too small to measure. The driving foreesver temperature are air
temperature, duration and angle of sunlight, ameymittently, inflow from
major rainfalls. There would be no long-term chahgeause the effects would
be superseded by the dynamics of these ambienemdes.

There is only one other thermal discharge on therRac River between the
proposed discharge and tidewater, and that is Ger@ickerson Station, the
discharge from which includes the effluent from entgomery County WTE
facility. This discharge has been thoroughly stddand the results have
demonstrated that the river rebounds to slightlyvatambient temperature
within a few miles.

Regarding the dissolved oxygen levels, if the rivere 90F at the altitude of
the discharge (about 200 feet above sea levebdhubility of oxygen would be
about 7.2 mg/l, well above the dissolved oxygerewguality criteria of 5.0
mg/l. Furthermore, as stated above, this stanasd significant margin of
safety.

Regarding the statement that no mid-Atlantic rivaes above 90, making this
limit inappropriate, this statement is inaccuraiéie Potomac River itself has
repeatedly exceeded this temperature. The CiBrafiswick monitors the
Potomac at its water plant intake (a point aboutntdes upstream of the
proposed discharge). A review of recent recordeaked that the river
temperature exceeded or was equal t-3&ven days in 2012 (getting as high
as 91.4F), 11 days in 2011 (getting as high as 9#)4and one day in 2010.
The USGS monitors the river's temperature at itsggag station at Little Falls,
just above Washington, D.C. A review of recent rdsaevealed that the river
exceeded or was equal to°8ine days in 2012 (getting as high as®312
days in 2011 (getting as high as’Bh and 21 days in 2010 (getting as high as
95°F). The USGS also monitors the James River aboslenknd, Virginia, at
Cartersville. Those records revealed that the exeeeded or was equal to
90°F 14 days in 2012 (getting as high aS®517 days in 2011 (getting as high
as 97F), and 24 days in 2010 (getting as high &~94Even headwater USGS
monitoring stations on the Cacapon River at Greaa@on, West Virginia and
the South Branch Potomac at Springfield, West Yiiegcommonly reach the
upper 80%F and occasionally top 9B in late July and early August.
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Comment 4 — Toxic pollutants

There are a variety and great quantity of potdgtleirmful pollutants that are
going to be discharged from the process. Other cemtrdescribed waste
incinerators in general as sources of toxic wadiewa

Response

This permit authorizes the redirection of an ergilischarge of up to 1.2
million gallons per day of Frederick County’s Baltger-McKinney Wastewater
Treatment Plant effluent from the Monocacy Rivettte Potomac River, in
reduced quantity, via a sewer that was expressigtoacted for the purpose of
conveying Ballenger-McKinney and Eastalco effluédt.toxics are those
already associated with the treated municipal wester effluent and are
present in trace amounts so low that they are betandards of treatability.
The activities at the proposed facility will addytemperature and chlorine
(which will be removed by dechlorination prior tscharge) and, to a small
extent, will reduce some pollutants in the watet ik to be discharged. The
discharge will include only noncontact cooling wat&loncontact” means that
the cooling water will be confined to stainlesestabes and hence there will
be no opportunity for entrainment of pollutantsnfirthe facility. Also, because
stainless steel is used, there will be no contatimindrom corrosion, as with
copper or galvanized heat exchange media.

Comment 5 — Dilution of pollutants

The permittee should not be allowed to achieve d@amge by dilution (the
context of this remark was regarding trace heavialse

Response

An NPDES permit must require that all effluentslshave their pollutants
minimized to the greatest extent practicable amshemically achievable,
regardless of how insignificant these pollutantghhbe, and must be
minimized even more if necessary to protect reagiwater quality. We call
the former technology-based standards and the la#ter quality based
standards. Dilution is not allowed in technologwée standards, because the
standards are a measure of the permittee’s atuolitgmove or keep out those
pollutants. However, when we reviewed the efflugundlity of the facility’s
discharge, we determined that the concentratiop®liitants were already
below any treatability standard. Thus the only goess whether the receiving
water quality standards could be met.

For protection of water quality, mixing with theegter volumes of the clean

river is allowed by both the Clean Water Act regjolas 40 CFR 122.44.d and
Maryland’'s water pollution regulations, COMAR 26.03. For protection of
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aquatic life, that allowance is contingent on mixbeing almost instantaneous.
The existing diffuser outfall is designed to acleielis. In summary, both the
load and concentration of metals in the Potomalkheiinsignificantly
increased below the point of discharge and wiltlbereased below the
confluence of the Monocacy River because of conswepse of wastewater
that would otherwise be discharged to the Monodiwer.

Comment 6 — Temperature effect on chemical conosit

The heating of the sewage effluent may cause clsangbe chemical
composition of the effluent.

Response

The water use will only briefly elevate the wat@B86’F on a regular basis and,
under the worst conditions, to 1’80 These temperatures are in the heat
exchangers, not the point of discharge to the riVkere is no reason to expect
that this would drive any new chemical reactionsy &ffect on biological
growth will be addressed by chlorination.

Comment 7 — Self-monitoring

There are concerns about the veracity of resuts gelf-monitoring.

Response

Self-monitoring and regular reporting of the resuate required by the Clean
Water Act. Judging by the number of excursion®regal most permittees
report honestly. Additionally, the Department reglyl inspects its permittees
and has limited ability for testing. While thatne guarantee of compliance, it
does serve as a deterrent for risk-adverse pegsitfenother consideration is
that permittees who have invested considerable sfimmeney in their facilities
and treatment systems do not want to risk mongtamgalties and/or the cost of
litigation. Finally most permittees do not wanttdly their reputations. For
them, effluent monitoring is a quality control meeessthat goes with doing
business.

Comment 8 — Toxicity concerns

There are concerns about toxicity to those who gagadownstream water
contact recreation or consumption of fish caughltawnstream waters.

Response

The change proposed by this permit will not incesiask to downstream users.
All chemical pollutants associated with this disgjeaare currently being
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discharged to the Potomac River, via the MonocaggrRas effluent from
Frederick County’s Ballenger-McKinney Wastewateedtment Plant. As
proposed, the plant will extract as much as 10%hefpollutants currently
discharged, so water quality in the Potomac wilbiave slightly.

Comment 9 — Pollutants from Eastalco

The discharge will pick up pollutant residuals fr&astalco, the former
aluminum smelter, which discharged via the samatyosewer as proposed for
the waste to energy discharge.

Response

The discharge is unlikely to pick up pollutant desils from Eastalco because
while Eastalco ceased all operations in 2009, ¢fmees has continued to carry
storm water from the site, which would likely has@ured the pipe of any
residuals. Furthermore, in the unlikely event thate are any significant
residual pollutants on the sewer surface from theér aluminum smelter,
these would all be pollutants that were authoripedlischarge under that
facility’s discharge permit. If these are flushdte duration will be short, the
concentrations well below what was authorized endischarge permit, and the
daily load far less than was allowed in the permit.

Comment 10 — Contaminated washwater

There was concern about the discharge of contaednaashwater from inside
the facility.

Response

The only wastewaters proposed by the applicanditoharge and authorized by
the proposed permit are noncontact cooling watdrssaorm water. The
applicant has stated in its application that wasbmaill be treated and then
used for ash management.

Comment 11 — Cooling tower additives

There was concern stated about additives usedolingaowers, with sodium
bisulfite and corrosion inhibitors specifically eit.

Response

Adjustment of water chemistry is essential in aogliowers to prevent scale
build-up, corrosion, and biological growth. The gt proposes to use
chlorine as its biocide, and that will be destroppgdiechlorination. Other
additives are yet to be determined and, even ¥f there already selected, they
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would change over time. To address that situatfmpermit includes a special
condition directing the permittee to provide infatmon to demonstrate that the
product will not result in aquatic toxicity. Othéran biocides, most modern
cooling tower materials have low toxicity.

Comment 12 — Dissolved oxygen levels

There was a question about what the discharge wiutd dissolved oxygen in
the Potomac. Maintaining dissolved oxygen levelheriver is essential for
fish and other aquatic life.

Response

The Department anticipates no impact on dissolvggien for multiple reasons.
The wastewater will leave the facility well-aeratdter being agitated in the
cooling tower. While elevated temperature redubessblubility of oxygen in
water, as discussed above, the effluent temperaiillriee close to the water
quality standard. That means the solubility of cxygvill be about 7 mg/I
compared to the water quality standard of 5 mdik @nticipated biochemical
oxygen demand (BOD) from Ballenger-McKinney WWTRaw. Finally, both
the greater volume of the Potomac and its reaerapacity will assure no
measurable drop in downstream dissolved oxygen.

Comment 13 — Products of combustion in the wastwat

What products of combustion will be in the wastewat

Response

No products of combustion will be in the wastewatdr wastewater is used for
noncontact cooling, which means it is segregatexh fhe process by the
stainless steel tubes through which it passes.

Comment 14 — Anti-degradation

The discharge would conflict with the anti-degraalaipolicy described in
COMAR 26.08.02.04.

Response

Both the Potomac and Monocacy are Tier | watersTher | the requirement
states that “Waters of this State shall be proteated maintained for existing
uses and the basic uses of water contact recreéisbimg, protection of aquatic
life and wildlife, and agricultural and industriahter supply as identified in
Use I. “ As explained in the permit fact sheet liatits easily achieve these
protections. The commenter appears to be citiggirements for Tier Il waters
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instead, which have been recognized as high quatgrs, and does not apply
to this discharge. The proposed discharge of cgatiater will not conflict with
the anti-degradation policy.

Comment 15 — Toxicity testing

There were questions about whether the frequenbjoafonitoring is adequate
and whether associated schedules are too lon@ eeqglest for increasing the
testing frequency, shortening deadlines, and coromgrsteps earlier.

Response

In any permit, toxicity testing (also known as bmmtoring) is applied

sparingly as it is an expensive test. Its utilgyo determine effects of pollutants
not accounted for or synergistic effects. The Dipant does not anticipate that
this discharge will be toxic to aquatic life, bitdause of the concentration of
pollutants caused by evaporation, it is approptiatequire some toxicity
testing. The permit includes follow-up proceduregientify and reduce toxic
pollutants in the event of unfavorable test resirisgardless of the results, the
discharge volume is sufficiently small that it istigoing to impair the Potomac
River. Therefore, the current schedule for thisezygive procedure is adequate
and consistent with the Department’s protocol tacWlall dischargers are
subject.

As for commencing testing earlier, the present daleeis consistent with
Departmental biomonitoring policy, and the lag timgenerally needed to
develop a plan and receive the Department’s approva

Regarding the possibility of consecutive test rsssihowing toxicity, there is no
reason to assume these are representative of @ghgamalitions, especially
considering that the source of the wastewater Istveated sewage. As stated
above, immediate corrective action is not necedsacguse the effluent, in the
unlikely event that a test shows toxicity, will e toxic after mixing with the
Potomac.

Regarding prefacing the requirement that biomomtpbe coordinated with the
worst-case conditions (5-6 cycles) with the queatifif possible,” that
gualification is included because 5-6 cycles wdlthe exception, not the norm.
Therefore, by specifying 5-6 cycles, there is antpgobability the permittee
would not have an opportunity to obtain all of tequired samples.

Regarding the time allowances on the toxicity reidmcevaluation, decades of

experience has proven that it takes the time atiaid accomplish these steps.
Significant time is needed for the technical comioations between the
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permittee and the Department’s biomonitoring stafirder to isolate and
correct any causes of toxicity.

Comment 16 — Preventing storm water runoff

There was a question, in reference to the Stornmek\Rallution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) requirement, as to how the Departmentirggo prevent storm
water runoff from the facility.

Response

The Department does not propose to prevent alinsteater runoff, but rather
minimize the potential entrainment of pollutantsnfrthe operation in storm
water that falls on the facility. Specifically, t8&VPPP sets the framework for
maintaining a clean workplace in any areas expts@decipitation.

Regarding storm water volume, in accordance wittM@® 26.17.02, the
Department does require minimization of runoff fraew facilities, which are
now required to follow environmental site desigitecra that will reduce
runoff.

Comment 17 — Contamination of storm water runoff

There was a concern that facility operations waakllt in contaminated storm
water runoff.

Response

EPA’s NPDES storm water permitting regulations CER section 122.26), do
not include incinerators on the list of facilitiegbject to that regulation.
Moreover, waste incineration facilities are notngligant sources of storm water
contamination, as the Department has observediditiés similar to the
proposed FCCWTE facility in Lorton, VA, Baltimordt, Montgomery
County, MD and Harford County, MD. Neverthelesg Department, citing the
similarity of these facilities to other steam efecgenerating stations (which
are identified by EPA as subject to storm watenpiing), has included in the
permit the standard requirements for industriallifaes to develop and operate
under a storm water pollution prevention plan. Spicdtedures should assure
no release of solid waste, ash, or any other @oltstassociated with this
activity.

Comment 18 — Metal limits and monitoring

There was a question as to why some heavy metaésmwaee limited and why
those that are limited are monitored so infrequefahce per quarter).
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Response

There is a detailed discussion in the permit faees explaining why metals are
not limited. In short, they are not limited becattsey are present in
concentrations lower that any practicable techriolddreatment standards and
below levels that will be toxic to aquatic life tat will affect other uses of
Potomac River water. Monitoring is required onlyaify that intake water
quality assumptions do not change. Changes arkelyind if they did happen,
would occur as long-term trends. The proposed gugmnonitoring is more
that sufficient to gauge the long-term trends.

Comment 19 — Scrubber effect of cooling towers

The recognition (in the permit fact sheet) thatdhscading water in a cooling
tower will entrain some ambient air pollutants wasise for concern by one
commenter. The commenter construed the effect tenipally harmful.

Response

From the standpoint of local air quality, the cagltowers are removing, not
adding, pollutants. As for regulation of those ptahts in the effluent, this
would not be regarded as a new source of polluteat as those solids are
primarily ambient dust and pollen borne in the jrwg winds, not pollutants
associated with the facility’s activity. These dialnges would otherwise find
their way to the Chesapeake by entrainment in steaer, direct deposition,
etc.

Comment 20 — Disposal of ash

There was a concern that the use of water forrasisport and quenching
would ultimately result in landfill leachate disehas to the environment once
this material is disposed of.

Response

Any landfill in Maryland receiving ash for disposalst have a liner and
leachate collection system. Rainwater percolatingugh the landfill or small
amounts of liquids contained in the waste matevililbe collected on the
bottom of the lined landfill by the leachate cotlen system and removed
offsite for further treatment. General ConditicartA1l.A.3(b) of the refuse
disposal permit for municipal landfills specificajprohibits the landfill from
accepting liquid waste or waste containing freaitlg, as determined by the
EPA method 9095 Paint Filter Liquids test, as oetli in the EPA Publication
SW-846 "Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastelwroe One, Section C:
Laboratory Manual Physical/Chemical Methods", Thdition, dated
November 1986, except for small containers conthindhousehold waste only.
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General Conditions Part Ill.D.2 and D.4 of the Refldisposal Permit for the
incinerator require that the ash and non-combgstitaterial from incineration
be sampled and analyzed quarterly to determin&dlediquid content of the
ash using the Paint Filter Liquids test, and altbevincinerator permittee to
dispose of the ash, non-combustibles and othetuaksolid waste at permitted
municipal landfills if evaluated to be non-hazargamnd free of liquid.

The ash to be disposed in the landfill will be nexed prior to leaving the
waste-to-energy facility to prevent escape of patiate matter during transport,
but cannot contain excess liquid that will causeahh to fail the Paint Filter
Liquids test upon receipt at the landfill. The & Disposal Permit
Application notes that the water content of thewshbe between 10 and 20%.
The landfill permittee is responsible for ensurihgt the ash does not contain
free liquids and passes the Paint Filter Liquidgs$ &s noted above.

Comment 21 — Sewer concerns

There was a concern about the condition of theipgkelwer that will convey
the plant discharge to the Potomac.

Response

The Frederick County Division of Utilities and SbkWaste Management
(DUSWM) owns the sewer and is responsible for jisration and maintenance.
The DUSWM recently completed an $8.9 million coastion improvement
project for the outfall that increased its hydrawapacity and reliability, in
addition to other waterline related efforts. Thigrivwas completed under
Maryland Department of the Environment Water ande3eConstruction

Permit #7-11-1060, issued on 11/16/2007. Theentitfall system is
constructed of ductile iron pipe, most of whichess than 25 years old. The
older (Circa 1968) pipeline(s) are manifolded tbgetto improve hydraulic
capacity and system reliability. The improvemehts ivere recently completed
on the outfall included connections at severakdéht locations along the
outfall alignment. During this construction, inspen of the pipe identified no
unacceptable pipeline deterioration or materialodémn within the pipe.

Comment 22 — Disinfectant concerns

There was a question about the effects of chlam@&omine on aquatic life,
whether they will be monitored, and whether thety lba removed.

Response

As required by COMAR 26.08.03.06C(5), the pernmtits the discharge of
chlorine to a nondetectable level of less tharm@il. This limit of
detectability is specified in COMAR 26.08.03.06Dhough the applicant does
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not presently intend to use bromine, the totaldsli chlorine limit covers that
substance also. This will assure that the efflugttnot even come close to
causing an exceedance of the receiving water ieriter protection of aquatic
life (described in COMAR 26.08.02.03-2G) for chiwei Based on these
criteria, the Department has set discharge linsitsdtal residual chlorine in the
permit. The permit also requires monitoring toifyecompliance with these
limits. There is a more detailed discussion ofrétenale for the chlorine
limitations and monitoring regime in the fact sheet

Comment 23 — Impacts on Monocacy

The question was asked whether the reduction m #ioBallenger-McKinney
will affect the Monocacy and why the dischargeas Ibeing sent back to the
sewage treatment plant.

Response

The seven-day, ten-year low flow in the MonocacthatUSGS gauge in
Frederick is about 49 cfs, or 31.7 mgd. When orts dlde inflows from Carroll
Creek, Bush Creek, and the wastewater treatment gischarge, the effect of
this diversion would be a flow reduction of abo®b,5a change far smaller than
drought-driven swings.

As for why the discharge will not be directed te #ewage treatment plant, the
Department has no authority to require this altevador the same reason that
it cannot deny the permit. Please see the resgorfsection Ill, comment #1 for
an explanation.

Comment 24 — Reuse of wastewater

There was a request for the permit to require refisegreater percentage of the
wastewater.

Response

The percentage specified in the permit was basethainwhich the applicant
stated they could reliably use. They will use matesn they can as there is a
monetary incentive to do so, rather than purchasemirom the county for the
same use.
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SECTION IV
Responses to comments on the solid waste per mit

Comment #1 - Proximity of the proposed incineratoschools and day care
facilities

Concern was expressed about the proximity of sésehmols and day care
centers within a couple miles radius of the progdaeeinerator.

Response

Section 9-204(k) of the Environment Article, Anntetd Code of Maryland,
states that the Secretary of the Department cEth@onment may not issue
any permit, including a refuse disposal system ftelmconstruct and operate a
municipal waste incinerator for disposal of a soliaste stream (as defined in
Section 9-1701 of the Environment Article), witline mile of a public or
private elementary or secondary school. This gedlso states that a person
may not construct or operate a municipal wastengreitor for disposal of a
solid waste stream, within one mile of a publigpdwate elementary or
secondary school. There is no applicable Statedmral statute or regulation
that would require a minimum buffer distance betw#® municipal waste
incinerator and day care centers.

Page 1-6, Figure 1-4 of the Refuse Disposal Pekpylication shows that there
are no public or private elementary or secondahnpals within a one mile
radius of the proposed incinerator.

Comment #2 Waste incineration creates a market for trash amy\and which
will have negative impacts on local recycling aomdhposting programs.

There should be more recycling and composting @Lestainable strategies).
Does the contract with the Northeast Maryland Wassposal Authority
(NMWDA) or Wheelabrator include a clause that presea reduction in the
County’s recycling rate due to the needs of thengrator? Are there any
guarantees that curbside and pickup recycling pragrwill not be negatively
impacted in order to meet the needs of the inctoe?alrhe permit should
prohibit acceptance of loads containing more tHa# 8ecyclable materials.

Commenters were concerned that more trash wouichperted into Frederick
County, and there would be negative impacts on lezycling and composting
programs. Many stated that the counties should a@ mecycling to reduce the
amount of waste going into landfills. One commenteommended that the
permit be modified to exclude solid waste loadhwiteater than 30%
recyclables.

Response
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Under Sections 9-503 and 9-505 of the Environmetitl&, Annotated Code of
Maryland, each county must have a county planmlaa with adjoining
counties that is approved by MDE, covers at ldasiext 10-year period
following adoption of the plan by the county govambody, and among other
things, provides for facilities that are adequat&eat, recover, or dispose of
solid waste in a manner that is consistent withdlaes of this State that relate to
air pollution, water pollution, and land use, anddounties with populations
greater than 150,000, includes a recycling planddd Section 9-204.1 of the
Environment Article, MDE “may not issue a permitihstall, materially alter,
or materially extend an incinerator for disposaaaolid waste stream, as
defined in 8 9-1701 of this title, unless the cquahere the proposed
incinerator is to be installed, materially alteredmaterially extended has a
recycling plan submitted and approved in accordavite § 9-505 of this title.”

Both Frederick and Carroll Counties have currelittsgaste management
plans that have been approved by MDE and whicludechpproved recycling
plans in accordance with Section 9-505 of the Emritent Article. Under
Section 9-210 of the Environment Article, MDE mapt issue a permit to
install, materially alter, or materially extendeduse disposal system such as an
incinerator, until the county where the proposddse disposal system is to be
located has provided MDE with a written stateméat the refuse disposal
system meets all applicable county zoning and les&drequirements, and is in
conformity with the county solid waste plan. OnyWes8, 2011, MDE received
a letter from the Board of County Commissionersm@derick County stating
that the project is in conformity with the Fred&ricounty Solid Waste
Management Plan and meets all applicable countyngand land use
requirements.

On October 1, 2012, a new law passed by the Mady@eneral Assembly
(House Bill 929: Environment — Recycling Rates aviaste Diversion —
Statewide Goals, Chapter 692, Acts of 2012) requesech county to revise its
recycling plan by July 1, 2014 and fully impleméme plan by December 31,
2015. The revised plan must include a provisi@t gnovides for a reduction
through recycling of at least 35% for a county vatpopulation greater than
150,000 or 20% for a county with a population lggs 150,000, of the
county’s solid waste stream by weight, or submécadhte justification,
including economic and other specific factors,cawlhy the reduction cannot be
met. Frederick and Carroll Counties achieved 8@84.and 41.17% recycling
rate in 2010, respectively, thus exceeding theeStaindated recycling rate of
35%. As the Refuse Disposal Permit Applicatiotesta “The Counties’
recycling programs will not compete with FCCRWTE $olid waste. Only
solid waste that is not recycled will be used fonwersion into energy at
FCCRWTE. It has been shown that communities naiide& using WTE
programs have an aggregate recycling rate at3eastcentage points above the
national average (Recycling and Waste-to-Energg, Rrey Compatible?
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2009 Update Governmental Advisory Associates, Hileen Brettler Berenyi
June 2009). This is true in Maryland as Baltimétarford and Montgomery
Counties have some of the highest MDE waste diwensites (MDE 2009 data:
42.94, 62.03, and 47.04 percent, respectivelyheré will also be additional
recycling of ferrous and non-ferrous metal at theppsed incinerator.

According to information provided in the Refuse fmisal Permit Application,
the proposed incinerator has been sized to meetebds of all residential,
business, industrial, institutional and commeraiakte generators of Frederick
and Carroll Counties, and is sized to accommodaetg-term growth in these
Counties. The application also states that additiovaste from outside the
primary service area will be accepted at the figcilSelection of a method of
disposal of the wastes generated by a county aceswf the wastes to be
accepted at a facility are strictly within the awrity of the local planning
authority, except for environmental regulatory gedmitting requirements,
which are within the Department’s authority. Tlo&erof MDE is to evaluate
the proposed site and the proposed design for ¢angal with applicable State
and federal environmental regulations and stataied to issue the necessary
environmental permits, provided the applicant destrates that these statutory
and regulatory requirements will be met.

At the request of MDE, the applicant provided gpoese to the comment
regarding the contract with NMWDA and Wheelabratsifollows: “Although
the applicant’s contracts are not part of the sadghe MDE permitting
process, the applicant has stated that the wakweecontracts with Frederick
and Carroll County provide specifically that theuQties are not required to
deliver materials that the County recycles to thesW-to-Energy facility.
Specifically, the project’s Energy Recovery Agreaisegindividually signed by
each County in July 2009 with the Northeast Margl&viaste Disposal
Authority) do not restrict any County recycling grams or require the delivery
of solid waste that either County elects to includa future recycling
program.”

Comment #3 — effect of potential lower trash volsioe the incinerator

If Carroll County backs out of the agreement todsmtrash to the incinerator,
will that invalidate the requested permits? Wherthe trash going to come
from then and where is the residual ash going tddpmsited? MDE should
evaluate compliance with recycling requirementsalbjurisdictions providing
trash to the proposed incinerator. The incinerstdves no problem — a landfill
will still be needed for the approximately 151,1#8s of ash produced each
year.

Response
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There is no requirement in the Refuse Disposal Rehat Carroll County must
send its waste to the proposed incinerator. If@aCounty withdraws from
the agreement, that development will not invalidagepermit. Section 2.1 of
the Materials Separation Plan provided in the Refdisposal Permit
Application states: “Additional waste from outsittie primary service area
must be accepted to enable FCCRWTE to operats désigned capacity.
NEA will allow Acceptable Waste from outside theudties’ service area upon
written direction from both Counties.” As longthg facility can operate in
accordance with the approved plans and meet dlicapge emission or
pollution limits specified in the permits, the fiéyi can receive similar
acceptable waste streams from sources outsidetioiGmuinties.

Section 9-204.1 of the Environment Article, AnnethCode of Maryland,
specifies that MDE “may not issue a permit to ihstaaterially alter, or
materially extend an incinerator for disposal ab#id waste stream, as defined
in 8 9-1701 of this title, unless the county whigre proposed incinerator is to
be installed, materially altered, or materiallyended has a recycling plan
submitted and approved in accordance with § 9-3@bistitle.” The
incinerator will be installed in Frederick Countyhich has a recycling plan that
has been approved by MDE. The statute does nbtlpr®DE from issuing a
Refuse Disposal Permit based on the compliancéhef @ounties with § 9-505;
however, to date, all counties in Maryland have/ckog plans approved by
MDE.

MDE concurs that a landfill will likely still be meled for the disposal of the
incinerator ash, and the Refuse Disposal Permitiégijon identifies the
Frederick and Carroll County municipal landfillsrasipients of the ash. At the
request of MDE, the applicant provided additiomébrmation as follows:

“Each county is responsible, at its expense, ferrdtycling or disposal of its
proportionate share of residue (including bottoim &sd fly ash) generated
from the facility for the term of the agreementCIERWTE Energy Recovery
Agreement (individually signed by each County ity2009) Section 3.7;
Recycling or Disposal of Residue]. Also, as statefippendix B of the
Operations Plan submitted with the permit applarati‘Alternatively, the
counties may secure space in other landfills arahge for out of county ash
disposal”. Due to the absence of any nearby Madylandfills other than the
Frederick and Carroll County Municipal Landfillset permittee anticipates that
such landfills would be outside the state of Mangla The permittee may
dispose of the incinerator ash, non-combustiblesadhner residual solid wastes
if evaluated to be non-hazardaarsd free of liquid at permitted municipal
landfills, which are in compliance with the currelgsign standards contained
for municipal landfills.
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Comment #4 — ship trash out of state

Trash should be sent to the incinerator in Penasyévor to mega-landfills.

Response

Disposal of solid waste in an out-of-state perrdifecility is an option that
Frederick or Carroll County can choose to managi tiraste stream.
Decisions relative to the selection of a methodisposal of the wastes
generated by the counties are within the provirfdéelocal planning
authority, excepting those environmental issuesesded in the State’s
permitting process.

Comment #5 - Current and future recycling efforil$ ieave little left in the
garbage stream with very much burnable energy.

Concern was expressed that as more trash is relcyahat trash goes to the
incinerator will provide almost no energy. A maamplete review of the
energy generation potential of the proposed inaitwershould be done taking
into account future recycling efforts.

Response

The applicant’s solid waste tonnage projectiond=f@derick and Carroll
Counties from 2015 to 2025, as noted in the MdseBaparation Plan provided
by the applicant, do not indicate a decrease iratheunt of solid waste not
recycled, which would mean that the amount avaslablprocess at the
proposed waste-to-energy facility is not expecteddcrease. In any event, the
amount of energy the facility is to produce is within the scope of the
Department’s review of the permit/approval applmas. Our review considers
the impact that air emissions, water dischargestaaghysical operation of the
facility may have on human health and the envirammémpacts are evaluated
under a maximum operations scenario. If the ofmeras eventually curtailed
due to a reduction in burnable waste, the emissaodsvater discharges will
correspondingly be reduced, and therefore the @mnator’s impact on human
health and the environment should be less thanriangeximum operations
scenario. Although less energy may be producedrasult of less waste being
available, that is not within the scope of the Dépant’s review.

Comment #6 Adverse environmental impact and public healthceons

Concerns were expressed about the potential hiegtidicts to children due to
the facility’s close proximity to schools and idvarse effect on the
environment.

Response
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Comments relative to air emissions and water pgolutsues have been
addressed under sections for the air and waterifgerifhe Refuse Disposal
Permit contains several requirements designedaieqirthe public health and
environmental quality. Part IV, Standard Conditidstates: “The permittee
shall take all measures necessary to control pofiuhealth hazards or
nuisances. This facility shall be operated andhtamed in such a manner as to
prevent air, land, or water pollution, public hbdiiazards or nuisances.” Under
Part IV, Standard Conditions | and J, the permittesst control litter and dust
on the site, and the operations of the facility lesconducted in a manner that
conforms to the applicable noise provisions undeallregulations. Under Part
[ll, General Condition D, the ash from the facilityust be transported in
covered trucks or covered containers in such a erasto prevent leakage of
liquid on public roads and release of material miyitransport. The roads on the
site must be maintained in such a manner so aet@pt the tracking of soil,
ash, or waste onto any public roads and/or to caymeblic nuisance.

All waste unloading and loading operations willdmnducted in an enclosed
building. The permittee will be responsible fongaying with all conditions of
the permit. MDE will inspect the facility on a rine basis and direct the
permittee to take corrective action, if necessargomply with laws and
regulations to protect public health and the emrment.

Comment #7 — dust

Are there mitigation measures in place to mininigerisk of dust nuisance
during the construction phase?

Response

Part 1V, Standard Condition D of the Refuse Disp&&amit states: “The
permittee shall take all measures necessary toatqrallution, health hazards

or nuisances. This facility shall be operated mraghtained in such a manner as
to prevent air, land, or water pollution, publiahd hazards or nuisances.” The
applicant is required to have an Erosion and SedliiGentrol Plan approved by
the Frederick Soil Conservation District prior tars of construction, which will
provide for features to capture sediment laden m@tehe site and discharge
only clean water, as well as require stabilizatioeasures to limit the
disturbance of soil on the site.

Comment #8 — effects of solid waste handling issnddonocacy Battlefield

The National Park Service expressed concerns gastitcontrol, noxious
odors, facility and transportation vehicle noisd aiowing litter effects on
visitors to Monocacy National Battlefield and thegthefield property itself.
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Another commenter stated the incinerator will giwieodor in the hot months of
the year.

The Refuse Disposal permit only includes generahseabout the control of
vectors, odor, noise and litter at the proposeditiagcand failure to control
these conditions could lead to negative impacthedvionocacy National
Battlefield site as well as visitors to the batd&f. How will the permit
requirements be enforced? There should be a dgtaibmitoring plan for
ensuring compliance with odor and noise control.

Response

The Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Plan incluietthe Refuse Disposal
Permit Application includes operational procedures the facility will follow

in order to control nuisances such as odor, litteise and dust, as well as pest
control. Odors will be controlled primarily by camcting unloading and loading
operations inside an enclosed building and maiimginegative pressure inside
the tipping bay building, sewage sludge building] aolid waste storage pit
areas using the combustor/boilers’ primary airexysto destroy the odors. The
waste material in the storage pit areas will betinoally rotated so that older
waste is disposed of as quickly as practical, thereducing the potential for
odors and vector attraction. In addition, shoxdessive odors be detected at
the property line, building doors will be closedewd possible. A local licensed
pest control company will be retained for schedutemhthly treatments to
maintain pest control. Part Ill, General Condit©r2 of the Refuse Disposal
Permit requires that the refuse unloading/tippireaa shall be maintained in a
sanitary condition, including washing and clearsgs necessary to control
nuisance odors offsite. Part V, Standard Condilioequires that the site be
policed daily or more often, as needed, to codiiter. However, the O&M
Plan does not include procedures for periodicabghing the tipping floor area,
nor does it include procedures for policing theaareutside of the building
daily for litter. Therefore, MDE has modified tpermit to include the
following condition to Part Il, Facility Specificanditions:

“F. Operations and Maintenance Manual:
Within sixty (60) days of the issuance of this pirtie permittee
shall submit a revision to the Operations and Maiahce Manual to
include a plan for periodically washing the tippiith@pr, and a plan for
daily litter control on the property.”

Noise will be controlled by conducting operationside an enclosed building,
as well as integrating silencers and other noisgrots into the design of the
system and structures within which key pieces of@gent will be housed.
Vehicles entering and exiting the facility will Bebject to the noise provisions
governing other motor vehicles krederick County. As of October 2012, MDE
no longer enforces noise regulations. During i&22egislative session,
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House Bill 190 effectively transferred noise en@arent authority to local
governments. In Frederick County, noise complahtauld be referred to the
Board of County Commissioners.

MDE will inspect the facility on a routine basiMDE will enforce the
conditions of the Refuse Disposal Permit and willes corrective action if
necessary to ensure compliance with the Permit.

Comment #9 - Concerns about disposal of toxic asieigated from burning
trash at the County’s landfill.

A landfill will still be required for ash disposand toxic ash will eventually
seep into the groundwater (leak through landfiéis) easier than trash
biodegrading at its own pace.

Commenters conveyed their concerns over the dispbszinerator ash at the
County’s landfill and its effect on groundwater dogossible leaks in the liner.

Response

Only ash that is non-hazardous and non-liquid neaglibposed in a municipal
landfill, such as the Frederick County Reichs Aeo&d Landfill.

In addition, Part 11, General Condition D of thefilse Disposal Permit will
require that an analysis of the incinerator ashdyelucted quarterly for the first
two years of the facility’s operation and semi-aailhuthereafter (see Response
No. 16(e)(iii). Toxicity testing and evaluation tble incinerator ash must be
determined in accordance with the most recent@ddf the “Guidance for the
Sampling and Analysis of Municipal Waste Combust#ah for the Toxicity
Characteristic”, U.S. Environmental Protection Agge(EPA) Publication No.
EPA530-R-95-036, and the results submitted to MDE.

The Frederick County Landfill is constructed withapproved liner and
leachate collection system. The liner system fbamttom to top consists of two
feet of prepared subbase with a permeability af than 1x10cm/sec, a
secondary 60-mil High Density Polyethylene (HDP&ttired geomembrane
liner, a bonded composite drainage net seconddligction system, a primary
60-mil HDPE textured geomembrane, a bonded congpdsiinage net and one
foot of protective layer on top. The bottom of thedfill has a minimum
vertical buffer distance of 3 feet to the maximubserved or predicted
groundwater elevation. The landfill floor is dasegl so that all liquid that
percolates through the waste (i.e., leachate)lisated at a low point (sump) on
the cell floor. Leachate is then pumped from tin@s to aboveground storage
tanks for further treatment. The multiple lines®m at the bottom of the
landfill is designed to provide adequate resistaaraa safe barrier to prevent
leachate from seeping into the groundwater, aegideeds the minimum
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requirements under State and federal regulatiansémicipal landfills. There
are also monitoring wells installed around the fahithat are monitored on a
semi-annual basis. The onsite monitoring wellseseass a first-warning of any
potential contaminants present in the groundwaigrating from beneath the
landfill. Should it be determined through the oimgomonitoring that the

landfill has negatively impacted the groundwateshsthat the landfill is out of
compliance with permit or other regulatory requiests, the Department would
require the permittee to take corrective action.

Comment #10 — Ash volumes in the landfill

There will be more ash disposed in the Frederiokfifl than trash. The
landfill will be fully depleted in less than 14 ysaafter the plant begins
operation, and the County will be required to sitgew landfill or revert to
hauling ash to an out of County landfill. Has MbBa&nhsidered the implications
of dumping 151,000 tons of ash into the Reichs Famdfill? Burning the trash
will eliminate the possibility of future mining ¢dndfilled trash.

Response

The Refuse Disposal Permit Application states tifiatash will be taken to
properly permitted landfills, and the permits asatsd with these landfills must
be modified by the landfill operators if requiredallow the acceptance of the
ash. The application identifies the Reichs ForddRbandfill in Frederick
County and the Northern Landfill in Carroll Couray recipients of the ash, and
also states that the counties may secure airspaxeer landfills and arrange
for out-of-county ash disposal.

Incinerator ash can be disposed in a permitted ampaldilandfill as long as the
ash is non-liquid and non-hazardous. The Refuspd3a Permit requires
testing of the ash to ensure the material is nguidi and non-hazardous. MDE
will require that the receiving landfill submit evised operations plan to MDE
to describe the handling of the ash at the land#li this time, MDE has not
received a request from either landfill to accepinerator ash; however, the
disposal of ash from the proposed facility would eccur for at least 18
months or longer.

Each county in Maryland is required to provide filities that are adequate to
treat, recover, or dispose of solid waste in theunty for a 10-year period in a
manner that is consistent with the laws of thigeStiaat relate to air pollution,
water pollution, and land use. As part of the plag process, Frederick
County must review its Solid Waste Management Blary three years to
ensure adequate options are available for the imanai the county’s waste for
the next 10 years. Should the current landfillaadt its permitted capacity,
Frederick County will need to find other means @naging its solid waste and
amend its Solid Waste Management Plan as needed.

Mining of landfilled trash has occurred at sevéaalfills in Maryland, and is a
viable option to recover recyclables and provideafiditional landfill airspace
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in the future. The decision to mine a landfill idbbe up to the owner of the
landfill, provided a mining plan was submitted and approved by, MDE.

Comment #11 — blowing ash

Present regulations allow ash to be used for dalxer in landfill operations;
ash particulates will easily blow off site polluginvide areas of the County.

Response

The solid waste regulation found under Code of NMéemy Regulations
(COMAR) 26.04.07.10D for a municipal landfill statdhat “A uniform
compacted layer of clean earth at least 6 inchégnth, or an approved cover
material of a thickness specified by the Approvinghority, shall be placed
over exposed solid waste by the end of each dggsation, or more frequently
as may be determined by the Approving Authority SEcure approval, the
cover material may not: (1) Contain free liquidgirpscibles, or toxic materials.
Moisture which is present in the cover materiakBoas a result of precipitation
is not free liquid. (2) Create a dust or odor peobl (3) Attract or harbor
vectors. (4) Impede compaction with standard ldihefuipment.” This
regulation does not specifically allow the use gt as daily cover material at a
landfill, and in order for ash to be used as stloh Jandfill permittee would
need to demonstrate to MDE how the ash would nieetequirements of a
daily cover material as listed above. How the fdingermittee would propose
to prevent escape of particulate matter from ttmevesuld be closely evaluated
by MDE prior to the granting of any such approvat.this time, incinerator ash
from the Frederick facility is not approved for wssedaily cover at a permitted
landfill.

Comment #12 — Ash transport mitigation measures

What mitigation measures are proposed for the pamsf ash?

Response

Part Ill, General Condition D.5 of the Refuse DisaldPermit states: “The
permittee shall transport the ash in covered tracksvered containers in such
a manner as to prevent leakage of liquid on pubkcls and release of material
during transport.” Part IV, Standard Conditiontdtes: “Roads shall be
maintained in such a manner so as to preventdlokitrg of soil, ash, or waste
onto any public road and/or to cause a public masd According to the
Refuse Disposal Permit Application, the ash wilMpted with water so that
the ash moisture content is between 10 and 20 mpielnedore it is loaded into
trucks for transportation offsite. The ash truskk be covered and fitted with
leak proof doors (gasket seals) to keep the a#feitruck until it has reached
the disposal site. In addition, a wheel wash systél be provided for trucks
exiting the ash storage building on the site toaeenany ash dust that may
adhere to the tires.
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Comment #13 — Is ash a hazardous waste?

What is MDE'’s position on fly and bottom ash fronese types of facilities in
regards to the statement on EPA website, “On Ma©24, the U.S. Supreme
Court decided that ash which exhibits a hazardastewcharacteristic is a
hazardous waste.”?

Response

Part 1ll, General Condition D of the Refuse Dispgd3armit requires
characterization of the incinerator ash for hazasdcharacteristics on a
guarterly basis for the first two years of the lia¢s operation and semi-
annually thereafter (see Response No. 16(e)(iiij)ese analyses must be
submitted to MDE for review. The ash is requiredbé managed in compliance
with all applicable Resource Conservation and Regoct Subtitle C

program requirements if it is determined to be zahdous waste.

Comment #14 — Self-monitoring

Wheelabrator will self monitor themselves; it'sandict of interest for them to
make the decision for the county citizens when tieye a financial interest and
will gain financially.

Response

The permittee for the proposed facility is the Medst Maryland Waste
Disposal Authority, not Wheelabrator. The pernattes entered into a contract
with Wheelabrator to operate the facility, but gegmittee is responsible for
ensuring the facility remains in compliance witlpbgable laws, regulations,
and permit conditions. Under Part IV, Standard @oons P, Z, and AA of the
Refuse Disposal Permit, the permittee is subjepetwalties for falsifying,
tampering with, or knowingly rendering inaccuratg anonitoring device or
method required to be maintained under the peand,subject to civil and
criminal penalties for noncompliance with appliGal@dws and regulations and
the issued permit. As stated previously, MDE wallitinely inspect the facility
for compliance, and will take appropriate enforcatraction as needed.

Comment #15 - Violations of environmental requiagiby Wheelabrator.

Wheelabrator was fined millions of dollars at at-ofistate facility for
environmental violations. Slapping Wheelabratohveitmonetary fine isn’t
good enough when damage to the environment anéypapulations is
already done.

Response

The comments regarding the violations refer to lagofacility out-of-state.
The permittee is responsible under Maryland regatfor maintaining
compliance with their Refuse Disposal Permit. Rafuse Disposal Permit
includes general requirements with which the pgaaimust comply. The
permittee must also comply with other regulatigpians and specifications
referenced in the permit, which are also enforaaMDE performs routine
inspections of the permitted facilities for compla with the permit, and also
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has scientific and engineering staff availabledtplassess elements of
compliance as needed.

Comment #16 - The following are comments receiwnesbecific conditions of
the draft Refuse Disposal Permit:

a. Part ll, Facility Specific Conditions C.1 and 2:

(i) The Refuse Disposal Permit limits the accepeapicwaste to a
maximum of 602,250 tons per year, while the ainpeallows 1,500
tons per day to be burned. The average per daydhbe allowed to
exceed 1,500 to allow for some variability, but #werage over a year
should not exceed the 1,500 tons per day. Aretheecific emission,
pollution or air quality parameter limits above wihiMDE will impose
restrictions on the volume of material acceptetthatfacility?

Response
The air permit to construct contains emission knfdr specific air

pollutants. If those emission limits are violat®tDE will take
appropriate enforcement actions.

At the request of MDE, the applicant has also mtediadditional
information to address this comment: “The maximuaste acceptance
limit takes into consideration the variability diet heating value of
municipal solid waste due to composition and moesand allows for
additional waste to be accepted so that the fpeilduld always have
available material to process. The air permitvedidor the acceptance
of 1,500 tons per day of fuel averaging a highetting value (HHV) of
5,500 Btu/lb which equates to 547,000 tons per.y&ae combustion
technology can accommodate fuel with lower avetdlg® and
therefore more fuel is required to produce the sameunt of energy.
Waste with a HHV at the lower end of the acceptadtge would result
in up to 1,650 tons per day delivery or an annatd of 602,250 tons.
Also, in a given year more fuel may be accepted firacessed due to
timing of maintenance outages and therefore aduitiovaste may be
accepted to have material available to process.”

(i) Who determines if nuisance conditions, harlgeraf disease vectors,
etc. are occurring at the site and will monitorregults determine if
these restrictions are undertaken or will the rasgmlity fall on
neighbors to detect the nuisance conditions?

Response

MDE will perform routine inspections of the fagylifor compliance
with the permit and applicable laws and regulatioli€itizens believe
that the facility is in non-compliance, they camtaxt the Solid Waste
Program at 410-537-3315 and an inspector will ingate the
complaint.
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b. Part ll, Facility Specific Condition E:

(i) How will Wheelabrator mitigate mercury in wastéheir preliminary
Mercury Diversion Plan (MDP) says mercury-contagnitems are
typically small in size and difficult to identifyithe waste stream? The
MDP relies heavily upon efforts of the countiesrtfmrm the public of
potential environmental issues associated with aper disposal of
mercury; will there be new programs set up and whigpay for them?

Response

The intent of the MDP is not to restrict all meng@ontaining items
from the waste stream brought to the incineratostead, the intent of
the plan is to establish means for diverting mgr@aantaining items
from the solid waste stream that is to be subsdtyjueombusted at the
incinerator through identification, separation ledlion and recycling or
proper disposal of mercury-bearing products coetin the solid waste
stream. The permittee will still need to meeteatlission limits set for
mercury in the air permit. The preliminary MDP sutied by the
applicant states that mercury-containing items tvigien be visually
identified by the tipping floor loader operator buas boxes of
fluorescent light bulbs, cathode ray tube monitord televisions, old
mercury containing appliances, and other oldertedac equipment,

will be identified and isolated from the waste atreto be incinerated.
In addition, at least four times per shift, randsatid waste loads will be
pulled aside for a more thorough examination faaoeptable waste,
and haulers who deliver loads that fail such inpas will be

identified, and notice of the failed loads will transmitted through the
haulers to the generators of the waste materiadall®r mercury-
containing items such as thermometers or thernsoptated inside trash
bags or mixed in a load of waste would be virtuailyiscernible on the
tipping floor. The MDP also relies on mercury ealimn and collection
programs established for citizens and businessé&sduerick and
Carroll Counties. Questions regarding any new orgrdiversion
programs to be set up or who will pay for them stidne directed to
Frederick and Carroll Counties.

(ii) The facility will likely need to import half bits waste stream per
year from unknown sources in order to operate latcfpacity. The
MDP does not address waste coming from outsidecesuyand the
permit should require that jurisdictions providivgste meet standards
satisfying Frederick and Carroll Counties’ hazaslaaste diversion
goals. Will the public be able to comment on thBR? Acceptance of
sewage sludge at the facility should be limitedewage sludge from
wastewater treatment plants that serve dentalesffibat use amalgam
separators, due to the presence of mercury in seslagge.
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Response

The comment that the MDP does not address merowaste coming
from outside sources is noted. Part I, Facilipe8fic Condition E of
the Refuse Disposal Permit requires the permitieibmit the
proposed MDP to MDE for review and approval atida days prior
to initial start up of the facility. In responsethis comment, MDE has
modified Condition E to require the permittee tbsit an amendment
to the MDP addressing mercury diversion measunew#gte sources
outside of Frederick and Carroll Counties at theetsuch sources of
waste are identified. Condition E has also beedifiedl to add
numbering for ease of identification, and to chatigedate for submittal
of an annual progress report to MDE on the effectess of the MDP to
December 31. Condition E now reads as follows:

“Mercury Diversion Plan:

1. The permittee shall prepare a Mercury BGivar Plan (MDP) for
all service areas of the facility in accordancehwtite
Preliminary MDP submitted to the Department, datesdember
8, 2012. The MDP shall establish means for dimgrtnercury-
containing items from the solid waste stream thab ibe
subsequently combusted at this facility throughmidieation,
separation, collection and recycling or proper dssp of
mercury-bearing products contained in the solidtevageam.
The MDP shall also include proposed measures &rméte the
effectiveness of the MDP in removing mercury-camtag items
following implementation. The MDP shall, at a nmmim,
include the following four elements:

a. An education/outreach program for citizens, esses
and local governments;

b. A collection program for unused mercury and merc
containing items;

C. A recovery/recycling program for mercury-contag
devices; and
d. A proposed schedule for implementation of theRMD

2. The permittee shall submit the proposedPM®the Department
for review and approval at least 180 days prianital startup.
The permittee shall implement the MDP in the inehdervice
area as approved or amended by the Departmenttprior
commencing operation of the facility. The pernatsiall
submit a progress report to the Department annbally
December 31, documenting the effectiveness of tbéMand
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making recommendations, as appropriate, to enhthece
effectiveness of the MDP.

3. Any modifications to the MDP must be submittedHe t
Department for approval. The permittee shall imm@at any
modifications as approved by the Department.

4. Prior to acceptance of a solid waste stream gezgkfedm
outside of the service areas of the facility, teenpttee shall
submit to the Department, for approval, a plandigerting
mercury-containing items from that solid waste atne’

MDE will also recommend that Frederick and Car@lunties provide
information to dental offices about amalgam sepasads part of their
recycling programs. Anyone outside of MDE can esa copy of the
final MDP in accordance with the procedures ofRlublic Information
Act; MDE will not be soliciting comments from theilplic on the final
MDP.

c. Partlll, General Condition A:

This general condition prohibits the acceptanceeofain waste
material, such as sewage sludge and scrap tiressialthorized by the
Department, and bulky material such as white goedsgerators and
items which will not fit in the combustion chamlzermaterial handling
systems. However, Part Il, Specific Condition gtdisewage sludge,
scrap tires and bulky waste as Acceptable Wa#tes there limits on
quantities accepted? Permit should be reviseddim@e acceptance of
these materials, as well as acceptance of wastesHydraulic
fracturing or sewage sludge from plants that acegstewater from
hydraulic fracturing operations, and to requirdadn monitoring at
the gate. Permit should also prohibit acceptamoeumicipal solid
waste loads containing more than 30% recyclablenads (paper,
plastic, glass, metal).

Response
The Refuse Disposal Permit is divided into seveealions consisting of
Parts I, II, 1ll, IV and V. Part |, Referenced Quuents lists the permit

application and all plans, specifications and offetinent documents
that relate to the design and operation of thdifiaciPart Il, Facility
Specific Conditions contains conditions which gppleable to the
Frederick incinerator, such as type of waste itaegept, yearly tonnage
limits and hours of operation, and are based ort Wigaapplicant has
proposed in the Refuse Disposal Permit ApplicatiBart 11, General
Conditions contains conditions which are generafiglicable to all
incinerators similar to the proposedederick incinerator. Part IV,
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Approval Conditions contains conditions which aemerally applicable
to solid waste acceptance facilities (landfillsiimerators, transfer
stations, etc.) that accept and process scrap titag V, Standard
Conditions contains conditions which are generafiglicable to all

solid waste acceptance facilities. Plans and fipatons which are
approved under Part | and Part Il of the permisBathe requirements
under Parts Ill, IV and V. The approved plans specifications
override the requirements under these conditioisa@xtent that they
do not conflict with applicable laws or regulatipnsless a variance has
been granted under COMAR 26.04.07.26.

Part 1ll, General Condition A prohibits the accey® of sewage sludge
and scrap tires unless authorized by the Departrasritandling of these
materials is regulated separately under Marylaatist. Since the
applicant requested and received approval from NtD&ccept these
materials at the Frederick incinerator, they waatuded as Acceptable
Waste in Part Il of the permit. The applicant wiill need to receive a
separate Sewage Sludge Utilization Permit from M®khcinerate the
sewage sludge; however, scrap tire acceptanceppasved and Part
IV, Approval Conditions applicable to scrap tireeeptance and
processing were added to the Refuse Disposal Pe3ettion 2 of the
Refuse Disposal Permit Application states thafaledity will receive

up to a maximum of 20,000 tons per year of scras tiand the quantity
of sewage sludge to be delivered may be up to ddepeby weight of
wet sludge as compared to municipal solid wastecofding to
additional information provided by the applicant@sponse to this
comment, the applicant stated “For technical reagoombustor fuel
mix limits), the facility cannot increase the ambahtires and sewage
sludge beyond the amount stated in the applications

Because of the combustor feed chute width, the @jo&is &
Maintenance Plan (O&M) included in the applicatstates that the
facility will not accept bulky waste larger thariegt in any dimension.
However, particular large items, such as sofasdaateasily be broken
up with the loader or crane, may be accepted. d_argtal objects will
be set aside in a roll-off container to be dispaséaite. Appliances
containing chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) will be eithhetfoaded onto the
delivery truck or set aside in a designated ar¢ihaicertified CFC
recovery technician can inspect and recover the;@R€rwards, the
appliance will be placed in the scrap metal bin.

The O&M states that a radiation meter will be itisthat the scale
house to detect radiation sources in the incomiagtev An alarm will
be sounded in the scale house and control roonetatiibn of

radiation. The truck will then be detained, thadanay be screened
again with a hand held detector, and the truck neithain parked until
the radioactive material is recovered or the lgadeemed not a threat.
MDE will be informed of the radioactive load. Amnlg as the material is
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not a controlled hazardous substance, a radiodttizardous substance,
or bulk liquid as defined in Part lll, General Cdiah A of the Refuse
Disposal permit, the material can be acceptedeatatility.

d. Partlll, General Conditions B and C:

(i) Permit should specify exactly how the facilityust be enclosed, and
whether hanging slats are required or sufficierddiosider truck entry
and exit openings “closed”.

Response

COMAR 26.04.07.25D requires that “Activities involg the unloading,
separation, reduction, or alteration of waste di@altonducted in an
enclosed building.” The incinerator building wik enclosed on all
sides except for the openings through which thekswvill travel to
unload waste material. These openings will havaglthat can be
closed, as needed. Hanging slats have been tratex solid waste
facilities and found to pose a safety hazard tokituaffic and are
routinely torn by the trucks. The facility will epate the tipping bay
building, sewage sludge building, and solid wasbeagje pit areas under
negative pressure to control odors. The approleaasgor the facility
are referenced in Part | of the permit, and thdsreeable under the
permit.

(i) Will there be regular inspections of the fatgilto ensure that solid
waste is being handled appropriately and nuisaondittons are
controlled? What means of enforcement does thatgdwave to ensure
compliance with the permit conditions, how canc¢banty force
compliance if complaints are received, and carcthaty assess
financial penalties and take legal proceedinglseffacility is in
violation?

Response
There will be regular inspections conducted by Mb&pectors to

ensure the facility is operating in accordance \thiihn Refuse Disposal
Permit and applicable laws and regulations. Theaity for enforcing
Maryland solid waste laws and regulations is urniderurisdiction of
MDE. Should Frederick County receive complaintswlihe facility or
believe the facility is noncompliant, they can reafee matter to MDE
for investigation at 410-537-3315.

e. Part lll, General Condition D:

(i) How is it determined where the ash will be dispd, and what will
prevent the Reichs Ford Road Landfill from runnoug of space if all
ash goes there? Will records be kept on how mabhsadisposed of
and where it is landfilled?
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Response
It is up to the applicant to choose a permittepaksl site for the ash.

The facility will need to keep records on how muash is disposed of
and where, and provide this information to MDE maanual report due
by March 1 of each year the incinerator is in opena The application
states that a percentage of the ash will be takémet Frederick County
Reichs Ford Road Landfill. The application alstdiCarroll County’s
Northern Landfill or other designated facilitiespasssible acceptance
sites. Both of these landfills may accept incit@rash as long as the
permittees address the management of the ash larttiéll operating
plan and submit the plan to MDE for approval.slup to Frederick
County which owns and operates the landfill to detee how much ash
will be accepted at their landfill. Under Sect@®05 of the
Environment Article, Annotated Code of Marylande&erick County is
required to have a plan that provides for factitieat are adequate to
treat, recover, or dispose of solid waste in a reatimat is consistent
with the laws of this State that relate to air ptdin, water pollution,
and land use. As part of the required 3-year wewatthe county plan,
Frederick County will need to evaluate the remargapacity of the
Reichs Ford Road Landfill and determine whethedahdfill will be
able to handle the County’s solid waste disposatiador the next 10
years or propose alternate means of solid wastdlingn

(ii) A recipient facility for ash should be iden&tl in the application for
ash that required testing demonstrates to be haasrd

Response
The Refuse Disposal Permit Application is requi@dientify a

proposed disposal site for the ash generated bfatiléy. The
application has identified the Frederick CountydRsiFord Road
Landfill and the Carroll County Northern Landfik @ossible disposal
sites for the ash generated by the facility. In VD& perience, the
combined fly ash and bottom ash leaving a wastengrgy facility is
not hazardous. However, in response to this comytteapplicant was
asked to identify a recipient facility for ash tima&y be hazardous and
the applicant replied as follows: “The applicar@gerience in
operating waste to energy facilities has never shihw ash to fail a
regulatory test and meet the definition of hazasdeaste. Should that
highly unlikely event ever occur, the permittee Vadoproperly dispose
of any hazardous waste material according to MDEWS EPA
regulations. This includes transport manifest documentation at a
permitted hazardous waste disposal site. Exangbliesdfills which
could accept hazardous waste are the landfillddoicat:

* Modern Landfill, Inc. 1550 Balmer Road, Model Cilyew
York, or
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» CWM — Emelle, 36964 Hwy. 17 North, Emelle, Alabama.

Alternatively, other properly licensed, out of sthiazardous waste
landfills could be used.”

(iii) Yearly testing of the ash is not sufficiemtdit’'s unrepresentative;
the waste stream is variable and the differentdygdavaste material as
well as the ash itself can be manipulated prigh&annual testing. If
an annual sample is found to be hazardous, howtvd possible to
retrieve previous loads that were potentially dggmbof improperly at
local landfills or determine which ash was toxiBattom ash and fly
ash should be tested separately and the desigredtioinether the ash is
hazardous should be based on total concentratiohsiow much
leaches in short-term laboratory tests. The EPt&sikshould be used
rather than the TCLP test. Dioxins/furans and simauld be added to
the list of parameters to be tested.

Response
MDE has reevaluated the annual ash testing frequiertbe draft

permit using the Toxicity Characteristic Leachimgéedure (TCLP)
and the annual test for total concentrations ofammants listed in 40
CFR 261.24. To better characterize the toxicitthefash and account
for variability in the waste stream, MDE agreed thare frequent ash
testing is warranted. In accordance with U.S. Emmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Publication No. EPA530-R-95-036 “Guida for the
Sampling and Analysis of Municipal Waste Combus#ah for the
Toxicity Characteristic”, an initial characterizai of the ash should be
done by collecting two daily composite samplesafoninimum of one
week’s operation. Following this initial ash chaeization, MDE will
require the permittee to conduct quarterly sampdihthe ash for the
first two years of the facility’s operations, ameih semi-annual
sampling thereafter. MDE will also require thag frermittee submit a
detailedash sampling and analysis plan to the Departmemefoew
and approval. The test for total concentrationsasftaminants was
requested in the draft permit in the event thevesld be used for a
purpose other than disposal at a landfill. Simeegermittee has not
requested use for the ash other than disposal, kidE the test for total
concentrations to be unnecessary at this timetingefor dioxins and
furans is not included in the TCLP, and under faberle, these
parameters are not considered in the determinafiarhether a waste
material is hazardous. Should the final dispositbthe ash change in
the future, MDE will reevaluate the testing reqments for the ash at
that time.

In accordance with EPA’s Notice of Statutory Intetation published in
the February 3, 1995 edition of the Federal Regi&RA interprets
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RCRA 83001(i) to first subject the ash generated maste-to-energy
facility to RCRA Subtitle C (hazardous waste regjolas) when the ash
exits the combustion building following the combastand air pollution
control processes. Under this interpretationfihash and bottom ash
can be combined within the combustion building eadditioned before
a hazardous waste determination is made.

The generator of the ash is responsible for detengiwhether the ash
is hazardous at any point in time. One of the attaristics by which a
hazardous waste is identified is whether the ablibés the Toxicity
Characteristic; this identification is generallyaeaby either testing
using the TCLP which simulates leaching througaralfill or by using
knowledge of the combustion process to determinetidr the ash
would exhibit the Toxicity Characteristic. In 1930PA promulgated a
rule which replaced the Extraction Procedure (E®Xidity
Characteristic test with the more comprehensive HCUpon
notification of testing results indicating the daled the TCLP, MDE
would require the permittee to take additional@cts deemed
appropriate, such as increased monitoring of theaasl handling of the
ash as a hazardous material, until such time asattmple results
indicated the ash no longer tested hazardous.

The permittee will keep records of how much adljeiserated at the
facility and where each truckload of ash is takéra sample were to
test hazardous, it should be possible to determirexe the ash was
disposed. However, if the ash has already leftahiity, it may not be
possible or practical to retrieve the ash onceadt heen disposed in the
landfill. Municipal landfills, such as the Fredskiand Carroll County
landfills, are designed with liner and leachatdemtion systems that
function as effective barriers against migratiompollutants into
groundwater. In accordance with EPA’s Notice @lt&tory
Interpretation published in the February 3, 1996i@uof the Federal
Register, EPA conducted studies on the land disppdsaunicipal waste
combustor ash from waste-to-energy facilities anthfl no evidence to
suggest that disposal in a Subtitle D landfill wbahdanger human
health and the environment. The landfills havetvork of monitoring
wells to detect a release from the landfill. Skicakelease be detected,
the landfill permittee must perform corrective antto clean up the
ground water to the satisfaction of MDE.

MDE has modified Part Ill, General Condition D bétRefuse Disposal
Permit to read as follows:

"1.The permittee shall submit an Ash Sampling Andlysis Plan

to the Department for review and approval withinaty (90)
days of issuance of this permit. The Plan mustesidthe

86



parameters to be sampled, the sampling frequenciythee
sample collection, preservation, chain of custaohyg analytical
protocols that will be used to obtain represengasamples of the
ash residue. The ash shall be tested for leagotential using
the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (P LTest
Method 1311, which is published in the U.S. Envimamtal
Protection Agency (EPA) Publication SW-846. Praubs
changes to sampling equipment or procedures musilmaitted
to the Department for review and approval.

2.Within 30 days of initial operation of the fagyli an initial testing
and evaluation of the waste characteristics obsteas it exits
the combustion building following the combustiordaair
pollution control processes shall be determineacicordance
with the most recent edition of the “Guidance fog Sampling
and Analysis of Municipal Waste Combustion Ash Fbe
Toxicity Characteristic”, U.S. EPA Publication NePA530-R-
95-036, using the TCLP. The sample results skeafiubmitted
to the Department within 30 days of the sample.date

3. Should the facility be modified or a change maxprocesses
which could reasonably be expected to change theacteristics
of the ash generated by the facility, the permisiea| re-
characterize the ash in accordance with the EPAastpling
guidance and submit the testing results to the Deyeat.

4.The permittee shall sample both the bottom adHlgrash as it
exits the combustion building following the combastand air
pollution control processes. The ash shall be $zanm a
quarterly basis for the first two years of theiligcs operations
and on a semi-annual basis thereafter for thefitbe permit, in
accordance with the Ash Sampling and Analysis Bfgroved
by the Department. If the bottom ash and the sly are
combined prior to exit from the combustion buildiogly the
combined ash shall be sampled. The quarterlyestimg results
shall be submitted to the Department by March 8heJ0,
September 30 and December 31, and the semi-anstuésting
results by June 30 and December 31, of each yel@ssian
alternate schedule is included in the Ash Samg@imd) Analysis
Plan and approved by the Department.

5. Facilities that produce less than 1000 tonssbfger year shall
sample both the bottom ash and the fly ash on anambasis for
the life of the permit, in accordance with the Admpling and
Analysis Plan approved by the Department. If tbiédm ash
and the fly ash are combined prior to disposaly timé combined
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ash shall be sampled. The ash testing resultslshalbmitted
to the Department by December 31 of each yearssrae
alternate schedule is included in the Ash Samg@imd) Analysis
Plan and approved by the Department.

6. Renumber D.2 as D.6.
7. Renumber D.3 as D.7.
8. Renumber D.4 as D.8.
9. Renumber D.5 as D.9.
10. Renumber D.6 as D.10.
11. Renumber D.7 as D.11.”

(iv) The permit should require more detail on how trucks
transporting ash are to be covered to preventsbape of particulate
matter and liquid leakage.

Response
Details on how trucks transporting ash are covevgaevent the escape

of particulate matter and liquid leakage are inellith the Refuse
Disposal Permit Application. The application statieat the ash will be
wetted to a moisture content of between 10 ande20emt to prevent the
loss of ash during transport, and the trucks valkcbvered and fitted
with leak proof doors (gaskets) to keep the aghertruck until it has
reached the disposal site. MDE inspectors willeobs the trucks to
ensure adequate measures are taken to prevewf jpggiculate matter.

f. Part 1V, Approval Conditions

Questions were raised concerning the acceptancbuanthg of tires at
the facility:

(i) Is there a limit to the quantity of tires thetn be present prior to
processing or time allowed before processing?

Response:
According to the Scrap Tire Solid Waste Acceptaraeility Permit

Application submitted by NMWDA, the facility antmates receiving up
to 64 tons or approximately 5,700 scrap tires gt dScrap tires will be
delivered by truck and unloaded directly on theitig floor and
immediately transferred to the refuse pit for costimn as a fuel. Waste
placed in the refuse pit is mixed by the crane ajpes to form more
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homogenous fuel. There will be no separate stovégerap tires at the
facility. The facility is designed for a maximurh 193 tons of scrap tire
in the refuse pit at any one time.

(i) Why is the permittee maintaining records onaming and outgoing
scrap tires for only three years?

Response
Even though Maryland regulations do not requirerafstire acceptance

facility to maintain records of incoming and outggiscrap tires, Part
IV.D of the Refuse Disposal Permit for the incirteraequires that
these records be maintained for three years sitailre requirement
under COMAR 26.04.08 for a scrap tire collectioaility. The

permittee is required to submit a semiannual refoMDE for the life

of the facility which provides a summary of all @prtire records. These
reports are maintained by MDE for the life of tleifity. MDE
considers this period adequate to confirm propgpasal of the scrap
tires.

(iif) What happens if the 20,000 tons per yeanadble burn capacity is
exceeded? Is there a limit on the number of t@ms/par of tires that
can be burned after five years and does this lasttfor the operational
life of the facility?

Response
The applicant has proposed to incinerate up toxaman of 20,000

tons of scrap tires a year. Exceeding the limitlddoe contrary to the
approved plans and a violation of the Refuse DiapBsrmit. Should
the facility want to increase the amount of sciegstto be incinerated,
the permittee would need to demonstrate to MDE ttiefacility will be
able to meet emission limits. The 20,000 tonsypeer limit remains
unchanged for the operational life of the faciliipless the permittee
obtains MDE approval to accept additional tirescérding to the
applicant, for technical reasons (combustor fued imits), the facility
cannot increase the amount of tires and sewaggesloelyond the
amounts stated in the applications.

(iv) For how many years will the permittee havesttmit semiannual
tonnage reports; will these reports be filed thtotlge lifetime of the
facility; and will receipts be issued for the duwatof the facility? The
scrap tires from consumers need to be trackedeiisdme fashion as
those from commercial haulers and in perpetuity.

Response
The permittee will have to submit semiannual s¢r@ptonnage reports

to MDE for as long as the facility accepts scragstiunder a valid
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Refuse Disposal Permit. The tonnage report musiwat for all scrap
tires received at the facility, whether from congusnor from scrap tire
haulers. Under Part IV, Approval Condition F oé tRefuse Disposal
Permit, the permittee will also be required to ésauwritten receipt to
each scrap tire hauler upon receiving a load @fstres at the facility;
this will be required for the operational life diet facility.

(v) Why does the permit detail the exportationidd from the facility if
the tires are to be burned?

Response
It is the intent of the facility to incinerate teerap tires that are received

at the facility. However, Part IV, Approval Conidits of the Refuse
Disposal Permit do allow for the exportation ofegctires from the
facility by a licensed scrap tire hauler, if fomse reason the facility was
not able to accept and incinerate the tires.

(vi)What enforcement options can MDE employ afteradation?
Whole tires are a health hazard and permit shagdire tires to be
chipped prior to receipt at the facility and stowéthin a building.

Response
MDE has broad enforcement authority to addresaumis at the

facility, and the type of enforcement action takel be dependent on
the violation. Such action can consist of a Sibken@laint or Notice of
Violation, administrative or civil actions, or everiminal penalties.
According to the Scrap Tire Solid Waste Acceptaraeility Permit
Application submitted by the applicant, there Wil no separate storage
of tires at the facility. Scrap tires will be dedred by truck and
unloaded directly on the tipping floor and immedigttransferred to the
refuse pit to commence the fuel combustion process.

(vii) What will be done with partially burned scrépe material since
often tires don’t fully combust?

Response
Given the anticipated temperature and residenace fins anticipated

that all but the metal constituents of the tird Wwéd consumed in the
furnaces. Part I11.D.3 of the Refuse Disposal Peraquires ash and
non-combustible material from incineration to baraetl in the
designated ash containers, and to be transportet®to permitted
facilities for disposal as frequently as is necgssamaintain capacity
for additional ash storage.

At the request of MDE, the applicant provided tbkofving additional
information regarding this comment: “Scrap tirsideies remaining

90



after combustion will be processed through theofesrand non-ferrous
recovery system and the remaining residues wittdresported with the
ash to a landfill for final disposal. The metasavery system includes
a finger deck which separates larger items (greatar 6”; called
“bulkies”) from the ash. Any unburned tires wik bemoved from the
ash by the finger deck and will be directed todkersized scrap metal
bunker. All oversized scrap metals will be pur@thby a scrap metals
recycling company and recycled. Scrap metals tegygendors are
responsible for proper disposal of waste (non-riaty}es) generated in
their process. Any portions of unburned tires s through the
finger screen (< 6”) will no longer resemble tigeed will be disposed of
with the ash.”

(viii)What will be done with the scrap metal froettires; is it clean
enough to go to a salvage yard and will trucksdpanting the metal be
covered during transport?

Response
At the request of MDE, the applicant provided tbkofving additional

information regarding this comment: “The applicanticipates that
most tires delivered for processing will not inaugims or other
significant metal components. Any metals remainimthe ash will be
processed through the facility’s ferrous and namefigs metal recovery
system. The applicant assures the Departmentht@atansportation of
recovered metals will be provided by a licensedgpart company that
will meet all of the environmental requirements ti@nsportation of
recovered metals including covering loads as regluny state
requirements.

The proposed metals recovery system includes leotbus and non-
ferrous metal recovery components. The mechaproakesses involved
in metal recovery, including the finger deck scregbrating feeder and
the separation process will serve to remove soimé¢has may have
adhered to metals. It is Wheelabrator's experiapazating metal
recovery systems at other facilities that the reced metals are clean
enough for transport and delivery to metal recyghecilities.

The recovered metal is a product, not a wasteratesad will be
marketed as such, similar to the electric powedpced by the facility.
The specific scrap metal recycling companies angclang facilities to
be used will be determined through a competitivaeess, prior to the
facility beginning operation. There is significam@mpetition among
scrap metal recycling companies both within angidetof the State of
Maryland. The FCCRWTE facility will select recyag
vendors/facilities which can maximize the revermée project and
meet environmental standards. The specific venaanschange at
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irregular frequencies throughout the life of theility due to market
conditions. It is likely that different vendorslikbe used for the ferrous
and non-ferrous metal material.”

The hauling of recovered scrap metal to scrap mmetsicling facilities
has been a common practice at other waste-to-eff@cdiyies around
the country for a long time and MDE is not awareoy adverse
environmental or health effects associated with phactice.

(ixX) The draft permit states that the permittedlsiat operate the
facility in a manner that will “impair the qualityf the environment”.
This statement needs to be detailed with examples.

Response
MDE does not believe the statement “The permitted! ot operate the

facility in a manner that will impair the quality the environment”
requires detailed examples. The Refuse DisposatiPalso includes
more specific provisions that are protective oféhgironment, such as
requiring solid waste handling activities to be docted in an enclosed
building, maintaining the tipping floor in a samitananner, preventing
standing water on the tipping floor, and contrglotust, odor and litter.
The applicant has described in detail how theitgiaiill be operated
and maintained to control air, ground and surfaatenpollution, as
well as nuisance conditions, in the OperationsMadhtenance Plan
included in the Refuse Disposal Permit Application.

g. PartV, Standard Conditions

(i) Section A: What is meant by a “responsibleviital” and what
credentials or education is required of this indil? (ii) Section B:
The Right of Entry condition states that MDE, asenable times, will
be allowed access to the facility. Since the fyoiill operate 24 hours
a day, why would MDE not be granted access atiamg/2 This section
should also allow for the use of handheld test rsdta air sampling.

Response
The Refuse Disposal Permit requires that the fgdke under the

supervision of a responsible individual presernhatdisposal site at all
times during the operation. Parts B and G of tireaAd Radiation
Management Administration’s Permit to Constructyiies standards
that must be met for municipal waste combustor atpetraining and
certification. Each chief facility operator andfsBupervisor must
complete full certification with either the Amerit&ociety of
Mechanical Engineers or a State certification pragreach chief
facility operator, shift supervisor and control no@perator must
complete the EPA or State waste combustor opetraioing course; the
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incinerator operator must complete an annual recewse approved by
the Department; and the owner or operator of th#itiamust develop
and update on a yearly basis a site-specific opgratanual that shall,
at a minimum, address the elements of municipateve@mbustor unit
operation. Part C of the Air and Radiation Managem
Administration’s Permit to Construct provides ttta owner or operator
of the incinerator shall not allow the facility b@ operated at any time
unless at least one qualified, trained person, agahfully certified

chief facility operator, is on duty and at the figi Part C of the Permit
to Construct contains more details.

The Right of Entry clause in the permit is a staddandition that is
included in permits for all solid waste acceptafamglities. Since the
Frederick incinerator will be operated 24 hoursag, dMDE will have
the right to enter the facility at any time.

(iif) Since there will be limited personnel on ttigping floor and many
hazardous wastes are small, is it feasible to éxpatall incoming
loads will be sufficiently inspected to detect uceatable waste?

Response
Under federal and State regulations, householdeyastich is any

waste material derived from households (includingls and multiple
residences, hotels, motels, bunkhouses, rang@rsgatrew quarters,
campgrounds, picnic grounds, and day-use recreati&ms) is not
considered hazardous waste. Therefore, small ijigardf substances,
such as chemicals may be included in bagged holsselaste that is
collected at curbside and brought to the facilig ancinerated.
Monitoring of the unloaded waste will be done priityeby the crane
operator and the tipping floor loader operator; boer, at least four
times a shift, random load observations will bediwarted by plant
personnel for unacceptable waste. Municipal wesieing to the
facility in transfer trailers from the Frederickda@arroll County transfer
stations will have undergone additional inspectibthe transfer stations
when unloading and loading operations occurrecether

(iv) Section F.1 and G: “insure” should read “emeSu

Response
According to Webster’s dictionary, “insure” and Sme” both mean “to

make certain”, which is the intent of the wordirged in the permit
condition.

(v) Section K: Under what conditions would MDE amtize

contaminated liquids to be discharged to wateth@f&tate and not a
treatment facility?
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Response

MDE would need to evaluate any request to discheogéaminated
liquids to waters of the State on a case-by-casesbdhe permittee
would need to demonstrate to the satisfaction oEMBEat any such
discharge would not exceed State or federal watalitgy standards.
Under Part B of the General Conditions of the NPIPEBnit for the
facility, all authorized discharges must be comsistvith the terms and
conditions of the permit. The discharge of anyugaht identified in the
permit at a level in excess of that authorized wadnstitute a violation
of the permit, and would require the submittal ofeav application to
the Department at least 180 days prior to the comeeraent of the
changed discharge except that if the change ofdgtafa listed
pollutant and will not violate the effluent limitahs specified in the
permit, the permittee need only provide writtenieceoto MDE.
Following such notice, the permit may be modifigdMiDE to include
new effluent limitations on those pollutants.

(vi) Section O: MDE should specify how quickly egfs should be
made to damaged monitoring and pollution contrsteays; the wording
“damage shall be completed as soon as practic&dbigeneral.

Response
MDE cannot specify how quickly repairs should bedm#o damaged

monitoring and pollution control systems, sincehesituation will differ
with regard to time needed for mobilization andaiep The Refuse
Disposal Permit requires the permittee to notify MMithin two hours
of the incident or within two hours of discoverytbe incident if it
occurred outside of working hours. In many casepplemental
equipment acquired through rental may be availdibepairs will take
some time.

(vii) Section P, Penalties for Tampering: This didion should include
the word “testing.”

Response
The comment is noted. However, Section 9-343 ef&hvironment

Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, gives MDE #nathority to seek
criminal penalties if a permittee knowingly makey $alse statement,
representation, or certification in any applicaticetord, report, plan, or
other document filed or required to be maintainedeau the issued
permit, including testing results.
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(viii) Section U: Can the actual expiration datehe permit be included
in this section?

Response
Part V, Standard Conditions of the Refuse DispBsaimit are standard

conditions that are applicable to all solid wasteeptance facilities;
therefore adding the expiration date of the Frettdncinerator under
Part V, Standard Condition U would not be apprdprial he permit
issuance and expiration dates are noted on Pafjthé Refuse Disposal
Permit.

(ix) If Wheelabrator goes out of business or enbenskruptcy while this
facility is operational, is the Authority respongilior finding a new
business partner to run the operations, wouldl¢laid to increased costs
to the taxpayers or the Authority, and would thipact local pickup
services or importation of waste from Carroll Coint

Response
The Authority is the permittee for this facility:herefore, if

Wheelabrator should no longer be the operatorefdhility, it will be
the responsibility of the Authority to find a sibta replacement. MDE
cannot speculate on whether this would lead teeamed costs to the
taxpayers or the Authority, and whether this wanigact local pickup
services or importation of waste from Carroll Coyrats this is outside
of the purview of MDE.

(x) Section X: How will MDE monitor the facilitydr noncompliance of
the permits and regulations and what actions maghen if
noncompliances occur?

Response
MDE inspectors will routinely inspect the facilitgr noncompliance

with the Refuse Disposal Permit and applicable leggnns and laws.
MDE has broad enforcement authority to addressatiais at the
facility, and type of enforcement taken will be dadent on the
violation. Such action can consist of a Site Camplor Notice of
Violation, administrative or civil actions, and minal penalties.

h. General Comments

(i) How much filter cake residue is there, howtidisposed and where,
and how is it tested?

Response
At the request of MDE, the applicant provided addil information

concerning this comment, as follows: “The filtake residue is dust
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and residual adsorbent captured in the fabria fdystem. This residue
will be removed from the fabric filter bags duritige filter bag cleaning
cycle. The solids will fall into the hoppers belthe filter bags and
removed from the hoppers by fluidized air pneumeicveyors. A
major portion of the collected solids will be rexitated back into the
Turbosorp® reactor to maintain the fluidized begklewhile the rest of
the solids will be discharged and transported éorésidue silo. This
residue material will be transported to the ashraethls recovery
building where it will be combined with the bottash and fly ash. The
combined ash will be routinely tested as part efdakh testing and
disposal program.”

(i) How many bag filters are there, how often #irey changed and
under what criteria, how are they tested, how laeg tlisposed and
where, and are there specific regulations regarten disposal?

Response
At the request of MDE, the applicant provided addil information

concerning this comment, as follows: “The air esiur control system
will include fabric filter units that will have appximately 3,200 bags
per unit; 6,400 total. These bags can have adypigerational life of 3-
5 years depending on a number of operation andtamnce issues.
When individual bags approach the end of theirotiffe life they are
replaced. Individual bags may also fail from titndime and they will
be managed in a similar manner. Prior to remofagic filter bags, a
full cleaning cycle will be performed on the bagrgmartment.
Compressed air is used to inflate the bags andvemmst of the
adhered ash. Fabric filter bags that need to laced will be placed
inside of plastic “contractor” type disposal bagghim the fabric filter
compartment and then transferred outside to actale container.
Wheelabrator plans on disposing of these bagstefse any removed
fabric filter bags will be properly characterizawadisposed of in
accordance with applicable state and federal réiguincluding
EPA’s February 3, 1995 Notice of Statutory Intetatien and related
March 22, 1995 Revised Implementation Strategyrdigg proper
management of ash from Municipal Waste Combust@dxgroper
disposal site will be selected based upon the owtcof the fabric filter
bag characterization.”

There are no specific MDE regulations dealing whik disposal of the
bag filters. If the material is non-hazardous aod-liquid, it can be
disposed in a permitted municipal landfill as l@wits disposal does not
violate any of the landfill's permit conditions€i.dust control). If the
bag filters should test hazardous, then they wifldhto be handled as a
hazardous material.
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17.

(iii) Is scrap metal recovered from the ash stréaume covered and
placed in leak proof containers during transporwwhivill it be handled
at metal scrap yards and are there requirementldgsroper handling
and recycling of ash coated scrap metal?

Response
Part 11, General Condition D.5 of the Refuse DisgldPermit requires

ash to be transported in covered trucks or coveoethiners in such a
manner as to prevent leakage of liquid on publadsoand release of
material during transport. Trucks transportingapametal which may
include some ash material from the facility woukskd to meet these
same requirements. See Comment No. 16(f)(viiitierapplicant’s
response on how the scrap metal would be handlee&t scrap yards.
Scrap yard facilities are required to have a StaatewPollution
Prevention Plan which addresses best managemaeiticpsaon the site
to minimize erosion and runoff of pollutants andisgent into waters of
the State. This Pollution Prevention Plan is airegnent of the General
Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated wittubtrial Activity
which is required for the site, unless MDE detemsithat a particular
site needs an individual NPDES permit. Scrap yacdities are also
required to perform benchmark monitoring to valedtiteir control
measures are effective and maintained. They nar&inm visual
monitoring and annually evaluate their operatidihese are important
features of MDE’s new stormwater permit that prevadiditional
confidence in these controls and practices.

(iv) How will the waste ash from the burning okrbe returned to their
respective/originating landfills, if scrap tireslMae brought to the
facility from all points and from various scrapetinaulers? How will
this be monitored?

Response
The applicant has identified the Frederick ReichdRRoad Landfill

and the Carroll County Northern Landfill as reciggeof the ash. The
applicant has also noted that the counties mayrseatspace in other
landfills and arrange for out-of-county ash dispoddnere is no
requirement in the Refuse Disposal Permit thatgesterated at the
facility must be returned to the municipality frammich the scrap tires
were hauled.

Frederick Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP)

Frederick County Resolution 09-19 is not includedriederick County’s
Recycling Plan in the SWMP, and therefore MDE stoukhdraw its
conditional approval of the SWMP update.

97



Response
Frederick County Resolution No. 09-19 dated Jul(D9, approved the

Memorandum of Understanding between Frederick/@a&Caunties and the
Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority for tlevelopment and use of
the incinerator. The regulations in COMAR 26.03@8jch contain the
requirements for County Solid Waste Managementslamd which require
MDE approval of such plans, do not require theusidn of Resolution 09-19
in Frederick County’s SWMP. On September 9, 2Ft8derick County
adopted Resolution No. 10-26 and forwarded theluésa to MDE for its
review and approval in accordance with the requémetsiof COMAR 26.03.03
and Section 9-503(c) of the Environment ArticleesBlution No. 10-26
amended Frederick County’s SWMP to include the gv&stenergy facility that
would provide long term disposal capacity for Fredeand Carroll Counties.
In addition to this resolution, Frederick Countydeather changes to the
SWMP and forwarded the revised SWMP to MDE forégew and approval.

On January 18, 2011, MDE approved Resolution Ne2@@nd conditionally
approved the other sections of the revised SWMfe SWMP amendment was
conditionally approved provided the County updategopulation information
in Chapter 2, County Background Information, tccbasistent with the adopted
April 2010 Frederick County Comprehensive Plan pafen information.

SECTION V
Comments Received in Support of Project (no response necessary)

“It's time for the Maryland Department to issue tkeatative permits and let
Frederick County move ahead on building the facilit

“Here in Frederick specifically, every responsibtady has confirmed that
waste-to-energy is safest, lowest cost and mostemaentally sustainable
solution to our trash problem.”

“These are sophisticated power plants that userpogcled trash- instead of
fossil fuels- to produce energy. They use sombéeimost advanced
technology in the world and meet strict environnaérggulations.”
“Waste-to-energy operates safely in other locatemasind the state and the
country.”

“Waste-to-energy plants reduce net carbon emissions

“The reality is that, as much as we recycle, treegsing to be some waste left.
This project gets us the rest of the way.”

“I believe it is time for Frederick County to takesponsibility for its long-term
trash needs.”

“Right now Frederick County is trucking our trastdaour tax dollars to
landfills out of state. It's doubly wasteful.”

“In short, it should be recognized that the decism proceed forward with a
WTE facility, which is a decision for our electeshters, nevertheless is one
that was done with input from those of your felloizens who gave of their
time to serve as volunteers on the County’s Solas¥ Advisory Committee.”
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“l support the Waste-to-Energy project in Fredei@unty and believe it is the
only smart thing to do. With the tax savings, gobation, green power
economic development and environmental resportyibifnat else could we ask
for.”

“The proposed facility will meet the stringent emonment and health standards
set by Federal and State law. The selected teagpahcludes advanced
emissions controls which are proven to be relidble.

“The reality is that a waste-to-energy facilityjust another step in the progress
of building our infrastructure and rebuilding th@aomy.”

“We need to move away from burying our trash, whettis in Frederick
County or in out-of-state landfills.”

“It is clear to me that a waste-to-energy faciigythe right choice for Frederick
County.”

“...it will provide green, renewable energy that igical to ensuring that
Maryland meets its long-term energy portfolio gdals

“Let us deal with our trash issues now and notdaafor future generations to
contend with.”

“It will increase recycling rates by recovering @aistthat we would otherwise
send to landfills.”
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