Arecibo Waste-to-Energy and Resource Recovery Project
Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC’s (Energy Answers) proposes to construct and operate a new WTE and resource recovery project at the

site of the former Global Fibers Paper Mill in Arecibo, in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico (hereinafter referred to as the Arecibo WTE
Project or Project).

RUS, an agency within the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), has issued a Draft EIS for Energy Answers proposed Waste to
Energy Project in Arecibo, Puerto Rico. RUS issued the Draft EIS to inform interested parties and the general public about the
proposed Project and to invite the public to comment on the scope, proposed action, and other issues addressed in the Draft EIS. The
Draft EIS addresses the construction, operation, and maintenance of Energy Answers’ proposed project.
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USDA United States

—

i Department of

Agriculture

Arecibo, PR August 20, 2015

Welcome to the public hearing for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Arecibo Waste-to-Energy and Resource
Recovery Project (Project). Today's hearing will focus on the possible financing assistance to Energy Answers for the construction of
the waste- to-energy facility in the Arecibo area. The Rural Utilities Service (RUS) is the lead agency for the Project and is required to
complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to assess potential impacts to
the natural and human environment. This meeting is an opportunity to receive comments on the Draft EIS.

Please use this form to submit your written comments to RUS, Comments may be submitted today, mailed to the address below, or
sent by email to Lauren.McGee@wdc.usda.gov. The deadline for comments is September 28, 2015. Updates on the Project, including
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement are available at http://www.rd.usda.gov/pubIications/environmenta!-studies/impact—
statements/arecibo-waste-energy-generation-and-resource.

T

Return Agldress:
. N A

L ’ﬁ - —
25 el R L85 £

- ey PR LR I LS
/AL PIZ—> .
Foz )3

Ms. Lauren McGee Rayburn
Environmental Scientist
USDA/RD/Rural Utilities Service
84 Coxe Ave, Suite 1E,
Asheville, North Carolina 28801




4 de septiembre de 2015

Mi nombre Eugenio Miranda. Resido en Arecibo y deseo que se pueda comenzar con |a
continuacion de la planta de recogido de desperdicios y asi ayuda con el gran problema de
la basura en Arecibo Yy pueblos vecinos. Ademas ayuda a cientos de empleos, patentas

municipales y vertederos obsoletos.

Gracias,

61.,’\ g }/n;\ @WL})@VW}. t’l(/\,

Eugeﬁio Miranda

Bo. Domingo Ruiz #53

Arecibo, Puerto Rico 00612



30 de agosto de 2015

Energy Answer Arecibo
Lauren MS, Gee Rayburn
Enveromental Scientist

Rural Letelche Swuit 1E
Ashville North Carolina, 28801

A quien pueda interesar,

i

2;

10.

Que soy residente del barrio Domingo Ruiz de Arecibo

Que desde hace quince afios soy comerciante, primero en asuntos funerarios y hoy dia
con negocio de cafeteria en el barrio antes mencionado.

Que conozco a mi comunidad y las adyacentes debido a que soy lider social de 1a
comunidad y cuento con muchos conocidos a nivel de la ciudad de Arecibo y del pais.

Que ha mi negocio llegan a diario una gran cantidad de clientes a comprar articulos y
muchos se quedan para dialogar sobre diferentes temas del pais, sea politico, religioso 6
social.

Que la mayoria de estos conversan sobre la noticia del dia aunque en Arecibo siempre
se toca el tema del recogido de escombros y basura.

Que por varias ocasiones hemos sido afectado con la contaminacién del humo que
causa la quema de basura voluntaria o accidental en el vertedero municipal de Arecibo.

Que se ha discutido sobre la instatacion de la industria mencionada la cual se encargard
de los desperdicios solidos en el drea norte de Puerto Rico.

Que he escuchado en mi negocio luego de muchas conversaciones el consenso entre los
vecinos en relacion a la aprobacién del uso de la Industria llamada Energy Answer
para aliviar 6 resolver del todo la contaminacion que nos deja el ya no servible
vertedero.

Que por un 99% de las personas que visitan mi negocio mencionan el que estin de
acuerdo con dicha instalacion y uso.

Que doy fe de lo antes expuesto y evidencio con mi testimonio y en representacion de
mi comunidad como lider social de la misma.

Hoy treinta de agosto de dos mil quince en la ciudad de Arecibo.

Estoy disponible para testificar lo antes expuesto ante cualquier comité que requiera mi
PSETH ,’. /




4 de septiembre de 2015

Energy Answers Arecibo
Lauren Ms. Gee Rayburn
Enveromental Scientist
Rural Leteiche Suit 1 E

Ashville Nort Carolina, 28801

Saludos soy el joven Bryan Santoni, tengo 21 afios y estudio en el National University college
Arecibefio de pura sepa y vecino mas cercano de donde esta propuesto el proyecto Eneréy
Answers Arecibo, esta planta de recuperacién de materiales esta planta ayudara a nuestro pueblo
y a los pueblos vecinos a disponer de la basura de una forma  adecuada y controlada ya que
tenemos serios problemas con relacion al gran problema de desperdicios los vertederos son la
fuente de contaminacién real y existentes la otra face importante para mi es que esto ayﬁdara a
muchos jovenes como yo y otros ciudadanos a conseguir un empleo digno. Es hora de actuar;
muchas agencias federales, ambientales y otras la cual ya ustedes deben saber. Es momento de
que esto se realicé por el bien de Puerto Rico ya al construir la primera y luego cuando personas
de otros pueblos vean esta facilidad pediran una para sus pueblos también, no asisti a las vistas
que se realizaron con frecuencia ya que estas personas que se oponen aunque no son muchas
pero les gusta la confrontacién y la intimidacion y soy persona de Ley y orden y ustedes se habran

dado cuenta de los que les expreso.

5%)/ A gw-&ﬂ\/\ M) iy~

Bryan Santoni Miranda




\ 0%% N i%ﬁ,ﬁv m:m%s@/rzaw\: (N WVW R
Sl TS PRI 3y
ey A TETTRS et

{sbﬂ;)\u/qﬁv ot .\\\ ~— o
?S]I\}\ mi?m%\;iﬂ.

m@m\m <\ Q m%

L ‘:::.‘....I.i ) o Y .. - ) . S e e i il e ) H 5
i PR 1T e STOD RS S T 2S2 Xe @ &
G I tw T IR T T T i "4 kf Sm;wr <s

e Y d STOT S35 50




7/ de agosto de 2015

/4?0(1'6;’) gec{a I”/t’re&zr:
M!. /’70/77/0(3 €5 ]:9561 San']’t'ajo

D€S€0 /Ddf’ 657[8 meo(:D /}GCGF C@!’)S§'Qr

Que OPOyO f?ara ﬁ]rec:‘éo el Proyec+0

. [ne,—ﬁy/lmwer porque Se
ema de la Lasura

da la ciuc}ad,

cesuelve el ProH
7{/8 NoS OrrOPa J-O

fn mucAas ocacmne’s %eﬂén”05 f/"ue,

CL[DCH’)JO/’)C?F NUES

encfencje 6‘ VEF‘)’Z

)/ /Ct /oes%e CL /wmo NOS CLAOjEC,COMO

(LonSecueric /:enémﬂs gue i @ doctores
/-%475 63-06'%05 o/f mﬂ/fzdmwzzDS.

7/ Aﬂ6/0/‘ 7/@ /e S, /'ncarm'mas en @

. C?’G?) dx __985:8

Bo Corardille #70 Fraibos, Pl wbr2

tras casas \/q Se

Cleffi? aca €n Cercaro/z'//é

6 racras,



Estado Libre Asociado de Puerto Rico

Gobierno Municipal Auténomo de Guaynabo

Heéctor O'Neill Garcia

Alcalde

August 20, 2015

Stephanie Strenght

Enviromental Protection Specialist
USDA/RUS

1400 Independence Ave. SW.

Room 2244-5; Stop 1571
Washington, DC 20250-1571

Financing for Arecibo Waste to Energy Generation and Resource Recovery
Facility Arecibo, Puerto Rico

Dear Ms. Strength:

The Municipality of Guaynabo, (hereinafter, the Municipality), owner of the
Guaynabo Municipal Solid Waste Landfill most respectfully wants to take this
opportunity to express its deep concern for the lack of thoroughness which most
regulatory agencies, both local and federal, have proceeded regarding the
evaluation of the environmental, social and economic impact of a project of such
magnitude as the one proposed by Energy Answers Arecibo, LLC. One of the
needs is to review the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), analyze to
ascertain the total absence of a rigorous and objective analysis, not only to the
noticeable environmental and public health impact, but also to the economic
prospect of the Municipalities that are “bound” to disregard and disrupt their
own MSW established programs, in lieu of an imposed more onerous alternative.

It is pertinent to mention that in recent years our Municipality have been the
recipients of the US Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico’s Environmental Quality Board (“EQB”)
requiring capital improvements to the Guaynabo Municipal Solid Waste Landfill
well beyond those required by law, something that has not occurred with the

I O Box 7885 Guaynabo, P.R. 00970 / Tel. (787) 720-6834 * Fax (787) 790-0707



rigor and severity at any other adjacent landfill. These actions have entailed
considerable resources expenditure in the design, construction and operation of
environmental control systems, capital improvement that go well beyond those
required by regulation and the implementation of a comprehensive curbside
collection of recyclables programs, this later being an element contrary to Energy
Answers’ incinerator proposal which assumes a very low rate of recycling

collection and disposiﬁon.

It is essential to reiterate that the economic impact that such a project will have in
the region must be thoroughly examined. Energy Answers of Arecibo, LLC’s
proposed incinerator, will have a devastating economic impact in the
Municipalities that will be ultimately forced to dispose their solid waste in their
facilities to guarantee the incinerator’s required gigantic waste consumption.
This is mainly due to the fact that 2,100 tons per day facility will require a
substantial waste supply to cover their normal operating costs, not to mention
the substantial amount needed to cover the return on investment on well over
500 million dollars expenditure.

Consequently, such business model will rendered totally inconsequential and
ineffective any serious recycling effort. The massive amount of waste received at
the facility without presumably any effective pre-sorting system shall inevitably
incinerate a vast amount of valuable recyclable resources such as paper,
cardboard, wood and plastics, all of which contain a high caloric value. This is in
direct opposition to the stated public policy of both US EPA and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico’s EQB, which have declared their commitment in
the promotion and expansion of collection of recyclables material programs, both
at the state and the municipal level.

Another flawed assumption that the Energy Answers of Arecibo, LLC’s
proposed incinerator Environmental Impact Statement rested was in the sense
that the population of the island was constantly growing. The objective fact is
that Puerto Rico has experienced a considerable decrease in population. This
decrease in population will be translated in a substantial increment in the
Municipalities that will be forced to dispose their solid waste at the incinerator,
thereby aggravating the economic outlook of an ever increasing amount of
Municipalities.

In summary, this project is contrary to the stated public policy of both US EPA
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico’s EQB in terms of their commitment to



expand recycling programs. The extreme economic effects in the Municipalities
forced to dispose their solid waste at the incinerator has been overlooked and not
properly considered. Also, the “softness” of the regulating agencies in their
review and approval of Energy Answers of Arecibo, LLC’s permits process has
not created a “leveled playing field” with other waste disposal facilities including
Landfills, Transfer Stations and Recyclable Material Processing Centers.

The Municipality of Guaynabo, in order to preserve the wide and explicit
mandate for Municipal Autonomy vested upon our Municipalities by Public Law
81 of the 30" of August 1991, know as the Autonomous Municipalities Law, shall
pursue all courses of action, including but no limited to a judicial challenge of the
standing contractual relationship between Energy Answers of Arecibo, LLC's
and the Puerto Rico Solid Waste Management Authority and/or any attempt to
enforce upon us the same.

Mayor of Guaynabo



Re: DIA Federal Energy Answers-Arecibo

Lauren Mc Gee Rayburn
Fnvironmental Scientist
Rural Utilities Service (USDA)
84 Coxe Ave. Suite 1E

Ashville, North Carolina 28801
Laren. McGee@wdc.usda.gov
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Por la presente quiero hacer constar que soy la vesidente mds cevcana el
propuesto proyecto de construccion de la Planta de Recuperacion de
Recursos de FEnergy Answers en Arecibo. Como madre, abuela Yy
maestra retirada, he seguiodo con sumo interés el proceso de permisos del
proyecto y las innumerables vistas publicas celebradas en nuestra
comunidad, incluyendo la mds reciente vista por parte del RUS,
celebrada el 20 de agosto de 2015.

Una vez mds la Declaracion de Impacto Ambiental presentada
examiné los temas importantes que aseguran una descripcion cuidadosa
de los potenciales impactos ambientales del proyecto. Me complacio que
se incluyeran los temas que fueron traidos a la consideracion del RUS en
la sesion de “scoping celebrada el mes de enero del zoi 3,

Me considero una ciudadana vesponsdable y ecologista y en esa capacidad
favorezco el propuesto proyecto y les pido que aceleren la consideracion
de apoyo financiero de la firma proponente (Energy Answers), de forma
~ tal que Arecibo pueda atender sus necesidades de infraestructura, se
puedan generar empleos vy se le brinde un impulso a la actividad
econdmica de nuestro pueblo.

Quiero igualmente expresar que los arecibeiios no nos senlimos
representados por un grupo de opositores del proyecto. Personas
extvanas a wnuestra comunidad, que se expresan con el fin de dar la
impresion de que Arecibo se opone a la Planta. Me gustaria que luvieran
clavo que son miles los vesidentes de Arecibo que lo favorecen v asi se



han dejado ver en las Ferias de Tmpleo vy en multiples actividades
sociales y civicas. Siendo mi famiflia [(a mds cercana al proyecto creo
necesario dejar clavo que apoyo en proyecto junto a mis hijos, no me
siento amenazada vy confio en el rol de evaluacion que han realizado en
este proyecto la EPA, la Junta de Calidad Ambiental, el Cuerpo de
Ingenievos del Ejército, La Junta de Planificacion de Puerto Rico, el US
Fish and Wildlife Service, entre tantas otras agencias.

Por atltimo, he creido prudente utilizar el medio escrito para dejar saber
- mi punto de vista ya que los opositores utilizan tdcticas intimidatorias
para evitar (a presencia de [os que favorecemos el proyecto.

A sus ordenes,

Aurea Miranda 24 de agosto de 2015
Pl an Al
dirveccion
0 B 2327
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From: Kubena, Kellie - RD, Washington. DC

To: McGee Rayburn, Lauren - RD, Barnardsville, NC; McLean. Christopher - RD. Washington. DC
Subject: Fwd: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

Date: Monday, September 14, 2015 8:42:02 AM

FYI

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Early, Catherine - RD, Washington, DC"
<Catherine.Early@wdc.usda.gov>

Date: September 14, 2015 at 8:37:21 AM EDT

To: "Kubena, Kellie - RD, Washington, DC" <K ellie.Kuben dc.usda.gov>
Subject: FW: Puerto Rico and the loan for theIncinerator in Arecibo

Forwarding additional information. Thanks.

From: Sara Santiago [mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 7:34 PM

To: Early, Catherine - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Re: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

Okay, thank you!! | will look carefully tomorrow to keep sending it, until they
don't give the loan. They look like MOnsanto No way, not here!!!

Larafrom Puerto Rirco

On 11 September 2015 at 1400, Early, Catherine - RD, Washington, DC
<Catherine.Early@wdc.usda.gov> wrote:

Good Afternoon Ms. Santiago:

It was a pleasure speaking with you. As stated | am not sure RUS is the correct
program area for your complaint. However, | have forwarded it to others and
hopefully we can, at least, direct you to the proper agency and/or program area.

From: Sara Santiago [mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 2:34 PM

To: Early, Catherine - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Re: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

September 11, 2015
To whom may interest;

This project of the incinerator in Arecibo has been heavily protested in many
years. The community does not want it. Other options have to be pondered, and
they exist. Put the peoplefirst, my health, my children and my country are first.
The attachment is another example of the negative effects that they are going to


mailto:/O=MMS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=KUBENA, KELLI7561D36E-8395-4713-BC21-D11F8153E0E98B4
mailto:Lauren.McGee@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:Christopher.McLean@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:Catherine.Early@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:Kellie.Kubena@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com
mailto:Catherine.Early@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com

have for health, children and agriculture. Please take the time to read it. Evidence
abounds. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely yours,

LaraTgera

On 11 September 2015 at 12:49, Sara Santiago <sarasantiago450@gmail.com>

wrote:
September 11, 2015

To whom may interest:

Hello. | am aworried citizen in San Juan, Puerto Rico. There has been a
project to build an incinerator in Arecibo, and the whole community and even
doctors are against the company Energy Answers and this proyect. You aways
put the peoplefirst, not the investors. They are going to extract water from ariver
or alake, and that is simply not acceptable. the community does not want it. They
don't have the money to do it and | just can' believe that the Agriculture
Department is considering giving them aloan. If you don't give the loan, the
people of Arecibo and the agriculture of Arecibo is going to be grateful. You
never put the interests of companies first than the agriculture or people of
Arecibo, Puerto Rico, and that is exactly what they you have done, in an abusive
manner. Arecibo depends heavily on agriculture, and you are doing exactly the
opposite of what you preach. Puerto Rico does not want the incinerator, and
about three congressman that have sent you letters are opposed to it. It is morally
incorrect and undemocratic. Thiswill affect the environment, they give off
emissions that are very unsafe and unhealthy. If the community saysno, it isno.
Thereis aproblem of waste management in Puerto Rico, but there are other
solutions that are very viable. | can mention one program in the town of Carolina,
that has been atotal success and have not been opposed by the community. They
want to do it for money, and my health is not for sale. Thank you for your time.

From Puerto Rico,
LaraTejera

PS Thank you so much Catherine!!!


mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com

From: Kubena, Kellie - RD, Washington, DC
To: McGee Rayburn, Lauren - RD, Barnardsville, NC
Subject: Fwd: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

Date:

Monday, September 14, 2015 8:04:07 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Brooks, Michele - RD, Washington, DC"
<Michele.Brooks@wdc.usda.gov>

Date: September 14, 2015 at 8:00:33 AM EDT

To: "Kubena, Kellie - RD, Washington, DC" <K ellie.Kuben dc.usda.gov>
Cc: "Ponti, Jacki - RD, Washington, DC" <jacki.ponti @wdc.usda.gov>, "Early,
Catherine - RD, Washington, DC" <Catherine.Earl dc.usda.gov>

Subject: FW: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

Kellie,
Forwarding for action.

Michele

From: Early, Catherine - RD, Washington, DC

Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 3:00 PM

To: Sara Santiago

Subject: RE: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

Good Afternoon Ms. Santiago:

It was a pleasure speaking with you. Asstated | am not sure RUSIs the correct
program area for your complaint. However, | have forwarded it to others and
hopefully we can, at least, direct you to the proper agency and/or program area.

From: Sara Santiago [mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 2:34 PM

To: Early, Catherine - RD, Washington, DC
Subject: Re: Puerto Rico and the loan for the Incinerator in Arecibo

September 11, 2015
To whom may interest;

This project of the incinerator in Arecibo has been heavily protested in many
years. The community does not want it. Other options have to be pondered, and
they exist. Put the peoplefirst, my health, my children and my country are first.
The attachment is another example of the negative effects that they are going to


mailto:/O=MMS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=KUBENA, KELLI7561D36E-8395-4713-BC21-D11F8153E0E98B4
mailto:Lauren.McGee@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:Michele.Brooks@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:Kellie.Kubena@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:jacki.ponti@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:Catherine.Early@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com

have for health, children and agriculture. Please take the time to read it. Evidence
abounds. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely yours,

LaraTgera

On 11 September 2015 at 12:49, Sara Santiago <sarasantiago450@gmail.com>

wrote:
September 11, 2015

To whom may interest:

Hello. | am aworried citizen in San Juan, Puerto Rico. There has been a
project to build an incinerator in Arecibo, and the whole community and even
doctors are against the company Energy Answers and this proyect. You aways
put the peoplefirst, not the investors. They are going to extract water from ariver
or alake, and that is simply not acceptable. the community does not want it. They
don't have the money to do it and | just can' believe that the Agriculture
Department is considering giving them aloan. If you don't give the loan, the
people of Arecibo and the agriculture of Arecibo is going to be grateful. You
never put the interests of companies first than the agriculture or people of
Arecibo, Puerto Rico, and that is exactly what they you have done, in an abusive
manner. Arecibo depends heavily on agriculture, and you are doing exactly the
opposite of what you preach. Puerto Rico does not want the incinerator, and
about three congressman that have sent you letters are opposed to it. It is morally
incorrect and undemocratic. Thiswill affect the environment, they give off
emissions that are very unsafe and unhealthy. If the community saysno, it isno.
Thereis aproblem of waste management in Puerto Rico, but there are other
solutions that are very viable. | can mention one program in the town of Carolina,
that has been atotal success and have not been opposed by the community. They
want to do it for money, and my health is not for sale. Thank you for your time.

From Puerto Rico,
LaraTejera

PS Thank you so much Catherine!!!


mailto:sarasantiago450@gmail.com

From: Pedro Saade Llorens

To: McGee Rayburn, Lauren - RD, Barnardsville, NC
Cc: alugo
Subject: Fwd: Public Scoping for RUS EIS Related to Energy Answers Arecibo Incineration
Date: Wednesday, September 09, 2015 6:40:40 AM
Attachments: Inicerator Letter.pdf
Ms.McGee:

Last Feb.10, 2015 Dr.Ariel Lugo in his personal capacity sent the attached letter to RUS as
part of the Scoping NEPA process. However, the letter and its contents were excluded from
the Scoping Report published by RUS in the Federal Register.It is requested that the letter be
fully considered as part of the record and of the NEPA process in this case.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: alugo <hanael @prtc.net>

Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2015

Subject: Public Scoping for RUS EIS Related to Energy Answers Arecibo Incineration

To: stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov

Cc: Pedro Saade <saadelloren microjuris.com>

See enclosed.

Hard copy follows by mail.


mailto:pedrosaade5@gmail.com
mailto:Lauren.McGee@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:hanael@prtc.net
mailto:hanael@prtc.net
mailto:stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov
mailto:saadellorensp@microjuris.com

February 10, 2015

Ms. Stephanie Strength
USDA/Rural Utilities Service (RUS)
1400 Independence Avenue SW
Room 2244-S, Stop 1571
Washington DC 20250-1571

Via e-mail (stephanie.strength@wdc.usda.gov) and hard copy by US mail.

Subject: Public Scoping for RUS Environmental Impact Statement Related to Energy
Answers Arecibo Incineration Project (Project)

- Dear Ms. Strength:

I am happy to see the federal government involved with the Energy Answers
Arecibo Incineration Project (Project) because up to this time the formal evaluation
of the Project has not been transparent, public involvement has been curtailed by
lack of public disclosure of vital aspects of the proposal, and the result has been the
perception that the outcome of this proposal has already been decided in favor of
the Project regardless of social and environmental consequences. Your federal
agency has an opportunity to take a fresh and comprehensive look at the elements
of the Project and decide if they are or not sound and beneficial or not for the public
good.

Regarding your agency’s involvement in this issue, [ am curious to know if you view
this Project as a rural enterprise given that Puerto Rico is mostly an urban island
and the Project serves an urban population, not a rural one. Moreover, is your
investment for electric power appropriate through an energy inefficient solid waste
approach; particularly considering that Puerto Rico has an excess of power
production and with declining population may require less in the future? In short,
does this Project offer a compelling economic case for USDA in light of the social
and environmental costs of the proposal? How strong is the proposed action when
compared with the no-action alternative? We don’t know the answer to these
questions because the environmental review to date has apparently assumed that
this Project is a done deal and thus, alternative actions such as the no-action
alternative have been either ignored or poorly developed.

Five issues (in bold) that must be addressed in a fresh and objective analysis of this
Project are:

The changing social conditions in the Island. The Project’s Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) contains obsolete population estimates for Puerto Rico
because the current population migration to the United States mainland with





subsequent reduction in population was not included, nor were the implications of
this population reduction to the social and economic conditions affecting the
Project including the production of solid waste materials. Moreover, the age of the
population and the type of economic activity that it engages have changed
dramatically in the past decade. Given the nature of the Project, it is imperative
that its planning and viability be determined by realistic population estimates,
whose trends today are moving in the opposite direction to those anticipated by
earlier Project documentation. A 500,000 people swing in population results in
many tons of solid waste not being produced everyday and the gap between reality
and the Project estimates is wider because they projected increases while the
population actually decreased.

Equally important for the analysis of the Project is the recent demonstration of the
viability of profitable recycling alternatives for dealing with the Island’s solid waste
problem. The municipalities of Carolina and Guaynabo, to name two, export
recycled materials from solid waste, make a profit, and provide jobs to people. This
alternative to the Project requires analysis in terms of future competition for solid
waste (which affects Project viability) as well as an alternate action to the Project.
In the analysis of alternatives to the Project, new and accurate information will be
needed concerning the composition of the solid waste produced in the Island. Such
information not only helps in the evaluation of alternative uses of materials (such
as recycling) but also will inform about the types materials (including toxic ones)
that will be concentrated by the Project’s residual ashes and atmospheric
emissions.

The vulnerability of the selected site for this proposal. The selected site is in
the floodplain of the Rio Grande de Arecibo, a river that can occupy the whole
floodplain when it reaches flood stage. This particular location is also close to
valuable natural resources such as rich agricultural soils, highly productive
estuaries, magnificent karst forests and karst topography, and beautiful vistas of a
particularly attractive part of Puerto Rico. To protect the site from the 100-year
flood, the Project intends to isolate the site from the rest of the floodway. To do so
they must lower the topographic elevation between the site and the river channel.
This topographic leveling is expected to provide more space for floodwater
discharge during floods. This action will likely alter or eliminate a natural river
meander, which requires a justification and environmental impact analysis. The
proponent wants to change the topography and functioning of public wetlands for
private economic benefit and the public deserves a cost/benefit analysis for such a
tradeoff.

Assuming the proponent changes the topography to isolate the site from the river’s
floodway, the rest of the floodplain should be under water after the 100-year flood.
The Project will not flood, assuming its topography is above 5.2 m elevation above
mean sea level. What is not clear is if the Project will be able to function under
those conditions. If all access roads are flooded, how will the Project get its raw
materials? Considering that this activity is designed to serve not only the





surrounding region but also most of the Island, it would appear that a vital cog of
the solid waste infrastructure of Puerto Rico is being located at a vulnerable site
during frequent periods of floods and hurricanes. This is in spite of a Presidential
Executive Order and numerous local and federal laws and regulations that
discourage these kinds of vulnerable locations for developments.

Also, if 100-year flood levels reach 5.2 m at the site, and the site’s topographic
elevation ranges from about 3.0 to 4.6 m, how will the site be protected from
flooding? Information about the history of flooding at the site could be helpful for
clarifying whether site will flood or not after the implementation of the proposed
topographic leveling east of the Project. It would also be useful to the public if the
topographic maps in the documents available for review could be drawn in a way
that the information about elevations on the maps could be read. Another related
question is the functioning of retention ponds, which will be dug to 2 m depth.
How effective are these ponds if the water table rises above the ponds during
floods? Documents should include a simple diagram that includes the current and
future topography of the site, variation of water table levels, and changes in flood
heights with different storms intensities. This information is scattered and hidden
in technical detail (topographic maps in documents have small letters and do not
identify clearly the elevation within the site). Therefore, it is difficult to understand
how the site and its infrastructure will perform during extreme floods.

Potential incompatibilities among the proposed action and affected social
and ecological systems. The Project is designed to process a significant fraction of
the solid waste generated in the Island. The Project design capacity is almost
double the capacity of solid waste production of Puerto Rico’s northwest, which
means that a lot of solid waste will have to come from outside the region. Recovery
of potentially recyclable materials among the solid waste received in the Project
will be minimal. Thus, the Project pretty much closes out the possibility of
alternative approaches to solid waste management, including the possibility of a
recycling program for Puerto Rico. Iftrue, this statement requires serious
consideration. If the Arecibo Project commits the Island to a particular solution to
its solid waste disposal and closes out many local recycling, reuse, and reduction of
waste initiatives, one expects a more comprehensive analysis of alternatives, which
current documents do not include.

It is unclear whether municipalities will or not be forced to produce a set amount of
solid waste to the Project (the EIS says no, but press reports contradict these
statements). If municipalities are forced to accept the Arecibo Project as the site
where all their solid waste is to be disposed of, then the incentive for smaller-scale
solutions to waste disposal are lost as the Project will require a steady supply of
material to remain operational. Although it is true that Puerto Rico is behind in
recycling, this is not because its people are somehow insensitive to this issue. Lack
of recycling programs and opportunities explain the current state of affairs and
those who look out for the public good must carefully weigh the consequences of





concentrating so much responsibility on a single Project. If the Project fails, the
whole Island fails.

The current justifications for the Project do not analyze the increased costs of
transporting solid waste to Arecibo. Current documents pass this responsibility
and costs to other government agencies while claiming only the benefits of the
Project. What are the costs and effects of transporting over long distances so much
solid waste from many municipalities to a single location? Burning of fossil fuel, air
pollution, noise, road deterioration, increased truck traffic, etc,, all require careful
consideration because these actions are precipitated by the Project. Moreover,
what produces more jobs and economic activity, the Project or an effective Island-
wide recycling program? Nowhere are serious alternatives to incineration
discussed in available documents.

The use of water from the Cafio Tiburones assumes that the water pumped by the
Commonwealth at El Vigia is somehow excess water no longer needed for coastal
systems or the Cafio itself. The selection of this alternative over the recycling of
sanitary waters was done without an analysis of the ecological effects of reducing
freshwater input into coastal wetlands and coastal waters while increasing marine
influence on the coastal zone. Assurances are needed to the effect that the water
withdrawal can be sustained without irreversible change in salinity or functioning
of coastal wetlands.

Disclosure and analysis of the full array of environmental effects of the
proposal. To date, no one knows where the ash from the incinerator will be
deposited. It is impossible to properly evaluate the Project if a major long-term
effect of its implementation and approval occurs outside the selected location and
those effects cannot be examined because the locations are not disclosed. The issue
is compounded by the possibility of releasing toxic substances to the environment
and the already difficult situation in the Island with the disposal of ash residues
from another energy-generating plant.

The proposed atmospheric output of the incinerator will comply with the
concentration levels in federal regulations, but that compliance does not
automatically mean that the toxic materials in air and ash (including fly ash) will
not affect social and ecological systems. The Project is located near human
communities, agricultural activities, and ecological systems that could be affected
by EPA-compliant air. These social and ecological systems do not only respond to
concentration of toxins in materials or air, but also to the absolute amounts of these
toxic materials. An historical analogy is instructive.

In the 1960’s atmospheric nuclear explosions were globally banned because of the
phenomena of ecological concentration and magnification of nuclides. Ecological
systems such as Florida pastures were exposed to low concentrations of
radioactivity and through their natural functioning concentrated and returned the
nuclides to people in the form of radioactive milk, including radioactive breast-






feeding milk in humans. Ihave not seen a calculation of the absolute amount of
toxins to be released in the atmosphere and their fate on the landscape other than
expected dilution either in the atmosphere or elsewhere. All relevant data are
reported in units of concentration that appear very small and within regulations.
But what is the long-term fate of the absolute amount of these toxic substances
discharged into the social and ecological environment of Puerto Rico? In the
Responses to Public Comments document, the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) states: “The estimated concentrations of all COPEC’s (for soil, surface water,
and sediment), in the ESA’s are much lower than their appropriate ESBL’s
screening values (i.e., more than 3 orders of magnitude less for soil and sediment,
and more than one order of magnitude for surface water), and therefore, adverse
effects in the ecological receptors are not expected.” (page 117 of 124; my emphasis).
Concentration data does not justify the EPA’s conclusion of lack of adverse effects
on ecological systems for two reasons: (1.) It is incorrect to use concentration data
to compare substances with different densities because their concentration is not
proportional to the quantity stored in these materials. Concentration data needs to
be corrected for the density of the substances so that equivalent units of mass can
be compared. (2.) Even after correction for density, the data only states what is
present in two places at a certain time and provides no information on rate of
accumulation over time. Natural ecosystems concentrate substances at different
rates and after a period of time can accumulate sufficient material to cause
ecological effects. Thus, the technical basis for the EPA’s conclusion that “...adverse
effects in the ecological receptors are not expected” is questionable and requires
reassessment.

The karst forests and karst pastures in the vicinity of the incinerator concentrate
nutrients and organic matter over the nutrient-poor rocks, much like Florida
forests and pastures do when growing on sandy soils. Will these tropical systems
concentrate toxins and return them to humans in their milk and food? This is a
question that should be of enormous interest to USDA because the karst region
where the Project is located supports the milk industry of the Island, one of the few
agricultural activities that are almost self-sustaining in Puerto Rico. To be
convincing that this Project has no effects on people or ecosystems it will be
necessary to construct a mass balance of materials, including the toxic ones that
escape the site through the air or ashes. Using the law of mass conservation, such a
mass balance needs to be expressed in units of weight per unit area and unit time.
Ecological research should establish the concentration rate of toxic substances by
karst forests and pastures. This will allow a quantitative assessment of the load of
chemicals that this Project will have over the surrounding ecosystems and human
communities, over the long run.

Long-Term Aspects of the Project. The fundamental issues that require special
attention when addressing the environmental impact of this Project are its effects

over the long-term. For example: long-term effects on:

* Thelevel of recycling in the island,






* The transportation costs and effects of hauling garbage long distances to
Arecibo,

* The potential accumulation of toxins by forests and pastures and their
potential transfer to people,

* The environment due to accumulating ashes in undisclosed locations,

* The changing hydrologic conditions around Cafio Tiburones, and

* The rapidly evolving demographic and economic situation of the Island (and
vice versa).
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