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September 23, 2005

James Lethbridge,
Elk Falls 

P.O. Box 2000, 4405 North Isld. Hwy.
Campbell River BC V9W 5C9
Randy Alexander 

BC Ministry of Water Air and Land Protection
2080-A Labieux Road
Nanaimo BC V9T 6J9
RE: Amendment Application PA 03341 Elk Falls coal burning.
The notice of application for this permit amendment is dated April 13th, 2005. I would like to note that Reach for Unbleached received the metals testing for fuels report, a mysteriously labeled “Appendix 3,” (Appendix three to what?) at the end of July. We received the Technical Assessment for this permit amendment application in early September: the report is dated August 20th 2005. The notice of application indicates that the application asks for the burning of coal to be authorized beyond Sept. 30th 2005. 

The timelines of application and information given to the interested public are inequitable. For this reason, these comments on the amendment application and the Technical Assessment may not be as well-developed as possible if more time and technical assistance were available to our organization.  
Reach for Unbleached has already (see Letter of June 2005) outlined its reasons for opposing expanded burning of coal in general: greenhouse gases, heavy metals dispersed by air. We wish those comments to be considered as still applicable to this permit amendment application. In particular we find the introduction of a new, unengineered use for burning coal to be an extremely dangerous precedent for the pulp and paper industry. 
In this regard, we recall the “sludge burning tests” conducted by Elk Falls in the early 1990s. The sludge burning was experimentally and polemically expounded as a marvelous solution to a pollution problem, and one which added no new contamination of note to the airshed. 

Fast forward to September 2005, when we are examining Elk Falls’ coal burning test, and we find James Lethbridge Environmental Officer explaining in a letter to D. Broten August 29th 2005, that “…the only authorized method of sludge disposal is by incineration in the wood waste burner. The sludge incineration does not generate any usable energy; it hinders combustion of other fuels and increases the load on our emission treatment works.” 

Because of this about-face in the attitude to burning of sludge, we would be foolish not to treat this entire testing exercise with a good deal of caution. Perhaps, in another ten years, when Elk Falls wishes to introduce some other fuel, it will be as disdainful of the problems created because the mill is required by its permit to burn coal. 

In fact, already stable operating conditions and low salt hog, rather than coal per se, are credited with lower dioxin formation, although apparently dioxin creation increased 350% in 2004 (see below). 

Our comments about process are as follows:

· The intent of the metals testing was to see if there was any relationship between what goes into the power boiler and what comes out. Due to the failure to measure the amounts of coal, sludge, hog fuel AND, (we now learn), natural gas AND oil burned, and due to the failure to correlate metals testing of fuel with the air emissions testing, this aim has been completely confounded. Even when the mill installed equipment which would let it measure the amount of coal more accurately, the tests were not conducted in such a way as to generate the information sought, or if they were, the information has not been released to this interested party. On this ground alone, we request that this application be rejected. 
· The revolving door of former ministry employees, now consultants, who wrote permits for the mill when they worked at the ministry and wrote technical assessments on the burning of coal while employed by the ministry and are now providing the same services under contract to the mill leaves us with a complete lack of confidence in the integrity of the process of evaluations of this technical issue.

· We suggest that, despite repeated requests, there is still a piece of the permit application which is missing from the information supplied to us. Surely there is a piece of paper on which the mill outlines to the ministry exactly what it is they are requesting that the permit amendment say? If not, why not? However, the technical assessment does seem to indicate that such a detailed request exists. It is very hard to comment without knowing what the request actually is. Nor is it due to lack of requests for this information. On this ground alone, we request that this application be rejected. 

With regard to the Technical Assessment, we agree that all unused boilers, burners and general sources of emission should be removed from the permit. (We surmise from the Technical Assessment that the mill has requested this.) 
We note that in fact the mill is having a great deal of difficulty with its equipment, which is leading to increased sulphur dioxide emissions over what they should be able to control. This appears to be due to salty hog, and we encourage the mill to move forward with eliminating the burning of salty hog as soon as possible. In the Technical Assessment the consultant notes that the Health Risk Assessment for airborne dioxin showed no risk to persons in the Campbell River area. This statement is not accurate. That Risk Assessment did in fact show a health risk to the members of the Cape Mudge First Nation. Furthermore, that Risk Assessment, from the early 1990s and based on 1980s understanding of dioxin risks, did not include PCBs and other dioxin-like compounds in either the airborne emissions or the risk assessment. 
The Technical Assessment attributes some of the increase in sulphur dioxide emissions to the burning of oil instead of natural gas. It appears the mill does this regularly. We thought they were burning coal instead of natural gas! 
The discussion about sulphur dioxide, the scrubber, the WESP, and the fuels in the Technical Assessment is particularly troubling. In summary, sulphur dioxide increases by 168% (102/38) when coal is burned. However, the TA suggests this is because: 

1) of the oil not the coal 

2) the scrubber no longer works on SO2 due to necessary lower Ph to protect the WESP which is there to remove PM including metals and dioxin 

3) the efficient coal fire removes extra S02 from the sludge and wood waste.

The solution would appear to be to limit the sulphur of all three fuels, or, stop burning at least two of the three fuels, coal, sludge, and/or oil. We request that the Ministry remove both oil and coal from authorized fuels. 

The Technical Assessment assures us that Elk Falls pulp mill emissions meet all provincial standards, most of which were developed twenty five years ago. The Technical Assessment assures us that the metals content of fuels is lower than “background” levels in soils for Vancouver Island. The Technical Assessment also assures us that Elk Falls pulp mill emissions are significantly lower than those for a Hazardous Waste Incinerator or a Municipal Garbage Incinerator. None of these are appropriate comparisons: 
· First, In general, BC has closed its garbage incinerators due to the airborne pollution they cause. 
· Second, polluting up to some antiquated limit is not an indicator of lack of environmental impact. 
· Third, the volumes of emissions are as relevant as the amount of pollutant per cubic metre. In other words, concentration comparisons without volume comparisons are meaningless to the receiving environment. 
· Fourth, background soil concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, mercury, etc, are irrelevant when the facility is adding to those concentrations on a daily basis. Heavy metals are forever. 

· Fifth, Elk Falls is supposed to be a pulp and paper mill, not a contaminated site, a hazardous waste incinerator, or a coal fired power plant.
Please note that the metals testing as outlined in the permit and the subsequent reports does not jive with the emissions reported to the National Pollution Release Inventory, which, for example, reports ZERO emissions of mercury for 2004. Once again, credibility seems lacking and we request that this permit amendment application be rejected.  

We do note that the following emissions (on site releases to air and water) according to the (admittedly preliminary) NPRI, are reported as massive increases in 2004:

Ammonia (up 49%)
Arsenic (up 30% to 260 kilos)
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Cadmium, (up 253% to 127 kilos) 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene
Dioxins and furans (up 350% to 4.4 g Toxic Equivalent) 
Hexavalent chromium compounds (up 600% to 280 kg) 

Lead and Lead compounds (up 886% to 483 kilos) 

Manganese (up 388% to 122 tonnes) 

Methyl ethyl ketone (up 39%)
Methyl isobutyl ketone
Phosphorus (total)
Zinc.

These increases are a true health and environment concern and we request that your ministry investigate and report to the public before even considering this mill’s application. We  draw your particular attention to arsenic, cadmium, hexavalent chromium and dioxin.  

You can find this information at

http://www.ec.gc.ca/pdb/querysite/facility_history_e.cfm?opt_npri_id=0000000333&opt_report_year=2002
(In passing, we also note that, since about 20% of chlorine dioxide disassociates into chlorine  gas during bleaching, it is hardly believable that the mill has emitted zero chlorine since 1994.)

It is indeed fortunate that these increases are accompanied by some small decreases in substances, and by a 25% decrease in particulate matter 10 and 28% decrease in particulate matter 2.5.

The metals tests which were supplied to Reach for Unbleached were missing some months, and one was dated only “April 2003.” Nor were tests for thallium, a very toxic metal, provided as required by the permit. Nonetheless we realize now that sludge burning is a major source of metals emissions (and probably much other hazardous pollution about which we have no access to information) to the airshed, and we hereby request that sludge as well as coal be removed from the permit as “fuel sources.” 
Despite the astounding inadequacy of the information supplied to us, we were able to put the mercury content (as just one example of several metals) of coal, sludge, and hog fuel on a flow chart, attached. It appears possible that the mill is contaminating its sludge with the heavy metals from the coal, which it is then dispersing by air when it burns the sludge. We request that the ministry investigate this possibility and report to the public before considering this permit amendment request. 
We encourage Elk Falls to continue with its efforts to either wash or otherwise obtain low salt or non-salt hog fuel. This would solve many of their pollution problems without the need to offload contaminants on the neighbours. We also suggest that Elk Falls re-investigate the possibility of composting their sludge (serious composting to break down the polyaromatic hydrocarbons and oirganochlorines, not just turning once for 8 hours) and suggest that, without salty hog, and without coal, they may find they can recover methane and other gases for burning thus gaining a greenhouse gas credit, as well as produce a decent soil amendment. 

If this permit amendment is considered, despite our strenuous objections, we request that:

a) it be only another temporary approval, for perhaps one more year, while the mill carries out comprehensively the metals loadings and emissions tests it was required to do in the last approval, those tests to include due attention to thallium as well as air emissions of strontium
b) the sulphur in coal be lowered to 0.3% from the current approval level, due to the increases in emissions seen when the mill burned higher sulphur coal as an “experiment”
c) limits on metals and possibly other contaminants in sludge be instituted so that the mill has an incentive to generate “clean” sludge and watch its inputs including waste wood and process chemicals
d) a definition of clean wood waste be inserted into the permit, similar to the definition applied to Green Island Energy in Gold River
e) all defunct sources be omitted from the permit

f) the particulate levels remain as current

g) the mill be required to report quarterly on its progress in moving to low salt hog, and in any case be limited to burning hog with a salt content under .75%. 
h) the mill be required to capture and burn methanol and methane form all sources including treatment ponds and all sludge piles, including those waiting to enter the power boiler. 

Sincerely,

[image: image2.png]PNleloiea) brofero




Delores Broten,

Senior Policy Advisor,

Reach for Unbleached

Cc:  Norm Facey NorskeCanada, Elk Falls Division 
Bernard Bintner, MoE

VJ Cuddeforde, WWF, 
Sierra Club of Canada, B.C. Chapter 
Andrew Gage, West Coast Environmental Law
Chairman & Board, Comox-Strathcona Regional District 
Campbell River City, Mayor and Council  
Claire Trevena, MLA, North Island
Stuart Blundell, PPWC Environment Officer

Karen Cooling, CEP  

Campbell River Mirror
Campbell River Courier Islander 
Hon. Barry Penner, Minister of Environment 
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