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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

Rhonda Banks Thompson
Thompson, Gudrun
Basil, Elizabeth; Bazemore, Sara; Berry, Thom W.; Boatwright, Clair; ...
10/29/2008 5:23 PM
Re: extension request--Pee Dee Draft NOMA

Dear Ms. Thompson,

The Bureau of Air Quality (BAQ) has agreed to accept comments from the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) on the
Draft Notice ofMACT Approval (NOMA) for the proposed Pee Dee Generating Station until November 20, 2008. This
agreement is between the BAQ and SELC and does not extend the public comment period that ends November 6, 2008.

Please note that the BAQ became aware of your FOI request on October 15, 2008, and we have worked diligently to pull all
requested infonnation together in a timely manner. All requested information was delivered to our FOI office today and should
be available for your review.

We apologize for any inconvenience this matter may have caused. If you have further questions or concerns, please contact me
at (803)898-4391 or thompsrbili;dhec.sc.gov

Sincerely,

Rhonda B. Thompson, P.E.
Assistant Bureau Chief
Bureau of Air Quality - SCDHEC
2600 Bull Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)898-4391 (phone)
(B03)898-4117 (fax)
New E-maif Address: "thompsrMildhec,sc.gov"

»> Gudrun Thompson <gthompson@selcnc.org> 10/29/2008 10:52 AM »>
October 29, 2008

Dear Ms. Thompson,

As you know, the Southern Environmental Law Center ( SELC ) is planning to submit comments on the Draft Notice of MACT
Availability ( Draft NOMA) for the proposed Pee Dee Generating Station. Due to the difficulty I have experienced obtaining access
to certain public records in the possession of the Bureau of Air Quality ( BAQ ) that are central to our review of the Draft NOMA, I
write to request an extension of the deadline to file written comments on the Draft NOMA.

The Draft NOMA for was noticed for public comment on September 23, 2008. On September 25, 2008, I submitted a request to the
DHEC Freedom of Information Center ( FOI Center) under the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act, S.c. Code § 30-4-10 et
seq., requesting documents related to the Draft NOMA. I have since contacted the FOI Center multiple times, but have been told
that the documents were not available. It is my understanding that the documents were to have been made available on Monday,
October 27, 2008 (already past the statutory deadline). The documents still have not been made available and I was informed
yesterday that BAQ's attorney is still in the process of reviewing them. As a result of DHEC's failure to provide these documents in a
timely manl1er, we have been deprived of the opportunity to prepare meaningful comments on the Draft NOMA by the November 6,
2008 comment deadline. Our consultant advises me that he will require at least two weeks to prepare his technical analysis once he
has received the requested documents Therefore, I respectfuUy request that SElC be arrowed until November 20, 2008 to file
comments, and that our comments submitted on that date be considered timely filed into the administrative record of this
permitting decision.

Thank you for your consideration of this request. I appreciate your prompt attention to this matter. Please contact me at (919) 967­
1450 or via email at gthompson@selcnc.org if you have any questions, and please respond in writing with your response to this
request.

Sincerely,

Gudrun Elise Thompson
Staff Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center
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200 West Franklin St., Suite 330
Chapel Hill, NC 27516
(919) 967-1450
gthompson@selcnc.orq

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIAllTY NOTICE
This message is intended only for the addressee{s) and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or otherwise
exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this communication or other use of a transmission received in error is strictly prohibited, If you have
received this transmission in error, please notify me immediately at the above telephone number.
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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

<jgriggs@florenceco.org>
<SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
<barretta@dhec.sc.gov>
101301200810:07 AM
Santee Cooper Comment

Jessica Griggs has left a comment.

Organization or Company you are Representing (if any): Florence County Economic Development
Partnership

Mailing Address:
Post Office Box 100549
Florence, SC 29502-0549

E-mail Address: jgriggs@f1orenceco.org

Phone Number: 843-676-8796

Would like to receive e-mail updates.

Comments:
The Florence County Economic Development Partnership (FCEDP) fUlly supports the efforts of Santee
Cooper and the construction of their new power generation facility in Kingsburg. The population in this
region has seen tremendous growth over the past decade and projections indicate that we will continue to
grow exponentially for the foreseeable future. The growth in population not only means new homes, but
also new businesses to serve these people and provide employment opportunities.

From an economic development standpoint, this facility is something we feel is critical in our continued
efforts assisting business and industry to locate and expand in our community. Ample infrastructure,
including power, is a key requirement company's list when making a site location decision. Without the
guarantee of an adequate power supply, Florence County and the Pee Dee region stand to be eliminated
from countless business and industry site location searches. This project will create quality jobs for our
citizens. Over 1000 construction jobs and more than 100 permanent positions, all with excellent pay,
offer outstanding opportunities for our citizens and will further strengthen the Pee Dee economy.

While we are a firm proponent of this facility, we also expect Santee Cooper to utilize the most effective
environmental control technology. The Kingsburg facility should be equipped with technology that will
meet or exceed all environmental standards. FCEDP is confident that Santee Cooper, who has a iong
history of encouraging energy conversation and has developed a multi-tiered approach to meet the future
power demands of this region, will build the Pee Dee Energy Campus to the best technological and
environmental standards.
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From:
To:
Date:
SUbject:
FISH WE EAT!

"Andrea Malloy" <amalloynyc@hotmail.com>
"Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
10/30/2008 1:16 PM
DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR, OUR WATER, AND POISON THE

Andrea Malloy
910 West Street
Beaufort, SC 29902-4665

October 30, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

93 pounds of mercury is NOT the maximum achievable control technology. As
a state agency it is your responsibility to protect the health of citizens
and the environment. DHEC is not doing what is required of them.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install
pollution controls for mercury. DHEC rejected activated carbon
injection as "cost prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI
on a new power plant. Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner
plant, while South Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

Santee Cooper says they have "a long history of encouraging energy
conservation". Today less than .01% of Santee Coopers energy demand comes
from conservation. Our state utility can do a lot better and they no it.
DHEC can help move the state utility toward using efficiency and
alternatives by denying permits that would allow another polluting coal
plant.

Santee Cooper does not have to build another coal plant, there are other
power options including efficiency, renewables and natural gas. DHEC does
not have to permit this piant. I am asking DHEC to deny this permit and
for Santee Cooper to implement efficiency and develop other energy sources.

Sincerely,

Andrea Malloy
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
FISH WE EAT!

"Jim Cavanagh" <sunhunter41@yahoo.com>
"Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
10/31/20088:09 AM
DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR, OUR WATER, AND POISON THE

Jim Cavanagh
Coastal Conservation League
7 Topside
Hilton Head, SC 29928-5213

October 31, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

Mr. Eller,

The proposed Pee Dee coal plant is a short sited, uneconomical,
enviromentally damaging, just plain a bad idea.

The citizens of South Carolina can be much better served by putting the
building funds Into improved customer energy efflcientcy and alternative
energies.

Sincerely,

Jim Cavanagh
843-422-0985
Coastal Conservation League
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
FISH WE EAT!

"Tommie Moodhy" <tommiefmr@bellsouth.net>
"Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
10/31/2008 11 :09 AM
DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR, OUR WATER, AND POISON THE

Tommie Moodhy
113 Chillingham Ct.
Irmo, SC 29063-2519

October 31 , 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

Thanks for taking the time to read our concerns.
Please do not approve the permit for the Santee Cooper plant in the Pee
Dee as it stands now. There is no excuse to add more mercury and other
pollutants to that area, just because the local people are undereducated
and under-represented effectively by governmental authorities. You should
be ashamed to even consider adding more mercury and other pollutants.
Santee Cooper should be required to meet more stringent safety regulations
first. How can you be acting on behalf of the citizens of the state, not
to mention those people who have been coming to the beach for recreation?
PLEASE, act on behalf of the people who live here and stop this additional
pollution and health deterioration. Our state simply cannot afford another
costly mistake.

Sincerely,

Tommie Moodhy
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
FISH WE EAT!

"Ben Stoudenmire" <bjsstouds@yahoo.com>
"Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
10/31/20082:09 PM
DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR, OUR WATER, AND POISON THE

Ben Stoudenmire
1213 Chicorie Way
Charleston, SC 29412-8229

October 31, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

DHEC is proposing to let this plant emit 93 pounds of mercury annually.
But a recently permitted Virginia plant that is less efficient and burns
dirtier waste coal will produce far less mercury, ten times less than the
proposed Pee Dee coal plant. 93 pounds of mercury is NOT the maximum
achievable control technology. As a state agency it is your
responsibility to protect the health of citizens and the environment.
DHEC is not doing what is required of them.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install
pollution controls for mercury. An available mercury control technology
called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by
a factor of ten. DHEC rejected activated carbon injection as "cost
prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI on a new power
plant. Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South
Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

In addition to mercury, the Pee Dee plant would emit tons of other
hazardous air pollutants including arsenic, dioxins, acid gases, selenium,
lead, and other heavy metals, which have been shown to cause serious
adverse health effects, including cancer, birth defects, heart disease,
stroke, and neurological impairment. One of those pollutants, dioxin, is
among the most potent carcinogens on the planet.

Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and
yet DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution
controls. DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal piain of
South Carolina is under a mercury advisory and yet DHEC is not requiring
maximum achievable control technology standards for this new plant that
will emit 93 pounds of more mercury. DHEC by not enforcing the standards
provided by the federal government is endangering our human and
environmental health.

Santee Cooper says they have "a long history of encouraging energy
conservation". Today less than .01 % of Santee Coopers energy demand comes
from conservation. Our state utility can do a lot better and they no it.
DHEC can help move the state utility toward using efficiency and
alternatives by denying permits that would allow another polluting coal
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plant.

Santee Cooper does not have to build another coai plant, there are other
power options including efficiency, renewables and natural gas. DHEC does
not have to permit this plant. I am asking DHEC to deny this permit and
for Santee Cooper to implement efficiency and develop other energy sources.

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other
dangerous pollutants into our air. DHEC's responsibility is to protect
the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as
prescribed by the state legislature.

Sincerely,

Ben Stoudenmire
8646085311
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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
SUbject:

<moba1@tds.net>
<SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
<barretta@dhec.sc.gov>
11/3/20089:14 AM
Santee Cooper Comment

Maureen O'Brien has left a comment.

Organization or Company you are Representing (if any):

Mailing Address:
104 Dubois Srtreet
Bonneau, SC 29431

E-mail Address:moba1@tds.net

Phone Number: 843-291-1238

Would like to receive e-mail updates.

Comments:
As Santee Cooper is not bright enough to see the rewards in a soiar plant, the DHEC should deny
Santee any permit for a coal piant. The DHEC should direct the utiiity company to a solar consultant who
will bring Santee Cooper into the 21 st century.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
FISH WE EAT!

"Kristin Shuler" <k-sara-s@earthlink.net>
"Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
11/3/200811 :04 AM
DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR, OUR WATER, AND POISON THE

Kristin Shuler
1213 Chicorie Way
Charleston, SC 29412-8229

November 3, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other
dangerous pollutants into our air. DHEC's responsibility is to protect
the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as
prescribed by the state legislature.

DHEC is proposing to let this plant emit 93 pounds of mercury annually.
But a recently permitted Virginia plant that is less efficient and burns
dirtier waste coal will produce far less mercury, ten times less than the
proposed Pee Dee coal plant. 93 pounds of mercury is NOT the maximum
achievable control technology. As a state agency it is your
responsibility to protect the health of citizens and the environment.
DHEC is not doing what is required of them.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install
pollution controls for mercury. An available mercury control technoiogy
called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by
a factor of ten. DHEC rejected activated carbon injection as "cost
prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI on a new power
plant. Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South
Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and
yet DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution
controls. DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal piain of
South Carolina is under a mercury advisory and yet DHEC is not requiring
maximum achievable control technology standards for this new piant that
will emit 93 pounds of more mercury. DHEC by not enforcing the standards
provided by the federal government is endangering our human and
environmental health.

Sincerely,

Kristin Shuler
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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

<GuIIGeeCo@aol.com>
<SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
<barretta@dhec,sc.gov>
11/3120087:30 PM
Santee Cooper Comment

Queen Quet Goodwine has left a comment.

Organization or Company you are Representing (if any): GullahlGeechee Sea Island Coalition

Mailing Address:
Post Office Box 1207
St. Helena Island, SC 29920

E-mail Address:GuIiGeeCo@aol.com

Phone Number: 843-838-1171

Would like to receive e-mail updates.

Comments:
As Chieftess of the Gullah/Geechee Nation and founder of the Gullah/Geechee Sea Island Coalition, I am
writing you on behalf of the GullahlGeechee Nation and the Gullah/Geechee Sea Island Coalition in
opposition to the proposed Pee Dee Generating Station at Santee Cooper. As you are well aware, that
area is extremely environmentally sensitive and having a coal plant with emissions there would only
reduce the quality of life in that area. Thus, causing extreme harm to the people of the Gullah/Geechee
Nation that reside there.

The US Congress has recognized that not oniy should Gullah/Geechee history, heritage, and culture be
acknowledge, but also protected within the environment in which this culture evolved. Thus, in 2006, the
US Congress passed and the President signed, the Gullah/Geechee Cultural Heritage Act into law. The
Commissioners of the US that are focused on a general management plan for this national heritage area
in which the Santee Cooper area sits, are in the process of working with agencies of all levels of
government to protect the iand and waterways of the Corridor while also interpreting and protecting the
culture of the people. So, it is vital that the environment is protected from the numerous toxic emissions
that such a plant will disperse into the air and waterways.

The decision in this case is not just about not permitting a coal plant to operate, but it shouid also be in
consideration of a rich culture that has been planted in this area that is recognized nationally and
internationally. The people of the Santee Cooper region have a right to have their quality of life improved
and not damaged. Therefore, we look to DHEC to truly "promote and protect the health of the public and
the environment" that dwells here In the Gullah/Geechee Nation.

flook forward to hearing from you in regard to this matter,

Peace,
Queen Quet
Chieftess of the Gullah/Geechee Nation
Founder, GullahlGeechee Sea Island Coalition
Expert Commissioner for SC, Gullah/Geechee Cuitural Heritage Commission
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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

Rhonda Banks Thompson
mobal@tds.net
Information, S.c. DHEC; SCPeeDeePlantComments
11/5/2008 9:43 AM
Re: santee coopers proposed coal plant -- INFO Inquiry #20268

Thank you for your comments on the draft permit decision, We will include these comments in the official comment document and
provide a response when the final decision is made. Your e-mail address will be added to our mailing list and you will be notified of
our final decision. Thank you again for your comments.

Rhonda B. Thompson, P.E.
Assistant Bureau Chief
Bureau of Air Quality - SCDHEC
2600 Bull Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(B03)898-4391 (phone)
(803)898-4117 (fax)
New E-mail Address: ..thompsrb@dhec.sc.gov..

»> <info@dhec.sc.qov> 11/3/20081:15 PM »>

I am providing to you a request for information, received via the agency's Web site, for your consideration and appropriate
response.
Please carbon copy INFO in your e-mail response to the client and reference Inquiry #20268. Thank you for your help in responding
to this request.

Date ofInquiry: 11/3/2008 12:24:S3 PM
Email Address:mobal@tds.net
Subject: santee coopers proposed coal plant
Comment/Inquiry: While not denying the Santee Coopers need to build a new plant to meet the needs of it's customers, I just
ask that the new plant be built with all the knowledge available today. Santee plans to lower it's mercury poundage and build
retainer walls for contaminated ash, when with todays solar technologies, Santee could eliminate these pollutants without depleting
the earth. Instead of hiring a "national industry apologist" to sooth the concerns of the citizens, Santee would be better off hiring a
consultant from Evolution Solar Corp. Evolution Solar delivers an enormous amount of buisness management experience in
alternative energy management. The Solar Power Market is expected to grow 40% through 2011. Without decreasing it's work
force, Santee could alter how it creates electricity. Instead of millions in revenues, Santee could bring in BILLIONS, while becoming
a global leader in TRUE green energy.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Rhonda Banks Thompson
Lee, Karen A.; Purvis, Soraya; SCPeeDeePlantComments
11/5/2008 4:44 PM
Fwd: Santee Cooper Responses and Comments

>>> Rhonda Banks Thompson 11/5/20084:42 PM »>
Dear Ms. Warner,

As you are aware, the public comment period for the Notice of MACT Approval (NOMA) for the proposed Santee Cooper Pee Dee
Generating Station ends tomorrow, November 6, 2008. We may need Santee Cooper's assistance in responding to the comments
we receive.

We are asking Santee Cooper to provide responses to these comments, and any comments Santee Cooper may have on the NOMA,
by November 20, 2008. We will fOlWard any public comments we receive to you by Monday, November 10, 2008.

The Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC) requested and received approval to submit comments by November 20, 2008, as
well. If the Department needs assistance in responding to these comments, we will notify you,

Rhonda B. Thompson, P.E.
Assistant Bureau Chief
Bureau of Air Quality - SCDHEC
2600 Bull Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)898-4391 (phone)
(803)898-4117 (fax)
New E-mail Address: ..thompsrb@dhec.sc.gov..
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:
FISH WE EAT!

"Gabriel Fair" <gfair@clemson.edu>
"Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
11/8/2008 6:29 PM .
DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR, OUR WATER, AND POISON THE

Gabriel Fair
1980 Mt. Tabor Church Rd.
Easley, SC 29640-9597

November 8, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and
yet DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution
controls. DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal plain of
South Carolina is under a mercury advisory and yet DHEC is not requiring
maximum achievable control technology standards for this new plant that
will emit 93 pounds of more mercury. DHEC by not enforcing the standards
provided by the federal government is endangering our human and
environmental health.Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not
even have to install pollution controls for mercury. An available mercury
control technology called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce
mercury emissions by a factor often. DHEC rejected activated carbon
injection as "cost prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI
on a new power plant. Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant,
while South Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?ln addition to
mercury, the Pee Dee plant would emit tons of other hazardous air
pollutants including arsenic, dioxins, acid gases, selenium, lead, and
other heavy metals, which have been shown to cause serious adverse health
effects, including cancer, birth defects, heart disease, stroke, and
neurological impairment. One of those pollutants, dioxin, is among the
most potent carcinogens on the planet.Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee
Cooper would not even have to install pollution controls for mercury. An
available mercury control technology called activated carbon injection
(ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by a factor of ten. DHEC rejected
activated carbon injection as "cost prohibitive" even though Virginia
recently required ACI on a new power plant. Why should citizens in
Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South Carolinians get stuck with more
toxic mercury? I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit
mercury and other dangerous pollutants into our air. DHEC's responsibility
is to protect the health of the state's citizens and the state's
environment, if you grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and
obligations as prescribed by the state legislature.

Sincerely,

Gabriel Fair



United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200
Charleston, South Carolina 29407

November 6, 2008

ML Joe Eller
Engineering Services Division Bureau of Air Quality
S,C. Department of Health and Environmental Control
2600 Bull Street
Columbia, SC 29201

Re: PIN 08-085-N-H-Notice of Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT)
Approval, Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating StatIOn

Dear ML Eller:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Notice ofMACT Approval for
the Santee Cooper Pee Dee Generating Station. The Service continues to have serious concerns
regarding the potential additional atmospheric mercury emissions of 92.6 Ibs per year (46.3
Ibs/year per unit) from the proposed Pee Dee Energy Campus located on the Great Pee Dee
River; its potential contribution to methylmercury concentrations in the wetlands of South
Carolina's coastal plain, and bioaccumulation of mercury in the state's fisheries resources.

On February 8, 2008, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia eliminated the
Clean Air Mercury Rule resulting in no national regulation for power plant emissions. Until a
new power plant regulation is issued by the Environmental Protection Agency, each new power
plant will have to propose emission limits to control hazardous air pollutants, induding mercury.
S.c. Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) is required to review the
proposed limits and application and make a MACT determination. The Service maintains grave
concem~ regarding the potential additional atmospheric mercury emissions.

The proposed Pee Dee Energy Campus is located across from the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources (SCDNR) Marsh Furniture WMA and upriver from the SCDNR Woodbury
Tract, Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge, Bull Island, Sandy Island Mitigation Bank, and
Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge. These protected areas provide over 70,000 hectares of
connected wildlife corridor spanning from the Pee Dee River to the Atlantic Ocean. Currently,
mercury levels are elevated in the Great Pee Dee River and It is listed as a 303(d) impaired water
(SC DHEC 2008). Operating a coal fired power generating station within this large protected
corridor may have a devastating dIect on protected wildlife. habitats and recreational resources.

Although mercury is a naturally occurring element within bituminous coal, the combustion of
bituminous coal releases both gaseous elemental mercury and oxidized mercury to the
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atmosphere. Elemental mercury can be oxidized to divalent mercury through ozone mediated
reduction in the atmosphere. Gaseous divalent mercury has a low Henry's Law constant and
high water solubility enabling it to be rapidly removed from the atmosphere by wet and dry
deposition. Five to ten percent ofdivalent mercury emissions are usually deposited within 100
kilometers from the point source (EPA 1997).

Divalent mercury is subject to methylation by sulfur-reducing bacteria in coastal wetlands
(Hammerschmidt et al. 2004; Sunderland et at. 2006; Hall et al. 2008). Wetland habitat
parameters such as high organic matter, low pH, and anaerobic conditions support proliferation
of sulfur-reducing bacteria, contributing to high methylation efficiencies (Hall et al. 2008).
Methylmercury is the most toxic organic form of mercury and it bioaccumulates within the
aquatic food web with the highest concentrations found in the tissues of top predatory fish
(Zillioux et al. 1993). In 1999 the U.S. Geologic Survey identified the Santee River Basin in
South Carolina as having the greatest methylation efficiency of all watersheds in the United
States (USGS 1999).

The majority of scientific research related to methylation by sulfur-reducing bacteria has been
concentrated on blackwater wetland and freshwater river systems. However, recent studies have
found that coastal wetlands, estuaries, and salt marshes are favorable to anaerobic bacteria that
facilitate methylation (Benoit et al. 1998; Hammerschmidt and Fitzgerald 2004; Lamberstson
and Nilsson 2006). Sulfate reduction has been shown to dominate the biogeochemistry of
saltmarsh sediments (King 2001). Coastal sediments can act as reservoirs for past and present
mercury inputs due to the affinity of inorganic mercury species for particulates and organic
matter (Gagnon 1996). The presence of abundant coastal freshwater and marine wetlands with
ideal conditions for promoting elevated methylmercury production in the southeastern Atlantic
coast supports that the southeast coast is especially prone to mercury contaminated food webs
(Hall 2008).

We believe that there are insufficient information, scientific research, and sampling of
methylmercury concentrations within South Carolina's coastal marine marsh systems to assess
the potential impacts on Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge. Weare unaware of any
monitoring or regular testing of coastal sediments in the area of concern for methylmercury
concentrations. There are approximately 84 rivers listed as impaired for mercury in South
Carolina including all of the coastal rivers and streams (SCDHEC 2008). It is likely that
methylmercury production in coastal marine marshes is transferring to marine food webs
especially top pelagic predators.

Currently, there are 12 existing coal-fired power plants in South Carolina that release 1,3511bs
ofmercury annually to the atmosphere. Seven of these plants are located below the fall line zone
within the coastal plain. These seven plants combined release 900 Ibs a year. The proposed Pee
Dee Energy Campus would release an additional 46.3 lbs/year per unit of mercury for a coastal
plain total of992.61bs annually and a state total of 1,443.6Ibs. The Service National Wetlands
Inventory, and the South Carolina Department ofNatural Resources' GAP Analysis indicate
there are 2,738 square kilometers of freshwater and estuarine wetlands within a 100 km
concentric zone from the proposed site on the Pee Dee River. These wetlands types as describe
before have extremely high potential for methylmercury production.
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In 200 I EPA issued a peer reviewed final report on mercury concentrations in fish tissues titled
"Mercury Maps: A Quantitative Spatial Link between air deposition and fish tissue mapping
mercury fish concentrations." This mercury modeling project evaluates the potential impact of
air mercury emission reductions on fish tissue mercury concentrations, nationwide. The report
found that the average fish tissue mercnry concentration was 0.6 - 3.3 ppm for the Pee Dee
Basin. Based on EPA new criterion for mercnry in fish tissue of 0.3 ppm, the Pee Dee Basin
would need greater than a 75 % reduction in air deposition load necessary to meet the new
methyl mercnry criterion in watersheds with no other significant mercury sources (EPA 2001).

The Service can not foresee how allowing additional mercury in the amount of 92.6 lbs annually
to enter the coastal ecosystem would protect river and estuarine ecosystems from mercury
bioaccumulation and prevent further degradation of our State's water resources. The Service
believes that any additional inputs of mercury into our coastal ecosystems will contribute to the
degradation of our rivers, streams, and aquatic resources, and would not protect trust resources
and the health of South Carolina's citizens.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the pubic notice, if we can be of further assistance
please contact Ms. Tera Baird at (843)727-4707 ext. 302.

Si"71' ~tv;
Timothy N. Hall
Field Supervisor

TNH/TKB/AKH
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From: "John Reames" <johnreames@sc.rr.com>
To: "Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
Date: 11/26/2008 7:07 AM
Subject: DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR,  OUR WATER, AND POISON  THE 
FISH WE EAT!

John Reames
10 Long Barn Court
Sumter, SC 29154-4667

November 26, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)
 

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

Sirs,

In light of recent revelations about DHECâ€™s ineffectiveness in 
protecting me as it is presently organized I don't trust it to be my 
watchdog. On the other hand if I were the CEO of a major power producing 
giant wielding considerable political influence I would want DHEC - whose 
track record is favorable to me - to be my watchdog. 

Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and 
yet DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution 
controls.  DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal plain of 
South Carolina is under a mercury advisory and yet DHEC is not requiring 
maximum achievable control technology standards for this new plant that 
will emit 93 pounds of more mercury.  DHEC by not enforcing the standards 
provided by the federal government is endangering our human and 
environmental health.

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other 
dangerous pollutants into our air.  DHEC's responsibility is to protect 
the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you 
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as 
prescribed by the state legislature.

Put simply it makes no sense to me why one would allow any pollutants 
anywhere. There are too many viable alternatives to coal. 

If I have an opportunity I will vote no to coal and I strongly urge you to 
do the same. 

Sincerely,

John Reames
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From: "Maria Alicandu-Thurman" <mgalicandu@hotmail.com>
To: "Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
Date: 11/25/2008 7:17 PM
Subject: DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR,  OUR WATER, AND POISON  THE 
FISH WE EAT!

Maria Alicandu-Thurman
56 Indigo Lane
Goose Creek, SC 29445-5424

November 25, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)
 

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

DHEC is proposing to let this plant emit 93 pounds of mercury annually.  
But a recently permitted Virginia plant that is less efficient and burns 
dirtier waste coal will produce far less mercury, ten times less than the 
proposed Pee Dee coal plant.  93 pounds of mercury is NOT the maximum 
achievable control technology.  As a state agency it is your 
responsibility to protect the health of citizens and the environment.  
DHEC is not doing what is required of them.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install 
pollution controls for mercury.  An available mercury control technology 
called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by 
a factor of ten.  DHEC rejected activated carbon injection as "cost 
prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI on a new power 
plant.  Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South 
Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

In addition to mercury, the Pee Dee plant would emit tons of other 
hazardous air pollutants including arsenic, dioxins, acid gases, selenium, 
lead, and other heavy metals, which have been shown to cause serious 
adverse health effects, including cancer, birth defects, heart disease, 
stroke, and neurological impairment.  One of those pollutants, dioxin, is 
among the most potent carcinogens on the planet.

Santee Cooper says they have "a long history of encouraging energy 
conservation". Today less than .01% of Santee Coopers energy demand comes 
from conservation. Our state utility can do a lot better and they no it. 
DHEC can help move the state utility toward using efficiency and 
alternatives by denying permits that would allow another polluting coal 
plant.

Santee Cooper does not have to build another coal plant, there are other 
power options including efficiency, renewables and natural gas.  DHEC does 
not have to permit this plant.  I am asking DHEC to deny this permit and 
for Santee Cooper to implement efficiency and develop other energy sources.

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other 
dangerous pollutants into our air.  DHEC's responsibility is to protect 
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the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you 
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as 
prescribed by the state legislature.

Sincerely,

Maria Alicandu-Thurman
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From: Rhonda Banks Thompson
To: Dixonrosej@aol.com 
CC: Information, S.C. DHEC;  SCPeeDeePlantComments
Date: 11/24/2008 10:06 AM
Subject: Re: Coal-fired power plants-Santee Cooper proposed plant -- INFO Inquiry #21128

Thank you for your comments on the Santee Cooper proposed plant.  The official public comment period has closed.  We will add 
your e-mail address to our mailing list to keep you abreast of the Department's review of this application.
 
Rhonda B. Thompson, P.E.
Assistant Bureau Chief 
Bureau of Air Quality - SCDHEC
2600 Bull Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)898-4391 (phone)
(803)898-4117 (fax)
New E-mail Address: "thompsrb@dhec.sc.gov"

>>> <info@dhec.sc.gov> 11/23/2008 1:31 PM >>>

I am providing to you a request for information, received via the agency's Web site, for your consideration and appropriate 
response.
Please carbon copy INFO in your e-mail response to the client and reference Inquiry #21128. Thank you for your help in responding 
to this request.

Date of Inquiry: 11/22/2008 9:59:11 AM
Email Address: Dixonrosej@aol.com 
Subject: Coal-fired power plants-Santee Cooper proposed plant
Comment/Inquiry: I strongly urge you to deny Santee Cooper permits to build a new coal fired plant! This is old technology with 
known disastrous consequences to the environment and to public health. Recently, other states have had rulings to put a stop to 
the construction of these plants as they are in violation of the Clean Air Act! Conservation and alternate energy sources are what 
S.C. and the US should be implementing. The U.S. should set an example for other developing super- powers (i.e. China, India, 
Japan)and lead the way in new innovations to harness energy from wind, solar, switchgrass, etc. Let's move forward not backwards!
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From: "Anne Cubeta" <abrowncubeta@gmail.com>
To: "Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
Date: 11/23/2008 5:01 PM
Subject: DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR,  OUR WATER, AND POISON  THE 
FISH WE EAT!

Anne Cubeta
99 St. Philip St. #204
Charleston, SC 29403-6174

November 23, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)
 

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

Santee Cooper does not have to build another coal plant, there are other 
power options including efficiency, renewables and natural gas.  DHEC does 
not have to permit this plant.  I am asking DHEC to deny this permit and 
for Santee Cooper to implement efficiency and develop other energy sources.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install 
pollution controls for mercury.  An available mercury control technology 
called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by 
a factor of ten.  DHEC rejected activated carbon injection as "cost 
prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI on a new power 
plant.  Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South 
Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

In addition to mercury, the Pee Dee plant would emit tons of other 
hazardous air pollutants including arsenic, dioxins, acid gases, selenium, 
lead, and other heavy metals, which have been shown to cause serious 
adverse health effects, including cancer, birth defects, heart disease, 
stroke, and neurological impairment.  One of those pollutants, dioxin, is 
among the most potent carcinogens on the planet.

Santee Cooper is already the largest emitter of mercury in the state and 
yet DHEC is not requiring Santee Cooper to install mercury pollution 
controls.  DHEC has determined that every river in the coastal plain of 
South Carolina is under a mercury advisory and yet DHEC is not requiring 
maximum achievable control technology standards for this new plant that 
will emit 93 pounds of more mercury.  DHEC by not enforcing the standards 
provided by the federal government is endangering our human and 
environmental health.

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other 
dangerous pollutants into our air.  DHEC's responsibility is to protect 
the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you 
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as 
prescribed by the state legislature.

Sincerely,
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Anne Cubeta
972-742-2063
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From: "Kim Duffy" <kdswimmer@gmail.com>
To: "Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
Date: 11/11/2008 1:09 AM
Subject: DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR,  OUR WATER, AND POISON  THE 
FISH WE EAT!

Kim Duffy
Paramedic, Flight Nurse
concerned parent
1195 Guerins Bridge Road
Awendaw, SC 29429-4908

November 11, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)
 

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

DHEC is proposing to let this plant emit 93 pounds of mercury annually.  
But a recently permitted Virginia plant that is less efficient and burns 
dirtier waste coal will produce far less mercury, ten times less than the 
proposed Pee Dee coal plant.  93 pounds of mercury is NOT the maximum 
achievable control technology.  As a state agency it is your 
responsibility to protect the health of citizens and the environment.  
DHEC is not doing what is required of them.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install 
pollution controls for mercury.  An available mercury control technology 
called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by 
a factor of ten.  DHEC rejected activated carbon injection as "cost 
prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI on a new power 
plant.  Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South 
Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

In addition to mercury, the Pee Dee plant would emit tons of other 
hazardous air pollutants including arsenic, dioxins, acid gases, selenium, 
lead, and other heavy metals, which have been shown to cause serious 
adverse health effects, including cancer, birth defects, heart disease, 
stroke, and neurological impairment.  One of those pollutants, dioxin, is 
among the most potent carcinogens on the planet.

Santee Cooper says they have "a long history of encouraging energy 
conservation". Today less than .01% of Santee Coopers energy demand comes 
from conservation. Our state utility can do a lot better and they no it. 
DHEC can help move the state utility toward using efficiency and 
alternatives by denying permits that would allow another polluting coal 
plant.

Santee Cooper does not have to build another coal plant, there are other 
power options including efficiency, renewables and natural gas.  DHEC does 
not have to permit this plant.  I am asking DHEC to deny this permit and 
for Santee Cooper to implement efficiency and develop other energy sources.



(12/4/2008) SCPeeDeePlantComments - DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR,  OUR WATER, AND POISON  THE FISH WPage 2

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other 
dangerous pollutants into our air.  DHEC's responsibility is to protect 
the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you 
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as 
prescribed by the state legislature.

Sincerely,

Kim Duffy
843-452-8990
Paramedic, Flight Nurse
concerned parent
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From: "Sudie Thomas" <sdaves@sc.rr.com>
To: "Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)" <SCPeeDeePlantComments@dhec.sc.gov>
Date: 11/30/2008 8:02 PM
Subject: DON'T LET A COAL PLANT POLLUTE OUR AIR,  OUR WATER, AND POISON  THE 
FISH WE EAT!

Sudie Thomas
210 Butler St.
Saint Matthews, SC 29135-1408

November 30, 2008

Joe Eller (for Coal Plant Comments)
 

Dear c/o Eller (for Coal Plant Comments):

DHEC is proposing to let this plant emit 93 pounds of mercury annually.  
But a recently permitted Virginia plant that is less efficient and burns 
dirtier waste coal will produce far less mercury, ten times less than the 
proposed Pee Dee coal plant.  93 pounds of mercury is NOT the maximum 
achievable control technology.  As a state agency it is your 
responsibility to protect the health of citizens and the environment.  
DHEC is not doing what is required of them.

Under DHEC's draft permit, Santee Cooper would not even have to install 
pollution controls for mercury.  An available mercury control technology 
called activated carbon injection (ACI) would reduce mercury emissions by 
a factor of ten.  DHEC rejected activated carbon injection as "cost 
prohibitive" even though Virginia recently required ACI on a new power 
plant.  Why should citizens in Virginia get a cleaner plant, while South 
Carolinians get stuck with more toxic mercury?

In addition to mercury, the Pee Dee plant would emit tons of other 
hazardous air pollutants including arsenic, dioxins, acid gases, selenium, 
lead, and other heavy metals, which have been shown to cause serious 
adverse health effects, including cancer, birth defects, heart disease, 
stroke, and neurological impairment.  One of those pollutants, dioxin, is 
among the most potent carcinogens on the planet.

Santee Cooper does not have to build another coal plant, there are other 
power options including efficiency, renewables and natural gas.  DHEC does 
not have to permit this plant.  I am asking DHEC to deny this permit and 
for Santee Cooper to implement efficiency and develop other energy sources.

I am asking DHEC to deny Santee Cooper a permit to emit mercury and other 
dangerous pollutants into our air.  DHEC's responsibility is to protect 
the health of the state's citizens and the state's environment, if you 
grant a MACT permit you are abdicating your duties and obligations as 
prescribed by the state legislature.

Sincerely,
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Sudie Daves Thomas




