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Per your request am our colWersation earlier this week, I have put
together the followi.J'g thoughts for your consideration. Jolm am I had
briefly discussed this project before he left so I hope I have conveyed mJSt
of his cancems also. However, since he is not here to review the final
c:x::mments, I should be held responsible for the e::atIIOOI1ts!

'!he first paragraph of the copy we have (page 56) refers to oils am
tars that will be carried out of the gasifier..••etc. 'Ibis paragraph has
been crossed out so I an not sure if it was to be included in our review.
However, if it is still umer consideration, you may want to check the
number of the stainless steel alloy, ie. 310, that is bein] proposed. It
runs in my m:ini that a different number (perhaps 317???) is required if any
salt water or brine is iIWolved. I just know that the particular alloy is
absolutely essential othez:wise the "stainless steel" is useless. I believe
Jack Huizingh over at NElli has lots of data on the right alloys of stainless
to use and if there is any question I urge you to check with him.

6. Waste Streams

'!he initial paragraph specifies that "all federal, state, am local
regulations for air, water, am solid waste emissions" will be met. 'Ibis is
an inp:>rtant point as past experierre has shC7Wl1 that in sane cases only
federal starrlards were being considered. Since state starrlards may be lIDre

strin]ent that federal starrlards, it is particularly :inp:>rtant that the need
. to meet local emission starrlards is laid out in black am white!

'!here is no i.n:lication of the characteristics of the "335,000 pourrls of
steam" that will be prcx:iuced. I believe sane description of the chemical
exxnposition of that discharge should be included. Even if it is totally
benign, Le. "pure" hot water, big clouds of white "sm:>ke" (steam) are a
source of community apprehension am potential alann. To defuse such
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concerns earlier on seems wise am hence a full disclosure of the
characteristics of the discharge is appropriate. A table iniicating the
relative emissions from each of the various types of fuels anticipated would
let the reader see at a glance what the relative characteristics of each
are.

I note that the dl:yer will be fueled with propane. At some stage in the
assessnv:mt you should address the siti.rg of the pIq)aIle storage tanks am
the transport of the naterial from the docks to the storage tanks. Roads in
the Puna section (if that is where this will take place) are not the
greatest. care should be given to both transportion safety as well as
storage issues. storage should be far enough rerroved from the any public
access roads to preclude lack of access in case of emergencies.

What is the expected chemical camposition of the Dryer discharge air?
What products will be rem:wed by the two-stage cyclone separator? How/where
will they be disposed? It is my urrlerst.arrli. that a rnnnber of toxic
CClIllpC)UOOs nay be fourrl in so called "flue ash" residues. (You nay want to
look at our Envirornnental Reporter recent case :ruli.rgs as I recall quite a
discussion on this topic am the federal decisions regardi.n":J incinerator ash
disposal. ) Again, what will the emissions from the boiler stack be? (last
sentence, paragraph a, page 57).

b. Liquid Waste

SOny I don't urrlerstan:l the process better•.• so maybe this question is
off base. However, if coolirq water is used, am if coolirq water will
increase the current water bla-d~m, even by a small annmt, why is there no
liquid waste fram the gasifier? If there is MlY liquid waste for disposal,
its characteristics, vol~, am disposal site are essential.

c. Solid Waste

We really question the statement that the "ash is envirornnentally
inert" . '!his may be a serious concern am SUfPOrt for the statements made
in this paragraph should be provided. (01eck the reference in a. above).

d. Noise

I have no clue as to the existing noise levels at the present
plant.•••However, I think the design should certainly strive for a reduction
if at all p::>ssible. '!he apparent premise that as long as the new <:pm\tion
is not noisier than the existirq operation seems IOOSt imappropriate to me.
Preslmlably 'We are talking about anew, pennanent, energy oonversion system
that is likely to be the prototype for future such plants. It seems
essential that £Nary effort be made to assure that this plant is the
cleanest, quietest, am least envirornnentally obtrusive as p::>ssible. Future
such plants will be detennined on the basis of the success of failure of
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this one. Noise, is a highly significant PJblic issue of a1Ioost ronstant
roncenl, particularly in the IrDre rural areas. I believe that a camni.tt::nent
to a quieter operation than what presently exists is essential.
Cbeck List

Vic, we spoke briefly about check-lists, their advantages arrl
disadvantages. Yours looks about as good as any. Without~ over the
specific site with a copy of the plans in hal'rl, I don't think I can add much
to it. However, if you have not done so, I strongly suggest that you do a
field rerormaisance with that thought in mirrl.. Peter arrl I had made up very
similar checklists before going to Micronesia with the exact same purpose.
When we got there arrl did the site sw:vey, we faJI'rl that major cl'1anJes were
needed in our pre-fabricated check-lists. '!here is si.Irply no way to develop
an adequate generic check-list. l:Utential inpacts have to be identified
based on a specific project arrl the specific site where it will take place.
I don't believe there is an altenlative to this procedure. I have xeroxed a
rouple copies of our check-lists and the section that Peter covered in our
work shops for your infonnation.

I might add one final thought on the Cbecklist (section
B.16.-- Economic). I note that in alrrost every case the qualifier "adverse"
has been added to the question as to the effects of the project. I would
suggest that this be dropped. In the first place, "adverse" to one person
could be a "benefit" to another. As far as preparing the enviroJ1l1'e11tal
assessment/emrirornnental inpact statement, what is needed is a description
of the inpacts, whether they are positive or negative. Fach is equally
i.Irportant. In general, avoidance to the extent possible, of subjective
qualifiers such as "substantial", "adverse", "enhance" in the check list
should be attempted.

You'll notice in the Cbecklist semple that we got frem Polmpei, that
they use lots of the subjective qualifiers. '!hey do, however, also include
some criteria for significance (that also use subjective lOCdifiers) .

'!he bottom line is that it is very hard (ilrpossible???) not to involve
subjectivity in check lists or significance criteria, but an attenpt to do
that should be the goal.

Hope these miscellaneous thoughts and suggestions will be of help.
Don't hesitate to call me if you have arrt questions etc.

0:: John Harrison


