
The following comments have been received either in writing or by e-mail during the public comment 
period.  Although DEQ is not required to post these comments on its website, it has done so to aid the 
public discourse. 
 
Commenter Comment 

Cindy Brinson 
I would like to voice my opinion as being opposed to the Kennecott copper mine Cornerstone 
project. I prefer to be able to breathe clean air and the copper mine now already seriously 
compromises the air quality of the entire Salt Lake valley. 

Jean Arnold,  
Lisa Rohde,  
Mike Conatser,  
John Aldrich 

The DAQ must not allow Kennecott to expand with its proposed Cornerstone Project.  SLC’s air 
quality is among the nation’s worst.  We cannot afford the additional pollution the expansion 
would add to our valley.  Air pollution's contribution to our burden of health care expenditures 
is probably about 10%.  Kennecott’s share acts as nothing less than a tax exacted on all Salt 
Lake County residents.  
 
Currently, KUC provides less than 1/4 of 1% of jobs in SL and Utah Counties, but about 30% 
of our pollution.  It is by far the largest industrial source of air pollution along the Wasatch 
Front, emitting ten times more than the next largest industrial source, the Chevron oil refinery.  
The expansion will increase county-wide NOx emissions by 14% & PM10 by 12%, for a 
combined 5,492 tons per year.   
 
Kennecott is using an unpublished student thesis to support its claims (Tandon, 1996 “Airflow 
Patterns…) which is unacceptable.  A validated, peer reviewed study based on real-time field 
data, conducted by an independent part(s) is needed to determine the amount, if any, of PM10 
and PM2.5 that remains in the open-pit.  
 
KUC has depicted its proposed exchange of coal for natural gas-generated electricity as a 
significant reduction in its emissions.  While these details are still unavailable and not part of 
this permit, it is obvious they will not be enough to offset the increases secondary to the mine 
expansion.  Furthermore, this part of the plan will increase air pollution at the worst part of the 
year — KUC currently cannot operate its coal power plants during the winter, so it must buy its 
electricity from the grid.  This proposal would allow winter operation of their own new natural 
gas power plants, further increasing wintertime air pollution. 
 
Salt Lake County is already in violation of the EPA’s national air quality standards. The EPA has 
put the Utah DAQ on notice that they are proposing to disallow the Utah SIP for achieving 
compliance on PM10.   Nonetheless, Kennecott is trying to increase mine activity 32% to 260 
million tons within a state SIP that has already been rejected by the EPA with their current 
mining activity at 197 million tons.  One of two things is likely to happen.  Other less polluting 
businesses will have their emissions curtailed, or Utah will be sanctioned by the EPA and 
denied corresponding federal funds.  Either way, this will end up being a serious economic loss 
to the community. 
 
The mission of the DAQ is to protect the health of Utah's citizenry. The Rio Tinto/Kennecott 
expansion adds significantly to the health risks and costs of Wasatch Front communities. While 
many have touted the economic benefits of this project, you must strike these comments from 
the record as they are completely unrelated to your mission.  



Paul Tusting,  
Alex Wight, 
Joni Weiss 

I am asking the UT DAQ to require KUC to withdraw the request to modify the SIP and 
withdraw their NOI for the KUC Cornerstone expansion until: 
 
1. The Current SIP is approved (decision by the Region 8 EPA by December 1, 2011); 
 
2. A validated, peer reviewed study based on real-time field data is conducted by an 
independent part(s) to determine the amount, if any, of PM10 and PM2.5 remains in the open-
pit. The student thesis (Tandon, 1996 “Airflow Patterns…) is unacceptable; 
 
3. The real emissions of Cornerstone (without offsets on non-required reductions volunteered 
by KUC) are stated and stated to the public, and the emissions of all permits not currently filed 
with the UT DAQ but related to this project are stated in totality; 
 
4. The UTDAQ provides a list of changes between revisions (commonly provided) so that 
commenter can evaluate changes in comparison to the NOI, which has remained as yet, 
unchanged from its original submission. (The TSD has been revised twice since its original 
submittal in August of 2010.  The NOI, however, was submitted in August of 2010, but has not 
been revised in parallel.  The nature of the revisions between versions of the TSD involves 
emission changes, but have not been documented by DAQ in a way that these can be 
evaluated by the public); 
 
5. The UT DAQ provides access to all its analyses of both KUC requests; 
 
6. The UT DAQ publishes a statement of the current inventory of criteria pollutants, adds the 
actual KUC increases, and then states the additional pollutants expected by growth using the 
Governor’s projections – 3 year, 5 year, and 5 year increments till 2050. 

Anupam Tyagi 

Hans is partly right in this. However, we need to think clearly what 'economic' growth can be? 
Is services growth not economic growth? Economic growth is about growth of value, not 
growth of material processing. Economic growth does not necessarily require high material 
processing, through-put or pollution? The question we should be answering is: How to get high 
value growth? 
 
We keep discussing this, and we get to the intermediate point of: get the prices corrected, by 
internalizing externalities, so goods and services are valued correctly. By price I mean price in 
an 'economic' sense and not monetary sense: a low market price (monetary price) good with 
high pollution and health damages is expensive in an economic (price) sense. Then we ask, 
how will output be 'valued' correctly? Then we keep discussing that and get to the point that 
they will be valued correctly according to social 'values' (and mechanisms to implement those 
in the economy). If people do not value the environment or their health (could be due to 
ignorance, or other reasons), price will not reflect that. So to get the price correct, we need 
value correction, to get value correction, we need social value correction.  But who decides 
what is correct social value. We are back to discussing what we should be discussing right in 
the beginning, but may be good to go through the motions. In this meta-physical sense, 
market is always right. 
 
Has anyone been noticing metal and mining product prices over the past few years? Are we 
suddenly running out of them? Or is there something else going on? 

Fabienne Poulain, 
PhD 

 am writing to strongly oppose the project of Kennecott to expand its mine activity.  
As you know and as recently pinpointed by Forbes, who classified Salt Lake as one of the most 
"toxic cities", our city already produces many pollutants, a large part of them released in the 
air. This is particularly obvious in winter during inversion periods, when the air not only is 
colored in brown and prevents us from seeing further than 500 ft, but also induces irritations in 
our lungs and is responsible for health problems.  
  
Kennecott is already the source of about one third of air pollution here. By increasing their 
activity by 32% as they propose, they will not only generate additional amounts of waste 
rocks, but also more air pollutants. I strongly believe breathable air is more important than 
economic gain in this case, and that our health should prime in our decisions. This is why I am 
urging you to prevent our air from becoming worse, by refusing the project of mine extension 



proposed by Kennecott. 

Carol Walters 

I live in Provo, and work with the Utah Valley Earth Forum, but the things that Rio Tinto does 
affect those of us in Utah Valley as well as those in Salt Lake Valley. We are among their down 
winders. Every morning in the winter, I wake up with a sinus headache. I have had pneumonia 
repeatedly. I watch my children and grandchildren struggle with asthma and other respiratory 
problems that are exacerbated by our terrible air quality, which, as you know is often among 
the worst in the nation.  For us this has been incapacitating. For others it is life threatening. I 
sympathize with the relatively small percentage of Utah workers whose jobs are dependent on 
Rio Tinto, but a job isn’t much good if you can’t breathe.   
 
When air quality is discussed, people tend to throw up their hands and say, “Well, it is just a 
function of the geological configuration of our area.” While that is partly true, it is not an 
excuse for doing nothing. It is, in fact the reason for doing all we can do to prevent garbage 
being dumped into our air.  
 
I appreciate the things that Rio Tinto has done to become more environmentally responsible, 
but this application is not one of them. Their own published information refutes their claims 
that this expansion will not increase pollution, especially during the months of our worst air 
quality problems. If they were serious about reducing pollution, their profits would certainly 
allow them to replace all their coal fired plants with natural gas, or better yet with wind 
generated power, whether or not their application for expansion were approved.  
 
I want to express my objection to the fact that representatives of the local municipalities which 
have received “contributions” from Rio Tinto were given precedence in the Feb. 22 meeting, 
allowing them to take most of the time when the press was present, and thereby preventing 
the press from hearing the objections to the application from the majority of the citizens in 
attendance.  
 
I ask that the DEQ reject this Rio Tinto application for expansion of their mining operation. You 
have been given the responsibility to protect the public good and we all have to breathe.  

Beverly Terry 

I am 100% opposed to the Kennecott expansion Cornerstone Project. The air pollution along 
the Wasatch Front is already one of the worst in the nation. UTDAQ is already in violation of 
air quality standards. Kennecott provides FEW jobs in Utah (1/4 of 1% of jobs in SL and UT 
counties) compared to providing 30% of the industrial air pollution. It is the largest industrial 
polluter in the state of Utah and this proposal will not lower pollution levels. It gives them the 
opportunity to pollute even more during winter months when we are most at risk. 
  
I have asthma and so does my son. We are unable to leave the house without medication and 
health issues for over two months as citizens of this state because of air pollution. Why don't 
you (Dept of Air Quality) stand up for citizens and not industrial polluters. That is your real job. 
You are not the Chamber of Commerce! 
  
I am a school teacher. When I was a child we used to go on field trips to Kenncott to see the 
huge mining operation. Now, all over Utah your children are hearing the truth about 
Kennecott's destruction of our environment here in Utah, and your children and grandchildren 
are going to wonder why you allowed this pollution and health hazard to exist. What will you 
tell them?? Will you tell them that you are really in bed with the polluters? That you have no 
intention of cleaning up Utah's air? That your main purpose is to support polluters because 
they are a business and have representatives lobbying your dept? Are there bribes? I noticed 
at the last public meeting that there were lots of mayors and councilmen who mentioned 
"gifts" to them from Kennecott. And yet not one of them said they had surveyed their 
constituents to get their opinions. It really appears that people in places that should protect 
citizens are being bought off. Is this what you want your children to eventually know? How 
many children have you killed today by supporting polluters? 



Natasha Seegert 

I am writing to express my opposition to Kennecott's proposed Cornerstone Project. I am 
strongly opposed to this expansion. 
 
The air quality in Utah is ranked among the worst in the nation. Poor air quality results in 
increased health issues and increased health care costs. Kennecott's drive for increased profits 
results in an increased public bruden in the form of long-term poor health and increased health 
care costs.  

Terry Marasco  

Dear Amanda and Cheryl, you know I have been copied on the EPA letter (Feb 25, 2011) to 
Cheryl. I also have a copy of the June 30, 1999 letter (to: Trueman) referenced in the Feb 25 
EPA letter. I have also read the federal register (40 CFR Part 52 [EPA–R08–OAR–2006–0013; 
FRL–9087–5] , Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Utah; 
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for Salt Lake, County; Utah County; Ogden City 
PM10 Nonattainment Area) and come away with this: 
 
The recent letter states and the record shows back to 1999 that the UT DAQ is more about 
repeating mistakes than proffering the appropriate corrections to the variety issues with the 
EPA, which affects the health of Utah's citizenry. 
 
The UT DAQ was told many times of the issues but keeps on course to advance less than 
adequate corrections. And now the unlikelihood that the BCM expansion will be approved.  The 
same mistakes can be traced back to 1999. 
 
It appears to me that in fact it is the  UT DAQ that is effectively stalling the permit process. It 
is either doing one of two things: 1) lacking an understanding of the information submitted, or 
2) being pressured to advance KUC permits. I would want to believe the former. 
 
Utah's reputation is suffering nationally which must have a significant effect on our economy: 
the "worst air" in the nation, and the TRI inventory noted by Forbes shows Utah as one of the 
10 most toxic cities. At the same time Utah is advertising in CA to move to Utah and the irony 
is move from the worst to the worst. This must stop and is a matter of health and the 
economy. 
 
The UT DAQ needs to start over and require KUC to resubmit more researched and adequate 
documentation, particularly re: its real emissions. The current course will collide with 
regulations, and worse heighten the public's mistrust of the DAQ as the protector of the 
public's health. In any of the documentation at the Federal, State, and in this case, KUC 
submissions there is little the UT DAQ is doing to clear the air shed for attainment. And things 
are coming down on us: ozone issue in the Uinta Basin, new air alerts in expanded counties, 
stricter standards based on new health findings. 
 
I hope you see the iceberg before you hit it. 
 
Know if there is anything we on the ground can do to move the airshed to a new level, we are 
willing to focus our enormous energy toward that goal. Just ask. 



Terry Marasco  

Comment re KUC NOI Terry Marasco 
 
It is inappropriate ask the public to spend valuable time and effort reading and studying this 
proposed AO when the conditions for its very existence (i.e a modified SIP that allows such an 
increase) have not yet been approved, and therefore the meeting and request for public 
comments on a permit which shouldn’t have yet been written is premature at best, and 
possibly not even needed, depending on what happens with the SIP issue.   
 
Since the SIP currently states the limitation is 197 MM tons a year (and not the 260 MM 
tons/year as the permit is written), there is no way that the DAQ should be proposing and 
accepted public comment on a permit that is based on this premise.    
 
In a letter from the EPA (to Cheryl Heying, Feb 25, 2011 and copied to me personally) the EPA 
stated that the SIP modification is troublesome and not likely to be approved. In a letter from 
the EPA (to Ursula Trueman) June 30, 1999 the EPA had serious problems with a recurring 
position on the reasons used for the 80% pit retention calculation.  The UT DAQ is making the 
same mistakes that are contributing to the lack our ability to regain attainment. 
 
I am asking the UT DAQ to delay public comment (both verbal and written) until such time 
that the intent-to-approve permit document is valid under state rules – it currently is NOT 
unless the AQB approves the SIP change.   You should not  “intend-to-approve” something 
that is currently not allowed by their own SIP.   
 
This action invites a legal action suggesting that the DAQ is taking comment on something that 
has no right in even being discussed officially at public meeting until it’s foundational 
assumption - the SIP – is changed. 
 
Additionally, all comments, written and oral, need to be posted as received on the website for 
the public to access. 
 
ATTACHMENT:  
Comment re KUC NOI Terry Marasco 
 
It is inappropriate ask the public to spend valuable time and effort reading and studying this 
proposed AO when the conditions for its very existence (i.e a modified SIP that allows such an 
increase) have not yet been approved, and therefore the meeting and request for public 
comments on a permit which shouldn’t have yet been written is premature at best, and 
possibly not even needed, depending on what happens with the SIP issue.   
Since the SIP currently states the limitation is 197 MM tons a year (and not the 260 MM 
tons/year as the permit is written), there is no way that the DAQ should be proposing and 
accepted public comment on a permit that is based on this premise.    
In a letter from the EPA (to Cheryl Heying, Feb 25, 2011 and copied to me personally) the EPA 
stated that the SIP modification is troublesome and not likely to be approved. In a letter from 
the EPA (to Ursula Trueman) June 30, 1999 the EPA had serious problems with a recurring 
position on the reasons used for the 80% pit retention calculation.  The UT DAQ is making the 
same mistakes that are contributing to the lack our ability to regain attainment. 
I am asking the UT DAQ to delay public comment (both verbal and written) until such time 
that the intent-to-approve permit document is valid under state rules – it currently is NOT 
unless the AQB approves the SIP change.   You should not  “intend-to-approve” something 
that is currently not allowed by their own SIP.   
This action invites a legal action suggesting that the DAQ is taking comment on something that 
has no right in even being discussed officially at public meeting until it’s foundational 
assumption - the SIP – is changed. 
Additionally, all comments, written and oral, need to be posted as received on the website for 
the public to access. 

 
 















The following statement was sent by the listed individuals with no further comment.  Individuals that made 
addition comments have been scanned and attached. 
 
I SUPPORT KENNECOTT 
 
I am in favor of the Utah Division of Air Quality issuing a timely permit and the Utah Air Quality Board approving a rule making 
(R307-110-17) to authorize a production increase at the Bingham Canyon Mine.  I understand this project is out for public comment 
because Kennecott has fulfilled all regulatory requirements.  The Cornerstone Project will make an important contribution to the 
community and I support timely regulatory approval. 
 
 
Stephanie Weber 
Robert E. Cook 
Mark Kiefat 
Robert L. Martinez 
Caleb Rowley 
Claudette Mathie 
Thomas Rowland 
Amy Peters 
Carrie May 
Greg Dyson 
Brad Andreason 
Curtis Winter 
Kelly H. Butterfield 
Brent Tervort 
 
 


























































































































































