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ABSTRACT

Aptus proposes to construct and operate an industrial and hazardous
waste transfer, storage, and incineration facility in Tooele County,
Utah. The incinerator would be designed to thermally destruct both
"hazardous” chemical waste materials, as defined under thz Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and "toxic" chemical waste
materials, as defined under the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA). The
proposed facility would incinerate up to 10 tons of wastes per hour at
approximately 7,000 operating hours per year. The transfer and storage
area would operate 365 days a year, 24 hours a day. Wwhile the actual
facility is proposed to be constructed on private land, the
transportation and utility corridors would cross feder:l iand
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Aptus
industrial and hazardous waste treatment facility analyzes the
environmental impacts of the proposed transfer, storage, and
incineration facility, and the transportation and utility corridors
through construction, operation, and closure. The Draft and Final EISs
used as a set address the impacts of Aptus’s Proposed Action, the
Aragonite Alternative; two alternative locations, the Skunk &idge
Alternative and the Clive Alternative; the Clive-Aragonite Alte:native;
and the No Action Alternative.

PREFACE

The EIS has been prepared according to the requirements of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended, and the Council on
Environmental Quality’s (CBEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA,
effective July 30, 1979. The EIS focuses on the issues and concerns
identified during the public scoping process and the public review
period of the Draft EIS.

The Final EIS for the proposed Aptus Industrial and Hazardous Waste
Treatment Facility nas been prepared in an abbreviated format under the
CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1503.4 (3)(c)]. This document must be used in
conjunction with, rather than in place of, the Draft EIS that was
released for public review on February 26, 1988. A limited number of
copies of the Draft EIS are still available and can be obtained by
contacting Mr. Deane Zeller of the Salt Lake District of the BLM.

The Final EIS contains four chapters. The first chapter is a
summary of the proposed project, areas of concern, major impact
conclusions, and the lead agency’s preferred alternative. The second
chapter (Consultation and Coordination) presents the results of the
agency and public reviews cf the Draft EIS. Comments received by letter
and at the public hearings are listed, in addition to the responses to
those comments. The third chapter (Modifications and Corrections)
includes text revisions to the Draft EIS and additional tables, figures,
and maps to expand or clarify material presented in the Draft EIS.
These have been made in response to agency and public comments and are
referenced to the appropriate page number in the Draft EIS. The final

chapter contains appendices that present updated mitigation measures and

restoration requirements for rights-of-way that will be applied to the
proposed action or alternatives,
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1.0 SUMMARY

Aptus (formerly Natioral Electric, Inc.) proposes to construct an
industrial and hazardous waste transfer, storage, and incineration

facility in Tooele County, Utah, 68 miles west of Salt Lake City.

se_and Need

July 1985, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that
United States (U.S.) industries generated about 266 million metric tons
of hazardous waste in 1983 (Journal of the Air Pollv“*ion Control
Association 1985). The CBO estimated thac if industry did not aiter
waste production rates, the volume of waste generated could grow by
6 percent (to 280 million metric tons) in 1990. However, while the
amount generated is increasing, disposal options have become more
limited.

The 1984 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments to the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) state that land disposal should be
the least favored method for managing hazardous waste. Given the
accompanying cradle-to-grave liability, the use of landfills will become
more  constrained. In addition, the regulations requiring the
destruction of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) under the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) mandate thermal treatment or
detoxification rather than landfilling. The 1984 Amendments adopted a
requlation under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) which bans the
disposal of hazardous waste by underground injection into or above any
formation that contains a potential underground source of drinking
water, if the distance between the well and the aquifer is within
0.25 mile.

Thus, two disposal options that were available to hazardous waste
generators have been seriously constrained. Under the Superfund
Amendments Reauthcrization Act of 1986 (SARA Title III), each state must
certify by November 1989 that it has adequate capacity to dispose of its
own wastes for the next 20 years. This can be accomplished either
through providing waste treatment within the state’s own boundaries, cr
entering into specific compacts with other states for proper disposal.




The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimated that given the

1984 RCRA amendments, the demand for new land-based incinerators for

liquids only would be the equivalent of 82 additional units (20,000
metric tons/year average capacity) (EPA 1985). Of the nation’s 13
existing commercial incinerators, none are located in the Rocky Mountain
region. Thus, waste producea in Utah is either landfilled at the U.S.
Pollution Control, Inc. (USPCI) landfill in Tooele County or shipped
out-of-state for incineration or di sposal. Approximately 1 million tons
of hazardous waste per year is gene:ated in Utah by 400 major generators
and another 300+ small quantity generators; of the 1 million tor; per
year, approximately 30,000 tons are incinerable. This estimate of Utah
incinerable waste does not include PO, waste, Superfund (CERCLA) waste,
or waste from small quantity gererator who produce less than 2,200
pounds per month of hazardous waste. Based on Aptus’ proposed operating
rate of 50,750 metric tons per year, Aptus could process all the
incinerable wastes produced by all Utah generators; however, it is
unlikely that Aptus could capture all of the Utah market. This is a
decision that can be made only by the generators, based on free-market
considerations. It has been estimated that approximately 80 percent of
the wastes (or 40,600 tons per year) transported to the proposed \ptus
incinerator would be from California, Oregon, Washington, Idaho,
Wyoming, and Colorado. The other 20 percent (or 10,150 tons pe: year)
would potentially be from Utah.

The proposed Aptus facility is intended to accept industrial solid
and liquid wastes and dispose of them by carefully controlled burning.
Aptus 1s a private company that would accept wastes from private
companies or other generators for the purpose of financial
profitability.

1.2 Description of the Proposed Action

Aptus is 2 Pennsylvania general partnership between National
Electric, Inc. (NEI) and Westinghouse Specialty Services. tus
(formerly NEI) proposes to construct an industrial and hazardous waste
transfer, storage, and incineration facility, designed to thermally
treat RCRA and TSCA-regulated chemical waste iaterials. The proposed
Aptus treatment facility site, known as the Aragonite site, is located

approximately 34 miles northwest of Grantsville in Tooele County, Utah,
adjacent to Interstate-80 (I-80) in T.1S, R.10W, Wl/2 Sec. 9, SWl/4 Sec.
4, E1/2SEl/4 Sec. 5, and Sec. 16.

The proposed Aragonite sitc occupies one section of private land
(Section 16) on which Aptus holds an option to purchase and partial
sections of federal land (in Sections 4, 5, and 9) managed by the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM). Aptus would acquire title to the public land
through a land exchange with BLM. The proposed exchange is currently
not consistent with BLM's Tooele Management Framework Plan (MFP). A
plan amendment would be required before the proposed exchange could
occur. This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes the impacts
of a plan amendment and will constitute analysis for the mendment under
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Aptus would also
be required to obtain rights-of-way (ROWs) permits from the BLM and the
Utah State Division of Lands and Forestry for the linear facilities that
would cross public and state land, respectively, to reach the Aragonite
site.

The Aptus treatment facility would occupy approximately 15.3 acres
of the 1,200 acres that have been proposed to be acquired. Construction
of the facility would entail clearing and grading of the 15.3 acres and
construction of a slagging rotary kiln, cas cleaning train, bulk liquid
storage tank farm, drum storage building, transfer building, sludge and
bulk handling system, and analytical laboratory. Construction would
require a work force of about 75 on-site personnel.

In addition to the facilities located on the site, linear
facilities to provide utilities (electricity, natural gas, telephone)
and transportation (access road and rail spur) to the Aragonite site
would be required. Approximately 7.6 miles of the existing transmission
line from the Lakeside military exit would be upgraded to 25 kilovolts
(kV) utilizing wood-pole structures on the existing ROW, and a 25-kV
electrical tap and telephone service tap would extend 2.4 miles from the
junction located north of 1-80. A 4-inch natural gas pipeline tap would
extend 21.3 miles across the Lakeside Mountains from northwest of
Rowley, Utah. Trucks would reach the facility via a new two--lane paved

access road extending 2.2 miles from the I-80 interchange to the site.




A 1l.5-mile rail spur from the Union Pacific mainline to the facility is
planned for construction during the first four years of facility
operation.

Following construction, all disturbed areas that would not be
occupied by facilities or paved to collect and contain storm runoff
water would be restored. Scme areas on the 15.3-acre facility site
would be landscaped while others would be revegetated to aid in
inhibiting the invasion of noxious weed species. ROWs would be restored
in a manner consistent with BLM requirements and to the standards of the
BLM Authorized Officer.

All materials transported to and from the treatment facility wouid

be transported by truck or rail. Prior to treatment, waste wouid be
stored in either the tank farm or container feed building at the
incinerator site. The waste generated onsite would be slag from the
incineration of solids .and flyash from the baghouse. This waste

byproduct would be transported offsite and disposed of at an existing
EPA-approved disposal facility.

The operations work force would total approximately 76 personnel.
The Aptus treatment facility would be expected to operate indefinitely
with the application of proper maintenance procedures. The facility is
designed to process up to 10 tons per hour of waste at approximately
7,000 operating hours per year (50,750 tons per year). Final closure of
the facility is anticipated in 2020 or after 30 years of facility life.
An option, or sub-alternative, to the Aragonite Alternative as it is
proposed would be the granting of the ROWs by BLM, wut no land exchange
would occur.

1.3 Alternatives

Skunk Ridge Alternative

The uskunk Ridge Alternative would differ from the Proposed Action
only in the location of the waste treatment facility and the distances
required for the linear facilities to provide wutilities and
transportation. Project components, construction, operation, and
closure would all be the same as described for the Proposed Action. The
Skunk Ridge site is located in T.IN, R.9W, Sec. 4 in Tooele County,

Utah. This section is public land managed by the BIM. A land exchange
with BLM and ROWs grants would also be required for this alternative.
Linear facilities to the Skunk Ridge site would require a 25-kV
electrical tap, and a telephone service tap would extend 0.4 mile from
the mainlines to the site. The natural gas pipeline tap would extend
10.9 miles from the main junction; 2.3 miles of access roads would
require upgrading; and the rail spur would extend 0.3 mile to the Skunk
Ridge site.

Clive Alternative

The Clive Alternative would differ from the proposed action only in
the location of the waste treatment facility and the required linear
facilities to provide utilities and transportation. Project components,
coenstruction, operaticn, and closure would all be the same as described
for the proposed action. The Clive site is located in T.1S, R.11lW,
Sec. 30 and 31 of Tocele County, Utah. These sections are public land
managed by the BILM. A 'and exchange and ROWs grants would also be
required for this alternative.

Approximately 14.8 miles of transmission line upgrade to 46-kv
would be required; the upgrade would be necessary due to the greater
distance of the Clive site from the Marblehead substation. A 46-kV
electrical tap and a telephone service tap would extend 2.1 miles from
the mainline. The natural gas pipeline tap would extend 28.0 miles from
the main junction, 1.7 miles of access roads would require upgrading,
and the rail spur would extend 0.1 mile to the Clive site. It would

also be necessary to deliver potable water to the site.

Clive-Aragonite Alternative

The Clive-Aragonite Alternative would be a combination of the Clive
Alternative and the Aragonite Alternative. It is assumed that the
industr.al and hazardous waste incinerator would be constructed at only
one of the sites, and lands at the other site may eventually be used for
other future purposes, not yet identified, but consistent with Tooele
County zoning. Any future development would be subject to applicable

federal, state, and county requirements.




No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, BLM would not issue the ROWS
grants nor proceed with the land exchange necessary for Aptus to develop
its industrial and hazardous waste treatment facility as proposed. No
action would preclude Aptus from developing the facility utilizing
public land as proposed; however, it would not preclude Aptus from
identifying an alternative site and ROWs on private land and proceeding
with their proposal. If private land were utilized, BLM would have no
permitting authority. However, the facility would still require
approval from the State of Utah, Tooele County, and EPA. Impacts
associated with the No Action Alternative are discussed in Section 4.5
of the Draft EIS.

1.4 1Issues and Concerns

Prior to preparation of the Draft EIS, public scoping meetings were
held in Grantsville and Salt Lake City, Utah to identify major issues
and concerns that should be addressed in the EIS. The results of the
scoping meetings were compiled in a Scoping Summary Document. The
comments were assigned, as appropriate, to one of the following three
cateqgories: comments identifying alternatives to t“e proposed project;
issues and concerns to be addressed in the EIS; and statements of
opinion. The following is a listing by category or discipline of major
issues and concerns submitted by commenters a minimum of five times or
more that are addressed in the Draft EIS. Parenthetical number
designations following each comment indicate the number of times the

issue/concern was mentioned.

Purpose and Need

° The number of incinerators and landfiils needed in Tooele
County. (6)

L] Location of an incinerator in Utah versus other states. (5)

Air Quality

L Contamination of surrounding areas from toxic stack emissions.
(13)

Cumulative air quality impacts from mining and other
incinerator operations. (7)

Monitoring and regulation of air quality during facility
operation. (6)

. Need for sophisticated air quality modeling. (5)
Water Resources

. Contamination of groundwater aquifer and drinking water wells.
(5)

Geology/Soils

. Contamination of soils from spills, air emissions, and fly
ash. (6)

Probability and magnitude of an earthquake and seismic
protection measures. (5)

Biological Resources

° Effects on vegetation and wildlife. (8)

Transportation

L] Accidents involving trucks or trains carrying hazardous waste.
(12)

Socioceconomics

. Bmployment concerns including number of worker;,local hires,
union representation, pay scale, and job categories. (10)

Economic benefits to Tooele County including property tax,
hazardous waste fee, and increased employment. (8)

Positive and negative effects on industrial growth due to the
presence of the hazardous waste incinerator in Tooele County.
(5)

Land Use/Recreation

L] Conflicts with existing land uses including industry, grazing,
farmland, wildlife, off-road vehicle use, and wilderness.
(11)

Health and Safety

L] Existing emergency response capabilities of Toocele County and
surrounding areas. The need to upgrade those capabilities.
(8).




Adequate inspection and monjtoring of the facility to protect
the public. (7)

Disposal of slag, flyash, etc., in an offsite landfill. (6)

Qualifications of state/federal personnel who would monitor
the facility. (6)

K] Liability in the event of a spill. (5)
1.5 3ignificant Impact Conclusions

Impacts and concerns associated with the Proposed Action (the
Aragonite  Alternative), ths Skunk Ridge Alternative, the Clive

Alternative, the Clive-’ragonite Alternative, and the No Action
Alternative are sw.nar‘zed in Table 1-1. For each alternative,

significant impacts could potentially occur to emergency response
personnel, bystanders, sensitive biological resources, and water
resources ir. the event of a sp.ll along a transportation route. A large
spill of PCBs with a resulting fire could require the evacuation of
reople in the immediate vicinity of the accident. However, the
probability of a toxic spill occurring at a sensitive location is
extremely low, so significant impacts to these sensitive resources are
not anticipated.

No significant impac:cz were identified regarding transportation
concerns; however, the lack of a direct freeway interchange to the Clive
site has been noted in the Draft EIS. Tucele County and the Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT) are pursuing the construction of an
interchange at Clive. Construction could begin as early as 1989;
however, funding for this project has not been secured and no
construction schedule has been established. UDOT has agreed to leave
the temporary west-bound off-ramp and east-bound on-ramp at Clive in
place for use by authorized vehicles until a final decision on whether
an interchange will be constructed has been made. The Skunk Ridge site

is not located within Toocele County’s West Desert Hazardous Industry
Area. Further, a potential impact to groundwater would occur at the
Skunk Ridge site if the capacity of existing wells near the site were
affected by a new production well. Impacts associated with the
project’s linear facilities would be the same for the three alternative
sites and would not be significant.

TABLE 1-1

SUMMARY OF CONCERNS AND IMPACTS FOR THE APTUS INDUSTRIAL

AND HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT FACILITYJ'

Alternatives

Aragonite Skunk
(Proposed) Ridge

Clive

Aragonite/ No

Clive

Action

Air Quality

Compliance for criteria pollutants ‘{2
under NAAQS

Compliance for non-criteria
(toxic) pollutants

Geology and Soils
Site located within 200 feet
of Holocene Fault

Disturbance to mineral or
paleontological resources

Disturbance to erosive soils
that could not be subsequently
restabilized

Significant impact to soil
productivity following
a spill and cleanup

Watec Resources

Surface water quality or quantity
reduced below standards or
affected existing users

Construction within 100-year
floodplain

Groundwater use affecting
existing water rights

Groundwater quality modified by
spill to affect established users

Biological Resources

Inadequate revegetation cover to
prevent erosion




TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)

TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)

Alternatives

Aragonite Exunk
(Proposed) Ridge Clive Clive Action

Aragonite/ No

Inadequate revegetation cover to
support land uses

Rare, unique, or sensitive habitat,
species, or communities lost

due to construction, spills, or
emissions

Known critical ranges for game
species affected during
season of use or critical periods

Threatened, endangered, or
candidate species affected

Toxic spill into Great Salt Lake or
surface streams

Transportation

Truck or ru.l accidents in Utah
resulting in the spill of hazardous
wastes increasina by more than
5 percent over existing levels

Traffic volume on I-80 increasi g
so that the roadway volume-to-
capacity relationship results

in the traffic operating Level of
Service falling below Level of
Service C

Traffic volume on I-80 i reasing
so that change in Level of Service
indicates a corresponding
increase in accident frequency

Rocadway facilities requiring
upgrading and capital expenditures
to mitigate vehicle flow and/or
safety deficiencies that are
beyond the fiscal capabilities

of the responsible agency

Alternatives

Aragonite Skunk
(Proposed) Ridge

Clive

Aragonite/ No

Clive

Action

Deterioration and related main-
tenance costs of area roadways
accelerating beyond those scheduled
by the responsible agency

Rail/highway at-grade crossing
leading to the site generating more
than three train/vehicle accidents
during the life of the project

Socioceconomics

Housing or service demands could
not be met by existing or
currently planned facilities
Changes in area population or
employment of S5 percent or more
in any year

Changes in local tax base greater
than 5 percent N

Land Use, Grazing, Recreation, and Wilderness

Consistent/compatible with
land use plans, requlations, or
controls for:

Federal

State

County

Site located within the West Desert
Hazardous Industry Area

Significantly decrease the number
of grazing AUMs per acre within
the Aragoniic and North Cedar
Mountains grazing allotments

Significant impact to designated
wilderness or wilderness study
areas




TABLE 1-1 (CONTINUED)

Alternatives

Aragonite Skunk Aragonite/ No
(Proposed) Ridge Clive Clive Action

Visual Resources

Visual contrasts exceeding BLM's
visual quality objectives

Cultural Resources

Effects on sites eligible for, or
listed on, the NRHP

Health and Safety

Inggeased cancer risk exceeding
10 ~ per lifetime, resulting

from small spills during transport
of hazardous wastes

lm_:geased cancer rigk exceeding
10 ~ per lifetime, resulting
from a large spill during trans-
port of PCB wastes

Probability of exposures from

incomplete combustion of

hazardous wastes exceeding that

of similar facilities N N N N N

llnpact summary includes the implentation of the mitigation measures presented in
Section 4.1.

ZY - Yes
N = No
3Such an event is not predicted to occur during the life of the project.

4‘me Aragonite Alternative without the land exchange (Aragonite Sub-Alternative)
would be consistent with the BLM’s Tooele Management ramework Plan.

Slq)acts to cultural resources cannot be specifically deternined until intensive
surveys are completed.

Gme analysis presented in Appendix B in the Draft EIS indicztes that exposure of
people in the immediate area of a large spill cf PCBs with an ensuing fire could
be significant and could require the evacuation of people within 650 feet
(200 m).

NA - Not Applicable

Selection of the No Action Alternative would have no adverse
impacts on the resources discussed above; however, employment
opportunities and income that would result from implementation of the
proposed project would not occur, nor would the opportunity to provide a
hazardous waste incinerator for generators in the western region of the

United States occur.

1.6 Agency Preferred Alternative
In accordance with NEPA and CBEQ guidelines (40 CFR 1502.14),
federal agencies are required in the Draft and Final EISs to identify

the preferred alternative for the proposed project. The preferred
alternative is not a final agency decision; it .s rather an indication
of the agency’s preliminary preference. BIM’s final decision will be
contained in a Record of Decision prepared for Aptus’ proposal and based
on the information contained in the Draft and Final EIS. The
alternative identified below is the BLM’s preferred alternative
following review of all information relevant to Aptus’ proposed action.
The BLM preferred alternative is the Clive-Aragonite Alternative.




2.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

2.1 Draft EIS Review

In the course of preparation of the Draft and Final EISs and Plan
Amendment for the Aptus industrial and hazardous waste treatment
facility, the BLM has communicated with and received input from many
federal, state, and local agencies; elected representatives;
envirom. “tal and citizens groups; industries; and individuals.

Although BLM administered public lands are involved, the major
issues of air, water, and public health and safety most directly involve

the EPA and state and county government levels. Consequently, a

CONSULTATION
AND COORDINATION

the steering committre was advisory in nature and acted as a forum of
2.0

steering committee composed of a representative from each federal,
state, and county entity which has a specific authorizing action in
conjunction with the proposed project was established. The function of

ideas and concerns to provide guidance to the BLM, EPA, State, and

Tooele County oificials. The committee provided an avenue of
communication and coordination between each of the concerned and
involved governmental entities, assisted in identifying issues and
sharing data sources and analysis in support of the EIS effort, and
reviewed related applications for proposed projects and other documents
as necessary. The steering committee reviewed the Preliminary Draft,
Draft, and Preliminary ' nal EISs arJ subsequently provided comments to
the BLM. BLM as the lead federal agency for NEPA compliance had the
following basic responsibilities: 1) preparation of the EIS to comply
with the requirements of NEPA, CEQ regulations, and departmental
requirements; and 2) to the extent practical and allowed by departmental
requirements, prepare the EIS to meet the needs of state and county
governmental entities who have major authorizing acticas so as to avoid
duplication of effort.

As part of the consultation effort during the preparation of the
Draft EIS, BLM contacted both the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) concerning cultural resources, as required by the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and the U.S. Fish and wildlife Service
(USFWS) in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of
1973. Copies of the Draft EIS were sent to the SHPO and USFWS, who




subsequently responded with Comment Letters 6 and 11, respectively. In
addition, Appendix 4.2 contains the letters related to threatened or
en’angered species consultation. The Draft EIS was structured to
analyze potential impacts to any threatened or endangered species and
serve as the Biological Assessment for sensitive species occurring
within the project area.

Approximately 700 copies of the Draft EIS were distributed by mail
to various individuals, organizations, and government agencies. During
the 60-day public comment period, many of those who received copies of
the Draft EIS have submitted written comments and/or presented verbal
comments at the public hearings held in Tooele and Salt Lake City, Utah
on March 16 ard 17, 1988, respectively. Those comments are presented
and responded to in the following sections.

The fcllowing is a listing of the agencies, groups, and
organizations who previously received copies of the Draft EIS in
February 1988.

Federal Agencies

Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Department of Defense
Army Corps of Engineers
bolling Air Force Base
Edwards Air Force Base
Hill Air Force Base
Tooele Army Depot
Department of Energy
Western Area Power Administration
Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and wildlife Service
Minerals Manacement Service
National Park Service
Natural Resource Library
Office of Environmental Project Review
Office of Public Affairs
Regional Solicitors’ Office
U.S. Geologicul Survey
Department of Transportation
Information Ajsistance Office
Environmental Protection Agency
ETS Psview Office
Emergency Response Branch

Federal encies (Continued)

Hazardous Warcte Section
Policy and Management Division Region 8
Toxic Substances Branch
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Disaster Assistance Programs Division
Federal Energy Requlatory Commission
Oak Ridge National Laboratory Receiving Section
Occupational Safety and Health Agency
U.S. Government Printing Office

State of Utah Agencies

Attorney General Office
Board of Industrial Development
Board of State Lands/Forestry & Fire Control
Department of Agriculture
Environmental Quality Section
Department of Community and Economic Development
Division of State History
Department of Health
Bureau of Air Quality
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste
Bureau of Water Pollution Control
Permitting Branch
Department of Natural Resources and Energy
Division of 0il, Gas, & Mining
Division of Parks and Recreation
Division of State Lands & Forestry
Division of Water Resources
Division of Water Rights
Division of Wildlife Resources
Department of Public Safety
Department of Transportation

Division of Comprehensive Emergency Management

Division of Safety

Planning Office
Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst
Planning Coordinator’s Office
Utah ttate Energy Office
Utah state Engineer

Division of Water Rights
Utah State Geological and Mineral Survey
Utah State Job Service

Labor Market Information Services Division
Utah State Office of Planning and Budget
Utah State Tax Commission
Utah Statewide Plarning Office

State of Nevada Agencies

Division of Hazardous Wastes




State of Colorado Agencies

Colorado Department of Health

Regional Agencies

Bear River Association of Governments
Central Utah Water Conservation District
Five-County Association of Governments
Mountainlands Associatior. of Governments
Upper Colorado River Commission

Utah Lake & Jordan River Commission
Wasatch Front Regional Councii

Weber Basin Water Conservation District

County Agencies

Box Elder County Commission

Davis County Commission

Davis County Planning Commission

Grand County Commission

Salt Lake County Commission

Salt Lake County Health Department

Salt Lake County Water Conservation District
Tooele County Attorney

Tooele County Auditor’s Office

Tooele County Commission

Tooele County Conservation Office

Tooele County Department of Development Services
Tooele County Department of Environmental Health
Tcoele County Economic Development Office
Toocele County Health Department

Tooele County Industrial Development Office
Toocele County Library

Toocele County 208 Planner

Tooele County Planning & Zoning ~ommission
Tooele County School District

Tooele County Sheriff

Utah County Commission

Weber County Commission

Weber County Department of Purchasing and Contract Management
Weber County Planning Commission

Local Agencies

Board of Water Resources

Citizen City Council - Grantsville

Metro. Water District of SLC

Salt Lake City Corporation Fire Department

Salt Lake City Public Library

Salt Lake City Public Works Division

Salt Lake City Hazardous Materials Response Team
Tremonton City corporation

West Valley City C.D.

Elected Officials

Congressman Jim Hanson
Congressman Howard C. Nielson
Mayor of...
Brigham City
City of Bountiful
City of Centerville
City of Grantsville
City of Lehi
City of North Salt Lake
City of Orem
City of Provo
City of Salt Lake
City of Tooele
City of Tremonton
City of Wendover
City of West Bountiful
City of West Valley
City of Woods Cross
Representative cvin M. Skousen
Representative Beverly J. White
Senator Jake Garn
Senator Orrin Hatch
Senator Karl Swan

Organizations

American Fisheries Society
American Lung Association of Utah
American Motorcycle Association
American Right-of-Way Association
Acchaeological Society of Utah
Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs
Box Elder County Wildlife Federation
Bridgerland Audubon Society
Bridgerland Wildlife Federation
Brigham Young University

Center for Environmental Studies

Department cf Zoology

Lee Library

Raptor Research Foundation
Colorado State University Library
Council on Utah’s Resources
Crossroads Urban Center
Davis County Wildlife Federaticn
Defenders of Our Utah Streams & Environment
Desert Foxes Motorcycle Club
Ducks Unlimited
El Nautica Boat Club
Golden Spike Gem & Mineral Society
Intermountain Water Alliance
League of Women Voters
League of Women Voters of Grand County
MIT Center of Technology, Policy, and Industrial Development
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Organizations (Continued)

Mountain States RES
National wildlife Federation
Nature Conservancy
Natural Resources Defense Council
Recreation Vehicle Advisoiy Council
Salt Lake Community Action Program
Salt Lake County Fish & Game Association
Salt Lake Citizen’s Congress
Salt Lake Motorcycle Club
Save Our Rivers Committee
Sierra Club
Sierra Club Southwest
Stonefly Society
Tooele County Board of Realtors
Tooele County Historical Society
Tooele County West Desert Advisory Committee
Tooele County Wildlife Federation
United States Auto Club
University of California
Department of Geography
Department of Land, Air, and Water Resources
University of Utah
Biology Department
Bureau of Economic Research and Development
Department of Chemical Engineering
Medical Center
Utah Audubon Society
Utah Cattlemen’s Association
Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club
Utah County Wildlife Federation
Utah Desert Foxes
Utah Environmental Center
Utah Farm Bureau Federation
Utah Geological Association
Utah Heritage Foundation
Utah Mining Association
Utah Native Plant Society
Utah Nature Study Society
Utah Recreation & Parks Assn.
Utah Salt Flats Racing Association
Utah Sportsman’s Association
Utah State University
College of Natural Rescurces
Department of Chemistry
Utah Travel Council
Utah Water Resources
Utah Water Users Association
Utah Wildlife Federation
Utah Wildlife and Outdoor Recreation Federation
Utah Wilderness Association - Wildlife Board
wWasatch Gem Society
Weber River Water Users Association

Organizations (Continued)

Weber State College
Department of Geology & Geography
Department of Zoology

Western States Water Council

The Wilderness Society

wildlife Societv Utah Chapter

Industries

AMAX Magnesium

AMAX Exploration, Inc.
American Salt Company

AT&T Long Line

Continental Lime Inc.

Crysen Tefining

Diamord Crystal

EG&G idaho, Inc.

Great Salt Lake Minerals
Kaiser Chemicals
Kennecott-UT COP DV

Martin Mari. %ta Astronautics Group
Morton Salt Company

Mountain Bell

Mountain Fuel Resources, Inc.
Mountain Fuel Supply Company
Northwest Pipeline Services
Sol-Aire

Union Pacific Corporation
Union Pacific Railroad

U.S. Pollution Control, Inc.
Utah Power and Light
Westinghouse Electric

Other

Associated Press

Basin Land and Livestock

Box Elder News - Journal
Clearfield Bulletin

Daily Universe - BYU

Deseret News

Ebasco Services

Eckoff, Watson, & Preator Eng.
Ecology and Environment, Inc.
El Dorado Engineering Inc.
Engineering-Science, Inc.
ENSCO

EnviroSearch

Envirosphere Co.

EWGP

FNA News

Ford Bacon and Davis
Grantsville Gazette




Other (Continued)

H. D. Bills Exploration
Harding Lawson Associates
Herald Journal

High Country News

High Desert Advocate
J.F. Sato & Associ. tes
KALL-FM

KANN

KBLW

KDYL/KSFI

KLBQ

KLO

KRGO

KRSP

KSL Radio

KSL TV

KSOP

KUER
KUtV
KVNU
KVOG
Lazy "B" Land and Cattle Company
Leader Publishing Company

Magna Times & Valley News
McFarland & Hullinge
McVehil-Monnett Associztes, Inc.
Murray Eagle

Ogden Standard Examinecr
Orem-Geneva Times

Pacific Northwest Laboiatories
Parsons, Behle, & Latimer
Payson Chronicle

Planning Information Center
Promontory Ranch

Provo Daily Herald

S. K. Hart Engineering

Salt Lake Times

Salt Lake Tribune

Sitex Consultants West, Inc.
Skull valley Company

Solar Resources

Spectrum Sciences

Teleclure Brown Engineering
Tetra Tech

Tooele Transcript
Transcript-Bulletin
uGMS

United Press International
Utah Chronicle
Utah Resources, Inc.

2.2 Written Comments and Responses
The BLM received 21 letters addressing the Draft £IS during the
60-day public comment period. All letters were reviewed and the

substantive comments (those addressing the accuracy or completeness of

the Draft EIS) contained in each letter were identified. Responses have
been prepared for the 128 substantive comments identified; these
responses are presented in this section. Other comments have been
reviewed and considered by the BLM in determining the preferred
alternative for the proposed project.

Table 2-1 lists each of the 21 comment letters by author and
reference number assigned to the lettear. All letters have been
reproduced in their entirety, and all material has been reviewed and
considered. The complete Fublic Comment Record containing all letters
and public hearing transcripts is available for review at the BLM Salt
Lake District Office in Salt Lake City, Utah.

Followinc Table 2-1, the comment letters and responses are
presented. Eack substantive comment is identified by a bracket and
reference .umber keyed to the letter reference number. Thus,
Comment 3 refers to the third comment in Letter 4. The response to
each comment accompanies the letter and is identified by the ref:rence
number of the respective comment (e.g., Response to Comment 4-2;.

The reader is reminded that this being an abbreviated Final EIS, it
is necessary to use the Draft EIS in conjunction with the Final EIS in
ord:r to fully understand the analysis that was conducted for the
proposed Aptus waste treatment facility.




Letter 1 Response to Letter 1

TABLE 2-1
COMMENT LETTERS

Poceman 14 Rarageraes

Starve Oy MO MF

Reference

r Source of Letter
1 Utah Bureau of Water Pollution Control (state agency)
2 Hank N. Knox, Sr. (citizen) e, Cean Zeller
Cistrict Manager
B Salt Lake District
3 Utah Department of Wildlife Resources (state agency) D% Soun ;lm, st s
4 Utah Environment Center (organization)
3 the araft LIS prepared for the proposed fptus Irastrial o
3 i § - catsent Facility In 1 Ir County, Ltah. we have th
5 Wasatch Mountain Club (organization) 1ol ioming comments, asinly felated 0 grou sotes e e
2 : Tre Buress of water Pollution Control (BWFC) s In the process of Geveloping &
6 Utah Division of State History (state agency) . Statewios Grouna water Gulity protection strategy, for protecting groms
\ sater uality for present ang t.',m. uses. Part of the uul-vr is Gesigres
" . : - 10 protect the recharge areas of aquifers by restricting overlylng sutface
7 Utah Nature Study Society (organization) = KUivities that are prane to pollute.  Accoraing to aaps prepered by the ..
Geclogical Survey, two of the proposed sites, the Aragonite ano Skunk Rioge,
i are totally within recharge a8 for aquifers. Accord! to the Sa.ts
8 USDI Bureau of Mines (federal agency) rere ate vells wa aorings nest thesa sites shich eoroind LNTre]
: Hvestack, a00 ourrying coerations. Without supporting cetelled orill holes
9 USDI Bureau of Land Management, Colorado State Office wan

9ic stuales, a0 0w to the nature of the proposed cperation, we
st therefore coligated to make negative recoamencations for these two Sites.

(federal agency)

Tre Clive site 13 a mcr. tetter cholce. The waerlying, shallos groundwater

" contains sore than 30,000 105, making It unsultatle for #ost uses. This
10 USDI Bureau of Reclamation (federal agency) Inforsation 13 In OGE/E15-007-0, prepared by OCE for the Vitro tailings
Qlsosal. towever, we would like sore Inforsation at the Clive site, before
) ) #hirg & positive recommencation. A construction company well, stout 600 feet
11 USDI Fish and Wildlife Service (federal agency) Geep, 13 1e00rted 10 have sgplied vater for rosd canstrction In the area in
1970, Inasmxch as the sater from wells Gcllled at Clive by the (€ Impioveo
. 1 jzation) In aulity :'nk‘mim; s the i;lrll:m:'hll (m",,‘-:l‘l Is &0 h:x adeep, It
sgears the & Ocep aquifer in the ares contain ater. W are
12 Utah Sierra Club (organization Uetefore requesting that Aotus rotaty Gril o 600 Lo 60Tyttt e
. live site to obtaln rr'nq‘lr we would like geogfysical logs sece of
13 H. B. Barvey (citizen) tre ::l role to oteraine if there are canfining tecs. 1f the site 1s
eventiually approved, and good eat. 1s faro, Apt th n 0
Droviaing they Gotain perails rom the Depariseot of ator] s e ies
14 City of Wendover (local government) *prcpriate arlrking water re ulresents are set
15 American Lung Association of Utah (organization)
16 Department of the Air Force (federal agency)
17 Department of the Air Force (federal agency) BEST COPY AVAILABLE
18 M. John Pilny (citizen)
19 United States Environmental Protection Agency (federal agency)
20 Utah State Planning Coordinator’s Office (state agency)

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (state agency)




Letter 1 Continued

My, Cean leller
Page Teo

n & somewhat separate losue, no Inforsetion §s proviced on the glxosal of
witlewaler generated from on-site esployees. It Is lsportant that “ore mtall
e Incluaed to Indicate how this waste will be properiy alsposeo of.

If you wish furtrer Information Contact Mack Croft (BwC), $38-6146.

Sincerely,

Lo lh

Oon A, Ostler, Director
Bureau of water Pollution Cantrel

Tooele Co. mealth Jeparteent

Brent Breoford - Bureau of Souig & Mazarcous waste
Ken Alkema - Divislon of Ervlrormental mealt
Josegh A, Urtenik - Tocele Canty

/g
¥918y-15

Response to Letter 1 Continued

All  vastevater generated by co-site esployees, including wesh
water and sanitary wastes, would be disposed of in an on-site
Septic systes. There would be no surface discharge of waste-
water.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Letter 2 Response to Letter 2

sk N, Enox, Sr.
10 Morth Cooley Street
Granstsville, Uten 84029

M. Deane M, leller
VIsIrict Manager

BUM Salt Lake District

2370 South 2300 west

Selt Leke City, Uten 84119

SUBJECT:  RISPONSE 10 APTUS €IS

I Bave been 4 restdent of Tocele County for the past siateen (16) years,
I an a District Director of the Utah Wildlife Federation and also an
officer in the Tocele County Wildlife Federation, however, the following
Comnents are from the private concerned citizens,

OF the alternatives Jisted i1n the Draft [avironmental lagact Statement, |
en in Tavor of the MO ACTION Alternative.

I feel that the DEIS 13 Incomplete and blased for the petitioner.

In the DEIS 1t states that the State of Utan Sust certify by Novesber
1985 that 1t nas ddequate capacity to dispose of Its own Mazardous waste
for the nest twenty (20) years. TInis is fine and could be accomplished,
however, the Influx of Mazardous waste from California, Oregon, Washing-
ton, ldaho, Wyoming, Colorade and even to Kansas Is proposition. | thimk
he hazardous waste should be disposed of at onsite locations. Companies
that generate waste should buile disposal wnites om site to handle this,
then Lhere would be no need of I'nwwlﬁng By truck and rat) to various
places In the United States.

Ihe projected accident rate of «62 or over the proposed life of the
facilioty (30 years) s 1.79 that I projected to cne (1) major spill in
veventeen (17) years. One (1) major spill 13 one (1) to many, should
IRIS OCCur om & watler shed Lo the stresms or lake beds.

| noted in the DIES that the dverage tesgerature Is 75° while in the ares
proposed some 40 plus days are above 90°. 1In winter time with the

version that 30 often occurs, the stack eafssioas could only add to the
Poor air qualiny,

r The wind direction charts from the Salt Lale Airport have very little to The KIS preporers conducted an intensive seacch of available
2~ teli us about the ares under consideration. Why wasa't MIND Alr Force Mteoru.ogicei Ista for the acres. The data required for
LY P i¢ listed for some of these? The wind curreats In the area are characterizing atmo.;heric transpoct and dispersion are quite
totally different than Salt Lake, specific and are not NOfRctay svallab'e at all wind monitoring
Sites. No data meeting ocur crite: ' wece located for the Utah

1.2.4, Brological Resources Section, Wildlife, Test and Training Mange. e  -eparers

limitations of the modeling using Salt Leie
provided a discussion of this issue [or each alternative.
Please cofer to Pages 4-14 through 4-16, ¢-5), and 4-60 of the

Draft £1s.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Letter 2 Continued Response to Letter 2 Continued

(Cont'q)
March 16, 1968

Ihe pronghorn antelope 13 In abundance In the proposed ares of Shunk
Ridge, Aragonite, and renge as for west as Clive. These animals do not
Tike the prosence of humans and the amount of Increased traffic as stated
In other section, of the DEIS would be detrimental to wildlife.

Citations ceceived by Aptus in Coffeyville, Xansas were for
the transfer and storage (facility. As stated in the Deaft
E1S, the Incinerstor has not been found in viclation in
Septesber 1985, the Coffeyville facility was inspected and
cited for three violations, Aptus wvas subsequently (inmed

In sumaation we are asted to trust Aptus to moaitor their alr quality,
notify public officials when they have accidents with hazardous waste.
Thelr record in Coffeeville, Kansas on citations are not that clear.
Their notary Kiln must operate ot negative pressure while lualn.g come
ten (10) tons per hour, | don't think we need anymore additions to .
Tocele County thAL seem (o Iaply we are the dumping ground or out-house i timmatocaus o) Thet sa prasent co o el Loy,
for the western states. EPA  reinspected the facility Oecesber 1985 and acknowledged

that the situstions had been cocrected and that no further
Respectfully, viclations existed. In June 1986, Aptus was cited by the EPA

for  recycling solvents with greater contamination levels than
% ‘,g” % ) o those specified in the permit, failing to collect air sasples
< g ’ e within the plant at the specified frequencies, storing two
drums of contaminated satecials (i.e., gloves, suits, etc.)
longer than the asuthocized time, and tecord-keeping
violations. Aptus cocrected the situstions, paid a fine of
$J0,000, and took precautions to ensute that the viclations
did not occur again,

Mank N, Knoa, Sr.

attachments: Article published in Utah Wildlife News.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Letter 3 Response to Lotter 3

SIANE OF UIAM NormOn M BOrgeter Goveror
NATURAL RESOURCES Dee C Horsen [secutve Deecior
waste Ferouc oy WO M Goer Dneson Deec for

1596 Want Norw lampse < oM Lose Cay UF B4118 154 - B01 32D 901
March 18, 1988

Dean N, Zeller

District Manager

BLM Selt Lake Dletrict

1370 South 1300 Vest

Salt Lake City, Utad B9

Seb Ject: Aptus Industrinl and Narardous Vaste Treatment Tacility Tooele
County, Uteh, DEIS.

feved the subject DEIS and feel it (o sdequate in sddreseing
(dentified | end concerns of the proposed ect, the affected
environsent end eavironmentsl consequences thereol. The proposed mitigetion
pear sdequate in witigeting snticipated lnpacte from o wildlife
standpoint.

Based on the Superfond Asendeents Resuthorination Act of 1984 (SARA Title 111)
(Page 1-5,. 0 reph one of the DEIS), (t seems spparent that Uteh sust desl
with dispor of ite own industrial and M rdous wastes for the sext 10
years, thus ruling oet the Mo Action Alternative. From o wildlife value
standpoint, we have rashed the remaining four altersatives in sscending order
ol importance as follows:

+« Clive Alternative

« Clive = Arsgonite Alternative
+ Aragonite Altersative

« Shush Ridge Altersative

The fevest wildlife lopocte would occ ¢ with the Clive Alternative and the
wost lmpectes would sccur with the Shunk Ridge Alternative. Ve prefer and
rtecommend the Clive . "tersative over the other three,

Specific coments on the DEIS are a0 follows:

Page 2-16, Pavegraph 3 = ALl disturbed aress should be resended. Allowing It is
disturbed to revert to metural vegetation on their own will resule q‘“‘mﬂg;ﬁ!;:m :n““ md‘ invasion could occur from the
in nonlous weed lavasion with the most likely specics being halogeton and Ritigetion Ne proposed facility site. For this teason,
ion 4.1 of this ri

Russion thintle. s ?’”‘ .d.‘“" D found in Sect 4.1 nal 18
Oped to reduce the possibility of the invasion of
Pisa N, Zeller "“"“" Such as halogeton and Russian thistle. Also, please
asrch 10, 1988 ;.n to Section .1 in the Modifications and Cocrections

Poge 2 Chapter of this Final EIS cegarding site reclamaticn.

Based on your comment, text revisicas t
. O Page 3-17 In the
?(b(l EIS are included in Section ).1 of this Final £15. 1In
Page J-11, Paragraph & - One peregrine falcon 48 var prodeced o the .'-‘nu::“:;’;;"‘ k»l tos (S tmss nm and Mildiite
Timple Springs WA hack site in 1907, hovever, it 4id not hatch « Apet 1988, it has been confirmed that an
3 S ch, actively breedi i £
09 pair of peregrine falcons ace currently
inhabiting the Timpie Springs hack site.

Thaak you for the opportunity to reviev and commers on this sction,

” /'
(lean/ V) BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Letter 4 Response to Letter 4

l UTAH ENVIRONMENT CENTER

# | 232 university Street
4| Salt Lake City, UT 84102
‘801) 583-0220

. Ivane B, Zeller
Distract Mamager
BLM Salt labe Dastrace
wih 30U Sest
't gy

Aptus Industrial and Wasardous Saste Treatment Facility

Snents 10 be incleded an the EIS for the Aptus Incinerator siting

<waent’s firsy glaring guestionable Atatement appears in the Seamary on
again an the sain teatl of the document
The wiher 20 percent (or 10,1% toas per vear) would be from Utah. Based
vtk Proposed Aptus capacity and Lransport scenario, three sech Incinerators
wid be 1o red 1a Utah to incinerate Utah's ansval 30,000 toas of inciner

le sastes

That you 40 sot haow even grade school matbesatics?? Or, are BLA agrees that this section of the Draft EIS is corfusing and
ther poteatial Incinerator conpanies encouraged 1o add Hfu state sisleading. Aptus was asked what peccent of the capacity of
Ferbaps your goal i1s not 1o o an impact statesent at o)1 but thelr proposed incinerator would be filled by Utah-generated
pulation to accept the wastes from the entire Rocky Mowntala waste. Aptus sade the consecrvative assusption that they could

[ course, the state aentioned of California, Oregon, Vyoming, Captute one-third of the Utah o et for incinerable razacrdous
ado) wastes or about 10,000 tons _ar year. Cbwicusly, the Aptus
inCinerator with & capac.:, of about 50,000 metric tons per
Jitability of this shole dodumen ) on, I shall suil) year could accommodate all of Utah's incinecable hazardous
I the specatics waste estimsted at 10,000 tons per year if all generators
chose to use the Aptus facility. Aptus has stated that they
could process all the incinerable wvastes produced by all Utah
generatocrs; however, it is unlikely that Aptus could captuce
prioas for Nazar s waste is addressed. And, of courne, sll of the Utah market. This is a decision that can be sade
are addie sed and include (4)"mininizing the "cradle-to only by the generators, based on free-smarket onsiderations.
ing in the futwre.™ Mete, you have hit oato the real The assumption was msade iIn the Draft E£I5 that no single
mpanies Lhatl gencrate the vastes do want Lhe re incinecrator could captute more than one-third of the Utah
w8, they 40 mot want the liability or the espense of sacket This assusption vas misleading and has Deen deleted
ROL waht 10 be sent back 1o the draving, board In search (see Section J.1 in this Ffinal EIS). It mast be noted that
leaner wante streanm the mmber and size of hazardous waste incirecators located (n
the State of Utah would be determined by a complex set of
{ "previowsly received citatioas for sinor violatioas sathet forces and not by state or federal cwgulations. Also,
. N wt and stutage lacility.” These viclativas should be please refer to Response to Comment 1=2 for (furttu:

going (o hast an incinerator for Y yrars in this state, we secd clatification of incinetable waste in Utah.

ste already being noticed at & plant only twas years of age

Please cefer to Response to Comment 2-2 for & discussion of
LENATINE the record of citations {or the Coffeyvilie, Kansas facility.

tudying all the alternatives and visiting the thiee proposed sites, caly ose
be tecimmendes ‘0 laver of the other two by the Uiak En ament Center
that 1s the Clive e

BEST copy AVAILABLE




AUNE RIDLE an Puddle Valley 45 1w (luse to Towle, Granstville, ond the Salt
Labe Couwnty population It hosts 2 proaghorn popelat 1os sd 15 o mosting sres for
bald cagles Te Bas on wneadle water supply that shuuld not be diverted 1o the rotary
bl ancineration couling process

ARAMANITE sits nest to a Vildernoss tedy Area 1o the (odar Mountaing As we

¢ atound the proposed site tvo Saturdays Ago, we B0t iced droppings that 1dentified
wildlife 10 the arca

CLIVE 15 the Jeast objectionable from a viswael I8gact, an eavirossental ispact, and
from & goodly distance liom populated arcas Already there ate other beauties there:
USPCE 1o the Norih of the freevay, the Vitro wranius oill tailings, and & proposed
low level readioactive dunp site

USDER FaCILITY siTE

IS first (el paragraph sentives & water supply well for the vaste trestment
facility Will & stedy be done to tdentily all the vater sources in this arid
fesert? Will there be sonitoring wvells arcund the sein site to check 8 the potential
for growadeater contanination Although this is sot potable water, 1t does have uses
for lora and fawna of the desert

ATFRLCTID ESVIRoow NT

Vader Adr Quality it has been stated ()-)) that no site-specilic vind da @ are
svaitlable for any of the alternative sites But, yet you have sttenpted to yraph
¢ wind rose The sention has even been that the wind speed and vind direc’ joa
frequencies from Dugvay are also availadle but these data are not separated into

stabilaty classes, as required for detsiled climate characterization and for air
quality sodeling

| an en wiaged, hovever, to note that & baseline air quality sampling has been
ted near the Clive site tor TSP But, what about potestial air tosics?

fagraent is that the Utah legislature 414 not see it to fund air

FIRg - even with the hnovliedge that Mazardous saste incinerators,
AlLicas incinerators, and Pershings burns were being dralted all in
Valley

ALT LAKE, TUuMLlE CounTy

In citing statistics for Salt Labke City instead
you arte begging the question As the aif enters the Salt
Valley from the Nest, the Oquirrah Range is the first ispacted ares vith its
ies of Magna, Merriman, Lark, Sest Valley City, Ceatns, Jordan, Vest Jorda
fale, Talursville-Bennion From Salt Lake City proper the wind 13
«d 1o Wolladay (wminc), Murray, Midvale, andy, White City, ond Draper But

ho e 10 mention only the population of Salt labe City ttsell

ARAIn your creditability and tactics are in quest lon This is used for
deling on ‘downving populations’?

Response to Letter 4 Continued

Please cefer to Sections 1.2.3, 1.1.3, and 1.4.3 in the Draft
£15 for discussions of groundwater cesources at the “hiee
alternative sites. The Utah State Engineer was contacted to
identify the locations of all wells in the vicinity of each
site. Since runcff from all wvaste storage and transfer acceas
would be to concrete-lined susps, groundwater contamination &
the Incinerator site is not anticipated, and sonitoring wells
are not required by state or federal requlations and are not
proposed by Aptus in theic permit application. Tooele County
say require groundwater monitocing as part of its conditional
use permit,

The wind toses given on Page 3-4 of the Draft EIS are for Salt
Lake Alcpoct and Dugvay. These data are the best availadle to
use in characterizing site conditions.

Mo sonitoring of air toxics has been conducted to date neer
any of the proposed incinerator sites. However, until some of
the possible alr toxic sources described in your comment @o
into cpecation, the expectation is that baseline
concentrations of alt¢ toaics would be quite low,

On Page 3-10 (Table 3-5) of the Draft E15, population mmbecs
for Salt Lake City, Tooele County, and its commmnities are
presented as part of Section ).2.6, Socioeconcmics. This
information is presented as part of the baseline description
of the study area addressed in the Oraft EIS under the
discussion of area populations.

The pogpulation of Salt Lake County would have been appeopriate
to present in this table also, and (s provided below:

1970 1980 1984°

458,607
i

619,066 675,000

U.S. Buresu of the Census 1980

Iaun 1906.

The areas and population mmbers presented In Sectior ).2.6
wete not used In the alr quality sodeling discu.sed in
(hapter 4 of the Draft EIS. The standard atimapheric
dispersion sodels used for the evaluation of alr quality
impacts identified concentration levels at sensitive teceptocrs
that are identified on Table 46 and shown on Map 2-2.
Sensitive ceceptors were located in Geantsville, Tooele,
Magna, and downtown Salt Lake City to assess potential ispacts
on dowrwind populations.
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Letter 4 Continued

Aptus Incimerator Sites

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The alr toxics Inforsation appears to be based on & sodelling for cancer
only. [ addressed this issue once before, In & discussion vith Eric Johasos o
Reglon VIII, that cancer In only one risk of esposure. Prewsonis, other lung
discases, neurological problems, liver and hidney damages, are also results of ex
posure to hazardous chemicals. Yet no mcdelling is done for any of these probless.

1ak
3 7%

Which, of cowrse, brings wp the question of “modelling™ itsell. After listening
to Kay Modi of Region VIII at » Toeele County meeting talking abowut sodelling and the
proposed alternatives for Aptus hazardous waste Incinerator I felt very angry and
quite insecure. Using computer mcfels takes the element of humsnity out of the risk
factor and also takes human reactions oot of the sodel components. Will the sodel
husan population used be standing on an asphalt parking lot for 70 years withowt

soving!
-

Page 4.9 discusses the “Estimated Incinerator Emissions™ and states that
“wpset conditions last for approsimately 5 minutes as residusl saterial 1s burned
" 1 don't believe that -~ but this isswe is being addressed by o representative

out

for the Sterra Club vho has & background in chemical engineering.

Regarding ,etals (page 4-12)
enission data for Colfeyville site
a trial burn vithout all the data?
trail bure followed by nothing else?

The first question Is vhy there i3 no setal
during the trial burns. Can this be considered
Vill Utah be treated the same way’ An inadequate

he Upset Conditions sould wareslistic
in only five minutes? "Cive me & breah™

A vorse-case spset would be controlled

CLOSURE FUNDS

Since any facility that treats harardous vastes could become o hazardous waste
site itsell under BCRA or CERCLA, the financial stadility of the company operating
sech & facility is most important. Specifically, with the insurance conpany be based
in the United States” How about the banks wsed? Will they be In the U.S. or even In
the State of Utah? Will 1t be possible to access funds needed for clean-up, spills,
ot closere eapenses in excess of those anticipated In this document?

IN ( W LUS 108

It is important for the residents of Utah to realize that the same folks that
brovght the state-of <the-art harardous waste landfills across the country that are
nov leakiog (indeed some like Lowry landli]] in Deaver are SuperFund sites), are the
sane folks that are pushing for the“landfil]l 1n the shyaslternative.

Ve need to approach this Incinerator proposal with caution and “respect™
of contespt for chemicaln. [f Industry is mot forced to reduce at the source, tecycle
its prodects of eschange thee, then Utah could indeed one day have the unfortunate
negative lapression of being the "dumping grownds of the U.5."

instead

7 M ™
. 'y W > 3 tLing so mch
feast »

tlully bairtied;

) /)«al

/e
¥

o Nichhan

tah Invironaent Lenter

P
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Response to Letter 4 Continued

As discussed on Pages 4-1 through 4-5 of the Draft KIS, the
significance criteria for alr cescurces were established at
levels that cepresent the lowest concentration levels at which
adverse health or ecological effects ate known to ocour. for
six air pollutants (criteris pollutants), these levels ate
established by the National Asbient Alc Quality Standards
(NAVAQS). These concentrations are set by lav designed to
protect public health and welfare (see Table 4-1 in the Dralt
E1S). Pollutants not requlated by NAWQS (non-criterin
pollutants) iInclude pollutants referced to as “air toxics.”
Of the isportant non-criteria pollutants that may be emitted
by the proposed incinerator, two (PCBs and dioxing) were noted
as probable carcinogens.

To establish acceptable levals of asbient aic  exposure to
non-criteris pollutants, Theeshold Limit Values (TLVs) and
Short-term Exposure Limits (ITELS) we used, and then a safety
factor of 100 (or 1,000 for ‘nown o¢ suspected carcinogens)
vas  applied to produce & aore suingent concentration
theeshold. TLV is based on chronic exposure without adverse
effect, and STEL (s based on short-ters exposure without
suffecing Crom ircitation, cheonic of icreversible tissue
danage, or narcosis of sufficient degree which incresses the
likelihood of accidental injury.

alr toxics Information
for cancer cisk only is

T™he comsentor’s statesent that the
appears to be based on a sodeling
inCofrect.,

EPA and the Utah Department of Mealth will set the conditions
for the trial burn in the TSCA and RCRA permits.

in a 7iwvt upset, further frod of waste to the incineratoc
kiln wald be stopped. The S-minute tise period is the
estimated time needed to destroy the waste in the chamber at
the time of the upset. Gases would be released to the
Atmosphere thiough the emetgency vent, bypassing downstreas
pollution control eguipment. Also rtefer to PResponse to
Comment 5-5.

Please refer to Section 4.2.10 in the DOraft €IS for a
discussion of liability issues. As stated in this section,
EPA and the State of Utah have not determined whether the
estismated closure costs and trust fund sethod of financial
assurance proposed by Aptus in their permit applications ace
sdequate to meet RACRA and TSCA  requirements. Hovever,
adequate financial sssucance for both spill clean-up and
closure must be descnateated by Aptus before the EPA and State
would issue crequited permits for the incinerator. Tooele
County will also consider financial assucance 58 part of its
Conditional Use Permit, Pblic review and comment (s
encouraged as part of each of these permitting actions.
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Letter 5

Yaosaleh Hounlain Club
Conservation Commitiee
52 101h Avenue
Selt Lwe Cilyg UT 04103

arch 1980

M Deane Jeller

District Nanager

0N Salt Leke Distroct
2370 South 2300 East
Selt Lake City UT B4119

Deor 1w Zeller

The Wasalch Mountain Club Conservation Comemitiee submils the
@ lowing comments on the aralt £1S for the Aplus Indusirial end
Holerdous Waste Trestment Facility Our concerns center on the
Jeficiencies 1n i Quality and risk mansgernent enelyses wWe recommend
Ihal e air qualily section be completly remrilien Lo ‘~clude 8 Deller air
QuaiMty enalysis Detsiled comaents are as follows

I Table 3-1. Annusl Average Temperature and Precipitalion Summary It
S{pears thetl sverage lemperalures were oblained by Sversging meximum
80 finimun motthly figures This proceoure masks Informalion on (he
diwrnal lemperature renge determined by daytime healing and nocturnal
(oohing The Oiurngl tlempersture renge 15 ingicetive of the smourt of heat
Joired Of 1051 and Iherelone 1s relaled 1o variations in almospheric

tabilily A large dirnel renge would leed one 10 Question Lhe stability

3TS percentoge Nigures in Toble 32 Almospher) stabilily has o
Profound influende on the diffusive power of the slmosphere which should
e 8 ma 0 Consideralion 1 your air qualily analysis Tadle 3 | should be
re-one 10 ik lude Monthly max- min lemper slures, sccompanied by an
analysis of sessonal verielions AISO, Snow Cover has o significent Impact
Of STabilily. bul 15 not even mentioned We recommend Lhal You oblain the

ETViCes of o profess) nal meleorologist 10 perform an analysis of the
Chimatological date and 11s ingact on almu PherIC QiIspersion

Firgure 3-1, Ancwel Wing DirecLion Distribution for Sait Lake Cily and

Gwey Mo relerende 1s given (or the dolo presented in this figwre Also
the wind direCLion Qistribution patiern for Dugwey appears (o be
erroneous Could the Dugwoy and Salt Loke figures be transposed? Winds
ol most Dugway sites have 8 northwest - soulhesst pellern driven by
(OQraphic elfects These effects are mos! pronound ed Guring the summer
months  Spring and fell have more SPUPLIC Torcing, and wind palterns
Tl 10 Le Lighter ond more variable 1o the winler AlSO, wind speed should
U 1 1uded, wilh Hght ond veriable winds Lrested os 8 seporale Calegory

Response to Letter 5

The data sources used to prepare the Draft EIS do not contain
the data on daily saximm and sinims tesperatures tequested
by the comment. Please refer to Pages L-1 through L-5 in the
Draft €IS for & list of EIS preparers and  their
Qualifications

The Salt Lake wvind rose vas prepared from the 1989 hourly
cbservations used by the £I5 teas in the alcr quality node ling
analysis. The Dugway data acte a Composite of about 20 ywars
of data from Michales Atmy Alr Field cbtained from the
Mational Clisatic Data Center. The description of the figures
on Page 3-4 is correct. Our analysis of Dugway s that the
NOtthvest - southeast pattern described by the comment (s
evident . The percentage of cals winds is ) percent at Salt
Lake and 25 percent at Calms were distributed into
the wvind cose sccording to  the cbeerved frequency of the
lowest vind speed category.

The s preparers concur with your comment that a
fepresentative wind field (s o prerequisite to a valid air
quality study, The approach selected for this Draft £15 was
to follow agprove. EPA and Utah Departaent of Mealth
tequlatory procedutes as closely as possible These
procedures contain specific models which are to be used in
tegulatory applications. The sodels cited by YOUr comment
have not been approved foc general use by the requlatory
sgencies,
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Letter 5 Continued

wWind snalyies ofe needed 10 delermine the Tale of eftluent under

donunent flow regimes A good flom enalysis 15 central 1o an adequate air
Qualily anslysis and may define the positioning of sile monilors end the
possible need for ermissions himilation proceduwres Such enalyses are not
found in this drelt Dr Jon Paegle of the U of Utsh HMeteorology Dept has
developed o wmericol model 1or mess scale winds in the Salt Leke ores
Other models 8iso exist Modeling 1s weded for Ihe West Desert Hozerdous
Indusiry Ares, ond this E15 15 o logicel document (o contein modeling
resulls We recommend that o thorough mesoscale wind flow analysis be

Included i thas €IS
[ 3 Teble 3-1 1965 Anvwssl Frequency Distribution of Pasquill Stebilily
Classes 1s presented withoul reference 1o Ihe procedure used 10 calculate
stebility classes There 1s 8150 no diuriial or sessonal breskdown of
stob ity class distnbution The stability cless distribution ot Dugwey
€7hibils sirong diurnal end seasonal veriations During ihe spring,
summer, ond feil, stability ol Dugwey swings (rom stabdle or exiremely
steble ol night to unsieble or exiremely unstable during the Ooy, excepl
during storms when neutral conditions predomingte In the winler,

nailions typicslly vary from neutrel Lo extremely sieble Teble 3-1
indiceles thal stebility 1s neutral for @ majority of the Lime, which is
veryuniikely The dale end stabilily class determinstion procedure need
feview

Stability enalysis should include thorough analysis of winler air
stagnalion episodes Ventilation 1s generally poor Guring winler monihs,
ona M jor a1 s1agnation episodes occur 8s slrong inversions sel in for
weeks ol 0 Lime  Effluent (ropped within Lhe inversion loyer during these
P150des couse oir quality prodlems An emissions limitetion progr em mey
L e needed

4 The role of the State Bureou of Air Qualily (BAQ) 1n monitoring the
Aplus sile s uncleor in the dralt Wil the BAD monitor Aplus complisnce
wilh emissions stenderds? If so, how? Will Aplus be asked 10 cease

| Operotions Suring mejw oir stognalion condilions?

—5 Major emission control system foilure scenarios are nol considered in
the risk assestnent Modeling of emission control system fotlure 1s
needed How Quickly con the process be shul down in the evenl Lhal o
precipitalor of olher emission control systems cesse 10 operale
efhciently? wWhat crileria will be used (o delermine Ihe need for

fwtdown? wWho monilors feilure delection instrumentation, and will
Ihere Le reporting Lo the BAQD?

-

Response to Letter 5 Continued

The method used to calo ® stability class from the Salt

Lake Alrport data i3 from T a5 published in the Pebruary

logy. This method is approved

Utah Oepartsent of Health and has vide

in the scientific and regulatory commmnity. The

data repocted for 1985 and used in the sodeling are consistent

vith other data on the {requency of stability class in western
Utah (see Page -5 of the Draft £18).

Wintertise stagnation episodes do occur in the valleys of
western Utah. However, the Oraft €15 aic modeling study
included concentration predictions for all hours of the year,
including those related to stagnation episades.

The EPA, Utah Depactment of Health, and Tooele County have the
Cight o require that Aptus conduct whatever monitocing s
determined o be needed to ceach a permit decision and test
for compliance. The monitoring schedules have not been
determined at this time. These decisions vill be made by the
thiee agencies msentioned above vpon campletion of their
PRIRILLING processes. Please cefer to Pages 1-6 thiough |-8
in the Draft E£I5 and Comment 19-1 and Response to Comment 19-1
for moce detalls.

A worst-case upset of & power fallure with the kiln full of
solids s described on Page 4-1) of the Draft E£18. All
pollution control eQuipment is bypassed In this situstion.
RA and TSCA permits routinely rcequire that Incinerator
Operation be halted if operating pararetecs exceed predefined
specifications. The Utah Buresu of Solid and Hazardous Wastes
(URSHM) has indicated that the RCRA permit will specity
Rinimm and saximm operating conditions, The RCRA permit
Operating conditions will be based on the conditions in which
the facility successfully desonstrated the tequiced
Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) during the trial
burn. Aptus will be requited to saintain the sinims permit
Operating conditions (e.g., tesperature, flase, combustion
4lc) at all times thete is waste in the kiln to assute ORE
compl lance . In  adMition o saintaining the ainimms
afterburner temperatute, all vaste feed will be sutomatically
cutoff during plant upset conditions. Thus, as indicated In
the DEIS, the organic emissions should not incCrease.

T™e RAOW permit will not allow the emegency vent to open
unless the facility has desonstrated through & risk assessment
that the estisated emergency vent -unm!,, would not exceed
the incremental lifetime cancer cisk of 10°° to the potential
Saximm exposed individual or exceed the ceference air
concentrations for noncarcinogens to the potential maximm
exposed individual., The risk asssesssent would be based on
estimated MCl, Agpendix VII! metals (antimony, arsenic,
barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, silver,
and thallium), and particulates emissions at maximm chlorine,
Setals, and ash feed cates. Opening of the sssrgency wvent,
even during & situstion to prevent fire or melt down (e.9.,
dasage to air pollution control oQuipment, thresat to esployee
safety), would result in a permit violation and say be subject
to enforcesent action.
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Letter 5 Continued

© Sofne minor points

-
Paege 3-5 The reference for AFLL 1985 15 missing Also, ere TSP

dole reporied wn orithenelic or gromelrnic meens?
[ P 4-13 (spersion nodel inputs should be 115ted

F P 4-16 Becouse of Ihe proximily of the Sall Leke Awrport sile 1o the
lske, the use of these dole 10 drow conclusions about Ceder Min siles s
Inepproprisle Proper madeling of the wind field 15 needed

p-

F 4-17 Toble 4-S should compare with Cless 11 PSO increments for
891 suiphur dioxide end particusites rather then NAAQS

6-10[ P 4-20 The ERT study should be referenced

Thank you for Lhe opporiunily Lo review (his document We hope you
will find our comments uselul i1n Lhe preparation of the finel (11

P, X =
WA To M t 014 T (.« “Ce 0o

(nristofoer A Biltofi MeryC G Fleming /
Conservation Co-Director Conservetion Co-{nrector

Response to Letter 5 Continued

The AFLC ceference vas listed under U.5. Alr force Logistics
Command in the refecences on Page R-7 of the Diaft £IS. The
Vitro Tailings €IS, from which the Clive site total suspended
Particulate (T3P) data were taken, does not specily wvhether
the annual average is an Aritheetic or gecmetcic mean

The Draft EIS on Pages 4-1) through 4-15 contains considerable
detail on the model inputs,

Please refer to Response to Comment 5-2 for » discussion of
the vind field used in the aic Fality sodeling.

The expected facility emissios would be less than 250 tons
Pet  year for all pollutants. As such, the source will nor be
Subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (pom)
ules.  However, the inpacts do comply with Class 11 Psu
increments at all alternative site locations.

The EXT study mentioned was conducted as part of this Oraft
EIS and is not & separate report. The test on poge 4-20 has
been clarified in this fegard (see Section J.1 in this Final
E18).
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Letter 6 Response to lLetter 6

Ulam starg oIy

Ednrsions o State Mastony

March 22, 1988

Keap Conn

Acting State Director
Bureaw of Land Munagrsent
Salt Lake District Office
2310 South 2300 west

Salt Labe Clty, Utan 84119

RE. APTUS Industria) and Matzardous Waste Treatment Facility DEIS, Tocele County
In Reply Please Reler to Case Mo, 590
Dear Ne. Conn

Ihe Utah State Mistoric Preservation Office has recelved for consideration the

above listed project We understend Lhat the results of & Class 111 intensive

Tevel survey of 311 proposed development sites will be subalitted to our Thank you for your letter.
llice, end we look forwird 1o recelving that. Uati] the results of the

Class LT Intensive level survey are recelved, we Dave no further comments on

Ihis project ot Ihis time

Ine above 13 provided on request 43 cutlined by )6 CFR 800 or Utah Code,

Title &) 18 3? If you have questions or need additional assistance, please
contact me ot (801) 533-1009, or 523-801)
Sincerely, =)

(4420

bent Powrtl)
Cepuly State Mistoric
Freservation Off \cer

AP K9)5/5212v Ok
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Letter 7

121 Second Ave

Salt Lake City

Utah 8410)

April 6, 1588

Mr Deane M. leller, District Manager
BN Salt Lake District
2370 Sowth 2)00 west

Salt Lake City, Uteh 84119

Dear Mr leller

Concerning the Draft €15 of Aptus Industria) and Mazardeus Waste kr.'luu 5

Factlity =

We of the Issues Committee of Utah Mature Study Soci*ty stroagly object to
the statesents that Utah will need three Incinerators to burn Its approximate
J,000 tons of Mazardous waste Utah generates per year Please answer:
P) Why, If Aptus capacity 15 50,750 tons per year and Utah generates
only 30,000 toas per year does Utah need three Incinerators?
Why connol Aptus be required to burm all of Utah's Incinerable waste?
How d1d this decision bet made?
4) Mas this decision made at some leve) of State or Federal bureacracy?
If 30, which bureacracy i3 responsible? .
D) Was thIs decision made at some legislative branch of governsent ?
If 50, was It ot the State level or at the "ederal level?
Was At decision made ot some executive Branch of governsent ?
I 0, was It at the State level or at the Federa) level?
Since the radius of hauling waste 13 2 800 mile distant, what are the
fates 1n tAIS radit c0ing with Lazardous waste?
) What hazardous waste proposals are olcurring In each of thete
states ol what I3 (he pacity?
B) WRat Ratardous waste 13 each state producing that could be Incinerated?
Jtah Leing selected as o hatardous waste center of the Mest?
Is s becavse there has never been regulation of Industry in Utah?
15 becavse Uiah clamor for hatardous waste?

fe of the atore questions were addressed in the Draft Environmental fmpact
tatement Tel there now appears to Le three proposals for Yarge scale
InEration in Utah: the Moab site by an ex-official of the [avironsental
tion Agency, the Milford-1. 3 County site by the scandalous Polling
jineering, and the Tooele Ccunty site ty Aptus A mere colncidence?

Interes*ing that Kennecoll can produce 80,000 tons of sul fur dioxide

year, that Asas can produce 60,000 tons of chlorine 945 and 7,000 tons of

Mloric acid a year and yet there 13 no effort In Utah to reduce these
Nty Now mare production, albeit i1n such less Quantities 1s being

ed. It seems thge yean should reduce 1ts preseat polluticn before

Response to Letter 7

Pleass cefer to Response to Cossent 4-1 for a discussion of
the mmber of incinerators needed in Utah,

Aptus could receive wvastes from any generator, as long as the
incinerator is parmitied to incinerate those wastes and the
wast are properly manifested. It is the generatoc’s
determination on how his vastes will be disposed of, whether
to contract with an outside firm, and which ocutside (irm to
contract with for disposal. Being an independent ptivate
businesses, Aptus cannot be required to accept wastes from any
FeNerator, nor can any generator be requited to contract with
Aptus.

Thete ate 0o state or federal regulations which could reguite
all of utah's incinecable wastes to be butned In the Aptus
incineratoc Refer also to the preceding response.

The status of hazardous wvastes generation and disposal in each
of the states within an 800-aile cadius of the Tocele County
sites is a highly cosplex probles that is subject to political
uncertainties and not dicrectly related to the analysis of the
potential ispacts of the proposed Aptus incinecator. Thus, it
is beyond the scope of this EIS.

Please refer to Section 1.) in the Draft €15 for & discussion

of the crequlations that agply to the proposed  Aptus
incCinerator
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Letter 7 Continued

any further additions are made Then there I3 the old Geneva Steel

plant In Provo which produces tonic gases and there Is no effort to get
these pollutants wnder control In fact, the polluters can obtain special
wiflity rates that are not avallable to restdentia) and small business and
agricultural consumers and Lhese rates are approved of by State government
ret will State governsent appreciat? large billboards In Arfzons, Colorade,
Nevada, 1datho, and Nyoming announc ing the Malardous Maste and Industrial
Pollution capitol of the west? Vet these decisfons are being made and
toplied in the Draft (nvironmental Jepect Staiement. Wil) these Inclaerators
get special tas breaks also?

The Oraft [avironmental lepact Statemeat goes to great length in showing that
such Incinerators are safe and that Aptus has o 9004 record, Perbaps the
Draft LI5S should esplain what happen with Rollins Englneering In lowisians
and Tesas and stote how this could not occur In Utah, Assursnces are glven
for inteasive environmental sonitoring Tel we Can nol even operate nuclear
power plants or the space shuttle progrem. Where are the tralned persoanel
coming from? Whut will be there gqualifications? Will they be allowed to
sleep and take drugs on the Job? There Is mention of soaltoring drivers of
the Mazardous watte trucks for alcodol? Wil they be monitored for drugs
41307 AL this time 1t appears that Instrusentation has exceeded the
techaicians ability to run the machines,

On page -7, the version of the plant 1s double the size at Coffeyville
Is thls large plant 1n operation elsewhere? It seems that the nuclear
power induslry began to fall when the plant size Increased

Would the Matardous waste facilities Jocate In Utah i3 there were o 310 per toa

commercial disposal fee? What do the other states fn the West charge?

One page 4-71, there Is menticn of Blological Resouce mitigation Utah
Nature Study Society recommends that Measure D be added: A thorough
blological survey analysis will be conducted to determine the presence

of previous unhngwn plants or genctic varfants of existing plants The
survey will Include repeated visits through one growing season by & recognized
suthority on Intermountain flors The rationale for the request I3 that

the Great Basin iy the home of more relic native plants thyn any other
conparable reglon of North Aserica Likewise, the common native plants are
tvolving Inlo new forms 4nd new species ot o very Migh Incidence

An accident scenario that should be discussed Is o single truchk rollover
in which all the contents of hazardous waste end up In Mountain Del)
reservolr ot nlght and the contents end wp In Salt Lake City's drinking
wiler the nestl sarning

Pertaps the sost alarming aspect of this entire proposal 13 the efforts

at assuring the public that no accidents will occur. Vet If this 15 the
case, these Incinerators do not have to be located In the middle of nowhere
but In urben areas 45 by the oll refineries In North Salt Lake Just why
are these facilities located In the aiddle of nowhere?

Members of Utah Kature Study Sociely recogaize the need to get the tonic

saterial out of the environment It recommends that burning on site occur
at the site of location end production first Second, It recosmends ‘that
in the case of Utah, caly one Incinerator handle all of Utah's production

And third, It recommends that synthesis of toxic saterial cease
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Response to Letter 7 Continued

Thete is no indication from the State of Utah or Tooele County
that the Aptus incinerator facility would receive “special tax
beeaks.*

Existing state and £PA requlations sandate close scrutiny and
monitocring of commercial Incinerators. Aptus’ track record
and policy is to abide by or exceed the requlations. Aptus
has no intention of celaxing its vigilance tovard the safe
handling and treatment of hazardous waste.

All Aptus esployees ate screened periodically and randomly for
alcohol, illegal drugs, and prescription drug abuse. Aptus
has  an internal training progoas. All esployees must
participate in ocientation training; plant process esployees
must  take safety and compliance training within o0 days of
hite. Awal cefcesher training is also sandatory It is
possible that the Utah persornel will be trained at the Aptus
Coffeyville, ransas facility. In 1986, the supetvisors and
operators foc the nev Kansas plant were trained at & similac
plant at GSB near Munich, West Germany .

A 100-millico British thermal wunit (8tu) systes is proposed
for Utah. T™is is a typical size commercial incinerat!imm
Systes. There are two identical plants in operation in West
Germany, one is located at Metten and one at BASE in
Ludvigshaten. Chemical plant iIncinerators curtently in
Operation in the United States range in size up to 160-million
btu. Cement kilne ate larger than the proposed Aptus
Incinerator in terms of throughput Thete has been no
documented cortelation between size of kiln and safety.

The analysis in the Draft EI5 was based on a $)/ton cosmeccial
fee for hazardous waste that was imposed until tecently by the
State of Utah. Please note in Comment 20-8 t at the Utah
Buresu of Solid and Mazardous Mastes (UBSMV) has indicated
that Utah’s fees have been (ncreased to $6/ton for in-state
hazardous waste and $9,ton for out-of-state hazacdous waste.
Ten peccent of this fee goes to the county for owverall
compliance activities which can include monitoring. Please
refer to Section J.1 of this Final EIS for text revisions to
Page 4-18 in the Draft E£IS. It (s not within the scope of
this EI5 to analyze scenarios that are not related to the
Proposed Project or alternatives identified in the Oraft LIS
of to analyze the fee structutes of other states.

Your comsent regarding an additional mitigation seasute for
vegetational sutvey analyses is noted. ™e vegetational
Commnities located at the three alternative sites are not
considered unique to the West Oesert. Legislation currently
protects plant species listed as threatened or endangeted o¢
thoss proposed for listing, according to the Endangered
Species Act of 197). As stated in the Draft £15, no federal
Or stat. -listed threstened, endangered, or candidate plant
species ate known to occur within the proposed project aress.

2%




Response to Letter 7 Continued

Letter 7 Continued

The probability of » Spill of hazardous wastes into Rountain

Pesbers of Utah Rature Study Society also hnow that what starts off 43 & Call Mesecvoir, or any other weter supply resecvolir, as a
well-runned Industry a% Aples suggests  of 1tself con end wp a3 4 subsidary rosult of & truck accident is extiemely cemote (see Response
of a poorly rusaed but Nighly profitable compeny a3 Rollins '“-i"‘"""_‘ to Comment 21-6 for this reason, Mountain Oell Resecvoir
Thas we Mave In Utah no assurance of environaental protection snd laprovesent Vas not specifically discussed in Section 4.2.) of the Draft
Or that the Aptus Incinerator will be operated with diligent hands EIS.  Wovever, if such » pill were to ocour, the effects of
that spill would depend on » lacrge mmter of factors, such as

'.\n;’rqu. / -/ the voluse of waste spilled, the toxicity of the waste, the

' s solubility of the waste, the specific gravity of the waste,

e&e I .l‘? the waste in water, « Pollowing a spill,

Peter Movingh, Isfues Chatrman

Societ
Utah Nature Study Sec y and cleanup

Appropriate for the type of matecial spilled would
isplemented. It would take the Salt Lake City Mazardous
Matecials Team Approxisately 15 minutes to respond to & spill
(Rylee 1988). ater Guality sasples would be taken to
determine if state d¢ inking water quality criteria were
exceeded for any paraseters related to the spill. 1t critecia
weie exceeded, steps would be taken to prevent introduction of
contaminated water into the mnicipal sSystem

™e water could not be wused for domestic sgply until it set
State criteria; the length of tise fequired could be several
days to several weeks. Aptus would e fesponsible for
cleaning up the spail, enNsuring that the water is Properly
tested, and working with the affected vater utility to provide
alternative sources of water, if required,

In other states and othec Countries, incineration facilities
have been located clrie to urban acreas. Tocele County,
through its citizens and elected officials, designated an aces
Sround two existing landfills (Vitro and USIC1) as asenable to
hazardous waste (see Map 11 in the Draft £1s). ™e resote
location of this ares Vs thus selected by Tooele County.
Mowever, Tooele County did not select any of the theee
alternative sites for the Aptus facility. ™o of these Sites
aAte  located in Tocele County's West Desert Hazacrdous Industry
Area
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Letter 8

United States Department of the Intenor
BUREAU OF MINES

PO MOR e
SO EANG D BANVER PR DR RAL CANTER
PANVER. (00 OB AO M1Ty

Intermountain Fleld Operations Center

Veoor andun

Te Deane Zeller, District Manager, BLM Salt Lake Plistrice,
2370 South 2300 west, Salt Lake City, Utah 84109

from Chlef, Intermountain Fleld Operations Center

Subject: Draft [aviromaentasl Ispact Statesent for Aptus Industrial and
Mazardous Waste Treatment Facility, Tocele County, Utah

Ne have recelved the above DEIS ang sppreciate the opportunity to offer our
Comments regarding the proposed treatment facility. We are Interested in sach
tl.)un from the standpoint of determining whether miners) resource fepacts
dve been adequately considered during feasibility studies.

The discussions om “Affected Environment® and “Covircements) Consequences”
Contain mineral resource Information for each alternative site. Three refer-

the references section: DOE

3-9, 3-10, and 3-46); and BN 1988 (p. 3-N).

Collectively, the mineral resource discussions provide an adequate analysis

of mineral-related topacts, and the Consentus reached 13 that loca) ainers)
sely affected by selection of any of the proposed
We concur with that appraisal, and have 2o objection to implementation

of any of the alternate waste treataent proposals,

1/’ -
»,

AL o ot
nl\u‘ Cochran

y

Response to Letter 8

Please cefer to the ceference section of the Draft EIS fcc
both the 198) and 1984 U.3. Departamnt of Eergy references.
Both  are presented correctly within this section ™e Ma
1988 cefetence thet occurs on Page 3-11 of the Dreaft £13
should be cotrected to read (Skinner 1988). ™is reference is
also listed correctly in the teference section. Thank you foc
YOur comment .
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Letter 9 Response to Letter 9

United States Department of the Interior

BERE AL oM AN AN M N
LR AL R I T I )
A L RN T TR 11

PARE M o LT N
170¢

ICo-9 0

April 1) 19m»

Hemorandus
To District Manager Salt Lake District (UT-020)
Frome Alr Resource Specialist. Colorado State Office (CO-93))

Subject Aptus Industrial and Mazardous Waste Treatment Facility £IS

Bil Mawks and Sharls Barber of Aptus fecently described their proposed project Thank you for your lettes
Lo & meeting of the Rocky Mountein States Section of the Alr Pollution Control

Asscciation T follrwing individuals «d pe to have coples of the Draft

and Firnal Environrental Ispact Statesents sailed to then

Larey ¢ Fusher Cliftord J. Levis

Environsental Managerent Technical Director

Martin Marietts Astronautics Group Continental Lime Inc

F.O. Box 179 F.O. Don )56

Denver o #0201 6677 West Colfax Avenue
Lakewood, CO 80214

Paylan M. PRoetzan Frank A. Rogers

Asscciate Senior Air Pollution Control Spec
McVehil -Monnett Asscciates Y Coloredo Department of Mealth
S65% South Yosemite Street 4210 East 11th Avenue

suilte 104 Denver €O #0220

Englevocd - 0111

Ivanhoe Street
wn

Our assistance

BEST copy AVAILABLE




Letter 10

United States Depariment ol the Inienor
L L L B RN LAY L
NP i@ wer Bisan sl bab
Py

FoR A0 1279

renotandus

Te Me. Deane B, Teller, District Manay B Salt Lake District
2370 Sevth 1000 Wesr, Salt lake Ciry, Utah MY

From GRegional Director
'('\“. Bureaw of Beclomation

Sebjects Baview of Aptus lndestrial and Bazardous Vaste Treatment Faciliny
Draft Eavivonsental Tepact Stotement, Tooele County, Viah (DNS

(Enviroomental lopact Statesent Raview)

Ve have 0o Ccomment concerning the sudject docusent

Comminsionar

Attent ion

Response to Letter 10

Thank you for your letter

BEST COPY AvaILAgy




Letter 11 Resporise to Letter 11

United States Department of the Interior

Floed AND WIHHINIPE SENVM L
P
VTAM STATE cob ey
WO ALAREE AT
PO RANT i e
SALT L ARE CFEY UTAM seree iive

April 18, 1988

Districe Manager, Salt Lake District, buresw of Land Management,
Salt Lake Clty, Utah

]
State Supervisor, Flsh snd Vildiile Enhancoenent, Fish and Vilditle

Service, Salt Lake Clty, Utab

Review of Draft Lavircamental lapact Statement for Aptus
Industrial and Marardous Maste Treatment Facility (EC 88/17) Thank you for your lettes.

™he Fish and Wildlife Service bas 8o conments on the Draft Eavircasen.sl

Tapact Statement for the Aptus Industrial and Marardous Vaste Treatoent

ity

BFA (EAT)/vashingtea, D.C

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Letter 12

Mr. Deane M. Zeller

District Manager

BLM Salt Lake Districe

2370 Souch 2)00 Vest

Salt Lake City, ur
14119

April 20, 19m»

Dear Mr. Zeller,
The following ate cosments on the:
Praft environmental Ispact statement for

Aptus Industriasl and Mazardous Vaste Treatment Pacility

General comments;

The Aragonite site I~ not suiltable for the siting of & hazardous
vaste Incinezator T™e Aragonite site Is just one mile from the
scenic Cedar mountains VSA. At times, the maxinus ground level
pollution will occur within twe WSA. Cousldering the amounts of
toxins that will he released from this facility over iIt's lifetime, |
feel that siting It so close to Pristine country to be foolish. Also
the views from the VSA will be Impalred by the plume enitting from
the Incinerator. At the Cllve site, these Impacts are much less.
Also, the Vitro tallings are adjacent to the Clive site ard are a

BucCh better nelghbor for such a facility,

A major deticlency of the KIS is that virtually no work was done 'o
svaluate possible process upset Impacts. Only one process upset was
tven mentioned; loss of power. The conclusion that a loss of powver

wvould not redult in any added emissiors of toxics Is not supported In
the EIS Vith the loss of the maln fan, what evidence is there that
the toxic gases would remain iIn the kiln for the 2-second dwell tine

4t 2200 degtees ¥7 The Systed woulld be operating at o positive

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Response to Letter 12

In  the ROW/TSCA permit application, & discussion of process
Upsets is mandated. The Draft EIS assessed the worst possible
case, which is loss of power, where a tise delay of 5 minutes
RIght occur before the diesel-fired standby generator could
Come online. Aptus has indicated that & moce typical time
would be approxisately 2.5 minutes. Other process upsats ace
detailed in the permit application and sumarized on Table 3-1
in Section 1.2 of this 7inal EIS. The UBSIN and CPA ray
fequire that additional upset conditions be analyzed by Aptus
prior to granting a permit,

In the event of power loss, the gases that are in the systea
would flow from the kiln to the afterburner vhere suxiliacy
fuel would be used to maintain temparature at 2200°F. The
gases would continue to flow through the System as the hot
Quct creates a chimey effect. The automatic system is
prograsmed to start the standdy genecator, combustion alr fan,
and asuxiliacy fuel burner in under 2 moutes to avoid the
pyrolytic conditions,

Reviev of upset conditions and APProprite responses by the
AinCineraor operator is the responsibility of the EPA and LBSIM
for the TSCA and RCRA permit agplications, respectively.
Rblic ceviev and comment related to upset conditions or any
other aspect of these permit applications is encoucaged.

by




Letter 12 Continued

pressure, vhat would prevent gases from exiting at the klln ends? As
S0on a8 tne power was lost the Gxygen supply would deplete Qquickly,
leading to pyrolytic combustion which vould rot completaly burn the
organic saterlals The conclusion that a los of pover would not
tesult In & release of toxic compounds is false Further study of
this condition Is cettainly varranted.
—
~ Perhaps even more Isportantly, It points out that the
envitonmental Impacts of non-sieady state operation were not even
conslidered A properly operating kiln does a pretty; good job of
hazardous waste Jdestruction. Mowever an Inproperly operating kiln 1Is
genuine hazaid. A study of abnormasl Operating conditions and thelr
enviconmental iImpacis s sorely needed. Examples of abnormal
operating conditions Include; Ruptute of one or more bag fil%ers
teleasing Increased particulatis (tocing and heavy »tals) and/or
teducing ““e efticiency of downstreas 948 cleaning Components .
Neatrby lightning strike temporacily scrambles electionic control
systems Fuel supply 1s Interrupted to burners. Rapid flasn of
Conbustible material causes pressure Spike in diln. WVater supply to
Quernch tower s Interzupted. All of these conditions are possidle
and could lead to a release of toxlc and hazatdous materlals. The
potential for these teleases along with the affects should be
_r4nl-ulr.} futther iIn the KIS
-
I feel that the continued grazing close to such » facility is
unwattanted The land is of only marginal value, 1| ftuggest that »
latger portion of the section be closed to grazing The land should
be fenced off to prevent both domestic livestock and wildlte from
using this srea Wow large of an area should be fenced? The data

frca the particulate deposition study should provide an answer

-

Response to Letter 12 Continued

These comments indicate why the incinerator facility is “over-
designed.” roc example, 4 seconds residence time is provided
versus 2 seconds ceguited oy TSCA, and normal excess alr in
the kiln during opecation is 100 percent while design is
150 percent., Pressuce spihes (n the kiln are sonitoced and
ate controlled through the interlock system which cuts off
waste foed to the bDurners, or takes other Seasures as the
interlock system logic dictates. The interlock systes (s
desigred (o minimize the impact of upset conditions and to
prevent the release of hazardous saterials. The RCRA/TSCA
Permit  application also discusses automatic cutoff equipment
Associated with failure of the baghouse fllters, (fuel
Intarruption  to the bumers, qQuench tower weter supply
et ian, am) Othes scene 108 OFf eQuUipment (aliuie

As noted in Response to Comment 12-16, that follows, the
Particulate matter released to the Atsosphete from the
inCinerator would te ssall in size and would not be subject to
Signiticant deposition. Thecefore, fencing of the atea to
festrict grazing would be unecessary.
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Letter 12 Continued

A system for monitoring the DRE should be established Also some
Blind testing of the lab on o continuing basis seems prudent

-

-

The EiS only addresses the DRE of . few specific compounds, It does
ROt take irto account that other tosic Compounds are actually

produced during the Incineration process

-

I disagree with the statement on Pege 11} that three Incinerators are
Recessaty to dispose of Utah's hazardous waste Vith this
Incinerator alone, Utah will become & net INPORTER of Incinerable
wastes! Utah wvill be butning 20 tons more Incinerable waste than It

prtoduces

Page by Page comments;

Ta3e

v I strongly vege that the land exchange should occur and
that the sub alternative to the Aragonite Alternative should not be

considered

rp <18 The Pre-acceptance procedures rely very heavily on physical
dppearance of the waste Surely there exists an analytical method to
footprint the Ing oming msaterial A material that has twice the PCh's
than the criginal sample, could lock identical and therefore be

burned All of the dispersion nodeling would no longer apply
-

-
p- 2-)0 The last sentence In the Particulate control section states

“The solids temcval tquipment would reduce solids conlents at very

y

Response to Letter 12 Continued

T™e facility must pecform field sudit(s) (pecformance of
systess sudits) during the trial buen Systems audits sttempt
o assure that the trial baen sampling is being petformed in
accordance with the sethods sgecified in the agproved trial
burn plan and the apgproved paality assucance performance plan

Pecformance sudits check the piepacation of known solutions of
analytes to be mutmitted foc salysis and the accuracy/
precision of amalytical cesults. The Utah Depactment of
Bealth cequires all analytical deta sutmitted to the Division
of Ewirormental Wealth to be performed by & labocatory
certified Dby the Utah Departsent of Nealth Labocratory. EBach
labocatory must be cecertified on an anmual besis. Please
tefer to Comment 19-1 and Response to Comment 19-1 and the
fesponas Lo the statesent by Mancy Ffox (Section 2.) in this
Final £15) for further discussion of sonitocing.

T™he principal organic hazardous constituents (POMCS) evaluated
in the Draft EIS5 wece selected based on the difficulty in
inCinetating the cospound, anticipsted presence in the waste
in significant concentrations, and celative toxicity of the
compound . EPA and the State of Utah say establish additional
FOMCs  at their discretion for formal testing of destruction
temoval efficiency (ORE) in the trial buen.

T™he “pre-acceptance® procedures ate a proceduce used to verify
that the waste is the same waste as indicated on the “Waste
Charactecization form® wud the sanifest. The preacceptance
proceduces are outlined in the Maste Analysis Section of the
permit agplication. A total of seven “Mandatory Analyses*®
beyond physical description are conducted: M, water mix
test, ignitable screen, waste compatibility, sulfide
TOACTIVILY tost, reactive o Viides scieen, and tadicactivity
™e (facility will also conduct “Supplesental Aalysis® (e.q.,
Quantification of heavy setal concentrations, viscosity, hest
value, solida/ash content, otganically bound chlorine, free
sulfides, and specific compounds determined by » GC or GCMS
analysis. The “Sugplesental Analysis® and any additional
analyses specified in the permits will provide the information
to enable the [facility to store, treat, or dispose of the
waste in accordance with the permit conditions (RORA/TSCOV AL«
Quality). The RCMA permit (TSCA will limit waste feed cate of
PCBe) will specify a maximm total incimecator feed cate and
also limit specific feed rates (e.9., ash, chlorine, fluorine,
minimam heating value, etc.). ™e permit wvaste feed limits
will be based on the waste feed rates demonstrsted during the
trial burn as meeting the pecformance standards. The ROW
permit  will cequite the facility to Quantify through analyses
the concentrations of specified parasmtecs (0.9.. ash,
chlorine, minimm heating value, etc.) for each batch feed to
the incinecator. The dispecsion modeling vas done at design
conditions which are greater than nominal feeds.

T™he spray deyer-baghouse is designed to remove Pparticulates to
0.02 graina/dey standard cubic feet, cocrected to 7 percent
cxygen The Coffeyville plant is curtently designed to et
the AW standerd of 0.08 Frainadey standacd cubic feet,
corrected to 7 percent oxygen.
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Letter 12 Continued

Righ efficiency.® What Is very high efticiency? Wwhat Is the removal

efticiency at the Colleyville plant?

p 10 No mention Is made of the materials of construction of the

943 Clraning equipment This I8 & vety cotrosive environmsent and the

saterials of construction are iImpotrtant to the Iintegrity of the

plant
-

p. 2-44 Section 2.7 Why i1sn't the electronic battiefleld

conslidered Interrelated?

p- )48 The analysis of the Shumk Ridge site 414 not Include the

workers at the Marblehead plant

~

p The pereqrine falcon Is discussed for the Clive site Bbut It

Is never mentioned 4t the other sites The peregrine Is more likely

to be & factor at the other sites because of the proximity of the

Tisgle Springs hachk site
-

What type of 1iQuids would be butned iIn the aftertburner?

€e It Is impossible to charecterlize every compound that

Is enitted from the stach I3 thete avallable & genetal nuaber that

would Indicete total catbon (except CO and CO2)? | am concerned that

Just Lecause the POMC I itn(:oyrd, It doesn’t created something that

Is al30 hazatdous Mo omplete Is the combustion of the crgenic

Saterial?

-

SCA wastes are IncCinerated at & higher temperature, so why

BEST copy AVAILABLE

Response to Letter 12 Continued

the RCRA/TSCA
and nubber -
st ruction

T™e materials of construction ate outlined in
permit agplication. Fibecglass-ceinforond plast)
lined carbon steel are the dominant meterials of

T™he electionic battlefield proposal was consideced

not  meet the criter presanted in Sec 7

s toc intertelated projects. Specifically
determined that th s proposal would not mpete lor the same
fesources and woulid not  have overlagping effects that would
Chuse It to iInteract with the Aptus proposal to  genecate
cumulative lspacts.

The Macblehesd facility is (dentified as & sensitive treceptor
on Map 1-2 of the Oraft £1S. The analysis of air quality
ASpacts associated with the Shunk Ridge Alternative appeacs in
Section 4.) of the Draft €IS (Peo. 451 and following). The
air Quality impacts at sensitive receptors (including the
Rarblehead Plant) for the Shunk Ridge Alternative are shown on
Table 48 on Pages 4-54 and 4-55

Your statessnt concerning the pecegrine falcon being of
Greater concern for the Aragonite and Shunk Ridge Alternatives
than for the Clive Alternative, due to the proxisity of the
Tispie Spcings hack site, Is correct and was 5o addressed in
the Oraft 13 Please cefer to Pages '-17 and )42 for
descriptions of peregrine presence near the Aragonite and
Skunk  Ridge Alternatives, tespectively. As discussed In
Section ).4.4 of the Ocaft €15, peregrine falcon presence near
the Clive site is unlikely due to the distance from the Tispie
Springs hack site

Atomizable liguids, aguecus
burned in the afterturner.

wvaste, and asuxiliary fuel ace

The Draft E€15 considered emissions of dicains and furans,
which are products of incomplete combustions (PICs) formed
during the iIncineration process. Dioxing and futans are
genetally accepted as the sost tomic of potential PICs. The
fisk posed by any FIC emission depends on both the Quantity
and tomicity of the individual tomic components of the
emissions.

RA  will address the monitocing of PICs
the continuous sonitoring and
specilied in the RCRA pecmit

indirectly through
limitation of CO emissions as
QO has been determined the “best
woailable” indicator  of combustion efficiency and a
“conservative® indicator of combustion upset (Data have
shown & general cotrelation between a deterioration in
comtustion efficiency during upset conditions and the increase
in O and total hydrocarbon emissions.) Available emission
data indicates that PIC emissions do not pose significant
fishs when inCinerators ate opetating under  optimm
conditions




Response to Letter 12 Continued

Letter 12 Continued

Cont. I8 thermal NOx values the same o3 for RCRA wastes?

Thetefote, OO emissions will be limited to & specific AORA
1 which repew hi combust aftic rati
F P 10 Do any other facilities achieve 30V S07 reduction with this !;":n.uu ow:::l:’::lhlwcpu-. :::ht::ﬁfmt:
the AW (O emission limits will activate Sutomatic vaste feed
948 Cleaning set-up? utoff and other mitigating procedures If the facility
- cawot demcrstiate complisnce with the ROW-specified
euission limits during the trial burn, the facility must
deconstrate theough a cisk assessment of unbuned
Pl The deposition of particulete matter was not evaluated iIn the facility CO emission above the [ T
POsSe 2 cisk to public health.

~

the dispersion model. On Pages 1-11,12 thete were over 1% comments
The trial burns at Coffeyville measured 5 pounds per
during the scoping Process that addressed this atea specifically. (lbMe) thersal Altrogen oxides (MD ) while incinerating TSCA
vaste. The value of 10 Ibhe for TECA and ACRA wastes at the
L. The deposition of particulate matter should be evaluated. Tocele County incinecator is a Conservative estisate.

Overall design for sulfur dicaide femoval is 94.1 percent of
- the expected 300 Ibyhr of SO, gas inlet to the wet scrutbers.
P -2) Statement near top of page "Alr emissions sodeling (Section ™he wet scrubber suppl ler qf[ Fuatantes 90 percent tesoval,
and cefecences ace available.
$.2.1) indicate that s0lls would not be Inpacted signiticantly by
T™he pactic'ste satter celeased to the stsosphete from the
stach emissions.* See Previcus comment! The deposition of WTire e stocks would be extremely ssall in size and not
subject to signilicant deposition. Ourtent federal and state
Priticulate matter was never evaluated In the 4l emission mode). Bazardous  waste cegulations do not fequire particulate
deposition cnitoring. However, Tooele County is considering
The conclusion teached In this section is not supported iIn the Such monitocing as & condition of the County‘s Conditional Use
Permit for the Aptus facility.
tefecenced section
- See Response to previous Comment 12-16

= Based on your comment, test fevisions to Page 4-25 In e
[ P Thete appears to be on etror in one of the prodability Deaft CI5 ace included in Section ) 1 of this rinal £18.

Austers shown In the flrst full Paragraph (.06% spills 1s not

consistent with one chance In 160,000)

Sincerely,

Aond 27

Ratk D. Precup

Utah Sierra Club

1261 V. Royalwood Drive
Taylorsville, Utah 84118
(801) 969-4044
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Letter 13

RR 2, box 40
Jamestown, ND S8401
21 April 1908

Nr. Deane M. Ieller
District Manager

BLM Salt Lake Distuice
2370 South 2100 West

Salt Lake City, UT @4l19

Dear Sir:

1 have revieved the Aptus DEIS and have the following
comments:

1. Emslssions:

4. NO mention is msade of day-in, day-out inversion fog
conditions which frequently occur during the winter, as comauters
to Dugway and TAD South Area can verify. Assusl the average
incinecation operation of more than 19 hours per day, the massive
enissions would accumulate locally over days in such larger
concentrations than are presented in the tables. Moreover,
research last fall suggested that the affinity of pollutants to
the minute droplets comprising fog forms a dangerous vafur that
hovers at ground level, depositing the pollutants on all surfaces
it contacts.

b. The EPA dispersion models are not explained very well in
the DEIS. | presume the concentrations at sensitive feceptors
presented in the tables are average concentrations. This DEIS
should also present the predicted concentrations In worst-case
climatic conditions, since any environmental and health risks
assocliated with these conditions will be enhanced.

€. No mention is made of the accuracy of the EPA dispersion
aodels used. A model Is useless unless it can reasonably
approximate the real world.

2. Spills

4. The accident and conditional spill probablilities used by
Aptus are assused to be constant throughout the life of the
project. MWy analysis of DOT figures on the number of accidents
resulting in spills shows that these spills lncu,lod
exponentially between 1975 and 1987 (P < 0001, % « .90). The
relationship between this exponential Increase and the rate
(assumed to be constant) per mile should be examined. If the
total nuaber of hazardous waste transport miles per year has
increased at a rate less than exponential, then the assusption of
constant accident-spill probabllity Is viclated and any
forecasted piovability derived from constant spill rates of the
last fev years will be underestimated.

BEST copy AVAILABLE

Response to Letter 13

Please cefer wo Resgorse to Comment 5-3 for a 4 sCur
i rion
ispacts during wintertise stagnation peciods, o

The air quality impacts regorted in the Draft £18 are for the
Saxime wsode! prediction for each SVeraging tise based upon
1 year of data. As  such, the cepreted concentrations
fepresent the worst-case conditions cbeserved in that year,

It is generally accepted that the DFA sodels used In  this
Study are conservative, that s, they ovecr-predict the
expected concentrations.

According to the U.5, Department of Transpoctation (0OT),
Office of Information Assistance, there was a nationwide
InCrease in the mmber of truck accidents that cesulted in
exposure  (incident) lovolving hazardous wastes (versus
hazardous materials) between 1982 and 1986; however, there was
4 decresse In the mmber of incidents involving hazacdous
saterials during the same period. It is reascrable Lo assume
that the mumber of loads of hazardous wastes increased
steadily over these years tesulting In an  incresse In the
mmber of incidents. Thus, an InCrease In trs cate of
incidents involving hazardous wastes does nOt appear to be
occurcing and should not have affected the spill probability
used in the Oraft €15,
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Letter 13 Continued

b. The Department of Transportation's working rate of .J x
10°% hazardous waste accidents tesulting in spills Is 50 peccent
higher than the rate used by Aptus. [If the rate of tanker truck
accidents figure I heve heard Lo be uscd by the Aserican
Fetroleua Insti.ute (3.4 2 107%) is used and suitiplied by DOT's
vorking conditicanal probability of & spill given an accldent
(-3), the resulting accident-spill cate is five times the rate
tegorted by Aptus Given these figures and assuming a constant
provability of a spill (discussed in a), point estisates of 2.7
and 9 accident-induced spills would be computed for the Life of
the facility (one accldent svery 11.1 and 1.) years) using DOT
and Aavrican Pecroleum lastitute flgures, cespectively. Both
figqures are substantlially greater than Aptus's rate, with the
latter figure being especially alarming. In any case, use of DOT
figures should be preferable to the use of Aptus's for
consideration by & federal agency.

€. The use of conflidence bounds on the point estimate is
possible If the forecast rate is assused to resain constant
throughout the forecast period (s ). A forecasted confidence
bound was presented on Page 3-10, para ). Applying « Polsson
exact 900 upper bound to the point estimates precenced by Aptus
4and in commens b provide 4 more complete picture

NO. Hazardous Waste Spills per )0 years
Estimate Source 90 Upper Bound

1.79 Aptus 3
2.68 0oT 4.5
.12 Aner. Petr. Inast. 12.5%

It the assumption of constant rates holds true, then there are
Aine chances In ten that the nusber of accident-spills will fall
betveen (0, 3), (0, 4.5), and (0, 12.5) using Aptus, DOT, and
Anmerican Petroleum Institute acclident rates. On a4 time-to-event
basis, these upper bound estisates are for an accident to result
in & spill every 2.4, 6.7, and 10 years for American Petroleus
Institute, DOT, and Aptus estimates, respectively.

d. In-transit, non-accident spills occur at & rate of 1
every 100,000 miles, according to a DOT source. Although these
spill slzes are generally smaller, they vere not msentioned in the
DEIS. At this rate, a non-accident in-transit spill can be
expected three times a year.

e. Probaoilities and expected frequencles presented for
urban areas apparently are based on equal likelihood of urban and
fural accidents per mile traveled. This assumption is incorrect,
45 Auto lasurance rates suggest. There is a greater risk of an
accident on an urban freevay than a rural interstate. Thus, the
estimates presented for the risk of spill in urban areas is low.

Response to Letter 13 Continued

Aptus® actusl opecating expetience using trucks designed and
built to their specifications and drivers trained to their
standards wes felt to be the most appropriate basis for
developing & spill frequency for the Oraft £17. Other
hazardous material haulers (such as oil companies) would be
expected to have higher rates of accidents resulting in spills
because they take fewer precautions.

Thank you for your expansion on the spill probability. This
additional inforsstion does not change the conclusions ceached
in the Draft £1s.

for the years 1985 through 1987, us expetienced

accident spill. The incident m-xd mlf:aum- u::po:?;
truck that accived at the Aptus Coffeyville parking lot with »
leaking doum. POD saterial vas released onto the parking lot
but was less than the feportable quantity; however, Aptus
feported the spill to the SPPIopriate wthorities. Actus then
Quarantined the truck, initiated cleanup procedires, and did
not allow the truck to leave the facility until totally
decontaminated., This Jives & much lowwr non-accident
averdge (0.02 spills pec 100,000

you ¢ Aptus’  trucks and container

designed Lo prevent nor ~eccident spills. phaacea

x: lt: acknowledged that the probability of an accident
fesuiting in a spill s Greater in an urban ares than ina
fucal arce. In fact, the Spill that Aptus expetienced took
&l;:l.ln‘;\ ul?ln lll:; ™e 4l frequency of 0.2million
o5 tiave (VT) is an aver for all ¢

highvay traveled and would tend to.tmrmll.l-‘rl(::
froquency in uchen Sreas and over-estisate the frequency in
fural areas. The statistics available to Aptus do not allow
Un ceflinesent of spill procability by highvay type.
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Letter 13 Continued

€. 1 could find no reference to the size of a spill that
would elicit a response; in reallity, spills range on & continuum
from sicroscopic to thousands of gallons.
-
§ . A splll could occur at any point along a bighway used by
4 haz. rdous waste transport truck. This EIS only addresses the
incineration facility local area as the affected environment.
Appendix B presents health risk assesssents for humans. A
similar appendix presenting a detailed spill risk to non-husan
Lbiotic systeas s appropriate.

3. Page 1-5, para 1, sent. 2: The statement that the high cost
of transportation encourages illegal disposal is deceptive.
CEQ's Environmental ?u.n: 1980 reports that hazardous waste
incineration cost §75-7000/metrlc ton, by which the rt-lon cost
per teip is ssall in comparison, especially in relation to the
upper flgure (which I would guess has inflated In the past eight
years). It is msore plausible that the high cost of legal waste
disposal in general encourages illegal disposal.

i Page 2-16: paras 2-) (unscheduled truck deliveries): The
policy appears to be that Aptus |s villing to accept shipsents
from sources with the only stipulations being a post-shipment
contract and payment, and a cargo and source list. This talses
the p{;.llbllll{ that the driver would not have to be ~ertifled or
trained in accldent/incident managesent, per page 2-41, paca 3.
This policy encourages illegal or at least substandard transport,
which is more likely to result in injurious spilils. The document
should address and explain this lssue.

[s. Page 4-31, pata 1, last line: replace “prevent” by "ainimize.*

6. If the incineration facility !s bullt at the Aragonite site,
the close proxisity of the massive cooling tower and plume will
be a4 visual affront to the wilderness character of the Cedar
Mountains WSA. If the conditions mentioned in comment 1 foster
deposition of toxicants In this WSA, eventual i=pacts on the
vegetation within the WSA will detract from the vilderness
character of tals WSA.

-

In conclusion, I suggest that a more rigorous quantitative
analysis be conducted on transportation risks. The EPA
dispersion model used Is Inidequately explained and supported as
4 decislon-making tool. Most seriously, the DEIS fails to
address vorst-case environmental conditions in which eaissions
will locally accusulate and/or deposit. The risks that sees more
likely to occur will have a greater impact on the environment,
and merit attention in the PEIS.

Slnc’ul 7
L fo. o0

H. B, Harw
Ecological Statisticlan
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Response to Letter 13 Continued

Under TSCA, & spill is defined as 10 pounds. Under RCRA and
the Comprehensive Dwironmental Response, Comprebension, and
Liability Act (CERCIA), tepoctable quantities wvary by
matecial. The insecticide parathion has & one pound limit as
& (eportable quantity.

The potential affected envicoment along the possible
transportation routes would extend out for 800 miles from the
alternative sites. It was necessary to limit the aces
considered based on the ability to predict the frequency that
trucks hauling wastes would pass through an  aces. fot
practical ceascns, this was placed at Salt Lake City on the
sast and Wendover, Utah on the west, where transportation
routes could divide. Potential ispacts to sensitive resources
(e.9., populated arers, wetlands) outside of this area were
addcessed in & generic, qualitative manner. Please refer to
felevant cesource sections and Agpendix 8 in the Draft £15.
The low probability of a spill into & unique or sensitive
biclogical systes and the lower significance of fotential
impacts did not sake the level of analysis given husan
teceptors (e.9., Increased cancet tisk) warranted for
non-human  receptors.  Please refer to the Response to Comment
7-12 tor further discussion of proceduces tollowing a spill
into a lake or ceservoic, & potentially sensitive biological
systes,

The transportation distance between the genecator and the
incinecator has & d'rect iInfluence on costs. My some
companies elect to iliegally dispose is speculative. If cost
is & factor, then the geograghic placesent of incineratocs say
assist in minimizing illegal disposal.

Aptus saintains its own truck fleet and own drivers. All non-
Aptus drivers must pass the requicements discussed on
Pages 2-16 and 2-17 in the ODraft £15. All approved deivers
are  trained in accident/incident aWnagement . Regarding
unscheduled  truck deliveries, Aptus Dbelieves that the
envitonment IS bDetter served by (ts villingness to hold a
truck and verify its contents and destination than to turn it
away. State officials are notified w.vever an unscheduled
truck  arrives at the facility. Aptus Pas never had the type
of “unscheduled truck delivery® which you allude to in your
Comment at its Coffeyville, Kansas facility.

Based on your comment, text revisions to Page 4-)1 in the
Draft EIS are included in Section ).1 of this Final £1S5.

Please refer to Response to Comment 5-) for a Alscussion of
impacts during wintertise stagnation conditions and Re:

to Comment 12-16 for a discussion of the potential for
particle deposition. BSased on the visual resocurce assessment
presented In Section 4.2.8 of the Draft E1S, the ssall water
vapor pluses that would be visible at the incinecrator facility
only during very cold weather would not significantly affect
the quality of the viewshed from the Cedar Mountain Wildetness
Study Area (WSA). The proposed stack would be about 100 feet
above grade, while the proposed cooling tower would only be
about 18 feet above grade. The plumes from the stack and
cooling tower would be an estimated 100 to )OO feet long and
would wvary greatly depending on atmospheric conditions.
Evaporation of any plumes is expected to be very rapld undec
sost conditions. For comparison, the proposed cooling tower
would be one-tenth the size of a typical power plant cooling
tower and about the sase size as the cooling tower currently
in use at the Amax Magnesium plant at Rowley.
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Letter 14
City of Wendover

WASTERN GATLWAY TO UTAH
PO BOX 326
WANDOVIR, UTAH bim)

i},

ODeane

Distriact ..

Salt

Lake City, Utan

Lake Districe
wath 2300 West
84119

anents on the EIS Draft

Mr. Ieuler

for both

that you should hold a public

hearing In Wendover

1 Nevada

tesidents,

The cCitizens here need to be

informed

Response

Thank you for your letter.

to Letter 14

On May 20, 1988, a public meeting

vas held in Wendover, Mevada, Por your cequest, to discuss

the possible imspacts of the Aptus Industrial the proposed Aptus facility

te Treataent Facility,

and Hazardous

Bain hazards of toxic waste disposal

the transportation and

seed L0 be assoclated
handling of the hazardous wastes
fte being thersally disposed of in the incinerator. wWith
#ind 1 think that a possible alternative would be to
fe inCinerators closer to the origins of the toxic waste.
I8 what the ®ilitary has done and sight be o | sible
tnative saving the st and risks of transpourtation and
ing { the wastes.
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€38 (Lh Averue
alt lake Ciry, 177 B&10O)
April 26, 1G08

beane H. Zeller

Listricy ¥ ager

BLY Salt lake District
» sultl } seat
alt Lake Clioy, T 84119

car fr eller,

betalfl of the Anerican Lung Assoclation of Utan | as subtmitting the folloving

frents on the draft environsental isjact statesert for the Aptus Indwtrial and
ratardous waste Lreatasent facility se of our concerns ralsed at the Farch 17,
1908, hearing are relterated and additicnal concerns are presented.

1. JIATIPONT OF K5ED OF CAPACITY TO WAMDLE UTAM CONCAATED WAZAROOUS 4ASTES
The statesent that three 50,000 THT faciiities arw needed to handie Utan

generated lacinerable fasardous sastes given as 30,000 TPY needs to be
elaborated wjon or restated

T AFORT OF UTAM C-vsRaTed INCIM UBLE MaZas o

Tre cls should state the source of the Y0000 TFT estimate especially since
the flgure was slven a8 between 15,000 TFT and 30,000 TFY at the rearing

Tra el should specify wrat Utar gecerated lecinerable sastes are 1ncloded
In the estinate boss thls Mgure Include all Incinerable razardous sastes
dererated currently at all sources in Utan, lrcludirg those generated and
Currently Incivnerated at Tocele arny lepotl Lloes 1t Include all wastes

for shich trare are Incinerator plass at Hercules, Dugway, W11l Alr Force Base

ard additional ones at Tooele Army lapot”

VL SIWTIOY

stated on page S0 that alterative apsroaches Ircludlng saste
foor sininlzation were rot aralyzed 1o thls (13 becawse they “arw not
1o Aptus’ proposed project Il more active tazardous waste reduction
Cur In thls state and In the cowntry, fowever, Lhe asount of tazardew
tan for Wiich Incireration capacity 15 needed would be less and the
6r tuT ing sastes generaled 1n other states would be tighter. ‘esly
sgressional legislatl seeks 1o facilitate and stisulate tre
[ razardous wastes, as «as 1rtended by © rgTess with M concalc
> doubt play & role 1r reductlor of watter 1o be burnmed. Tre ils
! an estisate of t'e wownt of Utah gererated Incinerable Pazard
f rodernte reduction were t o re 1988 V.3 cgressioral Budget
A Arindows wantle racagerents recent clanges asd policy alternative
estisates for Lhe asourt of « Ircirerable wastes 17 1990 glven
reduction” and “ro waste reductlo

e calt Lake area population, glven as that of Jalt lake 1ty (1€),0)) 1n 195

A very artitrary fgure that doesn’t vlate Lo the rnuabter of people Iiving
in the Salt Lake, lavis County ares of the dacatch Froast. The dasateh Frost
segloral Cowncl] pives a population figure for salt lake County and Soulh Davis
wunly as 708,906 1a 1985, projected o grow to §,060,18% 1n 2005, Add1ItL)onal
Population In Davis and deber Cownties should be included, This population
flgure 1s laportant, The draft K15 refers to Lhe popelation at risk as that
for which the ruabers are llsted In Tatle )-5.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Response to Letter 15

Please cofer to Response to Comment -1 for discussion of the
need for Incinetatocs in Utah,

The 10,000 tons pec YRAr (TFY) estimate '~ Lcah-genecated
incinerable vastes wvas assessed from the 19" Bienial repoct.
All  Utah RCRA genecators who generate mcce thaa 2,200 pounds
of hazardous wastes Per month are  cequired to sutmit
information for the biesnial fepoet Lo provide curtent data of
(ah-generated hazardous waste. According to the categorized
waste mmbers subtmitted in the feport, the 10,000 TPY estisate
was derived by assessing what westes could be Incinerated.
Facilities within the State of Utah were included in this
estisate by the data that they sutmitted for this cepree,
This estisste of Utah incinerable wvaste does not include i »
vaste, Superfund (CERCLA) waste, or waste from small Quant ity
Jenecators (l.e., those who generate less than the 2,200
pounds of hazardous waste per  month) . Detailed data on
individual genecators within the state can be teviewed by the
pdlic in the office of the UBSIM,

Efforts for waste reduction of finimization are encouraged in
cutrent federal legislation, The industty determines wvhat
types of waste minimization to wlesent during facility
Operation, according to its manifest. Reduction of vastes vas
incorporated In the 1985 biennial fepoct, o the extent that
latge  qQuantity generators ace tequired o submit what
processes they may be wtilizing for waste sinimization
Please refer to the Response to Comment 15-2 for information
concerning the 1985 bliennial report. Quirently, the State of
Utah does not isplement incentives for vaste minimization;
hovever, possible incentives are being examined.

Please cefer to Mesponses to Comments 6 and &7 foc a
discussion of population figures presented in the Draft £ls.
The populations shown on Table -5 in the Draft E£1I5 are
background information for the Socioecomumic analysis and &
fOL represent the “population at cigh,*
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Letter 15 Continued

FOUBLRS «ITH WA A kDo GASTE IMCINGUTOM

A short st of advantages of Incineration are glven on page 14, These
aldvartages are In comparises to Aepraing of the wastes witreated In the
fround, The fourth advastage, trat of ainialsing 11ability, 1a oaly an
Advantage 10 the conpany and not to Lhe peblic Certalnly not o clity,
Counly anl state officlals and taspayers who aust pay for the clean-up of
watiribu'ed polletica or pay 1n terms of health effects, The probless of
Incineration and & true conparison of incireration to all Approaches and
sethods o rardling the country's ratardous saste protles are not glven.

« Tisothy Cppel t, 1n nis 1987 paper, “Incine Jtlon of hazardous waste: &
critical ceview, Journal of the Alr Polluticn Control Association, )7(%):
3%5-586, wlerred Lo for other reasons In the draft <135, does clearly
state trat there are leswes relating 1o the use of trermal destruction
settods for disposing of hatardous sastes., These |ssues Include:

(a) Tre weknown factor of destruction effectiveness oa -_mhtlg‘/!_l}g
wastes. Current standards and technclogy relate to the types o
vastes currently belng burned. “Nowever, the character of wastes which
Ry be subjecied Lo Incineration 1n the near future will begin Lo changs,
Pertags drasatically.” As the KIS acknosledges oo page -8, the ealssions
will relate to the wate feed, wose precise characteristics cannot be
Presently deterdned and which wuld changs depending on Lhe source of
the waste.

Meavy setal emissions: Fetals are sol burned. Nol auch Is known about

Actual ealsslons of metale nor are they currently @ rectly regulated,

Tre particulate ealssion Jimit “rer proven difficult for & nuaber of operating
facilities to achleve.” Nedly proposed regulations say not affect this
facllity and may alsc not take care of the prodles.

talssions of combustion byproducts (FIC‘s)i New products are formed and
enltted during combustion. The extent of the probles 1s not known,

The completeress of enlssions “uta and, therefore, the adequacy of risk
Assessaents performed wiing these data™ has been Questioned,

Seal-tine performance assurarce

2 None of the surrogates and Indicators
of 1ncinerator performa

¢ belng evaluated “1a fully satisfactory and
little aluation has been dom wnder true fallure conditions.” “None of
of the allable real-tine sonltoring performance inc!catlors Appear to
dorrelate with actual orgaric compound Die, (p.521)

It would apoear that Were zre sany wohnown factors with regard Lo hazardous

wasle 1ncineration and 1ts potential eavironsental effect

FIC's are rot sentioned 1n the section on alr esissions Lven Lhough Lhey may
Aol Lo hrown, the fact trat there will be FIC's should be sestlioned 1o the <15,

SI36 AL a2

The tealth risk assesssent 18 oo Jimited, It 1s given oaly for transporation
related spilis, and net for the worst case spill of a large spill 1n the sost

populated area such as the Salt lake Yalley. The assess L does notl address

GUar health effects than cancer and does not address other Caposures sech as

from the contlnucus eslastions of the operation or from upset conditions, The
tealth assessaent 1s, therefore, not conplete,

TRANLVONTATION

The projecticn of the nuaber of protables accidents does not Appear to take inte
account the drasatic increase in vehlcular alles travelled expectod Lo occur for

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Response to Letter 15 Continued

T™ank you for your comment. Your concerns will be considercd
in  the (final decision-saking process. Please cefer to
Response to Comment 19-8 for & discussion of the disadvantages
of incineration and Section 2.8 in the Oraft €15 for &
discussion of alternatives not consideted in detail. Thece is
no single approach that is the “"best” (foc the treatment/
disposal of all incinerable wastes, and it is beyond the scope
of this EIS to analyze "all approaches and sethods.” Pucther,
it is W to the waste generator to determine which
approachies) ace suitable for his unigue situation. These
could cange from weste minimization 3 the source of
generation to terminal treatment tecthvologies such as
incinetation. Mazardous waste Incineration is an acceptable
tectrology for disposal, and this sethod is  expected to be
used with increasing frequency actoss the country. Fedecal
and state regulations do not identify a specific msethod to be
used . During the prepacation of the Dcaft KIS, the BLA, IFA,
and UBSHN concutced that the Incineratoc proposed by Aptus was
appropriate techmology for the treatsent of the wastes that
Aptus  has identified In  their TSCA and ROBMA permit
spplications. The probless associated with incineration, and
Aptus’ proposed facility In particular, will be examined in
greater detall by CFPA and UBSMW as part of their caviews of
Aptus’ pecmit applications.

Dioxins and furans are discussed throughout the
sections of the Draft €15, These ate PICs as
your comment. Please refer to Response
additional discussion on PICs.

air quality
tefetenced in
to Comment 12-1) for

ase cefer to Appendix B, Mealth Risk Assesssent, in the
Draft EIS in which theee diffecent spill scenatios ace
discussed. The first scenario examines risks from a 70-gallion
spill of PCOBs within the city limits of Salt Lake City. Also,
please cefer to Response to Comment 4-8 regarding cancer cisk
versus  exposures from  continuous  emissions  of  upset
conditions.

Te spill probability was based on operating ezpecience
involving all types of cosdvays, sany of which have higher
traffic volumes than those which curcently exist in Salt Lake
City. It is agreed that the protability of an accident would
inCrease as traffic voluse i(ncreases; however, the spill
frequency used In the Draft £I5 is felt to be tepresentative
for  the Aptus proposal and adequately assesses lspacts. Also
tefer to Mesponse to Comment 1)-8 for further discussion of
accident cates.
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Letter 15 Continued

atl venlicles 1n the area 1n 2009Y as Wposed Lo Iy
relate Lo the nuaber of all vetdcle alles travelled ¢
Ot Just Lo ruaber of vehicle slles travelled by the |
waste truchks,

Accident rates surely
& road strelch ard
walng tazardous

Bt ciRGUR

On 1. 610 1t 18 stated that worher safety s1]1) not bte threatened by plamt
*Rlislons tecause presumably the ealsslons are all golng “p & tall stack
“hal atout fugitive sslons” There 1s no seation of the exlstence of
fugitive enlaslons and worker esposure 1o thes,

AT CoNUATIONS

There 1s not a thorough snough dlscussion of upset conditions. The flve

sinute exasple during & specific condition does not relate to all possibiliitl s,
Uaetl conditiona do occur and 40 ca e probless in cperating incinerators,

shat «will the real offects be of the different kinds and duratioes of

upset conditions? The sention of the potential for affecting ares populations
(1acluding the Salt Lake City area jopulation of 160,000) on page 3-37

would be erpanded ujon,

PULATIV. IrPacTS

Tra statesent on page 471 regarding the nuaber of Lrucks and rall cars e
Lo waed by WICT Indicates haowledge ttat WIKT 1s proposing & such larger
Ajacity even than that of Aptus (25 trucks per day for WSICL, 9 for Aptus)
and yet on page &-70 1L 18 slated that WIC] enisslons are assuned Lo be

f the sane magnitude as Aptus’. This 1s & puazling assuaption sisce WGKCT
is appiying for & total capacity of burning 8) tons Per howur as opposed Lo
the 10 tons per hour proposed by Aptus,

would, again, like 1o thank you for the opportunily to comment on this draft
Tris s the first b5 for a “azardous saste Inclinerstor faclility in Utan
does Legin Lo shed some light on the lssues relating to such facilities.

Sincerely,

.y —
S S e AL
Klra K\..a'nrl/
Cralr, Eaviroraental“Health
Committen
Anerican lung Assoclation of Utan

To further complicate the satter,

Since Tooele County would not accept & request for

identify & new site within the ares at some

futuce

site Both these
affect the typc, quantity,
thus would change camlative
ploposes & tevised project,

and dispecsion ol
impacts.
BLA, £, andor

the Marblehead incinerator
Site proposed Dy USICI is not within Tooele County’s West
Desert Mazardous Industry Acea (see Map 1-1 in the Draft £18),
rezoning
Outside of the designated area, it is expected that USPCI will
time in the
AN INCInetator at & nev site would probably not use
the ssme techiology that has been proposed for the Macrbletwad
factors, location and tectmology, would
enissions and
It and  when USKCI
the Utah

Response to Letter 15 Continued

Pugitive emissions wuld be & viclation of the RCMA permit
conditions. RO cequites that the incinetator and all
inCinerator-associated equigment be monitored daily for
fugitive emissions. In an effort to maintain compliance with
the RCRA standards, Aptus has indicated in the ACRA permit
spplication that the incinerator would bte operated wunder
negative pressure to ensure that any fugitive emissions would
be drawn through the kiln, afteburner, and air pollution
control equipment. Aptus also indicated in the application
that fugitive eaissions from stoting and blending operations
would be drawn through the Incinerator (undet negative
pressute) during operation and wouid be drawn through a cacbon
filter system when the iIncinerator is not operating., The
facility would be tequired to descnstrate that when loss of
aic pollution control equipment occurs, the emissions from
waste cemaining in the kiln, under worst-case situation, would
MOt pose &4 threat to human health or the envitonment (see
Response to Comment 5-5 for further discussion of upset
conditions).

Aptus would also saintain & health mnitoring p ogram that
follows the Mational Institute of Ocoupational Safety and
Mealth (NIOSM) protocols. All emissions, fugitive or stack,
would be sonitored through the medical survelliance program,

The Oraft EIS did not address an entice tange of upset
conditions, however, the worst-case Operating condition (power
loss) was assessed. A list of possible process upset
conditions is contained (n the RCORMA/TSCA application. Please
fefer to Response to Comment 12-1 and Table 3-1 in Section
1.2 of this Final €15 for additional clarification on upset
conditions. There was no reasonable scenaric that was sodeled
for the ODraft EIS thet indicated any significant impact to
Salt Lake City. Please note that air quality sensitive
feCeptor sites were located at Geantsville, Tooele, Magna, and
Salt Lake City (see Map 1-2 in the Draft £135) and thet no
significant alr quality iapects wece predicted at any of these
feceptors for any of the alternatives (see Tables 4-6, &8,
and 4-10 in the Oraft £18).

Estisating emissions from hazardous
complex  undectaking and is influenced by msany (factors
including the type of waste, concentrations of hazacdous
constituents In the waste, effectiveness of pollution control
fuipment, etc. The emission assumptions used iIn the
Cumulative Ispacts “n the Draft €15 were
Consistent with USICI‘s permit application, which wes the best
svailable information on the Marblehwad incinecator at that
time, T™e torage of waste treated is not by itself a
feliable indicator of emissions, because a great deal of the
waste USICI proposes to incinerate would be contaminated soils
which are heavy in tomnage but contain a low percentage of
hazardous coastituents. Since the details upon which to
teliably estisate the uSICI InCinerator emissions were not
teadily asvailable, the Qualitative procedure used to evaluate

csmulative air Quality impacts in the Draft E£15 was the best
procedure available

waste incinecators is »

Departaent of Mealth would conduct a sore formal evalustion of

cumalative
should be able to make & moce
iSSue at that tisw

impacts during their respective permit reviews and
accurate assessaent of

this
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Letter 16 Response to Letter 16

OEFANTMENT OF Tt i rORCE
P ADGUAR TR ML O LA T T

AL MM TOMCE BB LT AN AU Sras

Mr. Deane leller
Distelet Manager

BN Salt Lake Districe
21370 South 2300 West
Salt lake City UT B9

Dear Me Zeller

Several Alr Force officials have reviewed the Draft Eavircamesial lapact

Statement (E15) for the AFTUS Indusirial snd Mazardous Waste Treatment

Facility proposed to be constructed and operated lo Tooele County, Utah. Thack you foc your lettes.
We have attached o copy of the letter 2epres the concerss of

iganizations that reviewsd the ducument. Please reviev these Commant s

and conslder them as you prepare ths (inal LIS.

If you have any questioces or require furtlar Informatios, please costact
Mr B11) Taylor, Ohlef, Lavirecsental Plannlng Sectlioan, 1849 ABC/DEVY,
HLLL AFD, UT, 84056 (BO1-777-8742).

Slocerely

Yo, L(C}‘u\ -

00, Col, USAF o
::wn‘f;:‘ U ota! igh Office Comment Lir (21 Mar 88)
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Response to Letter 17

valfy oy . . Aptus Industrial amd

tarad
494846/ 00Y

Keview of 3 b 0O Ser 1ous direct 1mpact on the UTIR by
s propusael

Ihe Argonite Site 15 1o the Tooele County Industrial development

Ine site does oot directly interfere wilh 50uth Range operationy

Ihe power/gas lines L0 be crtended 10 the site should not pose «

Ine Argoaite Site 15 appronimately 18 statute miles from the wWildcat
dustrial Sete, tne tnitial TAC MESP Target Inere should be no conflict

The alternative Incinerator site at Clive would be located
spproximately 1,000 feet west of the existing access road and
should not affect use of this road even if an accident or
spill occurs. The terrain at Clive would allow an  affected
area to be tesporarily Dypassed. Your concern about potential
conflicts with the target area will be considered in the final
decision making process.

) The Clive Site should be addressed In 1L'y polentia) tapact on the

ACCEss road 1o Ihe WILACat/Kittycat Target Ares. It appears Lo straddle

the accesy road, » 5 (ould 18pact on our access T an accident occurs ot

dile Ine Clive Site 13 only approsimately ten siles from the

Ihere could Be conflict «ith wie of LhIS target area.
wnder VR J445/71446 4nd Could provide some vitual observa-
oley

it is not anticipated that the pr sed action or either

lapact stotemeat relating Lo the Alr Force alternative would n:' any effect cnp :‘h‘: Alr force mission.

; Based on your comment, text revisions to Page J-15 in the

10 the Wradover Bombing 4nd Gunaery Resge should be Draft EIS are included in Section ).1 of this rinal £1S.

ten Test gnd Training Range
) J
;‘hl(f 5

, May, USM

Lanning
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Letter 18

APTUS &I Apral 46, 1uis

Mr. Desne M. Zeller, District Manager
BlM Salt Lake District

4378 South 289 Vest

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

Subject: Cosments on DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT; APTUS
INDUSTRIAL AND HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATHENT FACILITY (February 1988).

Grestings;

The following sre my comssants for Inclusion In the Finsl K18, These
Le fegquire corrective asction In the Finsl KIS and in the proposed
erstor asctivity

I+ LPA CONFLICT OF INMTEREST

Two governsent sgencies [BLM and KFPA) have prepared this KIS for »
Private profit-motivated corporation [APTUS). The KFA vas crested to be
& referee on behalfl of the public (ie the clitizens’'] Interest, but iIn
this Case the EFA has been & cooperating agency In the preparation of
this KIS, The EPA should rev the KIS, not prepare 1t, The EPA caviewvw
cossants should be estresely significent to Lthe pro or con decision, but
in this case they have a conflict of Interest as preparer of the KIS,

Norsally, the proponent 1s & governsent agency wvith an identifled
slssion which the proposed action supports. In this case , APTUS 18 the
propenent, and the Aptus Corporation has pald the EPA and BLM to sssuse
the proponentcy. This is 11legal because the EPA and BLM do not have
the sission to dispose of hazardous vaste.

Since the EPA and the BLM r 'w have a conflict of interest In this
EIS, and the proposed Incinerstor, Lhey can no longer be considered the
protector of the public Interast foi this cese, or be alloved to rule on
this KIS and the proposed Incinerstor. Therefore this position should
[must) be delegated to an orqganization|s) with desonstrated capabllity,
faitness and sorel responsibility for protecting the rublic Interest In
envitennental tters. | recommend

The Sitecra Club

League of Wosan Voters of Salt Lake Cruy

Utah Senator Francis Farley

Conservation Dept. of the Generasl Federstion of Wosen's Clubs.

4. SAFE OPERATIONAL CONTROL DATA

The KIS should [but does not) provide esparience dets fros axisting
InCineratlors processing tosic and hezardous vastes, In order o
denonstrate an efficlency [or compliance rate) for safe Incirerstion of
Such wvastes.The destruction of towic and harardous compounds by
cosbustion Into nontoxic and safe products sust be #*sictiy sanaged by
Gperational controls over tesparature, saterials, fusl-alr ratio, tise
duration,flase turbulence, etc. These operational controls sust be
proven 1o provide safe cesults BEFORE approval is gliven for the KIS or
the Incinerator.Tre KIS sust , before It i approvad, desonstrate that
the operatioal controle for all saterials to be preoc d are known with

"ah statistical confidence. Any other course vould result In

&« ,timantation with toxilc alr for the people of Toocele and Salt Like
Counties to * ..

Response to Letter 18

Your comment cegarding a potential tonflict of inturest by the
EPA as a cooperating agency in propacation of the Aptus Draft
E1S is noted,

EPA is cbligated to administer asjects of the Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA), the Rescutrce Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), and the Clean Alr Act (CM)  regarding the proposed
action. Under regulations established by the Council on
Envictormental Quality (CEQ) to prosote consideration of
envitormental (ssues concurtently by “ederal agencies, EPA has
also participated as a coopecrating agency with BLA during this
EIS process. A s cbligated under TSCA to “prevent
unteasonable risk to public health and the envitonment”, under
RCRA  to "protect human health and the environment™, and under
the O\ to comment In writing on ElSs for which EPA has
*jurisdiction by law o¢ expectise.”

EISs are written on proposed sajor federal actions which could
have & significant ispact on the human enviconment such as the
proposed  action. These actions can either be at the
initiative of & federal agency of in cesponse to & private
party seeking federal agency determinations. In this case the
EIS was needed to analyze the proposed land transfer and ROWs
across public lands as administered by BN,

Although EPA does not have the aission to dispose of hazardous
waste, EPA has informed the states of the need under the
Superfund cobligations (or each state o obtain treatment
capacity for hazardous waste produced or disposed in the state
of obtain agreements with other states to do so by 1989. As a
satter of rational policy to cosply with TSCA and RORA,
hazardous waste can be disposed In permitted facilities such
as the one under consideration in the proposed action. In
order for Aptus to cbtain approval from EPA and the State of
Utah, the company sust obtain & RCRA permit from the Siate
(subject to EPA oversight) and approval under TSOA from UPA.
Both of these actions will be the subject of additional public
teviev and comment. Proper disposal of hazardous waste in
ACRA and TSCA peraitted facilities adhering to the strict
operational requiresents should provide appropriate protection
of the public health and the human environment consistent with
EPA's statutory sission

EPA and the BLA intend to seet their statutory cbligations in
the peoposed manner described in the EIS5, Ao EIS is not a
justification docusent in the sense you infer. The Mational
Envitonmental Policy Act requires the EIS to be an cbjective
document on which & (federal agency can base its decisions.
Neither BLA not EPA have a conflict of interest in preparation
of the EI15, nor the future independent requlatory decisions
necessary to isplement the proposed action.
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Letter 18 Continued

b. REGULATIONS,
FENALTIES /REWARDS

The 1ncinesration
fotmulations, and in
& Bigh risk systaen,
progras [also & hagh
without regulaticons
penaltios/ravarads.
the Tosic Waste Incinecator
and Toneing Comsminion on Novesber 9,
that this Incinerator would be safe If closely sonitored and Inspected.
A fav sinutes leter In this sesting, the EPA crevealed that they are
short of funds, thet the locel area s contolled by the EPA office iIn
Den [which covers six states with & snall staff), and that the EPA
plans to Inspect this Incinerator ONLY TWICE A YEAR, WITH ADVANCE
MOTICE. The Utan Division of Public Mealth also stated that they would
foL Inspect this incinerator at all. This lack of close iInspection ,
unless cospletely corrected, sakes approval of the KIS and the
incinerator sorally reprehensible. Voluntary cospliance In conflict with
the profit sotive has not, does not, will not work, and could not work
st the <9908 level needed heare. 1L vould not be falr to place sose
siddle sanager In Lthe squests betve obvicus cost and scheduls
documsentetion , versus long ters health problens of childeen and the

REQUINEMENTS, INSPECTION, INSTA 'MENTATION,

of towic and hezardous stes, of sany and cosples
large with assured profit, Is accepled as

This systems has In cosmon with any plenetary space
sk systen] the fact that It cannot succesd
JMequirte nis, Inspection, Instrusentation, and

The KI5 15 cospletely inadequate in Lthese areas., At

Neetling seeting held by the Tooels Planning

1987, the EPA cepresenstive stated

vaoluses,

aged.

G.RISK BENEFIT ANALYSIS
The K185 sust provide
The RBA sust

({but does not) » Risk Benefit Analysis [RBA).
show, conclusively, that Lhe benafit Lo the pecple of

Teo County ,and also of Uteh, [over & Jlifetine, ot at least 20 years)
Gulveighs the risks [(to Jifetime health, Job potentiale, beauty of
surroundings, etc.j. The RBA 18 not Involved with the sonetary benefits
Lo Lhe corporation operating the The RBA n probably be
sinplified and yet Lo sdequate I 1t 1 lisited to the sost susceptable
IV of the population. Since the greater Toowele City~ Grantaville areas
includes about 25,000 pecple, this IV vould cover adbout 250 pecple who
4te wnpacted 1o have significently greater health resction to alr
polivtion thean the average person. THe NBA should be performsed at SON
and 958 confidence. Further, the RBA should be done for i1deal operation
and for typical operation vhare sccidental and on-purpose viclaticons
occur, sed ' past experience.To claim that such vialations will not
feguire the detall definition of the specific systes of
tions Requirenents, Inspections, Instrusentation, and
Fenaltivs/Revarde which can

Incinecrator.

cur would
Hegu

sccomnplish such o goal.

Response to Letter 18 Continued

with incineration has Dbeen
of EPA publications ne such

on Permit Writer's Guide to
Trial burn data from existing
- the EPA

The pecational expecience
documented through & variety
pablication Is the EPA Handbook
Test Burn Data (EPA 1986
facilities ate also avails L

The EIS pe « permit
TSOL or RO e l pitting
simultanecusly, therefor tt tal bagn
Recotd of Decision on s

tequirements undet
actions can ocout
would f(ollow the
The trial burn  is scheduled
for Febouaty of March 199 see Ravised Figute 2-) iIn
Section .2 of this Final £15) The process by vhich the
Aptus Incinecator would be pernitted under TSOA and RCPA I8 as
follows: The Staie of Utah's Division of Cavirormental Health
and the CPA ceviev the engineering design and operations plan
prior to facility construction. Pullic hearings are held on
these permits. RCRA is by lav & delegable program; thus, the
Stice of Utah has prisacy and, in conjunction with the EFA,
deternines that the operational controls are propecly
Jesigned ™e ) to 6-day trial barn is analyzed by EPA and
UBSIM to determine if appiicable ORE standards are met. it
the trial burn is unsatisfactocry, the facility cannot cperate

Please cefer to Page 1-10 of the Oraft £1S and Response to
Comment 2-1 for discussions of Aptus’ past history cegarding
compl ance with TSCA permit limits for the existing

Coffeyville, Kansas incinerator.

Please cefer to Comment 19-1 and Response to Comment 19-1 and
the responise Lo the statesent made by Nancy Fox (Section 2.)
in this Final EI1S) for futther discussion of sonitoring

T™e Ocaft EIS cepresents the cish benefit analysis foc the
Aptus  Inciserator proposal. Plesse refer to the alc quality,
transpoctation, health and safety, and sociceconomic sections
and MNpendiz B in the Lieft E15 for discussions of the risks
and benefits to the people of Tocele County ftom the Aptus
proposal . The EPA and State of Utah will also consider risks
and benafits as pact of their permitting actions for the
proposed facility.
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Letter 18 Continued

S. INCINERATION OF OUT OF STATE TOXIC AND MAZARDOUS WASTES,

Under the Superfund Assendsents Reauthorilzation Act of 1986 [SARA
Title 111), Each State sust certify by MNovesber 1989 that IL has
adaguate capacity to disposs of i1te own vastas for the next 20 yesars.
This can be accomplished either through peoviding vaste Lreastisent within
the states own boundry , or by entaring Into specific cospacts with
other states for propec disposal. The KIS sust i1dentify which states are
proposed to be served by the subject Incinerator, with satarial and
quaniities, In order to provide an accurste basis for the RISK BENEFIY
ANALYSIS. The RBA will iInclude transportation acclidents.

It Is sspected that a corcect RBA will i1dentify a nagative benefit to
the people of Utah derived froms out of state toric and harardous wvastes;
this Indicates that UTAM SHOULD NOT ACCEPT OUT OF STATE TOXIC AND
MAZARDOUS WASTES. Utah should not subsidize the APTUS Corporation by
accepting outl of state wastes vith a negative risk benefit.

The Transportation of toxic and h tdous wvastas should be regulated
by the state of Utah, and final approval of this KIS and this
incinersator should not be granted until these controles are In place,
since this will greatly effect the risks .1t is recomsreanded that trucks
Carrying such vastes sust be single units, sust be lisited to 55 WPN,
sust be specially inspected pricer to esch trip, sust not be alloved
inside cities wilh populations sbove 58 thousasnd, and sust be iInsured
for the sasis s dasage that could be caused.

H.John Piiny
L85 Ploneer Ave.
Tocele, Utah LR}

Response to Letter 18 Continued

The types and Quantities of hazardous wastes received from
specific states ace dependent entirely on the vaste generatocs
that choose to utilize the Aptus facility. This cannot be
accurately estisated for the E15 beyond the 70 percent west of
facility and 30 percent east of (facility suggested by Aptus’
sacket reseacrch Please tefer to Response to Comment 21-5 for
a discussion of transpoctation sccidents in other states.
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1d
nsental Protection Agency has revieved the Dralt
nmental act Statement (EIS) for the Aptus Industriel and

Letter 19

PATED STATES ENVRONMENTAL PROTECT
MOON v
PO 1 STREET - SANTE 30
CEMVER C MADO 80207 Je0s

1029

APR 26 1523

vith our responsibilities under the National
y Act (NEPA), Section )09 of the Clean Alr Act

xic Substances Control Act ITSCA), and the Hazardous
Waste Act (HSWA), the Region VILII Office of the

Wiste Treatment Facility, Tooele County, Utah.

suggests that information tor the Final EIS could be
in several areas including changes In th
aspects of the Health Risk Assesssent, additional
for EPA and Utah tor
USPCl's nearby project, and in the
land exchange

se attached detailed comments on the dermal

1al during the =pill scenarios EPA suggests
rences be revieved and used to modily Appendix B
ed detalled comments)

public mments related to the type, lrequency,
ections by the regulatory ac les The linal
matters rest vwith the Utah Department of
EPA and vill not be determined until the RCRA
final We will not be able to make these
me fOor the Linal EIS Navertheless, the final EIS
the options availlable to UDH and EPA lor
tions ptions under discussion include locating
tor in Tooele County under the UDH to inspect
sed tacility and other hazardous vaste treatment

' Also under consideration is the possibility of

3 Aptus' plant operations by cosputer to UDH and/or EPA
portunity vould be provided for public consideration of
tion procedure during the subsequent RCRA permsit
Under the TSCA approval process, EPA projects that tvo,
r unsnnounced, Inspections vill be accomplished per

Response to Letter 19

Thank you for your clarificacion. In addition to sonitoring
fequitements imposed by EFA and the UBSIM. Tooele County s
considering cequiring monitoring of groundwater quality and
soil contamination as part of its Conditional Use Permit.
Pblic Input Into monitoring requirements |s encouraged as
& part of the reviev of each permit agplication by the
responsible agency
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Letter 19 Continued

The dratt EIS does not clearly detine the need to exchange
bOth the Aragonite site and the Clive site Either the final EIS
or & supplemental docusent should be provided to describe the
lands that vould become public lands for these exchanged parcels.

We suggest that the Final EIS brietly describe a related
proposal by USPCE tor hazardous vaste tuel burning at the
Marblehead Lime Facility The attached detailed Comments provide
4 summary of that proposal.

Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate the adequacy ot
the information in the LIS and the environmental impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives, the Draft EIS tor the Aptus
Industrial and Mazardous Trestment Facility vill be listed in the
Federal Register in Category LO-2. Thic means ve have a lack ot
objections to the proposed action but do Suggest additional
information be included in the Final EIS as described in the
sttached Jetailed comments. Please contact Weston Wilson of my
stall at 303/293-1620 tor further explanation ot these items. we
look torvard to participating in the Steering Committee's action
t respond to the public cosments feceived on this proposal.

Sincerely,

’ s 0
"/,"/A/ o ,.‘14‘«:1»/
Nobert R, DeSpain, Chiet

Environmental Policy Branch
Ottice of Polic Y & Managesent

Enclosure

€c:  Bill Sinclair, UDH, Salt Lake City
Dave Kopta, UDH, Salt Lake City
Sharla Barber, Aptus, Salt Lake City
Trev Lodvig, .SRZI, §i, Calling .

Response to Letter 19 Continued

Exchange of land ot both the Aragonits aad Clive sites has
been  requested by Aptus and is being teviewsd by BLA. At the

time the Clive site was proposed for the Draft E£IS,

represented & suitable alternative to Aptus for the Aragonite
site. It vas within Tooele County’s West Oesect Mazardous

Industry Ares and would e & back-wp to Aragonite

environmental ocr other probless arose there (e.9., Conditional

Use Permit not  issued o sufficient groundwvater

available). Tooele County has recently mlu: in ;‘a:ot of

us’' ¢ st for c(ezoning the Acagonite site, many
xm .?!‘:ll exist. Aptus proposes to use exchanged liwds
at Clive for this project if the need develops or for some
undetermined future use. The initial cesults of BLA'S review
Is presented in Section 1.6 (Agency Preferred Alternative) of
this Final £I15. BWA‘s final decision will be presented in the
Record of Oecision that will be lssued at least 30 days
following celease of the Final EIS. BLM intends to prepace a
supplemental enviconmental document analyzing the lards that

would becose public lands as part of the exchange .
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Response to Letter 19 Continued

Letter 19 Continued

Detailed Comments by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
on the Draft Envi wmental Ispact Statement
Aptus Industrial and Mazardous Maste Treatment Facility
Tooele County, Utah

’?" 3'”.‘1 Ib: 'h.‘_co.::',nl;“."ir:' "‘;Q:f;:"':'i" ::: ::'lf. Thank you for your clarification. In addition, the Utah
briefly describe in Section 2.7, Intervelationships vith Other Bureau of Alr Quality recently issued a permit for USPCT to
Projects, the proposed hazardous vaste fuel burning under burn  vaste solvents at the Marblehesd Lime Facility. The

nsideration by USPCI at the Marblehead Lime Facility. The Butesu determined that burning waste solvents would cause no
follovwing is & sussary of that action: significant incceases in the emissions from the facility as
compared to the current burning of coal (Kopta 1988) .
Exemption Burning at USPCI's

USPCI bought Marblehead Lime, near Delle, Utah, (see
Map 2-1), in April 1987 and notified the Utah
Department of Health (UDH) and EPA that it intended to
burn hazerdous vaste under the hazardous vaste fuel
exenption as delined by RCRA (40 CFR 266.)5). This
provision falls under the “"Energy Recovery® section of
the regulations and allovs facilities to burn certaln
hazardous wvaste as fuel, In furnaces and bollers only,
without a RCRA pormsit.

USPCI burned ignitable vaste and non-halogenated
solvents (EPA listed vastes DOO) and FOO) as defined in
40 CFR 261.2) and 261.31) in July and Septesber 1987.
These vastes had been received at the Grassy Mountain
Landfill and vere mixed to improve the heat content.

In Septesber 1987, UOH i1ssued a4 Cease and Desist Order
to USPCI for burning hazardous vastes without an
approval order under the Utah Alr Conservation
Regulations. USPCI stopped burning these vastes and
submitted an application to UDH tor an approval order
which is currently going through the public comment
period. The final Alr Quality Approval Order will
probably be issued in the near future. USPCI will also
need a RCRA storage permit issued by EPA before It c
continue burning hazardous wvaste under the RCRA fuel
exenption at Marblehead.

EPA plans to propose nev boller and furnace regulations
in June 1988 and hopes to promulgate thes in June 1989.
Under these revised regulations the hazardous vaste
fuel exemption vill no longer be in effect.
Essentially industrial furnaces ard bollers burning
hazardous vastes as fuel vill have to comply with
urrent requiremsents for Destruction Removal Efticlency
(DRE) and obtain RCRA and HSWA permils. :




Letter 19 Continued

USPCI is alloved to burn hazardous vaste under the

current fuel exesption, they would have Lo cease once
the nev requlations are tinal. These alr emissions
vill no longer be occurring by the time Aptus’
inCinerator begins operating Therelore cusulative
impacts are not expected [rom this action

Last line - We suggest you add the wvord comsercial in
the last line (o read: *The commercial tacilities
operating nov are: »

ind paraqraph, line & - "These nev amendments state
that land disposal * should be the | t favored
method for managing Jous vas =+ The statute
does not say that it is the method of last resort.

Line 1 We suggest that the sentence beginning,
“Landtills, to the "xtent..” be changed to indicate
that landfills have had difficulties in preventing
groundvater contamination and that In order to assure
that thic not occur, hazardous vaste landfills have
indewd become more expensive.

Ist paragraph - This paragraph should read as tollovs:
“The 1984 amendaunts adopted & regulation under the
Sate Drinking Mater Act (SDWA) which bans the disposal
of hazardous vaste by underground injection into or
above any formation which contains a potential
underground source of drinking vater, if the distance
betveen the vall and the aquifer Is within 0.2% miles.
Urder SOWA, final determination of wvastes that can be
safely injected vill be made by 1988.°

ind paragraph It the advantages of Incineration are
meant joned the disadvantages should be included s
wall

Line ) We suggest the sentence beginning, "Based on
Arius® proposed..” be deleted since this vas the source
st some confusion during public testismony. It should
be noted that Aptus proposes to Operate at a rate of
50,750 metric tons per year

Line 14 We suggest that *responsible® be changed to
“permitted.*

A2sponse to Letter 19 Continued

Based on your comment, text revisions to Page 1-1 in the Draft
EIS ace included in Secti.n 3.1 of this Final £1S8.

Based on your cosment, text revisions to Page 1-) in the Draft
€15 are included in Section 1.1 of this Final E£1S.

Based on your comment, text tevisions to Page 1-4 in the Draft
EI5 are included in Section 1.1 of this ri. 1 €IS,

Please (efer to Section 1.1 in the modifications and
Corrections chapter of this Final EIS for clarification of the
Safe Drinking Mater Act regulations

The Purpose and Need section of the Draft EIS is not the
appropriate place to discuss vy the proposed action s not
desicable. This is discussed in Chapter ¢ of the Deaft K18,
The Office of Technology Assessment in 198) (Technologies and
Managesent Strategies for Mazardous Maste Control) listed the
sajor disadvantages of Incineration as tie high costs of
incineration, facility construction, and operation; and delays
in cequlatory approvals due to public resistance (n some of
the areas wvhare Incinerators have been proposed.

Please cefer to Response to Comment 4-1 for a discussion of
Aptus’ proposed operating cate,

Based on your comment, text revisions to Page 1-5 in the Draft
E1S ate included in Section 1.1 of this rinal E£1S.
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Letter 19 Continued Response to Letter 19 Continued

Line 1 - We suggest this line r 3: *...lrequency of Sased on your commant, text (evisions to 'le :;; 18 e Deale
RCRA 1nspections will be at the time of EIS ate Included in Section .1 of this Fina .

permit approval...* Pl folloving: *"State

regulations require that harardous vaste treatment

facilities be inspected at least once per year. It

Aptus receives vaste f(rom a Supertfund site, the minisum

nusber of inspections required is tvo per year. The

State and EPA are exploring funding sources to provide

mOore frequent RCRA inspections at this facility.”

Line § We suggest you amend this sentence to read: Based on your comment, text cevisions to Page 1-9 in the Draft

“The number of TSCA inspections conducted by EPA Region E15 are included in Section 3.1 of this Final €15,

VIl . Ojected to twice ear. The

,,I,:;..::h,s: f.ﬁ be u,..:,:o.mcl.g,: . - The preliminary schedule listed In the Draft E£IS (s not »
certainty. In constructing multi-aillion dollar plants, the

We believe this schedule is too optimistic and that at schedule s an cptisal goal. The schedule presented on Page

least one year be added to this tentative schedule. 2-12 in the Draft EIS is an Aptus goal and may in actuality

Aptus cannot begin construction until it receives both have been optimistic. A revised schedule mc‘mpuu:mq uc"ﬂi

its RCRA permit and TSCA approval. By state statute, develogments is presented on Revised Figure 2- in Section 1.2

the Utah Department of Wealth has & maximus of 270 day of this rinal £15.

faviev period. Hovever, this does not include periods

vhen Aptus is responding to Notices of Deficlency (each

Fesponse usually requires tvo to three months) or the

time the state spends on public participation

activities. Therefore, the RCRA permit will not be

issued until at least the spring of 1989. This can

easily be remedied by changing the headings in this

table from *1988" to "1989" and *1989* to *19%0".

As youtr comment demonstrates, estimating the dersal absorption
dose of PCBs is subject to several independent variables. The
variables you identify in item #2 of your comment wete all
considered in the analysis presented in Agpendix 8 - MNealth
Risk Assessment, of the Draft EIS. Several of the assusptions
(liquid fila thickness, skin ares exposed, concentration of
PCBs) used in the OEIS were mote conservative (i.e., would
result in higher exposure) than those you present, while
others (petcent absorption, density of liguid) vere less
conservative.

-
r Appendix B There are contlicting sets of information within

the EIS ftrom EPA scurces fegarding the analysis of dermal
expusure in the Health Risk Assessment, Appendix B. The
folloving reterences should be revieved for determination ot
lermal dose exposure for the EIS spill scenarios:

] Animal studles have shown that the glmllcl-d absorption
ot PCBs are approximately S5V to 85V in 60 sinutes.

Human dermal intake calculations for PCBs used:

The percent absorption of PCBs appeacs to Le the variable with
the greatest difference in assumptions. It is felt that the
100 percent absorption you indicate is uncealistically high.
The Mebster et al. (198)) paper that you reference indicates a
56 percent absorption of PCBs following 16 days of exposurte.
Certain adjustsents sust be sade for the l-hour exposure
period used in the OEIS. It vas assumed that an exposed
person’s hands would be washed with soap and wvater or &
suitable solvent within 1 hour of exposure. (Sisple water
wvashing would not be effective.) Even vith issediate wvashing,
the Webster study .* wed that not all PCBs wvould be resoved.

t, liquid film thickness « 0.0018 o=
4, absorption rate of PCBs « 1000\

S, skin ares exposed « 870 q cm

d, density of liquid « 1.6 x 10 —)/(:n)
€, concentration of PCBs

L X8 x8xdxc¢ e+ »ng absorbed per exposure
* 1628 »g absorbed
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Letter 19 Continued

Reference for | and 2: Reviev of Dermal Absorption; PB8S-

170694; by USEPA, October 1984.

). Animal studies of monkeys and guinea pigs (which are
considered to spproximate human absorption rates)
predict absorption rates of 20V to S4\.

Feterence for ): *"PCBs, Dermsal Absorption, Lystemsic
Elimination and Dermal Wash Efticlency”, Journal of

nd Environmental Mealth, 12:51-519,198);

Bfacl.. Mailba and Anderson.

Dermal studies for those that wvork w«ith PCBs used 1000V
absorption. Worker exposure vas calculated to be
54,000 ug/day tor PCBs, based on 70V concentration of
PCBs in Askarel and 200 square centimeters exposed skin
Area.

Reference for 4: "Evidence for Dermal Abscrption as the
Major Route of Body Entry During Exposure of Transformer
Maintenance and Repairmen to PCBs™; American Industrial
Hygiene Association Journal, (48), mMarch 1987.

Response to Letier 19 Continued

Based on Webster's cesults, an Afsumption can be sade that for
concentrated PCB fluids (60 to 70 perceat MCB), washing would
temove 80 percent of the PCBs leaving 20 petcent to be
Absorbed.  Asmuming 56 percent Absorption of the remaining
PCBs, about 11 oetcent of the PCBs in e initial exposure
would be absorbed.

Using the vaciables you identify in item 02 would result in a
B dose that s Righer than the one estisated in the DEIS.
This would be as follows:

0.0018 o= (thickness) x 11 percent (absorption) x
L) uz (ares) x 1,600 -;'ml (density) x 65 peccent
(concentration) = 179 mg absocrbed.

The dose per kilogram would be 179 + 70 « 2.56 my/kg. This is
About 2.5 times higher than the dose o0 mg (1 myig)
®stimated in the OEIS. The lifetise daily would be
1.56 myhg + 365 days/year + 70 years = 1 x lo; /A day.
The excess lifet'me cancer risk would be | x 107 ng{hg/day x
.M dayrgmg (hotgne, estimate) « 4.0 x 10 ™is
Compares to 1.7 x 107" estinvted in the 0E£1S.

In sussation, individual variables used |n *itimating dermal
exposure could be given a tange of values based on the
Assumptions used in the spill scenario and the interpretation
of the available scientific literature. Different values foc
variables could result in higher or lower estimates of the
dermal  absorption dose of FBs. However, it is felt et the
basic conclusion of the Mealth misk Assessment, that an
«Ocreased cancer cisk In the tange of 2 to 4 in 10,000 would
OCTur Lo & person vho contacted spilled PCBs, still accurately
fepresents the lspact that could be expected in the event of
a0 accident and spill.
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Letter 20 Response to Letter 20

STATE oF Uran
NMosman ™ Bansanran QFrCt O LT 2O anOn
.. - BALY LAamt Caty

April 25, 1988

R Deane W leller
District Manager

BUN Salt Lake District
2370 South 2300 west

Selt Lake City, Utad 8411

Deir Wr. leller

Ihe Resource Development Coordinating Commitiee hay reviewed the Oraft
(nvironmental Impact Stalement for the Aplus Induslrial and Hacardous Masle
Treatment faci)iny The following comments are tudmitted for your
consideration

ULah Depariment of mealin/Bureau of SolVd and Mazardous Maste

Page 1 5 of the DEIS states that *appro isately | stliton tons of
Bacardous waste 13 generated 'n Ulah per year by 400 generators (who generated
Geer 2200 pownds per monlh) and another 300+ small Quantity generators; of the
I million tons per year, dppronimately 30,000 tons are Incinerable.* This
Information was prodably derived from the ¢ December 198) correspondence lo
John Stephenion, BUN from Brent C. Bradford, UBSIM. This information should Based on your comment, text revisions to Page 1-5 in the Draft
be clarified. As staled 'n the correspondence, the rowgh estimate of 30,000 EIS are included in Section 1.1 of this Pinal E1S
tons of Ulah Incinerable waste does nol \nclude PCB waste, Superfund (CORCLA) =
wail or ymall quantity generator waste (Lhote who generate less than 2200
It r monilh of hasardous watle)

Ihe estimate of 30,000 tons of Utah Incinerable waste wii Dased on the
Information that RCRA generalors (those who generale more than 2200 b3 per
sonth of hacardous waste) sudaiited on the 1985 bienntal reports Al Utan
RCHA generalors are required Lo subamit 2 1987 bienata) teporty on or before
Ray 30, 1986 The 1987 blennta) report information will provide current dats
of Ulah generated hacardous waste

Fage 1.5 alio discustes the Superfund Asendment Reauthorisation Act of
1986 (SARA) requirement Lhat each state must certify By Novesmber 1989 that 1t
has adequale capacity to dispose of 1t own wasles for the nesl 20 years
Stale capacity certification can be accomp)ished by entering Into dVsposal
dgreementy wilh olher states
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Letter 20 Continued

Page Iwo
Re. Deane W leller

Prior 1o suggesting LASL ULk would require Ihree Incineratlors, with an
approcimate 50,000 tons per year capacity to dispose of the eslimated 30,000
tons of Utah generaled waste, 't should De considered that the BEIS eslinmale
of & Ulah capacily requiresent of Ihree Incinerators was based on an Aplus
estimation that 20 percent of the wasle processed at the fachiitly would be
Utah generated In-state/out of -state origin of potential Incinerable waste
15 aVficult Lo estimate and dependent on several factors (including markel
dlsposal costs and time of generation) It Vs UBSIM's understanding that the
Aptus estima’. of 20 perceal Utah generated Incineradle waste was based on
Aptus' market _valuation that Utah faciiitles would generale & total amoust of
annual Incinerable waste approsimately equal to 20 percent of Aplus' market
evaleation that Ulah faciiities would generate a tola) amount of annval
Incinerable waste appronimately equal to 20 percent of Aplus' annual process
design capacity Based on the markel evaluation, Aplus delerained that 80
percent of the process waste would have to be generated oulside of Utah for
Ihe Aptus fachitty to feasibly operate

The poliution equipment discussion on page 206 slates that the Quench
tower will “cool the gas stresm and spray dry dissolved s0lids Tn the process
water.® 1t should be clarified that Ihe quench lower cools Lhe combuslicn gas
wilh & “nevtralizing scrubding solution® (albaline waler misture) prior to
enlering (he other pollution control equipment The Aptus application
Indicaled that the Lesperature of the influent combustion gas will evarerale
al) of the quench water 1ato salt sisultancously as the quench waler lreers
Ihe combustion gas temperature. Some of the combustion gas particulatie will
fall cut of the gas with the evaporated guench water salls Thete solt gy wil)
be collected 'n the Qquench lower hopper

It Vs mot clear from the DEIS what 15 the eventual fate of water wied in
Ihe gas scrubber, wel electrostatic precipitator, and quench lower The DLIS
hould clarify whether this water V3 all recicculated or to be dlspoted of
semehere

(mergency venling (o the stmoiphere from waste slorage tasks Vs referred
(o on page 2.22,2-4 The DEIS should Vdentify any potsible adverse
environmental effects from venl'ng the tanks
—

Ihe Lrial Durn dVscussion on page 2 34 states that *the RCRA trial bern
would be conducted following the Yssuance of the draft RCRA permit.* This
statement should be correctied. UBSIM wi!l review RCRA Part B Permit
applications and formally correspond with the applicant for additiona)
information modifications and/or clarifications The UBSIM wil) make 2
compleleness delerainalion when all RCRA requiresents are mel A" notice of
completeness® or "notice of Intent 1o deny® wil) be Ysswed to the applicant
11 a "notice of completeness® 13 Vssued, UBSMM wil) develop & fact sheel and
draft permil The draft permit wil) then Be subject to & public comsent
period (Rintmes of 45 days) and & pedlic hearing. After the pudlic commsent
period, ol wil) prepare and make avallable o the public & response Lo the
Commentsy The [xeculive Secretary of the Utah SolVd and Masardous Maste
Committes wii) then mate & final permit determination Tria) burns for new

Response to Letter 20 Continued

Thank you for your comment. Please cefer to Response to
Comment 4-1 for further discussion of Utah's incinerable
vaste.

Thank you for your clarification,

All water would be cecirculated within various components of
the incinerator and pollution control Systems. The only water
that would leave the systes would be as Vapor passing out the
Stack. Mo ligquid wvater would be discharged.

Ay venting from liquid waste Storage tanks would ocour only
to relieve an accidental over Pressure condition. This is a
fNecessary safety seasure to prevent tank leakage or rupture.
The composition of any gases released in such an event would
depend  upon the waste material in the tank. MHowever, given
that  emergency vent celeases would be infrequent and
short-lived, no detrimental environmental effects would be
expected,

Thank you for your clarification. Based on your comment, test

fevisions to Page 2-M In the Draft €IS ace included
Section 1.1 of this rinal £18. - "




Letter 20 Continued

Page Ihree
K. Deane leller

facitities will e conductled afler the fina) permit 13 Yssued The fina)
perait may then be modified or revobed to reflect the results of Ltrial beurn
(PA would follow similar procedures for portions of the RCRA permit Visued by
(ra

WILA respect Lo spil) response capabiiity (page 2-42), the DEIS fadls Lo
address the question of how much equipment 13 dedicated solely Lo the
faciiity.  IhYs 15 of concern in the event of the 1pi)) responie team
responding Lo an of f-sile emergency wilh & sebsequent emargency occurring on
site

The state of Ulah hacardous wasle d13potal fees have been Increased to 34
per ton for wasle generaled In-slate and 19 per ton for waste generaled
oul -of -state Toe fee rate ghven o the DEIS (page 3-29) should be revised
accordingly for the fina) €1S. Tooele Counly recelves 10 perceant of the
collected state disposal fees

Page 336 states that Aptus plans Lo Begin conslruction during July 1988
It 48 IMYs office’s wnderstanding Lhat BUR's record of deciston will occur
Avguit 1988
-

Figure 2.3, “Tentative Construction Schedule® should be modified Lo
reflect BUN's record of decision or (PA requiring bSoth a TSCA and RCRA permil
prior to comslruction. UBSHMM Vs required Lo sake 2 permit determination
within 270 days Ihe 270 days exclude time In which 1) VRS 15 awailing
response from the faciiity; 2) the draft persit 13 in the public comment
L period; and )) feders) or other stale rogulatory agencies are reviewing permit

In the dVscussion of the location and fregquency of spills, the stalement
"ihe majority of the spills are espected to Lake place culside of ULaA® (page
€-47) should refer Bach to the reasoning Dehind VL (page 4- )
-

Some references 1o section numbers need Lo De correcled “see Nitigathon
Measures, Se-*ton 4.0° (page 4-71) should be Section 4.8, “wnavallable
adverie \mpacas Section 4. 8" (page 4. 1) should be Section 4.9

It you have any questions regearding these comments please contact PN
Burny or Connle Makahara at (801) S8 120

Division of Wilditfe Resources

Generally, he proposed mitigation messures outiined 1n the DLIS appear
adeguate In mitigating anlticipated Yapacts from a wildiVfe resources
standpoint From a wildiife value standpoint, Ihe four alternatives were
ranked In ascending order of \mportance as follows

1. Clive Alternative

2. Clive - Aragonite Alternalive
3. Aragenite Alternative

4. Shenk Ridge Alternative

Response to Letter 20 Continued

The cegional spill cesponse teas discussed on Pages 2-41 and
3-42 of the Draft EIS would be located at the Aptus
incinecator facility; however, this tes is not dicectly
affilisted with the proposed facility. In the event of an
emsrgency at the facility, on-site personnel trained in both
spill cesponse and contingency plan isplesentation would
initiate emergency response activities, utilizing the on-site
emergency response equipment described in Table J-21 located in
Section ).2 of this iinal £15.

The spill control equipment would consist of sumps that ace
sanually esptied by use of a dedicated vacam truck. Some

have pumps that would ceturn vaste to the spill tank,
Also, spill kits would be located in all buildings and consist
of:

one 55-gallon doum with lever lock ting;

one dust pan;

one shop hand brush;

one square-D handle shovel @ 2-4;

e 18-inch push broom;

one box J0-gallon heavy-duty trash begs;

one doum with open top of floor dry;

o toll of paper towels;

oy 9-foot x 12-foot heavy-duty plastic tarpeulin;
one S-gallon can of solvent [Occupational Safety and
Health Administation (OSMA) approved containec);
one flrst ald kit and

two self-contained or alc-supply breathing apparati.

Please refer to Section J.1 in the modifications and
Corrections chapter of this Final EI5 for cevisions to
Pages 3-29 and 4-18.

It wvas Aptus’ understanding that the BLA Record of Decision
was (o be issued during July 1988; however, construction will
not  begin until the Record of Decision s issued by the BLA.
Aptus fecognizes time constraints that wmay acise; the
preliminary schedule provides working dates for sanufactucers
and a ceference base for the facility. Please refer to
Response to Comment 19-1] for additional inforsation on the
progosed schedule.

Please cefer to Response to Comment 19-1) for a discussion of
the tentative construction schedule.

Sased on your cosment, text tevisions to Page 447 in the
Oraft €15 are included (n Section ).1 of this Final €15,

Based on your comment, text revisions to Pages 4-71 and 4-7)

in the Draft EIS ace included in Section 3.1 of this Final
E1s.
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Letter 20 Continued

Page Four
Rr. Deane leller

The fewest wililife \mpacts would occur with the Clive Alternative and (he
Bostl Vepacts would occur wilh the Shenk R1ige Alteraalive The Bivision
prefers and recommends (he Clive Allernat) e over the olher three
—~
Specifically, all disturbed areas 1hould e reseeded (see page 2-14,
paragraph 1) Allowing disturbed areas 1o reverl Lo natural vegelation on
Ihelr owm will result In saxlows weed Invasion with the most Iikely species
[ being halogeton and Russtan thistle
I should Le noted that one peregrine falcon egy was produced al the
Tispie Springs WA back site In 1987, however, 1t 414 not Match. (See page
300, paragraph 4)

Utah Geological and Nineral Servey

The document was somewhat dVIficult Lo follow with regard to mineral
occurrences, geologic features and localities mentioned. It 13 recosmended
that & reglonal geologic map and structural cross section, prodably at the
same scale a3 Map 1<) in the DEIS, Do Included as part of the Fina) €15, The
map should show Lo the extent possidle 1) Bedrock walls and struclures, 2)
unconsolidated and semi-consolidated Quaternary deposits, and )) mapped and/or
swipecied Quaternary faults. 0.5, Geologica) Survey Mup 1-1132, *Geology of
the Tooele 122 Quadrangle® by Moore and Soreaten (198)) covers the reglon in
Question, and could be wied to comstruct & reglonal geologic mup for the Fina)
€15, Agdition of & geologic mup would provide much greater clarity to the
final (1S

-

Office of Plananirg and Budget

Prosimily to faulls should not De the oaly selsmic criterion wied Lo
asiess the geologic tmpacts of the proposed action (page 4-20) The
PO IBiTity of growrd motlon, Iiguifaction, elc., on Basin and Finge valley
Al assoctated with o setsmic evenl should recelve some inguiry

—

Comprehens ive [mergency Management
Ihe Division of Comgremensive (mergency Ranagement requests review of Lhe

wmergency response plan for both flaed sile and transportation accidents
They would also appreciate nolification of shipments when they begin

Thank you for the opportunity Lo » smment oa Lhis proposed action

Sincerely,

Dhkes’ € & hisdrgrm.

Michael €. Christensen
State Planaing Coordinator

Response to Letter 20 Continued

Please cefer to Mesponse to Comment }-1 for a discussion of
noxious weed invasion.

Please refer to Response to Comment J3-2 fo. clarification on
the petegrine falcon hack site.

Ouring the preparation of the Oraft KIS, the need for a
detailed geologic map was discussed by the project teas.
Potential lspacts to geclogy and minerals were not felt to be
great enough Lo warcrant the inclusion of the t of map you
suggest. This is consistent with CR) quidelines for the
preparation of CiSs which require the document to focus on
potential significant ispacts and not include overly detalled
information. Also crefer to U.5. Buresu of Mines comments in
Letter 8.

As discussed on Pages 4-20 and ¢-21 of the Draft €IS, EPA
(RCRA) tegulations for the siting of hazardous weste
facilities were used for determining significance criteria for
seisaic factocs. These criteria were appeopriate for the
analysis in the Draft £I5. Also, as noted in the test (see
Page 4-21), the State of Utah may requicre additional geclogic
studies at the selected site as patt of the RCRA permit
process. In fact, the state has cequested such studies, and
these have been completed by Aptus for the Aragonite site In
May of this year (Earth Fax 1968). The detalled studies
showed the closest fault (Quaternary-age about 15,000 years
old) to be located approximately 7,500 feet southeast of the
Aragonite site on the west front of the Cedar Mountains. Mo
evidence of Molocene-age selsmic activity was observed.
Aditional studies could also be requested and could include
site-specific data collection to adicess the potential for
liguification of valley fil]l associated with a seismic event.
The facility must be designed to withstand accelerations of
0.2 to 0.4 q, and design parameters could also be Incorporated
to account for any liguification hazards.
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Letter 21 Response to Letter 21

ARD N BEAN G

e L SIATLE OF NIVADA Cnmmndnwnes IR0 W05 S 00
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fonnes 805 W00 —~ Wt Puliacien 880 00

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATICN AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Ll R S L BN L LD )
A01 Sewd ) oll Suieer
Corvan Cing Nevade 99710

April 26, 1988

Mr. Deane H. Zeller
District Manager

BLM Salt Lake District
2370 South 2300 West
Salt Lake City, UT 84119

Dear Mr. Zeller:

r The siting of a hatardous waste incinerator has resifi- Please cofer to Response to Comment 13-10 for a dircussion of

tions which go beyond state borders The draft Environmental ispacts outside of the State of Utah.

Iw_act Statement (EIS) that was prepared by ERT for the Bureaw of

Land Management (BLM) does notl adequately consider the effects to

public health or the environsent outside of Utah It is the

responsibility of & Federal agency to consider all ramifications

and to take a neutral stance Iin & draft EIS The possible land

exchange offered to the Bureau of Land Managesent appesrs to be

the carrot being dangled in exchange for this draft EIS.

My specific comments 1o your proposal are as tollows:
i Capacitly Assurance

The issue of siting and capacitly assurance say be It is agre . that the issues of siting (regional location of
insppropriate in a Burvau of Land HManagesent Environsental inCinerators or alternatives) and capacity assurance (mumber
Impact Statesent The issue of siting and capacity and size of incinerators oc alternatives) are very complicated
assurance is p esertly being addressed by the States and EPA and dealt with by a process that is sepacate from the EIS
and is not as sizple as providing Incinerators In each state process. BN is not endotsing Incineratocs o the Aptus
or entering into reglonal compacts as Identitied on pages proposal in this £15. Please crefer to Respory + to Comment 4-1
Ih and &-o8 for further discussion of this issue and clacification of the

Oraft IS5 sections you reference.

Total waste wsanagement capacity in & state plays an
Important role in determining the need for capacity
assurance The State of N da feels that an lsportant
indicator regarding siting assurance is the ratio of
lmportation vs wexportation, for example the State of Nevada
has permitted capacity of 200,000 Tons and 1,600 Tons of
manifested waste in 1986 for a ratio of 12%:). The siting
of & 30,000 ton Incinerator In Nevada would Increase that
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Letter 21 Continued

Page ]

ratio to 13821 Applying  thas to Utah, the dratt EIS
identities that & 30,000 ton facility svuld b tnviate wuly
10,000 tons i Ulak b b rable sastos and that three suh
f< biatles are nemdbod e the State of Uiah This theory 1
applicd e th wal ton woula togquinre waih state 1o have
s Ivtator siting capa ity gatio ot %0 1o that whi b i»
generated in warh st AL this ratio 1t sculd be vipucted
that guvernmcnt sulinidios would be nvcessery o msaintaln the
environment o) wtiuls o prutect  public be ol th and e
euy L ronment

4 Waste Generation Date

The data on pages 1-) through 1-3 vregarding vaste
generstion and need In the Draft EIS should be clarified
The EIS identilfies that Utah generated | willlon tons of
hatardous waste in 19835 and that 30,000 tons of that |
alllion are Incinerable, further, the EIS reports that the
Congr o al Budget Office estimates hazardous wasle
gvner on et 186 willion tuns natiowside ¥ith ne
telutences, the E1S slatles that 1.7 sillion tuns of wastes
cviw b bnrratled e 1Y) el relates this flgure o an
vslimate that L] “ 11 milhion Ltuns N | sasles ma) be
Iincinerable and that 8. edditional Incinerators ate needed
nationwide Additiunally, the estimate of 82 additional
incinerators sas preliminary on the part of EPA

Chemical Naste Manasgement, Inc reported on March &,
1988 o the State/FPA  capacity assurance sord Lroup that
incinerator capacitly weeds sete being seel Ly present and
propused Incinvratoes Fleaswe sev attached Chemical wante
ratagen nt L) ] o'o o v that bLrieling

) Tracvspurtatio

Page 1-% (dentifivs that the high cost of ‘
ticm wnly serves e ontage The Hllugal practic
disposal leading vue Lo Lelirve that the construction and
iperation ol ek o fac bty somld v age Plah generators
' wiblbze this T bl rather thauw thlegally dispuning of
thetr sasten tha favilaty propases Lo Bring sastes
inta the Star. £ Vhah at o ratio ol 500, 1 suggest that the

te approga bate becation sould e b California

Section §.2.% «ti Ve draft LIS sdoutities that 701 ot
the wastas sanaged at th site »ill e transportled to the
site from the sent roast Ltales, therely mabking Nevada the
major transpurtation corrbdur th wugh shich the eastes sill
be transpourted Sin ol the watimited ¥ tiuihs per day wil)
Le moving through “ovada The LIS dues not Lread this
transpourl stiun dosn  1nto corridurs  but it is & 1tvasunable
ossumpl lun that hall of  th tramspurtation svuld be from

Response to Letter 21 Continued

Please cefer to Responses to Comments 4-1 and 7-2,

Chemical Waste Management, Inc. (OM) Informa..cn that

1906c, and 1908).
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for
discussions of the need (for the proposed Inc!erator. The
you
teference, indicates adeqate incinerator capacity for liguids
but & shortfall for solids capacity in 1991, The Aptus
facility would incinerate both liquids and solids. Other
National Governor's Assoclation work gioup pacticipants were
less convinced about the adequacy of future caped 'ty than wvas
O, Pucther, EPA has indicated in their ana.ysis of land
disposal restrictions for hazardous wastes that "thece is wot
encugh comseccial fluldized bed or rotacy kiln incineratioco
capacity for tes cequicing these technologies™ (EPA 1986b,



Letter 21 Continued Response to Letter 21 Continued

Page )

Soutbwrn Calitornia, o cuarler (rom northern California and
the resaining yuartes frvm Tl Northwest Using this
assuspt lon, J truchks per day would suve through soutbein
Nevada, 1.9 acvross central Nevada and 1.3 dosn through
Burtheern Aevada

In sections & 2.5, .35 and &MY, the Jdraft LIS
sumsarizes the transportation risk tor the vartous alterna-
tives and reports that 1) accidents resulting in a s 11 of
hazardous soste sill occur during the life of the fucility
(30 years) This Is based wpon operationasl data at APIUS
Operated facilities in Kansas and Minnesots [rom the period
1983 through 1987 where one acclident occurred In 4,848
®illion miles of transportation It is not statistically Please c(efer to Mesponse to Comment 13-5 for a discussion of
sound to equate vehicle safety and splll potential to a 2 spill  frequency. FPurther, no data base is known for
year review of APTUS records and furthe study should be specialized hazardous waste haulers operating al.og major
made which applles local conditions along sajor transport- transportation coccidors in Nevada,
ation corridors as ldentified In section b. above.
Please cefer to Response to Comment 13-10 for a discussion of
The dratt EIS states on pages 4-)4 an 4=47 that ispacts outside of the State of Utah As you correctly
spprovisately 1) transportation accldents resviting in o stated, and as was indicated in the Oraft £15, about 11 spills
release of hatardous saste will occur during the operating over the life of the project are expected to occur in the
Iite of the tacility Hosever, the E1S caphases that Jue to states surrounding Utah and wvithin approxisately 890 miles of
the siting location (near the Nevada border) that only 1.7¢ the incinerator site. it is very difficult to predict the
spills will sccur inslide the State of Utal. | find it haul routes taken and the expected nusber of trucks per day on
difflcult to bulleve that & Federal Agency would dismiss those segments beyond the Nevada border ot Salt Lake City. 1t
significant impacts based wpon limited impacts to one state one makes the consecvative assusption that the average haul
and not addr the remaining states through which lie the distance in Nevada would be 400 miles (distance from Wendover
transportation corridors. For cxample & spill of waste in to Reno) x 6 trucks per day, about 5.) spills would be
Nevada would msost likely occur on Public Lands admsinistered expected to take place in Nevada over the life of the project.
Ly the Buresu of Land Management and that the potential for The remaining 5.7 spills would take place in other states. It
o spill on that  Jand Is potentially 3.8 spills during the is lspossible to predict where these spills might ocour, who
uperating lite Right own the affected property, and whether a sensitive
- teceptor might be affected. Significant ispacts would not be
Water Mesources expected for every spill

Section 4.2.3 of the uraft EIS repurts that potential Varicus peobabilities for spills at surface vater cescurces
sutface wsater count natlon Is wminimal Jdue 1o limited (®.9., rcivers, lakes, wetlands) are presented belov, These
vipustie Lo water resources in Utah Agaitn this stance does probabilities are applicable to water cesoutces (of other
Bot o Gusider the importance ol transportat ic corridors and sensitive areas) occutring amywhere along the transportation
the wipo Mential to surface waters along these coccidors,
coreidars transportation corridors in Mevada traverse
atd/or cruss the tollowling e jor saeler yslems

Ares of Exposure

i The white river systen in Lincoln and Aye 1 (niles of ¢ 2 ¥ & cisk) "

Counties including the Pahranaget and Sunnyside
Wildiitle Managementl Areas; Teaffic volume l. -001) -0066 0131
(trucks per day) 3. . 0064 01 .026)

6. o .026) 0526

" IThe Duck creeh system in white Plne County;

Y Ihe MHumboldt river System in E1bo. Lander . Soutrce: T, Based on the folrmula: area of exposure x trucks/duy x

Eureba, Humboldt, Pershing and Churchill Countjes 365 days/year x 30 ywars project life x spill frequency
(0.2/million WNT) « musber of spills in an area over the 1ife
of the project.

Thus, the mumber of spills over the life of the project at »
specific location ranges from about 0.00) to 0.05) o one
spill every 9,090 years to one spill every 570 years. This is
felt to be minimal exposure of any given water resource.
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Letter 21 Continued

Fage

b beding e oulon Sildlite Ranagiment Arva
Tha slawn 1 wr santem dn Tibe County g
The wu tosastom o usboldt «ounty g

I Vi W Livel system 1o Husle bdY Cuunty
whing the She b bom Natbunal wildiite Arvn, and

o The Trwehew Kives System in dashow County
shibch supports the endangered Cul-wil fish in
Pyranid Lab:

Due to the potential for spills In these water
systems the Signifi:-at lepect Sussary should ldentity
the Impact.

Biologicel Resousces

Section 4-30 of the draft FIS identifies that “"Hazer-

from a truching sccident sould Le significant |t
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Please (efer to RMesponses to Comsents 21-6 and 1310 for
discussions of the probability of spills along the
transportation ~ocridors and the considecation of biclogical
fescurces outside f the State of Utah.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




.3 Public Hearing Comments and Responses

This section presents the comments that were received at the two
public hearings held for the Aptus praft EIS on March 16 and 17, 1988 in
Tooele and Salt Lake City, Utah, respectively. The verbal comments have
been abstracted to reduce the volume of the transcripts. Complete
copies of the hearing transcripts are available for review in the BLM
office identified in the introduction to Section 2.2 of this Final EIS.
Table 2-2 identifies the individuals who presented their comments, the
hearings that they attended, and the index number for each statement.
rormal responses have been prepared only for those comments or questions
that address the accuracy and/or adequacy of the Draft EIS. However,
the BLM has reviewed all statements, opinions, and concerns; these have
been considered in the decision-making process.

The reader is reminded that this being an abbreviated Final EIS, it
is necessary to use the Draft EIS in conjunction with the Final EIS in
order to fully understand the analysis that was conducted for the
proposed Aptus waste treatment facility.

TABLE 2-2

PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

Reforence
Number Source of Verbal Comments

March 16, 1988
Tooele, Utzh
7:00 p.m.

Pat Sackett - representing Utah Wildlife Federation

John Pilny

Dan Bauer - representing Sol-Aire Salt

Gene Ekenstam - representirg Tooele County Wildlife Federation
Gary Resnick

Frank Dorman

Mike Hancen

March 17, 1988
Salt Lake City, Utah
7:00 p.m.

June Wickham - representing Utah Environment Center

Mark Precup - representing Sierra Club

Nina Dougherty - representing American Lung Association of Utah
Karen Hoggan - representing Salt Lake Community Action Program
Don R. Christensen - representing The Naure Conservancy

Nancy Fox




PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONRSES

March 16, 1588
Tocele, Utah
7:00 p.m.

Pat Sackett - representing Utah Wildlife Federation

Concerned that the proposed annual monitoring of the facility
by the state would not be sufficient, and the emission testing
programs would not test for hazardous non-priority pollutants.
Recommends that recycling and waste sxchanges be ut’lized as
alternatives to incineration. Objections to the proposed
incineration facility include: maintenance of rotary kiln
seals; production of fly-ash; use of scrubbers and electro-
static precipitators; and tesperature saintenance for dioxin
and furan destruction. Requests to know the asount of heavy
setal emissions and information concerning the possibility
of synergistic reactions. Would like to see the efficiency
rating of 99.9999 percent for the facility saintained during
operation. Concerned with potential contamination of the
area proposed for reclasation, following facility closure.
Questions the standards of equipsent replacesent or repair.
Opposes any land exchange between the BLM and Aptus, and
supports the Mo Action Alternative. Finds that the EIS

lacks validity on the weather and vind conditions because
they were quoted from the Salt Lake City Alrport, and that
the data presented on ground transportation of hazardous
wastes is in error. BDelieves that the potential for
sccidents is much higher than the EIS shows, according to
other incinerator facilities Opposes the location of the
Aptus incineration facility within the comsunity and
believes that the community i3 not receiving any economic
benefit from the facility.

Jobn Pilny

Opposes the incinerator facility because of health concerns,
environmental issues, and facility hazards. Concerned that
the long-term effects of the air emissions will be detrimental
to the health of the Toocele County and Salt Lake residents.
Believes that only hazardous waste from the State of Utah
should be handled at the proposed facility, and that other
states should process their own hazardous wastes. Feels

that an on-site monitor should be present daily.

of the existing air quality problems in the Salt Lake area
with the proposed facility emissions.

Pat Sackett

Thank you for your statesent. Your concerns will be considered in the
final decision-making process. Please refer to Comment 19-1 and the
response to the statesent by Mancy Fox for discussions of monitoring,

Page 4-12 in the Draft EIS for a discusr'on of metals emissions, Responses
to Comments 2-1 and 5-2 for a discussiocn of the seteorological data used in
the air quality analysis, and Responses to Comments i3-5 and 13-4 for
discussions of the frequency of truck accidents resulting in spills.

Mo studies are available that would allow the evaluation of the synergistic
effects of the various pollutants that would be emitted by the Aptus
facility in the concentrations that have been predicted. This limitation
applies to all industrial facilities and not just the proposed Aptus
incinerator.

John Piloy

Thank you for your statement. You: concerns will be considered in the final
decision-making process, and the majority of your s are responded to
as part of the written comsents you submitted. Please refer to Letter 18 in
Section 2.2 of this Final EIS. Your comment on the adequacy of the air
quality analysis is noted; however, BLNM believes that the analysis presented
in Sections 4.2.1, 4.3.1, and 4.4.1 of the Draft KIS accuratsly represents
the air quality ispacts that would be etpected from an incinerator located
at sach of the three alternmative sites. Please note that air quality
sensitive receptor sites were located st Grastsville, Tooele, Magna, and
Salt Lake Cify (see Map 2-2 in the Draft EIS) and that no significant air
quality impacts were predicted at any of these receptocs for any of the
alternatives (see Tables 4-6, 4-8, and 4-10 in the Draft EIS). Please refer
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Responses

Additional statesent:

Believes that the risks and calculated estimetes of accident
rates in the LIS are not indicative of what is actually present
or potentially occurring. Feels that the EIS did not take all
variables into account when calculating these statistics, and
believes that additional safety factors should be considered.

Dan Bauer -~ representing Sol-Aire Salt

Commented that Sol-Alre is considering & salt refinery installation
in Tocele County, with an estimate of 150 personnel tequired.
Concerned that the EIS say have overlooked sentioning the facility.
The facility is proposed to be larger than the current Sol-Aire
operation at Lake Point, and will probably increase the asount of
truck and rail shipsents.

Gene Chenstas -~ representing Tooele County Wildlife Federation

Opposes the Aptus treatment facility because of potential effects
to wildlife species. Feels that the proposed facility would

coquire expansion due to a large amount of hazardous and industrial
wvastes from the surrounding western states. Concerned about the
loss of wildlife habitat, current grazing allotsents, recreationsl
activities, and other wildlife-related projects potentially affected
by the project. Feels that any construction activities would
disturd the Puddle Valley antelope herd to possibly relocating.
Believes that a large hazardous waste spill could significantly
affect the waterfowl and other wildlife within the area, and a
resultant explosion could create a range fire destroying vegetation
utilized for wildlife forage and habitat. Concerned that a spill
could also jecpardize sajor watersheds and water supplies. Supports
the Mo Action Alternative.

Additional statesent:

Concerned about a toxic waste spill into Great Salt Lake and how
it may affect the industry currently located surrounding the lake.
Concerned that the county’s population and econowy will suffer
because of the facility location. Feels that the calculated
transportation accident rates in the LIS are not representative
of what would really exist,

Gary Resnick

Concerned with compliance with air emission standards. Suggests
using a sonitoring device measuring critical paraseters and
providing a hard copy data rsad-out to track potential failure
rates, with specified panalties. Believes that Toocele County and
Utah should receive app-opriate compensation fros other states for
alloving the incineration of their wastes within the state.

to responses to Letter 5 for additional discussion of the air guality
analysis. Please refer to Responses to Comments 13-5 and 13-8 and the

following response to the statesent by Gene Ckenstas for discussions of

accident rates associated with the Aptus proposal.

Dan Bauer

Thank you for your statesent. The information you provided will be
considered in the final decision-saking process; however, it does
not change any of the analysis or conclusions that vere presented
in the Draft EIS.

Gene Chenstans

Thank you for your statesent. Your concerns will be considered

in the final decision-saking process. The concerns you have
taised are addressed in the respective sections of the Draft

EIS. BIXM feels that the estimated accident rates presented in
Section 4.2.5 of the Draft EIS are representative of those that could
be expected for the Aptus proposal. It is estimated that 13

truck accidents resulting in spills would occur during the J0-year
l1ife of the project. This is based on actual cperating experience.
It sust be kept in mind that other accidents not resulting in spills
would also be expected. Please refer to Responses to Comments 13-5
and 13-8 for further discussion of accident rates.

Gary Resnick

Thank you for your statement. Your concerns will be considered
in the final decision-making process.
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PUBLIC MEARING COMMINTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Frank Dorsan . Frank Dorman

Believes that often the design of projects is sufficient; however, Thank you for your statesment. Your concerns will be considered
saintenance becomes the problea with assuring proper functioning. in the final decision-making process

Feels that the proposed project area is the best place for the

facility, but does not believe that incineration is the best

possible method.

Mike Hansen . Mike Hansen

Questions who would be responsible for the costs associated with Thank you for your statement. Please refer to Sectiom 4.2.10 in
sedical, esployment, and wvorksan‘s cospensation for bystanders or the Draft EIS for a discussion of liability issues.

those that are first to arrive on the scens of an accident ilnvolving

hazardous waste. Feels that this '/ formation should be added to

the EIS.
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PUBLIC MEARING COMMEINTS AND REIPONSES (CONTINUED)

Macch 17, 1988
Salt Lake City, Utah
7:00 p.».

June Wickhas - representing Utah Environssn® Ceater

Feels that the EIS does not sufficie  <ly explain the distribution

of Utah’'s hazardous waste to be ¥ .posed of, and would like
information on where the rema’’ .ag 20,000 tons per year of Utah

vaste will be processed. Cr cerned that permitting of the incinerator
facility will remove motiv.tions to dispose of hazardous and
industrial wastes using aiternative methods, such as recycling and
wvaste exchange. Jaks that the citations for minor viclations at the
Coffeyville facility be presented in further detail. Asks if all
wvater sources in the ares will be identified, and will saspling wells
be installed adjacent to the project site to moaitor for potential
groundvater contamination? Quotes the EIS as stiting on Page )-),
that there are no site-specific wind data availaile for the alternatives
and therefore, questions the wind rose graph. Also states that the
IS air data from Duguay ate not separated into stability classes

for climatic characterization and modeling. Will funding exist for
state-mocnitoring of air toxics or who will be responsible? Feels

that the population nusbers cited for Salt .ake City are & sis-
reprerentation of data and Salt Lake County nusbers should have been
used. Feels that potential air toxics effects should address systeaic
or chrinic problems. States that on Page -9 of the LIS, the estimated
time for any upset conditions would be spproximately 5 minutes,
questions this information. Will the trial burn include metal
emission data? Supports the C.ive Altsrnative.

Mark Precup ~ tepressnting Sierra Club

Concerned that the Wilderness Study Area is within the 1 to 1.7
kilometers listed in the EIS as being the ares of maxisus
concentration of pollutants for the Aragonite Alternative. Requests
that it be stated in the LIS that the Clive Alternative be listed

as having fewer potential ispacts than the Aragonite Alternative.
Feels that particulate deposition is not adequately addressed,
especially with heavy setals deposition in soils, and that the air
quality sodel should include analysis of particulate deposition.
Believes that incomplete combustion was not addressed. Concerned
that the EIS does not fully address cumulative impacts relating to
present levels combined with anticipated levels. Concerned that
during potential upset conditions, emissions will exceed those stated
in the CIS and that a positive pressure say build within the kiln
during facility power loss. Questions the net importation of
hazardous waste into Utah and vhere the resaining 20,000 tons of Utah's
vaste will be procesred.

June Wickbam

Thank you for your statesent. Your comments are responded to as part
of the written comments you submitted. Please refer to Letter 4

in Sectiom 1.: of tuis Final EIS. Also, please refer to Comment 19-1
and the respons. to the statesent by Nancy Fox for discussions of
monitoring

Mark Precup

Thank you for your statement. The majority of your ¢ ts are responded
to as part of the vritten comments you submitted. Please refer to Letter 12
in Section 2.2 of the Final E1S. Table 2-6 in the Draft EIS compares the
concerns and impacts for each of the alternatives considered; Section 1.5
in this Final EIS presents the BILM's preferred alternative. Your definition
of cusulative ispacts ir not consistent with the one used in the Draft EIS.
The impects asscciated with anticipated project effects and existing
conditions are discussed in Sections 4.2 through 4.5 in the Draft EIS. The
cusulative ispacts discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft KIS are limited

to the combined effects of the intecrelated projects (Sectiom 2.7 in the
Draft EI1S) and the Aptus proposal; none of these effects are currently
existing but could exist in the future. Please refer to Response to
Comment 4-1 for further discussion of incinerating Utah-generated wastes.
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PUBLIC KEARING COMMINTS AND RESPONSES (CONTINUED)

Responses

Nina Dougherty ~ representing Aserican Lung Association of Utah

Concerned about potential exposure to toxic air pollutants. [Feels
that the issue of wvind-blown contaminated dust is not addressed in
the EIS. Believes that the state needs to ensure msonitoring and
proper operations' procedures for the facility. Questions the
validity of the EiS concerning estimated hazardous waste from Utah
and needed facilities to process the waste. States that the 10,000
tons of waste per year is not characterized and that the discussion
of the proposed wastes is confusing. Feels that the population
ousabers for Salt Lake City ace not representative of the population
closer to the site. States that sose disadvantages and problems
were not covered in the EIS, specifically those listed in the Oppelt
1987 reference. Concerned that not encugh is known about metals
enissions and that the figures listed in the EIS say not be celative,
Feels that the EIS does oot discuss alternatives to incineration, such
43 wvaste reduction. Questions the nusber of recreation users in the
Cedar Mountains and the characterization of the three alternatives as
being identical. Supports the Clive Alternative.

Karen Hoggan -~ representing Salt Lake Community Action Progras

Believes that the state and federal governseats should provide
incentives to minimize industrial waste. Would like the LIS to
address the storage of materials onsite prior to incineration,
specifically the length of time of storage and the amount of
saterials likely to be stored. Would also like an explanation
of the transfer of materials on the facility site

Don R, Christensen - representing The Nature Conservancy

Believes that plant species utilized for revegetation following
closure should be native shrub species that are found curreatly
onsite and not introduced grass species.
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Nina Dougherty

Thank you for your statusent. The majority of your comments are responded
to as part of the vritten comments you submitted. Please refer to Letter 15
in Section 2.2 of this Final EIS. In addition, please refer to the
responses to comments in Letters 5, 12, and 1) for further discussion on
air quality issues. Comment 19-1 and Response to Comsent 19-1 discuss
monitoring. The nusber of visitor-use days for the Cedar Mountain area
presented on Jage 3-11 in the Draft EIS represent the BINM's most recent
information on this area and is believed to accurately represent
recreation use. As shown on Table 2-6 in the Draft EIS ispacts associated
wvith the three alternative sites are the same for certain resources and
different for others.

Karen Moggan

Thank you for your statement. Wastes would be stored at the facility an
average of 30 days before they are incinerated. If the incinerator is shut
down for maintenance or repair, wastes could be stored up to 90 days. The
facility would have storage capacity for 540,000 gallons of liguid waste,
20,000 gallons of sludge, 1,000 cubic yards of soil, and 3,000 drums.

Based on operating experience at the Coffeyville, Kansas facility, this
capacity would be about 20 percent filled at any given time. The proposed
Aptus facility would be a hazardous waste transfer facility in that if non-
incinerable wvastes are received as part of a shipsent, they would be
sanifested and transferred to another permitted facility for proper
disposal. This would include the slag that would be generated by the
incinerator.

Don R. Christensen

Thank you for your statement. The seed mixture presented in Appendix A
of the Draft EIS is intended for the restoration of disturbed ROW.

The intent of this restoration is to stabilize the ROW to prevent
erosion, inhibit the invasion of noxiocus weeds, and provids a suitable
savironment for native species, especially shrubs, to reoccupy the ROW.
The species and seed application rates selected by BLM are ones that
they have found to be suitable for ROW restoration in similar elevation
and precipitation rones in the Salt Lake District.




PUBLIC NEARING COMMENTS AND RESFONSES (CONTINUED)

Bancy Fox

Feels that the EIS did not address the concern of soaitoring.
Would the analysis be completed onsite, and how would the
sonitoring of incomplete combustion be completed? Questions how
often monitoring of the facility would be undertaken following
the trial burn.

Nancy Fox

Thank you for your statement. Please refer to Section 1.) in the Draft EIS
sd Comment 19-1 and Response to Comment 19-1 in Section 2.2 of this Final
I'IS for discussions of monitoring For clarification, monitoring can be
divided into three separate activities

e Raitoring by Aptus of operating paraseters of the incinerator, such as
carban sonoxide, oxygen, combustion temperature, wu "+ [leed rate, and
cosbus*ion gas velocity. This will be requiced .uder the RCRA and TSCA
permits

e Reporting by Aptus of incinerator operating performance and any spills of
hazardous wastes to appropriate agencies.

e Inspeciion of the facility and its operating records by the Utah Bureau of
Solid rad Hazardous Waste and the EPA. The frequency of this inspection
will he established as part of the RCRA and TSCA permits and is expected to
be at least once per year for RCRA and twice per year for TSCA.

Thus, thers would be continuous onsite monitoring of combustion efficieacy
to ensure required destruction and removal of hazardous wastes. If the
incinerator exceeds its preset operating parameters, the automatic

shut-down sequence would be triggered. Adjustsents or repairs would then be
sade to the incinerator before it was restacted,
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3.0 MODIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS

3.1 Text Revisions to the Draft EIS

Section 3.1 presents page by page text corrections to the Draft EIS
in tabular form. Column 1 indicates the page in the Draft EIS on which
the correction occurs; Column 2 indicates the paragraph in which the
correction occurs (P represents a partial paragraph at the top of the

page); Column 3 indicates the line within the paragraph; and Columns 4
and 5 present the text as it occurs in the praft EIS ("Is") and how it
should be corrected or modified ("Should Be").




MODIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS

Paragraph

Should Be:

««.Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) state that
land disposal should be a sethod of last resort,

.« .Amendments also banned the disposal of hazardous
wvaste by underground injection into or above any
formation that contains a poteatial underground source
of drinking water, if the distance between the well
and the aquifer is within one-quarter mile.

.o year, approxisately 30,000 toas are incinerable.
Approximately 80 percent of the wastes (or 40,600 tons
per year) transported to the proposed Aptus incinerator
would be from California, Orsgon, Washington, Idabo,
Wyoming, and Colorado. The other 20 perceat (or 10,150
tons per year) would be from Utah. Based on the proposed
Aptus capacity and transport scenario, three such incin-
erators would be required in Utah to incinerate Utah's
annual 30,000 tons of incinerable wastes.

«..be allowed to revert to ..tural vegetation.

«++364 million tons of hazardous waste generated
per year. The facilities operating now are...

«+«1990. These nev amendsents state that land
disposal should be a method of last resort.

...systems. Landfills, to the extent they can be
proven safe, have become more sxpensive as a
means to dispose of waste.

«+.Conservation and Recovery Act (RC.A) state that land disposal
should be the least favored method of sanaging hazardous wastes.

«« JAmendaents adopted a rogulation under the Safe Drinking Water
Act (SDMA) which bans the disposal of hazardous waste by under-
ground injection into or above any formation which contains a
potential underground source of drinking water, if the distance
betwesn the well and the aguifer is within 0.25 mile.

«..year, spprozisately 30,000 tons are incinerable. This
estimate of Utah incinerable waste does not include PCD waste,
Superfund (CERCLA) waste, or wvaste from ssall guantity generators
who produce less than 2,200 pounds per sonth of hazardous waste.
Based on Aptus’ proposed osperating rate of 50,750 metric tons

per year, Aptus could process all the incinerable wastes produced
be all Utah generators; however, it is unlikely that Aptus could
capture all of the Utah market. This is a decision that can be
sade only by the genscrators, based on free-sarket considerations.
It has been estimated that approximately 80 percent of the wastes
(or 40,600 tons per year) transported to the proposed Aptus
incinerator would be from California, Oregon, Washington, Idabo,
Wyoaing, an” Colorado. The other 20 perceant (or 10,150 tons per
year) wvould potentially be from Utah,

...De revegetated to aid in inhibiting the invasion of moxious
weed species.

+++264 million tons of hazardous waste generated per year.
The commercial facilities operating now are...

«+.1990. These nev amens ssnts state that land disposal should
be the least favored sethaod for managing hazardous wastes.

ooystems. As a result of these requiresents to aid in the
prevention of groundwater contamination, landfills have become
BOTe axpensive as a means to dispose of waste.
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MODIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS

(CONTINUED )

Page

Paragraph Line

Should Be:

1-4

Table 1-1

1-5

The 1984 asendasents banned the disposal of hazardous
wvastes by underground injection into or above any
formation vhich contains a potential underground
source of drinking water, if the distance betwesn
the well and the agquifer is within 0.25 mile. Final
deternination of wastes that can be safely injected
will be made by 1988.

«oper year, approximately 30,000 tons are incinerable.
Based on Aptus’ proposed operating rate of 50,750
metric tons per year and & similar transport snario
(20 percent of capacity used for Utah weste), Utah
would reguire three similar incinerators to process the
30,000 metric tons per year of incinerable waste
generated in Utah.

If responsible treatment, storage, and transfer
facilities are not...

Plan (Wrp)

Issue FLPMA right-of-way
(ROM) grants

Ratural gas pipeline,
rallroad spur, eslectric
and telephone lines

.« .frequency of RCRA inspections (at least once & year)
would be identified at the tise of permit approval and
would be carried out by personnel from the Buresu of
Solid and Mazardous Waste of the Departmsat of Nealth
and/or EPA as required to maintain reasonable assurance
that the facility is in cospliance with the RCRA permit

conditions. EPA will conduct inspections under TSCA;
however, the frequency of imspections has not been
determined since the permil is not yet lssued

(Modi 1987a).

The 1984 asendsents adopted a regulation under the Safs Drinking
Mater Act (SDMA) which bans the disposal of hazardous wasts by
undsJround injection into or above any forsatian which contains
& potential underground source of deinking water, il the distance
between the well and the aguifer is within 0.25 mile. Under
SDMA, final determination of wastes that can be safely injected
will be made by 1988.

«ePOC yoar, appriaimately 30,000 tons are incinerable. This
estimate of Utah incinerable waste does not include PCB waste,
Superfund (CENCLA) waste, or waste from small quantity
generators who produce less than 2,200 pounds per month of
hazardous waste. Based on Aptus’ proposed operating rate of
50,750 metric tons per year, Aptus could process all the
incinerable wastes produced by all Utah generators; howaver,

it is unlikely that Aptus could capture all of the Utah market.
This is & decision that can be made only by the generators,
based on free-sarket considerations.

If perritted treatsent, storage, and transfer facilities
are not...

Dulete

Issue right-of -way
(ROW) grants

Natural gas pipeline, railroad
spur, electric and telephone
lines, access roads

«oLregquency of RCRA inspections will be determined at the

the tise of permit approval and would be implesented by
personnel from the Utah Bureau of Solid and Hazardous “aste

of the Department of Nealth and/or EPA, as required, to
saintain reasonable assurance that the facility is in
compliance with RCRA permit conditions. State regulations
require that hazardous wvaste treatsent facilities be inspected
at least once per ysar. The minimus nusber of Laspections
tequired for facilities receiving waste from & Superfund

site is two per year. The State and EPA are curreatly
assessing various funding sources to provide additiomal

BCRA inspections, if permit requiressnts sandate. The nusber
of TSCA inspections conducted by EPA Region VIII are projected
to be twice a year and may be unamnounced. The frequency

of inspections under TSCA will be determined at the time

of permit approval.




MODIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS

(CONTINUED)

Pactagraph

Should Be:

«..consistent with their intended use. Some areas
on the facility site would be landscaped while others
would be allowed to revert to natural vegetation.

«..the issuance of the draft RCRA permit.
< JAFLC 1905).

...mountains to the ecast and the Wendover Boabing
and Gunnery Range to the west.

«..peregrine pair vas ocbserved using the site in
Spring 1987, Mo eg9s were produced in 1987, however,
it is likely the hack site will contain a breeding
peir of peregrines in Spring 1988 (Benton 1987,

BLM 1987).

Hazardous Weste Fee. Currently there is a §) per ton
cosmercial disposal fee for hazardous wastes disposed

of in Tooele County, implemerted by the State of Utah.

Tooele County...
facility vas conducted under BINM...
...acceptable asbient concentration level, gives

the relative significance of the potential for
significant impacts.

..vas evaluated by ERT through conducting...

...for HC1 assuming the higher emissions of the
TSQH feed...

«..consistent with their intended use. Some areas on the
facility site would be landscaped, while others would be

getated to aid in inhibiting the invasion of noxious
Vesd species.

««+the issuance of the final RCRA permit.
. USAFLC 1985).

«..mountains to the sast and the Utah Test and Training
Range to the west.

«..peregrine pair was observed using the site in Spring 1987.
One 99 wvas produced but did not hatch., It is likely the
hack site will contain a breeding pair of peregrines in
Spring 1988 (Benton 1987, BLM 19587).

Mazardous Maste Fee. Currently there 13 a $6 per ton in-state
commercial disposal fee for hazardous wastes disposed of in
Tocele County, isplesented by the State of Utah. The out-
of-state fee is §9 per ton. Tooels County...

«+.facility vas conducted by BINM...
««.8cceptable asbient concentration level, gives the

telative potential for significant impacts.

Add: Diocxins and furans are products of incomplete
combustion (PICs) formed during incineration of hazardous
wastes.

...vas evaluated through conducting...

««.for NC1 assuming the higher emissions of the
TSCA feed. ..
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MODIFICATIONS AND CORRECTIONS (CONTINUED)

FPage

Paragraph

25

«o.within 0.5 mile of the Great Salt Lake. Assuming
& probability of 6 x 10~ spills per mile over the
J0-year life of the project (see Section 4.2.10),
0.065 spills would be expected along this stretch of
1-80 during the )0 years. One chance in 160,000 of »
toxic spill occurring is calculated for this area,
uch would be considered minimal. If & spill were to
occur along the stretch of I-80 within 0.5 mile of the
Great Salt Lake, spill response coordination would
be the responsibility of the State Mighway Patrol, and
Aptus would be responsible for any cleanup.

.. oprevent sxposure of sensitive species

..per year., Currently, there is & $) per ton
commarcial disposal fee for hazardous waste imposed
by the State of Utah. Toocele County currently receives
10 percent of the commercial disposal fee. Consequently,
Toocele County would receive approximately $21,000 in
tevenue (70,000 tons/year x $)/ton x 10 percent), and
therefore representing & beneficial impact on the local
ares sconowmy.

««.hovever, the amajority of spills are expected to
take place ~tiside of Utah (1.79 spills in Utah versus
12.8 spills for all areas, including Utah).

...Enginesr. (See Mitigation Measures, Sectiom 4.7.)

«««An unavoidable adverse impacts that are discussed
in Section 4.8.

.«.Environmental Protection Agency b TRC...

«..vithin 0.5 mile of Great Salt Lake. Assuming a
probability of 6 x 10~ spills per mile over the J0-year
1ife of the project (see Sectiom 4.2.10), 0.065 spills
would be expectad to occur along this 10-mile stretch

of I-80 during the )0 years, or 1 spill every 500 years.
If a spill were to occur along the stretch of I-80 within
0.5 mile of the Great Salt Lake, the State Mighway Patrol
would be responsible for spill response coordimation, and
Mptus would isplement cleanup activities. The low spill
frequency combined vith Aptus’ emsergency cleanup capabilities
would prevent significant impacts to water rescurces along
the Great Salt Lake.

o« JRARLIBLES sxposure of sensitive species

«ooper year. OQurrently, there is a $6 per ton in-state
commercial disposal fee for hazardous waste imposed by the
State of Utah. The fee for cut-of-state wastes is $9 per ton.
Tooele County currently receives 10 percent of the commsercial
disposal fee. Consequently, Toocele County would receive
spproximately $42,630 in revenus (10,150 tons/year x

$6/ton x 10 percent + 40,600 tons/year x $9/ton x 10 percent),
and therefore representing a beneficial impact on the local
Area economy.

.« hovever, based on the calculations presented on Page 4-M
of the Draft EIS, the majority of spills are expected
to take place ocutside of Utah (1.79 spills in Utah versus
12.8 spills for all areas, including Utah).

.Enginestr (see Mitigation Measures, Section 4.8).

«in unavoidable adverse impacts that are discussed
Section 4.9.

..Environmsental Protection Agency by TRC...
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3.2 New and Revised Tables, Figures, and Maps

Section 3.2 presents complete new and revised tables, figures, and
maps that serve as clarification or expansion of the analysis presented
in the Draft EIS. Two new tables that are referenced in responses to
comments in Section 2.2 of this Final EIS are shown in numerical order,
followed by a revised figure and a map clarification. Map 3-1 is
presented to clarify an error on Map 2-2 in the Draft EIS concerning the
northern boundary of the Cedar Mountains Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and
its relationship to the Aragonite and Clive facility sites..

TABLE 3-1

PROPOSED APTUS HAZARDOUS WASTE INCINERATOR
UPSET CONDITIONS AND EMERGENCY SHUTDOWN PROCEDURES

Upset Conditions:

low oxygen in the waste gas;

low temperature of the waste gas from the afterburner chamber;
or

sustained high carbon monoxide in the waste gas.

Response:
Shutdown of all waste feeds.

all solid, semi-solid, and liquid waste feeding will stop;

the clean fuel burners will start to maintain waste gas
temperature; and

waste feeding can resume only after the problem has been
corrected.

Upset Conditions:

loss of power;
loss of induced draft fan;
high temperature of waste gas to the gas cleaning system; or

sustained positive pressure in the incinerator.

Response:

Complete shutdown of the incinerator.

the induced draft fan will stop;
all waste feeding will stop;

the emergency vent will open;

a water seal will fill to prevent flow of hot gases to the gas
cleaning system; and

the clean fuel burners will start to maintain waste gas
temperature.




TABLE 3-1 (CONTINUED)

Upset Coinditions:

. low flow in various systems.

Response:

Start standby pumps.

Upset Condition:

L burner system or combustion air malfunction.
Response:

Cut off feed to individual burner.

Note:

All of the plant operating parameters are continuously monitored
by a computer. The computer is programmed with various
interlocks to ensure that the plant is operated within the
permitted limits and also to ensure that the system will always
fail safe when problems occur. All of the emergency shutdown
controls are automated. A manual panic button is provided to
enable manual shutdown from the control room and/or other
strategic locations. Many alarm functions are provided to warn
the plant operators when various operating parameters start to
deviate from the desired conditions. This normally enables the
operator to ccrrect the situation and prevent problems that could
lead to an automatic shutdown.

During a complete shutdown the combustion air fan continues to
run and the kiln continues to rotate in order to ensure proper
burnout and complete destruction of any residual waste solids in
the kiln. In the event of a power failure an emergency generator
will start to provide power for the kiln drive, combustion air
fan, circulating pumps, and induced draft fan. This enables the
emergency vent to be closed within minutes after a power failure.

TABLE 3-2

EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

Emergency
Equipment Type

Brief Description

Outline of
Capabilities

Fire extinguishers

SCBA cabinets

Fire alarm boxes
Fire protection
switches

Gas release alarm
Acid suit cabinets
Safety showers

Eyewash stations

Sprinkler system

Hydrant houses

Red cylinder, 2.5 to
20 pounds

Yellow 3-foot x 3-foot

Red 1-foot x 1.5-foot

Red push-buttons and
butterfly switches

Yellow 1-foot x
1.5-foot

Light green 2-foot x
7-foot

Green light, yellow
piping

Yellow with black
caps

Heads are red

Red housing 8-foot x
8-foot x 6-foot

Content CO, and dry
chemicals With wide range
of extinguishing capabil-
ities including: paper,
electrical, and chemical.
Provide emergency
ktreathing with Scott

air packs.

Part of plant fire
protection system.

Part of plant fire
protection system.

Part of plant alerting
system.

Provide personal pro-
tection equipment.

Provide emergency wash-
out.

Provide emergency wash-
out.

Water deluge.

Water deluge.
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Site Preparation....
Foundation Construction..
Building Erection....
Kiln and Emission Controls Installation....
Tank Erection
Component Testing
Facility Shakedown
Incinerator Trial Bum

Site Restoration.
Access Road Upgrading

Telephone Line Construction
Electric Line Construction

Natural Gas Pipeline Construction®

sonbcaing o ol _ CEDAR MOUNTAINS
Rail Spur Construction® : \ ; _ Wwsa BOUNDARY_
ROW Restoration ;

Begin Full Scale Cu:. mercial
Operation

—f=—rel

VITRO TAILINGS SITE

*May be constructed two to three years following facility start-up. R12W ; auW
Note: Construction schedule is contingent on acquisition of required permits.

LEGEND
NATURAL GAS PIPELINE ROW

: ALTERNATIVE INCINERATOR
SITES

Revised Figure 2-3. Tentative Construction Schedule OTHER PROUECT SITES
1 2 4

Scale in Miles

MAP 3-1 NORTHERN BOUNDARY OF THE CEDAR
MOUNTAINS WILDERNESS STUDY AREA

BESECOREANARABLE BEST COPY AVAILABLE




APPENDICES
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4.0 APPENDICES

4.1 Mitigation Measures and Restoration Requirements

4.1.1 Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures have been developed to mitigate
the significant adverse impacts that were identified in Sections 4.2,
4.3, and 4.4 of the Draft EIS. An additional mitigation measure is
recommended (Measure D) for Biological Resources concerning on-site
revegetation procedures. Mitigation measures will be specific
requirements of Aptus as part of their ROWs grants and will be enforced
by a BLM Authorized Officer. For each mitigation measure presented
below, the measure is outlined and its effectiveness is assessed. Not
all mitigation measures will be completely effective in reducing
potential significant impacts below the significance threshold. This
will result in unavoidable adverse impacts that were discussed in
Section 4.9 of the Draft EIS. All measures would be applied to any of
the three site alternatives analyzed in this document except where noted
otherwise. In addition to the mitigation measures contained in this
Final EIS and Plan Amendment, the BLM will attach standard and special
ROW stipulations to its ROW grant. These stipulations will contain
generic measures that are applied to all ROWs as well as site-specific
measures whose need may be identified at the time the ROW centerline is
surveyed. The required surveys for cultural resources, for example, may
identify the need for site-specific stipulations. As noted in several
of the following measures, the BLM Federal Authorized Officer will
direct the detailed implementation of certain mitigation measures.

Measure 1: Water Resources. In the event of a spill of organic
contaminants in a shallow groundwater area penetrating to the depth of
and contaminating the groundwater, alternatives for remediation will be
evaluated and implemented. Methods could include a waste recovery

pumping system or a recovery system coupled with a water treatment




system. These could consist of pumping of the waste and/or contaminated
groundwater; followed by treatment systems such as physical separation
of the water, air stripping, or carbon filtration; and finally
reinjection of the treated water back into the aquifer.

Effectiveness. This measure will ensure that groundwater resources
are not significantly affected by a spill of organic wastes.

Measure 2: Water Resources. The water supply well at the Skunk
Ridge site will be located so that its drawdown of the aquifer will not
affect other existing wells in the vicinity. This determination will be
made by the Utah State Engineer.

Effectiveness: This measure will ensure that no existing water
users are significantly affected by the operation of Aptus’ water supply
well if the facility is located at the Skunk Ridge site.

Measure 3: Cultucal Resources. Potential adverse impacts to
cultural resources will be mitigated in the following manner. Prior to
construction, an intensive Class III (100 percent) cultural resource
survey will be conducted on all affected federal land that has not
previously been surveyed. Survey on non-federal lands will be conducted
as specified by the Authorized Officer after consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). During the survey, information
will be gathered on all newly discovered and previously recorded
archaeological sites to determine their potential eligibility to the
National Register of Historic Places. Limited testing of scme sites may
be necessarv in order to determine their eligibility. Following the
survey, an inventory report will be prepared and submitted to the BLM
Authorized Officer for review and comment. The report will contain the

results of the inventory, and all sites will be evaluated for potential
eligibility to the National Register. The report will include a
proposed mitigation plan for all sites that are considered to be
potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register. The

mitigation plan may include avoidance of sites, data collection, site-

specific control of access and construction, monitoring recommendations,
and salvage excavation.

Based on the above mitigation plan, the Authorized Officer will
submit a treatment plan to the SHPO and to the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation. Following the consultation period, the treatment
plan will be implemented. All field work must be completed before
construction can begin in a given area. Monitoring will be implemented
during construction where required by the treatment plan. Any sites
located during construction or as the result of monitoring will be
evaluated and a treatment plan will be developed as needed.

Effectiveness: The cultural resources treatment plan will ensure
that the data which help determine a resource’s significance will not be
destroyed or lost and the effects of construction and operation on
cultural resources are fully considered as required by law. While
implementation of the treatment plan will avoid most significant impacts
to cultural resources, it may not be possible to mitigate all impacts.

Additional Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures presented in the preceding section were
developed in response to specific significant {mpicts that were
identified earlier in this chapter. To suorlement these measures,
additional mitigation measures not linkei to significant impacts were
also developed. These measures would fur:her reduce the overall impacts
of the project and are presented below.

Measure A: Visual Resources. Facilily structures will be painted

with non-reflective paint of compatible earthtone colors.

Effectiveness. This measure will reduce the visual contrast of the

proposed structures.




Measure B: Biological Resources. A site-specific Construction,
Operation, and Management (COM) Plan for rights-of-way, which describes
specific construction and restoration techniques and establishes
guidelines in sensitive biological areas, will be developed by Aptus and
approved by the BLM prior to construction initiation.

Effectiveness. This measure will minimize iwpacts to vegetation
and wildlife resources.

Measure C: Biological Resources. Construction of the natural gas
pipeline in the vicinity of the critical pronghorn fawning area will be
avoided from May through July.

Effectiveness. This measure will avoid disturbance to pronghorn
during fawning activities.

Measure D: Biological Resources. Revegetation procedures will be
implemented by Aptus on the facility site following facility
construction to restore any disturbed arezs not designated for
landscaping. Seed mixtures, methods of dispersal, mulching, and
monitoring will be designed to prevent the invasion of noxious weeds.

£lfectivenass: Pavagetation dimas on tha facility site, previously
disturbed by construction activities, will aid in inhibiting the
invasion of noxious weeds such as halogeton and Russian thistle.

4.1.2 Restoration Requirements for Rights-of-Way

The following measures outline the procedures that would be used
for ROW restoration following construction. A site-specific COM Plan
would be developed by Aptus and approved by the BLM prior to
construction initiation. The COM Plan would address appropriate
reclamation procedures for various locations along the project ROW,

describe specific construction and restoration techniques, and establish
guidelines to minimize impacts to vegetation or wildlife resources. In
areas of minimal vegetative potential specific guidelines may be waived
at the discretion of the BLM Authorized Officer.

Restoration Goal
Restoration and revegetation of sites with more than five percent
vegetal cover would be implemented to meet the following objectives:

1. stabilize the disturbed areas to minimize soil erosion and
off-site sedimentation, and

2. return the disturbed areas to a pre-disturbance condition.

Site Clearin
All construction would be executed to minimize the cumulative area

of disturbance, thereby reducing the total area impacted and that which
would require revegetating. All woody vegetation cleared along the ROWs
would be piled to the side of the ROW for later use in site preparation.

Topsoil Removal, Handling, and Storage

The surface soil material would be stripped to a minimum depth of 8
inches both from the disturbed areas during construction and from
disturbed areas that would be used throughout the life of the project.
The topsoil would be :posited in an area separate from all construction

artivities and labeled to distinguish it from other deposited earthen
materials. Unsuitable materials such as large cobbles and rocks that
occur in the stripped topsoil would be separated from the topsoil and
backfilled into excavated areas or disposed of in other areas approved
by the BLM Authorized Officer. Some disturbed areas may not contain
adequate topsoil quantities for successful restoration; consequently,
also at the direction of the BLM Authorized Officer, additional topsoil
would be removed from areas with excess topsoil and transported to areas
with deficient quantities to increase restoration potential.

Trenching, Overburden Removal, Storage, and Replacement
Materials excavated from the pipeline trench would be deposited

separately from the topsoil within the ROW. Following placement of the




pipeline in the trench, the trench would be backfilled. All disturbed
portions of the ROW would then be regraded to meet the configuration of
the adjacent undisturbed land.

Runoff and Erosion Control

The applicant would attempt to minimize disturbance to natural
drainage channels. No significant drainage channels or floodplains
would be crossed; however, when crossing minor drainage channels,
construction and restoration activities would be implemented in such a

way as to maintain the hydraulic integrity of the channel. The natural
gas pipeline would be buried to a minimum depth of 4 feet below the
present bottom of all drainage channels. Surface runoff and erosion
would be controlled onsite during and after construction so that a
minimm of off-site sedimentation occurs. Runoff contrcl measures such
as water bars would be placed on regraded slopes, in general, and
specifically along the disturbed ROW to control and minimize runoff
across and down the disturbed areas. The following waterbar spacing
guide (see Table 4-1) would be utilized in determining the spacing of
such structures, and the need for additional waterbars would be
determined by the BLM Authorized Officer. The waterbars would be
constructed such that diverted water would be directed and discharged
onto undisturbed areas. The waterbars would be constructed with
gradients of approximately one percent, but no greater than two percent
perpendicular to slope.

The time batwesn aite clearing and construction and the initiation
of restoration procedures would be minimized to reduce the amount of
soil loss due to erosion. Similarly, the time and the distance the
natural gas pipeline trench is open would be minimized to reduce the
opportunity of significant in-trench water flow in response to a
precipitation event or snowmelt. In the event the trench must be open
for a great down-slope distance, ditch plugs, which would consist of
small earthen dams within the trench, would be used to divert water out
of the trench. The need for and application of the plugs would be
decided by the BLM Authorized Officer. These structures would minimize

TABLE 4-1

WATERBAR SPACING GUIDELINE
(SPECIFIC GUIDELINES TO BE DETERMINED
BY THE BLM AUTHORIZED OFFICER)

Slope Spacing
(%) (ft)

150




the potential for significant concentrations of flow within the trench.
Such structures may also serve to facilitate the movement of livestock
and wildlife across the trench.

Topsoil Replacement and Seedbed Preparation

Disturbed areas that would subsequently receive topsoil would be
ripped using subsoilers. The stockpiled topsoil would then be deposited
evenly over the disturbed area to b2 restored. The re-distributed
topsoil would be scarified by disking on the contour if possible to
reduce compaction and increase infiltration capacity. Where applicable,
the previously piled vegetation would be spread over the cleared ROW and

disked into the topsoil. All topsoil removal, excavation, construction,
backfilling, topsoil replacement, and seedbed preparation would be
accomplished contemporaneously.

Seeding

The seed mix presented in Table 4-2, or an equivalent mixture
depending on seed availability and approval by the BLM Authorized
Officer, would be applied using a rangeland drill or a deep furrowing
seeder on the contour. The drill would cover seeds with approximately
0.5 inch but not greater than 1 inch of soil. A weighted roller would
be pulled behind the seeder to surround the seed with a firm seed bed.
The seed mix is designed to provide successful revegetation on all soils
within the mixed desert shrub and grassland communities. Seed mixtures
for the pinyon-juniper community would be determined by the BLM
Authorized Officer. On steep slopes or on soils with a high coarse
fragment content, seed broadcasting may be required. In such cases the
seed mix would De applied ot 2.5 Liaes that sh in Table 4-2 The
broadcast seed would be applied using a rotary spreader mounted on a
tractor and covered with soil by pulling a flexible cultipacker or a
chain behind the tractor. The seed mix would be planted in late October
or early November. Seeding may be required for three consecutive years
following disturbance, depending upon the success of reseeding.

Mulching
Native certified weed-free hay would be applied to the disturbed

areas after seeding at a rate of 2 tons per acre. The hay would be
crimped into the soil surface using a serrated disk crimper.

Monitoring and Maintenance

A monitoring plan would be initiated to evaluate restoration
success. Any significant problems encountered during monitoring would
be immediately mitigated under the direction of the BLM Authorized
Officer, including revegetation failure, noxious weed invasion, or

erosion.




TABLE 4-2

PRESCRIBED SEED MIXTURE FOR RESTORATION
OF DISTURBED RIG'HS-OF-HAYJ'

TABLE 4-2 (CONTINUED)

) Cultivar or
Species Variety

Seed Application
Rate 2
(PLS lbs/ac)

Grasses
Hicrest wheatgrass
Thickspike wheatgrass
Bottlebrush squirreltail
Mammoth wildrye
Sand dropseed

Forbs
Gooseberry-leaf
globemallow
Yellow sweetclove:

Shrubs
Fourwing saltbush
Prostrate summercypriss
Fringed sagebrush

3 Cultivar or
Alternate Species Variety

Replacement

Grasses
Crested wheatgrass Ephraim
Alkali sacaton
Galleta Viva
Russian wildrye Vinall

Forbs
Desert marigold

white evening primrose

Shrubs
Budsage
Shadscale
Mat saltbush

Hicrest wheatgrass
Any grass

Any grass

Mammoth wildrye

Gooseberry leaf
globemallow
Same as above

Fringed sage
Fourwing saltbush
Fourwing saltbush

lseed mix based on objectives previously listed, species adaptation to
the site conditions of the project, usefulness of species for site
stabilization and livestock and wildlife use, species success in
revegetation efforts, and current seed availability and cost.

zApplicauon rates are for drilled seed. If seed broadcasting is
required, these rates would be increased by a factor of 2.5.
PLSepure live seed.

3Species that would be used to replace the prescribed species in the
event that they are not commercially available in suitable quantities or
are too expensive. The substitution will be at the discretion of the
BLM Authorized Officer.
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S 31 1097
Hemorandum

To: State Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement,
U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service, Salt Lake City, Utah

From: Deputy State Director, Lands and Renewable Resources

Subject: Request for Species List

In accordance with the Endangered Species Act, we request that you provide us

a list of the species that may occur within the project area as described in

the attachment. Contact Margaret Kelsey (524-3138) if you have questfons/

Thank you.
» L]
‘/

Attacnment

Public Scoping Document for
the NEI Industriai Waste
Treatment Facility EIS




United States Department of the Interior

1745 West 1700 South
Salt Lake City, Utan 84104-5110

(FWE) September 18, 1987

IN REPLY REFER TO

To: Deputy State Director, Lands and Renewable Resources
Bureau of L.nd Management, Salt Lake City, Utah

From: State Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Fish and Wildlife Service, Salt Lake City, Utah

Subject: Species List for NEI Industrial Water Treatment Facility

We have reviewed your memorandum of August 31, 1987 concerning the sub ject
Environmental Iapact Statement. It appears that listed endangered species,
aay occur i{n the area of {afluence of this action.

To comply with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
receral agencies or their designees are required to obtain from the Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) information concerning any sipecies or critical
habitat, listed or proposed to be listed, which may be preseant in the area of
a proposed construction project. Therefore, we are firnishing you the
following list of species:

Listed

Bald eagle
Peregrine falcon

Hali{aeetus leucocephalus
Falco peregrinus

Section 7(c) also requires the Federal agency proposing a major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human eavironment to conduct and
submit to the Service a bilological assessment to deteraine the effects of the
proposal on listed and proposed species. The biological assessament shall be
completed within 180 days after the date on which {nitiated or a time mutually
agreed upon between the agency and the Service. Before physical

modificat on/alteration of a major Federal action is begun the assesszent a3ust
be completed. If the biological assessment i{s not begun within 90 days, this
1i{st should be verified with us prior to initiation of the assessment. We do
not feel that we can adequately assess the effects of the proposed action on
listed species without a complete assessaent.

When conducting a biological assessment a thorough review of the projoct and
the potential i{mpacts of the project on threatened and endangered speci>s
vithin the immediate project area as well as the area of influence must be
made.
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Specific concerns the Service has about this project and its potential iampacts
on threatened and endangered species are as follows:

Bald eagle

Utah has one of the largest wintering populations of bald eagles in
the United States. Rush Valley and the adjacent Skull Valley to
the west have been identified as major concentration areas for
eagles. Our concern would be the release of toxic materials into
the environment. The effects of DDT and other similar cheaicals
have reduced the numoers of bald eagles substantially in the past.

Pergrine falcon

A Peregrine falcon hack tower {s currently located at Timpie Point
on the north end of the Stansbury Mountains. Our coucern here

would also be the release of toxic materials into the environment
that would negatively affect this species.

The Fish and Wildlife Service can enter into formal Section 7 consultation
only with another Federal agency. State, county or any other governmental or
private organizations can participate {n the consultation process, help
prepare information such as the biological assessment, participate in
aeetings, etc.

After your agency has completed and reviewed the assessment, it is your
responsibility to determaine Lf the proposed action "zay affect” any of the
listed species. If the datermination is "may affect” for listed species you
must request in writing formal consultation from the State Supervisor, Fish
and Wildlife Enhancement Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at the address
given above. At that time you should provide this office a copy of the
biological assessment and any other relevant information that assisted you in
reaching your conclusion.

Your attention {s also directed to Section 7(d) of the Endangered Species Act,
as asended, which underscores the requirement that the Federal agency or the
applicant shall not make any irreversible or irretrievable comaitment of
resources during the consultation period which, i{n effect, would deny the
formulation or i{mplementation of reasonable and prudent alternatives regarding
their actions on any endangered or threatened species.

If we can be of further assistance, please advise us. The Fish and Wildlife
Service representative who will provide you with technical assistance {s

Robert Benton, FTS 588-4430.
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

BLM Bureau of Land Management
Btu British thermal unit
CAA Clean Air Act
CBO Congressional Budget Office
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Comprehension,
and Liability Act
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
co Carbon dioxide
CO‘ Construction, Operation, and Management Plan
noT Department of Transportation
DJE destruction removal efficiency
EIS environmental impact statement
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
ft feet
HC1 hydrogen chloride
1-80 Interstate 80
kv kilovolts
1b/hr pounds per hour
MFP Management Framevork Plan
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
lEI National Electric, Inc.
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NIOSH National Institvie of Occupational Safety and Health
NO nitrogen oxides
osfia Occupational Safety and Fealth Administration
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PIC product of incomplete combustion
POHC principal organic hazardous constituents
PLS Pure live seed
PSD Preventiun of Significant Deterioration
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
ROV right-of-vay
SARA-Title III Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act - Title III
SDVA Safe Drinking Vater Act
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
sulfur dioxide
Short-Term Exposure Limit
Threshold Limit Value
tons per year
Toxic Substance Control Act
total suspended particulate
Utah Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Vaste
Utah Department of Transportation
U.S. Fish and Vildlife Service
U.S. Pollution Control, Inc.
vehicle miles traveled
Vilderness Study Area
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