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June 27, 2005.

Regional Manager








Environmental Protection

2080-A Labieux Rd.

Nanaimo, B.C.

V9T 6J9

Dear Sir,



Re: NorskeCanada Application for amendment of PA-03341 to authorize coal as an auxiliary fuel in PB #5 beyond the trial period ending September 30, 2005.

Please note that this letter is addressed to the BC government, rather than NorskeCanada. We consider this to be a matter of public and environmental health which is the primary responsibility of government and not private industry. We feel it is inappropriate for public input on such an important matter to be directed to a private interest and the proponent of the change. 

We have read the series of studies1 regarding burning coal as an auxiliary fuel in Norske/Canada’s Elk Falls Mill No.5 power boiler and wish to make the following comments. 

“Evaluation of NorskeCanada No.5 Power Boiler Emissions”

This latest report prepared by Stantec Engineering evaluates previous studies and consistently points to the many variables that can affect emissions such as steam demand variability, operational stability, amount of salt in the hog fuel, sulphur loads in each of the fuels, chemical reactions within the boiler etc.

Boiler efficiency

The main justification for this permit amendment application is improved boiler efficiency when using coal as the auxiliary fuel. Ross/Hennessey Consulting on page 5 of their report could not quantify the indication that coal increased boiler efficiency because of hog fuel data uncertainty and the continued use of a mix of fossil fuels. The Stantec Executive Summary mentions “available data indicating boiler efficiency”. So this permit amendment is being applied for on very uncertain data. 

Note 2, page 5 notes that Norske expects to be able to take boiler #4 off line, maximize #5 boiler operation and reduce the proportion of fossil fuel used.  This is all anticipation and the decision to allow coal use should not be based on anticipated future actions. 

Ross/Hennessey on page 13 also report that combustion stability in a hog fuel boiler at the Harmac P & P mill was improved by a special Inproheat gas hearth burner with a flame that is able to sweep over the grate providing an ignition source at grate level. No details as to whether this was considered for Elk Falls.

Chlorides

"Permit PA-03341, Note 2 at Section 3.1 states that the particulate collected shall be analyzed for chlorides and the results reported in terms of sodium chloride. There is no record of this in the Stantec Report although particulate matter is analyzed quarterly.

 

There is also no record of sodium chloride content in the hog fuel except for the three day analysis by Econotech on June 24,25,26, 2003.  The hog fuel tested on these dates show highly variable levels of chloride ranging from 0.24% to 1.30%.  With such high variability, information such as "High salt (HS)" and Low salt (LS) are not meaningful."

P.M.

It is noticeable that the PM trial results for May 1st, 2002 (Salty Hog and Gas) and May 2nd, 2002 (Salty Hog and Coal) were not included in the Stantec Report while other pollutants were.  In these PM trial results, salty hog and coal had the highest emissions at l70 mg/dsm @ 8% 02. (See Coal Combustion & Emission Study, 2002, Section 5.2)  
 

SOx  
The Stantec Report states that the mean SOx emissions are significantly higher when burning coal compared to burning gas. (Sec. 4.4.1)  The highest percentage of sulphur in coal tested was 0.40% in the June 2003 testing (Lundberg report, page 31).  No tests have been performed at the permitted level of 0.685%. Naturally we are concerned that the sulphur content of our air will be even higher as NorskeCanada inevitably moves to using higher sulphur coal if given a permit to continue.

On page 31 of the A.H. Lundberg Systems Ltd. report, Fig.13 shows how SOx Emissions increase when the sulphur content in coal increases.  The same report at page 39 states that SOx removal in the scrubber operation is highly dependent on the pH of the scrubbing solution.  Highest removal efficiencies are achieved at pH 9 or higher.  However, this is not achievable because at high pH conditions calcium carbonate precipitation occurs which limits the wet scrubber and WESP operation in this mode. (page 40). This seems to indicate that Norske does not have a solution to sulphur emission increases, and that therefore sulphur emissions will increase under this scenario. This is unacceptable.  

Sulphur compounds are the source of environmental acidification.  Airborne emissions of sulphur oxides contribute to local pollution as well as to pollution through long distance transport in the atmosphere.  Human exposure to sulphur oxides in the air contributes to respiratory morbidity and mortality.  The goal of policy makers has been to reduce these emissions. Approving continued coal burning at Elk Falls will increase them.

GHGs 

A news report in the Courier-Islander in October 1996 states that the amount of GHGs emitted at Elk Falls Mill at that time was 261,000 tonnes a year. 

On page 37 of the GHG Emissions Report submitted by Lynn Ross/Bill Hennessey Consulting, Table 11 lists the total C02e emissions at Elk Falls Mill as 281,331 tonnes per year in 2003.  Page 36 gives reasons for the increase - partly use of more heavy oil and coal.  (A GHG increase of 20,331 t/y from 1996)  This is a huge increase considering that Boilers Nos. 1, 2 and 3 (which were operating in l996) were shut down before 2003.

Given that Canada is committed to the Kyoto Protocol, and that a vast majority of Canadians support reducing Canada’s greenhouse gas emissions in consideration of future generations, we can see no reason to tolerate increases in GHG from the Elk Falls plant.  

Dioxins and Furans

One of the benefits of burning coal as an auxiliary fuel was supposed to be a reduction of dioxin and furan emissions.  This has not happened and if there’s no way of controlling steam requirements surely there will be more periods with emissions as high as the 2nd and 3rd Quarters of 2004 when burning coal with hog fuel. This is unacceptable to us. 

Carbon Monoxide

Stantec Report at 4.10 speaks of improvement in combustion efficiency resulting in the reduction of CO levels measured after coal was introduced but Section 4.7 Figure 19 and Table 12 both show higher levels of CO when utilizing coal as an auxiliary fuel. We therefore question Stantec’s conclusion.

Metals

Although the Stantec Executive Summary states that there was no apparent trend in the emitted concentrations of metals, the full Stantec Report states that concentrations of Class 1 and Class 111 metals emitted tend to be higher when coal is used as the auxiliary fuel.  The highest mean Class 111 metals concentrations also results when coal is utilized.(Stantec Report at 4.6.1-2-3)

The Stantec Executive Summary also states that the variance and mean concentrations of lead were not significantly different but the full Stantec Report notes generally higher lead concentrations associated with the use of coal (4.6.4).

At 5.6 the Stantec Report notes that some of the mean concentrations of arsenic and chromium were observed at higher concentrations than the criteria listed for incinerators in Table 15. 

We do not accept that increases in heavy metals in our local atmosphere are justifiable. We question whether the Canadian standards for minimal acceptable levels of these metals are appropriate and whether they account for higher relative health impacts on children or their 

cumulative impact in the ecosystem and our food chain. 

Mercury

The Stantec Report notes that the highest mean concentrations result from when coal is used. It was also noted that the variance for mercury concentrations is significantly higher when coal is used. (4.6.6 plus figure 17 and table 10).  

Mercury is a persistent bio-accumulative substance that is particularly toxic to humans and wildlife.  It is a human health threat at low and high levels of exposure, causing fetal harm, including brain and nervous system impairment. 
There was no discussion on increased metal emissions with higher sulphur coal or any indication that metal emissions were tested when using higher sulphur coal during the June 2003 tests. We are obviously concerned about this given that higher sulphur coal will likely be used if permitted.

There were no figures for Metal Scan including As & Hg in the Lanfranco Report Appendix 2.  “SOx Analytical Data and Fuel Analysis”.

There are no records of metal (Pb, Sb, Cu, Mn, V, Zn, As, Cr, Co, Ni, Se, Te, Tl, Cd, Hg) contents of both the coal and the wood-waste/effluent treatment plant sludge mix as fired into the boiler during each quarterly stack sampling event as required in Permit PA-03341 Section 3.3.

There was no information on effluent testing when using coal. This is important to us as Campbell River is a prime salmon fishing area, and fishing/tourism contributes significantly to our economy. 

There was no information on the amount of ash sent to the landfill during the recent coal trial.  After the 3-month trial in 2002 the Coal Combustion & Emissions Study at 5.4 noted that there was no change in ash generation during the trial. 

It is most important that NorskeCanada not only control but also reduce their emissions significantly.  Merrill & Ring are planning 800 residential units, a golf course, tourist accommodation and a commercial area in North Campbell River.  NorskeCanada has pointed out that the mill’s plume would often trail over the new development. (Newspaper report attached) It is up to government to ensure that Norske’s economic interests do not infringe negatively on the economy, lifestyle or health of the surrounding community. 

This testing period has failed to prove that coal use would be beneficial for the community.  In fact the emissions of GHGs, SOX, lead, mercury and other metals all increase and there is insufficient data to verify boiler efficiency improvement.

It would seem that desalination of the hog fuel has revealed promising results and, if feasible, may lead to better emission results than burning coal. 

It is our conclusion that coal should not be added to permit PA03341 as a permanent permit amendment.

We would appreciate receiving a copy of the permit amendment application with supporting documents when it is filed.

Yours truly,

Joan Sell for

Sierra Club of Canada, Quadra Group

Copies:

Hon. Barry Penner, Minister of Environment  

Claire Trevena      MLA, North Island 
NorskeCanada, Elk Falls Division

Chairman & Board, Comox-Strathcona Regional District

Campbell River City, Mayor and Council

Sierra Club of Canada, B.C. Chapter

Andrew Gage, West Coast Environmental Law

Campbell River Mirror

Campbell River Courier Islander

1 Reports read for this submission:


“Coal Combustion & Emission Study”, August 2002;�“No. 5 Power Boiler SO2 Study”, September 2003;�“An Independent Assessment of NorskeCanada Elk Falls Division #5 Power Boiler 2003 Monitoring Results”, March 2004;�“Full Fuel Cycle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Associated with Fossil Fuel Use at the Norske Canada Elk Falls Mill: No. 5 Power Boiler”, October 2004; and�“Evaluation of NorskeCanada No. 5 Power Boiler Emissions”, March 2005. 








Box  219, Heriot Bay, B.C. V0P 1H0

Email: Quadra@sierraclub.bc.ca

Printed on Recycled Paper

PAGE  
1
Box  473, Quathiaski Cove, B.C. V0P 1N0

Email: Quadra@sierraclub.bc.ca


