Communication from Ron Ormston and Ed Speers

Dear Mr. Keyvani:

I am writing to you on behalf of the Bio-Fuel Citizens Committee, a  
group of Elmira residents opposed to the proposal by Woolwich Bio-En  
Inc. to locate a waste disposal plant within Elmira and adjacent to  
residential areas.  Please share this email with others involved with  
the REA.

As part of its application for an REA Woolwich Bio-En prepared for  
the MOE an "Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report" [ref.  
no.0462554(3) dated Feb 2010]. This report is the principal focus for  
this particular intervention by our group vis-a-vis the Bio-En proposal.
The comments are based on the draft version of this report as we were not
allowed access to the final version.

We expect (and we emphasize our expectation) that the REA approval  
process which you and your team of MOE experts undertake in terms of  
the Bio-En proposal  will include a very careful review of the  
validity of the assumptions advanced and indeed the accuracy of the  
supporting data and claims made by Bio-En.

As part of this process we submit several comments and highlight  
various issues related to the Bio-En emissions report. We request  
that our comments form part of the MOE's REA assessment process. Our  
comments draw in particular and heavily on the experience of one of  
our members who has several decades of experience in the waste  
disposal and odour mitigation business. 
                                                                         
                                  ****

1.  ref Emission report, Table 4: 11111 or MOE 1 odour unit.
Comment -- This relates to the biggest concern of local residents:  
all incoming material is expected to be severely odour-producing, in  
particular manure and D.A.F. materials. In fact the Bio-En emissions  
report understates the reality of the risk.

2. ref emission report, p.2. The waste material that is not suitable  
for processing is to be stored and dumped in a bin.
Comment -- The material in this bin will become stench-producing and  
should be required to be removed from the plant property often, i.e.,  
at a minimum of at least every day or two.

3. ref. the emission report: the surface runoff water is to be  
collected in a pond and used if required.
Comment -- The original  proposal was for all contained material but  
now requires water. This must be viewed as possible water discharge  
and must meet criteria set out by the MOE.

4. ref. emission report page 1: Bio-En's EDSM report was prepared in  
accordance with 26.0 Reg.419/05 to support the REA application.
Comment -- in figure 3A of the emission summary it is very important  
that ALL solids recovery trucks are required to be covered AND sealed  
in order to prevent odours from escaping.

5. ref. Source Summary table #2:
Comment -- concerning dispersal of odour through the stack: it  is  
only .54 M diameter and 13.4 meters above the building. This proposed  
height is seriously short of what is needed to deal effectively with  
odour. Neighbouring properties are in line with the proposed (too  
low) height. Also --   the flow rate should be increased from 5.56 M3/ 
per second.

6. ref. table A:3, section 11 source of contaminant emission rate.
Comment -- the emission for each contaminant is estimated but this  
cannot be accepted at face value. In fact this is a major concern in  
terms of adjacent residents since each contaminant actually has its  
own rate of pollution and may change from day to day;  moreover the  
rate of pollution will vary depending on the age of the products  
being trucked into the waste disposal plant.

7. ref. section 12
Comment: the operating conditions are estimates only and may change  
not only from day to day but from hour to hour depending on the  
incoming waste 'products' to be processed as well as their age and  
condition. Aged material can easily present odour levels at least 10  
times stronger than the 'estimates' and therefore may change the  
input and output of the odour removal equipment at the plant.

8. ref. effluent management
Comment -- almost all of the 'product' ( i.e., waste material) being  
trucked TO the plant must also be trucked AWAY from the plant. None  
of the product can be permitted to remain in a storage pond for  
'recycling'. The water storage must be required to have at least 2  
P.P.M. of oxygen in order to keep the system aerobic and and keep  
odours to a minimum. Once it becomes anaerobic it must be required to  
be removed in order to prevent serious odours from escaping.

9. ref. waste trucking
Comment --
(a) the property on which it is proposed to build the plant is too  
small for the intended operation. Bio-En has publicly stated that it  
contemplates a plan for possibly 40 trucks per day unloading and 40  
trucks removing from the plant, a total of 80 trucks per day. The lot  
area at the proposed plant site is clearly insufficient in size for  
this volume of traffic of loading and unloading trucks.
(b) trucks are to be covered with tarps BUT unless the tarps are very  
tightly secured, odour will escape freely. Also -- when, inevitably,   
the plant is temporarily unable to process waste and trucks arrive,  
will the trucks be parked at the plant or will it be required that  
they be sent away? If they remain on site, it is inevitable that  
their loads of waste will generate stench. What are the requirements  
to be imposed on each and every occasion there is such an occurrence?
(c) some of the incoming waste trucked to the plant will produce more  
biogas than other types. How will this be selected at the plant?  
Therefore, will trucks full of waste have to park for hours in order  
to await unloading?
(d) it must be required that ALL truck drivers hauling waste to the  
Bio-En plant have waste hauler licenses because the 'product' in the  
trucks will be waste that can be dangerous to the public, i.e., full  
of bacteria hazardous to health.

10. ref. odour control biofilters
Comment --
(a) there is no pretreatment specified for the odour control biofilters.
(b) the biofilter is a living organism and cannot tolerate heat. Has  
this been taken into consideration since the proposed process is high  
temperature?
(c) The air exchange in the processing area of the plant is expected  
to be one or two air changes per hour. This is extremely low and noxious odours will  
escape from the process area every time a door is opened. Experience  
with other processes which generate odours to control has shown that 5-10 air  
exchanges per hour or higher  are required to assure a negative pressure in the operating plant.

11. peer review
Comment --
A peer review should be required for this project, especially  
relating to its odour potential. By reputation we suggest that RWDI  
of Guelph is an appropriate environmental firm.

12. size of the proposed operation
Comment --
(a)The applicants have frequently invoked examples of such bio-gas  
plants operating without problems in Europe, especially in Austria,  
as evidence supporting the approval of the Bio-En plant in Elmira. In  
fact the plants are on average not only very much smaller than what  
is proposed for Elmira but typically are located on farms. As a  
member of our committee indicated previously in an April 21 email (on  
which you were copied) to the Director of the Approvals Program: the  
average Austrian bio-gas plant is on a farm, 92% are smaller that  
500KW and the proposed Bio-En plant would be more than 10 times the  
KW size of the average Austrian biogas plant @ 268KW.
(b) In terms of Ontario our information is that there were 2 bio  
plants operating in the province that were shut down because of odour  
problems: a CCI plant in Newmarket  although it used a biofilter for  
odour control; Thermotech had a large plant in Hamilton and their use  
of a high stack to reduce odour was unsuccessful AND it is worth  
noting that their 'raw materials' were similar to those for the  
proposed Bio-En plant in Elmira.
(c) Since the proposed plant is large in terms of a biogas waste  
disposal plant, one that will operate 7 days a week and take in waste  
6 days a week, there must be an MOE-imposed cap on the DAILY volume  
of incoming waste received in the plant.

13. other questions re an MOE approval
(a)  What is to be stipulated about what happens when there are  
substantial odours affecting Elmira residents?
(b) What is to be the recourse prescribed as part of an REA to be  
available to residents in the inevitable event of the occurrence of  
stench from this waste disposal plant?
(c) Can/will the plant be required to shut down?
(d) What exactly will a complaint process involve?
(e) What will be required of the plant operator after a complaint is  
recorded? Will it be required (as it should) to take samples and ship  
them to the MOE for testing?
(d) If odours persist for more than 24 hours will the REA require (as  
it should) that the plant be shut down until the problems are resolved?

                                                                         
                                       *****

In conclusion it is our view that a careful review of the facts  
related to the Woolwich Bio-En proposal will result in at least three  
major conclusions:

1. From a public policy point of view it clearly makes no sense to  
locate a major odour-generating waste disposal facility WITHIN the  
town of Elmira and adjacent to residential areas, all the more so  
when many alternative locations for the production of electricity  
from bio-waste exist distant from residential areas.

2. In discussing REA for "bio-energy facilities" the MOE website  
states that "requirements that must be met to obtain an REA vary  
depending on the facility location" and goes on to state that "large  
industrial facilities" [which is what the Bio-En plant would be] will  
have to explain how their odour and other negative "impacts will be  
addressed". We expect the MOE to refer to its own commitments since,  
even from a strictly technical/functional perspective, we believe the  
evidence is clear that the large waste disposal plant proposed by Bio- 
En for Elmira CANNOT be operated without it having negative impact on  
the quality of life of many Elmira residents.

3. We expect that an MOE decision on the REA from Woolwich Bio-En, if  
it is based on a careful assessment of the facts, will NOT approve  
the location of a waste disposal/bio-fuel plant IN THE PROPOSED  
LOCATION WITHIN THE TOWN OF ELMIRA rather than its location a minimum  
of 2-5 kms outside the town in  a non-residential area.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments and concerns. Please  
keep the Committee informed.


Ed Speers,
for the Bio-Fuel Citizens Committee

36 High St.,
Elmira, Ontario

519-669-8129

  
