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Agenda Item H, Action Item: Decision on Modification of the Umatilla 
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) Hazardous Waste Permit to 
Change the Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Department 
Recommendation 

The Department recommends the Commission approve the Class 3 Permit 
Modification Request (PMR) UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), "Change in 
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" as described in Alternative 1 of this 
staff report and shown in Attachment A. 

Background 

The Department also recommends that the Commission direct the 
Department to prepare final Permit Modification documents (including 
public notice of this decision) and a final Order for the Chair's signature that 
reflect any revisions directed by the Commission during today's discussion. 

Approval of this PMR will modify the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility (UMCDF) Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit No. 
ORQ 000 009 431 (HW Permit) as proposed by the Permittees in a request 
submitted to the Department in September, 2003. The Permittees requested 
that the Department determine compliance with HW Permit limits using the 
air pollutant levels as measured after the carbon filter system, the final stage 
of the UMCDF incinerator pollution abatement systems. As originally 
issued, the UMCDF HW Permit required that emissions compliance be 
determined before flue gases passed through the carbon filters . 

The modification will revise HW Permit Conditions VI.A. I. vi. and 
VII.A.8. as described on Page 3 and shown in Attachment A. Attachment 
B includes a Draft Order for Commission discussion ("Draft Findings and 
Conclusions of the Commission and Order"). 

On September 16, 2003 the United States Army's Program Manager for 
Elimination of Chemical Weapons (PM ECW) subrnjtted a Class 3 Permit 
Modification Request (PMR) UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), "Change in 
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point." The PMR requested that the 
Department determine compliance with HW Permit limits using the air 
pollutant levels as measured after the carbon filter system, the final stage of 
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Description of the 
PFS and the 
Operating 
Requirements in 
theUMCDFHW 
Permit 

each incinerator's pollution abatement system (the carbon filter system is 
referred to as the "PFS"). 

The proposed modification will revise two HW Permit Conditions, one in 
Module VI ("Short Term Incineration - Shakedown, Trial Bum And Post­
Trial Bum") and one in Module VII ("Normal Operations"). Each of the two 
conditions (VI.A.I.vi. and VII.A.8.) contain essentially the same 
requirement, that "each incinerator shall meet the applicable performance 
standards ... before entering each incinerator's carbon filter system." The 
PMR proposes to change the phrase "before entering" to "after exiting" the 
carbon filter system. No other changes to the HW Permit are proposed. 
Attachment A shows the affected Permit Conditions and the proposed 
changes. 

In effect, this change will allow UMCDF to take credit for the ability of the 
PFS to remove additional pollutants from the incinerator gas streams. The 
rationale for this change reflects not only new information concerning the 
value and ability of the PFS to reduce emissions, but also reflects changes in 
applicable standards since the UMCDF HW Permit was first issued. 

A description of the PFS and operating requirements in the UMCDF HW 
Permit is provided below. The following "History" section provides a 
discussion of the background that led to the original requirement that 
compliance be determined before the PFS. Please see the Key Issues and 
Rationale sections for further discussion of why the Department believes it is 
appropriate to change the point of compliance that was established when the 
HW Permit was issued seven years ago. 

Each UMCDF incinerator has a multi-stage pollution abatement system 
consisting of quench tower, venturi scrubber, packed bed scrubber tower, 
mist eliminator vessel, gas reheater, and a carbon filter system (PFS). 
There is a large blower located after the PFS that pulls the exhaust gases 
from the furnace (referred to as "induced draft") through the pollution 
abatement system. The cleaned gases from each furnace then flow to a 
common stack that is approximately 100 feet high and five feet in diameter 
at the top. Emissions are released to the atmosphere from the top of the 
common stack. 

During hazardous waste operations UMCDF is required to continuously 
monitor numerous pollution abatement system and PFS operating 
parameters. Operating parameters include such things as the pressure drop 
across the venturi, the flow of water to the scrubber tower, and the 
temperature and moisture of the gases entering the PFS. Furnace 
parameters such as temperature, flow, feed rates, and pressure are also 
continuously monitored during operations. 

A schematic of the pollution abatement system is shown on page C-9 of 
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History of the 
Pollution 
Abatement 
System Carbon 
Filter System 
(PFS) at Umatilla 

Attachment C (however, please note that the arrow indicating the "current 
compliance point" on the schematic should actually be positioned on the 
other side of the reheater). 

The gas reheater is a component of the PFS. It is a natural gas-fired inline 
burner that raises the temperature of the flue gases above the dew point to 
prevent moisture from condensing on the carbon filters. Each PFS consists 
of a bank of prefilters, a bank of high-efficiency particulate air (HEP A) 
filters, two carbon beds in series, and a final bank of HEP A filters. The 
current "compliance point" for emissions measurement is after the gas 
reheater, but before the PFS. 

If furnace or pollution abatement system operating parameters are not kept 
within the ranges specified in UMCDF' s permits, an Automatic Waste 
Feed Cutoff (A WFCO) is triggered and feed to the affected furnace is 
immediately stopped. Waste feed may not resume until the furnace and its 
pollution abatement systems are back in compliance with allowed 
operating ranges. 

Excessive temperature could pose a fire hazard within the PFS and 
excessive moisture could reduce the carbon's effectiveness. The system 
includes the capability to activate a PFS "bypass" to redirect gas flow 
around the PFS if sensors indicate that gas temperature or moisture limits 
are being exceeded. Opening of the PFS bypass triggers an AWFCO. 

The UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit includes requirements to ensure the 
long-term reliability and performance of the PFS, such as monitoring of 
the carbon to ensure adequate adsorption capacity remains . The PFS must 
be online and operational at all times that hazardous waste is being fed into 
a furnace. 

In addition to the furnace and operating parameters, the gas flow from each 
furnace is continuously monitored for carbon monoxide, oxygen, and 
chemical agent. Chemical agent is monitored before and after the PFS of 
each furnace, in addition to the continuous monitoring at the common stack. 

There is a significant amount of Commission history and public involvement 
with the original decision to require the inclusion of the carbon filters at 
Umatilla. The decision was made at a time when the Army had only a 
"design concept" for the PFS and was still unsure whether it would actually 
be installed at UMCDF. 

An annotated history of the significant programmatic events and regulatory 
activities related to the PFS is included as Attachment I (all references cited 
in Attachment I are available upon request). The following is a summary of 
events leading up to the current proposal to modify the HW Permit to remove 
the requirement that was imposed seven years ago when the HW Permit was 
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first issued. 

In 1984 the National Research Council (NRC) endorsed the U.S. Army's 
selection of incineration to dispose of the chemical weapon stockpiles located 
around the country. In the ensuing 10 years the Army submitted hazardous 
waste permit applications to several states with chemical weapons stockpiles, 
including Oregon. The NRC continued ongoing review of the Army's 
stockpile disposal program. In 1994 the NRC issued a new report that 
affirmed the earlier endorsement of incineration, but also recommended that 
the Army conduct site-specific evaluations of the risks and benefits of 
installing activated charcoal filter beds on the incinerator pollution abatement 
systems. 

In early 1995 the Army responded to the NRC recommendation by adding a 
preliminary PFS carbon filter design to the UMCDF permit application that 
was then under Department review. However, because the PFS design was 
so preliminary, and there was significant uncertainty about whether the PFS 
would actually be installed, the draft UMCDF HW Permit issued for public 
comment in April, 1996 did not include any specific permit conditions 
related to the PFS. In fact, as late as July 1996 the Army still had not 
committed to installing the PFS at Umatilla. An Army representative told the 
Commission that it was evaluating the feasibility of the design and site­
specific costs and benefits. Through the rest of 1996 there were numerous 
public comment opportunities and Commission work sessions on the 
proposed facility. The Commission repeatedly heard concern from the public 
and environmental groups about dioxin and chemical agent emissions, 
especially the potential for excess emissions during incinerator "upset" 
conditions. 

Expert testimony to the Commission indicated that the UMCDF incinerators 
had all of the design and operating features necessary to minimize the 
formation of dioxin during the combustion process. However, testimony also 
indicated that if dioxin compounds were formed during combustion then 
carbon filtration of the flue gases would be "state of the art" for controlling 
dioxin emissions. The Commission also heard that fixed bed carbon filters 
would have the additional benefit of removing mercury vapor and trace 
amounts of chemical agent, and in fact would provide a significant buffer 
capacity for a wide variety of compounds, even in the event of a catastrophic 
release. 

Ultimately, the Commission decided to require the Army to install and 
operate the PFS at UMCDF. In late 1996 the Commission directed the 
Department to add a HW Permit condition to install the PFS at Umatilla and 
to obtain Commission approval for any proposal to remove the PFS or any 
other component of the pollution abatement system. In February 1997, in its 
Order granting the HW permit, the Commission stated that " ... the Army's 
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proposed incineration technology satisfies the requirements for use of best 
available technology for destruction of agent at Umatilla. With the inclusion 
of carbon filters the proposed incineration technology will also employ the 
highest and best practicable emissions control technology."1 

The 1997 Order included a listing of all permit conditions added to the HW 
Permit at Commission direction, including three conditions related to the 
PFS. Attachment J includes a partial copy of the 1997 Order. The conditions 
added to the HW Permit related to the PFS begin on page J-40. 

In December 1998 a ruling by the Multnomah County Circuit Court in a case 
known as "GASP f'2 required the Commission to re-visit the issue of the PFS 
The Court remanded the February 1997 Order to the Commission to 
determine what role the PFS played in the Commission's finding that 
incineration was "Best Available Technology" for disposing of the chemical 
weapons stockpile at the Umatilla Chemical Depot. 

The Commission responded with a "Clarifying Order" in March, 1999 that 
stated that the Commission "did not rely on [the PFS] in finding that the 
baseline incineration technology is the best available technology for 
destruction of agent at Umatilla," and that the Commission required the 
inclusion of the PFS for "an additional measure of safety." At the time of 
this Order four of the five members that had originally approved the HW 
Permit were still members of the Commission. A copy of the March 1999 
"Order Clarifying Permit Decision" is included here as Attachment K. 

The Circuit Court accepted the Clarifying Order, but expressed doubt that 
there was sufficient information in the record to demonstrate that the PFS 
would work as designed. The Commission agreed to hold additional 
proceedings to gather new information about the PFS and decide whether it 
should be retained in the UMCDF design as the Commission had required 
when the HW Permit was issued. In late 1999 the Commission opened a 
public comment period and held two work sessions related to the PFS. 

In November 1999 the Commission decided to retain the PFS in the UMCDF 
design. There was a considerable amount of research and public comment on 
the issue-a partial copy of the staff report from the November 19, 1999 
meeting of the EQC (including the Executive Summary of an NRC report on 
carbon filtration) is included here as Attachment L. 

It is clear from the Department's review that even in late 1999 none of the 
agencies involved in the stockpile disposal program believed that UMCDF 
would have any difficulty meeting the existing regulatory limits, even with 
the requirement that compliance be determined before the PFS. There is 

1 Findings of the Commission and Order, February 1997, Paragraph 75 (See Attachment J) 
2 GASP, et al. v. Environmental Quality Commission, et al., Multnomah County Circuit Court Case No. 9708-
01659, filed August, 1997. 
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occasional mention of new Clean Air Act emission regulations on the horizon 
that might require credit for the carbon filters. However, the "Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology'' (MACT) standards under discussion were 
proposed air standards that would apply to emissions after the PFS. 

There are statements on the record in testimony before the Commission from 
Department staff, Army representatives, the Army's contractor, and members 
of the National Research Council, all indicating belief that the UMCDF 
would be able to meet the existing regulatory standards even without the 
PFS. 

Construction of UMCDF was completed in 2002 and systemization and 
testing activities commenced. The first "surrogate" trial burn was completed 
on Liquid Incinerator 1 (LICl) in February 2003 and test results showed it 
passed all the applicable emission and performance standards-both "before" 
and "after" the PFS (See attachment N for selected test results) . The first 
sign of potential problems with meeting some HW Permit limits showed up 
shortly after that, when pre-trial burn testing of the Deactivation Furnace 
System (DFS) commenced. A "mini-bum" on the DFS conducted in April 
2003 indicated that five of the metals that had been "spiked" into the 
surrogate feed3 had exceeded the permitted emission rates (the particulate 
emission rate was also exceeded). 

Throughout the summer of 2003 UMCDF continued to conduct tests and 
work with the DFS to identify ways to reduce the metal emissions. The 
furnace was tuned, the feed composition was adjusted several times, and 
operational parameters were changed to improve metals removal efficiency. 
It was clear by the end of the summer that with the existing surrogate and 
composition of metals mix the only way to pass some of the metal emission 
limits in the HW Permit (before the carbon filters) was to severely restrict the 
feed rate of the metals. This would result in a corresponding restriction to the 
feed rate of M-55 rockets to the DFS when it came time to start agent 
operations. However, it was also clear that the restrictive feed rate would be 
alleviated if UMCDF was allowed to take credit for the improvement in 
metals removal efficiency afforded by the PFS. 

In September of 2003 the UMCDF Permittees decided to submit the permit 
modification request before the Commission today that would remove the 
requirement that the incinerators meet HW Permit emission standards before 
the PFS. Shortly after the permit modification request was submitted 
UMCDF conducted a surrogate trial bum on the DFS. 

As expected, the emissions of some metals (antimony, cadmium, lead, and 
thallium) exceeded permitted emission limits when the PFS was offline, even 

3 Metals are added ("spiked") to the surrogate feed to simulate the metal content in liquid agent and the 
munitions. 
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Public Comment 
Opportunities 

when using a simulated rocket feed rate that was only 1/4 of the permitted 
feed rate. Results from the surrogate trial bums of the LICl and DFS are 
presented in Attachment N, as are results of similar tests (with similar results) 
conducted at the Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility. Further 
discussion of surrogate test results is included in the Key Issues section. 

As required by the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations 
(as adopted by Oregon Administrative Rules) for a Class 3 Permit 
Modification Request, an initial public comment period of 60 days was held 
from September 17 through November 17, 2003. The UMCDF Permittees 
held a public information meeting on October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, 
Oregon. The Department issued a "Notice of Deficiency" (NOD) on 
November 5, 2003 requesting additional information from the Permittees. 
The Permittees responded to the NOD on December 1, 2003. At the close of 
the comment period the Department had received eight comments. 

After reviewing the public comments and the Permittees' response to the 
NOD, the Department made a tentative decision to recommend that the 
Commission approve the proposed modification. The Department then 
opened a 45-day public comment period on the proposed revision to the HW 
Permit (the Public Notice and RCRA Fact Sheet are included in Attachment 
C). The comment period was held from January 14 through close of business 
on March 1, 2004. 

On February 5, 2004 the Commission held a public hearing on the matter 
during its regularly scheduled meeting in Portland. Four persons (two who 
represented the same organization) offered oral testimony during the hearing. 
The Department also held a public hearing in Hermiston on February 18 
before a public hearings officer. Fifteen people offered testimony at that 
hearing. The transcript of the testimony offered to the Commission on 
February 5 is included as Attachment D. The transcript from the February 18 
hearing in Hermiston is included as Attachment E. 

The Department reviewed all of the oral and written comments received 
during the comment period. Attachment F includes a summary of the 
public comments received and the Department's responses to those 
comments. The Department received eight written comments during the 
first comment period (September 17-November 17, 2003). In addition to 
the oral comments received during the two hearings mentioned above, an 
additional 10 written comments were received by the close of the second 
comment period on March 1, 2004. 

Copies of all written comments are included here in Attachment G. (The 
written comments received during the first public comment period were 
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Key Issues 

Key Issue#l 

transmitted to the Commission on January 27, 2004.) The UMCDF 
Permittees sent the Department a letter with their "Response to Concerns" 
on February 26, 2004. The Permittees provided UMCDF's response to 
public concerns expressed during the first comment period and during oral 
testimony at the two hearings held in February (Attachment H). 

The Department has reviewed the permit modification, the Permittees' 
response to the Notice of Deficiency, and both oral and written public 
comments, and identified five Key Issues it believes are significant to this 
decision. Each of the Key Issues is discussed below. Additional (and in 
some cases more detailed) discussion of these Key Issues, and other issues 
identified by commenters, is included in Attachment F (Public Comment 
Summary and Department Responses). 

Key Issues include 1) whether the inability of the DFS to meet some 
emission limits indicates that the Department and the Commission were 
misinformed and/or the furnace is not operating properly; 2) the maturity of 
the PFS design and whether it is "proven" technology; 3) the need for the 
Department and Commission to base decisions on the most current and 
technically sound information available; 4) the potential impact of restricting 
the rocket feed rate to meet the original permit requirement; and 5) the need 
for the Commission to fulfill past commitments to the community. 

Some commenters believe that the inability of the DFS to meet some 
emission limits without taking credit for the additional reduction provided 
by the PFS is an indicator that the DFS does not operate properly and/or 
that the Commission and the Department were misinformed during the 
permitting process. 

The Department does not believe that it was misinformed or misled during 
the permitting process about the capability of the UMCDF incinerators to 
perform as designed. Test results generated to date indicate that the 
incinerators at UMCDF actually perform quite well and are able to achieve 
performance standards and meet virtually all emission limits even without 
taking credit for additional emission reductions provided by the PFS. 

Results from the surrogate trial bums (STBs) on Liquid Incinerator 1 (LICl) 
and preliminary results from the Metal Parts Furnace (MPF) STB indicate 
that the LIC 1 and MPF are able to meet all performance standards and all 
emission limits even when those emissions are measured before the PFS. For 
example, emissions of dioxins during the LICl STB, both before and after 
the PFS, were not only well below the maximum permitted limit, but also 
below the analytical detection limit. The detection limit is 100 times lower 
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Key Issue#2 

than the permitted limit. LIC2 has not yet undergone an STB but is expected 
to have similar results. Particulate emissions during the LICl STB were an 
order of magnitude below the permitted limit, both before and after the PFS. 

Particulate emissions during the DFS STB were less than 5% of the permitted 
limit when the PFS was offline, and barely 1 % of the limit during the PFS 
online condition, even with the greater feed rate. Dioxin emissions were 
below detection limits during the DFS tests also. The DFS met all of its 
emission limits with the PFS offline, with the exception of four metals 
(antimony, cadmium, lead, and thallium). However, when the PFS was 
online the DFS was able to meet all of its metal emission limits, even when 
some metals were fed at much higher rates than the offline test. On average, 
the PFS resulted in a 97% reduction in the emissions of the four metals that 
exceeded permitted limits when the PFS was offline. The Anniston 
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, a virtually identical facility to UMCDF, 
had very similar results during its surrogate trial burns. See Attachment N 
for test results. 

UMCDF' s inability to meet HW Permit limits without taking credit for the 
PFS is apparently limited to only a few regulated metals and to only one of 
the four incinerators (the DFS). Overall, the Department believes that the 
incinerators are performing as designed and well within regulatory standards. 
However, the Department is not recommending that the proposed change be 
limited only to the DFS. The Department believes that the modification 
before you today should apply to all emission standards and all furnaces at 
UMCDF. 

Some commefJters believe strongly that the PFS is not a proven and 
demonstrated technology and poses safety and operational risks that have 
not been evaluated. Consequently, UMCDF should not be allowed to rely 
upon the PFS to meet standards. 

The Department acknowledges that this concern was of greater significance 
when the HW Permit was approved in 1997. At the time the HW Permit was 
issued in early 1997, the UMCDF PFS was a very preliminary design and 
there were very little data in the record that specifically demonstrated the 
feasibility of using carbon filters to treat incinerator exhaust gas. 

However, carbon filtration for the purposes of cleaning air streams has a 
long history of use in many industries and is in fact a proven and effective 
method of capturing organic compounds. The Department has reviewed 
numerous documents related to design, performance, and safety of carbon 
filter technology over the last six years. The design and operation of the 
UMCDF PFS has been updated and upgraded. Automatic Waste Feed 
Cutoffs and other operating requirements in the UMCDF HW Permit 
prohibit the feeding of hazardous wastes (including chemical agent and 
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Keylssue#3 

munitions) into an incinerator if its pollution abatement system is not fully 
operational. The UMCDF HW Permit also includes numerous 
requirements pertaining to items such as monitoring of the carbon to 
ensure adequate adsorption capacity and specific operating requirements 
related to inlet moisture and temperature limitation. 

fu addition to the operations to date at UMCDF, the PFS is in use at the 
Anniston, Alabama and Pine Bluff, Arkansas chemical demilitarization 
facilities. The emissions compliance point at the Anniston and Pine Bluff 
facilities is after the PFS. Neither facility is apparently having any difficulty 
with the operation of the PFS. The Department believes that the carbon filter 
units have fully demonstrated their effectiveness in reducing emissions to the 
atmosphere and can be relied upon to provide additional emissions control. 

The Department and the Commission should base decisions on sound 
technical reasons that reflect the most current information available and 
reflect actual operating conditions and regulatory schemes that apply to 
UMCDF. 

The Department concurs with commenters that decisions should be based 
on the best and most recent information available concerning actual on-site 
conditions. The Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility is no longer a 
design contained in reams of documents and drawings- it is now a 
functional, operating full-scale facility poised to start destruction of a 
chemical weapons stockpile. Many of the decisions that previously had to 
be based on extrapolations, engineering calculations, performance 
predictions, and scientific theories can now be based on empirical 
observations, analytical data, and operation test results. 

Regulatory control of air emissions from combustion units has traditionally 
been applied to the point that the emissions are released to the atmosphere 
because it is those emissions that might affect human health and the 
environment. The Department is not aware of any other facility with a 
similar requirement to meet emissions limits at a point before the final 
stage of its pollution abatement system. The PFS on each of the UMCDF 
incinerators is an integral part of its overall pollution abatement system and 
has proven to be effective in reducing emissions to the atmosphere. 

The PFS is a necessary component for UMCDF to achieve compliance 
with the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) regulations 
that have been put into effect since the time that the original permit was 
issued. MACT regulations allow UMCDF to use the PFS to demonstrate 
compliance. Because the UMCDF HW Permit requires compliance be 
demonstrated before the PFS, UMCDF now has one compliance point for 
the new MACT regulations and a different compliance point for the RCRA 
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regulations. However, the RCRA regulations, like MACT, would allow 
the use of the PFS to demonstrate compliance. 

The Department believes it is sound science, and sound policy, to 
encourage facilities to install the best pollution control technology 
possible. To require the installation of a very expensive piece of pollution 
control technology and then not allow the facility to take credit for its 
emission-reducing effects has the potential of deterring others from 
installing similar controls. The Department would also like to avoid the 
need for repeated test periods during live agent operations in which the 
PFS must be taken offline in order to determine the level of emissions that 
are entering the carbon filters. 

The Department understands why the Commission imposed the original 
requirement in 1997. However, based on new knowledge, new 
regulations, and actual operating experience, it is an appropriate and 
technically sound decision to remove the requirement that UMCDF 
demonstrate emissions compliance before the PFS. 

Restricting the rocket feed rate to the DFS to meet the current requirement 
will prolong the destruction of the rockets by 64 months. 

If this permit modification is not approved, the only way for UMCDF to meet 
the metal emission limits before the PFS is to severely restrict the feed rate of 
rockets to the DFS (which would result in a corresponding reduction in metal 
emission rates). The Permittees estimate that disposal of the stockpile would 
take 64 months longer than the current estimate, even when adjustments are 
made to the processing schedule to maximize the use of other furnaces to 
destroy other munitions during the rocket destruction campaign. 

Most commenters supporting this permit modification specifically mentioned 
that they wanted the chemical weapons stockpile destroyed as soon as 
possible and did not support a decision that will cause "needless" delay. 
Several commenters pointed out that the carbon filters are part of the system 
and were confused why UMCDF would not be judged by the emissions 
being released to the atmosphere, not the emissions going into the carbon 
filters. As one commenter put it: 

" ... if your job is to ensure the public that the emissions are safe, then 
it stands to reason that the testing needs to be done with the results 
reflecting the actual quality of air released. To test prior to the 
completion of the entire filtering process is of value if only to see that 
the early stages are operating properly, but it is of no value to the 
safety of the final release into the environment." 

[William F. Myers. See Attachment G, page G-51.] 
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Other commenters believe that speed should not be a factor and that the risk 
posed by storage of the chemical weapons stockpile is greatly overstated. 
The risk of storage and handling of the chemical weapons stockpiles is 
assessed through a process known as a "Quantitative Risk Assessment" 
(QRA). A QRA assess both worker and public risks from accidents during 
storage and processing. These include "internal" events, such as dropping a 
pallet of munitions from a forklift, a fire within the main building that 
spreads to the building carbon filter units, or an explosion during rocket 
processing. The QRA also analyzes risks from "external" events such as 
earthquakes or airplane crashes that could result in the collapse of a storage 
igloo or part of the Munitions Demilitarization Building where the 
incinerators are located. 

The Army first conducted a QRA in 1996. The "Phase 1" QRA was one of 
the primary documents that the Commission relied upon in 1997 when the 
HW Permit was issued. The Army completed a "Phase 2" QRA in 
December 2002, which used the "as-built" design of UMCDF (to include 
the PFS, which was not considered in the Phase 1 QRA) and incorporated 
operating experience gained since 1996 at other demilitarization facilities. 
The Phase 2 QRA did not indicate that incidents involving the pollution 
abatement system carbon filters contributed in any significant way to either 
public or worker risk. 

A summary of the Phase 2 QRA is included in this Staff Report as 
Attachment M. The Phase 2 QRA, like the Phase 1 QRA, concluded that 
stockpile storage risks still far exceed processing risks, although both storage 
and processing risks are small in comparison to other risks we face every day 
(see Attachment M, pages M-19 to M-21). 

The Department concurs with the commenters who believe that restricting 
the rocket feed rate to meet the current requirement would be a needless 
extension of the time the local community is exposed to the risk of the 
stockpile. From an engineering point of view, the DFS has the capacity to 
process rockets at 10 times the rate that might need to be imposed if the 
current requirement is not changed. The PFS has been proven to be an 
effective component of the UMCDF pollution abatement systems. In 
addition, a dramatically reduced feed rate to the DFS actually has the 
potential effect of increasing the overall emissions to the atmosphere during 
the lifetime of the facility by necessitating additional years of operation. 
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Key Issue #5 The Department, the Commission, and the Army have made repeated 
commitments to the local community that the chemical weapons stockpile 
would be destroyed safely and expeditiously. The Commission has also 
assured the community that the PFS was required as an additional layer of 
protection and would not be removed. 

As one commenter point out, denying this permit modification will result 
in substantial delay in destroying the stockpile and "is not honoring the 
original plan and promise to our Hermiston community." On the other 
hand, some commenters believe that approval of this permit modification 
would eliminate the "added protection" of the PFS. 

The UMCDF furnaces are able to meet virtually all emission and 
performance standards without taking credit for the PFS. The furnaces are 
not creating dioxin in any detectable amount, and UMCDF will be required 
to continue to operate the furnaces in a manner that minimizes emissions 
not only of dioxins, but every potential pollutant. There is no proposal to 
remove the PFS nor to allow operations with the PFS offline. The PFS 
will still be operational at all times and will still be providing the additional 
protection envisioned by the Commission in 1997. 

Moving the point of compliance will allow UMCDF to process rockets well 
within the furnace' s engineered design capacity without posing any undue 
safety, health, or environmental risks. It will prevent the five year schedule 
delay if the rocket feed rate is slowed to two rockets per hour, when in fact 
the furnace has been designed to handle much higher feed rates. Avoiding 
the schedule delay also contributes to the country's ability to fulfill 
international treaty requirements and saves the taxpayer a considerable 
amount of money. 

The Department concurs with the commenters that numerous agencies 
involved with the demilitarization program have committed to destroying the 
stockpile safely and as quickly as possible. The Department also concurs 
with commenters who believe that schedule should never come ahead of 
safety. Approving this permit modification is an appropriate decision in the 
face of changing circumstances and new knowledge that fulfills the 
commitment to timely disposal of the stockpile, but in no way compromises 
the commitment to safety. 



Agenda Item H, Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point for UMCDF 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 
Page 14of17 

EQCAction 
Alternatives 

1. Modify the UMCDF HW Permit as proposed to revise Permit Conditions 
VI.A.I. vi. and VIl.A.8. by replacing the phrase "before entering" to 
"after exiting." 

The Department believes there is sufficient justification for the 
proposed modification and recommends that the Commission modify 
the UMCDF HW Permit as proposed. Approval of this permit 
modification would prevent a significant delay in the overall stockpile 
destruction schedule and would not pose safety, health, or environmental 
risks. Approval would eliminate the need to comply with different 
standards at different points in the pollution abatement system. Although 
testing operations represent minimal risk because of tightly controlled 
conditions and short test durations, approval of the permit modification 
would also eliminate the need to conduct testing with the filters bypassed 
when actual chemical agent operations begin. 

The PFS is proven technology and an integral part of the pollution 
abatement system of each and every incinerator at UMCDF. The 
Department believes it is a technically sound decision to measure air 
emissions at the point they are emitted to the atmosphere, because it is 
those emissions that potentially affect human health and the 
environment. 

2. Modify the UMCDF HW Permit to revise only those Permit Conditions 
that apply to the Deactivation Furnace System and leave the Liquid 
Incinerator and Metal Parts Furnace requirements in place. 

The Liquid Incinerators and Metal Parts Furnace are capable of 
complying with the current requirement to meet emission standards 
before the PFS. This alternative would apply the proposed change to 
all emission and performance standards related only to the Deactivation 
Furnace System-the other furnaces would not be affected. Under this 
alternative UMCDF would not need to unduly restrict the rocket 
processing rates, the schedule would not be delayed because of the 
permit requirement, and the risk of storage would not be extended. 
However, this alternative would result in different points of compliance 
for air emissions from different incinerators at the same facility and 
would also result in different compliance points for federal MACT 
standards and state HW Permit limits on the same incinerators. In 
addition, testing during live chemical agent operations on the Liquid 
Incinerators and Metal Parts Furnace would have to be conducted with 
the PFS offline to demonstrate compliance with the existing limits 
before the PFS. 
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3. Modify the UMCDF HW Permit to revise only those Permit Conditions 
that apply to the metal emissions from the Deactivation Furnace System 
and leave the Liquid Incinerator and Metal Parts Furnace requirements 
in place. 

The Liquid Incinerators and Metal Parts Furnace are capable of 
complying with the current requirement to meet emission standards 
before the PFS. This alternative would apply the proposed change only 
to the Deactivation Furnace System and only to those emission 
standards that cannot be met before the PFS. Under this alternative 
UMCDF would not need to unduly restrict the rocket processing rates, 
the schedule would not be delayed because of the permit requirement, 
and the risk of storage would not be extended. This alternative would 
result in different HW Permit points of compliance for different air 
emission constituents on the Deactivation Furnace System (in addition 
to the different point of compliance for MACT standards). This would 
also result in different points of compliance for the federal MACT 
standards and state HW Permit limits on the other incinerators. 

Testing during live chemical agent operations on all furnaces would 
have to be conducted with the PFS offline to demonstrate compliance 
with the existing limits before the PFS. Additional testing with the 
PFS online would have to be conducted on the Deactivation Furnace 
System for the metals that can't meet limits before the PFS and to 
demonstrate compliance with the MACT standards. 

4. Take no action. 

The HW Permit requirement that all emission limits must be met 
before the PFS for each incinerator would remain in place. Unless 
higher feed rates can be demonstrated during chemical agent trial 
bums, UMCDF would be restricted to a rocket feed rate of less than 
two rockets/hour. The resulting delay in the stockpile destruction 
schedule is estimated to be over five years. The local community 
would be exposed to the additional storage risk and the risk posed by 
testing operations with the PFS offline. Testing during live chemical 
agent operations on all furnaces would have to be conducted with the 
PFS offline to demonstrate compliance with the existing limits before 
the PFS. Additional testing with the PFS online would have to be 
conducted on the Deactivation Furnace System to demonstrate 
compliance with the MACT standards. 
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Rationale and 
Next Steps 

Attachments 

The PFS units at UMCDF have fully demonstrated their effectiveness in 
reducing emissions to the atmosphere, and are now in use at three chemical 
demilitarization facilities . Although the UMCDF incinerators are able to 
meet virtually all the regulatory requirements without taking credit for the 
PFS, no other facility has a requirement similar to the one currently in the 
UMCDF HW Permit. The PFS is an integral part of the pollution 
abatement system of the UMCDF incinerators and reflects Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology. 

Based on new knowledge, new regulations, and actual operating 
experience, approving this permit modification is an appropriate and 
technically sound decision. Approving this modification does not change 
the requirement that the PFS be operational at all times-the PFS will still 
be providing the additional protection envisioned by the Commission in 
1997. 

Restricting the rocket feed rate simply to meet the current requirement 
extends the time that the local community is exposed to the risk of an 
accident during stockpile storage. Moving the point of compliance will allow 
UMCDF to process rockets at a rate well within the furnace's engineered 
design capacity without posing any undue safety, health, or environmental 
risks. Approving this permit modification is an appropriate decision in the 
face of changing circumstances that fulfills the Commission's past 
commitment to timely disposal of the stockpile, but in no way compromises 
its commitment to safety. 

If the Commission approves the permit modification as proposed, the 
Department will prepare the appropriate public notice and permit 
documentation required under RCRA to modify the UMCDF HW Permit. 
The Department will also revise the draft Order (included in Attachment B) 
per the discussion today and finalize it for the Chair's signature as soon as 
possible. 

A Proposed Modifications to the UMCDF Hazardous Waste Storage and 
Treatment Permit 

B Draft "Findings and Conclusions of the Commission and Order" in the 
Matter of Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit No. UMCDF 
Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), Change in 
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 

C Public Notice and Fact Sheet for the Proposed Modification of the 
Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit for the Umatilla 
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Permit Modification No. UMCDF-
03-041-PFS(3), "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 
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Available Upon 
Request 

D Transcript of the Public Hearing held on February 5, 2004 before the 
Environmental Quality Commission 

E Presiding Officer's Report and Transcript of the Public Hearing held 
in Hermiston, Oregon on February 18, 2004 

F Public Comment Summary and Department Responses 

G Public Comments Received 

H "Response to Concerns" (from UMCDF Permittees) 

I Historical Events and Regulatory Activities Related to the Pollution 
Abatement System Carbon Filter System 

J "Findings of the Commission and Order" (partial copy of 1997 Order 
granting the UMCDF HW Permit) 

K "Order Clarifying Permit Decision," March 1999 

L Staff Report (partial copy) for the Commission Meeting held November 
19, 1999 related to the carbon filters at UMCDF 

M Summary Report of the Phase 2 Quantitative Risk Assessment for the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

N Selected Surrogate Trial Bum Results 

• References listed in Attachment I 

• Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) , "Change in 
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

• Phase 2 Quantitative Risk Assessment, Umatilla Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility, December, 2002, Science Applications International 
Corporation 

Approved: 

Division: 

Dennis Murphe , dministrator 
DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program 

Report Prepared By: Sue Oliver, Sr. Hazardous Waste Specialist 
Phone: (541) 567-8297 ext. 26 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Change Pages for the Proposed Modification of the HW Permit 

Permit Modification Request No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Permit Module Permit Condition Proposed Change 
Page 
No. 

Module VI. Condition VI.A.1 .vi. Change the phrase A-2 
Short Term Incineration - (Construction and "before entering" to 

Shakedown, Trial Burn And 
Maintenance) 

"after exiting" 
Post-Trial Burn 

Module VII Condition VII.A.8 Change the phrase A-4 
Incineration -Normal (General Operation) "before entering" to 

Operations "after exiting" 

NOTE: The pennit pages immediately preceding the proposed change are included here for clarity. 
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MODULE VI 
DATE OF REVISION, 2004 

MODULE VI - SH.ORT TERM INCINERATION;. SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURJ.~ 

AND POST-TRIAL BURN 

This Module covers the incinerator shakedown, trial burn and post-trial burn peri.ods for each 

incinerator. For clarity, this Module is organized as follows: 

Section VI.A. - Gener.al Conditions During Shakedown, Trial Burn and Post-Trial Burn for All 

Incinerators at the UMCDF Site 

Section VI.B. - Liquid Incinerators (LICs) 

Section VI.C. - Metal Parts Furnace (MPF) 

Section VI.D. - De~ctiv~tion Furn~ce System (DFS) 

Section VI.E. - Dunnage Incinerator (DUN) 
. . 

Section VI.F. - Common Stack for LIC, M,PF and DFS 
; . . 

Section VI.G. - PAS Carb9n Filter Unit 

. \ 

VI.A. GENERAL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND POST-TRIAL 

Vl.A.l. 

BURN FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE 

Construction and Maintenance [ 40 CFR §264.31] 

t. The Permittee shall construct each incinerator in accordance with the design plans and 

specifications contained in Vofome II, Sections D-5 through D-8 and Volume VII, 

Attachment D-3, Sections D-5B through D-8B of the Application. 

n. All process monitors required, pursuant to Permit Conditions VI.B.4., VI.C.4, VI.D.4. and 

VI.E.4., shall be. equipped with operational alarms to warn of deviation, or imminent 

deviation, from the limits specified in Tables 6-3, 6-7, 6-11, 6-15, 7-la, 7-lb, 7-3, 7-5 and 7-7 

of this Permit. 

111. Modifications to the design pians and specifications in the Application for any incinerator 

shall be allowed only in accordance with Permit Condition II.A.2. 

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 1 of80 
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VI.A.2. 

VI.A.3. 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
I.D. No.: ORQ 000 009 431 

MODULE VI 
DATE OF REVISION, 2004 

iv. Prior to treating surrogate or chemical agent hazardous waste in any incinerator, .the Permittee 

shall install and test all process monitoring and control instrumentation specified in Tables 7-

la, 7-lb, 7-3, 7-5 and 7-7 of this Permit for the incinerators in accordance with the design 

plans in Volume II, Sections D-5 through D-8 and Volume VII, Attachment D-3, Sections D­

SB through D-8B of the Application. 

v. The Permittee shall not feed surrogate or che!Dical agent hazardous wastes into any 

incinerator until such time that the Permittee has demonstrated compliance with the 

certification of construction or modification requirements, as specified in Permit Condition 

I.R. 

VI. The Permittee shall maintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown;. trial burn and 

post-trial burn periods .in accordance .with the ~perating require~ents specified in this permit 

E~ch incinerato~ shall:meet the applicable p~rforiri~:ric·~ ~tandard~ specifi~a iri Permit ' : .. -· ',_ . 

Conditions VI.B.l ., VI.C.L, VI.D.1., and VI.E.L befure entering after exiting each 

incin.erator's carbon filter system. 

Vll. All air pollution control devices and caphrre syste~s f~r which this Permit is issued shall be 

maintained and operated at all times in a manner so as to mini~ze the~~missio:is of air 

contaminants and to minimize process upsets. Procedures for ensuring. that the above 

equipment is properly operated and maintained so as to minimize the emission of air . . . . . 

contaminants and process upsets shall be established. 

Inspection Requirements [40 CFR §264.347] 

i. The PerIPittee shall inspect each incinerator in accordance ,>fith the inspection schedules and 

requirements in Attachment 3 of this Permit. 

11. The inspection data for each incinerator shall be recorded, and the records shall be placed in 

the Operating Record for the respective incinerator, in accordance with Permit Condition II.I. 

Monitoring Requirements [40 CFR §264.37] 

All federal Title 40 CFR citations ar e Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 2 of80 
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MODULE VII 
DATE OF REVISION, 2004 

MODULE VII - INCINERATION - NORl\1AL OPERATION 

Four types of incinerators are used to deactivate and destroy the components·ofthe waste generated · 

from the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program (CSDP)- They are: 

Two (2) Liquid Incinerators (LICs), 
' . 

One (1) M etal Parts Furnace (MPF), 

One (1) Deactivation Furnace System (DFS), and 

One (1) Dunnage Incinerator (DuN). 

All of these incinerators are new and each one is provided with a Pollution Abatement System_ One 
• i1 • 

exhaust stack is shared.by the LICs, MPF, and DFS (hereafter referred to as "common stack".) 

Another stack is provided for the DUN mcinerator. 

Liquid chemical agents drained from 11funitions, liquid laboratory wastes, and spent decontamination 

solutions are incin~rated in each LIC. E~plosives and propellants are inc4'ierate~ in the DFS. In 

general,, n:i:etal part,s are decontaminated and detoxified in t~e MPF. Miscellaneous materials are 

incinerated in DUN. 

This module covers the incineration normal operation periods. For c~arity, this .module is organized 

as follows: 

Section VII.A. - General Conditions for All Incinerators at the UMCDF Site 

Section VII.B. - Liquid Incinerators (LICs) 

Section VII.C. - Metal Par1;s Furnace (MPF) 

Section VII.D. - Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) 

Section VII.E. - Dunnage Incinerator (DUN) 

Section VII.F. - Common Stack for LIC, MPF and DFS 

Section VII. G. - PAS Carbon Filter Unit 

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 1 of80 
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VII.A. 

VII.A.I. 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
I.D. No.: ORQ 000 009 431 

. MODULE VII 
DATE OF REVISION, 2004 

GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UlVICDF SITE 

Requirements for Beginning Normal Operations 

Prior to commencing normal operations provided for in Module VII of this Permit, all requirements 

provided in Module VI of this Permit shall have been met by the Pennittee and approved by the 

Department, the Trial Burn results and the Post-Trial Bum Risk Assessment provided for in Permit 

Condition II.N. shall have been evaluated and approved by the Department, and the applicable 

numerical values represented with an asterisk(*) in the conditions and tables of Module VII of this 

·Permit shall have been established. 

VII.A.2. Limitation on Waste Feed 

1. Only one chemical agent, or waste containing one chemical agent, shall be fed to any 

incinerator, at any given time. 

11. The Permittee· shall not incinerate any chemical agent, or any waste containing the chemical 

agent, in which treatment has not been successfully demonstrated through a chemical agent 

trial burn, in accordance with Module VI. 

vtr.A.3. Inspection Requirements 

1. The Pennittee. shall inspect each incinerator in accordance with the inspection schedule and . 

requirements of Attachment 3 of this Permit. 

ii. The inspection data for each incinerator shall be recorded, and the records shall be placed in 

the Operating Record for the respective incinerator, in accordance with Permit Condition II.I. 

VII.A.4. Monitoring Requirements 

i. Upon receipt of a written request from the Department, the Permittee shall perform sampling 

and analysis of the waste and exhaust emissions to verify that the operating requirements 

established in the Permit achieve the performance standards delineated in this Permit. [ 40 

CFR §264.347 (a)(3)] 
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MODULE VII 
DATE OF REVISION, 2004 

11. All monitoring, recording, maintenance, calibration and test data shall be recorded and the 

records for each incinerator shall be placed in the Operating Record for each respective 

incinerator, in accordance with Permit Condition II.I. 

111. The Permittee shall calibrate the oxygen (02) and .carbon monoxide (CO) continuous 

emission monitors (CEMS) specified in this Permit in accordance with the Performance 

Specifications for Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems referenced in 40 CFR 63 

Appendix to Subpart EEE. 

VII.A.5. Reporting 

1. The Permittee shall submit to the Department an annual report every February first for the 

previous calendar year, which summarizes the QNQC reliability problems experienced with 

Hydrogen Chloride (HCl), carbon monoxide, oxygen, and chemical agent stack gas monitors, 

chemical agent ventilation system monitors (Laboratory and MDB) and ambient air chemical 

agent monitors during the previous year. This summary report shall include, but not be 

limited to, the following: 

a. Identification of the monitor experiencing the problem; 

b . Identification of the type of problem (e.g., borderline or deficient recoveries, plugging); 

c. Date problem experienced; 

d. Frequency of problem; and 

e. Corrective action implemented to correct the problem, and whether or not or to what 

degree the corrective action was successful. 

11. The Permittee shall submit a report of ~11 quarterly CEM Calibration Error (CE)/ Absolute 

Calibration Audit (ACA) and annual CEM Performance Specification Tests conducted in 

accordance with Permit Condition VII.AA.iii. within 30 calendar days of the date of the tests. 

m. If any sampling and testing result show that any emission rate specified in Table 7-9 is 

exceeded, then the Permittee shall notify the Department within 24 hours of the discovery. 

The Perrnittee. should submit additional risk information to indicate that the increased 
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VII.A.6. Closure 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
I.D. No.: ORQ 000 009 431 

MODULE VII 
DATE OF REVISION, 2004 

emission is off-set by decreased emission from another constituent that is expected to be 

emitted at the same time. Based on the notification and any additional information, the 

Director may submit·in writing direction to the Perrnittee to stop waste feed to the appropriate 

incinerators(s). The Perrnittee shall stop waste feed to the appropriate incinerator(s) in the 

time specified in writing. Waste feed operation will resume upon written approval from the 

Department [40 CFR §270.32(b)(2)]. 

At closure, the Perrnittee shall follow the procedures in the Closure Plan, Volume XII, Section I of 

the Application as revised in accordance with Permit Condition II.J.3. 

VII.A. 7. Recordkeeping 

VII.A.8. 

VII.B. 

i. The Perrnittee shall record and mainta~, in the O~erating Record for each incinerator, all 

monitoring and inspection data compiled under the requirements of this Permit, in accordance 

with Permit Condition II.I. 

ii. The Pennittee shall record in the Operating Record the date, time, and duration of all 

automatic waste feed cut offs and/or lock outs, including the triggering parameters, reason for 

the deviation, and c_orrective measures taken to prevent recurrence of the incideJlt. The 

Permittee shall also record all incidents of the automatic waste feed cut off function failures, 

including the corrective measures taken .to correct the condition that caused the failure. 

General Operation 

The Permittee sh<ill m:'lintain and opernte ea.ch incinerator dminp: shakedown, trial burn and post-trial 

burn periods in accordance with the operating requirements specified in this Permit. Eac!J. incinerator 

shall meet the applicable performance standards specified in Permit Conditions VII.B.2., VII.C.2., 

VII.D.2., and VII E.2. before eateriag after exiting each incinerator's carbon filter system. 

LIQUID INCINERATORS (LICS) 

Each Liquid Incinerator (LIC) will be installed and used to burn liquid wastes. The LICs are 

provided with: 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT FOR THE MAY 20-21, 2004 REGULAR MEETING 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Hazardous Waste Storage and 
Treatment Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) 

Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point." 

FINDINGS AND 
CONCLUSIONS OF THE 
COMMISSION AND ORDER 

***DRAFT*** 

BACKGROUND FINDINGS 

1. On February 10, 1997, the Environmental Quality Commission issued 

10 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER ("Commission Order") 

11 directing issuance of a Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit (HW Permit) to the 

12 United States Army (Army) for construction and operation of incinerators to destroy 

13 chemical weapons stored at the Umatilla Chemical Depot (the incineration facility is known 

14 as the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility or UMCDF). 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2. The UMCDF HW Permit names the U.S. Army Umatilla Chemical Depot 

(UMCD) and U.S. Army Project Manager for Chemical Stockpile Disposal (PMCSD) 1 as 

Owner and Operator, and Washington Demilitarization Company (WDC) as Co-Operator. 

Collectively, these three entities are referred to as the "Permittees." 

3. On September 16, 2003 the Permittees submitted a Class 3 Permit 

20 Modification Request (PMR) [UMCDF-03-041 -PFS(3), "Change in Incinerator Emissions 

21 Compliance Point"] to the Department of Environmental Quality (Department). A copy of 

22 the PMR was sent to the Commission by the Department on October 2, 2003. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

4. PMR UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) requested that the Department determine each 

incinerator' s compliance with HW Permit limits using the air pollutant levels as measured 

after the pollution abatement system carbon filter system (PFS). 

1 PMCSD is now known as the Progra~ Manager for Elimination of Chemical Weapons (PM ECW). 

PAGE 1 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
Permit Modification No. UMCDF-037041-PFS(3) 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

·.· 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

DISCUSSION DRAFT FOR THE MAY 20-21, 2004 REGULAR MEETING 

5. A 60-day public comment period was held open from September 17 through 

November 17, 2003. 

6. The Permittees held a public meeting on October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, 

Oregon. 

7. The Department issued a Notice of Deficiency on the PMR to the Permittees 

on November 5, 2003. 

8. The Department received eight written comments on the PMR by the close of 

the 60-day comment period on November 17, 2003. 

9. The Permittees responded to the Department's Notice of Deficiency on 

December 1, 2003. 

10. On January 9, 2004 the Department sent the Permittees a Notice of Substantial 

Completion and Intent to Prepare Draft Permit. 

11. The Department, having made a tentative decision to recommend that the 

Commission approve the PMR as originally proposed, prepared a public notice and RCRA 

(Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) Fact Sheet on January 14, 2004. The public 

notice was sent to all persons on the Department's mailing list for UMCDF activities. 

12. A copy of the Notice of Deficiency, the Permittees' response to the Notice of 

Deficiency, the public notice, the RCRA Fact Sheet, and a full copy of all comments received 

during I.he rirsl. coill.J.uent period we.i e t.i·atlsuultcd lo ~ e Com.inissio.1 by he Departm. 11 o • 

January 27, 2004. 

13. A public comment period on the proposed permit modification UMCDF-03-

041-PFS(3) was held open from January 14 through March 1, 2004. 

14. The Commission accepted oral public comment on the proposed permit 

modification on February 5, 2004. Four persons provided oral comments (two from the same 

organization). 
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15. The Department held a public hearing on the proposed permit modification on 

February 18, 2004. Fifteen oral comments were received. 

16. The Department received ten written comments on the PMR by the close of 

the second comment period on March 1, 2004. 

17. Written transcripts of the oral public comments provided on both February 5 

and February 18, 2004 were provided in a staff report sent to the Commission on April 29, 

2004 for the May 20, 2004 meeting of the Commission (May Staff Report). 

18. . A total of 28 persons/organizations provided written and/or oral comments 

during the two comment periods. All written comments were included as an attachment to 

the May Staff Report sent to the Commission on April 30, 2004. 

19. The Commission held a meeting to consider the proposed modification 

UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) to the UMCDF HW Permit on May 20, 2004 in Hermiston, Oregon. 

Additional oral discussion and comment were provided at this meeting by Department staff. 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

20. 40 C.F.R. 270.41 and 270.42 govern modification of hazardous waste permits. 

For agency-initiated modifications, "cause" for modification includes: 

"(1) Alterations. There are material and substantial alterations or additions to 
the permitted facility or activity which occurred after permit issuance which 
justified the application of permit conditions that are different or absent in the 
existing permit. 

"(2) Information. The [agency] received information. Permits may be 
modified during their terms for this cause only if the information was not 
available at the time of permit issuance (other than revised regulations, 
guidance, or test methods) and would have justified the application of 
different permit conditions at the time of issuance. 

"(3) New Statutory Requirements or Regulations. The standards or 
regulations on which the permit was based have been changed by statute, 
through promulgation of new or amended standards or regulations, or by 
judicial decision after the permit was issued." 

,• • ' ' t •Y •~• ''' '. 

. ' 
2i. For permit modificaticms requested by the permittee, the Commission has 

!broad .discretion to rn:odify the permit ~ long as the modif~cation co~plies with federal al}_d 
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4 FINDINGS PERTAINING TO PERMIT MODIFICATION REQUEST UMCDF-03-

5 041-PFS(3) "CHANGE IN INCINERATOR EMISSIONS COMPLIANCE POINT" 

6 22. The HW Pennit requires that UMCDF incinerators utilize multi-stage 

7 pollution abatement systems consisting of quench tower, venturi scrubber, packed bed 

8 scrubber tower, mist eliminator vessel, gas reheater, and a carbon filter system (PFS). 

9 23. When the Commission approved the UMCDF HW Pennit in February 1997, it 

10 required that compliance with emissions standards be detennined at a point just before the 

11 emissions stream enters the PFS. 

12 24. A petition for judicial review of the February 1997 Commission Order was 

13 filed in Multnomah County Circuit Court. In December 1998, the court issued an order on 

14 review, finding that "apart from one critical ambiguity," the findings, conclusions and 

15 procedures set forth in the February 1997 Commission Order "were consistent with 

16 applicable law, supported by substantial evidence in the record as of the time that record 

17 closed, and within the discretion afforded to [DEQ/EQC]." 

18 25. The "critical ambiguity" identified by the court related to the PFS. The court 

19 remanded the February 1997 Corru1tlssion Order to the Corr1.i1tlssion to clarify W11at role t.ue 

20 PFS played in its analysis. On remand, the Commission took written comments and issued a 

21 "Clarifying Order" dated March 19, 1999. The Clarifying Order stated that the Commission 

22 "did not rely on PAS carbon filters in finding that the baseline incineration technology is the 

23 best available technology for destruction of the agent at Umatilla" ahd that the Commission 

24 required the inclusion of the PFS for "an additional measure of safety." 

25 26. In June 1999, the court found that the Clarifying Order resolved the ambiguity and 

26 affirmed the Commission Order. 
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1 27. The PFS has been installed and is fully operational at UMCDF. The 

2 Department and the Commission have received information relating to the PFS t~at was not 

3 available at the time of permit issuance. That information includes: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

28. 

A report from the National Research Council (NRC) dated August 12, 1999, 

titled "Carbon Filtration for Reducing Emissions for Chemical Agent 

Incineration." 

Information presented to the Commission during a 60-day public comment 

period opened on July 19, 1999 for the purpose of receiving information 

regarding the PFS. 

Information presented to the Commission at a special work session held on 

August 19, 1999 regarding the PFS. 

InforII?-ation presented to the Commission about storage and disposal risk, 

presented in Attachment M of the May Staff Report. 

Information relating to prior permit modification requests submitted by the 

permittees regarding the PFS, including substantial design improvements to 

the PFS. 

Emission testing results from surrogate trial bums (STB) conducted on the 

incinerators at UMCDF. A summary of selected STB results is set forth in 

Attachment N to the May Staff Report. 

Information relating to the performance of a virtually identical PFS system at 

the Anniston (Alabama) chemical weapons incineration facility. The 

Anniston facility determines compliance with emission standards after the 

emission stream exits the PFS. A summary of selected STB results is set forth 

in Attachment N to the May Staff Report. 

On September 30, 2003, new emission standards, known as Maximum 

26 Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards, went into effect. See 40 C.F.R. 63 
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(subpart EEE). Under the MACT standards, emission levels are tested at the point emissions 

are released into the atmosphere. As a result, the MACT standards allow the UMCDF 

permittees to demonstrate compliance with emission standards after the emission stream exits 

the PFS. 
~-~,..,...,. ....-r. • ~~rt 

29. . _ Alth~ug~· c.~~se is not specifically requi~~d f<;>~perrriit.modificatib~s requ.ested j 

by a permittee, the· Cornritlssi<;>n finds that the new information regarding the PFS and' the · ' j 
_new MACT standards, would support a finding of cause for modifying the permit as J 

1 
requested by the permittees. · 

30. The Commission concludes in its discretion that .the permit should be 

modified as requested by the permittees. In reaching that conclusion, the Commissi.on notes 

! 
I 

,, J 

(a) Effects on public health, safety and the environment are determined by 

emissions that enter the atmosphere, not by pollutants in the emissions stream 

that enter the PFS but are not released into the atmosphere. Testing for 

compliance with emission standards after the emissions stream exits the PFS 

provides a better way of assessing the potential effects on public health, safety 

and the environment. 

(b) As explained in the May Staff Report, denying the requested modification 

approximately one or two rockets per hour in order to meet all emission 

standards set forth in the HW Permit. This potentially extends the destruction 

of the chemical weapons stockpile by five years or more. 

(c) Risk assessments have predicted that the risks of c_ontinued storage exceed the 

risks associated with incineration activities, though both levels of risk are 

relatively low in comparison to risks accepted by the public in everyday life. 
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Thus, any delay in the stockpile destruction increases the risks to public health 

and safety. 

Public comments from community and tribal leaders and others tend to 

support granting the requested modification, in part because of opposition to 

any delays in destroying the chemical weapon stockpile. 

Approval of this modification provides UMCDF a consistent point of 

compliance for both the state and federal standards and eliminates the need to 
1 

test the incinerators with the PFS offline. 

Although granting the modification could be criticized as inconsistent with the 

position adopted by the Commission in the February 1997 Order and the 

March 1999 Clarifying Order, there are good reasons for granting the 

modification. The UMCDF facility is capable of meeting emission standards ' 

in the HW Permit without accounting for the .additional protections provided 

. by the PPS, but feed rates would have to be significantly reduced for the DPS I 
~o meet those standards without accounting for the PFS. 

• Incineration facilities at JACADS (Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent 

Disposal System) and TOCDF (Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal 

Facility) successfully destroyed tons of chemical weapons safely 

without an operational PFS system. l 
• STB results have demonstrated that all of the incinerators at UMCDF l 

except for the Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) ~an satisfy all of J 

the original HW Permit emission standards, and the new MACT 

· standards, without accountin'g for the additional emission reductions ' -· ~-- ---~- -......-.- .. ~ 
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-,;;·.~;:--7'" ~: . ~ . ... j ,,,._,. 'l'l"l'. •"7.'{ 

pi:ovided· by the PfS, and without significantly reducing the:·feeq ~. · l . . ' . . . .· . . ' . . " .,. •' . t 
' .• . - - . ... ··. . --·· ' . . . ~ 

, · rates. , ' · · · .. j 
. . • . •. . . " . . · j 

• :. The .pFs can satis.fy subst~ntially ~t of the emission stand~d~ in the ~ 
: ·, , .." . . . . . . .. ' . . . .i 

.. ~~gi_nal HJ" Permit, and the n~w MACT'standards,. witho~t . : : '· 1 
r . ~;gniflcar:idy ~~d~cingl~e4 rat~s. STB. res_uits ha~e shown_.t~at for a' j 
r : .few particular. ~et~i's that were injected infot~e. surrogate materi~s_ ': l 

·:· . " . . . "'• •.· . '·· .· . ·: .. . . . ":· . l 

·. being_ ~ested in ord~r.tqa~pr~xiinate "_wor,st case'".scenarios,_the ; .-' ··::J 

. pe~tt~~;; would be,req~ired to substantially redu.ce rocketf~ed -;ates l 
".; . ! ~ . ..... ..... " · ·. -~-- . . :'. ••. . . .· ... ·.. . . . ' : . . · .. • l 

.. for the DFS in .(),rde"rJo satisfy the emission.standards for .. those . . . I 
• • • . . ,i . •. 

In addition, the PFS was originally added primarily to address concerns about 

dioxin and chemical agent emissions. The PFS still serves its original 

function of providing an added level of protection against dioxin and chemical 

agent emissions; it also continues to serve its intended purpose of providing an 

added level of protection against the emission of other hazardous air 

pollutants. 

CONCLUSION OF THE COMMISSION 

The Corru-rtlssion has adequate legal authority to modify the UivlCDF HV/ 

Permit as proposed. 

. Under the circum~t~mc~;, th; ~~~~s~ion find~ that t~e modificati~n .-~ . 1 
·' . .. .. ~· ,. "·~ 

•complies with state and federal law ;and., doe~ rtot cause any increas.edrisk to public health; J 
. :· . . . . . . ·- . ' . . .. .. - ~- ' J 

safety, '1¥<l the environm~nt. The permit should be, modified as requested for the reasons' Set :l 
. · . -.· :· . ·.: , . , '· .. . ~.. _, ,;: ·· . . . . : , < --~ . . .. >;. ~ ·. .- .. "· · · ~: ... .-~ ~ - , . . . . " ·I 

'forth in.this Order and in the May Staff.l{eport dated ~pril 29,-2004. , . . ''.<J 
....... ~ #-'- .~ .......... -.... ............. ~ , ...... .~ -~~ ................ :_,., .. .:. .... _ _,_._ .... -' .. _..,_.......,.._;-'- ..,..,,....~ ~- :i. .. "iold!ll • J.-.. ,l. ..~ .. 
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ORDER 

Now, therefore, IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. These findings, conclusions and order shall constitute the Commission's final 

5 permit modification decision and response to public comments. 

6 2. Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431 is 

7 modified in accordance with Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), "Change in 

8 Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point," as set forth in Exhibit 1. 

9 3. This Order shall be an Order in Other Than a Contested Case, subject to 

10 judicial review pursuant to ORS 183.484. No administrative appeal of the permit 

11 modification shall be provided to the applicant or third parties. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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26 

DATED this __ day of May, 2004. 

Mark Reeve, Chair 
For the Environmental Quality Commission 
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EXHIBIT 1 
Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 

"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Modification to 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431 
[Underlined text to be added; struck out text to be deleted] 

Permit ,Module · ·:~ Cominents 

MODULE VI ("Short Term Incineration - Shakedown, Trial Burn And Post-Trial Burn") 

Condition VI.A.1 . vi. 
(Construction and Maintenance) 

Change the phrase "before entering" to "after 
exiting" 

Module VII ("Incineration - Normal Operations") 

Condition VII.A.8 
(General Operation)) 

EXIDBIT 1, PAGE 1 

Change the phrase "before entering" tq "after 
exiting" 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER 

CHANGE IN INCINERATOR EMISSIONS COMPLIANCE POINT 

UMATILLA CHEMICAL AGENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 



MODULE VI - SHORT TERM INCINERATION - SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND 
POST-TRIAL BURN 

VI.A. GENERAL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND 

POST-TRIAL BURN FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE 

Vl.A.l. Construction and Maintenance [40 CFR §264.31] 

i. - v. [Not shown here] 

VI. The Permittee shall maintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, 

trial burn and post-trial burn periods in accordance with the operating 

requirements specified in this permit. Each incinerator shall meet the 

applicable performance standards specified in Permit Conditions Vl.B.1., 

VI.C. l. , VI.D. l., and VI.E. l. before entering after exiting each incinerator's 

carbon filter system. 

MODULE VII - INCINERATION - NORMAL OPERATION 

VII.A. GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF 

SITE 

VII.A. I - VII.A. 7 [Not shown here] 

VII.A.8. General Operation 

The Permittee .shall maintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, trial 

burn and post-trial burn periods in accordance with the operating requirements 

specified in this Permit. Each incinerator shall meet the applicable performance 

standards specified in Permit Conditions VII.B.2., VIl.C.2., VII.D.2., and VII E.2. 

before entering after exiting each incinerator's carbon filter system. 

EXHIBIT 1, PAGE 2 
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Public Notice 
and 

Fact Sheet 
for the 

Proposed Modification of the 
Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit 

for the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

(DEQ Item Nos. 04-0051 and 04-0011) 

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
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ublic Notice; Request for Comments and 
(REVISED) Notice of Pub liq Hearings 

Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) 
Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
(Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431) 

· Notice issued: January 14, 2004 

Written comments due: 
5:00 p .m., March 1, 2004 (Revised) 

Hearing dates: 
February 5, 2004 (Portland) 
February 18, 2004 (Hermiston) (Revised) 

Portland Hearing (February 5): 
Hearing time: l ·OO p.ni. 
Hearing location: 
DEQ Headquarters Building, Room 3A 
811 S.W. Sixth Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204 

., Hermiston Hearing (February 18): 
) Hearing time: . 7·00 p.m. 

(DEQ staff will be available at 6:30 p.m. 
to answer questions about the Permit 
Modification Request.) 

Hearing location: 
Good Shepherd Conference Center 
Conference Room# 1 (Revised) 
610 N.W. 1 lth 
Hermiston, OR 

How can I send comments? 
'J:he DEQ will accept written or oral comments 
at the hearings listed above, or written 
comments by mail, fax or e-mail (see b elow). 

Contact Name: Shelly Ingram 
DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program 

Phone: (541) 567-8297 ext. 25, or 
Toll-free in Oregon (800) 452-4011 

Mailing address: 
DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program 
256 E. Hurlburt A venue 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

Fax: (541) 567-4741 

E-mail: ingram.shelly@deq state or .. us 
(Please include "Public Comment" in the 
subject line. E-mail comments will be 
acknowledged as soon as possible. The DEQ is 
not responsible for delays between servers that 
result in missed comment deadlines.) 

What kind of facility is UMCDF? 
The Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility (UMCDF) is a hazardous waste 
storage and treatment facility that will use four 
incinerators to destroy a stockpile of chemical 
warfare agents· that has been stored at the 
Umatilla Chemical Depot (UMCD) since 
1962. UMCDF is owned by the U.S. Army 
and operated by Washington Demilitarization 
Company. A Hazardous Waste Storage and 
Treatment Permit (HW Permit) for the 
UMCDF was issued in February 1997. 

The chemical agent stockpile at UMCD 
includes about 3,717 tons of nerve agents 
("VX" and "GB") and blister agent 
("mustard") in liquid foim. The chemical 
agents are contained in munitions, such as 
rockets, projectiles and land mines, and in 
large containers, such as spray tanks, bombs 
and "ton containers." All of the chemical 
warfare age.µts are highly toxic. 

Where is the facility located? 
The UMCDF is located in northeastern Oregon 
at the Umatilla Chemical Depot, about seven 
miles west of Hermiston, Oregon (175 miles 
east of Portland, Oregon). The address is 
78072 Ordnance Road, Hermiston, OR 97838. 

What is Proposed? 
On September 16, 2003 the United States 
Anny's Project Manager for Elimination of 
Chemical Weapons (PM ECW) submitted a 
Class 3 Permit Modification Request 
[UMCDF-00-041-PFS(3)] titled "Change in 
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point." 

UMCDF is requesting that the DEQ determine 
compliance with HW Permit limits using the 
air pollutant levels as measured after the 
carbon filter system, the final stage of each 
incinerator's pollution abatement systems. As 
originally issued, the UMCDF HW Permit 
required that emissions compliance be 
determined at a point just before passing 
through the carbon filter system. 

04-0051 · 
-.~ 

~ 

~ 
I•] :(•1 
State of Oregon 
Department of 
·Environmental 
Quality 

Office of the 
Director 
Chemical 
Demilitarization 
Program 
256 E. Hurlburt Ave. 
Hermiston, OR 97838 
Phone: (541) 567-~297 

(800) 452-4011 
Fax: (541) 5674741 

Contact Shelly Ingram 

DEQ Item No. 04-0051 

"~vw.deq.state.or.us 
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hi effect, the change w111 allow UMCDF to 
"take credit" for the ability of the carbon filters 
to remove additional pollutants from the 
incinerator gas streams_ 

An initial public c~mment period on this Permit 
Modification Request was held open from 
September 17-November 17; 2003 (60 days) 
A public information meeting was held on 
October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregon. The 
DEQ rec~ive<.l a total of eight public comments 
concerning the Permit Modification Request. 

After consideration of the public comments, 
and review of the information submitted by the 
UMCDF related to this Permit Modification 
Request, the DEQ has made a tentative decision 
to recommend that the Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC) approve the Permit 
Modification Request. The purpose of this 
Notice is to invite you to provide comments to 
the DEQ on this proposed change to the 
UMCDF HW Permit. . 

Why Has The Change Been Proposed? 
The Permit Modification Request from 
UMCDF states that the purpose of the proposed 
change is to "provide a consistent approach for 
complying with two sets of regulations" and to 
"eliminate the need to test the incinerators 
during [chemical] agent trial burns with the 

. [carbon filter] units bypassed." 

How do I get more Information and 
review pertinent documents? 
In accordance with applicable regulations, DEQ 
has prepared a much more detailed Fact Sheet 
with information related to this Permit 
Modification Request and the reasons for 
DEQ's tentative decision to recommend 
approval. You can review the detailed Fact 
Sheet and other documents related to Permit 
Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
at the.Hermiston DEQ olficc (please call ahead 
for an appointment) or at one of the following 
information repositories: 

Hermiston Public Library 
235 E. Gladys Avenue 
Hermiston, OR 97838 
(541.) 567-2882 

Mid Columbia Library (Kennewick Branch) 
1620 S. Union St. · 
Kennewick, WA 99336 
(509) 586-3156 

Pendleton Public Llorary 
502 s_w_ DorionAveri1ie 
Pendleton, OR 97801 · 
(541) 966-0210 

Portland State University Library 
951 s_w_ Hall, Fifth Floor 
Portland, OR 97204 
(503) 725-4617 

You can also call, write or e-mail the 
Hermiston DEQ office and request 
information be sent to you. Interested parties 
are invited and encouraged to provide 
comments on this proposed change to the 
UMCDF permit. Staff will be available to 
answer questions from 6·30-7:00p.m before 
the public hearing in Hermiston on February 
18, 2004. 

What happens next? 
After completion of the public comment 
period the DEQ will review and consider oral 
and written comments received during the 
comment period_ DEQ will then prepare a · 
st~ff report for consideration by the EQC The 
Staff Report will include ·the DEQ's final 
recommendation to the Commission on 
whether to approve the permit modification as 
proposed, app,rove the modification with . 
revisions, or to deny the modificatio,n request 

The staff report will include an explanation of 
the DEQ's 'reasoning in corning to its final 
recommendation, and DEQ's responses to . 
sigllificant comments received during both the 
first and second comment periods. The DEQ 
anticipates the final decision of the EQC will 
be made during a regularly scheduled EQC 
meeting in May, 2004_ 

Accessibility infor.mation 
DEQ is committed to accommodating people 
with disabilities at our hearings. Please notify 
DEQ of any special physical or language 
accommodations or if you need information .in 
large print, Braille or another format To 
make these arrangements, contact Shelly 
Ingram at (541) 567-8297 ext 25, or toll free 
in Oregon at (800) 452-4011 

People with hearing impairments may call 
DEQ's ITYnumber, (503) 229-6993 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
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PubiicNotice: Requ~st for Cominents and : 
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Notice of Public Hearings 

Change in Incinerator Emissions Compfiance Point 
Umatilla Chemical _Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) 
Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
(Permit No ORQ 000 009 431 ) 

Notice issued: January 9, 2004 

Written comments due: 
5:00 p.m., February 23, 2004 

Hearing dates:· 
February 5, 2004 (Portlil:lld) 
February 9, 2004 (Hermiston) 

Portland Hearing (February 5): 
Hearing time: 1:00 p.m. 

Hearing location: 
DEQ Headquarters Building, Ro·orn 3A 
811 S.W. Sixth Ave. 
Portland, OR 97204 

Hermiston Hearing (February 91: 
Hearing time:· 7:00 p.m. 
(DEQ staff will be available at 6:30 p.m. 
to answer questions about the Permit 
Modification Request.) 

Hearing location: 
Good Shepherd Conference Center 
Conference Room# 2 
610N.W .. 11th 
Hermiston, OR 

How can I send comments? 
The DEQ will ac.cept written or oral co'mments 
at the hearings listed above, or written 
comments by mail, fax or e-mail (see below). 

Contact Name: Shelly Ingram 
DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program 

Phone: (541) 567-~2~7 ext. 25, or 
Toll-free in Oregon (800) 452-4011 

Mailing address: 
DpQ Chemical Demilitarization Program 
256 E. Hurlburt Avenue 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

Fax: (541) 567-4741 

E-mail: ingram shelly@deq.state.or.us 

(Please include "Public Comment" in the 
subject line. E-mail comments will be 
acknowledged as soon as possible. The DEQ is 
not responsible for delays between servers that 
result in missed comment deadlines-) 

What kind of facility is UMCDF? 
The Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility (UMCDF) is a haiardous waste 
storage and treatment facility that will use four 
incineratqrs to destroy a stockpile of chemical 
warfare agents that has been stored ·at the . 
Umatilla Chemical Depot (UMCD) since 
1962 UMCDF is owned by the U.S. Army 
·and operated by Washington Demilitarization 
Company. A Hazardous Waste Storage and 
Treatment Permit (HW Permit) for the 
UMCDF was issued in February 1997 

'J;he chemical agent stockpile at UMCD 
· in~ludes ab.out 3, 717 tons of nerve agents 
("VX" and "GB") and blister agent 

. ("mu.staid") in liquid forin. The chemical 
agents· are contained in munitions, such as 
rockets, projectiles and land mines, and in 
large containers, such as spray tanks, bombs 
and "ton containers." All of the chemical 
warfare agents are highly toxic. 

Where is the facility located? 
The UMCDF is located in northeastern Oregon 

· at the Umatilla Chemical Depot; about seven 
miles west ofHermiston, Oregon (175 miles 
east of P-ortland; Oregon). The address is 
78072 Ordnance Road, Hermiston, OR 97838. 

What is Proposed? 
On September 16, 2003 the United States 
Army's Project·Manager for Elimination of 
Chemical Weapons (PM ECW) submitted a 
Class 3 Permit Modification Request 
[UMCDF-00-041-PFS(3)] titled "Change in 
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point." 

UMCDF is requesting that the DEQ determine 
compliance with HW Permit limits using the 
air pollutant levels as measured after the 
carbon'filter system, the final stage of each 
incinerator' s pollution abatement systems. As 
originally issued, the UMCDF HW Permit 
required that emissions compliance be 
determined at a point just before passing 
through the carbon filter system, 
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In effect, the change will allow UMCDF ·to 
"take credit" fo·r the ability of the carbon filters 
to remove additional pollutants fr.oilj the 
incinerator gas streams. 

An initial public comment period on this Permit 
ModiP.cation Request was held open from 
September 17-Novembei: 17, 2003 (60 days). 
A public information meeting was held on 
October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregoµ. The 
DEQ received a total of eight public comments 
concerning the Permit fytodification Request. 

After c~nsideration of the public comments, 
and review of the information submitted by the 
UMCDF related to this Permit Modification 
Request, the DEQ has made a tentative decision 
to reconun:end that the Environmental Quality 
Commissfon (EQC) approve the Permit 
Modification Request. The purpose of this 
Notice is to.invite you to provide comments to 
the DEQ on tltjs proposed change to the 
UMCDF HW Permit 

Why Has The Change Been Proposed? 
The Permit Modification Request from 
UMCDF states that the purpose of the proposed 
chanae is to "provide a consistent approach for 
com;lying With two sets ofregulations" and to 
"eliminate the need to test the incinerators 
dµrhi.g [chemical] agent trial burns with the 
[carbon filter] units bypassed." 

How do I get more information and 
review pertinent ·documents? 
In accordance with applicable regulations, DEQ 
has ·prepared a much more detailed Fact Sheet 
with information related fo this Permit 
Modification Request and the i;-easons for 
DEQ's tentative decision to reco.qunend 
approval. You can review the detailed Fact 
Sheet and other documents related to Permit 
Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
at the Henniston DEQ office (please call ahead 
for an appointment) or at one of the followi..ng 
information repositories: 

Hermiston Public Library 
235 E. Gladys Avenue 
Hermist9n, OR 97838 -
(541) 567-2882 

Mid Columbia Library (Kennewick Branch) 
1620 S. Union St. 
Kennewick, WA 99336 
(509) 586-3156 

Pendleton Public Library . 
502 S.W. Dorion Avenue 
:Pendleton, OR 978Ql 
(541) 966-0210 

Portland State University Library 
951 S.W. Hall, Fifth Floor 
Portland, OR.97204 
(503) 725-4611 

You can also call, write or e-mail the 
Hermiston DEQ office and request 
information be sent to you. Interested parties 
are invited and encouraged to provide 
comments on this proposed change to the 
UMCDF pet'mit. Staff wili be available to 
answer questions from 6:30-7:00 p.m. before 
the pu'Qlic hearing in Hermiston on February 9, 
2004. 

What happens next? 
After completion of the publ~c comment 
period the DEQ will review and consider oral 
and written comments received during the 
comment period.- DEQ will then prepare a . 
staff report for consideration by the EQC, The 
Staff Report will include the DEQ's final 
reconimendation to the Commission on . 
whether to approve the pennit modification as 
proposed, approve the modification y.'ith 
revisions, or to deny the modification request 

The staff report will include an explanation of 
the DEQ's reasoning in co_ming to ·its final 
recommendation, andDEQ's responses to -
significant cominep.ts receiyed during both the 

_ first and second.comment periods. The DEQ 
anticipates the fmal decision of the EQC .will 
be made during a regularly scheduled EQC 
meeting in April or May, 2004. 

Accessibility information 
DEQ is committed to accommodating people 
·with disabilities at our hearings Please notify 
DEQ of any special physical or language 
uccummodations or if you need information in 
large print, Braille or another format. To · 
make these arrangements, contact Shelly 
Ingram at (541) 567-8297 ex(. 25, or toll.free 
in Oregon at (800) 452-4011 

People with hearing impairments may call 
DEQ's iTYnumber, (503) 229-6993 
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1. Introduction 

FACT SHEET 

Proposed Modification of the 
Hazardous Waste"Storage and Treatment Permit 

for the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

(Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431) 
- . . . 

Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-I,>FS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Introduction 1 

Process f9r a Class 3 Permit Modification Request 2 

Description of the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 3 

Description.of Permit Modification Request No. UMCPF-03-041- 4 
PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

DEQ's Tentative Decision to Recommend Approval . : 6 

Significant Considerations in Reaching Tentative Decision ' 6 

How to Submit Your Comments to the DEQ 9 

wliat Happens Next 9 

For More Information 9 

Public Notice A-1 

Proposed Changes to Ufyf CDF Hazardous Waste Permit B-1 

In February 1997 the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission (EQC or Commission) and the 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (Department or DEQ) issued a Hazardous Waste 
Storage and Treatment Permit (HW Permit) to the United States Army1 to build and operate the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (lJMCDF). Construction of UMCDF was completed 

1 There are three "Pern;rittees" named on the UMCDF HW Pennit. The U.S. Army Umatilla Chemical Depot and 
the U.S. Army Project Manager for Chemical Stockpile Disposal (PMCSD) (now known as Program Manager for 
Elimination of Chemical Weapons) are named as Owner and Operator of UMCDF. Washington Demilitarization 
Company (the Army's construction and operations contractor) is named as a co-operator ofUMCDF. 

DEQ Item No. 04-0012(19) 
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in 2001 and the facility is currently testing its systems in preparation for the anticipated start of _ 
chemical agent disposal operations some time in 2004. _ 

·.~. 

On September 16, ~003 the United States Army's Program Manager for Elimination of Che:i:nical 
Weapons (PMECW) submitted a Clais JPermitModifi.cationRequest (PMR) UMCDF:-03-04J:-· . _ 
PFS(3), "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point." UMCDF is requesting that. the.DEQ _ 
determine compliance with HW Peµnit limits using the air pollut~t levels as measured after the .. 
carbon filter system,2 the final stage of each incinerator's pollution abatement systems. As 
originally issued, the UMCDF HW Permit reqi.lired that emissions compliance be determined before 
gases passed through the carbon filters. In effect, the change will allow UMCDF to "take credit" for 
the ability of the c_arbon filters to remove additional pollut~ts from the incinerator gas streams. 

1bis Fact Sheet describes the proposed modification and provid~s background information about 
the UMCDF and the basis for the proposed modiP,cation. -Because the Department has inade a 
tentative decision to recommend to the EQC that the PMR be approved, this Fact Sheet also 
includ~ a discussion of the signi:fi,cant factual, legal, and policy questions the Pepartmerit 
considered in reaching its tentatiye decision. Information on how to proVi.de comnient on the 
proposed modification .is provided on Page 9 and ~ Attacprne:p.t A. --

Attachment A is the Public Notice that w~s mailed on January ~ 4, 2004 to persons on the 
Department's mailing list that have indicated an ~terest in the Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization 
Program. The Public Notice contains detailed information concerning information repositories a,nd 

. the dates of the scheduled public coinment period and public hearings related to the proposed 
modification. Attachment B includes the actual ~ex~ changes proposed for spec;ific pages o'fthe HW 
·Permit. . . 

2. Process for a Class 3 Permit Modification R equest 

_ Regulations regarding the permitting and operation of hazardous waste trea1nient, storage, and 
disposal facilities are knoWn as the ''Resource Conservation and Recovery Act'' (RCRA) 
regulations. They are contained in Titly 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). In 
accordance with the RCRA regulations, the State of Oregon ha_s been authorized by the US. 
Environmental Protection Agency to implement its own hazardous waste program. Oregon has 
adopted RCRA regulations as Oregon Administrative Rules. 

Because a hazardous waste permit is expected to be modified over the life of a facility, RCRA 
regulauons idenu±y three "classes" of permil Illuilifit;atiuilli, cad1 with its own public notification 
and/or participation requirements. Class 1 modifications are the least significant of permit · 
modifications and involve only minor changes to a permit, such as correction of typographical 
errors, updates to addresses or telephone numbers, or an upgrade of equipment. Class 2 · 
modifications are considered significant changes to the permit and are used primarily to address 
improvements in technology and management-of the facility. Class 3 modifications are considered 
very significant permit modifications and are used only for major changes to the facility or its 
operation. Both Class 2 and J permit modifications require opportunities for :public comment. 

2 This Fact Sheet will use term "carbon filter units" to refer to the "Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filtration 
System," usually identified by the acronym "PFS." 
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This Permit Modification Request [UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions 
Compliance Point"] was submitted to the DEQ on September 16, 2003 as a Class 3 modification. 

As required by the regulations for a Class 3 Permit Modification Request, an initial public comment 
period of 60 days was he~d open from September 17 through November 17, 2003. The UMCDF 
Permittees held a public inforrnatiqn meeting on October 21, 2003 ill Hermiston, Oregon. The DEQ 
issued a ''Notice of Deficiency' (NOD).on November 5, 2003 requesting additional infounation 
from the Permittees. The Per:mlttees responded to the NOD on December 1, 2003. At the 'close of 

. ):he' comment period DEQ had received eight comments from members of the public expressing 
opinions on wh,ether UMCDF should b~ allowed to d).ange the.pojnt at which DEQ determines 
UMCDF's compliance with emission limits in the HW Permit. . 

After reviewing public comments and the response to the NOD, the DEQ made a 
tentative decision to recommend that the Environm ental Quality CommissiiJn approve 

. ~he proposed modification. Accordingly, the Department has prepared this Fact Sheet 
·and the.revised.langua8e for the UMCDF HW Permit for public revie-W and comment. 

. . . 

J:ri.:accorda:n,ce·With the RCRA regulations for Class 3 permit modification requests, DEQ is 
. r~qm;sting c6i±nnents from the public on the proposed revision to the HW Permit. A 45-day public 
comment period on the proposed modification will be open from January 14 throuih close of 
business op. Match 1, 2004. Two public hearings will be held: February 5 in Portland befqre the 

·Environmental Quality Co:rrllnission and February 18 in Hermiston before a DEQ Hearings Officer 
(you may submit writteri comments to the DEQ any tjme during the open comment period). Please 
see Attachment ·A for details about the public comment period, the public hearings, and how you : 
can submit comments to the DEQ. 

TlJ.e En-Yµ-o~ental Quality Commission (EQC) Will make tliefinal decisio~ on this PMR (the EQC 
is a five-member citizen commission appointed by the Governor th<).t serves as DEQ's policy- and 
rule-making board.) At the conelusion of this public co:µiment period, the Department will consider 
all comments received during both the first and second comment period and then prepare a staff 
report for EQC review. The' staff report will discuss the issues .identified about the proposed . 
change, offer the EQC alternatives.for consideration, and make a final recoillmendation on whether 
the UMCDF HW Permit should be modified as proposed. Consideration of this proposed 
modification and decision by the EQC is anticipated during their meeting scheduled for May 20-21, 
2004. 

3. Description of the Ui:n.atilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facilio/ (UMCPF) 

The UMCDF is located in northeastern Oregon at the Umatilla Chemical Depot, about seven 
miles west of Hermiston, Oregon (about 175 miles east of Portland, Oregon). The address is 
78072 Ordnance Road, Hermiston, OR 97838-9544. The UMCDF is a haiardous waste storage 
and treat:m:ent facility that will use four incinerators to destroy a stockpile of about 3717 tons-of 
chemical warfare agents that has been stored at the Umatilla °Chemical Depot (UMCD) since 
1962. The chemical agents stored at UMCD include nerve agents and blister agents in liquid 
form. The nerve agents ("GB" and "V:X") are contained in munitions, such as rockets, 
projectiles, and land mines, and in bulk items, such as spray tanks, bombs, and "ton containers." 
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The blister agent (''HD,'1 also referred to as "mustard") is stored only in ton containers. All of 
the chemical agents are highly toxic. 

The "demilitarization" process used by UMCDF has four basic steps: 1) transportation of the 
c}lem:lcal weapons from the storage_ areas at the Umatilla Chemical Depot to the UMCDF 
Contaiµer Handling Building; 2) unloading the transport containers and placing the weapo:i;is 
onto a processing line; 3) draining the liqUid chemical agent from the weapon; and 4) destroying 
the cbemical agent and explosives and treating the remaining m etal parts to destroy any residual 
chemical agent. UMCDF has four incinerator systems, each with two combustion chambers 
known as primary and secondary chambers (the secondary chamber is often ~eferred to as an 
~er burner in some systems). There are two liqui~ _inj ectlon mcinerators to destroy the liquid 
nerve and l?lister agents, .a "deactivation furnace". (a Specialized type of rotary kiln) to destroy 
explosives, ;md a metal parts furnace to treat empty met;il munition casings and bun<: containers 
under high temperatures to destroy residual chemical agent. Tue processing of the munitions and 
containers will produce a varieW of "secondary wastes" that are either stored for later treatment 
at UMCPF or shipped off-site for final disposal (once they are determined to be completely free 
of chemical agent). · · · · 

. . 

. .::. 

Each of the four furnace systems _has its qwn pollution abatement system (the systems are ideJ;J.tical) 
to cool the e"xhau'st gases from the ip.c;:ineratoi:-s, remoye partides; ij.ndne11ti:alize the "acid gases." 
Each poUution abatement system consists of five m;iin compon~nfs: a quench tower, venturi 
·scrubber, scrubber tower, mist eliminator vessel, and a set. of carpon filter ban):cs that serve as a ~al 
pollutant removal step. There is a large blower located at the end of the carbon filters that pulls the ) 
exhaust gases from the furnaces (called "induced draft") through the pollution abatement system . 
fil:id th~n exhausts the cleaned gases to the· atmQsPh~e tbrou8h a common stack. The schematic _on 
Page 5 shows the pollution abaten;ient systems and the carbon filter system. 

. . . . . . . . . . 
. The UMCDF HW Permit is.sued by the Commission in 1997 required that exhaust 
gases from each of the furnace be clean enough to meet the permit einis$ion limits at 
a point after the mist eliminator vessel but before th~ carbon ·filters. The permit 
modification request submitted by UMCDF proposes to revfse its permit to move that 
''point of compliance" from before the carbon filters to after the carbon filters. 

4. Description of Permit Modification Request No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
("Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point") 

The proposed modification is to revise two HW Permit Conditions, one in Module Y l ("0b.ort Term 
Incineration - Shakedown, Trial Burn And Post-Trial Bum") and one in Module VII ("Normal 
Operations"). Each of the two conditions (VI.Al.vi. and VII.A.8.) contain essentially the san;ie . 
requirement, that "each incinerator shall meet the applicable performance standards ... before 
entering each incinerator's carbon filter system." The Permit Modification Request proposes to 
change the phrase "before entering" to "atter exiting" the carbon filter system. No other changes to 
the HW Permit are proposed. Attachment B shows the affected Permit Conditions and the proposed 
changes. · 
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from . 
OeacJivation.f&r.atieeJ : 
u~~t~ irl~M8r~t~rl . ., 
Metal I~m'15. F:liri:i~:C-e 

NOTE: 

Current Compliance 
Point 

Each flJr nace system has a pollution 

abatement system as illustrated here. 

All four systems at UMCDF then exit 

to a common exhc;iust stack. 

Proposed 
Compliance 

,,,....,=-- Point 

Quench Tower : Uses brine sprays to cool incinerator 
gases from 2000°F to 17S°F and to neutralize adds. . . . · • ' . 
Venturi : A narrow throat that removes particles and 
further neutralizes acid gases. 
Scrubber Tower: Removes remaining acid gases and 
excess moisture by directing gas flow through a packed 
bed scrubber. . 

Mist Eliminator: Removes large droplets of moisture 
and metal oxides in gas str~am by using fabric filters. 
Carbon Filter Units: Includes pre-filters and high­
efficie[lcy particulate air filters to capture very small 
particles and. metals and banks of carbon that capture 
remaining organic pollutants. · · 

Ex haust Blower: A blower that pulls gas flow through 
the Pollution Abatement System and then pushes the 
cleaned gases out through the common stack. 

Process Schematic 
Incinerator Pollution Abatement System 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
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5. DEQ's Tentative Decision to Recommend Approval 

DEQ has made a tentative decision to recommend to the Environmental Quality Commission 
that the Commission approve the Class 3 Permit Modification Request "Change in Incinerator 
Emissions Compliance Point." If the Commission approves the change, the UMCDF Hazardous . 
Waste Permit will be changed so i:b,at UMCDF may demonstrate compliance with emission 
limits at a point a;fter the' pollution abatement system carbon filter system. In effect, UMCDF 
will be allowed tq ';take credit" for the pollution reduction provided by the carbon filter units. 

6. Significant Co:D,siderations in Reaching Tentative Decision 

The DEQ ma,d~ its tentative approval decision after consi<kration of the permit modification 
req1,lest, tl+e Permittee's response to the Department's "Notice of D.eficiency," and the public 
com.rilents received du:Png the first 60-day public comment period. The most significant issues 
that DEQ considered in ·making i1s decision are discussed below: . . . 

. a. The potential for adverse impacts on human ·health .or the environment . . 

Although the UMCDF HW Permit does not allow any additiopa,l "credit'' be taken for the 
pollution red.uction provided by the carbon filter units, it still includes a requirement that a . 
furnace's carbon filter units be in operation ("on~line") afall times that the :furnace is 

· processing hazardous wa~te. (There are limited exceptions to thi.s requirement-see 6e. 
below.) · Approving or denying this permit modification request would not change the HW 
Pennit requirement that the carbon filter units be operational at all times, so there will be 
no change (increase or decrease) in actual emissions to the atmosphere through the 

. commons.tack. In addition, the proposed permit modification will not change the 
permitted emission limits. 

Consequently there would also be no effect on the results of the 1996 Pre-Trial Burn 
Health and Ecological Risk Assessments, which concluded that operation of UMCDF 
would not posi:; unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. The risk 
asse9sments conducted by DEQ ill 1996 used the permitted eIIJ.ission limits and did not 
assume any reduction in emissions due to the presence of the carbon filter units (the reality 
is that the carbon filter units do in fact considerably reduce the levels of some pollutants). 

In summary, the proposed permit .modification will not change the permitted emission 
rates (or the conclusions of the 1996 health risk assessment), nor will it change the 
requirement that the carbon filter units be in operation at all times a furnace is processing 
hazardous waste. Consequently, the DEQ does not believe that approval of the proposed 
modification will have an adverse effect on human health or the environment. 

b. The role the carbon filter units had in the 1997 finding of the Commission that 
incineration represented the "Best Available Technology" for destruction of the chemical 
weapons stockpile at the Umatilla Chemical Depot. 

The Commission as a whole did not rely on the presence of the carbon filter units in 
making its 1997 finding that incineration represented the "Best Available Technology" for 
destruction of the chemical weapons stockpile at the Umatilla Chemical Depot. This was 
reinforced through a "Clarifying Order" issued in March 1999 that stated the cc;rrbon filters 
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were "an additional pollution control component of the baseline incineration technology." 
Consequently, be~ause the carbon filter units were not considered in the finding that 
incineration was the "Best Available Technology," approval of this permit modification 
would not a;ffect the finding of the Commission in 1997. 

c. The ability of the UMCDF furnaces to comply with emission limits, with or without 
"taking credit" for the carbon filter units. 

The Clarifying Order issued by the Commission in 1999 reiterated that the UMCDF 
incinerators "are designed to meet all applicable regulatory criteria without the PAS 
[pollution abatement system] car"Qon filters," and made specific reference to the 
requirement that' emission limits be met before furnace gases pass th,rough the carbon 
filters. ,As evidenced by the langliage in th~ Clarifying Order, and.review of transcripts of 
meeting::; held in 1996 before the UMCD:F HW Permit was approved, the Commission had 
every .~:x;pectation that UMCDF would be able to meet the regulatory criteria without 
taking:,credit for the carbon filters. At t~e time the HW Permit was approved in 1997 the · 
·carbon.filter units were in a prelinlln.ary design phase and had not ever been constructed or 
used on a combustion facili_ty iri the United States. No "credit" could be given to _the · 
abµitJ;i)f _!he carbon filters to reduce emissions because there were no data demonstra~µig . 
that carbon filtration of incinerator exhaust gases was feasible. . . 

Data.have since been g(l.thered (through testing at UMC,DF and one other 9hemical 
derp.i,litaii.zatiori facility with an identical carbon ;filtering system) that demonstrate the 
effeytiveness of the carbon filter units in reducing em,issions 9f many pollutants to a level 
considerably lower than would be achieved by use of the standard p9llution ab~tement 
system alone .. Surrogate testing of the first liquid incineratqr at UMCDF in early ~003 
was successful, and the incinerator was able to demonstrate coqiplia.Ilce with the existing 
permit conditions that require emission limits be met befor~ the carbon filters. This is also 
expected to be the case when the second liquid incinerator undergoes testing. 

However, surrogate testing conducted in 20.03 .of the deactivation furnace systerii has 
shown that UMCDF will not be able to demonstrate the <l:eactivation furnace's compliance 
with existing HW Permit requirements at originally expected feed rates, at least not for a 
limited nUm.ber ofregulated compounds (such as the metals mercury' and cadmium). To 
meet the current emission limits "before" the carbon filters, the feed rate of munitions to 
the deactivation furnace would have to be significantly reduced, greatly extending the time 
it will take to destroy the stockpile. · 

Reducing the feed rate ·of munitions (with the subsequent impact on operation duration) to 
meet the current emission limits before the carbon filters would not reduce the actual 
emissions to the atmosphere ·b~cause the carbon filters must be operational at ail times. 
The long-term effect of dramatically reduced feed rates to the deactivation furnace system 
actually has the pote:ritial to increase the overall emissions to the atmosphere during the 
lifetime of the facility because it would necessitate additional years of operation. In · 
addition, there would be additional risk to the community from the contini.ied storage of 

. the stockpile. 
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The DEQ believes that the carbon filter units have now demonstrated their effectiveness in 
reducing emissions to the atmosphere from the UMCDF incinerators and can be relied 
upon to provide additional emissions control. Extending UMCDF's operation duration by 
reducing feed rates to the deactivation furnace would increase overall emissions to the 
atmosphere over the lifetime of the facility and would :increase storage risk. 

d. · The impact of having different <;ompliance points for.the original HW Permit emission 
limits and the 19~9 "Maximum Achievable Control Technology" (MACT) emis.sion limits. 

The P ermit Modification Request from UMCDF stated that one of the purposes of the 
· proposed change i~ to "provide a consistent approach for C\)mplying with two sets of 
regulations." The ·reference to the "two sets of regulations" is the requirement that 
UMCDF comply not oajy" :vith regulations related to hazardous waste combustion 
facilities under the RCRA program, but also with regulations related to the Clean Air Act. 
UMCDF's Air Contaminant Discharge Pen:Ilit was issued as the same time as the HW 
Perm.it and at the ·time of issuance the erission standards iri. the two permits (for those 
"CO:rilpounds regillated under both programs) were ~e same. . 

In 1999 the U.S. E~~onmen1.~1 Protecti~n Agen~y promulgated new standards under the 
Clean Air Act called the ''Maxirp.u.m Achievable Control Technology" (MACT) standards. 
Demonstration of compliari.ce with the MA.CT standards is at a point just before emissions 
are discharged to the abnosphere (in UMCDF's case that is after the carbon filters) . 
UMCDF must now meet soµie emission standards before the carbon filt~rs and some 
emission standards after the carbon filter. This poses so:rp..e difficulties because of the need 
to bypass the filter units during testing (see 6e. below), making it difficult, if not 
impossible in some cases, for UMCDF to meet all of the MAC'i' emissions standards 
(which makes no "exceptions" for the purposes of testing). 

Approval of this p~rmit modifi.ca!ion would eliminate the need to comply with different 
standards at different poip.ts in the pollution abatement system. As noted above, whether 
or not compliance is measured ''before" or "after" the carbon filter units has no practical 
effect on the actual emissiop.s to the atmosphere from UMCDF because the carbon filter 
units must be on line regardl~ss (except as discussed in 6e. below). 

e. · The impact of the propose.d modification on the UMCDF surrogate and agent trial bum 
process, including the need to conduct tests with the carbon filters taken off-line. 

When UMCD.l:" is conducting the tests needed to demonstrate that furnace emissions 
comply with permit limits "before" the carbon .filter units, it must conduct the actual test 
sampling with the carbon .filter units off-line, in what is called th~ "bypass" mode. 
(Emergency bypass of the carbo:r;i. .filter units is also allowed in certain conditions, but 
hazardous waste feed to the :fuinace must pe stopped immediately.if an emergency bypass 
~f the carbon .filter units is initiated.) The n~ed to conduct tests with the carbon .filters 
bypassed was not anticipated when the HWPermit was approved in 1997. 

The permit conditions as originally written assumed that during compliance testing the 
carbon .filters would be operating and that during compliance tests the actual sampling 
would be conducted by simply inserting the sampling probes in the ductwork leading to 
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the carbon filters. However, in actual operatlon it was found that when the carbon filters 
are in operation it is not possible to conduct sampling at that location because of extreme 
pressure differences caused by the filters. Consequently, during the tests to demonstrate 
compliance with the existing HW Permit limits the carbon filter units must be taken off­
line. Although testing operations represent nillrimal risk because of tightly controlled 
conditions and short test durations, approval of the permit modification will elimi.Ilate the 
need to conduct testing with the filters bypassed when actual· chemical agent operations 
begin. 

7. Row to Submit Your Comments on the Proposed Permit Modification to the DEQ 

The Department, on the behalf of the Environmental Quality Commission, is inviting public 
comment on tbis proposed modification to the UMCDF Hw Permit The public comment period 
on this proposed.Permit Modification will remain open from January 14 through close of business 
(5 :00 p.m.) op March 1, 2004. Written comments ·may be submitted by e-mail, fax, or regul_ar mail 
any time durlitg the comment period, provided tl:ie comment is received by the Department no later . 
than 5:00 p.m: o:q. March 1, 2004. E-mail com.rrlents sliould be submitted to 
ingram.shelly@deq.state.or.us and include the words "Public Comment" in the subject line. 
Comments sltbnritted by facsimile transmission should be sent to (541) 567-4741. Comments sent 
by regular mairshould be addressed to Mr. Dennis Murphey~ Administrator, Chemical 
Demilitarization Program, 256 E. Hurlburt, Hermiston, Oregon 97838. 

There will be two opportunities for the public to provide oral comments on the proposed 
modification: During the Environmental Quality Commission meeting on February 5, 2004 in 
Portland, Oregon (1:00 p.m., 811 S.W. Sixth, Room 3A) and at a public hearing to be held February 
18, 2004 in Hermiston, Oregon at the Good Shepherd Hospital's Conference Room 1 (610 N.W. 
11th) beginning at 7 :00 p.m. Please see Attachment A for meeting details. 

8. What Happens Next? 

The Department will review and consider all oral and written comments received during the 
comment period. Department staff will then prepare a report with. a recommendation to the 
Environmental Quality Commission. The report will include the Department's response to all 
significant comments received during both public comment periods. The Commission is anticipated 
to make a final decision on the proposed modification to the UMCDF HW Permit in May 2004 at 
its regularly scheduled meeting. The Commission may decide to modify the HW Permit as 
proposed or with changes, or may decide against modifying the HW Permit. 

9. For More Information 
For more information about this Permit Modification, or for other information on the Umatilla 
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, please contact Shelly Ingram, Chemical Demilitarization 
Program, Hermiston office of the DEQ [Phone 541-567-8297 (ext. 25) or toll free in Oregon 
(800) 452-4011], or e-mail to ingram.shelly@deq.state.or.us. The Department's Chemical 
Demilitarization Program has prepared numerous fact sheets about the chemical weapons 
destruction process at the Umatilla Chemical Depot that are available upon request. 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page C-13 



Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 
Fact Sheet UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
Page 10of 10 

Attachments 

A Pl].blic Notice: R equest for Comments and Notice of Pl.J.blic Hearing 

B Change.P ages for the Proposed Modification of the UMCDF HW Permit 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page C-14 



) 

/ 

~~~~'i!~~Qi!~~:~f{eqtiesffo.r-cQ~ :~~'-'.~~~~a ·_ · · -- :~~ --~ ~ 
;··<'_,. · -" "~~~ -~ ·_":~otice'ofPitbiicHe~gs 

•.._..:·:_;_..:._ : ..... -.:_::;:·-..,.,.._~---.·- ';;;:-'-·2 •• ----~ -._. - -

Change in ln~inerator Emissions Compliance Poiri.t 
Umatiila, Chemical Agent Disposal FaCility (UMCDF) 
Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041 -PFS(3) 
(Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431) 

Notice issued: Jari.uary 14, 2004 

Writtef! comments due: 
5:00 p.iIL, March 1, 2004 (Revised) 

Hearing dates : 
February 5, 2004 (Portland) 
Febrnary 18; 2004 (Re~ston) (Revised) 

Portlar:id Hearing (February 5): 
Hearing time : 1:00 p.m. 

Hearing locatfon : 
DEQ Headquarters Building, R-0om 3;\ · 
Sil S.W. Sixth Ave. . . 

Portland, OR 97204 

Hermiston rfoari'ng (February 18): 
Hearing t ime: ·1:00 p.m. . 
(DEQ sta.ffwiil be a'Vailable ai~:30 p.m: 

. tO answer questions about-the f ermit 
. Mofufication Request) · ' 

Hearing location: 
· Good S.hephfrci. Conference C~nler 
Confel.'ence R.0oi:n # 1 (Revised) 
610 N:W. 11th 
Heonfst<in, 'dR 

How c~n I serid com.ments? . . 
Tue DEQ will accept written ot oral co¢J:P.ents 
at th~ hearings listed above, or Written, . . 
coi:runents by mail; fax or'e-ni.ali (S-ee below} .• 

Contact Name: Shelly Ingram 
DEQ Chemicai b~niilitarization ProgrAni, 

· Phqne: (541) 567-8297 ext. 25, or 
.Toll-fyee in Oregon (800) 452-4011 

Ma iiing address: 
DEQ Chemicai Dem.ili.tarii:atlon Prngiam 
256 E. Hurlburt A venue 
Hermiston. OR 97838 

Fax: (541) 567-4741 

E-mail: ingram.shelly@deq.~tate:or.us 
(Please include "Public Comment;, in the 
.ruhjeCt line. E-ma'f1 comments will be 
acknowledged as soon as possible. The DEQ is 
not responsible for delays between -servers that 
result in missed comment'deadl.in~J 

What kind of facility is UMCDF? 
The Umatilla Cheririi:a:l Agent Disposal 
Facility '(UMCDF) is a h~dous w~te 
storage and treatment facility th.cit will use _!<:>Ur 
inci:O.erafors tO d'estrby a stockpile-pf chemical 
warfare agents th~t has been stored at the 
Uni.atill.a Chei:nical Depot (UMCD) silice 
1~62. UMCDF is owned by the U.S. Army 
and-0perated by W<!Shingfon Demilitanzap.ori. 
Company_ AHazardotis Waste Storage and 
T:reatment Permit (HW Perrmt) for the 
UMCDF w~ issued m February 1997. 

Ihe cb.eci.ical agent stockpile at UMCD 
includes about 3,711 tons ofner:ve age~ts 
_('~' and ·~~B") 3,nd blis1;~~ agent .. · · .. · · 
(''niUstard") iri. liquid forni. .The chemical 
agents are c~ntamed ID. munitfons, such as 
:rockets, projectµes and land mines, and in. 
large·contaiii.ers, such as spray tanks, bombs 
and "ton contuners." All of the chemical · 
warf.ii:e agents are highly toxic. . 

.Where is the tac;:ility located? 
. The UMCDF is located ID northea5teril dregon 
at the Umatilla Chemical Depo~ about seven . 
n:illes weSt of' 'Eiepru.ston, Oregon (11 s iriiles 
east ofPoi:tland, Oregon). The address is 
7.8071'0rdnanoe Road; Hermiston, OR 97&38. 

WtiaHs P~bposeci? · 
On Sepfombei: 16, 20Q3 the United States' 

·Army's Project Manager for :Ei.imin,ation of 
Chemical W e_apons (PM ECW) submitted a 
C1aSs 3 Pennit Modification Request · 
[UMCDF-00~041-PFS(J)] titled "Change in 
Incinerator EmisSi.o:aS Compliance Point." 

Ul\1CbF is requesting that ~e DEQ deten:bine 
compliance with HW Permit limits using the 
air pollutant levels as measured after the 
«aibon filter system, the fin.al stage of each 
lli.ci:iierator' s pollution abatement systems .. As 
otlgina.J.ly issuea, the UMCDF HW Perinit -
required that emiSsions compliance be 
determined at a point jus't before pa5sing 
through the carbon filter systei:n. 

Chang~ in Incinerator EIDissions Compliance Point Fact Sheet 
Attachment A 

State of Oregon 
. Department of 

Eniiironmenlal 
Quality 

office of the 
' Qirector · 
Chemical 
·Demilitarization 

·.' Program 
256 E. Kurlburt Ave. 
·Hermiston,' OR 97838 

· Plionc: (54-1) 567:i297 
(800) 452-40q 

.Fa.X: (Sill) 567-4741 

Contact; Shelly Inzrani 
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fu effect, the change will allow UMCDF to 
"take w:eciii'' for the ability of the carbon :filters 
to r~move additional pollutants from the 
incinerator g'as streams. 

An inititl pu~lic. co=ent period on this Permit 
Modifica~on Request was held open from 
Septembe~ 17-November 17; 2003 (60 days). 
A public inf'6D:nati0n.meeting was held on 
October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregon. The 
. BEQ received a tot;tl of eight public co=ents 
~oi:J.ceming the Permit Modification Request · 

. After consideration of' the public co=ents, . 
'and. review of the information submitted by the 
UMCDF related to this PermitMoc'!ificati.on · 
.Request, the DEQ has ·ma.de a te~tative decision 
to retcmmend .that the }fo.vi:ronmental Quality 
Comniission (EQC) approve the Permit 
Modifieatlon Re.quest. . The ptiipose of this 
Notice is to invite you to provide co=enfi; ~ 
the DEQ on this proposed change to the 
uMCDFHWI'erml.t. . · • 

· · Wh~ Has The Change Been .Proposed? 
· · The i'ermit Modifieation Reque$t fr.om , 
' UMCDF states that ~e pt!rpose of the prop?se~ ·. 

change is to ''Provide a consistenf apProach for . 
coJiiplYi.ng .With two sets of regulations" and to 
"elliniiia.te the need fo test the .incinerat-0rs 
ii.umi:i [chemicai] agent ttj.al bums with ~e 

· [ca:i:bcm filter) uiiits bypa5sed.." . 

How -d~ l get more infor~a~ion and 
review pertinent dbcum~nts? . . 
In accordance with applicable i:~gulati.ons, DJ~Q 
has pr6pared a =cli. more detkled 'Fa~dheet 
with iE:fo:imatlon related to this Permit 
Morufi.catlOn Request and the reasons f9t 

· DEQ; s tentative decision to re~oriu:D.eri.d . 
.. appr0Val. You cim leview'the deta:ile~ Fact 

Sheet.and other documents related to P.ermit 
- . . 11:6dm.eati6n Request UMcDF"03~04_l:-PF~{3) 

at the Hermiston DEQ office (please cill .ahead 
foi: an appointment) o_r at one of the following 

· info:rmation repositories: 

Herinistoxi. Public Library. 
·235 E. Glady& Aveni.le 
Hernnston, OR 97838 
(541) 567-2882 . 

Mid C©iumbia Llbrary (itennowick Branch) 
t620 S. Union St 
Kennewick, WA 99336 -
(509) 586-3156 

Pendleton Public Library 
. 502.S.W. DorionAvenue 
Pendleto~ OR97801' 

. ()41) 966-0210 .> 

. Portland State Umversity Library 
951 S.W. Hall, Fif-JiFloor 
Portland, OR 97204 
(503) 725-4617. 

:, 

You can also call, write or e-mail the 
Hemriston DEQ office and reqilest 
inforination be sent to you. Interested parties 
-a:i:e inv1ted and encouragea to prqvide 
commentS on thls proposed change to the 
UMCDF p 6:tmit. Staff will be available to 
answer que~tioi:is from 6:30-7 :00 p.~ before· 
the public l:iearing 1n Henirisfon on, February 
18,2Q04. . 

What happens n ex t? 
A;ft6r completi6n of the public COIIllll:ent 
-period the DBQ will review and c6nsidC?I' oi:al 
and Written co=ents received .duii:iig the 

- ~oµJril.entpCriod, DEQ will then prepare a . 
staff report for eolisider'ation by the EQC. The 
St'af(R.epbrt will ID.dude _tb.e DEQ; s final · ". 
recommendation to 1;he Coi:nmissiori.()n 
~hether tci approve the permit m?difieati6.ii: ~-
proposeQ, approve the inotµfic;afiori With . 
ie'vlsion &, ox: tel deil.y the mbdifica,tio:ii r~quest, 

Tue staff report will iric\ude !iii eicpl#iallon of 
. the DEQ; s r easqrung in ~ommg to its fiilal 
-:recori:mlendation; and DEQ' s r esponses to 
significant comments received during both the 
·first and second comment periodS. The DEQ 
anticipates the :fiii.ai decision of the EQC Will 
be made during a regularly scheduled EQC 
ni.ce?z:g in May, 2004. 

.Accessibili ty fnfqmiation , 
DEQ is committed to' accommodating people. 
with ·disabilitits at ow hetir'i.ngs. Please notifY 
DEQ of any spe~ial physica,l er i;_riguagi 
accommodations or.if yo¥ need information in 
large print, Braille ot another format. To 
make these arrangements, contd.Ct Shelly 
ingram at (541) 567-8291 ext. is, or toll free 
in Oregi:m a,r {800) 452•40ii. 

People with hearing impainnents _may call 
DEQ's TTY member, (503) 229-6993. 

"" .. · . 

·~ 
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ATTACHNIENT B 
Change Pages for the Proposed Mo~cation of the HW Permit 

Permit Modification Request No. U1YICDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
("Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point") 

· Condition VI.Al.vi. 
(Construction and Mainten~ce) 

Change the phrase "before entering" to "after 
exiting" · · 

. . . . t . :- . .. -

Module_ VII ("Incin,eration -Normal Op~r~tio~s,;) ' .· .. · : . . . . . _.. . . . - . . . . - . . . - .·.. .,.: - ~ . - . . . . . . . ·, :. .... =· . . .... ~ . - . _ .... 
.~ . . ~ ·. :_. ~ .. ~ •• , 

4 
· . , • •r: · _: ~ '1•;1 :!. .... _:: ,_.t 

Condition VIi.A8 
·(General Operation)) 

Change the phrase ''before· ~n~~ring'.' to "a~er 
exiting" : 

Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point Fact Sheet 
Attachment B Page B-1 
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Change Pages for the Proposed Modification of the HW Permit 
Permit lVIodification Request No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
("Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point") 

Text proposed for deletion is struckout 
Text proposed for addition is underlined 

Proposed Cl).ange to: _ 
MODULE-VI -'SE;ORT TERM INCINERATION - SHAJ(E~OWN, TRIAL 
BURN AND POS°T-TRIAL BURN . . 

• • • • I 

VI.,A. G~NERAL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN,T~ BURN AND POST-TRIAL 

BUR.i'l" FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE 

Vl.A.L Construction and Maintenance [40 CFR §264.31] 

i. - v. (Not sho>vn here.) 

VI. The Permittee shall maintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, trial bum and 

post-trial bum periods in accordance with the operating requireip.ents specified in this 

permit. Each incinerator shall ,meet the applicable performance standards specified in 

Permit Conditi,;ms VI.B.l., VI .. C.1., VI.D.1., and VI.E..1. before entering after exiting each 

4tcinerator's carbon filter system. 

Proposed Change to: 
MODULE VII - INCINERATION - NORMAL OPERATION 

VII.A GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE 

VIIA. l - VITA 7 (Not shown here.) 

YII.A.8. General Operation 

The Permittee shall maintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, trial burn and post­

trial burn periods in accordance with the operating requirements specified in this Permit. Each 

incinerator shall meet the applicable performance standards specified in Permit Conditions VII.B .2., 

VII.C.2., VII.D.2., and VII E.2. before entering after exiting each incinerator's carbon filter system. 

Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point Fact Sheet 
Attachment B · PageB"'2--
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ATTACHMENT D 

Transcript of the Public Hearing held in Portland, Oregon 
February 5, 2004 

Before the Environmental Quality Commission 

(DEQ Item No. 04-0261) 

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
May 20-21, 2004 Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission 



Persons Providing Oral Comment at the February 5, 2004 Meeting 
of the 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Commenter PAGE a 

Introduction of Public Hearing on Permit Modification Request D-25 

Public Hearing Opened by Chairman Reeve D-29 

Ted Haigh, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation D-30 • 

Karyn Jones and J.R. Wilkinson, G.A.S.P.; and Oregon Wildlife Federation D-34 • 

John Herron, Hermiston D-39 

• Also provided written comments (See Attachment G) 
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COMMISSIONER REEVE: I will now 

2 call the regular scheduled meeting o"f the 

3 Enviro nmental Qu al.ity Commission to order. Welcome, 

4 everybody . . 

5 · I' 11 briefly introduce the 

6 Commission, our staff,·' and . then we' 11 get to our 

7 agenda items for today. One thing I would 1 ike to 

8 do at the. very start is to let , people know that, as 

9 indicated on our agenda, we do have a public comment 

10 period for general matters and then we have a special 

11 comment period for other matters. In terms . of the 

12 public . forum, . which is where we take up matters that 

13 are not on our agenda, we will be doing that tomorrow 

14 at 11:30. So if there's anybody · here who· wants to 

15 address the Commission on a item that is not on our 

16 agenda, come back tomorrow, Friday at 11:39, and we 

17 will be happy t o hear your comments at that time. 

18 With that, · I would li:ke to briefly 

19 welcome . and int r oduce our newest meTT1ber to .the 

20 Commiss i on, Ken Williamson~ We' r e glad to have you 

21 h ere and look forward to working with you, Ken . To 

22 my immediate right is Didi Malarkey, who lives in the 

23 Eugene area and has been a l~ngtime and wonderful 

24 member of our Commission . And to my · l eft is Lynn 

25 Hampton from the Pendleton area, who I think will be 

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION 
Portland~ OR 
(503) 227- 1 544 

Spoka11c, WA 
(509) 838-6000· 

Se.attl~WA 
(206) 622-3376 

Coeur d'Alene, JD 
(208) 667-ll 63 

Phon.c: (800) 52~-3335 www.nac;elireporrln:.com Fn.x: (503) 227-71 23 

Corporate Office: 2020 US Bnncorp Tower, 111 S.-Y,,1• Fifth Avenue, Portla nd, OR 973.04 
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traveling here at least in the near future as we pick 

2 up a future EQC hearing · there. ll-I'ld my .name is Mark 

3 Reeve, and I'm from the Portland area. We are 

4 assisted he.re .today by_ our counsel, Larry Knudsen . 

5 The director of DEQ also is .here, Stephanie Hallock 

6 and Mikell 0' Mealy, our assistant . 

7 If you would like to address the 

8 Commission on an item that does take pu]?lic comment, 

9 you may. fill out. one of the yellow forms that are on 

10 the back table and present that form to Mikell so we 

11 can simply org·anize our testi.mony that we' re going to 

12 h ear t oday and proceed in an ord_erly fashion. 

If there is no other business · to 

14 take up, I' 11 move straight into our agenda and take 

15 it µp with agenda i tei:n A. Agenda item A is an 

16 information item. It · is not an action item, and it 

17 . concerns prop6sed It 's ap_ update o f activities at 

18 the Umatilla facility ·as well as some additional 

19 information concernir+g proposed modifications to the 

20 permit for the Umatilla facility. I would like to 

21 hear first from staff with t he update and then we' 11 

22 move into the information into the public ~omment -
23 period and take comments both from the · members of · the 

24 ·audience and, if there are commenters on the 

25 telephone, we ' 11 take them after we _hear from people 

NAEGELI RE:PORTING CORPORATION 
Portland, OR 
(503) 227-1544 

S pokane, WA 
(509) 838-6000 

P.h one: (800) 528-3335 w~.nae;e.Jirepordn;.com 
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in the audience . Mr . Murphey? 

2 MR. . MURPHEY : Thank you, Mr . 

3 Chairman, members of the Commission. For the r ecord, 

4 my name is Dennis Murphey. I'm the adm:l.nistrator of 

5 the Chemical Demil Program for DEQ . And, with . me 

6 today , are Tom Beam, who is the lead ·permit writ.er 

7 for the Chemical Demilitarization Program and Sue 

. 8 Oliver, who is a senior d emilitarization specialist 

9 with the program. 

10 As you reques t ed, we wil l provi de. 

11 you with an oral update on . the status of the Umatilla 

12 project. I will be sharing a: few remarks with y ou 

13 regarding surrogate trial burn activities and a couple 

14 of o ther · items that were included in the written 

15 status update that you were previously provided. Tom 

16 Beam will talk to you_ about some activities and 

17 status · on the brine reduction area, which is a 

18 subject that t h e EQC has beep very interested in . 

19 And · then Sue Oliver and will sort of set the stage 

20 for you by giving you some background information on 

21 the permit modification request related to the carbon 

22 filtE?r8 that is ·the subject of the . public hearing 

23 publ ic comment period today and then transition into 

24 that comment period. 

25 If at any time you have any 
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questions regarding any of the items that we' re 

2 discussing with you, feel free to raise those 

3 questions at .any point. You've been provided a 

4 fairly lengthy written document. I'm just going to 

5 hit some of the highlight points. I would call 

6 attention that there are a couple things, since · the 

7 document was prepared back on the 30th of January, 

8 there would be a couple of issues that I' 11 be able 

9 to give. you an oral update and change a couple of 

10 items. 

11 with respect to tri~l burns, major 

12 activity at the site going through the trial burn 

13 process for all four of the furnace sy~te~s Liquid 

14 Incinerator 1: The Department has received a response 

15 to the Notice of Deficiency that we issued based on a 

16 review of the Surr~gate · Trial Burn Report and there 

17 are a few minor discrepancies that are being ~esolved. 

18 But., in · essence, the LICl Trial Burn Report seems to 

19 be satisfactory and ·there are no significa~t issues 

20 remaining at this time . 

21 Deactivation furnace system: The 

22 Trial Burn Report was submitted to the Department back 

23 in December. And, based upon preliminary information 

24 that I belieye I shared with you at the last meeting, . 

25 we saw in the final report much of what. we expected, 
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which was that the furnace successfully demonstrated 

its ability to destroy ·the surrogate compounds that 

are surrogates for chemical agent . It met all o f the 

other emission limits associated with the furnace 

system, with the exception of three of the metals, 

and that occurred even at metal spiking conditions 

t hat we r e intended to be representat i ve o f low r ocket 

feed condi tions when · we were looking at the 

concentrat ions inlet to the carbon fi l ters. Exit the 

carbon f ilters, all o f t h e parameters and e mission 

limits in t he permi t were satisfied. 

The Department has notified t h e .· 

facility that it will be necessary f or them to repeat 

a · port ion of t he surrogate trial burn under condi tions 

where they ·can demon strate ·compl ian ce with t h e 

existing for the carbon f ilter permit limits for 

all of t .he parameter s . The facility, while opposing 

that, · is begiI1.ni ng p lans working with the -Department 

to conduct t hat r e t est while tl;ley continued. to pursue 

oth e r options as· they've · identi fied that they believe 

could be i mplemented. 

The meta l parts furnace is the 

furnace that has most recently gone through the t rial 

burn process. I noted ·i n the report that we expected 

that t rial burn to be completed on January 31st, 
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which was last weekend, by Saturday. In actuali t y, 

2 it ran through Sunday, February 1st, but that trial 

3 burn now has been · completed. There were several 

4 delays that resulted from sampling issues and other 

5 operational furnace problems, a need to make a permit 

6 modification for some operating range parameters that 

7 interrupted the process for a period of a few days. 

8 However, how that trial burn has beeri compl~ted . The 

9 furnace appeared to operate well and the surrogate 

10 trial burn repc'.lrt must be submitted to the Department 

1.1 within 90 da:ys pf .completion qf the orisite testing . 

12 So we will be expect ing that report within the next 

13 three months . 

14 Liquid Incinerator 2 will b e the 

15 final of the four furnaces to go through the 

16 surrogate trial burn process, and it's anticipated 

17 that t:hat trial burn will occur sometime this spring 

18 foll·owing the retest of the d eactivation furnace . 

19 I wanted to briefly cal~ your 

20 attention to We've given you a little more 

21 information about the Chemical Agent Operations 

22 authorization process: Obviously, that's a significant 

23 milestone for the EQC. You will be making - that very 

24 important decision. The facility is hopeful at being 

25 prepared to begin Agent Operations in the s ummer of 
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2004. And as I noted in the -report that we conveyed 

to you and to the Army and everyone else, that we 

will recommend that you authorize the start of Agent 

Operations only when the facility has demonstrated 

readiness to safely process chemical agents and to 

satisfy all the permit requirements, that we' re 

working on that process at the present time. We will 

be doing a compliance assessment and doing - so_me other 

activi ties . We continue to expect to ask this body 

to meet out in Hermiston for a public hearing on the 

process of authorizing Agent Operations . We will 

provide you as much advance notice of when we'd like 

to have that special _ meeting occur as possible. And 

then it's also our expectation and hope that you 

would be able to hold a special _ public meeting of the 

EQC in Hermiston to actually make the deci_sion to 

authorize Agerit Operations . 

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Before you 

- l eave _that subject, remind me how that fits with the 

checklist that the . DEQ had been working with the Army 

to develop the ·checkl ists or when it started. 

MR. MURPHEY : Sue? 

MS . OLIVER: For the record, this 

is Sue Oliver . Commissioner, that is the checklist. 

We will be starting a process approximately 90 days 
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before the facility thinks it will be ready to start 

2 Agent Operations and we will produc·e It's actually 

3 already pretty much together. Now we're just waiting 

4 to fill in some blanks ahd we' 11 start doing The 

5 checklist is actually what we call the compli ance 

6 asses~ment and we list all the · requirements that they 

7 need to be and whether they've met them. And so the 

8 public hearing we' re proposing where you would take 

9 comment would actually · occur probably about. day 45 of 

10 that 90-day period before start of Agent Operations. 

11 And we would put out the compliance assessment for 

12 public comment about 30 days before. We will then 

13 update it immediately before the public hearing 

14 because there· will be a lot of things that we.' 11 be 

15 finishing up during that time . And then it will be 

16 updated again and the public comments taken into · 

17 consideration and we' 11 put together a staf f report 

18 for the last big me..eting where you will actu ally 

19 consider author1zing the start of Agent op·e:tations . 

20 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Okay. Thanks. 

21 MR. MURPHEY : And again , that's 

22 somewhat uncertain as to when all · that will take · 

23 place, but we' 11 try to give you as much advance 

24 notice as we possibly can. 

25 The last item I was going to 
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mention before I turned it over to Tom was the issue 

2 related to the federal fiscal year budget that the 

3 President just turned into Congress earlier this we ek . 

4 We have not gotten an analysis yet of the budget as 

5 it relates to the chemical demilitarization budgE7t for , 

6 the Army's operation of their prog_ram . Ho wever, we 

7 had heard reports t hat it was very. likely that t h e 

8 Pre.sident·' s- budget would contain a significant 

9 shortfall in terms of adequate funding to operate all 

10 of the demilitarization projects in fiscal year 2005 . 

11 In fact, the ·number that had been mentioned was a 

12 possibility of shortage in excess· of $200 mi ll ion . 

13 We are hoping to get some further clarification on 

14 what the final budget submittal by the President 

15 ·reflects in terms of operation of the demilitarization 

16 program, and we' 11 be providing that information to 

17 you in t _he future . If, in fact, there is a 

18 .significant funding gap th<;i.t might affect either 

19 funding for the Umatilla project or "for the over~ight 

20 resources for the Department's regulatory oversight of 

21 the facility, we will be working :wi t h _ o u r 

22 congressional delegation o n that issue as the b u dget 

23 works through the c ongressional review proc ess. 

24 

25 

Do you have any questions on any 

of those i terns? If not, I would like to turn ov er 
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at this time to '.Tom Beam, who is going to talk to 

2 you about Brine Reduction Area. 

3 MR. BEAM: Good afternoon, Mr . 

4 Cha:i,rman and members of the Commission. For the 

5 record, my name is Tom Beam. I'm the senior 

6 environmental ·engineer and the permitting lead for the 

7 chemical demilitarization program in Hermiston. What 

8 I want~d to go over briefly today was the status ·of 

9 . where we are on the Brine . Reducti9n Area. A _quick 

10 brief background to kind · of help focus thoughts, · in 

11 particular for Commissioner Williamson. In July of 

12 last year th~ EQC _approved· a . modification to the 

13 UMCDF hazardous waste permit that allowed limited off 

14 site shipments of brines from the pqllution abatement 

15 system. As part of that decision, the EQC. expressed 

16 some serious con~erns that those shipments be 

17 minimized to the maximum extent poss;i.ble a,nd that they 

18 only be done when absolutely necessary. Also, as 

19 part of that decision, the Commission indicated their 

20 expectatioIJ.S that we would close~y monitor .the 

21 situation a_nd using my -own words, "hold their .feet to 

22 ~he fire" to make sure that it happens. And then 

23 finally, you asked for some pe.riodic reports on the 

24 situation so that .you would be able to keep track o f 

25 what's going ori. 
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1 So now I' 11 j ust go onto the 

2 update itself. We expect that · the BRA, the Brine_ 

3 Reduction Area operational readiness, will b e a 

4 prominent component o f our complia.nce assessment that 

5 Sue was j ust talking about as far as reaching a 

6 determination that the site is ready to . go and making 

7 a recommendation to the Commission on wriether to 

8 authorize the start of Agent Operations . From that 

9 standpoint, I'm kind of in a position to p rovide you 

10 with a little bit of good news and maybe a l ittle 

11 bit more bad news at this point. At l east I will 

12 characterize it as "bad news." :rhe· good news is that · 

13 it appears that the Brine Reduction Area will be up 

14 and operational in time to support the start of 

15 Chemical Agent Operations this summer . I think the 

16 status update that you received previously indicated 

17 that shakedown operat ions on the Brine Reduction Area 

18 would take start of sometime · this month. As of . the 

' 19 - , latest information I rece~ved this we~k, it appears 

20 that that will start next week per}:laps as early as 

21 Monday . · There's just a fi n al_ few ins t ruments needed 

22 to be calibrated and a couple a little bit more 

23 fine-tuning . So that' s the good news . And that will 

24 allow them to meet the requirements in Attachment 6 

25 of the permi t that specifically require them . to have 
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the Brine Reduction Area up and operational at . this 

2 poi nt. 

3 Another piece of good news is that 

4 we a:i;-e currently reviewing what we .refer to as the 

5 Brine Reduction Area Performance Test Plan. It is 

6 very similar to a Trial Burn Plan. It is the plan 

7 which will dictate exactly how the Army will test the 

8 Brine Reduc;:tion Area to prove that it meets emission 

9 limits and comply with the permit. And we expect 

10 that we wi l l be able to approve· that plan probably in 

11 the April time frame and we are currently ·ongoing 

12 with resolving some outstanding issues. 

13 Some areas that I don't cqnsider 

14 are .making quite as good progress are a little bit 

15 more One of the conditions that you p.pproved in 

16 July specified that s .hipments could be made or 

17 off- site shipments of brine could be made only when 

18 · it could be shown that the brine quantities that were 

19 gene~ated have been minimized and that thE;! .Pro~e$sing 

· 20 capacity of the Brine Reduction Area have been 

2 1 maximized. I Im not exactly happy to report that at 

. 22 .this time we have not seen any real evidence that 

23 this · is being taken seriously. As I said, we are 

24 making progress to getting it opez:ational, but there's 

25 been no I think I mentioned back _in July that 
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there had been a number of reports made or written 

by t _he Army analyzing and evaluat ing ·brine generation 

quantities and what could be done to help make it 

work better .. And to date I' m unaware that any of 

the recommendations from those reports are in ·the 

implementation stage . I shquld caveat · this, that it 

is possible that during the shakedown process over the 

next month or so, that we. will f ind that the Brine 

Reducti.on Area is capable o f processing more than we 

thi nk · it ca~, and so some of those problems · may 

mitigate themselves . Howeve-r, .I - think th~ evidence to 

date suggests that there that potential is ·small. 

A couple things that lead me to make that statement 

The recently completed surrogate trial burns for 

each of t he · various furnaces have been conducted and 

have result~d in operating conditions for the 

pollution abatement systems, which a r e likely to 

result in more brine than we orig~nal ly anticipated. 

Because of the presence of some addit_i onal, like the 

ca.rbon fil"ter systems, a lot of the brines a:i;-e coming 

out of . the pollution abat~ment system, for lack of a 

technical term, "more watery" than we had anticipated 

or that the Army had antic i J?ated. And as a result 

they' re happening to get sent over to the Brine 

Reduction -Area sooner than . they would like to. In 
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addition, they've been unable to maintain the pH of 

2 the pollution abatement system brines as low as they 

would like to. I wish I could pull those numbers 

4 right off the top of my head. But, the lower you · 

5 can get the pH, the · more you can use the brines and 

6 the less frequently you have to discharge it to the 

7 Brine Reduction Area. So, you combine those couple 

.8 factors and it: definitely appears that they' re going . 

9 to be generating more brine than we expected. 

10 I should note that it's our 

. 11 understanding that the Ar my has put together I what I 

12 would phrase O:)'." categorize as, a Brine Reduction Area 

13 optimization group. And i t ' s my understanding that 

14 that group is evaluating some of the options. for how 

15 to i111prove the performa.nce of the Brine Reduction 

16 Area, arid they are doing that as part of their 

17 operational readiness review . process. And .so I think 

18 that that' s .a · good thihg , that they've got some 

19 attention focused on that. Unfortunately, I think I 

20 y;ould ·have liked to have seen that occur much sooner. 

2 1 The reports that we have typically relied on to keep 

22 an eye on what could be done came out in December of 

23 2002 and · May of 2003. And some of those proposed 

24 changes are ones . which would have enjoyed the 

. . 
25 would have had the most impact if they could have 
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been implemented prior to the conducting of some of 

the agent of the ·Surrogate trial burns. So, what 

we have· yet to see what the results will b.e of 

their evaluations. But, as I said., we are not aware 

that there have been any physical . changes put in 

place to implement any of those changes. And it's 

obviously quickly coming up on the start of Ag_ent 

Operations. So we · will be _continuing to monitor that 

very, very closely and we' 11 be holding a very high 

standard for what constitutes having minimized brine 

generation and maximize their capacity, should they 

believe they have the need to ship off-site. 

With that, I think I' 11 wrap it 

up. I think that's a brief overview . I ' m prepared 

to try and answer any questions you might have before 

I turn it back · to Dennis and Sue . 

~OMMISSIONER REEVE : Questions? I 

have a couple . One is: One of the concerns we 

heard last summer, as I remember, were corrosion· 

problems in tanks. Have those been addi;-essed? 

MR. BEAM : Yes and no would be my 

answer. They've been identified and the linings on 

the tanks are being repaired and replaced. There is 

a separate effort ongoing right now to more completely 

evaluate the corrosion resistance or the cathodic 
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protection program for those tanks. What has yet to 

2 be determined is whether that evaluation will be 

3 completed in time for the start of Agent Operations 

4 or whether the linings themselves are sufficient to 

5 provide that corrosion ·protection. So we ar~ still 

6 waiting to hear some of the details of the cathodic 

7 protection program, but they are on track at this 

8 point to completely replace the linings in the four 

9 tanks prior to the start of Agent Operations. 

10 COMMISSIONER REEVE: And at that 

11 the time we were also, as I remember, talking about 

12 the amount the storage capacity basically and how 

13 the storage capacity related to estimates of need, 

14 obviously. And, therefore, if there is a situation 

15 with insufficient storage, you' re lookin$ at what we 

16 were trying to avoid, which is of~-site shipments. 

17 Has there been any additional work done in terms of 

18 alternatives for · increasing storage? 

19 MR. BEAM: If there · has, · we! re not 

20 aware of that. I mean, there has certainly be~n no 

21 physical work on the ground when I was out there last 

22 week no physical work on the ground to suggest 

23 that there is preparations to install additional. 

24 storage . capacity,· other than perhaps bringing in 

25 portable' tanks of some sort . · So if there are ~fforts 
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under way to install additional sto rage capacity, I'm 

2 unaware of t hem. 

3 COMMISSIONER REEVE : I n essence, as 

4 you view this optimization group I view it as it 

5 could be an attempt to opt i mize what they·' ve got and 

6 what they a lready plan to do, on the one h and . But 

7 if it were somewhat broader mission to opt i mize t he 

8 actual treatment onsi te of the brines, it could take 

9 a large view and l ook at other options, such as 

10 adding storage or different t hings on how the whole 

11 system is operated or even augmented. Are you in 

12 l'.::lose enough touch with the contractor and the Army 

13 to I Im concerned about s ome of your . statements 

14 that DEQ is not c l osely enough involved in the 

planning and the implementation o f""".what's ·going o n 

16 here so that I don't wa nt to see u s come down closer 

17 to the start of Agent Operations and find out, "Oh , 

18 the agency wasn't plugged in enough to have expressed 

19 its concerns . " And we can certainly express our 

20 concerns, but, as a Commission, we only see little 

21 tiny snapshots a l ong ov er .a long period of time . 

22 Do you see that there is a need f or the agency, 

23 yourself or . other staff members, to be more closely 

24 working with the Army in terms o f r~solving these 

25 concerns? Because they are quite serious concerns, I 
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thi nk, from the standpoint of the Commission, at least 

2 has been expressed before. 

3 MR. BEAM: Absolutely, Mr. Chairman . 

4 The actual existence and, of course of . this 

5 so-called Brine Reduction Area optimization group 

6 or effort I don't even know if it's a group or 

7 this .effort that is being conducted as part of their 

8 ·operational readiness review, I only became aware of 

9 this yesterday. And so I think that . we have 

f O certainly co"nveyed and perhaps we have· not been as 

11 strong as we shoul.4 have. been We have certainly 

12 conveyed consistently that this is a very serious 

13 - concern and that we want to know that they' re making · 

14 progress towards addressing these concerns, but I'm 

15 not aware that we have The fact that we' re not 

16 aware of ~ny efforts ongoing would suggest that 

17 perhaps we have not been as .close in the process as 

18 we should have been. 

19 MR. MURPHEY: We conveyed , both in 

20 s taff - level discussions and at management- level 

21 dipcussions between the Department and the facility 

22 the import;ance of this issue and how seriously the 

23 agency regards the expectation of taking all-

24 reasonable measures to minimize the need to ship any 

25 brine off site once the facility begins operation. 
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And I have no doubt that that message has been heard 

and we will initiate steps to involve ourselves 

f urther in the discussions t hat are taking place at 

the facility so that we can give you a further 

progress report at our next meeting . 

COMMISSIONER REEVE : . Speaking 

frankly, what is reasonable is something that we would 

have to rely a fair amount on expertise experts to 

tell us. We' re not going to substitute our judgment 

in terms of reasonableness of things that require . 

technical, you know specialize.ct expertise . But I'm 

not, as a public member here I'm not getting 

assurances from the · Department that wquld lead me to 

conclude, and certainly as we go along here, that 

you' re feeling that staff is feeling sati~fied on 

that . 

MR. MURPHEY : As Tom indicated, 

this is obviously going to be a significant part of 

the overall assessment compliance assessment that 

Sue will be doing . But even before we get to tpe 

stage of that compliance assessment, we wi ll pursue 

.with the f acility in more · detail, specifics of what 

s teps they are taking to meet that requirement . 

question . 

COMMISSIONER MALARKEY : I had a 

I believe we read this week that the 
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representative from the Governor's Office will be 

2 participating or· focusing on a meeting with the issues 

3 of final p"ermitting, but I couldn't remember if it''s 

4 onl y on t he safety issue or whether it'~ on the · 

5 construct i on part. 

6 MR. MURPHEY : No . Mr. Craig 

7 Campbell I rioted in the! r eport t hat there i s a 

8 new Governor ' s l i aison- for t h e Umatilla proj.ect. .That 

9 i ncludes both t he CSEPP or the Chemical Stockpile 

10 Emergency Preparedness Program as well as our 

11 regulatory oversight o f the Umatilla Chemical Agent 

12 . Disposal Faci lity . Craig is the senior- pol icy advisor 

13 to the Governor on public saf ety and is i nvolved in 

14 homeland security issues as we l l. But, no, he will 

15 b e i nvolved in t erms o f bein g our l iaison with t he 

16 Governor's Office on the regulatory s i de o f the 

17 facility as . well . And, in f act, ne would like to 

18 have been here but there ' s an activity going on out 

19 in Herm~stoh today . Actually, he,.s out the:r;-e 

20 associated with the dedication of a wireless 

2 1 communications system that's been .a part o f the 

22 emergency preparedness program, along with Congressman 

23 Walden. So he sends his regrets . He wou ld have 

24 otherwise 1 iked to have been here today. I 'm sure he 

25 w{ll be ·attending a future EQC meeting. 
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COMMISSIONER MALARKEY: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: I just had 

a couple of simple questions here. · What quantities 

of brine are we talking about here shippin.g off s ·ite? 

What would be your goal of getting them to 

MR. BEAM: I think I can safely 

say that our goal would be zero. .I mean, that was 

our intent all .along. It was only upon having 

information brought to our attention that either there 

was more brine expected to be · generated or the Brine 

Reduction Area could not process perhaps as much as 

we originally anticipated, that we were forced to 

r e - evaluate that position to det:ex:mine if the re wa,s 

so_me room to provide some ability for off site 

shipments . But our ultimate goa.l would be· to have 

none go off site . 

MR. MURPHEY: The off site storage 

capacity We've t alked about the storage tanks. 

There are four ·4·0, 000-gallon storage t<?-nks. I~ that 

correct, ·Tom? 

MR. BEAM: Yes. I mean, that's 

nominal storage capacity. I mean, design capacity is 

h i gher, bu:t that's what they try to maintain, is 

40,000. 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: Okay. And 
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then the technology being used are they flash 

2 evaporating it? 

3 MR. BEAM: Yes. - The Brine 

4 Reduction Area consists of two stages, two different 

5 types of treatment units. The first one is a fla sh 

6 evaporator that is used to basically preconcentrate 

7 the brines to a designat'ed specific· gravity. And 

8 then it is fed to a drum dryer, which is two basic 

9 giant rollers. The comparisons I've heard used most 

10 are the processing industr.y powdered ·milk. 

11 MR. MURPHEY : Cornflakes. 

12 MR. BEAM: Cornflakes. Whatever. 

13 Basically., . two giant rollers that the .brine evapor ates 

14 on the surface of and then is scraped off as salt 

15 1.J.Sing steam injected into the interior of the drum 

16 rollers to do the evaporating. 

17 MR. MURPHEY: Mr . Chair , I ' d j us t 

· 18 like to offer that if there are further questions 

19 that you would like to address regarding any issues 

20 ·associated with the project, we'd be glad to come 

21 back after you hold the public comment period on the 

22 permit modification . and address these issues and 

23 anything .else that might ·be informative for the 

- 24 Commission. 

25 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Okay. 
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But I didn't want to cut off any questions. Did you 

have anything else? 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON : No, that's 

fine. 

MS. OLIVER : Mr. Chair, I think 

it's sort of impossible to Perhaps we could come 

back at your next meeting and perhaps the contractors 

themselves could come and give a presentation on what 

they · are doing in terms of their BRA optimization 

efforts. And in the · meantime, we could perhaps 

provide Commissioner· Williamson with some additional · 

information on that subject . becaµse it certainl y will 

be . a subj ec::t we' 11 be dealing · with in the next few 

months. 

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Ye.ah, that 

would be helpful . Thanks. 

MR . . MURPHEY: At this point, I'd 

like to let Sue frame some of the discussion on the 

permit modi"fication requests, if you're going to 

. receive public comments on here today and give you 

a little bit of background information and then · 

transition into the public comment period. And, as I 

said, we' 11 be happy to respond to any other 

questions or issues . 

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Great. 
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MS. OLIVER: I was just going to 

2 do a very short introduction. The primary purpo:8e of 

3. this time before you is for people to make public 

4 comments. And I would remind anyone in t .he audience, 

5 if you are interested in making comments and haven' t 

6 already done so, to fill out the form that's on the 

7 back table and bring it up here to Mikell O'Mealy, 

8 who is h~re at the corner of the front table. 

9 Is there anyone on the telephone? 

10 MS . 0 I M,EAL y : No. 

11 . MS: OLIVER: We did have . a call in 

.-12 line set up, but apparently no one has called i n. 

13 In September ~f 2003 we received a 

14 Class 3 permit modification request from the 

15 Permit te.es proposing to change the point of 

16 compliance. This is the point in the incinerator 

17 systems where we measure their compliance with the air 

18 emission standards . .Ar).d, · essentially , the proposal 

19 comes down to changing the original permit requirement 

20 that required all emission standards to be met before 

21 the flue gases went through the carbon filtration 

22 system, tq change that point to after the carbon 

23 

24 

25 

:E:iltration system. The way the RCRA permitting 

process works for the Class 3 permit mod That 

starts with their submittal of the permit mod. 

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION 
Portbmd~ OR 

(503) 227-1 544 

Spok~ne, WA 
(509) 838-6000 

Phone: (800) 528- 3335 www.nu.~e.lireportine.com Fax: (503) 227-7123 

Corpor~te Office: 20:20 US BancorP Tower, lll S.W. F i fth Avenue, Portl;tnd, OR 97204 

They 

25 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page D-26 

( 

1 .. 



( 

( 

would then open a 60-day public. comment period, which 

2 is essentially the Permittees' public comment period-' 

3 'although the comments are submitted to the Depa,rtment. 

4 During that time, they hold a publ i c meeting to give 

5 interested members of thi;= public further information, 

6 which they did. Ongoing with that was, we· prepared a 

7 Notice . of Deficiency on the permit modification 

8 r e q uest looking for additional information for some of 

9 the material that was in the request . They did 

10 respond to that . And that first public comment 

period· was closed I believe i n mid-November . All of 

12 that material, including the public comments we 

·13 received during that time and the Notice of Deficiency 

14 and the response was sent to . you, along with the 

15 o r igi nal permit mod was sent in October. . And just 

: 16 ~ecently you should have got anoth~r packet with that 

17 mate:i;-ial . 

18 After we reviewed the comments and 

19 the response to the Notice of Deficiency, the 

20 Department has made a tentative decision to recommend 

21 that you approve this permit modification request. 

22 Orice we make that -tentative decision, we then . issue 

23 ou r tentative decision again for ano.ther public 

24 comment period . This time it. will last 45 days . 

25 was ju.st recently started and will extend through 
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March 1st. There is a I prepared what is called 

2 a RCRA Fact Sheet on this issue. The Fact Sheet is 

3 on the back table. There's a lot more . detailed 

4 information on how what kinds of things we looked 

5 at in coming to that decision. 

6 I would like to apologize to the 

7 audience though. As I was reviewing the material 

8 before the meeting started, · 1 discovered tpat there is 

9 supposed to be an Attachment A in that· Fact Sheet, 

10 which. is a copy . of a public n ot ice that was sent out· 

11 in January, which did · not apparently reproduce. You 

12 have a lovely blank page with footers and I can 

13 The information on that page that I think is most · key 

.14 is the information that is also included- on pag·e 9 of 

15 the Fact Sheet concerning another public hearing that 

16· we will be having in Hermiston on February 18. But , 

17 certainly, if anyone n eeds the particular Attachment 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A, I can provide that in a flash: I do apologize 

:f:or that . 

in the 

bf the 

a llow 

s ince 

frame. 

So that's where we are now. We're 

tniddle of the public comment period . Because 

timing issue, i t seemed only appropriate to 

people a chance to comment to the Commiss i on , 

you were h aving a meeting within the time. 

So at this· point, I' 11 turn to the Chair to · 
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open the hearing and we will r emove ourselves and 

2 come back afterwards. 

3 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thank you, Sue . 

4 And I would like to let people k:µow that the 

5 Commission was interested in . hearing directly from the 

6 public on this issue and has received, already, · copies 

7 , o f written comments that have been provided and 

8 ant i c i pates that at our next staff report on . thii? 

9 matter we' 11 .receive full . copies of all additional 

10 written materials that wi ll be potentially received 

11 between now and March 1st, which wi ll be the close of 

12 the comment period . 

13 With that, I would 1 ike to ope n 

14 the hearing to take . public comment s on this agenda 

15 item only. I would like to n o te that this is being 

16 tape- recorded and trariscribed, simply because we have 

17 a short time p_eriod in ',Yhich to make a decision and 

18 we h ave a lot of materials to cover a~d we want t o 

19 make sure that we an~ accurate in getting all of the 

20 commen ts that may be made before us and considering 

21 them fully. We only At this point, I only have 

22 two requests to present information . And, therefo"re, 

23 I' 11 simply take them in the order in which I 

24 r ·ecei ved them. And the first is from a Ted Haigh . 

25 We lcome . 
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MR. HAIGH: For the record, my 

2 name is Ted Haigh. I'm with the Confederated Tribes 

3 of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. And I have a 

4 handout what is it about six slides that we 

5 just want to expreps our support for the permit 

6 modification . You know I the comments provided on 2 9 

7 October of 2003 state : " ... our staff 1:1.ave reviewed 

8 the document and concur with the Permittee' s 

9 · conclusiohs presented on page 15; name l y 'There will 

10 be no detrimental human heal th or environmental 

11 impacts r esulting from implementat i on of this 

12 modification . '" Our Board of Trus t ees supported this 

13 opinion at both a meeting on 27 October with Mr. Don 

14 Barclay and a meeting on 12 November with Mr . Dennis 

15 Mur phey . 

16 Meeting the emission standards . at 

17 the exhaust stack (post carbon filters) is going to 

18 be more protective o f human health and the 

19 environment. The permitted emission -concentrat ions are 

20 set based on accepted human · health and ecological risk 

21 modeling. This will evaluate long-term health risks 

22 ·(resulting from recalcitrant compounds accumulating · in 

23 the environment . ) We will also eval uate short- t erm 

24 health risks (resulting from inhalation o f one- hour 

25 maximum concentrations from the worst-case operating 
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conditions.) These are might be listed -as upset 

condit i ons. The UMCDF r isk assessment includes a 

Native American Subsistence Scenario, which restricts 

emissions more than typical µrban scenarios that are 

in most standard risk models . 

The reasons for our opini o n is, 

moving the compliance point will not result in an 

increase in the emiss i ons over the lifetime of the 

plan. Total emissions · will be proportional to the 

or are proportional to concentration, times flow rate, 

times time. The stack f l ow rate is the same or 

essentially will be the same in both cases, whether 

it 1 s before or after the compli a n ce point. 

Concentration increases if compliance point i s moved, 

and the tota l operating time decreases. 

On page 5, the total amount of the 

compound e mi tted during incineration of a given 

munition type f or both compliance points is given by 

the equation notes , where "M" i s the mass of the 

contaminant . "N" is the number of munitions that are 

fed into the furnace or fed into the system. "A" 

is the amount of the contaminant per munit:lon . You 

see that "DRE" . is the furnace system or the 

first term i s the 1-DRE is the official 

incineration efficiency at burning the c ompound . The 
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second term is the removal efficiency for the 

2 scrubbers. And the finai term is the removal 

3 efficiency for the c a rbon filters. And by Even 

4 though the emissions wi ll go up, we're hoping or 

5 the not hoping but the efficiency will also 

6 increase correspondingly. 

7 Finally, moving the compliance point 

8 reduces public and environmental risk resulting from 

9 weapons storage. And, essentially, storage r:t,sk is 

10 proportional to the length of time the munitions are 

11 stored. 

12 And t he fina l slide is just our 

.13 contact information if you wanted any more information 

14 directly for what endeavors the Tribe is doing 

15 currently. Any questions? · 

16 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Questions? We 

17 do 

1.8 COMMISSIONER MALARKEY: Excuse me. 

19 ·. COMMISSIONER REEVE: Go · ahead. 

COMMISSIONER MALARKEY: I · just want 

21 to confirm for you and thank y ou that we also 

22 received a letter from Dr . Skeen. And I appreciate 

23 you explaining the formula. That helps, too . Thank 

24 you. 

25 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thank you. 
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Excuse me. 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON : In your 

formula, it's implied that the proportionality is the 

same between the time it's going to take to burn all 

of the munitions and the increase in concentration is 

going to be emitted. I mean, is that wh.at your_ 

a r gument is? 

MR. HAIGH : On which You're 

talkin~ about essentially slide 4? Or 5? 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON : Well, · 

slide 4 and 5. 

MR. HAIGH : And 5? 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: Anq 5, 

right . 

MR . HAIGH: Yeah. Essentially what 

we' re talking about by saying that the concentration 

increases if compliance point is moved, just means 

that -they' re abl.e to burn more munitions more quickly . 

So they' re e~sentially just feeding a higher rate of 

munitions into the system. So, therefore, you're 

go:i,ng to have a higher concentrations of all these 

contamina.nts being produced . But there's also going 

t o be a higher efficiency rate for . removal by moving 

that compliance point past the carbon filters . 

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: But it's 
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1 assuming under both scenarios, then, the same removal 

2 percentage across the carbon filter bank? 

3 MR. HAIGH: Correct. Correct. 

Yes, sir . It's just that we' re measuring now, after, 

5 instead of before . 

6 COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: And that 

7 may or may not be true that you get the same removal 

8 rate ac;;ross the carbon filters? 

9 MR. HAIGH: That's Yeah, ·what 

10 that last equation · on assuming that that last term 

11 goes up . 

12 COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: Okay . 

13 Thank you. 

14 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thanks . · The 

15 next speaker will . be James Wilkinson . 

16 MR. WILKINSON: Karyn Jones is with 

17 me,· so do you mind if we speak together? 

18 COMMISSIONER REEVE: . Sure. Ms. 

19 Jones, you also decided to testify. so, if you'd 

20 like to do so at the same t ime, that'·s fine. 

21 MS . JONES : Thank you. 

22 MR. WILKINSON: I would defer to 

23 her to begin, if I may. Thank you, Mr. Chairman'. 

- 24 MS . JONES : Thank you . · My name is 

25 . Karyn Jones, and I'm here on behalf of GA$P and the 
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Oregon Wildl ife Federation. 

To begin with, it appears that this 

facility is not what we were told it was going to be 

when it was originally permitted ~n 1997 . Prior to 

permitting, we were told 1:.hat the carbon filter 

addition was being put on simply as a safety µtop -

gap measure . But Carl Peterson from the National 

Research Council had thought of it as putting on a 

gas tnask on the stacks, literally. That's what he 

told me when I me~ with him. And, during the 

permitting process, we were assured that it would 

hever · be used to meet the emissio~ standards, that 

the facility would have t o comply at the earlier 

point or it would be shut down . And so we are very 

much opposed to this permit modification. 

I have one question f rom the 

comment package. It continues to refer to increased 

feed ra,tes, but at no place in the permit package 

does it 9tate what the feed rate increase will be, 

what the rate was currently, ·and what they propose it 

to be, and if they've ever been ab l e t o meet that 

feed rate at a_ny of the other facilities. And we 'd 

also like to know what the feed rate is for gelled 

versus non- gellec:l munitions. 

COMMISSIONER R_EEVE_: Those are very 
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appropriate questions. We' 11 certainl y hear from 

2 · staff either today or at our next meeting and 

3 certainly before we make a d ecision . 

4 MS. JONES: Okay . Thank you. And 

5 then we also The package that we received is very 

6 brief . And we realize that there must b e some 

7 supporting documents for the permit modif ication 

8 requests . And we would like t o have those documents 

9 made available to us for review SQ that our c omments 

10 can be· more extens·i ve . 

11 MR. WILKINSON: Thank you. Thank 

12 you, Mr . Chairman , members of the Commission . My 

13 name is James R. Wilkinson. I'm a GASP researcher, 

14 and I'd like to just focus in on some of the 

15 questions that · I have re l a .tive to the RCRA Fact 

16 She~t. And I really want to ·thank Sue and her staff 

17 ·and her compatriots for working so hard on putting 

18 something together . But, as a r esearcher, I'd. like 

. ~9 to see more information . I think the feed rate is 

20 one of the questions that I have, along with the 

21 burning question in my min<:i is that the Fact Sheet 

22 . underlines actual emissio ns . I 'm very unclear in the 

23 Fact Sheet what actual emissions is referring to. 

24 So, I'd like t o see some data· and i n formation 

25 explaining what actual emissions is. 
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The other question that along 

2 with many i s that you make the statement that, 

3 "Consequently, there will be no effect on the ;r-esults 

4 of the pretrial burn r i sk a ssessment . 11 I ' rri . not sure 

5 if that's - a statement based on analysis or i f it's 

6 . j ust a broad st:atement base d on what we're the 

7 emiss ions are coming out a t a constant rate, we' r e 

8 j us t measuring i t from o n e p oint versus t h e nex t . 

9 And I would like t o see s o mething that documents 

10 t ha,t·, yes, we did do some type of evaluation to make 

11 s u r e t h at that is , in. f ac t , true . 

12 One o f t h e other questions that we 

13 discovered that came up actually i n court, was the 

.14 ques t ion of an emergency vent that's on the system 

15 that's p r i or · to the carbon fi lter system . So, i n 

16 essence, comes out the pollution abatement system . . 

17 Prior · to entering the carbon fil t er, there's an 

18 emergency vent there . What are the procedures for 

19 using . that vent? Under what condi tions would it be 

20 used? And how would that a f fect overall operations? 

·21 So, to come back to the esqential 

22 question is that, I wou ld l i k e t o see more 

23 documentation and i nformation related to the Fact 

24 Sheet . And I also have to admit that the DEQ staff 

25 have been very respopsive to our requests in the 
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1 past, and I don't antic.ipate that would be any 

2 different. But I ·would hope that I would hear more 

3 at the public meeting in Hermiston about what backs 

4 these statements up. Thank you. 

5 MS. JONES: Excuse me. I have ~:me 

6 more question. 

7 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Sure. 

8 MS. JONES: When I toured the 

9 Tooelt; facility with the National Research Council 

10 when I chaired the Citizen's Advisory Commission, one 

11 o·f the issues brought up actually by an NRC m~rnber 

12 was the concern of the additional fire haza_rd_ within 

13 the smokestacks with the additional carbon · filter. I 

14 · wonde·red if that issue has been considered here · in 

15 Oregon, and if it has, have there been any procedure~ 

16 implemented to either prevent that from happening or 

17 how to take care of that si):uation, should it occur. 

18 MR: WILKINSON: If I may, Mr. 

19 Chairman, just to follow J; am kind of tag-teaming 

. 20 you here That the carbon filters are basically 

21 unproven technology. And we' re going to be one of 

22 the first sites that's using this. I think it's 

23 i_mperati ve that we understand the effect of putting 

24 this type of system onto an incinerator when, in 

25 fact, it's never been done before. I believe it's 

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION 
PortlAnd, OR 

(503) 227'1544 

:Spok,.,ne, WA 
(509) 838-6000 

Phone: '(800) 528·3335 www.nac:;:clircportin;:.com 

Seattle, WA 
(206) 622-3376 

Coeur d'Alene, ID 
(208) 667·ll63 

F>x: (503) 227.-7123 

Corpor:ttc Office: 2020 'US Bancorp Tower; lll S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 9 7204 

Change in UMCDF Compliance P oint 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page D-38 

37 

{ 
\ , 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

( 15 

1.6 

17 

18 

I 19 

20 

' 21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

r 
'· •. 

imperative that we do, as Oregonians, to ensure that 

this facility meets the protection of human health and 

environment. I want to see it. Thank you. 

MS. JONES: Thank you. 

COMMISS I ONER REEVE : Thanks . Any 

questions? Thank you. Our next commenter is John 

Herron. 

MR. HERRON: Good afternoon, members 

of EQC . For the record, my name is John Herron, and 

I 'm here with broad comments as a resident of 

Hermiston. 

I'm very familiar with the . l}McD·F, 

since I work at the facility in the environmental 

fi eld . Let me reiterate though that I ·am here 

representing "(Tlyself, my family, and my fri ends, wh o I 

interact with in the community. Three times a week I 

open my garage ;for the l ocal bicycle c lub to come a~d 

work.out during the .long winter days. During this 

period we also discuss the status of the proj e~t. 

This group represe~ts several different personalities 

a:r;id occupations. There. are business owners, lawyers, 

nurses, counselors, and f armers . These individuals 

have also either just moved to the area recently, 

have lived there a few years, or are lifelong 

residents. I · moved to the area four years . ago 
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because I believe in the purpose of the project and 

2 truly realize that what is to be accomplished at . 

3 uMCDF will truly benefit everyone. 

4 Everyone that I associate with is 

5 looking . forward to the day the Army finally destroys 

6 all of the weapons. Over the past few months, I / ve 

7 heard comments that the DEQ is representing the public 

8 and will ensure . the will of the public is being met. 

9 That is why I'm here, to give you a perspective from 

10 the average public, not the special-interest public, 

11 the government public, or the ~olitical public. The 

12 average publi-c . 

13 During the DEQ proposed approva,l 

14 process for the UMCDF operat i ons permit modification 

15 request process, I submitted wri tten comments to the . 

16 Department as a resident of Hermiston. In the permit 

f7 modification, DEQ stated that one of · the reasons the 

18 permit modification .was necessary was because public 

19 interest remains high. I specifically asked DEQ to 

20 provide the analysis or study that was used to 

21 s upport this claim. In the · comments I also asked 

22 very specific questions, which would heip my family 

23 and myself better understand why the DEQ was proposing 

24 this permit modification . I never did receive any 

25 response to any questions. · 
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Once again, if the DEQ is 

2 representing the public, then that includes all public 

3 members. I would expect them to respond t o questions 

4 asked. With regards to the permi.t modi fications 

5 seeking t o move the compliance point from before the 

6 PFS to after the PFS, I hope that EQC i s fully aware 

7 of the issues . The main issue for my fami l y and 

8 friends is that the standards for emissions do not 

9 change at all and that the process itself does not 

. 10 change at all. The only potential, for change is that 

· 11 the UMCDF cannot take ·credit for a p ollution · control 

. 12 device. I1= we' re not allowed to take the credit for 

13 it, then UMCDF will process rocke t s at l ess than . two 

14 rocket$ per hour instead of 30 to 4 0 rockets per 

15 hour . All this does is increase the storage time of 

. 16 the rockets a nd increase the risk to my family and 

17 f riends . 

18 Ye~, I under i:> tan d commi.tments were 

19 made by the Army to meet the emiss ions standards 

20 prior t o the PFS. But the· coml]li tment made to the 

21 people living around the UMCD and .UMCDF from the 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Army, was t o d estroy t~e weapons . That is the 

commitment. As you. know, commitments are made based 

on the knowl e dge at the time . As we prbgress, we 

learn more and adjust. accordingly. The UMCDF has 
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1 invested millions and millions of dollars to improve 

2 the facility base d upon knowledge gained at other 

3 facilities. This is a normal progression for any 

4 project . 

5 Finally, DEQ sent a letter to the . 

6 project in December dictating that the UMCDF perform 

7 additional tests on the DFS ~nd have the results . 

8 prior to submitting the staff report to the EQC on 

9 this permit modification. I do not understand how 

10 the Department can either tie the decision or delay 

11 this permit modification request for review t o require 

12 the facility to perform additional tests . Permit 

13 modi~ications stand on their own, especially when this 

14 permit modification is independent of the testing 

15 referenced by the Department. 

16 Finally, I hope that the Commission 

17 does not hesitate i n approving this permit 

18 · modification request. As you· know, this PMR only 

19 changes four words in the entire per~it. It will not 

20 change any emissions or any processes. But, by not 

21 approving the PMR, the Commission will not allo<;1 the 

22 proj e~t to destroy chemicai weapons in a manrier that 

23 greatly reduces the risk to my ·family and friends. 

24 Before I step down; are there any 

25 questions the Commission woul d like to ask? 
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COMMISSIONER REEVE: Questions? 

2 Thank you. 

3 MR . HERRON: Thank you . 

4 COMMISSIONER REEVE: I just wanted 

5 to note that concludes the sheets that I've received 

6 as far as people wishing to speak . At this point, 

7 i s there anyone in the audience who st il l wishes to 

8 address us on t his p ublic i nformation item? Anyone 

9 on t h e phqne?. Okay. 

10 At that, then, I will close this 

11 public t estimony sess ion . I will remind the audience 

12 t hough that the publ i c comment period remains op:en and 

13 that written comments may be directed to the 

14 Department, spec i fically to Mr . Denni s Murphey at any 

15 point during the comment perioc;l, and certainly oral 

16 comments can be presented at the February 18th meeting 

17 that's already been ment i one d . 

18 Just by way of going through 

19 r eiter at i ng the process that I think Bue oiiver had 

20 a lready outlined, we wi l l be expecting the Depar tment 

21 to review all comment s made by the public, preparing 

22 a · staff report that includ~s responses to those 

23 comments and recommended action for our consideration 

·24 when we take this matter up again at our meeting, 

25 which is currently scheduled for May 20th and 21st . 
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So, again, just to remind people of the procedure , at 

2 the meeting when we do expect to take act i on on the 

3 request, we will not be taking additional comments , as 

4 tha t comment period will be closed. 

5 MS . HALLOCK: Mr. Chairman, I'd 

6 j ust like to add t hat the meeting in May will be in 

7 Prineville. 

8 COMMISSIONER REEVE: Gr eat. Any 

9 other comments or questions? Great. That cone 1 ude s 

10 the Agenda Item A. 

11 (Whereupon, the DEPARTMENT OF 

12 ENVIRONMEN';I:'AL ·QUALITY UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION 

13 PROGRAM PUBLIC HEARING conclu ded at ~ : l5 P. M.) 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

. 24 

25 

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION 
Portland, OR 
(503) 227-1544 

S pokane, WA 
(509) 838-6000 

Seattle., WA 
(206) 622-3376 

Coeur d' ;\Jene, ID 
(208) 66 7-1163 

'i 
Phone: (800) 528-3335 WW\Y,nac::cliriportin;.com . Fax: (503) 227-7123 

Cori:~orate. Offi~e: 2020 US Bancor~ To~·er, .1]1 S.W. Fifth Ave.!'ue., Portl~nd, OR 97'204 

43 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page D-44 

( 

( 



CERTIFI CATE 

I, Marta J _ Charles, do hereby certify 

that pursuant . to the Rule s of Civil Procedure ; 

the witness named herein appeared before me at 

the time and place set f orth in the capt i on 

herein; that at the said time and place, I 

reported · in stenotype all testimony adduced and 

other oral proceedings had i n t h e foregoing 

matter; and that the foregoing transcript pages 
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ATTACHMENT E 

Presiding Officer's Report 
and 

Transcript of the Public Hearing held in Hermiston, Oregon 
February 18, 2004 

(DEQ Item Nos. 04-0369 and 04-0339) 

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
May 20-21, 2004 Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission 



Persons Providing Oral Comment 
at the 

February 18, 2004 Public Hearing 
Hermiston, Oregon 

Commenter 

David Wallick, Hermiston 

Susan Jones, Hermiston 

Marilyn Post, Irrigon 

Debbie Burns, Irrigon 

Gail Horning, Hermiston 

Karyn Jones, G.A.S.P. 

Frank Lockwood, Kennewick 01'1 A) 

Dennis D. Doherty, Umatilla County Commissioner 

Brian Cimmiyotti, Hermiston 

Eric Reise, Hermiston 

Stuart Dick, Pendleton 
. . .. . . 

J .1'.. vv 1wuso11, u .ft . .:> .r. 

R.A. Bradshaw, Hermiston 

Cynthia Bounds, Kennewick (WA) 

Judy Brown, Irrigon 

a Also provided written comments (See Attachment G) 
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State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental · Quality Memorandum 

Date: March 3, 2004 

To: Sue Oliver, DEQ Eastern Region, Hermiston Office 

From: J obn Dadoly, DEQ, Eastern Region, Pendieton I;:;-
Subject: · Presiding Officer's Report for Change in Incinerator Effiissions Compliance Point 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) 

Hearing Date and Tim_e: February 18, 2004, 7:00 PM 

Hearing Location: Good Shepherd Medical Center, Conference Room 1, Hermiston, Oregon 

Title of Proposal: Change in Incinerator. Emissions Com~liance Point Umatilla Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility 

On February 18, 2004, I acted as Presiding Officer at the Public Hearing for the proposed peimit 
modification request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) for the U.S. Army Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility (UMCDF), located west of Hermiston, Oregon. Prior to receiving comments, I briefly 
explained the specific proposal and the procedures to be followed during the hearing. The 
audience was informed that the purpose of the hearing was to g~ther comn:lents pertaining to the 
proposed permit modification which would allow a change in the emissions compliance point for 
the UMCDF. . 

The public hearing on the above titled proposal was convened at approximately 7:00 PM. The 
hearing was closed at approximately 7:35 PM. P.eople were .. askect to sign registration forms if 
they wished to present comments. People were also advised that the hearing was being recorded. 

. . ~· 

. . 

Twenty-seven people signed the attendance sheet, and 15 people signed up to give comments. 
. . 

The folloWing report provides a summary of oral comments received at the hearing on February 
18, 2004. DEQ's responses to all comments received during the comment period will be 
included in a staff report. 
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Memo To: Sue Oliver 
March 3, 2004 
Page 2 

Comments: 

David ~allick: Mr. Wallick-stated that he was a Hermiston resident, and that he was generally 
in favor of the proposed permit modification. He said that he wanted the job to get done sooner. 

Susan Jones: Susan Jones is a member of GASP, a local group which has been active in issues · 
pertaining to the UMCDF. Ms. Jones opposes the proposed permit modification and .was critical 
of the Army arid DEQ, stating that they were only trying to meet the schedule. She stated ~hat 
previously the Army haa stated that they would never ask to change the point of monitoring as 
proposed in this recent permit modification. 

Marilyn Post: Ms. Post stated that she was a resident of Irrigon, and a local teacher. She said 
she was representing herself. She opposed the proposed permit modification, which she 
considered to be a lowering of performance standards. 

Debbie Burns: Ms. Burns said that she was a teacher in Hermiston and a resident of Irrigon. 
She briefly stated that she was opposed to the proposed permit modification, .and that better 
technology was available elsewhere. 

Gail Horning: Ms. Horning stated that she was a resident of Hermiston, a teacher in Irrigori and 
a member of GASP. She briefly stated that she was opposed to the proposed permit 
modification. 

Karyn Jones: Ms. Jones identified herself as a local resident, a member of GASP, and the 
National Wildlife Federation. She stated that she was opposed to the proposed perinit 
modification on the grounds that the charcoal filters were intended to· be a backup system only. 
Ms. Jones stated that this proposal includes untested technology_, was a potential fire hazard and 
generated additional secondary wastes. 

Frank Lockwood: Mr. Lockwood said he had been a long-time resident of Hermiston until a 
recent move. He stated that he wasn't sure ifhe was for or against the proposed change, but he 
was very concerned about what he saw as a pattern of standards being set and then changed when 
they become inconvenient. He had questions about the amount of waste that would be generated 
if th.ls permit modification was granted, and how the waste (including brine material) would be 
disposed of. Mr. Lockwood felt that standards should not be changed for convenience. 

Dennis D. Doherty: Mr. Doherty is a Umatilla County Commissioner and Hermiston resident. 
He supports the p;roposed permit modification, and does not want a slowdown in progress toward 
disposing of all of the chemical weapons at the UMCDF. Mr. Doherty calculated an estimate of 
$576 million in. extra expenses that would be incurr~d ifthe permit modification was denied. He 
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th~ught there should be a compelling reason to expose the community for a longer period and 
spend additional money. 

Brian Cimmiyotti: Mr. Cimmiyotti stated that he was a resident. of Hermiston, and, that he 
supported the propo~ed permit modification, and did not want to slow the process down. 

Eric Reise: Mr. Reise stated that he was a lifelong resident of Hermiston, and he wanted the 
.chemical weapons destroyed quickly and that he favored the proposed permit modification. . . 

. ' 
Stuart Dick: Mr. Dick is a resident of Pendleton. He said he was angry wi~ the process. He 
was not in favor of the proposed permit modification, and he folt that previous commitments 

· should be honored. 

James R. Wilkins oil: Mr. Wilkinson stated that he is a reasearcher for GASP.' GASP has filed 
' . . . 

lawsuits against DEQ, and that he thought this request for a permit modification helped his case 
by suggesting that the incinerator is .inadequate. He was not in favor of the proposed permit 
modification. He thought that the intent of the Environmental Quality Commission was to allow 

· the carbon filters on the llicinerator stack to be used as extra proteCtion only. Mr. Wilkinson 
expressed concern about how the filters might act in an upset condition. 

R.A. Bradshaw: Mr. Bradshaw said that he was in favor of the proposed permit modification 
and did not want furth~r delay. 

- -
. Cynthia Bounds: Ms. Bounds said that she recently moved to the area to work at the UMCDF. 

::(./. '. ·,_ .. : . ' .,_:._.She .s'aid she ··has previously worked at other chemicai agent disposal facilities including Johnston 
Island. and facilities in Russ1a. M-s. Botinds stated that she has worked first hand with chemical 
"weapons ~d was concerned about the deterioration Of the c.omp~nents which contain the agent. 
She said there was increased hazard in delay. She favored.the proposed p~rmit modification. ~ 

Judy Browri: Ms. Brown said that she was a resident oflrrigon, and she teaches at the closest 
schooi to the UMCDF. She stated that the chemical agents rriust be destroyed, but she did not 
favor lowering standards. Ms. Brown opposed the proposed permit µiod.ification, and said she 
?v'Ould rather work slower and more safely. · · 
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1 

MR . DADOLY : Okay. It is 1 
seven o'clock. I 'd like to start the hearing. 2 

I will now call the hearing to 3 
order. My name is John Dadoly and I will be 4 
the presiding officer for tonight ' s hearing. 5 

The purpose of this hearing is to 6 
take comments on the proposed change in the 7 
Incinerator Emissions Compliant Point, the 8 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility . 9 

For the record , ·today is February 10 
18th, 2004. Thank you for taking the time to 11 
share your comments .with . DEQ . 12 

If you want to submit formal 13 
comments at thi_s hearing 1 please sign in and 14 
fill out the registration cards so we can have 15 
the correct spelling of your name and your 16 
address . I have the sheets here . You will 17 
receive the presiding officer's report with a 18 
formal response to your comments . If you want 19 
to be on the DEQ mailing list pertaining to 20 
this facility, please indicate that on the 21 
registration card . I will call people to 22 
comment in order of sign up . 23 

This meeting is being tape recorded , 24 
and by signing up to testify you are consenting 25 

2 
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to being taped . I would also like to let you 
know that Oregon law prohibits smoking while 
the meeting is in progress . w~ are here today 
because we want your . comments on the proposed 
permit modification. 

DEQ will consider appropriate ideas· 
you suggest to the extent our authority allows . 

Please be aware that you might raise 
issues that are outside of our scope of 
authority. We will clarify what DEQ is 
responsible for . We sincerely appreciate your 
invo~vement and will make sure that everyone 
who wants to give formal comments has an 
opportunity to do so. 

We are starting to get quite a few 
on the list here, so we would like to ask you 
to limit to five minutes , until everybody goes 
through, and if you have more to say , I can 
call you up again. 

Please come to the table when you 
are calied and speak into the microphone so 
your comments will be recorded. 

Please respect the rights of 
individuals -who are making formal comments, and 
do not interrupt them while they are speaking: 

You can submit written comments to Shelly 
Ingram or myself .up to 12 days from today. The 
deadline is March 1st, 2004, at five o'clock 
p.m. Mail your comments to Shelly Ingram, DEQ, 
Chemical Demilitarization Program, 256 East 
Hurlburt Ave ., Hermiston, Oregon, 97838. And 
this same address is on the fact sheets that 
are in the back on the table. 

I will call the first person t o 
testify . David Wallick·. Step up to the 
podium, please. 

MR. WALLICK: Hi . My name is 
David Wallick . I live in Hermiston with my 
family . And I work out at the depot, but I'm 
not representing them today . I'm representing 
the real boss , my wife and my six year old and 
my eight year old. They are both in elementary 
school here . My wife works at the elementary 
school .. 

And my main concern is that we get 
these weapons made safe as soon· as possible . 

And I understand that the permit 
modification, if it is not approved , would 
result in it taking longer to get rid of the 
weapons . 

3 
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1· And from reading through it, it 1 
2 sounds like the right way to go to me, to 2 
3 approve it , so that we can get the weapons gone 3 
4 sooner, safer for my kids. That ' s it. 4 
5 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. 5 
6 MR . WALLICK : Thank you . 6 
7 MR. DADOLY : Susan Jones. 7 
8 MS. SUSAN JONES: Susan Jones 1 8 
9 Hermiston, Oregon, a member of GASP . 9 

10 The first thing that I want to make 10 
11 really clear is that I oppose the permit 11 
12 modification that is being proposed at this 12 
13 time. 13 
14 The Army has admitted that they will 14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 

9 

not be able to achieve the emissions standards 15 
for the incinerators if they increase the feed 16 
rate of the munitions and agent into the 17 
incinerators. And this of course is a big 18 
concern. 19 

We know that the Army at this time 20 
at the Umatilla facility is behind schedule. 21 
For several yeats , and one of the reasons that 22 
I feel the permit modification is being 23 
requested at this time is to be able to 24 
increase the munition feed rate into the 25 

facility. And that it ' s not really , the 
purpose is not to protect human health and the 
environment , but rather to get the schedule 
back up to date for the Army . 

During the permitting process DEQ 
and their governing board, the Environmental 
Quality Commission , agreed that the point of 
emissions testing would be prior to the carbon 
filters. And you have the little -- most of 
you should have the little pamphlet where you 
can l ook at it and see where that is. 

And now that they want to have the 
carbon filters added on, the point of emissions 

5 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
.11 
12 
13 

DEQ and the EQC ~!so made the 
commitment during the permitting process not to 
allow the Army to change the point of emission 
testing , and now we are being asked to O.K. 
that . 

The DEQ has gone on record that this 
permit will not have negative impact to human 
health and to the environment, but nowhere 
within the document does it show any evidence 
that this is true . 

So , those are my big concerns . And 
let me again say that I am very much opposed to 
this permit modification. Thank you . 

MR. DADOLY: Thank you very 
much. Marilyn Post . 

. MS . POST : Hi. My name is 
Marilyn Post . I .am a resident of Irrigon, 
where I also teach school. 

I am a member of GASP, but I am not 
here representing them. I am representing 
myself and my family , hopefully the children 
that I teach. 

I want to say that I am against 
ch.anging the point of compliance. I understand 
that the charcoal firtering system was added on 

as an additional safety measure , and I think 
that more should be done to try to get that 
point of testing where it was originally 
permitted. 

I ~ow that in Utah it is not 
permitted to use it because it was not a proven 
filtering system. So, maybe there should be a 
little bit more evidence of that before it's 
actually used in Oregon . 

I don ' t believe that Oregon needs to 
lower its own standards to suit any business or 
the Army or our federal government. I think 
that we need to l ook out for our own cit~zens, 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

_eing checked i s nou ~1 ere e J. b n filters 14 cur ~· ildren , and if not burning the rockets as 
are listed and not before that where they 
agreed to have that in the beginning. 

The carbon filters were supposedly 
going to be added onto the incinerator to 
increase the protection in case of a 
catastrophic accident . And the Army has 
repeatedly assured the DEQ, the EQC and the 
public , that they· would not attempt to change 
the point of emissions testing .. 

15· fast as they want 'to be burned is part of that 
16 implication, then let it be so. 
17 We also don ' t know the long-term 
18 effects of what's going _to come out of the 
19 smoke stacks. Even though there are standards 
20 for the emis~ions from the smoke stacks , we 
21 certainly don't want to endanger ourselves , our 
22 children or grandchildren and future 
23 generations , not knowing the effects, what's 

I 24 And this proposal now is just that . · 
So they are going back on their word. 

24 going to happen 10, 20 , 30 years down the road. 
25 25 So , I think that as a point of 

6 

7 
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1· public safety and future generations , we need 1 
2 to step back and not be in such a rush and make 2 
3 sure that what we ' re doing is right. 3 
4 And so I am against changing the 4 
5 point of compliance at this time . Thank you . 5 
6 MR. DADO LY: Thank you. 6 
7 Debbie Burns . 7 
8 MS . BURNS : My name is Debbie 8 
9 Burns. I am a teacher here at Rocky Heights 9 

10 Elementary in Hermiston. And my residence is 10 
11 in Irrigon . 11 
12 I have lived i n this area for over 12 
13 40 years . . And I have followed this process 13 
14 since the early '90s . I am a member of GASP 14 
15 and I am against incineration. 15 
16 I know the Army is now using safer 16 
17 technology _at other sites, and I still hope 17 
18 that the~e is hope for this site. 18 
19 I go on record that I am against the 19 
20 permit modification. Thank you. 20 
21 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. Gail 21 
22 Horning. 22 
23 MS. HORNING : My name is Gail 23 
24 Horning. I .live in Hermiston , and I teach at 24 
25 A. C. Houghton . I am a member of GASP , and I 25 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

would like to say I am against this permit 
· modification. Thank you. 

MR. DADOLY: Karyn Jones. 
MS. JONES: My name is Karyn 

Jones . I am a resident of Hermiston . I am a 
member of GA?P and the Oregon Wildlife 

7 Federation. 
8 I need to go on the record stating 
9 that I am opposed to the permit modification. 

10 Years ago we were also opposed to 
11 even having the carbon filters actually added 
12· to the· incinerator facility . . 
13 During the permitting process at 
14 several meetings held in Portland and here in 
15 Hermiston we were repeatedly told by 
16 representatives of the Army , the Environmental 
17 Quali ty Commission , and DEQ , that the emission 
18 tes t ing would always be before the carbon 
19 filter bank , and that the carbon filters were 
20 being added on strictly as a safety measure in 
21 case of a catast rophic accident . 
22 In fact at one of the meetings I 
23 believe they reassured Henry Lorenzen several 
24 times that this type of permit modification 
25 request would never happen . And today we of 

9 

10 
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course see that it is . 
When the carbon fil t ers were firs t 

suggested here , we were told that we needed to 
think of them as having a gas mask on top of 
the incinerator stacks. We were t old that by 
Carl Peterson from the National Research 
Council . 

And a few days after Carl was here I 
actually was able to tour the Tooele facility 
at the request of Governor Roberts with members 
of the National Research Council and other 
chairpersons from various Citizens Advisory 
Co~ssions from around the country . And the 
carbon filters became a key component of the 
tour . It was debated throughout the tour, 
whether or not they should be used or not used. 

And I distinctly remember one of the 
National Research Council members telling me as 
we walked through the facility that he was 
extremely concerned because they were an 
untested technology for this tiPe of facility . 
And some of his concerns were that it would 
cause pressure build-up which could potentially 
lead to an explosion. 

He was also concerned about the 

potential for, as a fire hazard, since charcoal 
is highly flammable . And he was also very 
concerned that it was going to be creating more 
secondary hazardous waste, and that there were 
serious concerns at that point that the dunnage 
incinerator would not be able to be used , and 
once that secondary waste was created, what 
would happen to it? 

And we now know at Umatilla that 
although we were also assured that the dunnage 
incinerator would be implemented, that it 
actually was not built into the facility. 

And we are also concerned about the 
legacy waste with the carbon filters. 

I would just like to go on the 
record one more time that I am opposed to the 
permit modification . Thank you . 

MR. DADOLY: Thank you . Frank 
Lockwood . 

MR. LOCKWOOD : I am Frank 
Lockwood , Hermiston, Oregon. I am not in 
Hermiston anymore . Kennewick , Washington. 
Excuse me . I moved about 18 months ago. 

The thing that seems -- that is 
disturbing me is that there seems to be a 

11 
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1 pattern that I am seeing of standards being 1 changed, and that concerns me . 
2 set, and then they become inconvenient, and 2 MR. DADOLY: Thank you, sir. 
3 then they are changed. 3 Dennis Doherty. 
4 So , I don ' t know whether I am for or 4 MR . DOHERTY: Thank you, Mr . 
5 against this change , but I am concerned_ about 5 Dadoly. My name is Dennis Doherty. I am a 
6 what I see as a continuing pattern. 6 Umatilla County Commissioner, and a resident 01 

7 First of al l , there were safety 7 Hermiston , and a family man, and a husband , and 
8 standards that were set by the ERP , medical 8 a father, and a grandfather . And I support the 
9 standards, and when they became inconvenient, 9 modification. 

10 they couldn't meet the standards, then they 10 I attended the first hearing on this 
11 just simply changed the standards. 11 permit modification request in this room back 
12 Then we had the no waste legacy that 12 in October of 2003, and during that hearing I 
13 was promised to us when the Army first came to 13 learned that the main issue before us is not 
14 town. Mr _~ Raj Malhotra was the first one to 14 what is going to go out of the stacks, because 
15 talk about no waste legacy, and then Mr. Don 15 we were told that it would not make any 
16 Barclay, both were under the impression that 16 difference there. The main difference was 
17 they could destroy all of the hazardous waste 17 going to be how long it took to burn the 
18 that we had. And without leaving any waste 18 rockets. 
19 legacy. 19 If the permit modification is 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

I-have been trying to find out for 20 d~nied, it was my understanding that a very few 
rockets could be burned per day. If the permi t 
modification is allowed, an increased number, 
by a factor of perhaps ten , could be burned per 
day . 

) ! 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
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11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

) 24 
25 

several years how much brine is actually going 21 
to be left over, and the most recent , within 22 
about a month ago I sent an E-mail to the DEQ. 23 
Nobody seems to be able .to tell me a range of 24 
the amount in terms of gallons or tons of waste· 25 So , what that told me was that at 

that we are talking about. I 'd like to know a 
range . You know, it is going to be a minimum, 
we will have this much, a maximum of that much . 
We think it will be somewhere in between. 

But so far I don't think anybody's 
been able to tell me. Maybe it's been talked 
about a dozen times and I just wasn't there. 
But I 'd like to hear that information. 

I t sounds like we are going to have 
a no waste legacy with thousands of gallons , 
maybe thousands of pounds, maybe hundreds of 
thousands, I don't know, of hazardous waste. 

Yes, it is low- level. Yes , it is 
somewhat benign compared to chcmic~l agent . 
But it's still waste. 

And so now we have apparently the 
present technol ogy can't meet the standards for 
clean.air , and so we are going to, we are 
talking about changing the standards again . 

I don't know whether any of these 
standards , or any of these changes were bad or 
good , but what I am concerned is, you know , it 
appears that there is no standard , because any 
standard that is made , if it becomes 
inc~nvenient, then the standard is simply 

13 

14 

1 the time the 64 months difference that was 
2 being talked about would expose our people in 
3 this community to those rockets and whatever 
4 liability or danger they presented for an ext1 
5 64 months. 
6 And then I asked myself, why would 
7 the community want to expose itself to this 
8 stuff for an extra 64 months? · 
9 -And neither that night nor today , 

10 nor at any time in the interim, have I heard a 
11 reason that would answer that question for me. 
12 I think that some of the people who 
13 are opposing this are maybe not quite the 

l 14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

exp rts that they think they are . 
I would rather rely on the experts 

that I think are working on the permit. We 
entrust to the DEQ and to the Environmental 
Quality Commission the duty to loo.k after the 
environmental safety and the human safety in 
the area. 

It seems to me that there are four 
interests at issue. 

The first one is the national 
interest. We are all aware that our nation has 
made a commitment to the destruction .of these 

15 

16 
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weapons . And there are some commitments to 1 
doing that safely and in a timely fashion that 2 
go along. 3 

There is a state interest , and 4 
that's represented by the DEQ and the 5 
Environmental Quality Commission. As far as I 6 
know , they are doing that job .quite well. 7 

There is a local interest, and that 8 
largely is to reduce the exposure that the 9 
local ·colllll\unity has to any risk. And not to 10 
enlarge it or ·lengthen it. 11 

And then there is a taxpayer 12 
interest. 13 

After the October hearing I took the 14 
64 months that was projected then as being the 15 
diHerence that was involved, and since I am 16 
informed that it costs approximately $300,000 a 17 
day to operate the project on the depot, I 18 
extrapolated from tjlat a monthly cost based 19 
upon a 30 day month of $9 million in annual 20 
cost, based on 12 months of $108 millio~, and 21 
if you project that out over 64 months, you 22 
would have something in the range of $576 23 
milllon extra expense. 24 

If you are going to incur 'that kind 25 
17 

of expense , there needs to be a compelling 
reason. If you are going to expose the 
community to an extra 64 months, or whatever, 
of exposure, there needs to be a compelling 
reason. 

And I would ask everybody in this 
room, and I would ask DEQ , that if you are 
going to deny this modification permit, I would 
like to know what the compelling reason is. 
Show me how it makes the community less safe if 
the modification is granted. Show me how it 
makes the community more safe if it's denied. 
I don't think 'that can be done. 

MR . DADOLY: Thank you. Brian 
Cimmiyotti. 

MR . CIMMIYOTTI: Yeah. Hi. 
Brian Cimmiyotti. I am a life-long citizen of 
Hermiston. 

And I support the permit 
modification , just for the point of compliance , 
because I feel that it ' s the safest way, is to 
speed it up , because it doesn't affect the 
safety of the community, beca·use the carbon 
filter is going to be able to have the same 
environmental factor that will help , no matter 
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where the filter is placed. As long as it 
comes out clean , it ' s better to do it now than 
wait longer. So, that's my opinion. 

MR. DADOLY: Thank .you. Eric 
Reise. 

MR. REISE : Good evening. My 
name is Eric Reise. My family and I have been 
in the area for over 35 years. In fact I can 
still recall growing up and doing the 
evacuation drills in the elementary school as 
well as high school where we used to hop on the 
bus to get out of the area in case something 
happened out at the depot. 

I believe that these weapons of mass 
destruction should be destroyed in a safe and 
expeditious manner. 

I believe the technology that is 
currently being proposed is the best way to 
achieve this goal. 

The facilities at Johnston Island, 
Utah and Alabama seem to .be proving this. 

With this permit mod. the facility 
will be able to maintain the strictest 
emissions standards set forth by the State of _ 
Oregon; and I endorse the approval of this 

19 

permit modification. 
MR . DADOLY: Thank you. 

Stuart Dick. 
MR. DICK: My name is Stuart 

Dick. I am· a resident of Pendleton. I am a 
father, grandfather, third generation citizen 
of Eastern Oregon, and quite frankly , I'm angry 
that this continues to --

Well, in the beginning when the 
weapons first came here, we were lied to and 
deceived, because we weren't told. No one . told 
the citizens of Eastern Oregon that the weapons 
were coming. They came secretly. 

Once we found ~ut the weapons were 
here, then we were lied to and said, by Colonel 
Norris, said, well, they are harmless, they 
won't hurt you. Lied to again. 

And the fact of the matter is, we 
have been lied to every step of the way . 

There are over 150 to, what, 300 
permit modifications that we have had. So what 
we have been told, we don ' t get. And every 
time it ' s money, faster. 

But there's never any concern for 
the welfare and the health of the citizens . 

20 
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And what 1 s going to happen to our 
children when they breathe these carcinogens . 
Because we don 1 t know, because we are guinea 
pigs , and it 1s never been tested. 

And, so , a compelling reason is the 
health of our children. That 1s a ·compelling 
reason. And we are guinea pigs here. 

So , I oppose this permit 
modification, and I expect for the first time , 
for the first t.ime, that DEQ and the EQC 

1 
2 
3 
4 

,5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
support us , because they defeat us every time , 11 
because we don 1t have the money , and we don ' t 12 
have the politics. 13 

So, for the first time, honor your 14 
rules. Honor .the commitment that you have 15 
made . No more modifications. Honor your 16 
commitment. Thanks . 17 

MR. DADOLY: Thank you. James 18 
R. Wilkinson. 19 

MR. WILKINSON: Good evening: 20 
My name is James R. Wilkinson . I a.Iii here as a 21 
GASP researcher. 22 

On behalf of GASP , back in November 23 

opposed the petitioner 1 s move to, it gets 
fairly lengthy to get into it , but basically 
opposing the petitioner ' s arguments. 

But here is the essentiai point that 
I would like people to have . 11Throughout the 
litigation and as stated in the reply, the 
state made it quite clear that there is 
substantial evidence in the record to support 
the finding that the PAS carbon filters are an 
appropriate extra protection against 
emissions. 11 

The document continues , 11Moreover, 
no credit was taken for further reduction in 
emissions that will be provided by this extra 
protecti~n. 11 

It 1s astonishing to read that they 
are now requesting the point of compliance in 
order to take credit for emissions level 
because the incinerators cannot meet the 

-em1ssions standards that they said they could 
· meet back in 1 97. 

It all comes back to the issue of 
best available technology . 

Fundamentally ,· I believe this permit 
modification request actually supports our 

I wrote comment on the permit modification that 24 
was submitted back then . And I'm still waiting 25 

21 23 

for the responses to many of our questions 
'during that point in time. 

One of the most astounding things 
that came out of reviewing the fact sheet was 
just recognizing how much things change but 
they really don't . 

And Mr . Dick is a difficult 
individual to follow up on . But what I would 
like to focus on is that GASP is engaged in 
litigation against the DEQ and against the 
Army . One of the. lawsuits involves this very. 
issue about, what is the purpose of the carbon 
filter units and what was the position of the 
E v' r nmental Qual ity Commission when ·they 
required that the carbon filters be placed on 
the system? 

Point number 8 in our November 
-letter says, and I will just read 
it, 11 Furthermore, the desire to change the 
point of compliance underminds the state's 
legal arguments made in the September 30th, 
1998 respondent's reply to memorandum in 
support of motion for summary judgment and 
opposition to cross motion for summary 
judgment. 11 A lengthy title saying , they 

22 

1 litigation. I thank the Army and the DEQ for 
2 providing us this. 
3 One of the other astounding things 
4 in this is that the carbon filters , and .it's 
5 admitted in the fact sheet , if you read throu<;ju 
6 it, that the carbon filters had not been tested 
7 and designed or used before , but now through 
8 the -- through testing at Umatilla, and at 
9 another facility , that they have been proven. 

10 But what i t says to me, they haven't 
11 been used over a lengthy period of time so we 
12 can understand what happens during upset 
13 conditions, micro-poppers , which is a new term 

that ! just l earned i n reading : o!!!S! i nformation 
15 that I received. 
16 And so I am very concerned about the 
17 taking the credit for the carbon filters, 
18 applying them in a situation when they haven 1 t 
19 been proven. 
20 We have upset conditions . We don 1 t 
21 understand how the carbon filters are going to 
22 act in these upset conditions . 
23 I think we are actually increasing 
24 the risk to our communities by using this 
25 unproven technology . 

24 
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1 I asked for documentation from DEQ 
2 to state that , yes, we feel that these 
3 conditions can, the carbon filters can indeed 
4 handle these types of problems. 
5 So 1 I think understanding off-normal 
6 conditions and the application of the carbon 
7 filters to the incinerators is an important 
8 thing . It is no different than putting a 
9 ~arbon filter on your wood stove , if you have 

10 to maintain correct furnace conditions in order 
11 for the furnace to operate correctly so the 
12 carbon filters would work if you had one on 
13 your wood stove. 
14 Well, we all understand what happens 
15 when you don't pay attention to your wood 
16 stove. More smoke comes out the stack and the 
17 conditions are not appropriate for burning. 
18 One of the other things that ' s quite 
19 confusing is that the fact sheet uses the word 
20 actual. I'm confused about what actual 
21 emissions really are. Are those the emissions 
22 . from the surrogate testing? Are those -- It's 
·23 just quite not understandable exactly what they 
24 are asking for in this point o.f compliance . 
25 The other thing is , is· th.at ~ith the 
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carbon filters, and it really all comes back to 
the air contaminant discharge permit and the 
state's desire to bring equanimity, if you 
will , between the air contaminate discharge 
permit and the hazardous waste permit . 

Well, the problem with the tinkering 
with the air contaminant discharge permit is 
that it has the dunnage incinerator, yet there 
is no dunnage incinerator. If you are going to 
be adjusting the values in the air contaminant 
discharge permit, you should be willing enough 
to offer a Class 3 permit modification that 
removes the dunnage from the permit , rather 
than this piecemeal removal of the secondary 
waste streams and the other things from the 
dun. 

I would love Michael Moore to come 
running in here and be running around, where's 
the dun, where's the dun , start interviewing 
people , where did it go? 

We were sold five incinerators , now 
we have four. What happened to the fifth one? 

I have a lot of questions. I hope 
at the end of people giving testimony, that we 
can actually have people up here that can 

25 

26 
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answer some of the questions that I have been 
asking for all these months , since back in 
November. 

Thank you . And I oppose the permit . 
Thank you . 

MR. DADOLY: Thank you . R. A. 
Bradshaw. 

MR. BRADSHAW: I am for it. 
The sooner we get rid of these rockets , the 
better off we are. We are only dealing with 
rockets. We have other stuff out there that's 
even worse . And the stuff is old . It's been 
s1tting there for 40 years. The longer you 
wait, the worst it's going to get. Bye . 

MR. DADOLY: Thank you. 
Cynthia Bounds. 

MS. Bounds: My name is 
Cynthia Bounds . I just recently moved to thi.s 
area. ' And I actu~lly moved here to work at the 
Umatilla Depot . 

I have been in demilitarization for 
close to 10 years now, and I worked out on 
Johnston Island. I then moved ~o Russia where 
I also worked in qemilitarization . . _And ._~~w .I 
have C6me:~h~·re to c·ontinue' that m'ission. ...·~~: · 

As I started my career, I would have 
never guessed that this would have been. my 
chosen profession. 

As it turned out , it's something 
that I believe in. It's important because it's 
needed. And I have witnessed this first hand. 

When I first went to Johnston 
Island, I had no idea what chemical weapons 
were. I had very little knowledge of how they 
were manufactured, why they were made . I had 
no idea how or when they were used. Needless 
to say 1 my learning curve was huge. 

And to this day I sit in amazement 
wondering how we ever created these to begin 
with. 

I now have handled these munitions. 
I have worked with the agent first hand . I 
have witnessed how persistent these chemicals 
are. 

While working on Johnston Island we 
processed each of the munition types. And I 
started working directly with these munitions, 
the agent and the-material casings. 

What I found was , is that the agent 
itself is not deteriorating. It's still just 

27 
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as persistent as it was 40 years ago when we 
created these . 

And wha t 's happeni ng is the casings 
and the components are deteriorating , creating 
a situation that makes them very unstable. 
With every munition that was opened, we found 
that the agent itsel f was still fully .intact , 
maybe changing color slightly or reacting with 
various subtleties to the atmosphere or 

10 · exposure . 
11 But the true variable was in the 
r2 dismantlement of the components and the 
13 casings. And by continuing to leave those 
14 sitting for every day that we continue to argue 
15 about how to destroy them, just creates a 
16 hazard for everyone in the community and all of 
17 us who are handling those munitions. 
18 To deny this permit mod . just slows 
19 the feed rates and continues the potential 
20 increase for overall emissions to the 
21 atmosphere and the danger to each person who's 
22 working with those emissions -- or those 
23 
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25 
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munitions . 
I want to go on record in favor of 

this permit modification and encourage no 

further delays. 
MR. DADOLY: Thank you. Judy 

Brown. 
MS . BROWN : Hello . I am Judy 

brown. And I am a resi dent of Irrigon. 
We are the city in the closest 

proximity to the Army Depot and to the 
incinerators . · The very worst case scenario , it 
would be only a matter o~ a few minutes before 
a contaminant from a spill would reach our 
city. I teach school at A. C. Houghton 
Elementary . We practice monthly our 
over-pressurization drill and try t o keep 
every ne safe at C Houghton , and everyone 
in Irrigon has been working on keeping 
themselves safe al so , by learning what the 
procedures are in case of an accident at the 
depot. 

Where Mrs . Bounds and I agree is 

) 24 
25 

that I believe .the chemicals must be taken care 
of . But it ' s how they should be taken care of. 
I think that we are l owering our standard for 
the emission controls if we change the permit , 
and increase the feed rate. 

I'd rather work slower and more 
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safely than quickly pushing these ammunitions 
through our i ncinerator and perhaps in our 
haste causing an accident at the depot. I am 
against the permit. 

MR. DADOLY: Thank you . 
That's all I have for people who are signed up 
to testify. Is there anybody else? 

(Pause in the proceedings) . 
MR . DADOLY: It ' s 7:35. And I 

would like to close this hearing. 
MR. WILKINSON: Could ,I start 

my questions? Sue? I ' ve got a stack of them . 

* 

STATE O F O REGON 

C o unty o~ Uma ti11a 

* 

) 

) ss. 
) 

(7:35 p.m.) 

* 

X , Wi11iam J . Brid ges, d o h ereby 

carti~y that at thQ time a n d p1aca harato~ora 

mention • d in the cap t io n of the ~oraqoing 

matt er, X w as a Certi~iad S h o r t hand Repor t e r 

f or t he Sta t e o f Oregon; t h at at s a id t i me a nd 

p1ace X repo rte d i n stenotype a11 tes t i mony 

adduc ed and proc eedings had in tha foregoing 

matter; tha t t her e a fte r my n o taa ware r e d uced 

t o typewriting a nd t h at the ~oreqoing 

transcr ipt con sisting , o~ 31 typewritten pag es 

~= ~ true ~nd cor:act tr~n3cript of a1l •uch 

testimony a d duce d and p roce e d i ngs had and o~ 

the who 1• the reoE , 

Wi tness my h a ·nd a t Pend1e t o n , Oregon , 

on this _ __ day of March , 2 0 0 4. 

Wi11iam J. Brid ges 
Certi f ied S h ortha n d Repo r ter 
Carti~icate No. 9 1 -02 44 
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PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY AND DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
Permit Modification UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 

"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

I. Summary of Comments Received 

The first public comment period for Permit Modification UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
("Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point") was held open for 60 days from 
September 17 through November 17, 2003. The Permittees held a public information 
meeting on October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregon. At the close of the first comment 
period the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ or Department) had received eight 
comments, four opposing the permit modification request and four in support. 

After reviewing the permit modification request, the Permittees' response to the 
Department's Notice of Deficiency (issued November 5, 2003), and the public comments 
received during the first comment period, the Department made a tentative decision to 
recommend to the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC or Commission) that the 
permit modification request be approved. The Department then opened a comment period 
from January 14 through March 1, 2004 (45 days) to invite comment on the Department's 
tentative decision to recommend approval. There were two public hearings held during the 
second comment period-the first during the February 5, 2004 meeting of the Commission 
in Portland, and the second on February 18 in Hermiston. Four persons testified before 
the Commission on February 5 (two were representatives of the same organization) and 
fifteen offered oral testimony at the February 18 hearing. Ten persons provided written 
comment during the second comment period. 

In total, the Department received eighteen written comments from sixteen different 
commenters and eighteen oral comments from sixteen commenters (some people provided 
written comments during both comment periods and/or testified at both hearings). In 
summary, there were 28 commenters. 1 Eighteen commenters expressed support for the 
modification, nine were against, and one did not take a position specifically on the permit 
modification (although the commenter did express concerns similar to concerns expressed 
by some who opposed the modification) . 

Section II below summarizes the comments that were received in support of the proposed 
permit modification and Section III is the Department's response. A summary of the 
comments opposing the modification is presented in Section IV. Section V presents the 

1 In the case of GASP and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation more than 
one individual provided comment on behalf of their respective organizations-these were counted 
as one "commenter." 
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Department's responses to comments opposing the proposed modification and to some of 
the questions posed by the commenters regarding operation of the pollution abatement 
system carbon filter system (PFS). Many of the issues identified by commenters are also 
discussed within the body of this staff report under "Key Issues." 

The Department would like to thank all of the persons and organizations who took the time 
to send in their comments. 

II. Summary of Comments Supporting the Permit Modification 

The commenters expressing support included elected officials from Morrow and Umatilla 
Counties, and the Mayor of Hermiston. The Hermiston Development Corporation, the 
Oregon Water Coalition, and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
all expressed support for the permit modification. There were also twelve individuals who 
supported the permit modification, including a past Mayor of Hermiston and the former 
Superintendent of Hermiston schools. Several of the individuals testifying in support of 
the modification indicated they were employed at the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility (UMCDF) or at the Umatilla Chemical Depot (UMCD). 

Most of the commenters who supported the permit modification specifically mentioned 
their concern about the risk associated with schedule delay if the permit modification was 
denied. Two commenters stated that there are a fixed number of munitions to be processed 
at UMCDF and they believed that atmospheric emissions would be essentially the same 
whether the munitions are processed at a faster rate for a short period of time or at a slower 
rate over a longer period of time. Two commenters expressed their opinion that it is 
emissions to the atmosphere that really matter, not the emissions into the carbon filters . 

A summary of the written and oral comments from persons supporting the permit 
modification request is presented in Table F-1 beginning on the following page. The first 
column of the table indicates where in Attachments D and/or E a transcript of the 
commenier's orai iesiimony can be found and/or whern in Ai.taduueni. G I.he written 
comment is located. 2 

2 The first column of Tables F-1 (and Table F-2 in Section IV) also include the "Item No." for written 
comments. The DEQ's Chemical Demilitarization Program maintains a database of all documents related to 
the Umatilla project and all incoming and outgoing correspondence is assigned a unique identifying number 
for tracking purposes, referred to as the "DEQ Item No." As of April 26, 2004 the Umatilla database lists 
15,327 documents, some dating back to the 1970s. 
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Table F-1. Summary of Comments Supporting the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

Dennis D. Doherty 
Umatilla County 
Commissioner 

Attachment E 
Page E-8 

Attachment G 
Page G-17 

[Item No. 03-1936] 

Rodney S. Skeen 
Ted Haigh 

Confederated 
Tribes of the 

Umatilla Indian 
Reservation 

Attachment D 
Page D-30 

Attachment G 
Page G-19 

[Item No. 03-1966] 

Attachment G 
Page G-43 

[Item No. 04-0225] 

Summary of Comment 

Commissioner Doherty submitted written comments during the first 
comment period and provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the 
public hearing in Hermiston. He supports the permit modification because 
of his concern over the potential delay in the destruction of the stockpile. 

In his written comments Commissioner Doherty pointed out that allowed 
emission rates are not being changed and that the proposed modification 
"offers demonstrable upside, and little downside, if any." In his oral 
testimony he echoed his written comments and stated that there are four 
interests at issue: 1) our national interest in fulfilling our treaty 
commitments to destroy the weapons: 2) the state's interest; 3) the local 
interest ("to reduce the exposure that the local community has to any risk"); 
and 4) the taxpayer's interest. Commissioner Doherty calculated that the 
potential 64-month delay in destroying the rockets would cost the taxpayer 
an extra $576 million. He does not believe that approving this permit 
modification would make the community "less safe." 

Dr. Skeen provided written comments during the first comment period on 
behalf of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
(CTUIR). Mr. Haigh's oral testimony on February 5, 2004 before the EQC 
echoed the CTUIR's written comments. The CTUIR supports the proposed 
permit modification. 

In his written comments Dr. Skeen stated that he concurs with the UMCDF 
Permittees' statement that "there will be no detrimental human health or 
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of this [permit 
modification request]." Dr. Skeen pointed out that approving the · 
modification would result in "no net increase in the total quantity of 
material released over the lifetime of the plant" because there are a fixed 
number of munitions to be processed. Dr. Skeen presented an equation to 
illustrate that "a slow feed of munitions over a longer time will produce a 
lower concentration of hazardous materials in the exhaust gas when 
compared to a higher feed rate, but that concentration will be produced for 
a longer time." He concluded that "this change [will not have] an adverse 
impact to the CTUIR." 
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Table F-1. Summary of Comments Supporting the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

Bob Severson 
Mayor 

City of Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-21 

[Item No. 03-2027] 

Chester Prior 
President 

Hermiston 
Development 
Corporation 

Attachment G 
Page G-22 

[Item No. 03-2073] 

Morrow County 
Commission 

Attachment G 
Page G-40 

(Item No. 04-0184] 

Jer D. Pratton 
Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-41 

[Item No. 04-0201] 

Summary of Comment 

Mayor Severson provided written comments during the first comment 
period in support of the proposed permit modification. While 
acknowledging that he "understand[s] the risks of a major incident 
involving the storage and disposal of chemical weapons are both extremely 
low," Mayor Severson stated that "if we don't grant this modification, we 
could be burning chemical agents for an additional five years. We would 
be putting the community at risk of an accident or incident involving 
storage of chemical agents for a greater length of time." 

Mr. Prior provided written comments during the first comment period 
supporting the proposed permit modification on behalf of the Hermiston 
Development Corporation. 

Mr. Prior encouraged the EQC to "grant this permit request for the 
community's general welfare." He also stated that "This request enhances 
project efficiency, maximizes safety and allows the facility to move 
forward to chemical agent destruction. This is a reasonable approach to 
adapt to conditions and standards that have changed since the permit was 
granted in 1997 and to incorporate the knowledge and experience gained in 
the past years in the national chemical weapons disposal program." 

Judge Terry K. Tallman, Commissioner John Wenholz and Commissioner 
Ray Grace submitted written comments during the second comment period 
on behalf of Morrow County supporting the proposed permit modification. 

Dr. Pratton submitted written comments during the second comment period 
supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. Pratton supports "a 
process that can happen as quickly as is possible ... " because further delay 
increases the risk and "not granting this permit modification or 
substantially delaying it is not honoring the original plan and promise to 
our Hermiston community." He also stated that "there are a fixed number 
of munitions to be burned at the depot. To bum them a few over a long 
time, or to bum more over a short time will result in essentially the same 
quantity of compounds released in the air." 
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Table F-1. Summary of Comnients Supporting the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

John Herron 
Hennis ton 

Attachment D 
Page D-39 

Randall D. 
Kowalke 

Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-49 

[Item No. 04-0216] 

David Wallick 
Hermiston 

Attachment E 
Page E-5 

Brian Cimmiyotti 
Henniston 

Attachment E 
Page E-9 

Summary of Comment 

Mr. Herron provided oral testimony at the February 5, 2004 meeting of the 
EQC in Portland. Mr. Herron supports the proposed pennit modification 
and stated that "the main issue for my family and friends is that the 
standards for emissions do not change at all and that the process itself does 
not change at all." While acknowledging the past commitments of the 
Army to meet the emission standards prior to the carbon filters, he pointed 
out that there was also a commitment to destroy the chemical weapons. He 
expressed his concern that denying the pennit modification request would 
"increase the storage time of the rockets and increase the risk to my family 
and friends." 

Mr. Kowalke submitted written comments during the second comment 
period supporting the proposed pennit modification. He stated that his 
research has led him to believe that "while expediency should not be the 
top factor in the plan for destruction, needlessly adding five or more years 
to this process because the Army has to measure the test results with an 
elastic yard stick can not be justified either. We should not let 'perfect' be 
the enemy of the 'very good'." Mr. Kowalke also stated his belief that "the 
science is sound" and that "the process is proven and effective." 

Mr. Wallick provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public 
hearing in Henniston supporting the proposed pennit modification because 
of his concern about the risk of delaying destruction of the stockpile. 

r 
"· 

Mr. Cimmiyotti provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public 
hearing in Hermiston in support of the proposed pennit modification 
because of his concern about the potential for delaying the destruction of 
the stockpile. 
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Table F-1. Summary of Comments Supporting the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

Eric Reise 
Hermiston 

Attachment E 
Page E-9 

R.A. Bradshaw 
Hermiston 

Attachment E 
Page E-11 

Cynthia Bounds 
Kennewick, WA 

Attachment E 
Page E-11 

Tim Mabry 
Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-50 

[Item No. 04-0307] 

Summary of Comment 

Mr. Reise provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public hearing 
in Hermiston supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. Reise 
stated that he believes "these weapons of mass destruction should be 
destroyed in a safe and expeditious manner" and that "the technology that 
is currently being proposed is the best way to achieve this goal." 

Mr. Bradshaw provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the 
Hermiston public hearing. He supports the proposed permit modification 
because "the sooner we get rid of these rockets, the better off we are." 

Ms. Bounds provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public 
hearing in Hermiston supporting the proposed permit modification to avoid 
any further delay in the destruction of the stockpile. Ms. Bounds stated that 
her ten years of experience working with chemical weapons has shown her 
that deterioration of the weapons "just creates a hazard for everyone in the 
community and all of us who are handling those munitions. To deny this 
permit mod just slows the feed rates and continues the potential increase for 
overall emissions to the atmosphere and danger to each person who's 
working with those munitions." 

Mr. Mabry submitted written comments during the second comment period 
supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. Mabry questioned 
delaying the process " ... over the point at which we sniff the exhaust. If the 
carbon filters are a functioning part of the system why not include them for 
testing purposes?" Mr. Mabry encouraged the Department to use the 
experience at other operating sites that shows the process works. 

" 
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Table F-1. Summary of Comments Supporting the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

William F. Myers 
Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-51 

[Item No. 04-0308] 

Vikki & Mark Born 
Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-52 

[Item No. 04-0309] 

Frank and Beverly 
Harkenrider 
Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-53 

[Item No. 04-0329] 

Harmon Springer, 
Oregon Water 

Coalition 
Hermiston 

Attachment G 
Page G-54 

[Item No. 04-0328] 

Summary of Comment 

Mr. Myers submitted written comments during the second comment period 
supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. Myers stated that "if 
your job is to ensure the public that the emissions are safe, then it stands to 
reason that the testing needs to be done with the results reflecting the actual 
quality of air released. To test prior to the completion of the entire filtering 
process is of value if only to see that the early stages are operating properly, 
but it is of no value to the safety of the final release into the environment." 
Mr. Myers believes that "the longer the delay, the more dangerous the 
situation becomes . . . " 

Mrs. and Mr. Born submitted written comments during the second 
comment period supporting the proposed permit modification. 

Mr. and Mrs. Harkenrider submitted written comments during the second 
comment period supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. and 
Mrs. Harkenrider believe that "ninety percent of the people want chemical 
weapons out of here now" and that UMCDF should be allowed to "take 
credit for an additional filter system already installed, permitted by the 
state, and paid for by taxpayers." 

Mr. Springer submitted written comments on behalf of the Oregon Water 
Coalition during the second comment period. The Coalition supports the 
proposed permit modification to prevent further delay in the destruction of 
the chemical weapons stockpile because "obsolete chemical warfare 
weapons just sitting in storage become a greater danger to the public." 
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III. Department Response to Comments Supporting the Permit Modification 

The Department's responses to comments supporting the permit modification are reflected 
in the Department's recommendation to the Commission to approve the permit 
modification. Further discussion of some of the issues identified in the comments 
supporting the permit modification can be found in the discussion of Key Issues in the 
Staff Report and in Table F-3 in Section V. 

IV. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification 

The commenters expressing opposition to the proposed modification include eight 
organizations (submitted in three written comments) and seven individuals (several of 
which are members of one or more of the organizations that submitted comments). 
Organizations indicating their opposition include GASP (a local Hermiston group 
opposing incineration), Chemical Weapons Working Group (a national organization that 
opposes incineration), Oregon Wildlife Federation, Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club, 
Oregon Public Interest Research Group, Oregon Toxics Alliance, Oregon Chapter of 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, and Oregon Rural Action. 

A summary of the written and oral comments from persons opposing the permit 
modification request is presented in Table F-2 3 beginning on the following page. The first 
column of the table indicates where in Attachments D or E a transcript of the commenter's 
oral testimony can be found and/or where in Attachment G the written comment is located. 
The second column summarizes the comment and in some cases provides a brief response 
or clarification (the response is in Ariel font). More detailed Department responses are 
presented in Table F-3 in Section V, beginning on Page F-16. 

3 One commenter (Mr. Lockwood) who provided testimony at the February 18 public hearing in Hermiston 
did not state a position regarding this permit modification request. However, his comment is included in 
Table F-2 because he mentioned several concerns that were also expressed by some of the commenters 
opposing the modification. 
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(J) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter Summary of Comment 

Stephen A. 
McFadden 
Dallas, TX 

Attachment G 
Page G-1 

[Item No. 03-1915) 

Stuart Dick 
Pendleton, OR 

Attachment E 
Page E-9 

Attachment G 
Page G-15 

[Item No. 03-1937] 

Mr. McFadden submitted written comments during the first comment 
period. Mr. McFadden urged the Department to deny the permit 
modification request. He believes that the proposed modification implies 
that "the UMCDF incinerator will not meet design criteria, and cannot be 
run within the limits of the bum permit without evaluating its compliance 
with it muzzled with the carbon filter 'gas mask'." He also expressed his 
concern about the possibility of a fire within the carbon filters . 

[Note: Mr. McFadden submitted comments on numerous 
subjects. His comments specific to this permit modification begin 
near the bottom of Page G-6.] 

See Table F-3, Responses 1, 2, and 6. 

Mr. Dick submitted written comments during the first comment period and 
gave oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the public hearing in 
Hermiston . Mr. Dick is adamantly opposed to the proposed permit 
modification. 

In his written comments Mr. Dick expressed his concern about the number 
of permit changes and that "the army has never successfully 
demonstrated . . . that incineration can safely incinerate thirty rockets per 
hour nor has the pollution filtration system ever demonstrated 
(scientifically proven) it could trap dangerous and cancer forming 
emissions from going into the atmosphere." 

During his oral testimony Mr. Dick berated the Department and the EQC 
and stated that he believes that the community has "been lied to every step 
of the way," and that the number of permit modifications that have been 
approved is an example of "what we have been told, we don't get." Mr. 
Dick believes that " there's never any concern for the welfare and the 
health of the citizens" and that "we are guinea pigs here." 

See Table F-3, Responses 1, 2, 7, 9, and 11. 
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Table F -2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter Summary of Comment 

Oregon Wildlife 
Federation, et al. 

Attachment G 
Page G-23 

[Item No. 03-2092] 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation (OWF) (and other named organizations) 
comments were primarily based on the OWF's review of several 
documents related to the carbon filter system, particularly a document 
titled "Risk Assessment of the Pollution Abatement Filter System for the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility," prepared for the U.S. Army 
Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization by Mitretek in September 
1998. (This document is referred to here as the "PFS Risk Assessment.") 

[Note: A summary of the PFS Risk Assessment was received by 
the Department on October 19, 1998 (Item 98-1416) and the full 
document on January 14, 1999 (Item No. 99-0066). This 
document was previously reviewed by the Department during 
proceedings related to the PFS in 1999 and is referenced in the 
1999 Staff Report to the EQC (included here as Attachment L). 
There are several types of "risk assessments" associated with 
the chemical demilitarization facilities-see Table F-3, Response 
6 for further discussion on risk assessments.] 

Several of OWF's comments (Comments 1, 3b, 3h, and 4) expressed 
concern about the risk posed by the PFS and that "Relying on ATB [Agent 
Trial Bum] data with the PFS engaged as reflecting actual operational 
capabilities over the duration of the GB campaign ignores data and 
information in the Army's own PFS Risk Assessment." 

[Note: These comments seemed to be based on a 
misunderstanding that the proposed modification will allow 
UMCDF to assess emissions compliance after the PFS during 
testing of an incinerator, but that the PFS will not be used during 
normal operations. This is incorrect-the PFS must be 
operational any time an incinerator is feeding hazardous waste.] 

See Table F-3, Responses 2 and 3. 

OWF' s comments included criticism of the assumptions used by the 
authors to calculate the risks of t .. e PFS. OWF Corri.rnent 2 stated that 
relying on data with the PFS engaged ignores the PFS Risk Assessment 
finding that "The PFS does not reduce the risk from accidents related to 
agent stack release." In addition, the commenters believe that the 
assumption in the PFS Risk Assessment that the PFS operates at optimum 
capture efficiency "conflicts with the standard and accepted approach of 
incorporating conservative default values for parameters used to calculate 
excess cancer risk and other health effects" and that "Adequate 
consideration of increased worker risk associated with the PFS has not 
been done." The commenters also note that the PFS Risk Assessment used 
much lower percentages for the time that UMCDF incinerators would 
operate under "upset" conditions than those that were used for the 
Department's Health Risk Assessment. 
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

Oregon Wildlife 
Federation, et al. 

Attachment G 
Page G-23 

[Item No. 03-2092] 

(CONTINUED) 

Summary of Comment 

[Note: The Department has previously reviewed the PFS Risk 
Assessment and responding to each of the OWF comments 
about the document is beyond the scope of this Staff Report. 
However, it should be noted that some of OWF's comments 
about the PFS Risk Assessment seem to be based on incorrect 
interpretations. For example, OWF correctly quotes the 
conclusion from the PFS Risk Assessment that "The PFS does 
not reduce the risk from accidents related to agent stack 
release," but incorrectly interprets the meaning of the conclusion. 
The conclusion was referring to the fact that the PFS is risk­
neutral in terms of being a potential cause of an accident that 
could result in an agent release. In fact, the PFS reduces the 
potential of an agent release from the stack during a furnace 
upset because of the capacity of the carbon to adsorb any 
excess emissions from the furnaces. 

The Department concurs that the PFS Risk Assessment is a 
valid document to review when assessing the safety and efficacy 
of the PFS. However, there have been numerous additional 
documents developed in the intervening years to evaluate the 
PFS. None of those documents have given the Department 
reason to change its statement from a 1999 Staff Report (See 
Attachment L, Page L-9): "The Department believes that the 
fixed-bed design of the UMCDF carbon filtration system is not 
unique, and has been demonstrated as effective when applied 
to ... waste incineration facilities."] 

See Table F-3, Responses 2, 3, and 6. 

OWF also stated its belief that because UMCDF "failed to perform as 
anticipated" during Surrogate Trial Bums and that the expected duration of 
UMCDF' s operation has "more than doubled" since the PFS Risk 
Assessment report was completed, that both the Quantitative Risk 
Assessment and Health Risk Assessment for UMCDF should be' repeated 
prior to agent operations." 

See Table F-3, Responses 1, 5, and 6. 

Comments 3d and 3e expressed the commenters' doubt about the 
operational reliability of the PFS, "probable malfunctions associated with 
the PFS," and that upset conditions could result in "a release of all 
pollutants captured by the PFS." In addition, OWF is concerned about the 
use of PFS emergency bypass and believes that "sampling of the emissions 
upstream of the PFS would capture conditions that are likely to occur 
during activation of the [emergency PFS bypass] and present a clearer and 
more accurate picture of emissions released into the atmosphere during the 
campaign .. . " 
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter Summary of Comment 

Oregon Wildlife 
Federation, et al. 

Attachment G 
Page G-23 

[Item No. 03-2092] 

(CONTINUED) 

Karyn Jones 
J .R. Wilkinson 

GASP et al. 

Attachment D 
Page D-34 

Attachment E 
Pages E-7 and ElO 

Attachment G 
Page G-35 

[Item No 03-2093] 

Attachment G 
Page G-55 

[Item No. 04-0331] 

[Note: As stated in a Note above, the PFS must be operational 
any time an incinerator is feeding hazardous waste. 
Consequently, the most "accurate" picture of emissions released 
into the atmosphere during operations is actually reflected by the 
emissions measured after the PFS.] 

See Table F-3, Responses 2, 3, and 5. 

OWF also pointed out that additional data regarding emissions and waste 
characterization are now available that were not available at the time 
UCMDF' s permit was issued. The commenters stated that "Without 
accurate waste characterization capabilities, based on data which post­
dates [Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal System] test bums, 
emission assumptions in the context of the current [permit modification 
request] are virtually worthless." 

See Table F-3, Responses 1 and 5. 

GASP submitted comments during both written comment periods and 
offered oral testimony at both public hearings. GASP is opposed to the 
permit modification. 

[Note: In their written comments submitted on March 1, 2004 
GASP requested an extension of the public comment period so 
that they would have more time to review documents. On March 
5 the DEQ denied the request for an extension because of the 
Department's belief that there had been more than adequate 
time (over five months since the original submittal of the permit 
modification request) for GASP to request and review documents 
relevant to the modification request.] 

GASP expressed concern about " . .. the blatant continuation of piecemeal 
changes to the UMCDF l-Ja7,ardous waste Permit that, in tum, are 
fundamental changes to the technology, the Permit, and the assurances 
made by the Army and the State to Oregonians." GASP goes on to say 
that " ... we were assured that the carbon filter systems were added 
protection. Now through testing, the incinerators have demonstrated that 
they can not meet key emissions regulations and in order to comply with 
regulations the Army and State must now take credit for calculated carbon 
removal efficiencies." GASP also believes that the Army "misled the 
public" about its ability to achieve a 40 rocket per hour feed rate . .. " and 
that the risk of storage has been overstated. 

See Table F-3, Responses 1, 6, 7, 9, and 11. 
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter Summary of Comment 

Karyn Jones 
J .R. Wilkinson 

GASP et al. 

(CONTINUED) 

GASP also pointed out that the State has previously used the fact that no 
"credit" was taken for the reduction in emissions provided by the carbon 
filters to support its contention that the carbon filters were not part of its 
finding that incineration was "Best Available Technology." GASP 
believes that giving credit for the carbon filters voids the 1997 EQC 
finding that incineration is Best Available Technology. 

See Table F-3, Response 8. 

GASP also expressed many concerns related to whether or not the PPS is a 
sufficiently "demonstrated" technology, and that the PPS poses additional 
operating risks and produces waste for which there is no disposal plan. 
GASP highlighted its concerns about carbon waste by noting that their 
review of the Phase 2 Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) indicates that 
the figures given in one of the appendices concerning the amount of agent 
that will be captured on the carbon filters do not "equate" to the required 
incinerator destruction removal efficiency for the incinerators, nor do they 
match the figures that the DEQ had given them. 

[Note: The information GASP was reviewing concerning the 
amount of agent that will be captured on the carbon filters was 
actually related to the amount of agent that will be captured on 
the carbon filters used to filter the agent from the Munitions 
Demilitarization Building that houses the incinerators, not the 
carbon filters on the incinerators themselves. Because the 
building filters are capturing agent vapors from the most toxic 
areas of UMCDF (such as the room where the munitions are 
actually punched and drained prior to processing), the building 
filters do in fact retain a significant amount of agent.] 

See Table F-3, Responses 2, 4, and 6. 

GASP also has concerns about "what protection the filters offer to workers 
and the public under upset and/or off-normal operational conditions," and 
that the state should take action to investigate the allegations concerning 
agent monitoring made by a witness during recent court proceedings. 

See Table F-3, Responses 2, 3, and 6. 
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(J) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter Summary of Comment 

Susan Jones 
Hermiston 

Attachment E 
Page E-6 

Marilyn Post 
Irrigon 

Attachment E 
Page E-6 

,......., t 1 • .,...... 

ueo01e nums 
Irrigon 

Attachment E 
Page E-7 

Ms. Jones provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public hearing 
in Hermiston. Ms. Jones opposes the proposed permit modification 
because she believes that the only reason for the modification is to "get the 
schedule back up to date for the Army." Ms. Jones stated that the Army, 
the Department, and the EQC all assured the public during the original 
permitting process that there would be no "attempt to change the point of 
emissions testing." Ms. Jones does not believe that there is any evidence 
to support the Department's statement that there will be no negative impact 
to human health and the environment if the modification is approved. 

See Table F-3, Responses 6, 7, and 11. 

Ms. Post provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the public 
hearing in Hermiston. Ms. Post opposes the permit modification because 
she sees it as a lowering of standards and does not believe that "Oregon 
needs to lower its own standards to suit any business or the Army or our 
federal government." Ms. Post stated that "if not burning the rockets as 
fast as they want to be burned is part of that implication, then let it be so." 

See Table F-3, Responses 1 and 7. 

Ms. Post also expressed her concern that "in Utah [the carbon filters were] 
not permitted [for use] because it was not a proven filtering system," and 
she expressed her belief that "there should be a little bit more evidence of 
that before it's actually used in Oregon." Ms. Post also expressed concern 
about the "long-term effects of what's going to come out of the smoke 
stacks." 

See Table F-3, Responses 2, 3, 6, and 10. 

Ms. Bums provided orai testimony al ihe February i8, 2004 publit: hearing 
in Hermiston. Ms. Burns opposes the permit modification and stated that 
she is against incineration and that "the Army is now using safer 
technology at other sites." 

[Note: Ms. Burns is referring to the fact that several of the 
chemical weapon stockpile sites around the country are using 
neutralization technology in lieu of incineration to destroy the 
chemical agent.] 
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) "Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Commenter 

Gail Homing 
Hermiston 

Attachment E 
Page E-7 

Frank Lockwood 
Kennewick, WA 

Attachment E 
Page E-7 

Judy Brown 
Irrigon 

Attachment E 
Page E-12 

Summary of Comment 

Ms. Homing provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public 
hearing in Hermiston. Ms. Homing is opposed to the proposed permit 
modification. 

Mr. Lockwood provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the public 
hearing in Hermiston. Mr. Lockwood did not state his position on this 
specific permit modification, but expressed his concern about the 
"continuing pattern" of changing standards when they become 
"inconvenient." Mr. Lockwood also expressed his concern about the 
amount of secondary waste that will be generated at UMCDF. 

See Table F-3, Responses 4 and 9. 

Ms. Brown provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public 
hearing in Hermiston. Ms. Brown opposes the proposed permit 
modification because she believes that it is a lowering of the emission 
standards. Ms. Brown would rather that UMCDF "work slower and more 
safely" because of the possibility that "haste [could cause] an accident at 
the depot." 

See Table F-3, Responses 1, 6, and 7. 
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V. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Permit Modification 

Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Modification 

Response 
No. 

1. 

Comment and Department Response 

Comment(s): Several comm.enters opposing the permit modification 
believe that the Department, the Commission, and the public in general 
were misled by the U.S. Army about the capabilities of the incinerators at 
UMCDF. The comm.enters believe that because UMCDF now needs to 
take credit for the emissions reduction provided by the PFS to meet 
compliance standards it demonstrates that the incinerator design is 
inadequate. Several commenters believe that approving this permit 
modification request is a lowering of Oregon's standards. 

Response: 
It has been repeatedly stated over the years (both before and after the 
issuance of the UMCDF permits) that the UMCDF incinerators were 
designed to meet all regulatory standards even without the presence of the 
PFS. These statements were made not only by the Army, but also by 
oversight agencies such as the National Research Council, the Centers for 
Disease Control, the Department, and the Commission. With the limited 
exception of some metals from one incinerator, to a large extent these 
statements have proven to be true. 

Three surrogate trial bums (STBs) have been conducted to date at UMCDF. 
Surrogate trial bums are designed to simulate the same , or worse, 
conditions (including type of waste feed and feed rates) that are expected 
during chemical agent operations. Testing is then conducted to determine 
whether the furnace and pollution abatement system can operate at that feed 
rate and stay within the current emission limits and operating setpoints. 

The STBs measure such things as the Destruction Removal Efficiency 
(DRE) for organic compounds and Metals Removal Efficiency (MRE) for 
inorganic compounds. DRE is a measure of how well the incinerator 
destroys "organic" compounds, in this case the surrogate material used to 
simulate chemical agent. Metals such as lead, cadmium, and mercury 
cannot be destroyed like organic compounds. MRE is a measure of how 
well the incinerators' pollution abatement systems remove metal from the 
gas stream so that they are not released out the stack into the environment. 
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Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Modification 

Response 
No. 

Comment and Department Response 

STBs also test the incinerators' ability to meet emission standards. In some 
cases emissions are stated as a concentration (how much of a compound is 
contained in a volume of air, such as "pounds per cubic foot") and in other 
cases they are stated as a rate (how much of a given compound is being 
released during a given time period, such as "grams per second" or "pounds 
per hour"). Both types of emission standards exist for UMCDF. 

Using Liquid Incinerator 1 (LICl) as an example, the STB measured the 
emission rates of 10 different metals and the DRE of two different 
surrogates (agent simulant). In addition to the emissions of the metals and 
the surrogates, measurements were made of emissions of particulate, carbon 
monoxide, dioxins and furans , hydrogen chloride, chlorine, and volatile and 
semi-volatile organic compounds. The results from the STB on Liquid 
Incinerator 1 (LICl) showed that the incinerator was able to meet all 
performance standards and all emission limits even when those emissions 
were measured before the PFS. For example, emissions of dioxins during 
tests both "before" and "after" the PFS were not only below the maximum 
permitted limit, but also below the analytical detection limit. The detection 
limit is 100 times lower than the permitted limit. 

The performance standard for LICl is 99.9999% DRE (known as "six 
nines"). The LICl STB averaged (over four test runs) a DRE of 
99.9999945% for semi-volatile organic compounds and 99.99997% for 
volatile organic compounds. 

LIC2 is an identical unit and should have similar results, although.its STB 
has not yet been conducted. The STB on the Metal Parts Furnace.has been 
conducted and preliminary results indicate that it, too, was able to meet all 
of the performance standards and emission limits without taking credit for 
the PFS. The Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) also performed very well 
during its STB (even without the PFS). However, it was unable to meet 
every single one of the metal emission limits during certain feed conditions. 

The STB on the Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) included test runs to 
simulate three different rocket feed rates: 40 rockets per hour; 7.5 
rockets/hour; and about 2 rockets/hour. Results indicate, however, that the 
DFS was unable to achieve compliance with four of the 10 metal emission 
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Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Modification 

Response 
No. 

2. 

Comment and Department Response 

limits measured before the PFS. The required DRE for the surrogates was 
met during all test conditions, as were emission limits for every other 
measured parameter. (It is possible, although it can't be known for certain 
until agent trial burns are conducted, that the metal emission exceedances 
during the STB were actually an artifact of the form of the metal that was 
fed to the furnace during the STB.) 

Test results generated to date indicate that the incinerators at UMCDF 
actually perform quite well and are able to achieve performance standards 
and meet emission limits even without the additional emission reductions 
provided by the PFS. The limited exception noted to date is that under 
some test conditions the Deactivation Furnace System will not be able to 
meet some metal emission limits without the additional PFS reduction. The 
Department believes that the incinerators are performing as designed. 

Selected results from the STBs on the UMCDF LICl and DFS are included 
in Attachment N to this Staff Report. The results from the tests of the LIC 
and DFS at the Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility are also 
included in Attachment N. 

Comment(s): Commenters opposing the permit modification contend that 
the PFS is not "demonstrated" technology, has not been used elsewhere, 
and has never been "scientifically" proven to be capable of capturing 
pollutants. Other commenters believe that the PFS poses a risk of fire (with 
the subsequent release of captured pollutants), could cause furnace upsets, 
poses risks to workers, and that the long-term reliability of the PFS is 
unknown. 

Response: Carbon filtration for the purposes of cleaning air streams has a 
long history of use in many industries and is in fact a proven and effective 
method of capturing organic compounds. At the time the HW Permit was 
issued in early 1997 the UMCDF PFS was only a very preliminary design 
and there were very little data in the record that specifically demonstrated 
the feasibility of using carbon filters to treat incinerator exhaust gas. 

However, in the intervening years the design of the PFS has fully matured, 
additional data have become available, and UMCDF has taken the 
necessary steps to submit all of the required information to the Department. 
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Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Modification 

Response 
No. 

Comment and Department Response 

The Department and Commission conducted an in-depth review of the PPS 
in late 1999, and concluded that the PPS should be retained in the UMCDF 
design (see the 1999 Staff Report included here as Attachment L). 

The Department has received and reviewed numerous documents related to 
design, performance, and safety of carbon filter technology. The design 
and operation of the UMCDF PPS has been updated and upgraded several 
times in the last five years. Automatic Waste Feed Cutoffs and other 
operating requirements in the UMCDF HW Permit prohibit the feeding of 
hazardous wastes (including chemical agent and munitions) into an 
incinerator if the components of its pollution abatement system, including 
the PPS, are not fully operational. 

The PFS carbon filter systems have been demonstrated to be effective not 
only at the demilitarization facilities in Anniston, Alabama and Pine Bluff, 
Arkansas; but also here at the Umatilla facility. The Anniston facility has 
moved on to chemical agent operations and discussions with the Alabama 
Department of Environmental Management indicate that there have not 
been problems with the operation of the PPS. The UMCDF has 
successfully completed three surrogate trial burns (on the Liquid Incinerator 
1, the Deactivation Furnace System, and the Metal Parts Furnace) with the 
carbon filter system both "online" and "offline." No significant problems 
were encountered and the results show that the PPS is effective in further 
reducing emissions to the atmosphere (see Attachment N). 

The UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit includes numerous require~ents to 
ensure the long-term reliability and performance of the carbon filter 
systems. There are requirements concerning items such as monitoring of 
the carbon to ensure adequate adsorption capacity remains and required 
frequency of carbon bed change-out (in addition to specific operating 
requirements related to inlet moisture and temperature limitations 
mentioned in Response 3 below). 

The PPS has been demonstrated to be effective and has the capacity to 
capture and retain transient flue gas emissions under both normal and upset 
furnace operating conditions. The large capacity of the PPS to adsorb 
organic compounds provides an additional measure of safety to anyone 
exposed to the emissions from UMCDF furnaces. This is particularly true 
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Response 
No. 

3. 

Comment and Department Response 

for the UMCDF workers who spend the most time in the closest proximity 
to the common stack. 

Comment: Commenters opposing the permit modification state that 
measuring emissions after the carbon filters will not account for emissions 
that will occur when the carbon filters are in "bypass mode" and so will not 
reflect actual conditions during agent destruction operations. 

Response: The PFS is required to be in operation at all times that 
hazardous waste is being fed into an incinerator (with the limited exception 
for testing purposes, an exception that will no longer be allowed if this 
permit modification is approved). UMCDF Hazardous Waste (HW) Permit 
Conditions VI.G. (related to surrogate operations) and VII.G. (related to 
agent operations) require that "The ... carbon filter unit for any furnace 
system shall be in operation during the treatment of waste .... " 
Consequently, measuring emissions after the carbon filters is actually more 
reflective of actual conditions (and emissions to the atmosphere) during 
agent operations than measuring the emissions entering the carbon filters. 

The PFS is equipped with a "bypass" feature to protect the carbon in the 
filter units from high temperatures (which pose a fire risk) and from high 
moisture in the gas stream (wetting the carbon reduces its effectiveness). 
Sensors are installed in the duct work leading to a PFS unit and if 
temperature or moisture limits are exceeded the bypass will open and flue 
gases from that incinerator are routed around the PFS. The opening of a 
carbon filter bypass immediately triggers an "Automatic Waste Feed 
Culoff" which slops auuilional wasle feeu lo lhe affecieu furnace. Wasie 
feed may not resume until allowed operating ranges are back in compliance 
with permitted limits. 

It is important to note that the PFS will not be bypassed during furnace 
upset conditions, unless the furnace upset conditions are having effects 
downstream that are resulting in PFS upset conditions, in which case the 
Automatic Waste Feed Cutoff will activate. In fact, the PFS provides a 
large "buffer" capacity to capture excess pollutants that might occur if a 
furnace is not operating at its optimum conditions. 
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Response 
No. 

4. 

Comment and Department Response 

Comment: Commenters opposing the modification point out that the used 
("spent") carbon filters from the PPS will become a large secondary waste 
stream that will have to be put into storage because there is no plan in place 
to treat the used (spent) carbon. 

Response: The Department concurs that spent carbon will be a large 
secondary waste stream from UMCDF operations, and that it will be stored 
at the Umatilla Chemical Depot (UMCD). Carbon will be one of the very 
last waste streams treated at UMCDF because the proposed treatment 
technology requires modifications to the interior of the Deactivation 
Furnace. However, it should be noted that this waste stream will exist 
regardless of whether this permit modification is approved. 

Ensuring that there will be no "legacy waste" left at the Umatilla Chemical 
Depot has been, and continues to be, a high priority for both the Department 
and the Commission. In September 2001 the Commission directed the 
Department to prepare a modification to the UMCDF HW Permit to add 
requirements related to the start of surrogate and agent operations, many of 
which were related to resolving secondary waste treatment and disposal 
issues. The modification was approved in March 2002 and added numerous 
requirements to the UMCDF HW Permit related to the final disposition of 
secondary waste from both UMCDF and the waste generated from many 
years of storage operations at UMCD. 

UMCDF has complied with the requirements imposed in 2002 and there are 
now permitted treatment plans in place for all of the UMCD and UMCDF 
wastes, with the exception of multi-agent contaminated UMCD wastes and 
spent carbon from both UMCD and UMCDF. Per the HW Permi_t 
requirement, the Army has kept the Department apprised of progress on the 
development and implementation of carbon treatment technology. The 
Army has formally notified the Department of its intention to use the same 
carbon treatment technology at UMCDF that was successfully 
demonstrated and used at the Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal 
System (JACADS). Future permit modification requests will finalize plans 
for these last two remaining secondary waste streams. The Department is 
satisfied with UMCDF's progress on resolving the secondary waste issues . 

. · 
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Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Modification 

Response 
No. 

5. 

Comment and Department Response 

Comment: Commenters point out that there is now additional information 
available about the operation of the incinerators .and characterization of the 
chemical agents and secondary waste. New regulations have been put into 
effect and there is new information about the type and amount of emissions 
from chemical demilitarization incinerators. Commenters on both sides of 
the issue emphasize that decisions should be based on the most recent 
information available and reflect actual on-site conditions. 

Response: 
The Department concurs with cornrnenters that decisions should be based 
on the best and most recent information available concerning actual on-site 
conditions. The Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility is no longer a 
design contained in reams of documents and drawings-it is now a 
functional, operating full-scale facility poised to start destruction of a 
chemical weapons stockpile. Many of the decisions that previously had to 
be based on extrapolations, engineering calculations, performance 
predictions, and scientific theories can now be based on empirical 
observations, analytical data, and operation test results. 

New regulations have been put in place, new information is available from 
ongoing analyses of the composition of the various chemical agents, and 
there is a considerable amount of new experience gained from operations at 
UMCDF and other demilitarization facilities . Experience has shown that 
the PFS works as designed and provides the added emissions reduction that 
the Commission was looking for in 1997 (see Attachment N). 

, Regulatory control of air emissions from combustion units, both nationally 
and at the state level, has traditionally been applied to the point that the 
emissions are released to the atmosphere because it is those emissions that 
might affect human health and the environment. The Department is not 
aware of any other facility with a similar requirement to meet emissions 
limits at a point before the final stage of its pollution abatement system. 
The PFS on each of the UMCDF incinerators is an integral part of its 
overall pollution abatement system. It has proven to be effective in 
reducing emissions to the atmosphere and it is a necessary component for 
UMCDF to achieve compliance with regulations that have been put into 
effect since the time the original permit was issued. 
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Response 
No. 

6. 

Comment and Department Response 

The Department understands why the Commission imposed the original 
requirement in 1997. However, in light of the demonstrated operation of 
the PFS and the promulgation of new regulations, the Department believes 
that it is an appropriate time to reconsider the requirement that UMCDF 
demonstrate emissions compliance before the PFS. 

It is sound science, and sound policy, to encourage facilities to install the 
best pollution control technology possible. To require the installation of a 
very expensive piece of pollution control technology and then not allow the 
facility to take credit for its emission-reducing effects could serve to deter 
others from installing such equipment. The Department would also like to 
avoid the need for repeated test periods during live agent operations in 
which the PFS must be taken off-line in order to determine the level of 
emissions that are entering the carbon filters (a circumstance not foreseen in 
1997 when the permit was issued). The Department, and we believe the 
local community, is more concerned about what is actually corning out of 
the stack. 

Comment: Some cornrnenters believe that the Army's PFS Risk 
Assessment and Quantitative Risk Assessment, and the Department's 
Health and Ecological Risk Assessments, should be repeated to reflect new 
estimates of operating duration, the risks of operating the PFS, more 
realistic estimates of "upset" conditions for the furnaces, the risks to the 
workers, and more conservative estimates of the ability of the PFS to absorb 
pollutants. Other cornrnenters believe that the risks of continued storage of 
the stockpile have been greatly overstated and that the Department has 
nothing on which to base its statement that approving this permit -
modification would not have an adverse impact on human health and the 
environment. 

Response: There are two types of risk assessments under discussion here: 
The "Quantitative Risk Assessment" (QRA) is a process that the Army uses 
to assess both worker and public risks from accidents during storage and 
processing. These include "internal" events, such as dropping a pallet of 
munitions from a forklift, a fire within the main building that spreads to the 
building carbon filter units, or an explosion during rocket processing. The 
QRA also analyzes risks from "external" events such as earthquakes or 
airplane crashes that could result in the collapse of a storage igloo or part of 
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Comment and Department Response 

the Munitions Demilitarization Building where the incinerators are located. 

The other type of risk assessment is known as a "Health Risk Assessment" 
(HRA) (combined in this case with an "Ecological Risk Assessment"). The 
HRA is conducted by the Department using EPA risk assessment guidance. 
The HRA assesses the risks to human health (and animals) from chronic 
long-term exposures to normal day-to-day emissions from the UMCDF. 
The HRA does not assess the impacts of a catastrophic release resulting 
from an accident, although it does evaluate air concentrations resulting from 
normal emissions under worst-case meteorological conditions that might 
result in an "acute" exposure. 

(The "PFS Risk Assessment" referred to extensively by OWF in its 
comments was a PPS-specific risk assessment prepared by the U.S. Army 
that, among other things, was a combination of a QRA and an HRA. It' s 
information was subsequently incorporated into the "Phase 2 QRA" 
discussed below.) 

Both a QRA and an HRA were prepared before UMCDF was built. They 
were called the "Phase 1 QRA" and the "Pre-Trial Bum Health and 
Ecological Risk Assessment (PreRA)," respectively. The Phase 1 QRA 
concluded that the risk of continued storage far outweighed the risk of 
processing. The PreRA concluded that emissions from day-to-day 
operations of UMCDF would not pose unacceptable risks to either human 
health or the environment. Both documents were reviewed and extensively 
discussed by the Commission prior to the 1997 decision to grant the 

1 UI'v11CDF H\1/ Pe11rJt. 

Because UMCDF had not actually been constructed yet, both the Phase 1 
QRA and PreRA used the information available in the permitting 
documents. The Phase 1 QRA did not assess any risks associated with the 
operation. of the PFS because the Army had not yet decided that the PFS 
would be constructed. The PreRA accounted for the PFS' s effects on stack 
temperature and flow rates for dispersion modeling purposes, but did not 
account for any emission reductions provided by the PFS. 

The Army updated its QRA by completing a "Phase 2 QRA" in late 2002 
using the most recent "as-built" design, updated risk models, and other 
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Response 
No. Comment and Department Response 

more recent information to assess storage and processing risks. The 
Department believes that the issues identified by the commenters were 
addressed in the Phase 2 QRA, such as the extended operating duration and 
the risks posed by operation of the PFS. The Phase 2 QRA did not indicate 
that incidents involving the pollution abatement system carbon filters 
contributed in any significant way to either public or worker risk. 

A summary of the Phase 2 QRA is included in this Staff Report as 
Attachment M. The Phase 2 QRA reached the same overall conclusion as 
the Phase 1 QRA-although both risks are small in comparison to other 
risks we face every day, storage risks still far exceed processing risks 
(Pages M-20 and M-21 present some comparisons of risk between UMCDF 
operations and everyday risks, such as getting hit by a car.). 

The Department intends to conduct a Post Trial Bum Health Risk 
Assessment (PostRA) after the first on-site test data from agent operations 
are available from UMCDF. A new risk assessment protocol, using the 
most up to date information available has been developed and undergone 
public comment. The new protocol will be finalized before UMCDF starts 
agent operations and will be updated to reflect the most current information 
just before the actual PostRA is conducted. UMCDF will not be allowed to 
process munitions at full permitted rates until the PostRA is completed and 
results demonstrate that operations will not pose unacceptable risks. 

The Department does not believe that moving the compliance point to a 
point after the PFS will result in any adverse impacts to human health or the 
environment. Moving the compliance point will not change the permitted 
emission limits. The PreRA methodology was based on an assumption that 
compounds would be emitted from the common stack at the maximum 
permitted rate. In the case of metals (such as lead and mercury) the 
emissions were assumed to be even higher than the maximum permitted 
emission rate to account for times when the furnaces might be operating in 
"upset" conditions. No emissions reduction was assumed due to the 
presence of the carbon filter units. Because the emissions will still be at or 
below the same limits that were used for calculations in the PreRA, there 
would be no change in results. 
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Response 
No. 

7. 

Comment and Department Response 
. 

-- ·- -- ,.,.,. .... - ....... -
Comment: Several commenters opposing the modification believe that the 
Army has greatly exaggerated the maximum rocket feed rate through the 
Deactivation Furnace System (DFS). Consequently, the estimates of the 
schedule delay that will result from restricting the rocket feed rate (if the 
modification is denied) are also greatly exaggerated. Several of the 
commenters believe that approving the permit modification will be a 
decision that puts speed ahead of safety, especially unacceptable to the 
commenters because they believe that the risk of storage is overstated. 

Response: The Department concurs with the commenters that the 
permitted feed rate of forty rockets/hour through the DFS has rarely, if ever, 
been achieved by other demilitarization facilities. The Department also 
questioned the basis of the projected schedule delay that was stated within 
the permit modification request (PMR). The Department required in its 
PMR Notice of Deficiency (NOD) to UMCDF that additional information 
be submitted and that UMCDF provide a detailed analysis of the schedule 
and the assumptions that went into the calculations. In fact, most of the 
Department's NOD items were specifically related to gathering additional 
information from UMCDF about schedule calculations. 

Commission members were provided with the NOD and UMCDF' s 
Response to the NOD. Although it is beyond the scope of this document to 
go into great detail about the information provided, the Department is 
satisfied that UMCDF used reasonable assumptions in its calculations of the 
64-month schedule delay that would be caused by restricting the feed rate to 
the DFS to two rockets per hour. 

- .~ - - - -- ... .. -- - ----- - .. 
8. Comment: One commenter believes that the 1997 statutorily-required 

finding by the Commission that incineration is "Best Available 
Technology" is void because UMCDF must now take credit for the PFS to 
meet standards. 

Response: The 1997 Commission Order (included in this Staff Report as 
Attachment J) granting the UMCDF Hazardous Waste Storage and 
Treatment Permit found that: 

"Applying the BAT [Best Available Technology] criteria adopted by 
the Commission and based on the administrative record the 
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Army's proposed incineration technology satisfies the 
requirements for use of best available technology for destruction of 
agent at Umatilla. With the inclusion of carbon filters the proposed 
incineration technology will also employ the highest and best 
practicable emission control technology." 

(Paragraph 75 of 1997 Order-see Attachment J, Page J-19) 

The finding of "best available technology" (as required by statute) was 
related specifically to incineration. The Commission clarified that in 
another Order issued in March, 1999. The "Order Clarifying Permit 
Decision" (included in this Staff Report as Attachment K) . The Clarifying 
Order specifically stated that the Commission did not rely on the presence 
of the carbon filter units in making its 1997 finding that incineration 
represented BAT for destruction of the chemical weapons stockpile at the 
Umatilla Chemical Depot. The Clarifying Order stated that: 

"For the purpose of providing an additional measure of safety the 
Commission has authority to require, and, therefore, has required 
inclusion of the PAS carbon filters as an additional pollution control 
component of the baseline incineration technology." 

(Paragraph 7 of 1999 Clarifying Order-see Attachment K, Page K-
3) 

Nothing in this proposed permit modification request will affect the 
operation of the PFS ("PAS carbon filters")-an incinerator's PFS must 
still be in operation at all times waste is being fed and still provides the 
"additional measure of safety" desired by the Commission. In addition, 
consideration of this permit modification does not reopen the findings in the 
original permit. 

.. ----- ...._ , ____ ... -
. - .. . -

9. Comment: Several commenters expressed concern that there have been an 
excessive number of permit modifications since the UMCDF HW Permit 
was issued. One commenter believes that because there have been so many 
changes the facility no longer resembles what was originally permitted. 
Another commenter objected to permits and other standards being changed 
just because they have proven to be "inconvenient." 

Response: There have been approximately 240 HW Permit Modification 
Requests submitted to the Department since the HW Permit was issued in 
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early 1997. Although the Department acknowledges the apparently high 
volume of permit modification requests, the significance of changes to the 
facility, or to the HW Permit, cannot be judged by simply looking at the 
number of permit modification requests. 

The Department made a decision very early on in the Umatilla project that 
all permit-related documents would be tightly controlled and that even the 
most minor of design changes with potential to affect environmental 
compliance would require Department notification through permit 
modifications. For example, UMCDF's entire multi-volume RCRA Part B 
Permit Application was incorporated into the HW Permit by reference, so 
even minor changes to any of the supporting documents contained in the 
Application require a formal submittal of a "permit modification." Design 
drawings that were part of the Application are also considered "controlled" 
documents and any change affecting the accuracy of a drawing on file with 
the Department requires submittal of a new drawing. The Department 
encourages UMCDF to update the facility design if potential improvements 
in safety or performance are identified through operations at similar 
facilities. Consequently, many of the modifications have been as a result of 
"lessons-learned" at other demilitarization facilities. 

Permits are intended and designed to be "living documents" that are 
constantly updated to reflect current conditions and knowledge gained 
through facility operations. Of the 240 permit modification requests to 
date, approximately 80% have been "Class 1" modifications and were 
considered minor changes. Many of the Class 1 modification requests are 
si1nply lo update spccifical~ous aad d1a ings as requirea by tae L '0/ Penni~. 

It is beyond the scope of this document to provide a complete analysis and 
breakdown of the permit modification requests processed to date. The 
Department concurs that in a way UMCDF "no longer resembles what was 
originally permitted"-the facility design as it exists in 2004 is an 
improvement over what was permitted in 1997 because its design has been 
updated to reflect new information and operating experience. 
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10. 

Comment and Department Response 

Comment: The Army's chemical agent monitors don't work and the 
Department should investigate the allegations about the agent monitors by a 
witness that appeared in a recent Umatilla-related court proceeding. 

Response: The chemical agent monitors at UMCDF have been in use for 
many years at other chemical demilitarization facilities. The monitors must 
be tested, challenged, and calibrated on a regular basis to ensure ongoing 
performance reliability. The Department recently approved a permit 
modification request by the Permittees to modify the chemical agent 
monitoring system on the PFS to implement recommendations by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (the federal agency responsible for overseeing the Army's 
agent monitoring program at demilitarization facilities) . The Department 
believes that the current agent monitoring configuration on the PFS is 
adequately protective of human health and the environment. 

-· -
11. Comment: One commenter stated that the community was assured that the 

carbon filter systems were "added protection" and not necessary to meet 
emission regulations. Another commenter believes that there was a 
commitment by the Commission during the permitting process that there 
would be no "attempt to change the point of emissions testing." 

Response: The Department concurs with the commenters that 
commitments have been made by numerous agencies involved with the 
demilitarization process. The Department and the Commission did make a 
commitment to the community, implicitly and explicitly, that permitting 
UMCDF was necessary to ensure that the stockpile would be destroyed as 
safely and as expeditiously as possible. The country has made a national 
commitment through a binding international treaty to destroy all of the 
nation's chemical weapons stockpiles. And the Commission has stated 
several times that it considered the carbon filter units as "additional 
protection." 

The Department believes that approving this permit modification as 
proposed fulfills the commitments cited above. Moving the point of 
compliance will allow UMCDF to process rockets well within furnace 
capacity without posing any undue safety, health, or environmental risks. It 
will prevent the five year schedule delay if the rocket feed rate is slowed to 
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two rockets per hour when in fact the furnace that processes rockets has 
been designed to handle much higher feed rates. Avoiding the schedule 
delay also contributes to the country's ability to fulfill its treaty 
requirements and saves the taxpayer a considerable amount of money. 
There is no proposal to remove the PFS nor to allow operations with the 
PFS offline. The PFS will still be operational at all times and will still be 
providing the additional protection envisioned by the Commission in 1997. 
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ATTACHMENT G 

Public Comments Received 
September 17-November 17, 2003 

and 
January 14-March 1, 2004 

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
May 20-21, 2004 Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission 



Written Comments Related to Proposed Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 

' . 
DEQNO. TITLE 

Comments received September 17-November 17, 2003: 

03-1915 Comments from Stephen A. McFadden 

03-1937 Comments from Stuart Dick 

03-1936 Comments from Dennis D. Doherty, Umatilla County Commissioner 

03-1966 
Comments from Rodney S. Skeen, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation 

03-2027 Comments from Bob Severson, Mayor, City of Hermiston 

03-2073 
Comments from Chester Prior, President, Hermiston Development 
Corporation 

Comments from Oregon Wildlife Federation; Oregon Chapter of the Sierra 

03-2092 
Club; Oregon Public Interest Research Group; Oregon Toxics Alliance; 
Oregon Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility; and Oregon Rural 
Action, Bob Palzer 

03-2093 
Comments from Karyn Jones and J.R. Wilkinson, G.A.S.P.; and Oregon 
Wildlife Federation 

Comments received January 14-March 1, 2004: 

04-0184 
Comments from Terry K. Tallman, John Wenholz, and Ray Grace, Morrow 
County Commission 

04-0201 Comments from Jer D. Pratton 

Comments from Ted Haigh and Rodney Skeen, Confederated Tribes of the 
04-0225 Umatilla Indian Reservation (Presentation to the Environmental Quality 

Commission on February 5, 2004) 

04-0216 Comments from Randall D. Kowalke 

04-0307 Comments from Tim Mabry 

04-0308 Comments from WilliamF. Myers 

04-0309 Comments from Vikki and Mark Born 

04-0329 Comments from Frank and Beverly Harkenrider 

04-0328 Comments from Harmon Springer, Oregon Water Coalition 

04-0331 Comments from Karyn Jones, G.A.S.P. and Oregon Wildlife Federation 

• Also commented orally at the hearing held February 5 (See Attachment D) 

b Also commented orally at the hearing held February 18 (See Attachment E) 
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October 15, 2003 
Stephen A. McFadden, M.S. 
Independent Scientific Research Advocates 
PMB-608, 5521 Greenville Avenue #104 
Dallas, TX 75206 . 

Dennis Murphey, Administrator 
Chemical Demilitarization Program 
256 E. Hurlburt Ave., Suite 105-
Hermiston, OR 978'.?8 .. 
(541)-567-8297,. (541}567-~741 fax 
cdp@deq.state.or.us '· . 

. : .. .' .· !. ) . 

RE: Draft Hazardous Waste Storage Permit for Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility (UMCDF); Public Comment Period through 5pm 10-15-2003. 
Class 3.Permit Mod:if1.cation Request for Change in Incinerator Emissions 
Compliance Point; Public C<Ymment Period through 11-17-2003. 

Outline: ·· ··· ·· 
. •. 1 ! '• 

I. Identity of Commentator: 
.. . . : .:./.J·. ' ' . 

n;. · Toxicol6g'y of the~· Org·anophosphates: G'qlf War Health Effects Demonstrate · 
Significa'lit Limitations in the State of the Science:· i :" · . 

. ·~·; / ;; ... ·~ , : . ~ ~ .. . ,,:1' . :·. '·. .•·.. . '' ) ., 

ID. My December 2001.Comments on the Umatilla Incinerat9r: The Possibilicy. of 
Other Toxic Mechanisms of Action of Organophosphates; P.roposed Poli~y. of No : . 
Release.9f Directly Contaminated-Material;· "n.ecyling" Nerve Agent Contaminated .. 
Scrap Steel is·Misglii9,ed; Government has "Strict Liability" for A~verse Effects: 

IV. Even. Neutra-J,iied. Organophosph·ates are Neurotoxic; Shipping Phosphate Brine 
Off-Site is Mis.~ided:· · ' .. . . , 

·, .. : .. · ~· ... 

V. "Launching on Backups": Request for "Change in Incinerator Emmissions 
Compliance Point'? Implies that UMCDF Incinerator ".\'ill Not Meet Design 

. Criteria: '.· '· . · . . 

VI. The Che¢.ical Stockpile Disposal-Program Has No Credibility: FPEIS and Site . 
Specific FEIS ar·e Voidable;· iegal Problems Result; OverruJ.:ing NEPA Has Risks: 

VII. Blowback: Military Secrecy Can Be Corros~ve to American Democracy: 

. VIII. Closing: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Should Assume That 
··Everything That They Have ·Been To'ld by the U.S. Army About the Toxicity of 
Organophosphates is False--Then Plan For Maximal Safety Based on Minimum 
Environmental Release and Complete Traceability: 

. . 

lt.,.!· f I ! Jv'I 
' f t I _..·--r 
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I. Identity of Cqmmentator: 

Greetings. 

My name is Stephen A. McFadden. A child of the lVfanha:ttan Project, I was . 
born and grew up in Kennewick, Washington, won the regional s'cierice fair in 
Richland twice, took first place in the Washington State Science Talent Search, and 
placed top 40 nationally in the Westinghouse Science ';['alent.Searcb. After 
graduating from Kennewick High School (KeHS), I earned degrees iri Physics and 
Computer Science, and interned at J U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) research 
laboratories-as a Hanford NORCUS student, a'n Argonne URPP, and a Livermore 
Student Employee. · · ., , 1 · · 

My interest in the organ,ophosphates began after the ·state of California 
sprayed the town of Livermore, California in 1981-2.to .c.ontrol the Medflyweekly 
~ith malathion, a quarter of the town each night, coming in at dusk 8 helicopters 
wide at 300 feet, each week for s.everal months while I was a ·gra~uate student at the · 
University of California Davis (UCD) Department of Applied Science (DAS), located 
at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), othenvise kn"Owrt as to its · -
students as "Telle.I' Tech". My first.public comment on ~h~ organophosphates was 
on the 1989 California.State Fruit Fly :J]:nvifonmental Impa!!t Revi~w'.(E!R); having 
begun to discern that there were some v¢ry:serious problems with the toxicology' of ( ' 
the organophosphates. While I have held a U.S. DOE "rad-badge" in the nuclear 
field, niy knowledge" of the organophosphates has been entirely self-ta.ught from:"' 
open sources, ranging froni books py Stockholin International Peach Research . 
Institi.J.te (SIPJU)1 ·to Medfly spray battles in California, to . Gul(War hearings on 
"The Hill", to Chein.ical Weapons conferences ~t Edgewood Ars.ei:J.aL ' ' . . . 

I have been commenting on the Umatilla Chemical:Agent DisjJOsal Facility 
(UCDF) Incinerator at Umatilla Chemical Depot (UCD) since the slte-specific Draft · 
Environmental Imp ad Statement (EIS) published in the Fall o~ 1991. It was I, for · 
instance, who proposed that project document!) be made availal::>le in Kennewick, 
roughly 30 miles away·, addressing the risks to Washington State residents. I thus. 
brought up the need to involve Washington State residents in e~ergency 
preparedness a decade beforl! iL was n :yealed in the ri-C~tf Hc.-ald in Apr-il, 2002 
that the risks of one ~f the agents stored at UmatiJJ.a had been understated by a 
factor of 10, a fact which· compromises the risk analysis for not only the $2.4 Billion 
dollar Umatilla incinerator, but also the 1988 Final Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (FPEIS) for the majority of the $24 Billion dollar Chemical 
Stocpile Disposal Program (CSDP). 

Baseq on my background with Medfly spray programs, my comments on the 
Umatilla incinerator over the past dozen years have repeatedly challenged the · 
validity of the toxicology of the organophosphates on which the claim to ~afety of the 
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majority of the CSDP program-is based. While I did not know it at the time of my 
1991 comments, the problems with the toxicology of the organophosphates would 

· soon become evident. Since the 1990 Persian Gulf War, which was the first time 
that the U.S . "Cold War" chemical defense doctrine, prepared over the course of 
decades, was ever used by a superpower, in excess of 200,000 U.S. Gulf War 
veterans have filed for medical disability, and the death count is said to be at around 
30,000. It appears to me that so many Gulf War veterans have been disabled or 
h ave died that the U.S. government will not even discuss the subject any more--the 
point has been conceded by political authority simply to take the issue out of the 
po_litical areria. 

· · · ·. I do not presently live near the Umatilla incinerator, although I do have 
relatives ih neighboring communities. The impending startup of the Umatilla CW 
incmerator, n ow scheduled for early 2004, is one of the· major reasons that I do not 
presently live there. · · 

: ·Ii is important to understand, however, that it is Iiot possible for a member of 
the general public to become an independent expert on the subj ect of 
organophosphate toxi~ology while living in the So.utheastern Washington I 

. Northeastern Oregon area. This -topic is not textbook material, and the 
informational r esources are just not availabie to the public in the region-~whether or 
not that information is available to locally to federal. government employees in the 
classified libraries of local federal facilities, or by training ·at other federal facilities · · 
elsewhere~ If you want to become an expert on the subject of organophosphates, you 
wili probably have to spend a lot of time· with original source~, in places like 
Bethesda (at NLM), College Park (at NARA), the District of Columbia (at LofC) , 
and Edgewood (at APGEA)-because that is where the original sources are. I spent 
.such time during the early 1990's. If discrimination is aliowed against non-residents 
in th·e acceptance of public comments on the Umatilla incinerator, then there may be 
nff effective public comments, as a: direct r esult of the nonpairity of access to 
information b etween the local citizens and the U.S. Army. 

Finally, I allege that a local citizens advisory panel does not have the 
authority ·to properly r epresent the needs of the loca,l community tO the ~tate and to 
the U.S. Army in the circumstance where the U.S. Army has fudged a factor of 10 on 
the toxicology of the Programri:u,i.tic EIS, which it is now known to have done. · 
Understanding the strategic military reasons why this misrepresentation was 
sanctioned does not negate its impact upon domestic politics, either locally or 
nationa~ly. Further, in the face Qf such misrepresentation, those citizen 
representatives who are intelligenf and honest are likely to resign, or are likely fail 
to apply for such a position, considering it a threat to their integrity and r eputation. 
This m·ay explain the high personnel turnover rate in the CSDP program, its . 
contractors, and in its oversight gr oups, both locally and nationally. To quote· 

·George Orwell: "During times of universal deceit, telling_ the truth ~ecomes a 
revolutionary act." Few dissidents are willing to volunteer to take such 
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responsibility beyond authority, rendering themselves complicit in "The Big LW', 
leaving the uninformed,- nieve, and-proponents to represent "community interests". 

II. Toxicology of the Organophosphates: Gulf War Health Effects Demonstrate 
Sigilificant Limitations in thtl State of th·e Science: 

During the early 1990_'s, I did a review Qf the toxicology of the 
organophosphates. Nothing I found in my research demonstrated to me their safety. 

Much more has become known about the toxicology of the organophosphates · 
since the 1990 Gulf War: 12-1/2 years later, we now-have over 200,000 injured Gulf 
War veterans,'betw.een those accepted as disabled, those applying for disability, and 
those deceased. . . · · ; · 

During the 1990 Gulf War, military personnel were exposed to t oxics 
inclµding trace levels of organophosphate nerve agents, oral.carbamate nerve agent 
tr~atment enhancer drugs, and organophosphate and carbamate insecticides, plus · 
uniforms impregnated with pyrethroi~s (which are J:!.OW known to synergize With.at 
le~s~ one carbamate), and the insect ·repellent DEET (which J.s now !mown to _­
sinergize with at least one carbam_ate ). This i:nix of t o xi cants active against the 
cholinesterase enzymes of the body, or with syuergistic effects on associated 
neurold~cal mechanis;rns1 has significant under-recognized risks. 
': · . ~ · I , .. . 

The disabilities resulting frolµ the 1990 Gulf War demonstrate that the 
toxicology' of the organ_ophosphates and carbamates is flawed; 

. I no_te that the concession by the Pentagon that SOME Gulf War veterans 
exposed. to ~OME chemicals were ~ade sick (e.g . . With ALS) was m,ade the -day that 
the D_ecember 2001 coi:µmeilt period closed on changes 'to the final approval proc~ss 
for operation of the Umatilla Incinerator. . ·. . 

·III. My Dec~mbe:r 2001 Cqmments oi;i the U,matili.a Incinerator: The Possibility of 
O~her Toxic Mechanisms of Action of Organophosphates; Proposed Policy of No 
R~lease of Directly Contaminated Mate~ial; "Recyling" Nerve Agent C~mtaminated 
Scrap Steel is Mis~uitlcd; Government h::is "Strict Lbbility" for ~Averse Effects: 

I suggested in my December 2001 comments that there might be other .. 
important mechanisms of action of the ·organophosphatesr such as second messenger 
effects {e.g. keyword_ search MEDLINE on malathion and calmodulin)? or energy 
effects (e.g. by nonbiological phosphate compounds monkey-wrenching the cellular 
mitochondrial Adenosine Tri Phosphate--ATP energy_ production pathways): 
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In my December 2001 comments on the Umatilla Incinerator, I proposed a . .,;_.,,, __ · 
policy of no public release of any material that had been directly contaminated with 
nerve agents. 

This no release proposal was made in response to the proposal to "recycle" 
scrap steel from Agent GB containers and munitions; presumably into general 
commerce;- a proposal which-I called "misguided-".-

I recommended as an alternative that these materials be "recycled" in a 
special facility into rebar-reinforcing bar, and that it be used to reinforce the 
undergrolind high level nuclear waste repository proposed at Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada, a few hundred miles to the South, where the "recycled" scrap would 
remain buried for the next ten thousand years~ Notably, shortly thereafter the price 
of scrap steel hit a new low of about $30 per ton-so low that it led to the institution 
of import tarriffs on steel by the U.S. At about the same time, the construction of 
the Yucca Mountain facility was approved. 

I also invoked the theory of strict liability, indicating that the U.S. 
government would be liable for any and all damages shouid their proposed nei-Ve . · 
agent scrap "recyclillg" program go awry. This might occur for example if some 
risk arbitrage specialist tried to smelt the scrap to steel in an old smelter in, say, the 

.. city of Portland, and some of the neighbors got bit. The Feds do not need an: 
epidemic of Gulf War illness in some urban area like Portland: this is simply not 
productive.- · . ;., 

IV. Even Neutralized Organophosphates are Neurotoxic; Shipping Brine Off-Site· is 
Misguided: 

· I was"told by a world famous organophosphate toxicologist ·at a conferenc~ 
earlier this Summer of an experiment where someone exposed rats to ._ 
NEUTRALIZED Agent GB and a year later the rats had brain damage. _I do not 
have the citation for this research, or know if it has even been published, but he is . 
an eminent researcher, and you can be certain that this research will eventually 
come out. 

Last t_ime I heard such a hint from someone -in the research community; I 
became aware of the PB-Blood-Brain-Barrier problem roughly 2.5 years before it 
hit the news media_, eventually being published by. Soreq in Nature Medicine in 
December, 1996. Such foreknowledge has its advantages. For instance, knowing 
from library research the PB treatment mechanism and rationale.and thus its 
limitations, hazards, and sensitive subpopulations gave me a long term perspective 
when attending the NIH meeting held by the Office of Medical Applications of 
R esearch (OMAR) in May, 1994 on behalf of the Pentagon titled "The Persian Gulf 
Experience and Health", where the OMAR organizers used a flawed database query 
to create a bibliography which tried to spin Gulf War health effects as 
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psychological,. and slated an inquiry panel which relied on a single neurological 
, expert whose opinions I believe.were substantially biased. 

_The significance of the demonstration that >>exposure to NEUTRALIZED 
Agent GB has long-term neuroto:xic effects<< is that it demonstrates th.at 
organophosphates have toxic effects involving mechanisms which have nothing to· do 
with cholinesterase inhibition. Thus, the whole conventional toxicology of the 
organciphosphates is flawed, overlooking important mechanisms of action. 

The Umatilla incinerator h as been shipping the phosphate brine from its 
incinerator stack quench .facility during the test burns off-site to Kent, Washington 
for treatment, after which it is dumped futo Puget Sound. If you know the 
topography, any effluent brine water released down the drain in Kent can be 
inferred to pass either down the Duwamish River though South Seattle. past Harbor 
Island and Boeing Field and into Elliott Bay, or thr9'ugh Lake Washington, past 
Mercer Island, throq.gh the Evergreen.Point Cut, past the University of Washington, 
through Lake Union, and past Gas Works Park, in order to get to Puget Sound. 
Coin_cidently, thes_e are ~ome of the most densely populated areas in the entire 
Pacific Northwest reITTOJl,. If there was some previously uncharacterized toxicant in 
the brine; one could not choose a more hazardous place tO relea~e it!!! 

The proposal to ship brfu.e off-site is mi!;guided. Given the huge flaws i:.iJ. the 
toxicology of the_ organophosphates on w4ich the Chemical Stockpile Disposal .. ;,: , . 
Program is based, such disposal would appear to have substantial uncharacterized · 
risfill. The point is that, if any of this waste gets out, the U.S. Army does not know 
what it is going to do, or who it is going to bite. Remember, off-site brine transport 
and disposal wo-qld be carried out by contractors under commercial hazardo.us 
waste standards, not under mo.re stringent military or nuclear industry standard~ . · 

If the U.S. Army cannot process t_he quench stack brine quickly ·e:nough to 
keep the incinerator operating, then they should.shut doWn. the incinerator. The . · 
r elative to~city of ag·ent-to-brine is Ii.at the relevant factor; wliat is relevant is the . 
probabilify of enyironmental release of toxicant, and off-site shippj.ng.of brine has a 
higli probability of environmental release. 

I propose a ban against off-site shippiii.g of brine. If cooling tower brine is 
h.ep on-si~e u til a.isposal, a 1 S .. pos ·e, an~ t ..... e~·efore hazar ..... :in ..... l ia- ility, c:in 
be characterized and minimized, even if it can not be predicted. 

V. "Launching_ on Backups": Request for "Change in Incinerator .:Jj;mmissions 
Compliance Point" Implies that UMCDF Incinerato;r Will Not Meet Design _. 
Criteria: 

A permit modification request filed with Oregon Deparment of 
Environmental Quality on SepteD;J.ber 15, 2003 requests moving the compliance 
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''""'point f9r the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF}from before to 
after the carbon filters. · This request occurred after construction of the facility was 
completed and before operation is to begin. 

·That suggests to me, in the context of multiple failed metal emmission test 
burns over the past year or two, that the UMCDF incinerator will not meet design 
criteria·; and cannot be run withili the limits of the burn permit without evaluating 
its compliance with it mU.Zzled with the carbon filter "gas mask". 

In the NASA manned space program, that would be called "launching on 
backups". Notably, the U.S. m~ni:J.ed space program has a strict rule against it. 

. . 
Incinerators are notorious for "burping", and carbon Itlters occasionally 

have problems-e.g. they sometimes need to be changed, raising concerns about a 
possible "double fault"~ Notably; such an incident occurred at Rocky Flats in . 
Boulder; Colorado during the plutonium fire there~ workers had to go around the . 
site pickfug up radioactive pieces of the blown out HEPA filters off the grass after 
the fire. Remember: UMCDF is a gas incinerator, and carbon filters do burn . . 

Further, moving the compliance point will mean that operation data will be 
collecfrd after the ·carbon filters. That means that there would be no way to 
compare actual operation to the design criteria; ..,, 

I propose that the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality deny the 
request by the U.S. Army to move the incinerator emissions compliance point from 
before to ·after the carbon filters. They sho~ldrequire tha.t data be collected both 
before and after the carbon filters, and archive it in perpetuity. 

VI. The Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program Has No Credibility: FPEIS and Site 
Specific FEIS are Voidable; Legal Problems Result; Overruling NEPA Has Risks: 

On Mar 21, 2002; the Tri-City Herald published an article "VX agent's true 
toxicity revealed in study at depot" http://www.umatilladepotnews.com/ 
2002/0321.html. The TCH vX art.icle indicated that the toxicity of VX had been 
understated by the U.S. Army by a factor of 10. 

This ne.cessarily implies that this situation existed since before the United 
States unary chemical agent production and transport was halted by President 
Nixon in 1969 after the Skull Valley Sheep Kill-explained by the National .· 
.Research Council, and the Guam incident-which was never explained, because no 
unary agent has been moved in the U.S. since that time. 

Personally, I admire Richard Nixon for what I suspect he did. I suspect that 
President Richard Nixon shut down an insane Johnson Administration Viet Nam 
war era chemical weapons development and testing program that blew its cover at . 
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Skull Valley and Guam and ihreatened·to'·start a Cold War chemical arms race that 
. would have had severe blowback on the nations involv.ed.· (Those interested in the 
Cold War chemical weapons arms race might find the book "Cassidy's Run" 
informative, particularly regarding the relative.parity of the U.S. and U.S.S.R. 
military chemical programs.) Choosing instead to focus on the development of more 

. controllable and verifiable strategic nuclear weapons,.President Nixon ordered that 
the U.S . . chemical weapons .program be shut down and mothballed. I feel that this · 
history is worthy of being written some day in the not-too-distant future. A people 
deserve to know their ow:o. history. 

In the middle of a Cold War, the U.S. public can forgive a bit of lying by 
, their government on military issues for strategic purposes-as long as no one is 

getting hurt . 

. The implication of the 2002 VX revelation is that the FPEIS for the $24 .. 
Billion dollar Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program.{CSDP) ana the site specific 
Final EIS for the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility did not accurately 
reflect the toxicity of the agents to be destroyed; As a result, the FPEIS and 
Umatip.a Chemical Depot Site Specific EIS are thus legally VOIDABLE. 

Now, with a $600M machine sitting at Umatilla with a lifetime operational 
cost of $2.4B, the U.S. Army has to request that its operation be approved by the 
state of Oregon despite the blatant viofation by the U.$. Army of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Further, in addition to Umatilla; the U.S. 
Army's $24B program has incinerators starting at Anniston and Pine Bluff, in 
addition to an operating one at Tooele, may also be subject to being blocked or shut 
down by a federal lawsuit filed in "\Vashington, D.C .. 

Needless to say, this is a bi! ?fa legal proJ:>lem. 

More importantly, it is a bit of an institutional problem. 

The true toxicity of VX must have been known to National Re~earch Council 
experts advising Congress on the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Progr;:i.m, and thus 
the NRC is necesfa.rily complicit with Army's deceptions in the CSDP EiS's. 

Further, Le safety tolerances for Lese agents were set by CDC, and thus 
either the U.S; Army lied to CDC, or CDC lied to the public, or both, which in any 
case is significant: The safety factor of 100 was really only a safety factor of 10, 
which, given the existence of sensitive subpopulations, is really no safety factor. 

The U.S. Army lied. The National Research .Council.lied. CDC was either 
lied to and/or lied. The Congress., which acted on the advice of the National 
Research Council, must also have bE?en complicit in the lie, even though Congress, as 
elected r epresentatives of the people, have significant legitimacy in that choice 
within the American system of government: there are times when the American ( -
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public demand that their elected representatives lie to them--"-as· long as no one is 
getting hurt. It is also notable that Congress, given its fiscal authority, ha,s the 
ability to compensate for the consequences of its lies. 

· The adverse impact of this deception is upon the public qedibility of these 
government-institutions. 

The key political question·to be asked at this time is: 

"Why should anyone believe the claim of safety of the CSDP program 
when the Army, NRC, Congress, and possibly the CDC have ail lied about . 

· the hazards involved, when we have over·200,000 disabled veterans from the . 
1990 Gulf War demonstrating that the toxicology of the organophosphates is . 
flawed, when we have good reason to believe that there are hazards of · 
operation whose significance has not been appropriately recognized, and 
when the historical precedent, from the Hanford "Green Run" , to "The Day 
They Bombed [St. George] Utah", to Agent Orange and Gulf War Health 
Effects, is that viCtims of U.S. Government .environmental releases are rarely · 
compensated?" 

·In addition to the strategic political question, it is notable that, fr.om the 
public' s point of view, the rules of political decision making have been changed. 

' 
In 1991, I made several tens of pages of comments on the UCADF site­

specific Draft EIS, and the U.S. Army dutifully published those comments in the 
final EIS, which is· significant to the extent that my comments- may have been useful 
to the understanding of the project by other interested members of the public. 

Now, once the U.S. Army has obtaiited approval of .these projects byfrauding, 
the EIS' s fu violation of NEPA, the only effective way to have input to the process is 
to become a party to a federal suit. Given the politics of this situation, I infer that 
becoming a party to- a suit against the federal government means: 1) one must plac~ 
one's name formally and permanently into the public record as part of the filing of· . 
the lawsuit; 2) one must subject one's self to a potential gag-order by a federal 
judge on military to Xi cs issues · of strategic significance; 3) one is subject to having 
one's personal medical records subop~naed by the -defendants_,.::.as occurred to one 
plaintiff in the Oregon State suit against the Umatilla incinerator (TCH 10-25~02); 

and 4) b:Q.e may face the potential for significant personal fmancial liability such as 
might result from a judgement for court costs against the plaintiffs. The rules have·. 
been changed. · 

The current administration has, as a result of recent military events, both the 
legal authority and political ability t o override the NEPA act. The decision to do so 
should be considered carefully, however. 
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The people of the-:tttid-Colunibia region re~all a previous time when federal 
authority mandated an environmental release without local knowledge or r eview­
the 1947 Hanford Green Run-which was apparently ordered by an undisclosed 
U.S. Air Force official in order to calibrate I-131 monitors being used for the 
detection _of Soviet nuclear shots. A review of the r elease was written by PNNL in 
1952. Fifty-six years after the release, and 51 years ~fter the review, there is a.· 
major dose reconstruction effort underway to assess this exposure, and several 
thousand lawsuits have been filed. 

At so:me point, a valid claim. ·must be made for the safety of the Umatilla 
Incinerator, s.omething that was not done in the Final Programmatic EIS or any of 
the site-specific EIS's, many of which.were :finalized before the problem of Gulf War 
health effects became recognized as a major problem about -October, 1996. Failure 
to make that case to the public may have implications for both the residents and the 
government alike, for at least the next half century. 

Vil. Blowback: Military Secrecy Cari. Be Corrosive to American Democracy: 

There is an attitude among native-born U.S. citizens toward strategic 
military issues that resembles the ":firs·t rule of survival in Las Vega~" as explica_ted 
by Hunter S. Thompson, the creator of "Gonzo Journalism", in that famous 1960's. ·. 
epic ·"Fear anq Loathing in Las Vegas": You can do anything you want; just don't 
burn the iocals. · · · ( 

I ;: . 

In short, the U.S. publi~ will accept straight-face lies about strategic military 
- issues as long as no one is getting hurt · The moment that someone gets hurt. · 

domestically, the game changes, and the issue gets RESOLVED! Notably, it took 
ali:n9st exa~tly 3 month$ from the release ofthe 1991 Centcom logs to the Gulf War 
veterans of Georgia- possibly including. the ones that l_ate~ disappeared from 2 
secure Ea,st Co'ast federal archive facilities-until the destruction of the Oklahoma 

. City Fed~ntl building by ·a -~ulf War veteran who had failed a physical endurance 
test, a significant coincidence given that someone· is also sajd to be circulating .a 
videotape said to h_ave been taken in,. an Iraqi_bunker during the 19.90 Gulf War 
which is said to ~how crates of cbem.lcal weapons labeled "Shipped fro~ Oklahoma 
City", although the OKC hit has been alleged in .a federal sult to have links to the · 
Philippine~ and on t~ Afghanis au, and h s the ~iete.ran m y have .., ecn use ....... ~s ~ .. 
false flag misdirection to trigger an extremely divisive and jneffectjve 1.S month _long 
domestic "witch hunt" . 

.. Consider, in that context, the following recent events at UCD: 

>>> On September 15, 1999, about 36 construction workers at the Umatilla 
Chemical Depot got drifted by an unknown chemical which made their skin burn. 
They were given no medical treatment for hours. Some of them are suing the U.S. 
Army for this exposure. At least one has developed "toxic encephalopathy", and 
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cited to the Tri-City Herald a list of symptoms which looks a lot like "Gulf War 
syndrome". (TCH 9-30-02) (Notably, niany of the welders at UMCDF were 
dispatched out of a union hall in Pasco, Washington, according to the Tri-City 
Herald, so health effects of Umatilla exposures may also impact workers of from the 
Tri-Cities, and thus impact residents of hoth states.) 

>>> The current UMCDF construction contractor, Washington Demilitarization 
Corporation, sued the former constructiOn contractor, Raytheon Demilitarization .. 
Corporation, for alleged misrepresentation made about the project. 

>>> The Tri City Herald stated that there was a persistent problem at Umatilla . 
Chemical Depot with "false alarms", which were said not to be due to agricultural 
pesticide drift: (TCH 10/19/02) (This is reminiscent of the numerous "false alarms" 
of ch~mical agent monitors seen during the 1990 Guif War.) · · 

>>> It was stated in the Tri City Herald a few years ago that the Umatilla 
Chemical Depot refused to let representatives of Oregon Department of 
Envir'on:i:nental Quality visit certain chemical weapons storage sites on the Depot. 

>>> In copies of testimony on Umatilla Chemical Depot policy making that I 
received about a year ago,. it was said that the head of Oregon Department of 
Environmen.tal Quality program adminisfrator.for UMCDF would have to sign a 
confidentiality agreement to be given full information on UmatiHa Chemical Depqt. 

··· ... 
>>> In April 2002; the Tri-City Herald published an article titled "V:X: agent's · \. 
true toxicity revealed in study at depot", ind.icating th~t the toxicity of.VX had been · 
understated by the U.S. Army by a factor of 10 ~ This TCH VX article has been · 
basicalli confirmed in a separate newspaper article out of Anniston quoting Senator 
Shelby (who happens to be Chairman of the Senate Banking .committee). , · 

>>> In the Fall of 2002, the Oregon 'Department of Environmental Quality 
administrator for the UMCDF program pulled the test burn permit after a failed . 
test, then resigned as the Oregon state trial to block the plant started. (TCH 11/1/02) 

>>» · In t~e Spring of2003, the FBI arrested a teacher from Pasco who had 
allegedly sold .about 300 classified documents obtained from the Washington . 
National Guard by her husband to the "Clan" several years before:(TCH 2/6/03) 
"Clan'? members were n(Jt arrested. (One might speculate that perhaps they may 
have been c·ooperatjng with the feds in order to stop the proliferation of classified 
U$. government documents for the purpose of monetary profit.) Having previously 
seen the TCH VX toxicity article, I suspected ill retrospect that fhe TCH VX article 
was publjshed in part because the "Clan" already had the relevant information, and 
thus this continuing secrecy in the face of dozens of unexplained injuries at UCD 
stood as an indictment of senior U.S. Ari:riy officials for violation of the right to · 
informed consent and other crimes against CSDP site workers and site neighboring 
communities, an ethical problem of Nurenbergian proportions. 
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>>> At about the time of the Pasco espionage arrest, a CSDP watchdog group 
posted ali item on their web site saying that they appreciated the material that they 
were given anonymously by an informant, and would offer their tipster anonymity if 
~hey would come and talk to them. I promptly emaile~ their webmaster and told 

· them that, while I loved their wor~ and admired their significant longevity, during 
an Administration known for ex-post-facto classification policies they could not 

·possibly offer anyone true anonymity: (This is particularly true since they were 
advertising the existence of such information on the Internet.) . The watchdog group 
took the item off their web site a few weeks later, and has smce sued the U.S: Army 
to sto'p CSDP incineration. 

Before I continue, let me digress for a moment. One is n ot awarded :in U.S. 
DOE green "rad-badge" while a "sorcei:er' s apprentice" at "Teller Tech'~ at the 
height of "Star Wars" without bein,g warned of "The Turkey Drop": As 'policy, I do 
not keep copies of damaged Gulf War documents on the grounds that they may be 
unique and therefore traceable', and not only by the Fe~s, but also by parties other 
than tp.e U.S. Gov~rnment who may have· a political interest in the :field-'-Which is 
sigJ;ri:ficant in that the extremists, e.g. Zealots, Jihadi's, and Crusaders, always seem 
to be ·pulling false-flag pollticalsalidbagging operations agal.nst each other 

, (soliciting direct action by proxy. using third parties). Yet it cam e to pass that 
during the Summer of 2002 that someone bounced me a munged Google PPF-to-

. HTML a.utoniatic doc~ent translation dredged up out of the Internet surf by the 
Google search engine, bearing an original so-qrce address listed as Quantico.mil, . 
titled "FM 3..,9". In the cir~umstance I did not keep a 'copy of it, although it ·• 
appeared to be co,nsistent wit,h my open-source kn'owledge of military toxics, and 
~pp.eared in general to be an oyerall " thumb nail" summary of the fieid. I won't 
comln.ent oii what FM 3-9 may or may not confirm aqout the :ipforxp.ation in the · 
April 2002 TCH vX and Anniston Sheiby VX artit les; but, whatever it does say, as 
an U.S. Army field manual, it 'i:nust be c9nsidered to be official U.S. Army doctrine, - . . . 
and as a field manual on.a subject of recent 'military significance, I presume that it 
has a distribution on the order of a milij.on persons-basically the entire population 
ofU.S; inilifary personnel who are serving or have seried i,n the last P,alf decade. · 

The impression th.at I get is that the 36 drifted workers may have been hit by 
sqmething.that not their doctors nor. even their lawyers nor the Oregon DEQ · 
und rsfoc~--~t kast not :it the fl.!!le--with th e admitted toxicity nn erstate by a 
factor-of 10, whether or not they do understaRd.what happened now. Such would 
be an ethical problem of Nur enhergian proportions, particularly when·involving 
~ith a chemical weapons stockpile site with a large population of transient civilian 
workers. Con$id_er ability to monitor the health .effects of the UlV,[CDF construction 
population compared to, say, tli,e Agent GB pr9duction facility at Rocky ;t\1ountain 
Ar~enal (RMA), which had on the order of a hundr~a workers, many of whom 
worked at the facility for decades, who could thus be easily m onitored for long term 
health effects. 
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The impression that I get from all this is that the "Clan" probably has had,'-if''­
n ot has, better information on what is going on out at Umatilla Chemical Depot than 
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality does, despite the fact that the 
Oregon DEQ is purported to be monitoring the Ar~y's activities at Umatilla 

· Che~ical Depot on behalf of the State of Oregon.· 

That sort of secrecy is destabilizing to a democracy because it is absolutely 
corrosive to the normal processes of American government and, most importantly, 
it is absolutely cor rosive to the trust on which governance in the United States is 
based. 

Further, such secrecy cedes power to extremist groups such as the "Clan" , 
and invites a turf war between such-extremist groups, such as the "political wilding" 
that apparently occurred domestically in the U.S. in i995-6, ending. coincident with 
the cabinet reshuffle following the November 2, 1996 U.S. president_ial election . 

. . Finally, that sort of secrecy gives an eth~cal problem to the citizen 
representatives and.state officials involved in the public policy making process who 
bear the respons]:bility for protecting the public interest, who may find themselves · 
unable to speak about what they suspect or know, are fearful of what may occur if 

, ___ t_h_ey do speak, and ~_re t:Q.us threatened.with becoming complicit in ~The BigLj~~' , ___ . __ . __ _ 
This might be one cause of the "turmoil" seen in the CSbP program during the last 
2 years, where the contractor has changed and a number of senior Army and · 

. Oregon State officials. have been replaced, and the courts are filling up with 
lawsuits, including one between the current and former UMCDF contractor. 

> . 

In this context, it is not surprisip,g to see the current Admfoistration getting 
hammered politically for falsifying EPA_statenients about the safety of asbesto~ dust' · 

.. ;, ::', ~ ... :_.'·· . : . .m.,Ne,w Yo!k.City d~rip.g· the weeks follo:wing the destru~tion of the World Trade · 
" ·: · Ceriter:&i .. September, 2001. If_the cu~rent Administration cannot even admit the 

. heal~h effects-of a.~bestos, how can they possibly admit the tQxicity of "nerve gas" ? 
- · . Maybe· someone figures that asbestos is an acceptable surrogate issue that can be 

·discussed ID. the national m·edia, eveil .. if the health effects of nerve gas will never _be. 

( 

Americans do not min:d having their leaders lie to them on military 
matters-as long as nobody is gettin.g hurt. The 4ay that someone gets hurt as a 
result of "The Big Lie" the rules change and the problem promptly gets fixed-one · 
way or another. The choice is clear: Play by the rules of American Democracy, or 
destroy the trust on whieh American Democracy is based. 

Bottom line: Pay·off the "drifted" Umatilla Chemical Depotworkers like the 
U.S. Government paid off the Persian Gulf War veterans, or forfeit the credibility of · 
the CSDP, and the belief by CSDP neighbor that the U.S. Government will ever play 
fair on any military toxics issue. To quote Michelle Malkin, "One of Defense 
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's famous rules is: 'If you foul up, tell the president and 
correct it fast' " ("PC at the Pentagon", The Washington Post (10/11/03 page Al2) 
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v-:m. Closing: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Should Assume That 
Everything That They Have Been Told by the U.S. Army About the Topcity of · 
Organophosphates is ·False--Then Plan For Maximal Safety Based on Minimum 
En~oniil.ental Release and Complete Traceability: 

. There is substantial reason to believe that organoph~sphates are toxic by 
mechailisms other than cholinesterase inhibition, and that the last 6 decades of 
toxicology research on the organophosphates is flawed: Given that the toxicology of 
the organophosphates must now be presumed to be flawed, the ha~ards at UMCDF 
can be minimized by several technical means of exposure reduction. 

. I propose that the Oregon Department ofEnV:ironmental Quality institute a 
policy of no public r elease of any material directly contaminated" by nerve agents. 

I proposed that Agent GB scrap steel recycling program be canceled, and the 
material .be used to m~ke rebar to be ~ru-ied in concrete in the Yucca Mountain ·. r 
undergrou.nd--nuc1ear waste storage facility in Nevada, a facility with a design life of 
10,0QO years. ·' · · 

· I propose that plan to ship phosphate brine off site for proces~ing be 
canceled, and that, in any case, such brine not be disposed of in Puget Sound, one of 

· the most populated areas in the ent~e Pacific Northwest region. ' · · ' · 
. . -~.: I ' • ( 1 ·. 

I propose that the Oregon Department of Environmental° Quality deny the 
requ."est by the U.S.- Army to move the incinerator emissions compliance point from 
befor~ to after the carbon filters. The U.S, Army has admitted that it lied about the 
toxicity. N<?w i~ wants fo reduce the operaWma~ safety criteria. At a minimum, data 
should be collected at both places and archiVed in perpetuity.· 

Like the 1990 Gulf War veterans, the drifted Umatilla. worke:rs should be;· .. 
compensated for any disability or health effects they lµay have suffered based on a 
presumption of work-related disability. This should be a required by the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality as a condition for the issuance of the. 
UMCDF operational permits as a shew of good fait~ by the US. Government.to the 
local comm.uniPJ. 

in short, I propose that the Oregoi:i Department .of Environmentai Quality. · 
assume that everything they have been told by the U.S. Army about the toxicity of 
organophosphate.s is false, then design the program for.maximal safety based on 
minimu:i:n environmental release and complete traceability. 

In the mean time, someone in the U.S. Army has: a serious problem o_f 
Nurenbe:rgian proportions when the constraints of military secrecy threatens 
civilian health in co.mm.unities adjacent to U.S. military facilities. Get if fixed! 
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Department ofEnvironmental Quality 
Attn: Mr. Dennis Murphy 
Eastern Region, 256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 
Hermiston, Or. 97838 

Dear Sirs: 

. . 

Oct. 23, 03 03-1937 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed permit change to change the location of the emissions testing at 
the Umatilla Chemical Disposal Facility. There have been so many permit changes already approved by 
the DEQ that the incinerator no longer resembles the plant approved by the state of Oregon in 1997. The 
DEQ has become the facilitator of the Army and its contractors instead of the regulatory commission 
established by the state legislature in 1969 to protect the quality of the air Oregonians breathe and the water 
Oregonians drink. 

This particular proposed change is for the sole purpose of speeding up the im<ineration process from two to 
four rockets per hour to thirty rockets per hour. The problem is the army has never successfiilly 
~emonstrated at Jo~son Atoll or Vtah that incineration can safely incinerate thirty rockets per hour nor has 
the pollution .filtration system ever demonstrated (scientifically proven) it could trap dangerous ~d cancer 
forming emissions from going into the atmosphere for Oregonians to breathe. 

Mr. Dennis Murphy, representing the DEQ, has stated his support of this permit change in order to speed 
up the incineration process .. I submit the DEQ was not commissioned to expedite the speed of a dangerous 
incineration technology already ~ed in lawsUits; _mism;magement, and public mistrust. The I?EQ was .. 
COm.mi!?SlOned to protect the "quality ofthe envii:oriment for the heaith and well being of all Oregollians. It 
is not the place of the regulatory agency commissione(! (DEQ) to protect Oregonians to become the 
advocate of the Army in its endeavor to push incineration of da,ngerous chemical weapons ·down the throat 
of Oregonians. · · 

If the I?EQ approves this permit change it is time to call for a government inquiry into the mission and 
direction of the Oregon Departme~t ofEnvironment Quality . 

. s~-""' J 
Stu~ \ .-.>\_ 
Pendl~to~ Oregon 97801 

STATE OF OREGON 
D~PAG~;: ~T~ r. ... ~ . ~ · i .__ , ~ -_: '.!..ITY 

t·, ..... t( l\ ... i . J -

OCT 2? 2003 

-.HERMISTON OFFfCE 
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Umatilla County 
Board of County Commissioners 

Commissioners 

Bill Hansell 
S41-p8-6201 

Emile Holeman 
541-278-6203 

Dennis Doherty 
541 -278-6202 

Office Manager 
Marcia Wells 
541-278-6204 

County Counsel 
Douglas Olsen · 
541-278-6208 

B1..1dget Officer 
Bob Heffner 
541-278-6209 

Di.rector of 
Economic 
Dev.elopment 
Hugh Johnson 
'541 ·278·6305 

.Jirector of 
. Human Resources 
James R. Barrow 
541-278-6206 

2 16 S.E. 4th Street 

REGt=!VED 

Mr. Dennis Murphey 
DEQ, Eastern Region GGT 27 2003 
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 
Hermiston, Oregon 97838 

Mt:RMISTON OfFlC.E .. 
Re: Class 3 Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-04 l-PFS (3) 

_Dear Mr. Murphey: 

The information I have seen and heard supports the following findings: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The emission rate will not be changed. So, the proposed modification does 
not "lower the bar" where that 4uportant standard is concerned. 

Most likely, the proposed modification will produce some net red).lction of 
emissions over time, due to. the capture of certain efficiencies. The 
available information on this is vague. But this outcome seemeq to be 
confirmed in the discussion during the presentation on October 21st . 

The proposed modification will accommodate a significant gain in "feed 
rate" during the rocket campaign. The result would be destruction of the 
roc~~ts much faster th~ otherwise. Quantification of the gairi may be 
somewp.at speculative, but it seems clear that ·destruqtion could proceed 

. ·)nUCh faster. · -

4. By completing the rocket campaign up .to 64 months earli~r than otherwise, 
a safety objective is enhanced, to-wit, more rapid elimination of risk from 
up to 64 months ot' continued storage and handling. 

It appears to me that this is a modification that offers demonstrable upside, and 
little downside, if any. As always, though, the community needs hard and honest 
management from the project side (Army and WDC) and careful evaluation arid 
oversight from the regulator (DEQ/EQC). Lay persons such as myself are not 
aware of all that the professionals know, so depend on project and regulator 
personnel for the information on which we base our opinions. 

There is one further aspect to address. Cost for an extra 64 months to complete the 
rocket campaign would be plus or minus $576 million by my estimation. Safety is · 
the benclimark, not cost. However, if we're going to require the expenditure of an 

Pendleton. OR 97801 Ph: 541-276-71 11 Fax: 541-278-5463 
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extra one-half billion dollars plus, there needs to be a solid defensible reason, 
linked to safety or another important public policy goal. I ·haven't heard a reason 
or a linkage. 

Based on the above comments, I favor and support the Permit Modification 
-Request (PMR). 

DDD:mw 

~u 
DennnisD.Doherty ~ 
Umatilla County Commissioner 
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ENVIRONMENTAL, SCIENCE 
& TECHNOLOGY_ PRQµf!AM 
. -C:FIJ/ed 

CONFEDER AT ED T RI BES 0:
3
· 

of the · - J 9 6 6 , 
Umatitta 1~ ~~ · 

29 October 2003 

Mr. Pennis Murphey 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Eastern Region Hermiston Office 
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 
Hermiston, OR 9783 8 

Dear Mr. Murphey; 

P.O. Box 638 

73239 Confederatetd Way 
PENDLETON, OREGON 97801 

Phone (541) 966-2400 . Dt:PAt=rr S!ATt: Of OR~Go· . . 
Fax (541) 278-5380 · MEN' OF ENVIRONMt:NrZ_ 

RECElVEo . O~ALm 

OCT 31 2QG3 

HERMISTON 0.FFICE 

On behalf of the Environmental Science and Techriology Program (ESTP) of the Confederated· 
Tribes of the Umatllla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), I am submitting the following comments to 
the Class 3 Permit Modification Request (PMR) UMCDF-03-04 l ·PFS(3) This request proposes 
to modify the RCRA Hazardous Waste Perillit for the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
(UMCDF) by moving the RCRA compliance point from its current location before the carbon 
filters to a location downstream of the-filters. The reason for this request is to allow the facilizy to . 
operate at higher feed rates. 

As you are aware, it is the mission of the CTUIR-ESTP to ensure that the emissions from the 
UMCDF have minimal impact on our natural r~sources both o~, and near, the depot.· To m~e 
certain that _this PMR does not comprow.ise resource protection our staff llave ryvi¢wed the 
document arid co.nc:;ur with the Perm.itee's conclusion presented on Page 15; namely th~t "There 
will be nO detrimental human health or environmental impact's resulting from implementatiorz of 

. this PMR." . 

Our findings are based on two lines of evidence. First, if RCRA compliance is met at the 
common stack (post-filter) the resulting concentration of hazardous contaminants released to the 
environment are protective of human health and the environi:nent. since these leve_ls were · 
established by the EPA risk assessment process. It is important to note that a Native .Aqiericiin 
subsistence scenario is included in UMCDF risk assessment protocol. Second, moving the 
compliance point from its current location to a location downstream of the filters results in an 
increase in the concentration of the hazardous materials released in the stack gas, but no net 
increase in the total quantity of material released over the lifetime of the plant. Although this 
result may seem counterintuitive, it becomes clear 'when it is realized that the UMCDF has a fixed 
number of munitions that will be processed and that a consistent amount of hazardous compounds 
are released per unit of feed. Hence, a slow feed of munitions over a longer time will produced a 
lower concentration of hazardous materials in the exhaust gas when compared to a higher feed 
rate, but that concentration will be produced for a_ longer tinie. This result can be further 
illustra,ted by comparing a mass balance for the ith contaminant type released during munitions 
incineration. For both a pre-filter and post-filter compliance point this mass balance reduces to:. 

T R E AT Y J U N E 9, 1 8 5 5 + CAY U S E, U MAT I L LA_. AN D WA L LA WA L LA T R I 8 E S 
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M· t t z = ~ N ·(l - c· ·)(1-.DRE· ·)(1- J:. ·)(a· ·) z, o a L., ; z,; z,; Sz,; z,; 
j 

Where: 

M;1otat = Total mass of the itn contaminant released 
N·= Number of munitions of the jth type at UMCDF 

C:;j = J?FS (pollution filter system) removal efficiency for im contaminant 
from the j th type of munition 

DREij = Furnace system DRE (destruction and removal efficiency) for im 
contaminant from the ith type of munition 

~ij = PAS (pollution abatement system) removal efficiency for im 
contaminant from the jth type of munition 

a;_; = Mass of im contaminant released frcim the jth type of munition 

Since the system removal efficiencies· and the destruction and removal efficiency can be expected 
to be approximately equal regardless of the location of the compliance point, Mi,total will be the 
same for both a pre-filter or post-filter compliance point. 

The fact that the compliance concentration is protective of the human health and the envirorunent 
and ·that n,o net increase in emissions will qccur suggests that the proposed change will not 
increased the impact c;>f the UMCDF on our natural resources. In fact, we may see a net reduction 
in the facilities impact by the. change since a much shorter open~ti!lg ,life will result and less 
seconciil!Y waste wm be generated and proce~se<;I. . 

In conclusion, we do not fc;>resee this change as having an adverse impact to the CTUIR. If you 
have any questions concerning this matter please feel free to contact me at (541) 966-2413. 

. ./ ' 

Rodney
1 

• Skeen, Ph.D, P.~. 
Chemical Engineer, CTUIR-ESTP 

Cc: 
Armand Minthom, Member, CTUIR-BOT 
Stuart Harris, Man;iger, CTUIR-ES'l;'P 
File 
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November 6; 2003 

Dennis Murphey 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 
Hermiston, Oregon 9783 8 · 

Dear Dellnis, 

I • 0'3~20 2?. 
· Office of the M ayor -

180 N.E. 2nd Street · Scanned 
Hermiston, .OR 97838-1860 -

Phone (541) 567-5521 • Fax (541) 567-5530 
E-mail: bs~erson@hermiston.or.us 

HERMISTON OFFICE 
·1 

I attended the October 21 public hearing on the .Change in Incinerator Emission_s 
Compliance Point and listened wi~h·great interest to the presentation and follow-up 
discussion on the .pros and cons .of granting this IJermit modific;~tion ~equest. 

The most important point stated at the .meeting was that if we don;t .grant this 
modification, we could be burning c;hemj,c'al agents for.an additional :five years. We 
would be pu.tting the coill,munity a~ risk ot"an accident or in~ident involving storage of 
chemical agents for a greater kngth of time. · · · · 

'· fu my years · of following this prograni;. I ·understand the risks of a maj o~. incident 
.involving $.e storage and disposa:J. of chen;i..ical weapons are both e4tremely low. 
However, in comparing the two risks, ill the Natipnal Rese~ch Council reported in 
December 2003 tha~ "the risk to the publi~ and to:the environment of continued storage 
overwhelms the potential risk of processing and destructiqn of stockpiled chemical · 
agent: .. The destruction of aging chemical munitions should proceed· as quickly as 
possible.;, · · · 

In the inter.e~ts of community ·safety, I urge Or(!gon's Department of Environmental 
Quality and Environmental Quality Commission to grant this permit request. Please 
contact m~ at Hei-miston City Hall, 541 567-5 521 if you ·have questions: 

S7'y, # 

14Av~ 
. '.Bob Severson 
Mayor of Hermiston 
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Hermiston 

( 

Development 
Corporation 

Thomas F. Gilleese, President and Director 
l-800-633--4256 Nov. 14, 2003 

Mr. Dennis Murphey 
Oregon Depa,rtment of Environmental Quality 
Eastern Region Hermiston Office 
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 
Hermistc·n, OR 97838 

Dear Mr. Murphey, 

P.O. Box 1246 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

DEt:i"~ ~IArs or: ORe"' : r.:mTMENTOFr:; ... ~ON 
i-; ~~VIAONMEN!4LQLJRt 
nE, ... ~IVf::o '"'dTY 

No v 1 'i 2003 

HERMISTON OFF=!Ct: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Army's permit request to change 
the compliance point for incinerator. emissions to after the Carbon Filter System. 

Established in 1965, the Herraj.ston Development Corporation ~s a non-profit organization 
that supports the economic (iiversity and vitality of the greater Hermiston area. We have 
44 members representmg all aspects 9fthe bu.~iness . c?:rpm~ty . .. 

In 1996 and 1997, <ill the Oregon Environmental Quajity Commission considered granting 
permits for the Umatilla Chemica.I Agent Disp·osal Facility, we endorsed both the Army's 
program and the ,Erivironm.ental Quality Comµll~si()n's measures to impr9ve upon it to 
·ensure tlfe uqnost protection of human health and the. e~vironment. Ip. its deliberations, 
the EQC vvisely placed a c~ndition on this facility to install a Carbon Filter System to 
provide an extra measure of community protection. · · ·. . - · . 

It is in this spirit that w~ encourage the EI).VITQ11Il1~nt~l Quality-Commission to gr~t this 
permit request for· the comrrrnnity's general welfare: Thi~ request enhances project. 
efficiency, maximizes safety and allows the facility to move· forward.to chemical agent 
dest;ruction. tm"s is a reasoµable appr9ach tQ -adapt to c~~ditio~s ai:i,d standards that have 
changed since the pell.u,it was granted in 1997 and·t-0-inc@:rp.erate the knowledge and 
experience gained in the past siX years in tlie national <?heiriica! weapons d_isposal 
program. 

Again, tl:i.ank you for the opportunity to CO.Qlillent, and pl~ase feel free to contact me if 
you havef q~estions or co .ents. · · · 

s7/,JY, l ~ . . . . 
v~ 

George Anderson, Director (503) 567-7800 
Jess Foster, Director (503) 567-2291 
Dennis Ba.rnett, Director . (503) 567-5215 

Larry Simmons, Director 
Roe Gardner, Director 
Chester Prior, Dfrector 

(503) 567-6271 
.(503) 567-3831 
\503) 376-8444 
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FONSECA Stacy 

From: OLIVER Sue 

Sent: Monday, November 17, 2003 4:55 PM 

To: 'Karyn J. Jones' 

Cc: FONSECA Stacy 
. . 

Subject: RE: SC comments forward 

Thank you Karyn, we have received these comrnents you forwarded from the Sierra Club. 

Stacy, please log in 

thanks 
-----Original Message-----
From: Karyn J. Jones [mailto:karynj@oregontrail.net] 
Sent: "Monday, November 17, 2003 4;45 PM 
To: .MURPHEY Dennis; OLIVER Sue 
Subject: SC comments forward 

COMMENTS ON THE 

PROPOSED CHANGE IN INCINERATOR EMISSIONS COMPLIA~CE POINT 

FOR THE" US ARMY UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEMIPTARIZATIO"~ FACiLITY 

PERMIT MODIFICATION TRACKING#: UMCDF-0~-041-PFS(3) 
. . 

HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT#: ORQ 000 009 431 

NOVEMBER 17,.2003 

· ·submitted by: Oregon Wildlife Federation; Oregon Cha.pter of the Sierra Club; Oregon 
. Public Interest Research Group; Oreg.on Toxics Alliance; Oregon Chapter of Physicians 
~o r Social Responsibility;_ Oregon Rural A~tion, Bob P?lzer · 

Submitted to: 

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ·· 

EASTERN REGION 

256 E. HURLBURT SUITE 105 

HERMISTON, OR 97838 

On behalf of those named above and hereafter referred to as "Commentors" the 
following comments are submitted on the above referenced Class 3 Permit Modification 

_- , Request# UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) . The Department establi~hed a comment deadline of 
5:00 p.m. on November 17, 2003, and we request that our comments will be entered 
into the administrative record. · · · 

11/17/2003 
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

The incorporation of the PFS at the UMCDF is another in the long line of examples of the 
Army and their contractors subverting the permitting p'rocess via pre-conc.eived 
assumptions based on public relations, rather t han techn ica l knowledge and sound 
science. 

In 1994 the National Resource Council (NRC) recommended that activated carbon filter 
beds should be "evaluated "by the Army. And that only "if warranted" should such 
equipment be installed "after site specific estimates of benefits and risk". 

· The Applicant's statement in their application for this MOD that, in 1994 the NRC 
"recommended adding carbon filters to the furnace systems"(@ page 10) is false and is 
intentionally mis-stated to influence the ODEQ. · 

Shortly after the 1994· NRC Report, the Army went out to communities ·and "sold" the 
PFS as a additional safety measure before doing any risk-benefit analysis. They also 
incorporated the PFS into their permit application to OEQC prior to such analysis. They · 
have repec;it edly represented the PFS.as an important safety measure (to communities) 
or as unnecessary (to the Oregon EQC)° · ·· · 

Fuftherm~re, representatiQns were ·made, arid the OECQ stated that "The incinerators 
.are designed to. m~~t all applicable regulatory criter,ia without the PAS carbon filters. AR 
40 (CD 2, folder lOA, at permit Condition VII.A.8). N<;iw, after realizing, due ta· 
inadequate waste characterizations and/or inadequate performance capabi lity, t~at 
without the PFS, the required emissions standards can not be attained they submit this 
MOD. 

It is well past time for the OEQC and ODEQ to stop allowing the Army and ·t heir 
contractors to change their rhetoric when the need suits them, while at t he same time 
disallowing adequate public ·understanding and participation. "The lack of a single 
document' containing clear, graphical, ·and quantitative an$wers tQ the basic questions of 
-PFS risks is likely to be a bun;:len to effectiv~ decision rnaking and is a critical lapse. if the 
public is to follow or have input to the results/ (Carbon Filter Report, Concurrence Draft. 
II; NRC; December 3, 1998@ 5-12) and," The ambiva lence displayed by the Anny in ~ 
involving the public in the PFS decision, in part, was because the Army does not believe 
keeping the PFS entails significant risk." (Carbon Filter Report, Concurrence Draft II; 
NRC; December 3, 1998 @ 5-191 and, "The decisions aQciut t he employment of t he PFS 
do not appear to have benefited from meaningful public· review or comment." ." (Carbon 
Filter Report, Concurrence Draft II;.NRC; December 3, 1998@ 5-20). 

This disregard for public involyement in the Army's Change Management Plan as in effect 
tossed the issue at the feet of the ODEQ, as witnessed by this comment period on the 
PFS. The Army's continued disregard for informing and involving the public on matters 
associated with the UMCDF should not be relegated to the regulatory process. 

Regarding Statement on page one (1) of the MOD request wherein the Applicant states, 
· "Although bypassing of the PFS units for short-term testing does not pose a health risk, 

conducting the chemical agent trial burns with the PFS online will Rrovide additional 
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protection from emissions entering the atmosphere." (emphasis added). The Army has 
stated on numerous occasions that no credit would be taken for the PFS during ATB 
emissions sampling. Furthermore, the Army1s own documents state, " The risk results do 
not show that significant health and safety benefits are realized from the PFS .. . " (Risk 
Assessment of the Pollution Abatement Filter System for the Umatilla Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility. Mitretek Technology Report; Prepared for U.S. Army Office of the 
Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization; September 1998; Contract NO. 
DAAMOl-95-D-002: @xvii) 

Their o·wn risk assessments show that multiple areas of risk actually increase, some 
significantly (ie: worker risk by 385X), as a result of the addition of the PFS (see below). 

Now that they can't meet the RCRA emissions standards around which the UMCDF 
permit was issued without the PFS, and theorize that with it they will meet these 
standards., They want to perform a carefully orchestrated and extremely short term burn 

-and repres_ent it to Oregonians and the OEQC as protective over the long term 
-~ operational life of_ the -facility. 

This post hoc rationalization and flagrant attempt to subvert the regulatory process is 
only the latest in a series of such manipulations by the Army and their contractors in 
cc:mnectlon with this program ( ie: DUN; BRA). 

Commeritors stress that the OEQC is required to perform it's dut ies in the best interest of 
the citizens of the State of Oregon, it is NOT required, nor allowed by law, to ignore such 
practices as those cont inually engaged in by this permit applicant (ie: intentionally 
misrepresenting known shortcomings of the applicat ion when -submitted only to use the 
Modification pro~ess ·later as a means of averting program schedule slippage). 

\ 

************************************************************************' 

• Regarding Statement on page one' (1) of the MOD request wherein the Applicant 
states, '~Although bypassing of the PFS units for.short-term test ing does not ·pose a 
health -risk, conducting the chemical agent trial burns with the PFS online will provide 
addit ional protection from emissions entering the atmosphere." (emphasis added) 

I) PFS Risk Assessment Ignored: 

Comment 1: Relying on ATB data with the PFS engaged as reflecting actual operational 
capabilities over the duration of the GB campaign ignores data and information in the -
Army's own PFS Risk Assessment (RA) . 

"New" Releases from the PFS. The PFS could act as a reservoir for toxic pollutants (and 
possibly small -quantit ies of chemical agent) that could subsequently be released in 
concentrated quantities during "new" accidents." (Risk Assessment of the Pollution 
Abatement Filter System for the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Faciffty. Mitretek 
Technology Report; Prepared for U.S. Army Office of the Program Manager for Chemical 
Demilit?rization; September 1998; Cont ract NO. DAAMOl-95-D-002: page 4-11). 

The purpose of an ATB is to gather data that reflects the anticipated operational 
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. performance and capabi lity during the period of the task (ie: campaign) for which the 
ATB is being conducted. 

The short term operational period of the ATB (4 days) compared with the GB Campaign 
(anticipated to be between 64 and 84 months) does not address the potentia l risk noted 
above and is therefore not a demonstrative nor a reliable measure of the emissions 
which could be emitted from the UMCDF common stack during the campaign. 

Sampling of the emissions upstream of the PFS would allow, via calculation, a clearer 
and more accurate picture of emissions released into the· atmosphere during the 
campaign, assuming the "New" Releases occur. 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

· Comment 2 : Relying on ATB data with the PFS engaged ignores the finding that, "The 
PFS does not reduce the risk from accidents related to agent stack release. The QRA 
results show that the PFS is relatively risk neutral. .... .. the PFS has no net effect on the 
overall individual or societal risk from stockpile disposal activities ... " (Ibid. @xvi) . 

Commentors therefore oppose approva.1 the MOD Req~est on these grounds 

Comment 3 : Commentors are outraged that the Applicants convenient ly omitted 
· referencing, much less attaching, their PFS Risk Assessment (RA) for UMCDF to the MOD 

request. It is obvious that the Army's own RA on the PFS is a critical efement in 
considering approval/denial of the MOD and more importantly in ODEQ's duties to 
protect the citizens and the environment. of t he State. · 

· Commentors also point out the unmistakable connection between the narrow scope of 
· · the ar~as covered within this MOP ,"to change the emissions point of compli.ance fo'r the 

UMCQF incinerators from 1,1pstream of the pollution abatement syste.m carbon fiJter 
" system to dow"nstream o'f the.filter system;', as, intrinsically connected to the long term 

anticipated operational capability .qf the facilit'f. It is, after ail, the ATB(s which are 
supposed to demonstrate anticipated.operati.onal reliabi.lity ahd capability over the longer 
term. 

ThereforE:, Com mentors note the following excerpts from the Risk Asses$ment of the 
Pollution Abatement Filter System for the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility. 

- Mltretek Technology Report; Prepared for U.S ... rn:iy Office of t !}e Program Manager for 
Chemical Demilitarization; September 1998; Contract No: DAAM01-9S~D-002 and insist 
they, and all other data incorporated within this RA, must be considered in the context of 
ODEQ's consideration of this MOD request: 

(a) "The original UMCDF HRA assumed the presence of a PFS, but no c;redit was taken 
. for the capture efficiency of the filters. For the UMCDF PFS evaluation, that HRA is 
revised to estimate the effects from stack emissions of a facility configuration that did 
not have a PFS (unchanged chemical emissions but dispersion governed by appropriate 
flow rates and temperatures) . (Ibid. @xv) 

· Comment 3(a): Obviously the UMCDF failed to perform as anticipated during it's 
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Surrogate Trial Burns (STB's) or this MOD would not have been submitted. I f the MOD is 
approved; a new HRA would be required to be done and approved prior to agent 
operations being initiated at any level.. 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the .MOD Request on these grounds 

(b) "The risk results do not show that significant health and safety benefits are realized 
from the PFS ... "(Ibid. @xvii) 

Comment 3 (bl;_ If the permit MOD is approved,-Applicants must repeat the STB's to 
demonstrate reliable emissions rates for all furnaces. 

Commen.tors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds 

(c) "Campaign duration was 3.2 years .... " (Ibid. @ 3-6) 

Comment 3 (c) Since the PFS RA was completed in 1998, revised operational schec;lules 
for UMCDF have been officially adopted by th~ Army and state operations are .now 
anticipated to run for 7.1 years, more than double. Each campaign has been lengthened, 
and thus, the increased risk t ime (as noted in the PFS RA) from operating the PFS for 
extended. periods of time must be included in a QRA and HRA for UMCDF, as ATB's alone 
will not consider these added risks. 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds 

(d) " ..... [a]ny upset conditions that ~ould result in the atmospheric release of all 
carcinogenic pollutants ·captured on the filters would, in the worst case, c·ause the total 
cancer risk to be the same [ as without the PFS]." (Ibid. @ ~-9) 

Comment 3 (d): Recogn·izing that this risk factor (upset condition leading to a release 
, of all pollutants captured by the PFS) would lead to a resulting equal amount of , · 
· pollutants as if the PFS were not given credit during the STB's and the ATB's, it is illogical 
for ODEQ to allow credit to be taken for the PFS during these Trial Burns (TB's). · Only if 
this risk factor is ignored can any credit be legitimately given to the PFS during TB's. It is 
inappropriate and for the Army, it's contractors and particularly for ODEQ to ignore any 
such risk factor simply to acquiesce to the Applicants desires to be able to pass. a Trial 
Burn. That is exactly what wi ll t ranspire if ODEQ approves this MOD. · · 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds 

( e) "For the purpose of this study, if is assumed that the PFS operates at optimum 
capture efficiency." (Ibid. @ 4-8) . · 
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Comment 3 (e) The stated assumption conflicts with the standard and accepted 
approach of incorporating conservative default values for parameters used to calculate 
excess cancer risk and other health ·e-ffects. Furthermore, it conflicts with repeated 
acknowledgments throughout the PFS RA which highlight the shortcomings of current 
knowledge surrounding operational reliability of the PFS. It also ignores identified 
probable malfunctions associated with the PFS. Incorporating these identified possible 
malfunctions and the use of standard conservative default values makes the assumption 
inappropriate and unacceptable, resulting in what would be an assumption that the PFS 
will not operate at optimum capture efficiency. 

These factors, coupled with other statements found in the PFS RA, should force ODEQ to 
assume that the identified risk factors contained in the PFS RA are understated ba·sed on 
the assumption ·articulated on page 4-8. Examples of which include: 

•" The results, which were discussed earlier in Section 6-1, show that there is essentially 
no difference between the calculated cancer risk values for the configuration with and 
without the PFS, particularly when conservative assumptions in t he original HHRA 
protocol are adjusted to reflect more accurate conditions." (Emphasis added : Ibid. @ 6-
3) (ie: the PFS not operating at optimum conditions). 

•" How far the actual risks are bel~w the estimated risks depends on the conservatism 
(or protectiveness) of the input values to the HHRA. Thus. whether the incremental 
benefit is .worth achieving is subject to value judgment." (Emphasis added : Ibid. @ 6-3). 

•"The results of the QRA and HE (Hazard Evaluation) indicate that the PFS does not lead . ( 
to a net reduction in accident-related risks." (I bid. @.603) 

•"Similar to the argument presented for interpreting HHRA results, the small increase in 
QR.A calculated risk that results from having th.e PFS is difficult to discuss with confidence 
because of the uncertainty in the estimates." (Emphasis added : Ibid. @ 6-4) 

Com mentors note the contradictions ·between the overarching assumption noted at "( e )" 
and t.he subsequent examples reflecting the inapprbpriaten,ess of such an assumption. 
Comrilentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

(f) " ... [t]he original UMCDF HHRA used an extremely conservative approach in 
· estimating emissions. It was assumed that emissions rates for regulated potlutants were 

the maxlmui n 1 dtc:~ observed ovei several test runs at JACADS. I n addition, it assumed 
such ·emissions over J.2 years of continuous operatjon instead of using values based on 
the amount of munitions and agent actually to, be· destroyed." (Ibid. @ A-1) 

Comment (0: Conimentors note that the tremendous growth in the data available since 
the "test runs at JACADS" associated with emissions. In fact; Applicants admit as much 
by stating, " [J]ACADS trial burns wer~ not conducted at expected worst-case conditions, 
the UMCDF allowable emissions rates, established based on JACADS adjusted emissions, 
may be lower than those demonstrated during trial burns with metal spiking at the 
UMCDF." (Current MOD Reque~t@ 9) . . 

One such illustration is in the area of waste characterization. Examples include, but are 
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not limited to: 

•" Flue gas emissions tests made during tria l burn operations at JACADS and TOCDF for 
ungelled GB M-55 rockets showed higher levels of lead than permitted." (Assessment of 
Processing Gelled GB M55 Rockets at Anniston; National Research Council; 2003 @ 39). 

•"An additional delay occurred at the Umatilla site when the facility was temporarily shut 
down I October 2002 by state regulators because furnaces were producing an 
unanticipated high amount of heavy metals during surrogate agent testing." (Chemical . 
Weapons: Sustained Leadership, Along with Key Strategic Management Tools, Is Needed 
to Guide DOD's Destruction Program:.GAO # GA0-03-1031;@ 20) 

•"Sampling was conducted to establish quantification parameters for the detection of 
mercury, arsenic, and other metals relevant for the health risk assessment. Analysis of 
the samples collected at CAMDS verified that the sediment at the bottom of some ton 
containers contained excessive levels of mercury,". (Annual Status Report on the· 
Disposal of Chemical Weapons and· Materiel for Fiscal Year 2001; Program Manager for 

· Chemical Demilitarization; September 30, 2001; @ 43) 

•" [p}reliminary results from the sampling of agent HD ton containers at the TOCDF 
indicate higher levels of mercury not previously anticipated." (Current MOD Request@ 
14). 

Without accurate waste characterization capabilities, based on data which post-dates 

1 JACADS test burns, emission assumptions in the context of the· current MOD are virtually 
l. worthless. 

( 

Furthermore, as mentioned previously, the 3.2 years operational schedule for' UMCDF 
has also.been revised to 7.1 years. (Chemical Weapons: Sustained Leadership, Along 
with ·Key Strategic Management Tools, Is Needed to Guide DOD's Destruction Program: 
GAO #-GA0-03-103i; @ 33) . Therefore, _to "assume such emissions over 3.2 years of 
continuous operation instead of using va lues based on the amount of munitions and 
agent adually to be destroyed ."·grossly underestimates the UMCDF operational period 
and consequently the chronic exposures associated with such an extended· operational 
period. 

Com mentors therefore oppose. approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

(g) The PFS RA lowers the anticipated process upset op_erational percentage from 20% 
for non-metals and 5% for metals to 2% for both. (Ibid. @ A-2), although there is no 
basis for this assumption contained in the report. 

Comment 3 (g): Recent experience at ANCDF and TOCDF, after which UMCDF is 
modeled, does not support this assumption. In addition to Section II below, addressing 

· ·the engagement of the ESV (Emergency Safety Vent) during such upsets, the frequency 
of process upsets also impacts the performance of the PFS at UMCDF. 

The addition of the PFS can actually increase upset condition percentages, as it can 
admittedly increase agent release accid_ents, "The PFS could increase the frequencies of 
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existing agent release accidents in the baseline QRA, due to additional system 
complexities and interactions with the baseline furnace/ PAS systems.;' And, "Interactions 
between the PFS and the existing systems might also lead to releases from outside the 
PFS boundary that were not modeled in the baseline QRA/' (Ibi_d. @ 4-10 and 4-11). 

Two primary examples of how the PFS "can adversely impact the operations of the 
furnaces (ie: create upset conditions) are identified in t he PFS RA· for UMCDF:.1) 
blockage of the exhaust stream ·flow and 2) subsequent loss of ID (Induced Draft). (Ibid. 
@ 4-11). . 

In considering this class of initiator, the following "top events" were identified : 

• Agent Vapor Explosion in the MPF .(MPFAGVP); 

•Agent Vapor Explosion in the MPf Airlock (MPFARDL); 

.• MPF Natural Gas Explosion (MPFNGAS); 

• DFS Natural Gas Explosion (DFSNGAS); 

• LIC Room Release (LICROOM) 

(Ibid. @ 4-12) 

Any of the above listed occurrences associated with the PFS would .be considered 
"upsets" and since they are new factors, not considered in the existing UMCDF QRA, to 
assume a lower percentage of upsets than have occurred at the previous baseltne 
facilities appear.s to defy ·1ogic. 

In fact, according to the PFS RA, the percentage increase for in frequency of s1,.Jch 
. ·upsets, due tQ the PFS. is as follows: 

MPFAGVP - fn~rease of 385 % 

MPFARDL - Increase of 9°/o 

MPFNGAS - Increase of 168 °lo 

DFSNGAS ~ Increase of 4% 

LICROOM - No Increase 

(Ibid.@ 4-13) 

This information clearly reflects in inappropriateness of lowering the anticipated upset 
condition percentage while increasi11g the likelihood of deployment of the ESV, which 
renders the PFS inoperable. · 

Commentors note that shqrt te,rm ATB's will not reflect the possibilities contained herein 
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for upset conditions. 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

(h) Tables 4-9 of the PFS RA indicate no change in the Acute Fatality Risk Upset 
Sequences with or without the PFS in 4 of the 5 upset scenarios in section (g) above. 
(Ibid.@ 4-15) . 

Table 4-10 of the PFS RA indicate little or no change in the Public Cancer Risk of PAS 
Upset Sequences with or. without the· PFS 3 of the 5 upset scenarios in section (g) 

· above. (Ibid.@ 4-16). 

"[T]he Army's conclusion to retain the PFS at Anniston and Umatilla is based neither on 
the kind nor quality of .analysis needed to support a change from existing permit 
requirements." (Carbon Filter Report, Concurrence Draft II; NRC; December 3, 1998@ 
5-9). 

Comment 3(h) : UMCDF, having fa iled its STB's without credit being given to the PFS, 
can not legitimately take credit for PFS capability in its ATB's and realistically conclude 
that such PFS capability will . reflect the long term operational experience during the 
period of any disposal campaign. 

Any credit taken of the PFS during ATB's is not justified based on the PFS RA. 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

II) Emergency Safety Vent (ESV): 

Comment 4: During certain upset conditions the PFS. will b~ By-passed via ~he ESV (Air 
Contamination Discharge Permit§ 3.1). 

"If the RH (Relative Humiqity) exceeds 80% or the temperature exceeds 180°F, the by- . 
pass around the PFS is automc;itically activated." (Letter to Wayne Thomas from the 

·Centers for Disease Control and Prevention; February 11, 2002; Page 1). · 

" It should be noted that if either temperature or humidity .of the exhaust exceeds pre-·set 
limits, the charcoal. beds are, in any case, bypassed." (Ibid. @ page 2). 

Allowing ATB's with the PFS online ignores the designed automatic activation of by­
passing the PFS if the relative humidity exceeds 80% or the temperature exceeds 1800 
F. 

\.· It is assumed there are additional conditions around which the ESV will be deployed (ie: 
startup, shutdowns and malfunctions) (See 40 CFR 63.1206(c)(4)(ii)(A)) · 
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}he short term operational period of the ATB (4 days) compared with the GB Campaign 
(anticipated to. be between 64 and 84 months) does not address the potential conditions 
noted above for ESV° activation and is therefore not a demonstrative nor is it a reliable 
measure of the emissions which could. be emitted ·from the UMCDF common stack during 
operations. 

· Sampling of the emissions upstream of the PFS would capture conditions that are likely 
·to occur during activation of the ESV and present a clearer and more accurate picture of 
emissions released into the atmosphere during the campaign, assuming such conditions 
will occur. · 

Comrnentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

III) Worker Risk: 

Comment 5: Adequate consideration of increased worker risk associated with the PFS 
·has not been done. 

Commentors find it offensive that the Applicant would request this MOD for what 
appears to be their unitary objective of being able to use the post PFS STB data to allow 

' them to move into the ATB phase, using only post PFS data and ignore the evidence of 
increased risks the PFS poses to their own work forc;e. · 

~ "[a] PFS would also increase worker risk by making the facility more complex and· 
introducing new scenarios for potential facility upsets and failures." (Carbon Filtration for / 

I, Reducing Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration; NRC; 1999 @ 3) 

"The Phase 2 QRA that addresses worker risk associated with agent procession at the 
TOCDF was used by analogy to provide insight into possible accident scenarios at · 
Anniston and Umatilla, since these facilities are expected to use similar design and 
operating practices. This evaluatibn predicts that worker risk will increase with the PFS 
because of a new possible processing accident scenario." (Carbo·n Filter Report, 
Concur_rence Draft II; NRC; December· 3, 1998_@ 5-7) · 

"The Phase 2 QRA for the TOCDF, however, identified an accident scenario involving the 
fciilure of the additional operating controls necessitated by the PFS that could increase 
the potential frequency of a MPF explosion severe enough to· breach the primary 
containment around this incine1ato1." (Ca1bbn Filtc:1 Reprnt , Concurrence Draft II; ,JRC; 
December 3, 1998@ 5-7 and 5-8). 

"Neither the potential reductions in risk to the public nor the potential increases in risk to 
workers resulting from the PFS have been adequately characterized." (Carbon Filter 
Report, Concurr~nce Draft II; NRC; December 3, 1998 @ 5-16) · 

"Careful assessment of worker risk as well as .independent, extensive technical review of 
the underlying PFS HRA and QRA reports is required to meet sta_ndards of scientific and 
public defensibility."." (Carbon Filter Report, Concurrence Draft II; NRC; December 3, 
1998@ 5-24) 
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" [o]perating and maintenance requirements for the PFS may contribute added industrial 
risk to onsite workers and this has not been eva'luated." ."(Carbon Filter Report, 
Concurrence Draft II; NRc;· December 3, 1998 @ 5-25) 

Clearly, many holes remain in the assessment of risks posed to yvorkers with the PFS 
engaged during operations. Engaging the PFS in the ATB's merely to reach a "passing 
grade" and thereby move forward with agent processing at UMCDF ignores the 
recommendations of the NRC and flies in the face of the Army's rhetoric of "safety first". 

Nowhere in the MOD is the consideration of worker safety mentioned nor considered. 

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds. 

Oregon Wildlife Federation 

· 3430 SE Belmont, #101, Portland, OR 97214; 

Oregon Toxics Alliance 

1192 Lawrence St., Eugene, OR 97440; 

Oregon Public Interest Research Group Foundat!on 

1536 SE 11th Ave., Portland, OR 97214; 

Oregon Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility 

921 SW Morrison St., Suite 500, Portland, OR 97205; 

Oregon Rural Action 

105 Fir #208, P.O. Box 1231, LaGrande, OR 97850; 

Bob Palzer 

Oregon Chapter of th~ Sierra Club 

2950 SE Stark, Suite 110,Portland, OR 97214 
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Washington Public Interest Research Group 

3240 Eastlake Ave., E, Suite 100, Seattte, WA 98102; 

... 
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FONSECA Stacy 

From: OLIVER Sue 

Sent: Monday, November 17, 2003 5:03 PM 

To: 'Karyn J. Jones' 

Cc: FONSECA Stacy 

Subject: RE: GASP comments 

Comments received Karyn. 

Stacy, please log in as comment on UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3). 

Thanks 

-----Original Message----- . 
From: Karyn J. Jones [mailt9:karynj@oregontrall.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2003 4:59 PM 
To: 'MURPHEY Dennis; OLIVER Sue . 
Subject: GASP comments 

G.A.S.P. 

P.O. Box 1693 

Hermiston, OR 97838 

November 17, 2003 

Mr. Deru,lls Murphy 

Oregon Departm~nt of Environmental Quality 

Chemical Demilitatjzation Program 

Eastern Region, Hemliston 9ffice 

256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 105 

Hermiston, OR 97838 

0°3-209 3 , 
Sr-~ v(}J:.7:Jd ., " 

RE: GASP and Oregon WiJdlife Federation Comments 

11/20/2003 

Umatilla Ch~mical Agent Df§p<jsal·Facility (UMCDF) 

No. ORQ 000 009 431 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
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Change U: Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 

UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 

I am submitting the following comments on the above referenced Permit Modification Request 
(PMR) on behalf of G.A.S.P., the Oregon Wildlife.Federation, Mark Jones, Pius and Gail 
Horning, Debra McCoy-Bums, Stewart Dick, Susan Jones and myself. The Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) established today at 5:00 p.m. as the deadline and we 
anticipate that our comments will be entered into the Administrative Record. In addit ion, 
we are incorporating by reference all previous correspondence, GASP. v. EQCtrial . 
records, GASP~ JI and III record pertaini"rlg to the pfs.carbon fi !ter system. We also 
support comments submitted by the Chemical Weapons ·working Group and Sierra Club 
Oregon Chapter. 

According to PMR Background, there are_ two reasons for this request. These.are to prqvide, "a 
consistent approach for complying with two sets of regulations (Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act [RCRA] and Maximum Achievabl~ Control Technology [MACT])," and tq 
"eliminate the need to test the incineratOrs during agent trial burns With the PFS units bypassed." ( 

· Fundamentilly, these tWo desires confirm plaintiff arguments set forth in GA.SP v. EQC, and 
based on the Army and DEQ desire to change the point of compliance for meeting various federal 
and state regulations, it represents the failµre of the State of Oregon to protect our human health and 
environment. 

The first desire to apply "a consistent approach" between RCRA and MACT at UMCDF is 
laudable/but dtsingenuous for the following reasoI)., We believe the State should l;tave taken 
action during the renewal of the Air. Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP). In fact, we 
requested "consistency" in our detailed comments Sl,lbmitted 9n March 29, 2002, a,n.d what is 
especially disturbing about the current PMR is the blatant continuation of piecemeal changes to 
the UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit that, in turn, are fundamental changes to the tecP.nology, the 
Permit, ap.d the assurances made by the Army and the State to Oregonians. 

For example, our March 2002 comments on the ACDP Notice· of Intent to Comply (NIC) include 
this quote on paragraph 42 and question to DEQ: Because the EPA, "removed all NIC 
requirements from the MACT regulation .... the facility now has no obligation to comply with the 
NIC requirements." What will be done in the interim to assure compliance by the Permittees? 
[Emphasis added.] We renew our March 2002 observations that the ''Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit Renewal contains fraudulent information, incomplete information, inaccurate information and 
out of date informhtion. We ask that the Department of Environmental Quality reject the Air Containment 
Discharge Permit Renewal.,,. 
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Our request to have the ACDP revoked was, apparently, ignored by DEQ, yet the current P:tv!R 
con£rms our comments on the inadequacy of the ACDP. What DEQ failed to provide, either in 
response to our comments or in this P:tv!R, is how they plan to remedy such structural ACDP 
problems. We believe this can only occur through a permit revocation. Furthermore, the recent 
ACDP renewal included the dunnage incinerator, so the State MUST describe how it will "tinker" 
the MACT while recognizing the ACDP includes the DUN, which has been removed through 
illegal Army construction practices. and through State sanctioned, piecemeal approvals. 

· During the permitting process, the Army, EQC, NRC, and DEQ went to great lengths to trumpet · 
. the incinerators as best availabl.e technology and that burning would meet all regulations. With a 
pat on the back and a wink of an eye, we were assured that the carbon filter systems were added 
protection. Now through testing, the incinerators have demonstrated that they can not meet key 
emissions regulations and in order to ·comply with regulations the Army and State must now take 
credit for calculated carbon removal efficiencies. 

The desire to, "eliminate the need to test the incinerators during agent trial bums with the PFS 
· units bypassed," is a grave departure from what the community was promised during the 

premitting pr9cess . . This obvious· switch reveals the truth of the matters we comment on. For 
example, Mr. Richard Condit requested that the EQC make, "factual findings regarding the ability 
of the ... carbon filer system ... to collect and retain chemical warfare agent." His statement was 

. made at a special EQC meeting on August 8, 1999 (99-2145), and we renew our dem~nd fo r publication of 
s upporting data to demonstrate that we and our local agricultural economy are not the Army'? guinea pigs 
for testing new poll ution c:ontrol schemes . 

. . : The PMR. refer~ to OMDGF and.to Ann[ston testing, but.nqthing demonst~.tes' the long-t~rm, Sl)Stained 
· PFS capagilities to perform a? sold, and no spent carbon management plan projects disposal decisions. In 
. .fact, our r~c~ntcomments <?n the Draft Storage germit (03-1229) specially pointed to the fa ilu~e of ~he 

Army arid State to identify a spel')t carbon disp.osal plan. · ·. 

Furthermore, we believe the desi,re to change the point of compliance undermines the State's legal 
arguments rnade in the Sept~mber 30, 1998, Respondents' Reply to Memorandum in Support of Motion 
for Summary Judgment and in Opposition to Cross-Motion for Summary Judgment. Throughout the 
litigation and as stated .. in .. the Reply (p. 12), the State makes it qui~e clear that, "there is su bstanti.al · 
evidence in the rec:ord to support the finding that the PAS carbon filters are an appropriate extra 
protection against emissions." The document continues: "Moreover,· no "credit" was taken for further 
reductions in emissions that will be provided by this extra protection. " It is astonishing to read t he PMR 
justifications in the context of what has been DEQ gospel, and until there is measured, not calculated data 
_on carbon fil ter efficiencies any "credit'' guess is just that1 a guess . 

··, ., -..;.._ --.: 

The inability to predict PFS function during upset or "off-normal" conditions creates conditions 
possible for catastrophic.events. This is particularly troublesome given the hundreds of Class I, II, 
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and III permit modifications already approved by the DEQ because many of these modifications 
make basic changes to operational conditions. The addition of the PFS carbon filters complicates 
the ability to isolate and control for ideal incinerator operations. Furthermore, the data used by the 
pre-trial burn risk assessment and its spawns are based on the assumption that the incinerators 

· operate at regulatory levels, which is now.demonstrated as not true. The risk documents rest on 
the assumption that the carbon filters are added protection, but this P11R now calls on the PFS 
carbon to achieve regulatory levels. · 

Therefore, we assert that the action this P11R contemplates will increase risks to our peoples' 
health and safety and our economic livelihoods because the PFS has not been demonstrated. If the 
UMGDF can not meet current standards without such major adjustments then the pre-trial burn 
risk assessment and its spawn should not be manipulated to take "credit" for the PFS without a 
thorough p-ublic review. · 

We are not assured by the reasoning present in PMR section "J,"' PFS Bypass Emissions Testing­
MACT Issues. This section excuses the failure of UMCDF to comply with MACT while 
bypassing the PFS and while meeting M55 ro~kets design feed rates. The State makes the case 
that without the PFS "credit" the feea rate would hinder UMCDF operations. Hence, the PFS 
"credit" is the mechanisms to make the Army's pe.rmitted MSS feed rates appear marginally close 
im.d During the public meeting held on this pmr representatives ·admit¥d that they have been 
unable to acheive a feed rate 6f40 M55 ro~kts per hour for any sustained time period. This 
confirms ~at the State and the Army plan to reduce human health, and safefy..by placing schedule 
ahead of safety. We believe that feed rate is a subservient goal to achieving the legal mandates to ( 
achieve maximum levels tq protect human health and .t;he environment. 

And we further assert that the Army never sustained the feed rates submitted in their Application, 
which the State accepted without question and engraved in the Permit: How could th~ State 
:t<nowingly accept information that on its face was inaccurat~ ~t best? We assert the Army !Tlisled the 
public about feed rates in order to have an appealing schedule and to get the technqlogy approved. . . . 

In conclusion, the DEQ and EQC should deny the P.!vfR and revoke the Permit in order to achieve 
the· desires o tlin.ed in the PMR (consistency and elimjnate the bypass). We oppose the continued 
use of PMR.s to make piecemeal, yet substantial changes to the Permit (and ACDP) and to 
incinerator design and operations; therefore, we ieque.st that the EQC conduct.formal proceedings 
to doci.iment data and to propose language that resolves.·the "consistency" conflicts espoused by 

. the PMR. The only way to achieve this goal is to revoke: the ACDP and the Permit. Furthermore, 
the need to take "credit" for the carbon filters reveals Sta,te court documents as contrary to what 
the State is now asking for. If approved, we believe the State is sanction4i.g a rush to burn that 
outweighs the protection of the public health and safety. If you have any further questions, please 
contact me at 541.567-6581, or JR Wilkinson at 541/276-9782. 

S,incerely, 

11/20/2003 
Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 

May 20-21 , 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page G-38 



( 

· Karyn. J. Jones, GASP Director 

James R. .(JR) Wilkinson., GASP Researcher 

. : -... ~ : . . . : 

• , .. ; . 

11/20/2003 

.· '. . 

' ·. 
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P.O. Box 788 • Heppner, Oregon 97836 · 
(541) 676-5620 FAX: (541) 676-5621 

Janua,ry 28, 200_4 

Dennis Murphey 
Department of Environmental Quality 
700 SE Emigrant, ·Suite 330 
Pendieton, OH 97.801 · 

John Wenholz: 
county comrnissi • 

. STATE OP 0-!iEGON'---~""-- -
PEPARTMENi or: ,ENVIRONMENI.6.L QUAUrv . 

· ReCE':lVED · 

FEB 02 200"4 

Ht:RMlSTON OFFICE 

q·4-o 18 4 
· COUNTY C.OURT 

l:ERRY K. TALLMAN, Judge 
email: ttallman@co.morrow.or.us 

Boardman, Oregon 
. JOHN E. WENHOLZ, Commissioner 
email: jwenholz@co.morrow.or.us 

Irrigon; Oregon 
- RAY GRACE,. Commissioner 

email: rgrace@co.morrow.or.us 
Heppner, Oregon 

·~ 
County Commissioner 
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33886 River View Drive 
Hermiston, OR 97838 
January 28, 2004 

Mr. Dennis Murphy 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Eastern Region .Hermiston Office 
256.East·Hurlburt, Suite 105 
_Hermiston, OR ' 97838 

Dear Mr. Murphy, 

011~0201 

F / l £ Scanned 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF El~VIRONMENIA.L QUALITY 

. RECf!VED 

FEB.03 2004 

· . , . HFRMISTON OFFICE: 
Please accept this !etter as .recommendation and endorsemenffor approvaf offhe · 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facllity Class -~ permit modificati9n No, UMCDF-03-
041-PFS(''.3) "Cha·nge in Incinerator Emissions Compliance PoinU I am writing as a 
private citizen llvlng in the Hermiston area. I have been both a participant and 
observer in th is long process _to construct a dispos.?I fadlity. . 

: My interest previously was that of Superintendent of ~cnools for the Hermiston School 
District for a decade and as Chamber of Commerce president and director of nine. 
year~. Naturally, for the welfare of our stu~ents and community, I was concerned about 
our m·unitions and chemical.agent stockpi le and_·firiding a reliable remepy to rid our 

. '( . · area of these hazards. So, I became involved in the permitting process. 

, . . . . 

After a number of years.of listening and studying, ·1 have come to these conclusions: 

,. 
... 

..... -. ........ _ . 

:_ . 

(1) Having a munitions and chemical ag~nt stockpile. in our immediate area · 
· could be hazardous. T~erefore, it .is better that it is g~ne . · 

(2} J_ust as ·I age a~d- be.corne more infirm arid fragile with each passing year, so 
. . · ·:;does the·sto.ckpil·ea. material. To har:idle it at any time is potentially 

hazardous. To handle .it in future years. as it becomes mo.re fragile raiher 
than now is simply not wise. The probab_iiity for a hazardous situatiqn · 
increases as time passes .. Th~s. the sooner the chemical agent is gone, 
the probabil ity for ha.zard is decreased. 

(3) On February 12, 1997 the permit was granted for thi~ disposal fadlity. Our 
community was promised the chemical agent would be destroyed.· The 
permit was in effect, and we were on the pathway to obtaining our goal of 
a safer community.· In my view, not granting this permit modification or 
substantially. delaying it is not ho·noring the.original plan and promise to' 
our Hermiston community. 

(4) Just like any life endeavor, more is known today than was known a decade 
ago. Technology, data, a_nd science have increased our knowledge base 
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more than when the original permit was studied and granted in 1996 and 
1997 . . As a result, the carbon filter was added to insure further protection. 
This was an excellent action to provide an extra measure of community 
protection. My understanding is that this exceeds standards at both 
Johnson Island and Toule chemical disposal facilities and is equal to 
standards of three pther facilities recently made op.erational. 

(5) Indeed I believe our permit standards for the disposal facility should be high. 
However, since other incineration plants, specifically Johnson Island and 
Toule, Utah, have been operational, successful , and safe, I see no logical 
reason to greatly exceed those standards. 

(6) There are a fixed number of munitions to be burned at the depot. To burn 
th.em a few over a long time, or to burn more over a short time will re.su it 
in essentially the sam~ quantity of compounds released in the aiT. The 
~:inly difference is a slower rcite of burri will take as much as five years · 
longer, thus prolonging ·the probability of exposure and materials that are 
even more fragile. My vote is for a process that can happen as quickly as 

• ) s possi~le with :·a rapid ra.te of .burn. .•; .... : ' 
. . . . . 

(7) 1t is my understa_nding the class three permit modification has been studied 
and reviewed by the DEQ staff. And:,· that the staff has recommended t · 

·approval to the DEQ q-omrhissibn. I str9.ngly urg~ the DEQ commission to 
accept and approve their own staffs work and r~c;;ommendatiori. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Based on rriy observations these 
past six years, ·1 urge the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and Environ­
mental Qua!Jty Commission to grant this permit request. . ' . . . . 

Res·pectfutrY,· · · .· ·: · · 

.~·:n~~ 
./er D:atton, Ed. D. . . 
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0-:4 _ 0 21 ·6 

February 6, 2004 

Mr. Dennis Murphey 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Administrator Chemical Demilitarization Program 
256 E Hurlburt, -Suite 105 
Henniston, OR 97838 

Randall D Kowalke 
1314 NE Gladys Drive 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

RE: Public Comment, Modification of the UMCDF HW Pennit 

Dear Mr. Murphey: 

I am writing to encourage the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality to APPROVE the Umatilla 
Chemical Agent Disposal .Facility's (L!MCDF) request for a cha_nge in Incinerator Emissions 
Compliance Point. · ·· ·' · · ·. : · · 

"!. 

·1 have been following the activities at UMCDF since locating in this community approximately a year 
ago as the result of joining the senior staff at Umatilla Electric Cooperative. I had previously been living 
on the Oregon Coast where I served on the Bo9rd ofDirectors of Central Lincoln PU[) after having 
spent tWenty years in Alaska heavily involved in_th.e ~nf?rgy industry. Obviously' I W~S concerned a.bout 
the magnitude· and nature of ~he materials being· stored at the Depot. This concern motivated me to 
gather as much infonnation as possible ·as to the _danger. in the stockpile: \yhat was being dorie to 
eliminate the weapons and what risk the "solutions" presented. I certainly will not suggest that I have 
learned all there is to know about the aforementioned issues but what I have learned indicates to me 
that ti)~ des.tructic;>.ri . C2f these weapon~ needs (in.the words ,ofthe. Natio[la·I Research Council (NRC} ad 

. hoc committee looking· into this issue) to "proceed ·as quickly as possible; consistent with operational 
activities designed t6 proteCt the h~alth cif'\d safety of the ·workforce, the public and the erivironmenf'. I 
contend that the approyal of the request for a change in..the Compliance Point meets the NRG finding. 
The NRC committee al?o jo"ined with their predecessors in 1994 and 1997 in finding that "the risk to the 
publi~ a11d to· the ~nvironmerit of continued stoi-cige qverwhelms the potential risk of processing· and 
. destruction of the stoc;:kpiled ch~mical ag~nr'. · 

. . : . . . : . . . . . ~ ' •' . . . . - . . 
. t 

Additionally my research has .led me .to b~lieve that while .. expediency should NOT b~ .the top factor in . 
the plan for destruction, needlessly adding five or more years to this process because the Army has to 
measure the test results with an ~lastic yard sticl<: ean NOT b~ justified either: We sh6L1id NOT let 
"perfed' b~ the enemy of the "very goog". ·. 

The science i~ sound". The pr~cess is proven ·and effective:. The only way to protect\ho;e·~f us living in 
the danger zon_e is to eliminate the weapons. Grant the request and start the process! · 

Sincerely, 

Rand<!ll D" Kowalke 
STATE OF OREGON . · , 

D~PA~T~,1.E,NT OF ENVIP..ONMENTAL QUALITY 
. · .) :· REOflVED · 

FEB 09 2004 

HERMISTON OFFICE 
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78891 Doherty Rd. 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

February 24, 2004 

Dennis Murphey 

F -~ r-
il 
ii ~ 

Administrator, Office of Director Chemical Demilitarization Program 
State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality · 
East Region He:p:niston Office · 
2_56 E. Hurlburt Ave., Suite 105 
Hermiston, OR 9783 8 

· Re: Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS (3) Permit No. ORQ 000 0_09 431 

Dear Mc Murphey, 

I hav~ liyed in Hermist~n for 28 years, I live m the "red zone". I have followed the 
process for along time (since the National Science Foundation people w~re here). I'm 0-0: 
yoµr mailing list: I don't worry about the nerve gas except ·as rdates to the length of tb,e 
permitting process, 

I appreciate DEQ·~ s diligence in protecfug ·,ih.e public mteryst. I thirik ·~at interest is also 
well s~~ved by bringing tl;ris peq:nitting p~ocess. to a, conclusion. . . 

The process proposed has been w~ll identified and examined. It seems to me that 
iigreiment has heyn su1Jstantiilly reache4 on h6'w.t9 mcPierate. Why deJay the proc;ess 
over the pomt.at wl:iich we sniff the e~ali~. :(fth~ cmponfij!ers are a functioning part of 
the sy~tem why not include them for te~ purposes. It seems to IIi.e that the other 
op~~ating inciner3;tion sit~s show tb.e· proc.ess.'7'orks. · · · 

l: . : ~ • : • 

Every expert I heard ~n this subject agrees th~ greatest ·risk: ·is the contiriued deterioration 
of the agent aud propellant in those r9ckets .. Let's 11ot los_e .site of the larg~r need in our 
que~t to do it just right. - ··, . . · · ·. 

Finally, I understand that through experience gained in operating the other sites that 
sul;>stantial time can be saved. in changing. the orde~ of destruction of the agent. Let's use 
that experience and finish the job. · · '.., · · . ·. · . , · · . 

STATE OF OREGON 

l \ 

TM DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAt.l" 
cc: Shelley Ingram, Kathy Eldrige, Steve Meyers, Ted Kulongoski RE\.flVED 

FEB 2? 2004 

HERMiSTON OFFICE 
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WILLIAM F. MYERS 

-,L ·. 
J= I~· E.O i4 -0)0B 

Februaq 25, 2004 

Mr. Dennis Murphey 
Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality 
Eastern Region, Hermiston Office 
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 
Hermiston, Oregon 97838 

Dear Mr. Murphey, 

As a resident of µie city of Hermiston since .1934, I would like to sh~e ,my opinions with you and address a 
few issues in regards to the incineratio~ project a.t the Umatilla A;.my Depot. · 

I undeistand from the newspapers that the permit to incinerate now needs to be modified to allow the testing 
to be done past the carb?n filters. If your job i~ to ensure the public that the etniss.ions are safe, then it stands 
to reason that the testing needs to be done with the results reflecting th~ actual quality of air released. To test 
prior to the completion .of the entire filtering process is of value if only to ·see that the early stages are 
operating properly, but it is of no value to the safety of the final release into the environment.· The testing 
should be done with ~e "released" emissions and not based upon results in early. stages of the proc;ess. 

As su~, my vote would be to get on with the b~ing. We ·ha.;,.e had enough of this delay tactic program by an 
uninformed, "sky is falling'.', group of people who in the most part don't even live in this area. The longer the. 
delay, the more dangerous ~e situa~on becomes ~s th~e containers con~ue to det~o~te. 

Simply put, start the fire .and get it done! 

Sincerely, 

William R Myers 

1'191 NORTH !ST PLACE 

HERMISTON, OR 97838 

- ST:ATE OF OREGON . . 
DtPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

RECFIVED 1 

FEB 2? 2004 

HERMISTON OFFICE 
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February 24, 2004 

Department of Environmental Quality 
256 E. Hurlburt · 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

RE;: Proposed Class 3 Permit Modification Request 

. To Whom It May Concern: 

My husband and I understand that the Army and Washington Demilitarization 
Company.have a~ked for the Class 3 Permit Moc;tification to change the 
compliance check point for emissions from the incinerator. We are in favor of 
granting thi s .request. 

Sin.cerely, 

. Mark Born· 
Vikki Born 
130680 Glemm Roc;id 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV!Fl('· . ..:!-. lAL. QUALIT r 

RE(;fiVED 

FEB 2~7 2004 

HERMISTON OFFICF 
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February 26, 2004 

Dennis Murphey 
Oregoo Department of Environmental Quality. 
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 · 
Hermiston, OR 97838 

Dear Sir: 

STATE OF.OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY . 

REGf lVED 

MAR 01 2004 

HERMISTON OFFICE 

Please approve the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility's "change in 
emissions compliance" request and get on with destroying chemical weapons. 

If this request is granted, ·there will be no extra emi.ssions from the sta<;:k, no 
change in ~mission standards arid no new equipm(;int installed. It wjll allow the 
Umatilla project to take credit for an additional filter sys.tern ~!ready in.stalled, 
permitted by the state, and paid for by taxpayers. 

We agree with th~ East O.regonian editorial ~hat said it's .time to move on.with the 
project and begin incineration. We have been discussing it since the:first m~eting 
in Irrigon in 1984, and now is the time to make a move. The economy' isn't great, 
and instead of spending $250,000 Cl. day on a pl_ant that's not operating, let's get 
the show on the road. Peqple are sick and tired of the government wastinQ _ 
money._ · · . . . . · 

The ne.w co.lone! kl)~ws wti.at he, i~ doing'. They know that th.ey'~e doing o'ut th~re .. ' 
. ··and we trust .them to get the jop dqne. safely·. All you ever hear on M·airi ·street 

and in t~e cqffe.e s.ho.ps is, "_Let's get it done and . ~fop ~ass ling with it." Ni11ety. · 
percent of ttie. people want ch,emicaf weapqris: oufof here nsiw; let's l~t them do 
their job ... · · · · · ' · · : . .. , 

Signed, ,.-J . 
~- ~°A------7.A 

;)~ /(~~~ 
FRANK l:RKENRIDER 
BEYERL Y HARKEN RIPER 
935 South First Street 

(. Hermiston, OR 97838 
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OREGON WATER COALl~ION 
P.O. Box 1276. Hermiston. OR 97838. Phone: 541-564-0279. Email: owc@eotnetnet 

March 1, 2004 

Dennis Murphy, Administrator 
Oregon D epartment of Environmental Quality 
256 E. Hurlburt Avenue 
Hermiston, Oregon 97838 

Dear Sir, .· . 

STATE OF OREG.ON 
DJ;P.AITTMENT QF EN'vlRONMENm 00'UTY · 

REGE=IYED 

MAR 01 2004 

HERMISTON OFFICE 

When a disposal project is as complicated, and the tn~afy~ environmental and hlJIDan safety 
requirements are as stringent as is th~ case With th~ destruction ¢chemical weapons at the 
Umatilla Chemical Depot, time overruns occuf. . ,. · · · : · · · · 

And time is becoming our enemy . ... . - . . . . . ! . 

Scanned 

Obsolete chemical. warfare w~apcins ju~t ~itting in storage be~ome a greater danger to the public: 
And as time slips away· s"ome procedures 'aiready paiQ. for are' required to be upgraded. . 

. . ;'· . . . 
' 

I understand that the designers and builders of the demil plant at Umatilla Chemical Depot are 
asking for, and the Oregon DEQ is recomm~nding that all carbon filters built into the plant "be 
used to ob~aiii and mainfafll tJie federal air quality regulations.· · · · · 

\ . · .. ·.· , •i , . ! • . . I ~ . ; " ·: · . • ·. • · . ~, ,·:. 

It is my understaridi~g that pari ofthese filters were origmally tO be red{rn~~t equipm~nt, but 
that added "air qualify requirements are now.being ma(j.e on the piant and tharall of these filters 
are needed in order for the plant to operate as designed. And, in the time frame fot which it is 
designed. 

Please let_ us get on with the most rapid destruction of these deadly chemical warfare weapon_s 
th.,T " Ur r11rn>n+ +Pr·t.-n " l"'rv ''~U r""W''' ;OUS \ '/il l ·11lnm 
~ • --·--.---ill -·~°' ~ 'o ~ ' - ~- ". 

Hfilm=~~ 
Oregon Water Coalition 
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ILES Lena 

From: OLIVER Sue 

Sent: Monday, March 01, 2004 5:09 PM 

To : 'Karyn Jones'; MURPHEY Dennis; INGRAM Shelly 

Cc: ILES Lena 

Subject: RE: comments-PFS-030104 

We receive_d your comments at 4:59 pm Karyn_. 

Lena; ple"!se log this in as a public comment on PM_R UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3). 

thanks 

-----Original Message,----
From: Karyn Jones [mailto:karynj@oregontrail.net] 
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2004 4:59 PM 
To: OUVER Sue; MURPHEY Dennis; INGRAM Shelly 
Subject: comments-PFS-030104 

G.A.S.P. 
P.O. Box 1693 
Her,miston, OR 97838 · 

March 1, 2004 

Mr. Dennis Murpl;i.y, Administrator 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
Chemical Deinilitarization Program · 
Eastern Region, Hermiston Office 
256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 105 

. Hermiston, OR 97838 

RE: G.A.S.P. and Oregon Wildlife Federation Comments 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) 
No. ORQ 000 009 4.31 
·Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 
UMCDF-03-041-PFS (3) . 

Dear Mr. Murphy: 

-_, - Page 1of8 

0.4-033-1 

On behalf of G.A.S .P., the Oregon Wildlife Federation, the Sierra Club, and the -Chemical 
Weapons Working Group, on behalf of Karyn Jones, Mark Jones, Debbie McCoy-Burns, Janice 
Lohman, Judy Brown, Marilyn Post, Stu~ Dick, and plaintiffs, we submit the following 
comments and, in many ways, our comments echo those submitted during the November 2003 
"first round." 

We opposed this PMR last year and do so today, but we now request additional time to consider 
the DEQ's February 27 answers to our February 11 questions, which we raised in one form or 
another last November and again at the DEQ Hermiston hearings on February 5 and 18. ·We are 
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baffled why DEQ appeared initially responsive, but later on was dismissive of our concerns and 
our efforts to understand better the technical aspects of this PMR. At this ti.me, we believe our 
concerns were either UTIIesolved by the answers we received, were ignored, or are at best partially 
addressed by information received too late to consider. 

Our frustration extends to our repeated requests for ALL relevant documents. We did not 
anticipate that we would need to scour the record for specific document titles, but rather we had 
relied on DEQ providing ALL relevant documents upon request. If a document is referenced, is 
relied on as suppqrting documentation, or is relevant because it is part ofDEQ's "succession" of 
documents related to a PMR (in this case the September 2003 PMR, Notice of Deficiency, and 
Army response and data), we should have received them promptly too. If that is too burdensome, 
then there should be clear references in a PMR, or in the DEQ ''Fact Sheet," that identifies ALL 
relevant documents. Until this is clarified and ALL documents provided and reviewed, we feel 
our request for additional ti.me is justified. 

For example, DEQ in its February 27 response referenced the Phase 2 Quantitative Risk 
Assessment (QRA) published in December 2002, but we hav~ not received that document. The 
QRA that we do have is the June 2001 Preliminary Draft UMCDF QRA, yet we understand that 
the Army/DEQ did not publicly release the final QRA because of alleged national security issues. 
It is not responsive of DEQ to reference a secretive document as an answer to G.A.S .P. 's 
questions. Mr. Wilkinson specifically asked, "What did DEQ do to evaluate whether or not the 
[carbon] filte.rs ACTUALLY increase risk of :fire and/or other hazards based on their operational 
use?" The implication ofDEQ's reference to the secret QRA is, "Trust us-we're from the 
government," and that is not fulfilling the Agency's public duties and its regulatory 
responsibilities. · 

The primary duty of the DEQ is "To protect people and the envirortment by overseeing the safe 
destruction. of the chemical agents at the Umatillq. Chemical Depot as soon as possible. " We at 
Q.A.S.P. disagree with the DEQ and Army mantra that the fastest destruction schedule possible 
fulfills the DEQ mandate. In stark contrast, we believe DEQ fulfills its mandate by maintaining 
emission levels below established regulatory levels and, as envisioned by this P11R, moving the 
point of compliance protects only schedules, budgets, and personnel. Protecting the schec;lule is 
not protective of the people and the environment as stated in the DEQ mission. Furthermore, if 
"as soon as possible" is DEQ's mission, then DEQ sholild have implemented the Army's · 
proposed "Speedy Neut" plan. 

More troublesome is that DEQ failed to provide any reference to its regul(!.toi-y authority to 
implement "as soon as possible" as an override to protection of public health and safety. 
Additionally, ·the data and reports that the Commenter are presently aware of does not support a 
serious risk of storage threat. On what factual basis does DHQ believe that the nsk of storage for 
a few more months or a few more years would create a significant risk to the community? 

While we oppose this PMR, we are equally grateful for the ICQ's insistence of "online" 
operations of the carbon filters. According to the June 2001 Draft QRA (Table M4-4, Agent 
Collected on Filters from Campaigns at UMCDF), the filters will capture 19,659 pounds of agent 
that would otherwise spew onto our agricultural economy and into our communities. We only can 
hope that the Table's "collected" figure represents 100% capture of the unburned agent. 

Nevertheless, incineration was sold to Oregonians as best available technology capable of 
complete agent destruction (actually 99.9999%), yet 19,659 divided by 7,424,780 pounds of · 
stored age:o.t does not equate to "six-9's" destruction removal equivalency, so is the QRA wrong 

3/2/2004 Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page G-56 



( 

Message Page 3of8 

or do the furnaces not operate as sold? 

In the February 27 response, the DEQ identified "800 tons of spent carbon :filters will have to be 
dispose of at the end of the munitions campaign" while the M4-4 chart quantifies the remaining 
agent on the filters as 3,895 pounds (apparently, agent decomposes).- The Army and the State of 
Oregon claim that "no legacy wastes" will remain at the Umatilla Depot; but that claim appears to 
be incorrect. What demonstrated disposal plan for carbon filters has the State approved for the 
final disposition of this form ofUMCDF legacy wastes? The DEQ answered on February 27 that, 
"UMCDF has notified the DEQ of there [sic] intention to use the Deactivation Furnace System to 
dispose of spent carbon from UMCDF operations." 

During the permitting process, the Army marketed the dunpage incinerator (DUN) as their carbon 
filter disposal method. The Army representative Mr. Drew Lyl_e affirmed that statement to the 
DEQ during his slide presentation on February 28; 2000, with the following phrases, ''.DUN 
Testing at CAMDS I Conducted Development Testing 1987-1988 I Demonstrated Agent and 
Carbon Processing." In a later slide titled "DUN Testing/Operations at JACADS,' he stated, 
"Trail [sic] Burn Test Successfully Completed December 1994 I Processed Dunnage 1995-1996." 
He concludes his presentation with the, ''Basis for including DUN in FEB 95 application I 
Demonstration Testing CAMDS/JACADS/TOCDF I State Criteria I Only Proven and 
Demonstrated Furnace." (Attached as Exhibit 16, Affidavit of Wayne T,b.omas, June 26, ·2002.) 

It is astounding that DEQ still allows the Army to "skate" without a carbon filter disposal plan; 
yet, more troublesome is the timeline of events of Mr. Lyle,'s presentation raises when compared 
to events testified to by Mr. Thomas during the G.A.S.P. llltrial.· G.A.S.P. attorney Mr. Mick 
Harrison is questioning Mr. Thomas about the status of the dunnage incinerator when the 
following was revealed: 

8 Q Okay. Can you tell the Court what the 
9 history of the Army's· communications to the State 
10 have been over tinie as to when they planned to use 
11 the Dµnnage incinerator, and when they planned not to 
12 use it and when they might have changed their mind 
13 again? , 
14 A . I vyill do my best. 
15 Q Thank you. 
19 A The Dunnage incinerator is :;t treatment 

· 17 unit that is included in the original application. 
18 We were notified, I believe, it originally started in 
19 some of the monthly meetings we were having that the 
20 Army was evaluating putting the Dunnage incinerator 
21 on hold and not constructing that or installing that 
22 unit. 
23 We kind of got a clue that they might be 
24 doing that because they put up a wall in the plant 
25 and we thougJ:it, how are they going to get the 
1 incinerator through there, you know? They are going 
2 to have to take the wall down here. We might ·have · 
3 something going on. 
4 That was the first clue that we got from 
5 our construction observation of the site. And I 
6 think the first written formal correspondence was a 
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7 letter in August of '98, I believe, where we were 
8 formally told that as of that date the DUN was on 
9 hold. 
10 And, let's see, subsequently we had 
11 discussions with the Army about that, and what that 
12 meant and how the waste streams.would be managed that 
13 were targeted for the DUN, and we had a special EQC 
14 ·meeting in August of '99, almost, I think it was by 
.15 the day and a year later than when we got the letter 
16 just coincidentally. 
17 And the Army came in and talked about the 
18 Duimage incinerator and the issues of managing 
19 secondary waste. Let's see --
20 Q What did they say about the Dunnage 
21 · incinerator? . 
22 A Well, let's see --
23 Q I don't need an exact quote, just in a 
24 nutshell, the essence of what they were saying. 
25 A Well, in a nutshell, it is kind of hard 
1 to do as well. I would say that the Army said that 
2 the Dunnage incinerator would operate at the feed 
3 rates that it was pe:µnitted to do and they were 

· 4 evaluating --
5 THE COURT: Would not or would? 
6. THE WITNESS: Wo-qld ope;rate. 
7 And they were evaluating different 
8 options for the wastes that were targeted for the 
9 DUN, in particular waste carbon treatment was 

·l 0 something that they were looking at. 

(G.A.S.P. v. EQC, Volume 6C, 10/2~/02, pages 67-69.) 

If a DEQ inspector discovered in August 1998 a wall where the DUN was to be installed and 
meetings were already talcing place in 1999 to remove the DUN, then why would it not be the 
re8ponsibility of the DEQ and the EQC to unilaterally revoke the peniiit and to conduct an 
investigation given Mr. Lyle's February 2000 statements? Actually, we assert that-the State 
should have revoked the permit immediately on discovery of the wall. Yet, the Army knowingly 
submitted information in 2000 that DEQ knew was not true, so the only conclusion reached is that 
the Army and State engaged in actions to mislead the public, at best, on the ability of the furnaces 
to operate as sold. Where is a Class ill PMR to remove the DUN ar.i.d to identify the final 
disposition. of all UMCDF wastes? 

We believe that DEQ and Army have embarked on a slippery slope with this PMR and the role 
the carbon filters play in operational, worker, and public safety. In the Jan,uary 1998, Evaluation 
of the Pollution Abatement Filter System for Chemical Agent Disposal Facilities, Methodology 
for Evaluating Risks (AR #99-0227), the Mitretek System authors summarize a 1994 National 
Research Council conclusion that, "There was insufficient data available at the time to 
conclusively determine whether the increased complexity created safety risks that would offset the 
potential benefits." · 

However, the DEQ now believes the carbon filters are demonstrated as stated in tb.e Fact Sheet. 
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Unfortunately, the PlvlR fails to present factual evidence or a summary· of the data that supports 
the DEQ claim, therefore, DEQ expects (].A.S.P. to rely solely on statements rather than facts. 
The only available information was in the Army's response to DEQ's Notice of Deficiency and 
we just received that information and have yet to evaluate it thoroughly. This is one reason for 
our request for additional time to comment. Nevertheless, our concerns remain on what protection 
the filters offer to workers and the public under upset and/or off-normal operational. conditions. 

Above all else, the change in the point of compliance as envisioned by this PlvlR deals a seriol,ls 
blow the State's credibility. The Army assured the State throughout the permitting process (and 
beyond) that the burners were efficient and that the emissions would meet regulatory standards 
before entering the carbon filters. We now know this is not true. If more pollutants exit the 
Pollution Abatement System (PAS) than original modeled, then the pronouncement that the Army 
cannot meet the emission standar:ds without the carbon filter "credits" presents a circular argument 
when there is no change to the health or safety risk assessments. At the time of the 1997 permit 
approval, th~ carbon filters were not proven technology and were added to the PAS as an added 
safety margin. Documents submitted by the State to the Court during G.A.SP. v. EQC confirm 
the filters as added safety measures. Now the State believes they are a necessity .. 

The change in point of compliance also conjures serious environmental monitoring nightmares. 
During the August 2003 G.A.S.P. III trial, an Army CAMDS monitoring technician Mr. Cramer 
testified as to stack monitoring equipment limitations and to calibration problems associated with 
the Automatic Continuous Air Monitoring System (ACAMS) and the Depot Area Air Monitoring 
System (DAAMS). The ACAMS are relied on to alarm in the event of agent release and the · 
DAAMS are used to confirm a release, and Mr. Cramer clearly identified problems with the 
existing Utah facility monitoring systems while describing his options for system improvements. 
The Army apparently ignored his concerns and his improvements. Regardless of An;ny actions 
(or failures), we believe that the State must investigate his allegations and implement his 
improved, or some other, monitoring system. 

Mr. Cramer's testimony on the Army's inadequate common stack monitoring technology was 
quite revealing, but the Agency's silence on this matter is more t:roubling. This is particularly true 
when monitoring problems are combined with another approved PlvlR, Carbon Filter System 

·Agent Monitoring Changes UMCDF-03-014-PFS (2), which deleted mid-bed agent monitoring jn 
the carbon filters. The inadequate monitoring systems, the removal of mid-bed sampling, and the 
;moving of the point of compliance all point to a compromised ability to detect escaping unburned 
agent. 

The two PlvlRs and the inadequate stack monitors undermine the ability of the Agency to fulfill its 
mandate to protect human health and the environment. Focusing on schedule at the cost of · 
inadequate monitoring and at ignoring emission levels places all Oregonians at greater risk, but 
we also fear for the workers who are placed daily in harm's way. 

The State has thus far failed to take any actions to investigate the allegations made by Mr.· Cramer 
and to identify the potential impacts to UMCDF operations that inadequate monitoring suggests. 
Likewise, the Agency has failed to implement corrective actions to mitigate the inadequate 

· A CAMS and the removal of the mid-bed DAAMS from the carbon filters. We believe the 
compromised monitoring systems combined with the effect of the two PlvlRs can create 
imminently dangerous situations from the uncontrolled release of chemical agent that can harm 
our lives and our property. In this manner, we believe that the State has ignored crucial evidence 
to fulfill its responsibilities and has thus increased risk. 
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The following comments offer more direct comment on the PNfR: 

1. According to P:rv.rn.: Background, there are two reasons for this request. These are to 
provide, "a consistent approach for complying with two sets ofregulations (Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA] and Maximum Achievable Control Technology 
[MACT])," and to, "eliminate the need to test the incinerators during agent trial burns with the 
PFS units bypassed." Fundamentally, these two desires confirm plaintiff arguments set forth in 
G.A.S.P. v. EQC, and based on the Army and DEQ desire to change the point of compliance for 
meeting various federal and state regulations; it represents the failure of the State of Oregon to 
protect our human health and environment. The MACT changes should have been anticipated by 
DEQ and the Army during the permitting process. 

"On :M;ay 19, 1993, EPA announced the release of its Draft Hazardous Waste Minimization and 
Combustion Strategy. The goals of the Strategy were to, first, achieve reductions in the amount of 
hazardous waste generated in this country and, second, to further improve the safety and reliability 
of hazardous waste combustion in incinerators and boilers and industrial furnaces (BIFs). 
The announcement signaled the Administrator's intention for EPA to take a leadership role in 
reaching a.balanced resolution of the difficult hazardous waste issues involved. Since May 1993, 
EPA has led a broad and open national effort to take a fresh look at how to achieve a fully · 
j.n,tegrated waste management program in which econornica)ly sound source reduction decisions 
are given proper emphasis~ and how to delineate the appropriate role for hazardous waste 
combustion." (US EPA Hazardous Waste Combustion Fact Sl;leet) 

2: The first desire to apply "a consistent approach" between RCRA and MACT at UMCDF 
is laudable, but disingenuous for the following reason. We b~lieve the State should have taken 
acti,on durillg the renewal of the Air Contaminant Discharge Pep:nit (ACDP) if, indeed, 
consistency is the goal. In fact, we requested "consistency" in our detailed comments submitted 
on March 29, 2002, and what is especially disturbing about the current PNfR is the blatant 
continuation of piecemeal changes to the UMCDF HazatdOU$ Waste Permit that, in turn, are 
fundamental changes to the technology, the Permit, and the assurances made by the Army and the 

· State to Oregonians. · 

3. For example, our March 2002 co;mments on the ACDP Notice of Intent to Comply (NIC) · 
include this quote on paragraph 42 arid question to DEQ: Because the EPA; "removed all NIC 
requirements from the MA.CT regulation . ... the facility now has no obliga#on to comply with the 

- NIC requ:itements." What will be done in the interim to assure compliance by the Permittees? . 
[Emphasis added.) We renew our March.2002 observations that the "Air Contaminan:f Discharge 
Perm(t Renewal contains fraudulent information, incomplete information, inaccurate information 
and nut of date information. We ask that the Department of Environmental Quality rej ect the Air 
Containment Discharge Permit Renewal. " 

. 4. Our request to have the ACDP revoked was, apparently, ignored by DEQ, yet the current 
PMR confirms our comments on the inadequacy of the ACDP. What DEQ failed to provide, 
either in response to our con1ments or in this PMR, is how they plan to remedy such structural 
ACDP problems. We believe this can 01;tly occur through a permit revocati"on. Furthermore, the 
recent ACDP renewal included the dunnage incinerator, so.the State MUST describe how it will 
"tinker" the MACT while recognizing the ACDP includes the DUN, which has been removed 
through illegal Army c_onstruction practices and tbrouih State sanctioned, piecemeal approvals. 

5. During the permitting process, the Ariny, EQC, and DEQ went to great lengths to trumpet 
the incinerators as best available technology and that burning would meet all regulations. With a 
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pat on the back and a wink of an eye, we were assured that the carbon filter systems were 
added protection. Now through testing, the incinerators demonstrate that they can not meet key 
emissions regulations and in order to comply with those regulations the Army and State must 
solicit credit for calculated carbon removal efficiencies consequently BAT no longer applies as 
defined at the time of permitting by the EQC. · 

6. The desire to, "eliminate the need to test the incinerators during agent trial burns with the 
PFS units bypassed," is a grave departure from what has been the party line. This obvious switch 
.reveals the truth of the matters we comment on. For example, Mr. Richard Condit requested that 
the EQC m¥:e, "factual findings regarding the ability of the: ... carbon filer system ... to collect and 
retain chemical warfare agent." His statement was made at a special EQC meeting on August 8, 
1999 (99-2145), and we renew our demand for publication of supporting data to demonstrate that 
we and our local agricultural economy are not the Army's guinea pigs for testing new pollution 
control schemes. 

7. The PMR refers to UMDCF and to Anniston testing, but nothing demonstrates the long­
term, sustained PFS capabilities to perform as sold, and no spent carbon management plan 
projects disposal decisions. In fact, our recent comments on the Draft Storage Permit (03-1229) 
specially point~d to the failure of the Army .a.nd State ~o iden~ify a spent .catbc;m disposal plan:. · , .. .. 

8. Furthermore, the desire to change the point of compliance undermines the State's legal · 
. arguments made in the September 30, 1998, Respondents' Reply to Mem,orandum in Support of 

Motion for Summary Judgment and in Opposition to Cross-Motion for Summary Judgment. · · 
Throughout the litigation and as stated in the Reply (p. 12), the State makes it quite clear that, 
"there is substantial evidence in the record to support the finding that the PAS carbon filters are an 
appropriate extra protection against emissions." The document continues: "Moreover, no "credit" 
was taken for further reductions in emissions that will be provided by this extra protection." It is 

· astonishing to read the PMR justifications in the context _of what has been DEQ gospel, arid until 
there is measured, not calculated data. on carbon filter efficiencies any "credit" guess is just that, a 
guess. 

· ·. ·.. · 9. Th~ inability to p·rydict PFS functi9n during upset ot "off-normal" conditions cr~ates 
. · conditions possible for catastrophic event~. This is partl.c:ularly troublesome given th~ hundr_eds of 

.: ~:-Class I, II, and IIt p~rmit inodificatioris alieady approved by the DEQ because many of these 
· modifications make basic changes to operational conditions. Our can for an inventory ·bfthese 

· PMRs has gone unanswered. · · 

10. The addition of the PFS carbon filters complicates the ability to isolate and control for 
l.deal incinerator operations. Furthermore, the data used by the pre-trial burn risk assessment and 
its spawns are based on the assumption that the incinerators operate at regulatory levels, which is 
now demonstrated as not true. The risk documents rest on the assumption that the carbon filters 
are added protection, but this PMR now calls on the PFS carbon to achieve regulatory levels. 

11. Therefore, we assert that the action this PMR contemplates will increase risks to our 
peoples' health and safety and our economic livelihoods because the PFS has not been 
demonstrated. If the UMCDF can not meet current standards without such major adjustments 
then the pre-trial burn risk assessment and its spawn should not be manipulated to take "credit" 

· for the PFS without a thorough public review. 

12. We are not assured by the reasoning present in PMR section "J," PFS Bypass Emissions 
Testing-MA.CT Issues. This section excuses the failure of UMCDF to comply with MA.CT while 
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bypassing the PFS and while meeting M55 rockets design feed rates. The State makes the 
case that without the PFS "credit" the feed rate would hinder UMCDF operations. Hence, the 
PFS "credit" is the mechanisms to make the Army's permitted M55 feed rates appear marginally 
close. This confirms that the State and the Army plan to reduce human health and safety by 
placing schedule ahead of safety. We believe that feed rate is a subservient goal to achieving the 
legal mandates to achieve ·maximum levels to protect human health and the environment. 

13. And we further assert that the Army never sustained the feed rates·submitted in their 
Application, which the State accepted without question and engraved in the Permit. How could 
the State knqwingly accept information that on. its face was inaccurate at best? We assert the 
Army misled the public about feed rates in order to have an appealing schedule and to get the 
technology approved. One of the justi:fica~ons of increasing the federate so that the process will 
be completed ahead of the current schedule. Over the years the schedule has been changed 
numerous times. Over the years the public has been told that destruction operations would be 
completed by 1995, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2003, and 2004. Comment~rs do not believe 
that the propqsed federates will be met during actual operations or that the new schedule will be 
met if the PMR is granted. 

In conclusion, the DEQ and EQC should deny the PMR and revoke the -Permit in order to achieve 
the desires outlined in the PMR (consistency and eliminate the bypass).· We oppose the continued 
use of PMR.s to make piecemeal, yet substantial changes to the Permit (and ACDP) and to 
incinerator design and operations; therefore, we request that the EQC conduct formal proceedings 
to document data and to prqpose language that resolves the "consistep.cy" yonflicts espoused by 
the PMR. The only way to achieve this goal is to _ievoke the ACDP an~ the Permit. . 

Furtherinore, the need to take "credit" for the carbon filters reveals State court documents as 
contrary to what the State is now asking for. If approved, we believe the State is sanctioning a 
rush to burn that outweighs the protection of the public health and safety. If you have any further 
questions, pleas~ contact me at 541.567-6581, or JR Wilkinson at 541/27(5-9782. 

In conclusion, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) established today at 5_:00 p.rn. as 
the deadline and we anticipate that DEQ will ~nter our comments into the Administrative Record. 
In addition, we are jncorporating by reference all previous correspondence, G.A.S.P. v. EQC tri_al 
records, and <}.ASP. I, II, and m documents and transcripts, · as well as all prior comments on 

. this issue by G.A.S.P. et al and CWWG. 

Sincerely, 

Karyn J. Jones, G.A.S.P. Director 
Jam.es R. (JR) Wilkinson, G.A.S.P. Researcher 
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S;..~, . -.. · .. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

US ARMY CHEMICAL MATERIALS AGENCY 
UMATILLA CHEMICAL AGENT DISPOSAL FACILITY. 

78072 ORDNANCE ROAD . 

. _0}4-02 9 9 
HERMISTON, ORE\'.>ON 97838 

FEB ·2 6 . 2004 

Program Manager for the 
Elimina,tion of Chemical Weapons 

ENV-04-0050 

SUBJECT: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) Hazardous Waste Permit 
_ (ORQ 000 009 431) - Response to Concerns on Class 3 Permit Modification Request (PMR) 
UMCDF-03-041 -PFS(3)~ Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point 

Dennis Murphey, Program Administrator 
Chemical Demilita:ri,zation Program 

_ $TATE; OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY 

, RECEIVED . . . Oregon Depa:rt:r:µeI).t of Environmental. Quality 
256 Ea:st Hurlburt Avenue, Suite 105 
Hermiston, Oregon 978'.?8 

Dear Mr. Jv,t:w:phey: 

References: 

FEB 2 6 2004 

HERMISTON OFFJCE 

a. -Letter, UMCDF, ENv-03-02.88, Septein.ber 15, 2003, subject: Submittal of Class~ 
PMR_UM<:;:DF-03-041-PFS(3), Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point. 

b .. Letter, Department of Environmental Quality.(DEQ), DEQ Item No. 03-1991(19), 
November 5, 200~,-subject: Notice of Deficiency (NOD) Class 3 PMR UMCDF-03-04_1-PFS(3), 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point." . 

. c. Letter, UMCDF, ENV-03-0369, December 1, 2003, subject: Response to NOD on 
Clas~ 3 PMR UMCPF-03-041-PFS(3), Change in Incinerator Emissio:p.s Ccimpliance J::>oint. 

. d. Letter, DEQ, DEQ Item No. 04-0059(19), January 14, 2004, subject· Transmittal of 
Proposed Modified UMCDF HW Permit ..,... P1\1R UMCDF-03-Q4 l-PF$(3) "Change in J.nci,nerator 
Emissions Co:rnp]:iance P oint." 

This letter addresses concerns identified regarding the Class 3 PMR to change fu.e 
i.n,cine:i;ator emissions compliaI).ce pqint based on information received during the 60-day public 
comment period, as well as comments made during the Department public hearings held on 
February 5 and 18~ 2003. · 

The key concerns identified rel~vant to the Class- 3 P1\1R w~re: 

a. The Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filter System ·(PFS) and carbon filtration 
equipment and processes are p.9t prove:o. technology. 

b. Risk to the public will increase from changing the Resource Conservation and 
~ec6very Act compliance point from before the PFS to after the PFS. 
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c. Taking credit for the PFS means that the incinerator does not perform as it was 
designed and it needs the help of a PFS to meet regulatory requirem~nts. 

d.- The permitted Deactivatio:p. Furnace System rocket feed rate of 40 rockets per hour 
has never been achieved and the demonstrable rocket processing rate is well below 3 0 rockets 
per hour. · 

e. Schedule is being placed ahead of safety by taking. credit for the PFS so that a higher 
feeQ. rate can be performed. 

The attach,ed information includes a response to each one of the listed concerns and 
provides a conclusion based on the disc;ussions pn~sen,teci. 

If you have any questions, please call our technical point of contact, Mr. We.nd_ell 
V(rzesinski, (541) 564~7053. 

~d · . 7 
~iq__;~ .. -M 
~ayid E. Holliday 

Lieutenant Colonel, CM, USA 
Commander 
"CERTIFICATION l>'f ATEMENT 

EnclosUfe 

. Sincerely, 

~£;?~1AJ)I~ 
j~si,,,_o::;j.,~. reJ,{)t( . D><corsignah!!c: z../·z_c.{fo{ . 
Don E. Barclay Douglas G. H?IDii.ck 
UMCDF Site Wasbi:IJ,gton Demilitarization Comp.ruw 
Project Manag~r ;J?roject General Manager 
*CERTIFIC:::ATION STATEMENT *.CERTIFICATION STATEMENT . . .' . 

*I CERTIFY UNDERPEl'/ALTY OF LAW THAT THIS DOCUMENT AND ALL ATTACHMENTS WERE PREPARED UNDER MY DIRECTION OR SUPERVISION ACCORDING 
TO A SYSTEM DESIGNED TO ASSURE THAT QUALIFIED PERSONNEL PROPERLY GATHER AND EVALUATE THE INFORMATION SUBMITTED. BASED ON MY 
INQUIRY OF THE PERSON OR PERSONS WHO MANAGE THE SYSTEM, OR TIIOSE PERSONS DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR GATHERING THE INFO:RMATION, THE 
INFORMATION Su13MI'I:rED IS, TO THE BEsr OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, TRUE, ACCURATE, AND COMPLETE. I AM AW ARE THAT THERE ARE' 
SIGNIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTING FALSE INFORMATION, INCLUDING THE POSSIBILITY OF FlNE AND IldP~ONMENT FOR I<NOWlN~ VIOLATIONS. . 
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Ms. Cathy Massimino (WCM-127), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; Region 10, 
12QO Sixth A venue, Seattle; Washington 98101 

Mr. JeffKenKnight, U.S. EPA, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101 
Mr. Peter Brewer, Department ofEnvironmentai Qua!ity, 21.46 NE Fourth Street, Suite 104, 

·Bend, Oregon 97701 
Mr. Hirosbj. DQdohara, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Fibers and Organics ~rarich, MC 

. 7404T, Ariel Rios Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., WashingtonD.C. 20460 
Mr. Dan Duncan, U.S. ·EPA, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101 
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UMCDF Response to Public Comments· and Concerns on the PFS Class 3 
Permit Modification Request [UMCDF-03-04l-PFS(3)] 

The subject permit modification request (PMR) was submitted to the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) on September 16, 2003. A public information meeting on the PMR was 
held on October 21, 2003. The 60-day comment period for the PMR began September 17, 2003, and 
ended November 17, 2003. The 4.5-day comment period held by the DEQ began January 14, 2004 and 
runs through March 1, 2004. The decision on the PMR will be made by the '.Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC) and has been tentatively identified as May 20-21, 2004. 

The following information is provided to clarify the UMC:QF position and respond to concerns based 
on information received during the 60-day public comment period as weU as comments made quring 
the DEQ public hearings held on February 5 and 18, 2003. 

Key concerns identified relevan_t to the Class 3 PMR were: 

1. The PFS and carbon filtration equipment and processes are not proven technology. 

2. Risk to the public will increase from changing the RCRA compliance point from before the PFS to 
after the PFS. 

3. Taking credit for the PFS means that the incinerator does not perform as it was design~d and it 
needs the help of a PFS to meet regulatory requirements . 

\ 
./ 4. The p~rmitted'.DFS tocket. feed rate of 40 rockets per hour has never been achieved and:):lie· , .. 

demonstrated rocket processing rate is well below 30 rockets per hour. · 

) 

5. Schedule is being placed ahead of safety by taking credit for the PFS so that a higher feed rate can 
be performed. 

The following addresses each of the concerns identified: 

1. The PFS and carbon filtration equipment' and processes are not proven technology. 
'.The use of the PFS to reduce emissions to the atmosphere has been demonstrated and should be 
recognized as an important element in COIJ.trolling air emissions from UMCDF operations. Results 
from surrogate trial burns conducted to date at the UMCDF demonstrate that the PFS is an 
effective air pollution control unit. A PFS has also been proven successful at Anniston Chemical 
Agent Disposal Facility (ANCDF) during the ANCDF slirrogate and a:gent trial burns and 
operations. 

The PFS consists of a pre filter, a bank of high efficiency particulate air (HEP A) filters, two beds of 
activated carbon in series and a post carbon HEP A filter. The use of HEP A filters and activated 
carbon to control particulates, metals, and organic emission is well documented. HEPA and carbon 
filtration has been used in clean room applications, laboratories, hospitals, and environmental 
remediation sites. HEPA filters have been used extensively in radioactive waste incineration 
systems in many countries including Austria, Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Japan, Russia, · 
Taiwan, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Additionally, U.S. Department of Energy 
incinerators have used HEP A filters at locations including the Idaho National Engineering and 
Environmental Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore National 
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Laboratory, Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, and Savannah River Site. Conunercial 
radioactive waste incinerators worldwide also use HEP A filters. 

Carbon bed filters are a commonly used, mature technology that has been used for two decades in 
full-scale incineration systems throughout the world. Based on the information prese~ted, the PFS 
and carbon filtration are known and proven technologies. The use of a PFS at UMCDF will reduce 
emissions of all pollutants as compared to not using a PFS and its use should be recognized. 
Approval of the :i:iMR will allow the UMCDF to take credit for the additional removal efficiencies 
provided by the PFS. 

2. · Risk to the public will increase from changing the RCRA compliance point from before the 
PFS to after the PFS. 
The maximum achievable control technology (MACT) emissions compliance point is aliowed to be 
after the PFS units on each incinerator whereas· the RCRA emissions compliance point is before the 
PFS units. Changing the RCRA compliance point from before the PFS to after the PFS will not 
increase public risk as this action will have no effect on. the allowable emission rates required by 
the permit. The RCRA Permit requires the PFS to be in operation during the treatment of waste, 
except during the performance of Trial Bums which ·are short-term periods used to demonstrate 
emissions prior to the PFS. 

\ 

During normal operations, the PFS filters are in place and would be operational v,rith or without a 
change in the emissions compliance point. If there is ail upset condition, that requires bypassing 
the PFS units (i.e., such as high temperahire of the inlet to the ;I>FS unit)-an automatic waste feed 
cutoff (A WFCO) occurs. Per the MACT regulations, bypassing of the PFS miit during abn<?rrnal 
operations is considered use of an emergency safety vent (ESV). As already poted, the UMCDF is ) 
not allowed to continue to feed hazardous waste, including M55 rockets, in the event the PfS is 
bypassed. Thus, since the PFS is required to be online at all times while feeding hazardous waste, 
the number Qf ESV events and resulting upset emissions will be the same, regru:dless of the· 
decision on this PMR. 

The 1,JMCDF surrogate trial b'urn. (STB) results provide evidence that the inciperators m:eet the · 
required emission standards (RCRA and MACT) with the PFS online. A STB must be completed 
prior to the start of agent processing for e(J.ch incinerator. The UMCDF STBs are conducted at 
extreme· operating conditions to reflect' worst-ca~e emissions. Thus, the PFS in additi_on to the_ 
incinerator and other P_AS components are tested wider tj:ie most severe operati:n.g conditions used 
to establish the long-term A WFCO setpqints .. Consequently, the resultant operating limits, 
required to be calculated ·from the STB data, are not based on the "optimum capture efficiency" of 
the PFS as indicated ii:i the public comments. · 

_The permitted allowable emission rates from the UMCDF Common Stack wh~ch includes the 
emission from all of the incinerators , will not increase as a result of approval of this PMR. The 
UMCDF will still be required to comply with the eIIlission rates used to complete the 1996 Pre­
Trial Burn Health and Ecological Risk Assessme.I?-ts (Pre-TB HRA). _Thus, the proposed changes in 
the PMR will not detriment~lly impact the environment or public health. In addition to the pre-TB 
HRA, a Post-TB HRA will be conducted based on UMC:OF chemical agent trial burn data 
collected prior to. the DEQ approval of long-term operating conditions for each incii).erator. The 
chemical agent trial bun:i data will provide verification that the long-term ~onditions do not 
detrimentally impact the environment or public health. 
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Currently, the Permit requires the chemical agent trial burns to be conducted while bypassing the 
PFS units in order to demonstrate the emissions upstream of the PFS. Approval ofthis PMR will 
require the chemical agent trial burns to be conducted with the PFS online. Operating the furnace 
systems with the PFS online during chemical agent trial burns will result in lower pollutant 
emis_sions, which will reduce the risk to human health and environment. Taking credit for their 
mitigative effects is reasonable and is in line with MACT regulations. The end result of the PMR, 
if approved, is that the point of compliance for RCRA emissions will be after the last pollution 

. control equipment on the incinerator systems just prior to the exhaust entering the atmosphere 
(after the PFS). This point of emission compliance is consistent with the traditional location where 
other industrial facilities are regulated for their air emissions. 

If the PMR is denied and the RCRA Permit allowable emission rates must be complied with before 
the PFS units, a reduc~ion in the metal feed rates would be required. This would result in a lower 
processing rate of rockets and taking longer to destroy the rockets. The public risk will be 
increased by 733 percent due to the continued storage of GB and VX rockets. Attachment 1 
contains a memorandum from the Science Application International Corporation (SAIC) team that 
performed the UMCDF Phase 2 Quantitative Risk Assessment explaining the impact on risk from 
continued storage with a significant reduction in feed rate. Additionally, there will be an increase 
in Deactivation Furnace System emissions over the life of the facility due to the increase in time to 
process the munitions and an increase in the quantity of secondary waste produced. The noted 
increase to public risk and other impacts far outweigh any risk posed by moving the RCRA 
compliance point. 

3. Taking credit for the PFS means that the incinerator does not perform as it was designed aild ~· :;_' 
) it needs the help of a PFS to" meet regulatory requirements. · · · ;·· . , .. 

\ 
/ 

Regulatory emission requirements have changed since the RCRA permit was issued in 
February 1997. At that time the facility allowable emission rates were based on scaled emission 
rates from a similar facility and were evaluated by conqucting a health risk assessment. The 
emission rates were established according to RCRA regulations. In September 1999, the EPA 
finalized the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for hazardous waste 
combustors. These standards reflect performance of the best operating hazardous waste 
combustors, including incinerators as specified by the Clean Air Act. The MACT emissions 
compliance point for the UMCDF can be after the PFS units on each incinerator whereas the 
RCRA permit emissions compliance point is before the PFS units. · The purpose of changing the 
RCRA compliance point from.before the PFS to after the PFS is to meet both the RCRA arid 
MACT emission requirements without bypassing the PFS during the chemical·agenttrial burns. A 
common emission compliance location would also provide consistency throughout the operational 
life of the UMCDF. 

Prior to the 1999 MACT regulc;i.tions, the PFS was considered added protection in safeguarding 
against an accidental chemical agent release to the atmosphere and to increase public confidence 
and acceptance of incineration. Unlike the pollution abatement system (PAS), the PFS was not 
considered a necessity to operating the chemical agent disposal facilities. By using the PAS and 
PFS '·emission control performance is enhanced and both sets of regulations can be met. Moreover, 
because safety is of great importance at UMCDF, the combined use of the PAS and PFS is more 
protective of human health and the environment. The current MACT emission limits are 
undergoing regulatory review and will likely be lowered significantly for some of the regulated 
pollutants. The dynamic changes to the emission standards further support the request to allow the 
use of the PFS to meet the emission rates and standards. 
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4. The permitted DFS rocket feed rate of 40 rockets per hour has never been achieved and the 
demonstrated rocket processing rate is well below 30 rockets per hour. 
Based on operational data from other chemical demilitarization facilities, the DFS is capable of 
safely sustaining a feed rate greater than 30 M55 rockets/hour for long periods of time. The 
maximum permitted feed rate of 40 M55 rockets/hour is necessary in o~der to demonstrate an 
average feed rate greater than 30 M55 rockets/hour during the Trial Burns. The following 
information i$ based on rates achieved during Trial Burns and do not reflect other periods when the 
facility achieved rates greater than 30 M55 rockets/hour. · 

a. TOCDFDFSGBATB2 
> 18 N 6vember 199 8 - Run # 1 average rocket throughput rate during test was 3 0. 8 · 

rockets/hour (waste feed occurred for 7.17 hours). 
· > 19 November 1998 - Run #2 average rocket throughput rate during test was 33.6 

rockets/hom (waste feed occurred for 7.02 horn's). 
>. 21November1998 - Run #3 average rocket throughput rate.during test was 33.0 

rocket/hour (waste feed occurred for 8.33 hours). 

. , 

b . TOCDF TSCA Research & Development Burn 
> 30 November 1995 - Run #1 average rocket throughput rate during test was 28.9 

rocket/hour. 
> 30 November 1995 - Run #2 average rocket throughput rate during test was 32.5 

rockets/hour: · !' 

> 01 December 199 5 - Run #3 average rqcket throughput rate dupng test was 31.3 
rockets/hour. 

c. JACADS DFS VX Rocket Trial Burn 
The stack sampling associated with the ~ACADS DFS VXRocket Trial Burn during the 
Operation Verification Testing (OVT-2) was conducted dunng in March 1992. The following 
rocket rates were demonstrated during each test run. 
> Run #1 average rocket throughput rate during test was 30.8 roc~ets/hour. 
> Run #2 average rocket throughput rate during test was 33. l rockets/hour. 
> Run #3 average rocket throughput rate during test was 32.6 rockets/hour. 
> Run #4 average rocket throughput rate during· test was 30.0 rockets/hour. 
The maximum single shift average throughput rate goal of 32 rockets per hour was i;net for a 
1 0-hour period on 23 March 199? 

d. ANCDF 90% Runs Prior to DFS GB Rocket ATB 
The.required 90% runs were completed on 25 and 26 October 2003. Each run was 8 hours in 
duration. The average roc~et feed rate on 25 October 2003 was 3.3 .69 rockets/hour with a . 
maximum hourly average of 36 rockets/hour. The average rocket feed rate on 26 October 2003 
was 33.92 rockets/hour with a maximum hourly average feed rate of 35.5 rockets/hour. 

e. ANCDF Toxic ·control Substance Act (TSCA) Preliminary Runs 
The ANCDF conducted preliminary runs prior to the Rocket Trial Burn to satisfy TSCA 
requirements. 
> 27 /28 October 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 31.98 over a period of 4 hours in 

duration. 
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> 6November 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 31.6 rockets/hour over a period of 6 
hours in duration. 

> 8. November 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 25 .26 rockets/hour over a period of 6 
hours in duration. 

> 9 November 2003 · - Average rocket feed rate was 30.95 rockets/hour over a period of 6 
hours in duration. 

f. ANCDF DFS GB Rocket Trial Burn 
The ANCDF conducted a DFS GB Rocket Trial Burn/TSCA Demonstration Test on 18, 2 1, 22, 
and 23 November 2003 . 
> 18 November 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 34.42 rockets/hour over a period of 6 

hours in duration. 
> 21 November 2003 - Average roclcet feed rate was 34.22 rockets/hour over a period of 6 

hours in duration. 
> 22 November 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 33 .95 rockets/hour over a period of 6 

hours in duration. 
> · .23 November 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 34.29 rockets/hour over a period of 6 

· hours in duration. 

5. Schedule is being placed ahead of safety by taking credit for the PFS so that a higher: feed 
rate can be ·performed. . . 
Sch~dule is not being placed ahead of safety. Safety is the foremost concern of the UMCDF and . 
the Army. The operating goal is to destroy the M55 rockets in a safe, environmentally ·compliant, 
and timely manner. Processing the M55 rockets at the maximum feed rates supported during the 
trial bums.with the PFS online will ·allow for the maximum feed rate while limiting emission rates 
to levels that are protective of human health and the environment. · 

The schedule and safety are inextricably linked. The UMCDF Phase 2 Quantitative Risk 
Assessment takes the PFS into account and assumes a 5.7-year schedule for processing, which is 
the current schedule. Additionally, it is worthwhile noting the UMCDF has undergone numerous · 
design changes. These changes were made to improve the operability of the facility based 
primarily on lessons learned at other operating facilities. Completed in 2002, the UMCDF Phase 2 
Quantitative Risk Assessment' takes into account t~e changes made to the facility up until that time. 
Therefore, the.assessment incorporates approximately five years of improvements to the facility 
since the permit was issued. 

To maintai!l required emission standards/limits under permitted rates while meeting the current 
processing schedule of 5. 7 years, it is necessary to take credit for the PFS. If credit is not taken for 
the PFS, a modification to the schedule would be necessary to reduc~ the throughput rates for 
rockets. This reduced throughput rate change would increase the UMCDF processing schedule 
significantly. Therefore, an analysis was conducted of the change in storage risk due to extending 
the schedule from 5.7 years to 10.4 years. The UMCDF Phase 2 Quantitative Risk Assessment 
identifies the greatest contributor to public risk is storage of the munitions, so the risk of storage is 
critical to understanding the difference in risk between the two schedules. 

Altering the schedule will affect the overall time that items remain in storage. Because it is known 
from existing studies that the M55 rockets dominate storage risk, processing delays affecting these 
items will have the greatest impact on storage risk. The schedule risk analysis (Attachment 1) 
concluded that the alternative schedule resulted in a significant increase (733%) in public risk over 
the baseline schedule due to the increased duration of GB and VX rocket storage. After the M55 
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rockets have been.destroyed, the remaining munitions have little. effeet on the overall storage risk. 
The noted increase to public risk and other impacts far outweigh any risk posed by moving the \ 
RCRA compliance point and taking credit for using the PFS. 

CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, the Permittees want to re-emphasize the following points: 

1. The PFS and carbon filtration is proven technology. 

2. As stated in the PMR, there will .be no detrimental human health or environmental impacts from 
implementing the modification. 

3. The modification change will not result in any increase in risk. 

4'. The permitted DFS rocket feed rate of 40 rockets per hour is the maximum feed rate UMCDF will 
attempt to demonstrate during the Agent Trial Burn that will be conducted on drained M55 rockets. 
From rocket trial burns conducted at other chemical_ demilitarization sites, a feed rate substantially 
greater than 30 M55 rockets/hour is anticipated over the duration of the UMCDF DFS M55 GB 
and VX rocket trial burns. 

5. Safety has bee~ and continues to be an important element to the Army a.rld it is tied to the scheduie 
because the major hazard to the public is from the stored mUnitions containing chemical agent in' 
the stockpile. ' · 

'. ; ~ . . . ': ~ ~· ·;·. 
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~§~~~~~~ ScienceApplications .: · ::itn S. . lntemafional Corporation 
....,. WJI ..W.® An Employee-owned Company 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mike Strong 

FROM: QRA Team 

DATE: 21November 2003 

SUBJECT: Public ~sk Impact Due to Permit Modification 

The UMCDF- has requested a: Ciass 3 permit modification to change the emissions p~int of ' . -· -·­
compliance fo; the UMCDF inci~eratoi:-fr~m upstre'aip. of the poliution.abatements system_.(PAS) 
carbon filter system (PFS) to down.stream of the PFS. The reasons for the change, as identifie(!, 
in the permit modification r~quest (PMR), are as follows: . 

.. ~ ' 

· ... .. ::.."': 1) To provide foi; a ~onsistent approach for ~omplying with two sets ofregulations 
(Resource.CoAsenra~9n and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Maximllin Achievable 
Control Technology (MACT)) establi~hed by the United State pnVironinental 
Protection Agency (BP A) and incorporated in the Oregon regulations, and 

' . i . • • ~ 

2) . Eliminate the need to test the incinerators during agent trial burns with the PFS units 
bypassed. Currently, the trial burn program. is scheduled to conduct the agent trial 
bums with "the PFS bypassed in order" to demonstrate compliance with the · 

· ... peiform~ce _standard ·before entering the PFS: 

Appro;a.i·~·r·tfu~ pMR_· will allow.the UMCDF to take credit for the additional ~emoval 
efficiencies provided by the PFS. · 

The impact to the schedule if the PMR is denied is substantial. The current baseline schedule 
duration is 5.7 years. The baseli:b.e schedule.GB rockets campaign duration is 597 days and the 
VX rockets campaigrl°dura:tion is 137 days. If the PMR is denied the rocket processing rate 
would need to be limited to two rockets per hour. At this feed rate, the re\ri.sed facility schedule 
duration would grow to 10.4 years, the GB rockets campaign would grow to 2,537 days and the 
VX rockets_ would grow to 513 days. 

This modified schedule would also rely more heavily on complementary processing to expedite 
their schedule. Currently, in the baseline schedule~ complementary processing exists during the 
GB rockets campaign (with MC-1 and NfK.94 bombs) and VX rocket campaign (with spray 
tanks). If the PMR is denied, the schedule will likely be modified to include the· complementary · 
processing of GB rockets with 8-mch projectiles, 155mm projectiles, MC-1 bombs, and MK.-94 
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bombs and the complementary processing ofVX rockets with 8-inch projectiles, 155rnm 
projectiles and spray tanks. · · 

The schedule change would have an impact on public risk, emissions, and secondary waste. The 
impacts are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

The greatest contributor to public risk is risk associated with storage of tl:ie munitions, so the risk 
of storage is critical to tinderstanding the difference in risk between the current baseline and the 
modified schedule (assuming the P:MR is .denied). Altering the schedule will affect the length of 
time that items remain in storage. Becq.use it is known from existing studies th.at the M55. GB 
rockets dominate storage risk, processing delays affecting these items will have the greatest 
impact on storage risk. Once the rock~ts have been de~troyed, the remaining munitions present 
minimal risk. Any changes made to the schedule for processing munitions other than rockets 
would have little effeet on the overall storage risk during the lifetime of the facility. 

Sine~ continued storage risk dominates overall risk, this effort only analyzed the change in 
continued storage risk and did not consider the introduction of new ·complementary processing · 

. campaigns in the adju$ted schcedule. Complementary processing increases the overall disposal 
·risk predominantly due to.greater agent inventory in the building, and probability of propagation. 
Even though disposal risk was not explicitly calculated for th.is effort, the schedule would 
introduce an in.crease_ in disposal risk. · . 

. -
The public fatality risk results are summarized below in Tao le i. As shown, the adjuste_d 
schedule increasl?s the storage risk by about 733%. This increase is due primarily to extending 
the storage time of GB rockets. In the b_aseline schedule, all GB rockets are destroyed within 
597 days. In the adjusted.schedule, the rockets are not completely destroyed for 7 years . 
Because the-rockets dominatt:; the storage risk, prolonging their storage will increase public acute 
storage."tj.sk by an amount proportional tO their lengtli of addltional storage. 

. : .· ' . 

·Table 1: Public Storage Risk Co_mp'.lrison (Baseline and Modified:Schedules) 

Baseline Schedule 

Modified Schedule 

tcital Pu~lic Acute Fatality Risk of 
Storage from_ Start to Completion of 

Disposal ProcessinE 

1.2 x 10·2 

LO x 10·1 
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Historical Events and Regulatory Activities Related to the 
Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filter System 

at the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

April, 2004 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

Introduction 

This document summarizes historical events and state regulatory activities related 
to the Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filter Systems (PFS) installed at the Umatilla 
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF). The chronology presented here identifies 
significant programmatic and regulatory events occurring from 1991 to the present in 
terms of inclusion, design, installation, and operation of the PFS as additional pollution 
abatement equipment for incinerators at three U.S. Army chemical demilitarization 
facilities. The information presented below is based primarily on records that are on file 
with the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality's (DEQ or Department) Chemical 
Demilitarization Program located in Hermiston, Oregon. The chronology is not intended 
to be all-inclusive, and focuses on events affecting the PFS at the Umatilla facility. 

1982-1985 

In 1982 the U.S. Army requested the National Research Council (NRC) undertake 
a study of the c'urrent state of the nation's chemical weapon stockpiles and render an 
opinion on disposal options and the Army's decision to use incineration as the preferred 
technology for disposal. In 1984 the NRC published a report titled "Disposal of 
Chemical Munitions and Agents" Ref. I that endorsed the Army's selection of incineration. 
The NRC committee concluded that " .. . thermal destruction is the preferred means of 
disposing of the current stockpile of chemical agent weapons and munitions. The Army . 
has already selected thermal destruction as the most appropriate method. The committee 
supports this decision." 

1986-1990 

In 1986 the U.S. Army submitted its first RCRA ("Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act") Part B Permit Application Note a to Oregon for a hazardous waste 
treatment and disposal facility to incinerate the chemical weapons stored at the Umatilla 

Note a RCRA is a feder~l program that specifies the standards that apply to all facilities that treat, store, or 
dispose of hazardous waste. The RCRA pennit application for a hazardous waste facility consists of two 
parts, Part A and Part B. Part A provides general information including the location of the facility and the 
types and quantities of wastes that will be managed at the facility. Part B, which has no standard format, 
contains detailed technical information on the facility's equipment, operating procedures, training and 
inspection programs, emergency prevention and response procedures, environmental monitoring systems, 
and other physical characteristics. 
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Chemical Depot (then known as the Umatilla Anny Depot). During the next five years 
the DEQ and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued two Notices of 
Deficiency on the Permit Application and the Anny responded with Application 
revisions. The PFS was not included as part of the facility design described in any of the 
first three revisions of the Anny's Application. Construction of the Johnston Atoll 
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (JACADS), the prototype for the incineration facilities 
to be constructed in the continental United States, began in 1985. Construction of the 
first continental U.S. facility, the Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF) in 
Utah, was started in 1989. JACADS commenced agent disposal operations 1990. 
Neither the JACADS nor the TOCDF facilities were designed or constructed with a PFS. 

1991 

In May 1991 the National Research Council.Committee on Review and 
Evaluation of the Anny Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program ("NRC Stockpile 
Committee") sponsored a "Workshop on the Pollution Abatement System of the 
Chemical Agent Demilitarization System." The participants included independent 
experts on incineration pollution control, Anny representatives, and five members of the 
NRC Stockpile Committee. The Workshop ·summary Ref. 

2 stated that "Increasingly strict 
regulations, advances in technology for gas cleaning systems, and the requirement for 
dealing more effectively with transient releases prompted the [Stockpile Committee] to 
reexamine the existing pollution abatement system." The Workshop members reviewed 
the "state of the art" for emission controls, especially those that might minimize stack 
emissions during incinerator upset conditions. 

The 1991 Workshop included discussion of the European experience with the use 
of activated carbon filters to treat flue gases from incineration systems. One of the 
conclusions of the Workshop participants was that "Use of an activated carbon filter 
downstream of the scrubbers would remove pulses of agent and low-level organics. It 
would offer an available technology for dealing with these problems and the resulting 
alarms. The ability to reduce mercury vapor and dioxin emissions is an additional feature 
of ca....bo.u." 

By May 1992 the DEQ and EPA had issued a third Notice of Deficiency on 
Revision #3 of the Anny's RCRA Part B Application for Umatilla. In June the NRC 
Stockpile Committee issued a "Letter Report" titled "Review of the Choice and Status of. 
Incineration for Destruction of the Chemical Stockpile." Ref. 

3 The 1992 Letter Report 
was considered an update of the NRC's 1984 endorsement of incineration technology for 
destruction of the stockpiles. In the Letter Report the NRC Stockpile Committee 
concluded that "Incineration followed by appropriate gas cleanup is a safe and effective 
technology for the destruction of chemical agents and munitions ... " However, the 
Committee acknowledged that incineration, flue gas cleaning technology, and 
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performance requirements continued to evolve. The Committee included as one of its 
recommendations that "The Army should consider incorporating passive controls, such as 
activated charcoal beds, to ensure the lowest emissions even under temporary upsets . .. " 

In November 1992 the Army responded to the third Notice of Deficiency issued 
by DEQ and EPA, but there was still no mention of including activated carbon filters as 
part of the UMCDF pollution abatement system design. 

In April the DEQ and EPA issued a fourth Notice of Deficiency (NOD) on the 
Umatilla Part B Application, which the Army responded to in June. Because of growing 
concern about incineration, Congress directed the U.S. Army to study the availability of 
alternatives to incineration for disposal of the remaining stockpiles in the U.S. The Army 
turned again to the NRC, which formed the "Committee on Alternative Chemical 
Demilitarization Technologies ("Alternatives Committee"). 

In June 1993 the Alternatives Committee released a report titled "Alternative 
Technologies for the Destruction of Chemical Agents and Munitions." Ref. 

4 The report 
evaluated numerous possible alternative technologies, including neutralization, 
biodegradation, wet air oxidation, and plasma arc pyrolysis and concluded that although 
there were promising alternatives to incineration, significant research and development 
were still needed. However, the report concluded that "The risks of toxic air emissions 
can be virtually eliminated for all technologies through waste gas storage and 
certification or treatment by activated carbon adsorption." 

The construction ofTOCDF (the facility in Utah) was completed in July 1993 and 
the "systemization" process began in preparation for agent disposal operations. TOCDF 
was not constructed with a PFS as part of its pollution abatement system. 

In February 1994 the NRC Stockpile Committee published a report titled 
"Recommendations for the Disposal of Chemical Agents and Munitions." Ref. 

5 The 1994 
NRC Report included a finding that: 

"The Stockpile Committee finds the baseline system to be adequate for 
disposal of the stockpile. Addition of activated carbon filter beds to treat all 
exhaust gases would add further protection against agent and trace organic 
emissions, even in the unlikely event of a substantial system upset. If the 
beds are designed with sufficient capacity to absorb the largest amount of 
agent that might be released during processing, addition of these beds could 
provide further protection against inadvertent release of agent." 

The finding was followed by a recommendation that "The application of activated 
charcoal filter beds to the discharge from baseline system incinerators should be 
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evaluated in detail, including estimations of the magnitude and consequences of upsets, 
and site-specific estimates of benefits and risks. If warranted, in terms of site-specific 
advantages, such equipment should be installed." 

In early 1994 the Army submitted a Class 2 Permit Modification Request Note b to 
the Utah DEQ to install a PFS on the TOCDF. The Utah DEQ reclassified the Permit 
Modification Request as a Class 3 Request. In April the Utah DEQ issued a "Temporary 
Authorization" to the Army to begin construction activities associated with the proposed 
addition of the PFS, and also issued the Army a Notice of Deficiency on the Permit 
Modification Request. 

Also in April 1994 the Army submitted a "Report to Congress" Ref 
6 in response 

to the NRC's 1993 Alternative Technologies Report and the 1994 Recommendations 
Report. The Report to Congress stated that the Army concurred with the NRC's 
recommendation to conduct site-specific evaluations of adding carbon filters to the 
pollution abatement systems and that "The Army's preliminary assessment indicates that 
carbon filters integrated into the Baseline [incineration] pollution abatement system 
would provide an additional level of safety and environmental protection. The Army 
recommends an evaluation at Tooele and parallel implementation of a carbon filter 
modification to the baseline process." 

By June the Army had completed its evaluation of the NRC's recommendations 
concerning the inclusion of carbon filters as part of the pollution abatement systems on 
chemical demilitarization incineration facilities. The Army started work on modifying 
the UMCDF RCRA Part B Application to include carbon filters in the pollution 
abatement system design. Similar modifications were made to the design of the chemical 
demilitarization facilities at Anniston, Alabama and Pine Bluff, Arkansas. 

In August the Army requested that the National Chemical Agent Demilitarization 
W orkgroup (a workgroup composed of state and federal environmental regulatory 
perso el) form a subcommittee to address iss11e related to PFS The lead Umatilla 
Permit Writer for the Oregon DEQ was named as a member of the subcommittee. 
(However, no further mention of the subcommittee is found in the record, and no 
meetings apparently took place.) 

Note b There are three "classes" ofRCRA Permit Modifications. Class 1 modifications are considered 
minor and usually involve administrative changes or minor corrections. Class 2 modifications are 
significant changes to the permit and are used primarily to address improvements in technology and 
management of the facility. Class 3 modifications are considered major changes. ·Class 2 and Class 3 
modification requests require public comment opportunities. 
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In February (in response to the fifth Notice of Deficiency on the Umatilla Part B 
Application issued in March, 1994) the Army submitted a completely revised UMCDF 
RCRA Part B Permit Application. This was the first revision of the UMCDF Part B 
Application that included even a preliminary design concept for the PPS. 

In July the Army decided to withdraw its application to the Utah Department of 
Environmental Quality to construct and operate a PPS at the Tooele Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility. In December the Army informed the National Chemical Agent 
Demilitarization Workgroup that the preliminary results from bench-scale testing of a 
conceptual design of the PPS were not promising and the Army intended to evaluate 
alternative designs. As a result, the original plan to construct a demonstration unit at the 
Tooele facility was put on hold. · 

On January 11, 1996 the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC or 
Commission) held a half-day worksession to receive its first in-depth briefing on the 
proposed incineration facility at the Umatilla Depot. The records do not reflect any 
specific discussion about the PFS. In March the DEQ formally requested that the Army 
provide updated Permit Application change pages and drawings to resolve final issues 
related to the Application submitted in February, 1995. The Army responded late in the 
month with the requested change pages. None of the revisions were related to the PFS. 

In April, after receipt of the final change pages, the DEQ issued a "completeness" 
letter for the RCRA Part B Permit Application. The UMCDF Draft Hazardous Waste 
Treatment and Storage Permit and Draft Air Contaminant Discharge Permit were then 
issued for public comment. Public comment was also requesteq on the Draft Screening 
Level Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment prepared by Ecology and 
Environment (DEQ's Contractor) and on the Commission Findings required by Oregon 
Revised Statutes. The public comment period was initially set to end in mid-June. The 
Draft HW Permit issued for comment did not contain any permit conditions specifically 
related to the PPS. 

On April 12 the Commission met in Portland and received a briefing from DEQ 
staff on the proposed Umatilla permits and the Commission findings. Representatives of 
the Oregon Environmental Council and Greenpeace provided testimony. There wa~ no 
discussion specific to carbon filtration of stack gases. Activities continued in May as 
members of the Commission traveled to Utah to tour TOCDF and DEQ held public 
hearings in Pendleton and Portland, Oregon and in Kennewick, Washington to hear 
public comments on the proposed permits, the Commission findings, and the draft risk 
assessment. 
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In mid-May the Commission conducted a two-day work session in Portland for 
the proposed Umatilla facility. DEQ staff presented information about the air permit and 
the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment. The Department of Justice reviewed the findings 
the Commission must make. There was a panel discussion about alternatives to 
incineration that included presenters from the NRC, U.S. Army, vendors of three 
alternative technologies, and a representative from Greenpeace. 

On the second day of the work session the Commission received a briefing from 
Oregon Emergency Management and Morrow County Emergency Management 
concerning the Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program (CSEPP). 
Members of Greenlaw and Greenpeace gave a presentation on risk assessment. Public 
testimony was received from nine different speakers, including representatives of local 
government, the Citizens Advisory Commission, Greenpeace, and the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. Review of transcripts from the May 15-16, 
1996 meeting of the Commission do not reflect any specific discussion of either carbon 
filtration of stack gases in general or the UMCDF PFS specifically. 

In June DEQ held a fourth public hearing in Hermiston, Oregon. The public 
comment period that was due to close on June 17 was extended through November 15, 
1996 due in part to the Commission's desire to hold the comment period open until the 
NRC published a new review of alternative technologies, which was due to be published 
in early fall. 

In July the Commission received a presentation from DEQ staff and the DEQ risk 
assessment contractors responding to risk assessment issues brought up during the May 
work session. During a discussion of the conservative assumptions that were used in the 
health risk assessment, Ref. 

7 the DEQ permit writer pointed out that "carbon filters are not 
credited with any emission reduction at the common stack even though we predict further 
removal of emissions including dioxins and other organics from these exhaust data." 
This is the first specific mention of the PFS carbon filters that could be found in the 
record (although dioxin emission were freq iently di cussed during the previous 
meetings). 

At the same meeting U.S. Army representatives responded to questions 
concerning safety and alternative permitting scenarios. Note c During the Army's 
description of the facility there was a brief exchange about the carbon filter systems 
between then-Chairman Lorenzen of the Commission and Lt. Colonel Ontiveros of the 
Army. The exchange highlights that as late as July 1996 there was still uncertainty about 
whether the PFS was actually going to be installed: 

Note c At the time the EQC was considering the possibility of requiring neutralization for disposal of the 
mustard agent in the Umatilla stockpile. 
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Chairman Lorenzen: Will the Umatilla facility have the charcoal filters on it? 

L TC Ontiveros: [The] Umatilla facility has the charcoal filters inside our permit. 

However [the Army is] evaluating what exactly is the performance of that 

particular unit. .. 

Chairman Lorenzen: I would like to have, ultimately, whether this be from staff or 

others, a little more discussion on the status of the requirement of carbon 

filters within the permit, whether that is something that is there [and] what 

are the considerations in keeping it in or keeping it out?" 

On August 8, 1996 Ref 
8 the DEQ enlisted the assistance of the Oregon State 

University (OSU) Chemical Engineering Department to provide additional engineering 
assistance to respond to questions about dioxin emissions that were raised during the July 
Commission meeting. (Ecology and Environment, the DEQ's risk assessment contractor, 
also responded to questions about how dioxin was modeled in the health risk assessment.) 
OSU was asked to answer questions about how dioxin is formed and how much dioxin 
might be formed under different combustion conditions and with different waste feeds. 
OSU was also asked what would be the "state of the art design technology" to prevent 
dioxin formation in a combustion process. OSU was also asked to provide the "essential 
design elements of a pollution abatement system for controlling dioxin emissions from a 
combustion process." The answers to these last two questions were an important basis by 
which the Commission made the decision to require the Army to install the PFS at 
UMCDF. 

TOCDF, the disposal facility in Utah commenced chemical agent disposal 
operations on August 22, 1996 and continues to operate to this day (no PFS was ever 
installed). On the same day that TOCDF operations started, the Commission began a 
two-day work session in Hermiston that included a tour of the Umatilla Army Depot and 
a question and answer period on various Umatilla subjects including proposed federal 
legislation, alternative technologies, dioxin emissions, and stockpile storage risks. Dr. 
Kristina Iisa of the OSU Chemical Engineering Department attended a portion of the 
work session to briefly answer questions specifically related to dioxin emissions. Noted 

During an evening session the Commission heard public testimony from 30 
people. The following day the Commission received a presentation from DEQ staff 
concerning the issue of how the Commission would decide whether incineration 

Note d There is no transcript of the portion of this meeting when Dr. Iisa spoke with the Commission, and 
the audiotape was of poor quality. However, Dr. Iisa was only before the EQC for a short time and at that 
point had not prepared any written responses to the questions posed to OSU two weeks prior. Additional 
and more in-depth discussions regarding dioxin control occurred at the November 15, 1996 meeting. 
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represented "Best Available Technology." The presentation included videos provided by 
alternative technology vendors. The Commission agreed on a list of six evaluation 
criteria to be used as a basis for the finding of Best Available Technology. 

On September 27 the Commission held another work session R ef. 
9 in Portland and 

heard public testimony from the Oregon Environmental Council, Greenpeace, the Oregon 
Center for Environmental Health and a member of a DEQ Air Quality Advisory 
Committee. DEQ staff presented a draft staff report concerning each of the Commission 
findings that had to be made before approving the UMCDF HW Permit. There was also 
a presentation of possible additional permit conditions to be incorporated into the HW 
Permit in response to public comments and Commission concerns. Ref. IO R ef. ll One of the 
conditions that the Department proposed to add to the HW Permit required that the 
Permittees "build and operate" the PFS and that any proposal to remove the PFS would 
be a Class 3 permit modification request requiring Commission approval. However, this 
particular permit condition was not specifically discussed during the meeting. 

In early September the NRC Panel on Review and Evaluation of Alternative 
Chemical Disposal Technologies published a report titled ''Review and Evaluation of 
Alternative Chemical Disposal Technologies." Ref. 

12 The report evaluated alternative 
disposal technologies for only the two bulk storage sites Note e in Maryland and Indiana. 
The report recommended the use of neutralization followed by bi ode gradation for the 
mustard agent HD stored in Maryland and neutralization (followed by off-site treatment) 
of the nerve agent VX stored in Indiana. Notef 

Also in September the "Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Phase I 
Quantitative Risk Assessment" Ref. 

13 (Phase I QRA) was published by Science 
Applications International Corporation (SAIC), an Army contractor. The Phase I QRA 
assessed the catastrophic risks associated with storing, handling, and processing the 
chemical stockpile. The Phase I QRA did not assess the risks of the PFS because the PFS 
design was not yet complete. The Phase I QRA concluded that the risk of injury or dea,th 
from an incident during storage far exceeded the potential risks cissociated with disposing 
of the stockpile. 

In October, as part of a regular meeting in Astoria, the Commission heard a 
presentation on the status of emergency response issues. Presenters include Umatilla and 
Morrow County Commissioners, the U.S. Army, Oregon Emergency Management, 

Note e The stockpiles in Maryland and Indiana contain storage containers only and do not include any 
"assembled" chemical munitions such as rockets, artillery shells, or land mines. 

Notef The EQC had been waiting for the publication of this report, and had extended the public comment 
period earlier in the summer so that the report could be considered. However, the EQC is somewhat 
disappointed that the analysis of alternatives focused only on disposal of bulk containers of chemical agent 
and provides no insight to alternatives to assembled chemical weapons. 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the Project Manager for the Chemical 
Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program. This meeting was focused on emergency 
management issues and no discussion of carbon filters was noted in the record. 

As part of its regular meeting in Portland on November 15 the Commission had 
another work session and public forum. The Commission heard a presentation from the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. The Tribes called for additional 
public involvement, further evaluation of alternatives, construction of a reconfiguration 
facility, and appointment of a Governor's task force. Several groups testified during the 
public forum in support of the Tribes' proposal urging a "moratorium" on issuing the 
permit. During the work session the Commission heard again from Dr. Iisa of OSU and 
again reviewed the DEQ' s revised "Findings" staff report (originally presented at its 
September meeting) and the draft "Best Available Technology Report" from DEQ and its 
contractor. 

During the meeting Dr. Iisa presented her answers to each of the questions posed 
by the DEQ regarding the formation and control of dioxin in combustion systems. Dr. 
Iisa's report Ref.

14 concluded that: 

1. Sulfur inhibits dioxin formation; 

2. Other factors are more important in setting dioxin emissions than the chlorine 
content in the feed; 

3. The dioxin emissions from UMCDF will not be significantly different than 
emissions from similar plants burning natural gas only (even without the 
carbon filters); 

4. The design of the incinerator is not important as long as proper combustion 
conditions are maintained; 

5. The most important features of a pollution abatement system for minimization 
of di·oxin emissions are rapid cooling of the flue gases and removal of dioxin 
by carbon filters (UMCDF employs both methods); and 

6. No other method offers better dioxin removal than activated carbon filters. 

During her testimony before the Commission Dr. Iisa pointed out that there are 
benefits of the carbon filter system aside from additional dioxin control, such as buffering 
capacity for other emissions or for accidental releases of agent. Dr. Iisa pointed out that 
because of the excess adsorption capacity inherent in a fixed bed carbon filter that "even 
if you have a higher concentration in the inlet to the carbon filter, you will still have 
about the same concentration at the outlet . .. " Ref. JS The Commission also learned at this 
meeting that the carbon filter system is also capable of removing mercury from the 
system. 
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On November 22 the Commission met in Pendleton R ef. l
6 to hear final briefings 

from the U.S. Army and DEQ staff and to discuss again each of the findings and 
proposed hazardous waste permit conditions developed by the DEQ in response to 
Commission and public concerns. At this meeting each member of the Commission 
indicated that he or she would vote to find that incineration is the "best available 
technology." Chairman Lorenzen was clear that his finding of best available technology 
was based in large part on the inclusion of the PFS in the design. After each of the other 
findings was discussed and approved, the Commission and the Department reviewed each 
of the new permit conditions that were being proposed for inclusion in the hazardous 
waste permit. R ef. l

7 The proposed permit condition presented at this meeting regarding 
the PFS stated that: 

"Permittee shall build and operate the PAS Filter Systems in accordance with 
[the application]. Any future modification request that includes removal of the 
PAS Filter System shall be decided by the Commission. The Commission must 
make a finding of the two criteria at ORS 466.055(3) and 466.055~) . and then 
decide on the modification request as a class three modification." ote g 

The Department also pointed out to the Commission that there were additional 
conditions being added to the permit related to PFS operational parameters, such as inlet 
temperature and moisture limitations. No specific mention was made about the revision 
to the permit conditions related to each incinerator meeting performance standards and 
emission limits "before entering" the carbon filters. 

After extensive discussion through the remainder of the day about proposed 
permit conditions the Commission instructed DEQ staff to prepare a final permit with the 
additional conditions as imposed by the Commission and other changes as approved and 
also to prepare a Commission Order with Findings and Conclusions for signature by the 
Chairman. It was agreed that the Department would prepare a draft Order for 
Commission review and the final Order of the Commission would be reviewed and 
approved by the Commission at a later meeting as soon as the document was prepared. 

Between November 22, 1996 and January 30, 1997 the Department worked with 
the Attorney General's office and drafted the "Findings and Conclusions of the 
Commission and Order." The Department also incorporated the additional conditions 
into the hazardous waste permit and prepared the final documents. The draft Order and 

Note g The statutory references are to requirements applicable to new hazardous waste treatment facilities, 
namely that the EQC must find that the "proposed facility uses the best available technology" and that the 
proposed facility will have no "major adverse effect" on public health and safety or the environment of 
adjacent lands. 
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the final hazardous waste permit were transmitted to the Commission members Note 1r on 
January 30, 1997. Ref. lB 

On February 7, 1997 the Commission held a special teleconference meeting to 
approve the final revisions to the HW Permit and the "Findings and Conclusions of the 
Commission and Order" (included as Attachment J to this Staff Report). The final 
version of the permit condition specifically related to the PFS removed the requirement to 
revisit the "Best Available Technology" finding in the event of major modification to the 
PFS, although the requirement that any.proposed change be a Class 3 modification 
requiring commission approval was retained. The final HW Permit condition (II.R.) 
related to the inclusion of the PFS stated that: 

"Permittee shall build and operate the Pollution Abatement System (PAS)/PAS 
Filter Systems in accordance with [the application]. Removal of any component 
of the PAS filter Systems, including but not limited to, the quench tower, venturi 
scrubber, packed scrubber tower, demister, or carbon filter system shall be a 
Class 3 permit modification and shall require Commission approval." · 

In addition to the change above, additional wording was added to HW Permit 
Conditions VI.A.1. and VII.A.8. requiring that performance standards be met "before 
entering each incinerator's carbon filter system." Note i During the discussion after the 
Commission had moved to approve the documents before them, Chairman Lorenzen 
made the following statement: Ref. l 9 

" ... for the record I want to stress two aspects in particular of what has been 
added to the permit conditions as a result of Commission action. First is the 
addition and strengthening of the language, although in the original permit the 
carbon filters were in fact part of the permit, but the Commission did strengthen 
the language relating to carbon filters. And I want to say that in my mind the 
conclusion of best available technology is specifically dependent upon the 
utilization of carbon filters on the exhaust of each of the incinerators. The permit 
has been written in such a manner that the discharge standards must be met 
before entering into the carbon filters, and the carbon filters will then provide an 
additional degree of environmental protection, and that degree is not slight. 

"According to the testimony which we heard, in Europe the experience with 
carbon filters, activated carbon filters, has been that the further reduction of 

Note " The January 30, 1997 transmittal memo indicates that two attachments to the Order (one of which 
was the summary of public comments and Commission's responses, including the listing of specific 
conditions added to the pennit) were not included in the transmittal, but the transcript of the February 7, 
1997 indicates that the attachments were sent to the Commission prior to the meeting. 
Note i The addition of the phrase "before entering" to these permit conditions was never specifically 
discussed or called out in the meeting, although Chairman Lorenzen did mention the requirement during 
the discussion. 



dioxin has been in the order of magnitude of five-hundred to fifteen-hundred 
times. I don't mean to quibble with that or state that as a fact, but that is the 
testimony we heard, and my conclusion that this is best available technology is 
specifically dependent upon the additional protection that will be provided by 
these filters. I recognize they are expensive and they are difficult to operate but 
they are an integral part of this permit. And that if there is a substantial- a 
request for modification to these filter systems, in my mind it would then open the 
permit again for a thorough re-evaluation of best available technology." N otej 

At the conclusion of the discussion the Commission unanimously adopted the 
Order and approved the UMCDF HW Permit. The Order was signed on February 10, 
1997. Ref. 

20 The Anny awarded the Umatilla construction and operation contract to 
Raytheon Demilitarization Company and construction of the Umatilla Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility was started in June, 1997. That same month the Commission denied a 
"Petition for Reconsideration" of its permit decision that was filed by GASP, the local 
opposition group based in Hermiston. 

In August 1997, after the Commission denied the Petition for Reconsideration, 
GASP filed a "Petition for Review" Ref. 

21 with the Multnomah County Circuit Court in 
Portland, Oregon. This lawsuit has become known as "GASP I." The Petition 
challenged the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility permits issued in February 
1997, stating that the findings and conclusions of the DEQ and the Commission were 
"not supported by substantial evidence," and "failed to comply with state and federal 
requirements." The design and safety of the PFS was one of many issues listed in the 
Petition. 

In September the NRC Stockpile Committee published "Risk Assessment and 
Management at Deseret Chemical Depot and the Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility." Ref. 

22 The NRC recommended that "the Anny should proceed with the 
application of its proposed [Quantitative Risk Assessment] methodology for evaluating 
the use of PAS carbon filters on a site specific basis. For consistency with the HRA 
[.Health Risk Assessment] assumptions, the QRA 8huulu takt: into at;t;uw1t the possible 
sudden release of agent that may have accumulated on the filter at a gas concentration 
equal to the lower detection limit." The report also briefly discussed the state of the PFS 
design and offered suggestions concerning the type of risks that should be evaluated. 

In November 1997 the UMCDF Permittees submitted a Class 2 Permit 
Modification Request with a Temporary Authorization Request titled "Carbon Filter 

Note j Although Chairman Lorenzen clearly indicated that in his mind the presence of the carbon filters was 
part of his finding of Best Available Technology, none of the other Commissioners ever explicitly stated 
that same opinion. In addition, the final version of the permit condition approved by the Commission had 
clearly been modified from the original proposal to remove any reference to re-visiting the statutory 
findings in the event of major modification to the PAS carbon filter systems. 
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Systems and Removal of the Acid Wash System." Ref. 
23 This Class 2 Permit 

Modification was the first proposed design change to the PFS since the preliminary 
design was included in the Permit Application in 1995. 

In October 1998 the U.S. Army Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization 
published a Letter Report titled "Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Pollution 
Abatement Filter System Summary of Risk Assessment Results." Ref. 

24 The document 
stated that "The results ... indicate that the current plan to install and operate the PFS at 
UMCDF remains the best course of action for maximizing human health and 
environmental protection." Also in October, there was a hearing for oral arguments in 
the GASP I case before Judge Michael Marcus of the Multnomah County Circuit Court. 

In November 1998 the Department approved the Class 2 Permit Modification 
R b · d h · Note k H h D , l Ref. 25 equest su m1tte t e prev10us year. owever, t e epartment s approva 
was conditional and required UMCDF to provide updates to certain specifications and 
add some additional permitted instruments. There are also several requirements listed in 
the conditional approval related to trial burn plans and trial burns. 

In December 1998 Judge Marcus ruled in the GASP I case. Ref. 
26 He found that 

"apart from one critical ambiguity, the findings, conclusions, and procedures of the 
respondents [DEQ/EQC] were consistent with applicable law, supported by substantial 
evidence in the record as of the time that record closed, and within the discretion afforded 
to the respondents." 

The "critical ambiguity" identified by the Court related to how much the 
Commission relied on the PFS to make its finding that the Umatilla facility used the 
"Best Available Technology." The Court remanded the February, 1997 Order (which 
granted the permits to the Umatilla facility) back to the Commission to "determine what 
role the PAS carbon filters play[ ed] in their analysis." 

During 1999 the UMCDF Permittees continued to study and revise the design and 
operation of the PFS. Two Class 2 Permit Modification Requests were submitted to 
update and/or upgrade the incinerator pollution abatement systems, including changes 

Notek The UMCDF Permittees submitted a significant amount of"supplemental" material afier the close of 
the comment period on this permit modification request. The Department deemed the new material 
significant enough to require the opening of a second comment period. 
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related to the PFS. Notet In addition, a Class 1 Permit Modification Request was 
submitted to update one of the specifications in the Permit Application related to the 
PFS.Notem 

In response to the Order from the Circuit Court the Commission took written 
comments during an open public comment period and on March 19, 1999 issued a 
"Clarifying Order" (Included as Attachment K to this Staff Report). The Clarifying 
Order stated that the Commission "did not rely on PAS carbon filters in finding that the 
baseline incineration technology is the best available technology for destruction of agent 
at Umatilla," and that the Commission required the inclusion of the PAS carbon filters for 
"an additional measure of safety." Ref. 

27 Adoption of the Clarifying Order on March 19 
carried with four "yes" votes and one abstention. Ref. 

28 The abstaining Commissioner 
was appointed in 1997 to fill the position left vacant by the departure of Henry Lorenzen 
and so had not been on the Commission at the time of the 1997 Order. 

After a hearing for oral arguments held on June 1, 1999 the Court ruled that the 
March 1999 Clarifying Order satisfactorily resolved the ambiguity identified by the Court 
in its December 6, 1998 Ruling. Consequently, Judge Marcus affirmed the February 
1997 Order of the Commission granting the permits for the Umatilla facility. Ref. 

29 

During the June hearing the DEQ and the Commission agreed to hold further proceedings 
to address the issues related to the carbon filter system that had been brought forth by 
GASP. (DEQ and EQC also agreed to treat a letter that the Petitioners sent to the 
Commission in December, 1998, as a request for revocation of the permits.) Noten 

In accordance with the agreement with the Court in June, the Commission opened 
a 60-day public comment period on July 19, 1999 to invite comment on whether the 
pollution abatement system carbon filters should be retained at UMCDF. On August 19 
the Commission held a special work session and heard presentations from the National 
Research Council, the U.S. Army, Raytheon Demilitarization Company, Noteo and 
representatives from GASP. Ref. 

30 (Just a few days before this work session the NRC 
Stockpile Commitlee hau relta~tJ a tepoft titled "Carbon Filtration for Reducii-ig 

Note 
1 "Deactivation Furnace System Pollution Abatement System Design Upgrade" [Tracking Number 

UMCDF-99-036-DFS(2)], approved by the Department on February 9, 2001 ; and "Metal Parts Furnace and 
Associated Pollution Abatement System Update" [UMCDF-99-044-MPF(2)], approved by the Department 
on December 18, 1999. 

Note m Update to Specification 15987 for the Pollution Abatement System (PAS) Filter Units [UMCDF-99-
042-CONS(lR)], approved by the Department on August 4, 2000. 

Note n In July 1999 GASP appealed the Circuit Court's GASP I ruling with the Oregon Court of Appeals 
and in August 1999 GASP filed a new "Petition for Review" with the Circuit Court (GASP II) challenging 
the March 19, 1999 "Clarifying Order" issued by the EQC. The GASP I appeal is still pending. 

Note 
0 Raytheon Demilitarization Company is now known as Washington Demilitarization Company. 

- CMng~in UM~DF Co111pliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page I-14 



Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration." Ref 
31

) On November 19, 1999 the 
Department presented a staff report Ref 

32 to the Commission that recommended that the 
PFS be retained as part of the UMCDF design. The Commission concurred with the 
Department's recommendation and declined to remove the requirement that the PFS be 
installed and operated at UMCDF (a partial copy of the 1999 staffreport is included as 
Attachment L of this Staff Report). 

After the August work session, but before the November 19, 1999 decision to 
retain the PFS in the UMCDF design, a separate public comment period was opened to 
consider the "Request for Revocation" filed by the GASP Petitioners in December, 1998. 
The comment period on the Revocation Request opened on October 17, 1999. The 
November 19 meeting of the Commission included an opportunity for GASP to present 
oral testimony to the Commission related to the Revocation Request. Ref 

33 The comment 
period was held open through December 18, 1999 (four written comments were 
received) . · 

2000-2002 

During 2000 the Permittees submitted two more Class 1 Permit Modification 
Requests related to the PFS, both of which involved updates to PFS specification sections 
in the Permit Application. Notep On May 18, 2000 the Department presented a staff report 
to the Commission in the matter of the Request for Revocation of the UMCDF permits by 
GASP (the meetings and activities related to retaining the PFS were considered part of 
the Revocation Request proceedings). The Department recommended that the Request 
for Revocation be denied. Because of the absence of one of the Commissioners and the 
voluminous amount of written material and oral testimony received the Commission 
decided to delay a final decision until its next meeting. On July 14, 2000 the 
Commission voted unanimously to deny the Request for Revocation. Ref 

34 

On June 19, 2000 Judge Marcus of the Circuit Court affirmed the March 1999 
Commission "Clarifying Order" related to the role that the carbon filters had played in 
the finding that incineration was "Best Available Technology." Ref 

35 GASP filed an 
appeal on July 17, 2000 with the Oregon Court of Appeals (the case, known as "GASP 
II," is still pending with the Court of Appeals). 

In November 2000 the Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal System 
(JACADS) completed the destruction of the chemical agent stockpile on Johnston Atoll. 
Processing of secondary waste and other closure activities commenced. Spent carbon 
from building filters (no PFS was ever installed on the incinerator pollution abatement 

Note P "Update to Specification Section 15828 Pollution Abatement System (PAS) Filter System (PFS) 
Clean Liquor Air Cooler" [UMCDF-00-001-CONS(IR)] and "Design Modifications to Specification 
Section 15829, PFS Gas Reheater [UMCDF-00-014-CONS(IR)], both approved by the Department on 
August 4, 2000. 
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systems) was incinerated in the Deactivation Furnace System (the same system that the 
DEQ expects to be proposed for UMCDF). 

In July 2001 the UMCDF Permittees submitted a Class 1 Permit Modification 
Request to update Specification 15987 (Specification for Pollution Abatement System 
(PAS) Filter Units). The Request was approved by the Department on October 26, 2001. 

2002-2004 

In January 2002 personnel from the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) visited 
UMCDF to assess the feasibility of the chemical agent monitoring scheme between the 
various banks of carbon filters within the PFS. The CDC concluded that the existing 
monitoring scheme was "infeasible and probably unnecessary" and recommended 
consideration of a new sampling scheme. Ref. 

36 The CDC concluded that "the possibility 
for breakthrough of agent [through the PFS] appears remote." In response to the 
observations of the CDC the UMCDF submitted a Class 2 Permit Modification Request 
on March 25, 2003 titled "Carbon Filter System Agent Monitoring Changes." Note q (The 
Request was approved by the Department on January 9, 2004.) 

On July 7, 2002, after a public comment process, the Department granted 
approval to UMCDF to begin hazardous waste operations. The HW Permit requirement 
that an incinerator's PFS be online at all times hazardous waste is being fed has remained 
unchanged since the UMCDF permit was issued in early 1997. In early 2003 UMCDF 
conducted its first "Surrogate Trial Bum" (STB) on Liquid Incinerator 1 (LIC 1). The 
STB include "spiking" of metals into the waste feed to simulate the metals content in the 
chemical agent and munitions. The LICl STB results indicated that the incinerator met 
all of the emission limits and performance standards, regardless of whether or not the 
PFS was ollline. Note ' Shakedown and testing of the Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) 
was also being conducted in 2003. Results of preliminary testing conducted throughout 
2003 indicated that, unlike LICl, the DFS would have difficulty meeting some of the 
metal emission limits when the furnace was operated at the planned feed rates and with 
tne P FS ofilme. 

On September 16, 2003 the UMCDF Permittees submitted a Class 3 Permit 
Modification Request [UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3)] titled "Change in Incinerator Emissions 
Compliance Point." The modification request proposed to eliminate the requirement that 
the incinerators meet emission limits before the PFS and instead UMCDF should be 

Note q Carbon Filter System Agent Monitoring Changes [UMCDF-03-014-PFS(2)], approved by the 
Department on January 9, 2004. 

Note r To demonstrate that the incinerators can meet emission limits "before entering" the PFS, surrogate 
trial burn sampling was conducted with the PFS both "online" and "offline" because sampling in the 
ductwork before the PFS when it is online is not possible due to extreme negative pressure conditions. 
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allowed to measure emissions after stack gases pass through the PFS. Part of the stated 
justification for the permit modification was that on September 30, 2003 new metals 
emission standards were going into effect for UMCDF. The new standards are contained 
in 40 CFR 6~ (Subpart EBE) and are referred to as the Maximum Achievable Control 
Technology (MACT) standards. MACT standards apply at the point emissions enter the 
atmosphere (which in UMCDF's case means a point after the PFS carbon filters). 
Consequently, without a change in the HW Permit UMCDF would be required to comply 
with one set of emission standards after the PFS and a different set of emission standards 
(the RCRA standards) before the PFS. 

A 60-day public comment period on the "Change in Incinerator Emissions 
Compliance Point" was held open from September 17 through November 17, 2003 (a 
public information meeting was held on October 21, 2003). The DEQ issued a ''Notice 
of Deficiency" (NOD) on November 5, 2003, which the Permittees responded to on 
December 1, 2003. On January 14, 2004 the Department made a tentative decision to 
recommend that the Commission approve the proposed modification. DEQ opened a 45-
day public comment period on January 14, 2004. On February 5 the Commission heard 
oral testimony on the proposed modification and the DEQ also held a public hearing in 
Hermiston on February 18, 2004. The comment period closed on March 1, 2004. 

The Surrogate Trial Burn on the Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) was 
completed in October, 2003. As expected, results indicated that the DFS was unable to 
meet emission limits (both RCRA and the new MACT standards) for some metals under 
some conditions when the PFS was offline. The STB on the Metal Parts Furnace was 
completed on February 1, 2004. Final results are not yet available, but preliminary test 
results indicate that the Metal Parts Furnace was able to meet its performance standards 
and emission limits, even with the PFS offline. The second liquid incinerator (LIC2) is 
scheduled to undergo a STB in late May or early June, 2004. 

[References begin on the following page.] 
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ATTACHMENT J 

"Findings of the Commission and Order" 
Environmental Quality Commission 

February 1997 

(Appendices 1 and 2 to the Order are omitted here) 

(DEQ Item No. 98-1458) 

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) 
"Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point" 

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
May 20-21 , 2004 Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



.... 

,j_ 
I 

BEFOl:<.E THE ENVIR.ONMENTJl.T· Q'OALITY COMMLSSION 

OF THE s·r.;;TE OF OREGON 

.:. In the Ma.c.ter of the Application of 
the Uriited States Army for a Permit 

4 to Con.stri1c:t ar ... d Operate a Chemic;::al 
Weapons Demilitarization Facility at 

5 the Umati l la Chemi_cal Depot. 

FINDINGS .A£.J"'D CDNCLU3IONS 
OF TEE COMMISSION 
A.....\lD ORDER 

6 General Back g r ound F i n d i ngs 

7 ·Thi s is a proceeding in whic h the United States Army 

8 (the J.\rmy) seeks a hazardous waste t reatment permit for 

9 _ccnstructj.ori and operation of incinerator facilities to dest~oy 

10 chemical wea.pons· stored at the Umatilla· Chemical Oepot. The 

1.1 Commiss.i.on -has jurisdiction pursuant to ORS 466 . .'005 _et seq:. 

1.2 2 - The Umatilla Chemical Depot is a fa.cility m.i-ned and 

J.,3 oper;-::.ted b~( the Department of the Army. The identification 
) 

l4 number of this facility {s OR6 2 1 3 820 9 1 7 . 

15 3. The Umatilla Chemi.cal De9ot. ·encompasses a.pproximat.ely 

J.6 20,0CO acres · in Morrow and Um?-tii l a counties. 

17 4. In September 1994, the U:.iatilla Chemical. Depot finished 

18 destruction or ):emoval cf all · conventional munitions from 

19 storage 1 leaving only chemical agent in storage. 

20 5. The Umat-.illa Chemical Depot is currently listed for 

21 base realignment and closure following the completion of its 

22 ::::urrent mis a ion to destroy the chemical· a.gent stockpile. 

23 6. ~·rom 1962 to 1.969 t _he Umatil.la Chemical Depot receiYed 

24 chemical warfare munitions for storage t hat included the nerve 

25 agents GS ialso ·known as Sarin) and \TX, and t he blister agent HD 

25 (also known as mustard) . 
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1 7. From 1969 to the present, t.he Umatilla Chemical Depot 

2 has continued to store chemical agent munitions termed 

3 "stockpile" munitions. 

4 8. The Department of Defense Authorization Act of 1 986 

5 (Public Law 99-145.) directed the Secretary of Defense to d~velop 

6 a program for the disposal of all stockpile chemical agent 

7 munitions. The law req~ired that the stockpile be destroyed by 

8 September 30, 1994. The Army subsequently p~oceeded with a pilot 

~·. ~gent i ncineration program at the mid-Pacific J 9.hnston Atoll . 

10·' 9 . .In response to Public Law 99-145 the Army established 

. 11: "the Office of the P~ogram Manager fo~ Chemical Demilitarization 

12 with the r~sp9nsibility to destroy t he qtockpile . . 

13 10 . Publi'c Law 99-14.5 al.so required that the Se;cretary of 

)14 the Army comp~re and contrast the ~dvantages and disadvantages o f ) 

·\ 
I 

15 disposing of the che mical agentf; and munitions ,at stockp:U~ 

16 storage locatioµs, regional disposal centers , or a national 

17 <disposal center, either.inside or outside. the continent al.United 

18 States. The Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program ('CSDP) · is the 

19 name of the pro9ram to address stockpile destruction. 

20 11. The CSDP program was subjected to review under the 

21 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law 91 -

22 ·190, as amended). The Army proceeded with the NEPA process by 

23 first addressing st'oc kpile de~truction <::m a national level · (e . g . , 

24 whether to proceed with regional or onsite treatment) and then 

25 with site specific· review.· Analysis of risks of t:i;-eatmeni: 

25 I l/ 
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, 
t alternatives and risks of storage were included as part of the 

2 Army's programmatic NEPA review. 

3 12 . The Army issued a F!Nll.L PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

4 STA1'EMENT in January 1988 .. In February 1988, the Army p~omulgated 

5 its Record of Decision (53 Fed Reg 5816-58.17) identifyin$ on-site 

·6 incinerat ion at the continental· stockpile sites as t _he preferred 

7 alternative for disposal of the nation's chemical weapons 

8 stockpile . 

9 13 . In September ·1988, Congres s passed Public Law l 00·-.456 

10 · w~;i.ch ordered an evaluation period known a,s "Opera~i<::m 

11 ,..Y,~rificat ion Testing" (OVT) at · the Joh..!-iston Atoll Chemical Agent 

12- Disposal System (JAClillS) j,ncineration faci;J..ity 1,:o demonstrate 

1.3 safety and effectiveness before testin$ at contine.ntal stockpile_ 

) 14 sites. This law also extended the deadline for the elimi nation 

15 of the stocf:pil~ to April 30 ,· 199.7 . 

1.4 . In February 1990, · t.h,e Army completed the final PH-11.SE 1 

1 7 ENVIROMV!EN'i'AL REPORT FOR DISPOSAL OF CHEMICP....L AGJ::.NTS AND MUNITIONS STORED A'J 

J.8 UMArn.LA DEPO'.r ACTIVITY, -HE;RMISTON, OREGON . 'I'h.i$ :i;-eport was pursl).ant : to 

19 NEPA and wc;i.s for site specific review of onsite treatment at 

20 Umatilla. The PHASE I ENVIRONMJi:N'l'AL REPORT concurred that ons.ite 

21 treatment was appropriate for the ~matilla Chemical .,Depot and 

22 recommep.ded. proceeding with .. a~ Environmental Impact Statement for 

23 onsite incineration . Since.:t:P.;i.s report was issued, the.Army has 

24 proceeded with onsite review and has issued a~ditional 

25 Environmental Impact Analyses. A final Environmental Impact 

26 /II 
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) 1 Statement was issued May 1996 and a "Revised Final Environment·?l-1 

2 Impact Statemer:t" was issued November 1996. 

3 15 . In December 1991, Congress passed Public. Law 102-190 

4 which ·extended the stockpile destruction date to July 31, 19 99. 

5 16. In October 1992, Congress passed Public Law 102-4.84 

6 which extended the stockpile destruction deadline to . December 31, 

7 2004; directed the Army· to submit ~ report to Congre~s on 

8 potential alternatives t o incineration; established ~itizen 

9 advisory commissions in Kentucky, Indiana, and Maryland; apd 

10 ~llowed for establishment of citizen commissions at otper 

11 ,Stockpile sites if requested b_y the G9vernor Qf that Stat~. ·(The 

1 2 Governor of Oregon appointed a Citi zens Demilita~ization Advisory 

13. · ·Committee for the UmatiJ_la C_hemical Depot on August 6, i993.) 

) 14 17. The Army, since 1.966, has requested independent r eview 

) 

15 from the National Academy of Sciences of various.issl,l.es regarding 

·16 chemical agent .demilitarizat:Lon. The National Academy of 

17 Sciences, acting on a request by the Army in 1987, formed a 

18 standing committee from its National Research Council (NRC) to. 

19 review technical issues on chemical demilitarization.· In March 

20 1991, the NRC committee recommended to the Army review of 

2 1 alter nat i v e techno l ogies f or the c h emical stock p ile disposal and 

22 formulation of rec ommend,ations. The Army concurred . This NRC 

23 review culminated in a 1994 NRC report, RECOMMENDATIONS . FOR THE 

24 DISPOSAL OF CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS, that recommended tP.e Army's 

25 baseline incineration program be continued. without delay (but 

2 6 with neut ralizat i on study for the two low- volume bulk sites at 
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f Aberdeen, Maryland and Newport, Indiana) . The report also 

2 recommended adding carbon filters to the proposed incinerators' 

3 pollut.ion abatement systems. The l-1.rmy concurred with the NRC 's 

4 recommendation to add the carbon filters. In 1994 the Army 

5 submitted to Congress the agent destruction alternatives report, 

6 U . S. ARiv.Y 1 S 1'..LTERNATIVE DEMILITARIZATION TE.CHNO,LOGY REPORT TO CONGRESS., 

7 required by Public Law 102-484 which incl~ded an analysis of 

8 information from the NRC report. 

9 ~8. The 1994 NRC report also recomm~nded that site-specific· 

10. ·~;.risk analyses of storage be conducted to confirm the conclusions 

11 ::,~f the '\Final Prog:r:a111matic Environmental Impact ·statement·" and 

12 confirm th~ wisdom in proceeding promptly with stockpile · 

J.3 disposal . In response to this recommendation, the Army di:r;e_cfed 

-~4· that a quantitative ri~k assessment.be developed for the Umatilla 
7 

15 Chemi~al Depot. · The A,rmy i~sued a .report entitled, ·UMA'J;ILL,A 

16 CHEMICAL P>GENT DISPOSAL' FACILITY PHASE 1 QUANTITATIVE .. RISK AsSESS~T, in 

17 September 1996. The report concluded th.at t!J.e risk of disposal 

18 processing ~s significantly less than the risk of continued 

19 storage. 

20 19. The Army has continued analysis of the· issue of 

21 examining alternative technologies for the t wo low-,level bulk 

22 agent sites. The Army solicited alternative technology proposals 

23 for the two low- volume bulk sites in August 199~, and requested 

24 the NRC to re-review and evaluate the-status o~ .a limited number 

25 of maturing alter~1ative technologies. The NRC issued its report 

26 entitled REVIEW AND EV.ALu.l\TION OF P...LTERNATIVE CHEMICAL DISPOSlU. TECHNOLOGIES 
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l in October 1996., The l'>TRC report recommended neutralization for 

2 the bulk sites located at Aberdeen, Maryl~nd and Ne\vport, 

3 Indiana. This report reviewed treatment for bulk liquid agents 

4 and metal containers and did not review poss i ble alternative 
~ 

5 t echnolog·ies for energetic (i.e . , explosive} materials or 

6 munition casings such as those at Umatilla . 

7 20. Congress passed Public I.aw 104- 201 (Defense. 

8 Authorizat i on Act for Fiscal Year 1997) conta:i,ning a requirement 

9 th~t a report be submitted_ by the Army to Congress that reviews 

10 alternative~·technologies for the disposal of assembled chemical 

ll mu:nitions. _This repor.t must be submit.ted by December 31,, 1997. 

12 The Army hc,s in,formed the Governor· of Oregon that because the 

l3 risk of continued storage of age~t- at Umat i lla is substantially 

) 14 greater than risks -f:i;-orn incineration, · and because incineration at ) 

lS this time is the oply mature technology available, it desires to 

l6 pursue the haza:r.Cl.ous. waste treatment permit for b.aseline 

17 incineration at Umatilla. 

l8 2l . The U. S. apd 130 .other nations sig4ed what is called 

l9 the Chemical Weapons Convention in January 1993 . The Senate, 

20 however, has not ratified this treaty. The treaty would mandate 

21 an international timet~ble to completely destroy chemical agent 

22 ·stockpiles, and would.require irreversible destruction. 

23 General Find ings Pertaining to Permi t Devel opment 

24 22 . Anticipating the need to destroy the agent stockpile in 

25 accorQ.ance with Public Law 99-145, in September 1 986 the Army 

26 submitted its first permit application to the Oregon Department 
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l of Environmental Quality (Department ) for a h aza rdous waste 
j 

2 treatment permit for the construction and operation of a new 

3 hazardous waste incineration facility at the Umatilla Chemical 

4 Depot pursuant to . 40 CFR § 270.lO(a), adopted by OAR 34 0 - 100 - 00 2, 

5 and pursuant to .ORS§ 466.055, et seq. 

6 23. In February 1987, the Department issued t o the Army a 

7 first notice of deficiency (NOD) on the Umatilla hazardous waste 

8 treatment permit application . The NOD was iss.ued pursuant to 40 

9 CFR § 124 . 3 which is adopted by Oregon rule OAR 340-100-002. The 

10 NOD'.' listed 57 issues to be a.ddressed before th~ applicatio):l could 

1 1 · pef considered c;:omplete . · 

12 ' · 24 . In Mar9h 1987, the Army submitted its firs·t Air 

13 Contaminant Di;scharge Permit applicat;i.on to the .Department in 

\ 
-:J14 accordance with OAR 340-28-1720. Pursuant to OAR 340-28-1900 the 

15 Army may not build and operate the facility until an . Air 

16 Con.taminant Discharge Permit :i,.s =issued by · the Department. 

17 2 5 . · The ·.!U'my responded in June 19 8 7 t o the · Department' s ... ,_ 

18 first NOD by updating the permit application. 

19 26 . During 1987 a nd 1 988, the Department issued to the Anµy 

20 a second NOD for the Umati·lla hazardous waste treatment permit 

21 application. The NOD listed 96 iss.ues to be addressed by the 

22 applicant· in order for the application to be considered complete. 

23 27. In October 1990, tr.he Army responded to the Department's 

24 second NOD for the Umatilla hazardous waste treatment permit 

·25 a,pplication. 

26 Il l 
)1 

/ . 
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28. In May 1991, · t .he: Army re-submitted t.he app],ication to 

2 the Department for an air contaminant discharge permit for the 

3 Umatilla Chemical Depot. 

4 29 . In January 1992, · the Department issued to the Army a 

5 thirµ NOD on the Umatilla hazardous waste treatment pe~mit 

6 application. · T~e third NOD listed 60 issues to be addressed . 

7 30. In November 1992 1 the Army responded to the 

8 Department's third NOD on the hazardous waste . treat~ent permit 

9 applic;,itior'. 

lO 31 . In April 1993, the pepartment issued to the Army a 

J.l · f9urt,h NOD on the hazardous waste treatment permit app).icat:ion. 

:)..2 The fourth NOD lj_sted 19 .issues to b e addressed. 

J.3 3 2 . . .J;n June 1~9:?, the, Army responded to th~ ·D~partment' s 

)14. fourth NOD. 

) 

15 33 . In Ju:}.y 1993, the Department ;:i.nd t:he Army enterei;f into 

16 an Intergovernmental.·Cooperat,ive Ag::;-eef(lent for the continued 

17 review and process.ing of" the- ha;zarqous waste treatment p~:rmit 

18 application. 

19 34. · In March 1994, the Departi:nent issu~d to the Army a 

20 f ift,h NOD on the Umatilla hazardqus waste treatment pe:r::mit 

21 appl i cation-.- The fifth NOD listed 19 issues to be addressed. 

22 35. In Ap.ril 1994, the Department opened a regional field 

23 offi.ce in Hermiston, Oregon staffed by a DEQ employee designated 

24 as the Umatilla permits coordinator. Thi.s position has had the 

25 primary duty of providing the public with information regarding 

26 II/ 
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· 1 ·th(~ processing· of the hazardous waste and air quality permit r 
2 decisions. 

3 36 . On March 6, 1995, the Army responded to the 

4 Department's fifth NOD with an updated hazardous waste treatment 

5 permit application dated February 1995 . 

6 37 . In August 1995, the Army submitted an updated 

7 application to the Department f<'ff ·an air contaminant dis charge 

8 permit for ·the Umatilla Chemical Depot. 

9·' 38 .. The Department requested f rom the pi.rmy further 

1 O :·information in accordance with 40 CFR 124, 3 (adopted by OAR 

11 .'.f§ 3~0-1.00-002) on March 6, 1996. In accordance ~ith 40 CFR 

12 § 124 ~ 3 , the Army responded to the ·information -request. on 

13 March 21, 1996 with uppa-ted pages for the ha:z;ardous waste 

) 14 treatment permit application. 

/i 
- J 

15 
~eneral Findingi Pertaining t o 

16 Risk Assessment Co~ducted b y t he Department 

l '7 3 9 . During the Department's technic.al review of the 

·1a hazardous waste t reatment perm~t application, the U. S . 

19 Environmental Pro~ection Agency (EPA) issued the DRA.fT NATIONAL 

20 Hl>.ZARDOUS WASTE COMBUSTION STRATEGY (COMB_CTSTION STRATEGY) in May 1993 . . 

21 COMBUSTION STRATEGY adopted a na~ional policy ;requiring a risk 

22 a 'ssessment on the potential emissions from a hazardous waste 

The 

23 incinerator before issuance of a ·draf~ hazardous wast;e treatment 

24 permit for public comment. The COMBUSTION STRATEGY also stated a 

25 preference for the regulatory agency issuing the permit (i . e . , 

26 EPA or t he State review agency) to c onduct the risk assessment . 
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\ l 40. In March J.994, the Department stated in its fifth NOD 
J 

2 that the Department would be conducting a risk assessment in 

3 accordance with the COMBUSTION STRATEGY -

4 41. In April 1994, EPA issued guidance on how to conduct a 

S risk assessment for hazardous waste inci nerators. 

6 42. In October 1994, th~ Department began work with its 

7 contractor, Ecology and Environment, Inc . , to ~onduct a risk 

8 assessment in accordance with the national combustion strategy 

9 following the guidance issued by EPA. 

10 43. On April 5, 1 996, the Department issued a draft 

11 .. hazardous waste treatment permit and a DRAF:T PRE-TRIAL BURN RISK 

12 AsSESSMENT FOR THE J;lROPOSED UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEMILITJ')RIZATION FACILITY. The 

. 13 risk assessment cencluded that t _here wo.uld be no adverse effects 

)14· on either public P,ealth or the environment from the operations of ) 

15 the Umatilla incinerator fae:ility . 

16 
General Findings Pertaining to . 

17 Draft Permit and Public Participation 

18 44. Pursuant to 40 CFR 124.10 (adopted by OAR § 340-100 -

19 002), the Department issued for public comment a draft hazardous.: 

20 waste treatment permit for the Umatilla Chemical Depot on 

21 April S , 1966 . In accordance with 40 CFR 124 . 8 (adopted by OA..'R. § 

2? 340-100-002) , the Department also issued a Fact Sheet which 

23 summarized the draft hazardous waste treatment -permit. In 

24 accordance with 40 CFR 124.10 (adovted by .OP.R § 340-100-002), the 

25 Department sent out to the Umatilla Chemical Depot mailing list a 

26 / // 
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~ Public Notice soliciting comments on t.he. draft hazardous waste 
.I 

2 treatment permit. 

3 45. In accordance with OAR 340-28-1900, the Depart~ent 

4 issued a draft air conta~inant discharge permit for public 

5 comment on A.pr.il 5, 1996. The Department also. developed an AIR 

6 CONTP.MINP.NT D_ISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT, in accordance with 

7 Department policy, which summarizes the Department's review of 

8 th~ air application and rationale for setti~g draft air quality 

9 permit cond·~tions . In accordance with OAR 340-2~ -1710, ~(le 

10 Department i _ssued a Public Noth:e to the Umatilla Chemical D~pot 

11 ~-ai,lin~ list soliciting comment~ on the draft air contaminant 

12 discharge permit. 

13 46. In add.i,tion to soliciting comments fo:r the draft 

).4 hazardous waste treatment permit_ and air conta.minant discharge 
,.,. 

15 permits, the Department i$SUt=d for publ i c notice on Api·il 5, 

16 1996 , an INVITATION TO COMMENT ()N FINDINGS (ORS 466. 055 & ORS 466 . 060) AND 

17 RISK AssESSMENT and mailed the notice to the Umatilla Chemical 

18 Depot ~ailing list. The notice requested comments on the 

19 Department's Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment, ~nd on the ORS §§ 

20 466 . 055 and 466.060 criteria (ORS Criteria) under which ·the 

21 Commission must make findings before a hazardous waste treatment 

2 2 permit can be issued. The Department issued this INVITATION TO 

23 COMMENT to encourage public participation . 

24 ·47 _ The _initial comment period on the draft environmental 

25 permits, risk assessment and ORS 466 criteria was to end at 

26 S:QO p.m. on June 17, J.996 which allowed for a 73-day public 
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1 comment period. The 73-day comment period exceeds the minimum 

2 length of 45 days set forth·in 40 CFR 124.lO(b) (adopted by OAR 

3 § 340~100-002) for the draft hazardous waste tieatment·permit and 

4 the mini mum length. of 30 days set forth in OAR 340-28-1710 for 

5 the draft air contaminant discharge permit. 

6 48 . In accordance with 40 CFR 124 . 10 (adopte~ by OAR§ 340 -

7 100-002) for the draft haz~rdous waste dr~ft treatment pe+mit, 

8 and OAR 340-28-1710 tor the draft air contaminant discharge 

9 p~rmit, four heari ngs were helCl. to accept p\.lblic comment. These 

10 four hearings were held. as follows : 

11 . , On Mav 13, 1996 in Pendleton, Oregon at 7;00 p.m. at th~ 
Pe1~dletcm Convention Center. 

12 

13 

15 

16 

17 

On May 14, i·995 in Ke:p.newick:, Washington at -7 :00 p . m. at 
Kennewick High School .. 

On May 29, t996 in Portland, Oregon at 7 : 00- p.m. at the 
World Trade Center. 

On June 10, 1996 in Her~iston, Oregon at 7:00 p.m . at the 
Hermiston Community Center. 

4 !j . On, Ju,ne 17, 1996 the Department extended the comment 

18 period for the. draft environmental permit .~, risk assess:ment and 

19 the ORS Criteria to November 15, 1996 at ~:00 p.m. · This 

20 extension added an additional 151 days for a total public co~ment 

21 period of 224 days. Extension of the comment period for the 

22 draft hazardous waste treatment permit was in accordance with 40 

23· CFR 124.13 (adopted by OAR§ 340-100-002) and a public notice of 

24: the comment period extension wci.s mailed. to the Umatilla mailing 

25 list in accordance with. 40 CFR 1 24 . 13 (adopted by OAR § 340-100-

26 002) . 
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so .. Based on a r equest f r om a member of the public. at the 

2 No·-tem.ber 1 5, 1996 Commiss i on meeting, the public comment period 

3 was extended to 8:00 a . m. on,November 1 6, 1 996 . 

51. A number of submittals containing comments were 

5 received by the Depart ment at t he close of t he comment period . 

6 The ~ommission was provided complete copies of all comments 

7 received includi ng w·ritten t r anscripts of public t estimony 

8 accepted during public hearings . A summary of the comments 

9 received was tabulated . by . the Department and provi ded to the 

10 Commission at its Nqvember 22, 1996 meeting. Public comment and 

11 subri1ittal s w~re placed i n the adminis trc;itiv·e recor 'd . 

12 General Fi~dings Perta ining t o ·. 
Development of Criteria fin~ings Required 

13 ·by OIJB 466 : 055 , 466,060 and OAR 34;0, ·;Div ision 1.20 

52 . Oregon lay; requires that the Commission mak~ findi~gs · 

15 on 9pecif ic criteri a before a final h aza:cdou s waste t r eatment 

16 permit can be issued . ORS 466.055, 466.060 an.d· OAR 340, Division 

17 120 . 

l8 53. On January, 11, 1996, the ~ommissioI'.\ held a first work 

19 session on t he proposed .Umatilla permit in Portland, Orego n ~nd 

20 was briefed on the proposed permit for incineration of chemical 

21 weapons at tfie Umati;J.,la Chemic~l Depot . Presenters included DEQ 

22 staff and other interested parties. 

23 54 . On April 12, 1996, the Cowmission held a second work 

24 session and was briefed by DEQ staff on the proposed Umatilla 

25 permits and the Commission findings, and received limited public 

26 comment. 
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12 

13 

55. On May 10, 1996, the Commission and the Department 

Director braveled to Utah to tour the Tooel~ chemical 

demilitarization facility . 

56 . On May 16, 19_96, the Commission conducted a third work 

session in Portland, Oregon_ DEQ staff presented information 

about the .air permit and the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Ass~ssment, and 

counsel from the Oregon Department of Justice . described the legal 

requirements and findings necessary".to issue a hazardous waste 

treatment permit. A panel discussion was presented on 

alternatives to incineration . · Presenters incl~ded ·the Army, 

:.v:~.r1dors of three al ternativ.e technologies and Greenpeace ·: 

57. On May 17, · 1·9 96 ,' the Commission received a briefing 

from Oregon _Emergency Management · and Morr;ow Coun ty Emerg~ncy 

)14 Management · co~cerning tpe Chemical Stockpile E~ergency 

Preparedness Program (CSEEP) , Mick l{arrison of. Greenlaw ai1d Dr .. 
/. 

15 

. ]~6 Mary 0 'Brien made presentations. to_ th~ Commission on risk .• 

' ) 

17 assessment. Public testimony was received, including testimony ·-i 

18 from representatives of local government, the Citizens Advisory 

19 Commission, Greenpeace and the Confederated Tribes of the 

20 Umatilla Indian Reservation. 

21 58. On July ll, 1996 , the Commission hP.Jd a fourth work 

22 session in Portland, , Oregon, and received a presentation from 

23 Department staff and the Department's risk assessment c ontractor, 

24 Ecology and Environment, Inc., responding to risk assessment 

25 issues . Army representatives responded to ·questions concerning 

26 safety and alternative permitting scenarios. 
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59 . On August , 22, l996, the Cormnis$ion conducted a fifth 

2 work session in Hermiston, Oregon . The session included a tour 

3 o f the Uma.tilla Chemical Depot . A question- and-answer work 

4 session discussing various Umatilla subjects was held at the 

5 Hermiston.Community Center . Discussion included proposed federal 

6 1,egislation, alternative technologies. and stockpile storage 

7 risks . Professor Iisa of the Chemical. Engine~ring . Department of 

8 Oregon State University, under contract to the Department, 

9 .p.:fovided verbal testimony on expected dioxin emissions from the 

10 p:to~oped Umatilla incinerators . During an evening.session the 

l l C"Q.mmission heard oral public test i mony on the prqposed 

12 ep.vironmental perm:i,t;:.s . 

13 60. On Augl,lst 23, 1996, the <;ommission ·r~cei ved a 

) 14 presentation fr0m Department staff concerning the f inding of 

J.5 "best available techn9logy" that must be mad<;= before a new 

16 hazardous waste treq.tment permit can be issued by the Commission . 

17 The Commission adopted a list· of evaluation criteria · to be 

18 considered for .evaluation of the best available technology . 

1 9 61 . On September 27, 1996, the Commission held a sixth work 

20 session in Portland, Oregon . and heard public testimony from the 

21 Oregon Environmental Council, . Greenpeace and the Oregon Center 

22 for ·Environmental Health. Department staff· presented a draft 

23 staff report concerning Commission findings that must be made 

24 before i ssuance of a hazardo~s waste treatment permit for the 
. . 

25 incineration of :rierve agents at Umci.tilla Chemicc:tl Depot . Th e 

26 Department also presented to the Commission a staff report 
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1 listing draft hazardous waste treatment permit conditions to 

2 address specific conc~rns raised by the Commission at previous 

3 work sessions. 

62 . On November 14, 1~96, the Commission, during a regular 

5 meeting held in Portland, Oregon, heard a presentation from the 

6 Confederat~d Tribes of . the Umatilla Indian Reserva~ion which 

7 proposed a moratorium pending appointment of a Governor's task 

8 force to further evaluate alternat:ives . to incineration of the · 

9 Umatilla Chemical Depot stockpile, and construction of a munition 

10 T"everse assembly facility. 

ll ..• ;: 63 . On November 15, 1996 , the Com~ission held a seventh 

12 work session in Port;t.and, Oregon, reviewing the revised ·FINDINGS 

13 staff report an,d the draft BEST P,..VAILABLE TECHNOLOGY REPORT frOf!\ the 

)14 Depc;i.rtment. Also at the meeting .Prof~ssor Iisa of Oregon State 

15 ·university provided ad,diti9na) testimony to the CoIT\mission.;based 

16 on her October 29, 1996 w~itten report -concerning potential 

1.7 .dioxin e~i13sions from inci neration, 

18 64. ';r'he Commission, before its November 22, 1996 meeting, 

19 received and had the opportunity to review .all public comment 

20 previously reviewed rega-rding the hazardous waste treat ment 

21 permit i~cluding written transcripts of all scheduled public 

22 hearings. 

23 65. On November 22, 1996, the Commission met in Pendleton, 

2 4 Oregon . The Commission heard final briefings fr.om the P....rmy and 

25. Department staff . At this meeting the Commission deliberated the 

2 6 issues, discussed· public concerns as refle.cted i n public 
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1 testimony a.nd c omment and came · to a consensus that. incineration , 
I 
2 as proposed in the Army's hazardous waste treatment permit 

.3 application, is the best available technology. The Commission 

4 · de termined that the remaining statutory findings could be made 

5 and directed Department staff to prepare a final hazardous waste 

6 treatment permit · with additional and modified conditions and. 

7 technical . corrections. 

8 66. An Administrative Record has been cqmpiled and is 

9 maintained at the Department's Eastern Regiori office in Bend. l\..n 

10 ±ndex to the Administrative Record is attached to this document 

ll -ci.s Appendix l. 

12 Finding.s and Co.nclusiqns Required b y St~tute and Regulation 

l3 67 . ORS 466.055, ORS 466.060 Ct.nd OAR 340, D;i.visio n 120 

R4 require that ce!tain specific affirmative findings be made by the 
.r' 

J.5 Commission before a hazardous waste treatm~nt fac;i.lity permit f.or 

Hi a new hazardous waste treatmE;!nt facility may be iss_ued in Oregon . 

17 68 . The Army's proposed chemical weapon s demilitarization· :~ · 

. 18 inci.nerator is a proposal for a new treatment facility s ubject to 

19 certain of these findings. 

20 69: Pursuant to ORS 466.020 the Commission has previously 

21 adopted rules at OAR 340, Division 120 which ·implement, in part=; 
. . 

22 ORS 466.055 and ORS 466.060. These rules distinguish between new 

23 off-site disposal and treatment facilities and on-site 

24 facilities. New on-site facilities are exempted from certain o f 

25 t~1e statutory findings enumerated in ORS 46 6 . 055. 

26 70 . The proposed Umatilla incinerator is a proposal for a 
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new on-site treatment f acility . 

~1 . OAR ~40-120-001(4) provides: 

·(4) New hazardous waste and PCB treatment and disposal 
facilities, other than land disposal fac i lities, 
l ocated on the site of waste generation lon-site) , are 
only subject to these parts of Division 120: 

(a) 340-120-010 (2) (c) Technology and Design; 
(b) 340-120-Q10·( 2) (e) Property Line Setback; 
(c) 340- 1 20-010 (2) (.g) Owner. and Operator 

Capability; 
(d) 3 4 0-1.20-0 1 0 (2") (h) ....,. Compliance History; 
(e) 340 - 120-020 Commun~ty Participation; 
(f) 340-120-030 - Permit-Application Fee. 

72 . OAR 340-120-010 (2) (c} requires : 

· (c) Technology and Design . ·The fac;:ility shall 
use the best available technology as 
determined by the [Commission] for treatment 
and d~sposal of hazardous waste and PCB. The 
~acilit;:y shall .use the highest and best 
practicable t~eatment and/or c6ntrol as 
determined by the [Commissi9n] to protect 
public health and safety and the environment . 

)14 
1? 

lEi 

17 

18 

73 . The Commi::;sion has broad diE:;cretion in·determining the 

parameters." for a BAT determ.ination under OA;R :340-120-010 (2) (c) 

ID ·the absence of st;:atutory or regulatory criteria , it is: 

apprqpriate for the Commission to select. · specific criteria for 

19 evaluating best available technology on a case - specific basis. 

20 · 74 . Appropriate ·criteria for evaluat;:ing best . availabl e 

21 technology in this mr>t-ter include the followirig: 

22 A. 

23 

24 B. 

25 

26 C. 

.Types, quantities and toxicity of discharges to 
the environment by operation of the proposed 
facility compared . to the a l ternative t echnol ogies. 

.Risks of discharge from a catastrophic event or 
mechanical breakdown in operation of the proposed 
facility compared to the alternative technologies . 

Safety of the operatior:.s of the proposed facility 
compared _to the a.lternative techi.!.ologies . 
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75 . 

D. The rapidity with which·each of the technologies 
can destroy the stockpile. 

E. Impacts that each of the technologies have on 
consumption of natural re~ources. 

F. Time required to. test the technology . and have it 
fully operational; impacts of time on overall risk 
of stockpile storage . 

Applying the BAT cri teria adopted by the Commiss~on and 

8 based on the administrative record the Army's proposed 

9 incineration technology satisfies the requirements for use of 

lQ 

11 

12 

;t.3 

best available technology for destn~ction of. agent at Umatilla. 

~ith the inclusion of carbon filters the proposed incineration 

technology will also .empl9y the highest and best practicable 

emission control t;..echnology . The Commission Is rat i onale for this 

fl4 
.f' 

finding includes the following considerati~::ms· which ~r~ supported 

\". 

!) 

15 in detai l by the record : 

16 A. The pr9:po~ed incineration· technology is . designed to 

17 have only minimal emissions of p ol ;l_utants to the environment and 

18 will achieve an extremely hi,gh agent de.struction removal 

19 efficiency (so-called six "9sn efficiency) . The incineration 

20 technology may result in extremely minute air emissions including 

21 agent, metals, dio~ins or similar chl orinated compounds. 

22 However, in addit i on to being extremely small, these emissions 

23 will be_ temporary and well within allowable regula t ory limits. 

24 B. The proposed incineration technology is designed with a 

25 high level 9f redundancy t.o minimize risk of discharge from a. 

26 catastrophic event or mechanical breakdqwn in operation. Each 
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.\ l alternative technology reviewed would involve at least similar 
I 

2 and p otentially great er operational risks, each alternative has 

3 significant technical uncerta_inties, and none has been subjected 

4 to the kind of actual t;:esting and operation the baseline · 

5 technology has undergone . 

6 c . The proposed inci neration technology has been· designed 

7 and· tested for safety in operations at other faci.lities. Actu.al 

8 experience with internal sy9tem release detection .and containment 

9 exists . l>.l t ernative technologies rev iewed pose techn i cal saf ety 

10 ' issues and there is no experience wi-J:h · oper.ations. 

11 · .. D. The proposed in~irreration techno°logy_ is currently 

12 available and wi ll result in the most rapid destruct :i.on of · the-

13 agent stored at Umatilla, a factor that mu~t be juxtaposed to ·tb.e 

/ · ) 14 risk of contin,ued storage . 
..I ; 

i _, .. / 

J.5 E. Alternative technologies reviewed, with the exception 

16 of neut~alizqtion, are years away from actual operational 

17 · availability. 

18 P. ·NeutrC).lization technology for HD, whil~ currently-

19 unde rgoing laboratory bench- scale study, would entail lengthy 

20 delay at Umatilla due, among other constraints, to the need for -

21 stagin g o f const r uction to all ow e n e rget' c s des t r ~t i on by 

22 inc ineration prior to c;:onstruction and operation of 

23 n e4tralization facilities . 

2 4 G. With the exc eption of n e utralization, technologie s 

25 r e v iewed appea r to invol v e little impact on natural r~source 

26 cons umption. Neutralization of HD could, however, have 
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2 significant impJications for water consumption and disposal, and 

3 would need substantial ecological impact analyses. 

4 H. Alternative . technologies reviewed face testing and 

5 operational hurdles which would add years of delay to the agent 

6 destruction prog-ram at Umatilla. 

7 I. Comparative costs of alternative t echnologies· is 

8 considered a factor only with respect to neut+a~ization of HD 

9 which would add sig_nificantly to costs of agent destruction at 

.lO Umatilla by necessitating construct.ion of a neutralization 

ll £acility in addition to the proposed ipciµerators. 

12 In m?king the above findings with respect to best available 

13 techl:fology, the Co!Ilmission j,s part.icular~y persuaded by the 

)14 analysis of alternative technologies in BEST ~VAILABLE TECHNOLOGY 

l5 FINDINGS REPORT UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEPOT, November l996, prepared for the 

16 Department by Ecology and Environment, Inc.; the REPORT ON Droxrns, 

l7 by Kristina Iisa, Oregqn State University, October 1996 and 

18 testimony of Dr. Iisa before the Commission; testimony of Army 

19 Assistant Secretary Decker and staff provided on November 22, 

20 l996 concerning extensive delays associated with a lternative 

21 technologies and potential natural resource impacts of bulk agent 

22 neutralization technology. 

23 

24 

2 ,­
-' 

26 

76. OAR 340-·120-010 (2) (e) requires : 

(e) Prop~rty Line· Setback : 
(A) Hazardous waste and PCB treatment and 

disposal facilities, other than land disposal 
facilities, on the site ~f wa$te generation s hall have 
at least a 250 fbot separation between active waste . 
management areas and ·facilities, and property . 
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boundaries. 

77. The proposed facility meets the requirement of a 250 

3 foot setback from the property line. The proposed f acility would 

4 be significantly more than 250 feet (nearly one mile) from the 

5 nearest Umatilla Chemical Depot b.oundary. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

78 . OAR 340-120-010(2) (g) requires: 

(g) Owner and Operator. Capability . The owner, 
any parent company of the owner and the op~rator must 

·demonstrate adequate financial a nd technical capability 
to properly . construct and operate the facility .· As 
evidence of financial capability; the following shall 
be submitted: 

10 . {A) Financial statements of the · owner, any ·parent 

11 
company o f the owner, and the operator audited by an 
independent certified public accountant for three years 
immediately prlor to the application; 

12 (b) Th~ estimated costs of construction and a 
plan detai~ing how the construction wi l l be funded; and 

13 (c) A th:i;-ee year 'projec:;tion, frpm the dat;:e the 
facility is scheduled to beg-in operating, . of revenues 
and expencl.itures related to operat.ing· the faci·lity. 
The projection should have sufficient·d~tail to 
determine the financial capabil ity· qf t;.he -owner, any 
parent . company of the owner and the operator to 
properly operate the facility . 

) 14 

J.5 

. l 6 

17 79. .The Army w;i.11 be the owner and· principally responsible 

18 operator of the proposed facility. The Army has the legal 

19 responsibility to conduct the chemica'l weapons demilitarization 

20 program . The Army :j_s currently managing operation of several 

21 agent incineration fac ilit ies . · Al though operat ions at the 

22 · existing facilities have not been entirely without problems, the 

23 ev;i.dence is that the Army has adequately demonstrated the 

24 capability to properly construct and operate the facility. 

25 The Army, as a Q.epartment of the federal government, is 

26 exempt from · hazard.ous waste 12w financial responsibility 

'I 
./ 
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1· requirements. However, private contractors, when selected, must . 
) 

2 demonstrate required ·financial responsibility as well as 

3 tedu1ical capability . 

4 Th~ Army has the capability to construct and operate the 

5 proposed facility . When a contrac~or is selected, a hazardou s 

6 waste treatment: permit modification will be required to ·make that 

7 contractor a co-permittee, and the contraritor will.then be 

8 required to demonstrate technical and financial capability as 

9 well. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

}4 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

\ \ 
. .1~) 

25 

26 

80. OA..'R. 340 - 120-010 (2) (h) requires: 

(h) Compliance History. 
(a) ':['he compliance history in owning and 

operc;tti,ng other similar facilities, ·if any, must 
indicate that the owner, any parent company of the 
owner and the operator have an a..bi.lity and willingpess 
to operate . the proposed facility in compliance with the 
provi~ions of ORS 466 and .any permit conditions that 
may be issued by the Department or Commission, As 
evidence of ability and willingness, the following 
shall be subm;i.tted: 

(i) A listing of all responses to past actual 
violatiqns identified by EPA or the appr.opriate state 
regulatory agency· within the five years immediately 
p~ece~ing the filing of the requests for an 
A,uthorization to Proceed at any similar facility owned 
or operated by the applicant, owner, any parent company 
of the owner or operator during the period when the 
actions causing the viola.tions occurred; and · 

(ii) Any written correspondence from EPA and the 
appropriate· state regulatory agency which discusses the 
pr-esent compliance status of any similar facility owned 
or operated by the applicant,. owner, any p9-rent company 
of the owner or cperator. . 

(B) Upon request of the Departm~nt, the applicant 
shall also provide responses to the past vio~ations 
identified prior to the five years preceding the filing 
of an Authorization to Proceed and the specific 
compliance history for a particular facility owned or 
operated by the .applicant, any parent company of the 
owner or operator . 
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2 81 . The Department staff report o f November 1996 outl i nes 

3 in some c1etail the Army's c6mpliance history at Johnstor1 Atoll 

4 Chemical Agent Disposal (JACADs) facility and th.e Tooele Chemic~l 

~ D~sposal facility , bot h consider ed r elevant ~o the Commi ssion's 

6 evalu~t ion of the Army 's compliance history f or purposes of the 

7 pending permit applicat:i,on . While instances-o~ non-compliance by 

8 ·t he Army-hav e been· documented, most have been deemed relative:)..y 

9 minor . in nature and appropriate corr ective actions have been 

10 ·taken by the P..rrny to address the few mor~ serious v i o lcttions . 

11 The Department has had no unresolvable entorcement prcl:Jlems with 

12 r espect ta e:x:ist_ing haza=!'."d ous waste ac;tiviti es at the Uma.tilla 

13 Chemical Depot . 

)14 82 . The regulations pertaining to the management- of 

15 h.azardous waste a:i:·e volumi~ous and complex; nevertheJ.ess, strict 

15 enforcement ·is ~arrant_ed.. Howeyer,- it is not unusual for a 

17 hazardous waste facility underg_oing a compliaJ:J,ce- in$pection to 

1 " _ o have viola~ions, especially in the area of recordke.ep:i,ng. The 

19 permit applicant _has often self-reported permit violations at 

20 other fac_ilities. The Army as owner and operator of the proposed 

21 Umatilla facility has demonstr ated s u fficien t abil ity and 

22 willingness to operate the proposed facility in compliance with 

23 statutory and regulatory provisions . 

24 /// 

25 /// 

26 Ill 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

l~ 

83. OAR 340-120-020 requires: 

Community Partici pation 
340-120-020 (1) The Commission finds that local 

community participation is important in the siting and 
in reviewing the design, construction and operation of 
hazardous waste and PCB treatment and dispos~l 
facilities. 

(3) The Director may appoinL a committee [citizen 
committee] to review a proposed facility described in 
rule 340-120-001 (4). 

84. In view of the existing Governor's .Advisory Committee, 

the Director has not appointi:d an additional .citizens committee 

pursuant to OAR 340-120-020(3). 

The Department and the Commission have· engaged in an 

ext~nsive effort to encourage both local and· nqn-local citizen 

IH involvement in this permit application process. The ~xtent ' of 
,J 

·, . 
ii .- ,• 

15 these efforts is reflected in the Commission's General ~ackground 

16 Findings and in the administrative record. There has been 

17 opportunity for pub::\.ic input on· all aspects of the permi.t 

18 application process including the health and ecological risk 

19 assessments and the legally required Comtnil:?sion findings. The 

20 

21. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

public involvement has greatly assisted the Commission in its · 

decisions. 

85 . ORS 466.055(5) requires a Commission finding that: 

(5) The proposed hazardous waste or PCB treatment 
or disposal facility has no major adverse effect on 
either: 

(a) 
(b) 

Public health and safety; or 
Environment of adjacent lands. 

The detailed human health and ecqlogical risk assessments 

PAGE 25 - FINDINGS OF THE COMMISSION AND · ORDER . 

Uma.tilla Chemical Depot 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, "2004 EQC ~eeting 

Page J-25 



( 

_ _,, 

1 conducted by .the Army and by the Department did not show that the 

2 proposed facility will have major adverse effects on either human 

3 he~lth and safety or the environment . The proposed facility uses 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

l O 

ll 

l2 

l3 

)l4 

l5 

l6 

l7 

l8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

J 

engineering process contr ols and state of the art pollution 

abatement systems which will undergo ext~nsive testing before 

operations commence . Revised permit conditions i ncorporate 

additional saf eguards as specifically qirected by the Commission 

at its meeting in Pendleton, Oregon on N:ovember 22, 1996 . The 

proposed'facility, if operated as designed and in accordance with 

the permit, wil l not have !'lnY major adverse effe ct on public 

health and safety, or to the environment of adjacent' l ands . 

In making ·t~e above finding regarding no adverse effects, 

the Commiss:i,on is particul~rly persuaded by the REPORT ON DIOXI~S by 

Kri~tina Iisa, Oregon .State Univers ity, October 1996, and Dr. 

Iisa' .s testimony before the .Commission; the DRAFT PRE-TRIAL RISK 

AsSESSMENT PROPOSED \,JMATILI.A CHEM1Q>.L DEMHITARIZATION FACILITY, HERMXSTON, 

OREGO~, Vols . I and II prepared by Ecology and Enyi;z:·onment, . Inc . , 

April 1996 i PERSPECTIVES QN THE UMATILLA QUANTITA'l'I"l~E RISK ASSESSMENT 

RESULTS prepared by SAIC, September l99 6 and testimony of Gary 

Boyd, SAIC, before the Commission November· 22, . l996; and DEQ AND 

ECOLOGY & ENVIRONMENT RF.SPONSE TO RISK ASSESSMENT ISSUES, July 11, l9g(, 

86 . ORS 466 . 055(4) (a) requires a Commission finding that:· 

(4) The need for the facility is demonstrated by : 
(a) Lack of adequate current treatment . or 

disposal capacity in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and 
Al?-8.ka to hand.le hazardous waste or PCB generated PY 
Oregon Compani es; 

(b) A finding that operation of the proposed 
facil ity would result in a higher level of protection 
of the public h ealth an~ safety or environment; or 
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(cj Significantly lower treatment or dis posal 
costs to Oregon Companies. . 

2 The proposed. f .acilit.y is a non-commercial, sole purpose on-

3 site treatment facility. The requirements of ORS 466.055(4) are 

4 directed at commercial facilities. Nevertheless, the (2ommis sion 

5 finds that the.operation of the proposed facility will r educe, 

6 and eventually · e l iminat·e, ·the risk to surrounding communi ties 

7 from c:opt i nued·storage of the chemical agents and munitions for 

8 which there is presently no disI?osal optiori. The need f or the 

9 facility is demonstra,ted because operation of t.he prc:iposed 

1 0. fa,cility wil l re·sult in a . higher level of protection f or public 

ll health and i:;afety ~nd for the environment. 
'· . . 

# • • ~. 

1 2 Now, therefore, IT IS ORDERED that:· 

13 1 . These findings, ~onc lusions and order shall constitute 

·~4 the Commission's final permit decision and r esponse to public y 

\\ 
l/ 

15 input. 

16 2 . Nothing contained . herein shail. be . deemed·. to waive or 

17 rest.ric.t ·any authority of the Commission or any other·•entity of 

18 the State of Oregon to take such action as may be deemed 

19 necessary within the scope of their respective authori ties to 

20 prevent Qr abate an .imminent hazard to public health or the 

21 environment . 

22 .· 3. These fi ndings, conclusions and order are based upon 

23 representation of the permit t ee and evidence in the 

24 administrative record. Upon evidence of any material 

25 misrepresentation or material change in facts, the Commission. 

26 reserves the right, in its discretion, to reopen these 
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l proceedings. 

2 4. The Commission shall issue the hazardous w~ste 

3 treatment permit t o the United States Army containing the terms 

4 and condi tions agreed upon by the Commission as of the date of 

S this Order, .including. those additional permit conditions 

6 specifically ordered by t h e Commiss i on as reflected in Attachment 

7 A to Appendix 3 which i s incorporat'ed herein . 

8 

9 

10 

ll 

12 

13 

s. This Order shall be an Order In Other Than A Contested 

Case, and no admin istrative ap~eal of the p e r mit s h a ll b e 

provided to the appl.icant or third parti~s. 

DATED this I fl a day of £,,l,q~) ' 19 9 7 . 

Henry . Lorenzen 
Chair 

)14 
Carol A . Whipple 
Vice-Chair 

) 

15 

ir __ o 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 :2 

23 

24 

25 

26 

LE:kt/LHE0336B.PLE 

Linda A. McMahan 
Member 

Tony Van Vliet 
Member · 

Henry jor 
For sne E Quality Commission 
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Appendix 3 COMMISSION RESPONSES February 7, 1997 
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility 

LD. No.: OR6 213 820 917 
Pagel of 10 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMISSION 
RESPONSES 

Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Permit and 
ORS 466.055 and 466.060 Criteria 

U.S. Army Umatilla Chemical Depot 
Umatill8:_ Chemical Demilltarization Facility 

LD. Number: OR6 213 820 917 

· February 7, 1997 

. . 
This Response to Comments document has the follo~ng Sections~ 

Introduction 
Comments Received I 

III. 
.IV. 

Direction From Cornmi~sion 
Response to Comments 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Army has applied for a hazardous waste treatment and storage permit to 
incinerate chemical agent munitions_ The incineration treatrn~_nt of the chemical ag·ents; along 
with the various munition components consisting of explosives, propellants, and metal casings, is 
sometimes referred to as "demilitarization." 

The Department of Environmental Quality reviewed the hazardous waste per:m,it 
application and determined that the application was complete in accordance with Title 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations [40 CFR] Section 124.3 .1' The Dep~ent then issued for public 
comment the draft hazardous waste permit and the air conta.rrm:1~t discharge permit.' Also issued 
for public comment was the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment [PreRA], and, an invitation to 
comment on the ORS 466.055 and 466.060 criteria pursuant to which the Environmental QualitY 
Commission must make affirmative findings before it can· issue the hazardous waste permit . The 
comment period ended November 15, 1996.

2 
At a meeting 

held on November 22, 1996, the Department was directed by 
the Commission to finalize the hazardous waste permit 
decisions. 

' Adopted as Oregon Rule at OAR 340-100-002. · 
2 The original ~omrnent period was extended on June 15, 1996. 
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Appendix 3 

II. Comments Received 

COMMISSION RESPONSES February 7, 1997 
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility 

I.D. No.: OR6 213 820 917 
Pa~e 2of10 

All comments received during the comment period were provided to the Commission for 
its review. The comments were also placed in the admi.11.istrative record maintained at the 
Department office in Bend .. 

. At the November 22, 1996 meeting the Department provided to the Commission a 
summary of the comments received during the comment period. In generiil, th<:: following 
statements can be made about the comments received. 

Statistics 

> 1 ~8 submittals (both v~rbal testimony and 
written comments) were received and · 
entered inEo the admiristrative rec;ord. A 
submittal may _have contained anywhere 
from one c;ornment to tens of conunents. 
Two submittals were noted qut di_d not 
contain any testimony: 

> Out of the 188 submittals, 67 wei:e from the 
immediate region (e.g._, Hemriston), 33 
were from the region (e.g.,. Tri-Cities and 
Pendleton), and 88 wen~ from Out-of-

· Region (e.g., Portland). 

> Of the 67 submittals received from the 
immediate region, 4.8 (72%) were in favor 
ofjssll?g the permit; 19 (28%) were not in 
favor of issuing the permit). 

> Of the 33 submittals. received from ·the 
region, 12 (3 6%) were in favor of issuing 
the permit; 21 (64%) were not in favor of 
issuing the permit. 

>. Of the 88 submitfals from out-of-region, 6 
(7%) were in favor of issuing the p~rrnit; 
82 (93 % ) were not in favor of issuing the 
pemiit. 

General 

> 

> 

> 

The vast majonty of the comment-? were 
directed towards the Commission's 
findings of the ORS criteria. Very few 
submittals dealt directly with specific 
conditions of the hazardou~ waste penilit 
ot specific items with the PreRA. 

Based on testimony from the several 
Commission meetings, the C~:mimissio~ 
directed that several additional permit 
conditions be included in the hazardous 
w_aste permit. 

Submittals rec\:ived fyom the U.S. Army 
and EPA Region 10 ~id contain many 
comments on specific conditions of the 
permit. 
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Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility 

LD. No.: OR6 2 13 820 917 
Page 3of10 

Issue: Incineration Is The Best Available Technologv · 

120 submittals contained c01nments regarding whether incineration represents best available 
technolqgy. The significant comments are listed below. · 

~ 

Incineration has been found by independent experts 
to be an acceptable technology 

JACADS and Tooele are operating effective)y and 
efficiently. 

Currently; incine.ration is best avail<!ble technology. 

Alternative technologies are immature for chemical 

agent. ·• 

There are no viable alternative technology for metal 
parts and energetics except incineration. · • 

EPA and Departm~nt of Health and Human 
Services contends that incineration is a safe and 
proven methoq. 

Co.ntinued storage is not a teclu1ology. 

Incineration .has more c~:mtrol than similar ll1dustiial 
applications. 

Need more time to develop inf01mation on 
alternative technologies. 

Does Not Agree 

Incineration is uns'afe and costly. 

JACADS and Tooele have had experiences of 
upsets and operational problems. 

Incineration emits toxic chemicatS and would/could 
effect human health, the ecology, and agricultural 
crops. 

'.'Closed-loop" technologi~s are better because they 
do no emit toxic chemicals. 

Reconfiguration and storage, or continued storage 
alone, and then wait for a better treatment 
technology is preferable. 

Other countries are using alternative technologies. 

Some alternative technologies have commercial 
scale applications. 

Issue: The Facilitv Will Not Cause An Adverse Effect To Human Health ()t 'Ine Environment 

66 submittals contained comments regar~ing whether an incineration facility is needed. The 
sig~ficant comments are listed in the following column. 

Mill. 
The permit s,tiould. be issued to get rid of the threat · 
posed by chemical agent munitions 

Findings and recommendations from the NRC 
conclude that incineration is sa.fe 

Delays will cause increased exposure from leaks 

incineration is a safe technology 

Johnston Ato!l ecological monitoring has shown.no 

adverse effect 

Does Not Agree 

A comparative assessment between mcineration and 
alternative technologies is necessary to reach a 
decision. 

Incineration will emit dioxins and other toxins 
which at low dosages will create human health and 
environmental harm. 

The Pre-Trial Bum Risk Assessment is flawed 
because it omitted issues such as not evaluating 
certain pathways, not evaluating synergistic effects, 
not accounting for all the potential chemical 
emissions, etc., 

The Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness 
· Program (CSEPP) is not prepared; the permit 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21 , 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page J-31 



) 

I 
/ 

Appendix 3 COMMISSION RESPON_SES February 7, 1997 
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility 

I.D. No.: OR6 213 820 917 
· Page 4 of 10 

should not be issued until it is. Sirens are not · 
working, schools are not pressurized, inadequate 
resources at local level, the Er~ergency Operations 
Center is not pressurized and must use gas masks in 
a.n emerg~ncy, inadequate notification to immediate 
community, etc.,. 

l.s,5ue: Applicant Has Demonstrated Ability And WiUingness To Operate The Facilitv In 
.C..ompliante. And. Applicant Has Demonstrated Financial And Technical Capability. 

24 submittals contained comments regarding whether the Applicant (U.S. Army) has 
demonstrated adequate ~apability. The signific ant comments are listed below: 

~ 
Tooele and JACADS are built and operated well 

There is trust in th~ government that they have the 
expertise and care tq insure safe operation 

Does Not Agree 

.Tue tµffiy has not been able to operate the'JACAPS 
and Tooele facilities adequately · 

• The Army has had a history of misrepresentation, 
II).isiµforrnation, and. decei~ 

• The Army has been fined ~t JACAPS by EPA for 
non-compli~nce 

Issue: The Facility Is Needed 

41 submittals contained commen,ts regarding whether an iiicinei:ation facility is needed. The 
· sigrrifi~aut c~mments are listed below. . · 

Agree 

The risk of storage, and storage operations are more 
than the risk of incineration 

Does Not Agree 

Risk of storage is exaggerated and there is no 11eed 
·to rush to incinerate 

The risk of storage can be lessened by 
reconfiguration 

Issue: Public Participation 

27 submittals contained corriments regarding public participation. The significant 
corn.men.fa are listed below. 

Agree 

Comrnenters appreciated the opportunity to address 
the Commission face-to··face 

Citizens have been active and informed on the 
project 

Does Not Agree 

The State has not engaged in a govemment-to­
govemmerit relationship with the Confederated 
Tribes of the Um~tilla Indian Reservation [CTUIR] 

DEQ has acted as an advocate of incineration, or,­
not as an advocate for the environment 
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Public comment p.eriod was extended Commission and Department decision-makers were 

DEQ has maintained an office in Hermiston not at some public forums 

• There is too much information to review and not 
enough time for people: to understand all the issues 

Various-Issues: 

Several submittals contained comments regarding various issues. These issues 
mentioned are listed below. 

Agree with Permitting 

The Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness 
Program (CSEPP) is not prepared; the pe~it 
should be issued to get rid of the threat posed by 
chemical agent munitions. 

• Objectjon to commenters from out-of-area trying to 
stop the project 

There is adequate oversight for the project · 

Willing to accept processing risk over risk of 
continued storage 

There has been a multitude of research and .studies 
on t.he project 

Munitions are deteriorating with age 

Transportation is not an option 

rn. Direction From The Commission 

Does Not Agree with Permitting 

Dissatisfaction. with the Environqi,ental lmpact 
Statement 

Issues of Environmental Justice 

Oregon should follow lead of other states tr)ring to 
halt incineration 

I_ssues of previous exposures.from Hanford 

e There should not be a delay in permitting the 
facil.ity 

e No import of other waste should be allowed Federal 
law prohibits transport(ition so the stockpile must 
:;tay and be destroyed 

~ The stockpile should qe moved to Tooele, Utah or 
JACADS 

The need to limit operations during !idverse weather 
conditions 

The Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness 
Program is not adequately ready. Sire.ns are not 
working, schools are not pressurized, inadequate 
resources at local level, the Emergency Operations 

. Center is not pressurized and must use g~ masks in 
an emergency, inadequate notification to immediate 
commu~ity, etc., 

At the November 22, 1996 meeting, the Co~ission made a unanimous finding that the 
·baseline incineration system as proposed by the U.S. Army is best available technology. After 
making this finding, the Commission then deliberated _on the remaining ORS 466.055 and 
466.060 criteria. The Commission stated that the remaining criteria could be fo~d to be made 
in the affirmative, and directed that the Department and the Attorney General draft an Order for 
Commission issuance. 
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After deliberations on the remaining findings, the Commission reviewed potential permit 
conditions to be included. The administrative record ofthis me~ting indicates what specific 
conditions are needed to be included in the hazardous waste permit. The permit conditions, as 
deliberated by the Commission, have been added to the final hazardous permit (see Attachment 
A for a listing of the permit conditions). 

The Commission also directed the Department to review the Anny's comments and make 
the appropriate technical corrections to the hazardous waste permit, as well as corrections from 
other comments. The Department has conducted this review and made the appropriate changes. 
A discussion of these changes, as required by 40 CFR 124.l 7(a),3 follows in section IV.D of this 
document. 

IV: RESPONSE TO· COMMENTS 

IV .A. Commission Findings 

.• 

. . 
The Order that the Commission issued on February 7, 1997, serves as the formal de.cision 

and Response to Comments. The Order makes effective the affirmative findings for the ORS· 
466.055, 466.060, and OAR 340-120 criteri~ and, sU?Uilarizes some ofti1.e important issues,. 
along with the documentation and testimony (from the Commission's admip.istrative record) 
used in reaching the hazardous waste decisions. 

IV .B Smm of Commission Findings 

The Order i~sued by the Commission on February 7, 1997 stated the following about the 
findings pursuant to ORS 466.055, 466.060, and OAR 340-120: 

For the finding that the baseline incineration system is best available technology: The 
Commission heard testimony from alternative technology vendors, representatives of the Army 
(both representing alternative technology and mcineration), and other experts and stakeholders 
from the public, both from within the region and without. The Commission also toured the 
similar-site facility located near T~oele, Utah. 

The Commission .deliberated on the issues of operational history at J ob.nston Atoll and 
Utah, issues of dioxin emissions and combustion by-product formation, issues of possible 
neutralization of mustard agent and other possible technologies, and issues of availability and 
schedule. The Commission reviewed many written comments and heard testimony regarding 
alternatives. The Commission was particularly persuaded by the BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY 
REPORT prepared for the Department by Ecology and Environment, Inc., the REPORT ON DIOXINS 

. by Dr. Kristiina Iisa, Oregon State University, October 1996, and testimony of Army Assistant 

3 Adopted as Oregon Rule by OAR340-100-002. 
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Secretary Decker regard~g potential neutralization of mustard agent. The Commission hcis 
responded in the affirmative by vote on November 22, 1996 and issued an Order dated February 
7, 1997 that the baseline system is best available technology. 

For the finding of meeting the 250 foot setback: The Commission reviewed the 
Department's staff report dated November 15, 1996 and responded in the affirmative that the 
facility. meets this criteria. 

For the finding of owner and operator capability: The Commission heard te~timony 
from representatives of environmental organizations, the Army, and from the public regarding 
the operational hisfo.ries_at Johnston Atoll and Tooele Chemical Disposal Facility, From the 
testimony and comments, the Commission responded in the affirmative that the ciwner and 
operator has demonstrated adequate capability. 

For the finding of adequate compliance history: As above, the Commission heard 
testimony ofrepresentativ.es from, environmental organizations, the ~y, and from the public 
regarding the. operational histories at Johnston Atoll and Tooele Chemical Disposal Fac'ility. 
The Corp.mission also revi~wed the D~p~ent's November 1996 ~taff report regarding in detail 
the Army's compliance history at Johnston Atoll. From the testimony and comments, the 
Commission responded in \he affirmative that the owner and operator has demon.strated adequate 
capability. 

) For the finding that ther.e is a l'l;e?d for tfze facility: The Commission reviewed Written 

)) 

comments ap.d heard testiil19ny regCliding th.~ need .. The Corn.mission heard i.ss\leS regardip.g the 
potential to disassemble and store mun.itio!ls, or even continue storage m;1til better tech.D.ologies 
are developed, rather than. continue with incineration. The Commission concluded that UMCDF 
will reduce, and eventually eliminat~ the ri~k to surrounding communities from continued 
storage of the cheroical agei+ts and mun.ii.ions; therefore the need for t.JMCDF is demonstr11ted 
because operation of the proposed facility will result in a higher level of protection. From the 
testimony and comments, the Connnission responded in the affirm'!tive. 

For the finding that the facility will have no major adverse effect on public health and 
safety, or the environment: The Commission rev~ewed written comments and heard testimony 
regarding the potential effects from the UMCDF. The Commission became aware of issues of 
dioxin and furan formation;kno~ and unkno'?fil combustion by-products of incineration, and of 
design controls proposed for the UMCDF. The Gomrnission was particularly persuaded by the 
DRAFT PRE-TRIAL Bu~ RISK ASSESSMENT prepared for the Department .by Ecology and 
Environment, Inc., REPORT ON DIOXINS by Dr. Kristiina Iisa, Oregon State University, · 

. PERSPECTIVES ON THE UMATILLA QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT R.ESUL TS prepared by SAIC, 
September 1996, PEQ a.pd Ecology and Environri:J.ent RESPONSE TO RISK ASSESSMENT ISSUES, 
and testimony of Gary Boyd, SAIC, before the Commission on November 22, 1996. From the 
testimony and comments, the Commission responded in the affirmative. 

,( 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page J-35 



Appendix 3 COMMISSION RESPONSES February 7, 1997 
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility 

I.D.No.: OR6213'820917 
Page 8of10 

IV .C Changed Permit Conditions Based on Commission Direction 

As pru--t of its deliberations to make findings on the ORS criteria, based on the testimony 
from the Applicant, the Department, and from interested parties, and based on the co~ents and 

·concerns rfilsed by· interested parties on emergency response issues, the Commi~sion decided that 
additional permit conditions should be made part of the hazardous waste permit. In accordance 
with 40 CFR 124.l 7(a)(l),4 Attachment A lists the permit conditions that have been added or 
changed. Through its deliberations, these conditiqns vvere included in the hazardous waste permit 
by the Commission because they are deemed necessary to protect human health .an4 the 
environment. 

IV.D. Technical Changes to Hazardous Waste"Permit 

At the November 22, 1996 Corn.mission meetj.ng, the Department was direi;:t_ed to 
incorporate the appropriate t_echnical changes to the permit that do not affect policy decisions. 
The Department rei;iewed comments made by the U.S. Army and EPA Region 10 and made 
some permit condition changes based on significant cornmep.ts. 

In ac_cord~ce with 40 CFR. ~24.174 and at the directi9J?- of the Commission, the follow4ig 
significant changes have been made to the hazardous waste permit. 

IV.D.1 Technical Significant Changes Based on U.S. Army Comments 

The following comments were submitted by the Army November 12, 1996 and entered as 
comment no. 143. The following Army comment numbers.are from that submittal. 

• Based on Army comment no. 9, the Department has changed permit condition ~.W to allow 
for ten days reportin.g, inste1d of th,ree, in order to allow the Pcrmittcc to report timely, and to 
allow for a more thorough repo~. 

• Based on Army comment no. 22, the Department has changed permit condition IV.H.4. to 
allow primary sumps to be changed out for only those primary sump systems that detect 
liquids in interstitial a,reas (between liners), instead of all sumps per campaign/annually as 
proposed. The Department detern:J.4ied that based on the small size, the· potential for tank 
system compromised by too niuch "chipping out" of th_e surroUI'..ding concrete,_ and the design 
of the buildings themselves which minimize releases to the environment, it would be better 
just to remove, inspect, and repair those primary sump systems that detect leaks between the 

.1 primary liner and the seco~dary containment. 

4 Adopted as Oregon Rule at OAR 340-100-002. 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page J-36 

) 



. . 

Appendix 3 COMMISSION RESPONSES February7, 1997. 
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility 

I.D. No.: OR6 213 820 917 
Page·9of10 

• Based on Anny comments no. 25 and no. 26, the DepartIDent agrees to the requirement for 
Total Organic Carbon (TOC) to be measured during the trial burns and not as a continuous 
emissions monitor. Th~re is not a continuous emission monitor for TOC: The Department 
has eliminated permit condition VI.A.3 .iii., and has added permit condition VI.~.5 .iii.c. 

• Based on Anny comment no. 45, the Department agrees that sulfur dioxide (S02), 

hydrocarbon (HC), and hydrogen chloride (HCl) do not need to be measured in the Metal 
Parts Fu...-nace discharge airlock. It is sufficient to measure the airlock for agent to protect 
human health. The Department has changed Attachment 4. · 

IV.D.2 Technical Significant Changes Based on U.S. EPA Region 10 Comments 

The Department met with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 on 
October 28-29, 1996 to discuss comments that Region 10 had. The Department developed~ 
memorandum of these comments and placed it in the adrninistr"ative record as comment no. 187 
an.d as administrative record index no. 2252. The cqmment numbers referenced below are the 
EPA comment numbers found in the memorandum. 

• Based on EPA cornment no. 19, the Department agrees that an assessment and an appropriate 
permit modification must be submitted to address secondary containment for the MDB. 
carbon filters units. This condition is consid~r necessary 

0

and consistent with the Army 
review of the Tooele Chemical Disposal Facility detection of agent leaks ·at the carbon filters 
units. The Depai.-tment has added penn.it condition II.0.10 to require an assessment within 
360 days of th,e effective date of the permit. 

·• Based on EPA comment no: 36, the Department agrees that the.Brine Reduction Unit, which 
is a unit factored in the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment, should have the same lev~l of 
notification requirement for emission exceedances as for the incinerator unit~. Therefore, the 
Department has aq.ded permit condition V.A4 .. vii to include a notification requirement if 
emission rates are exceeded. · 

• Based on EPA comments no. 43 and no. 71, the Department agrees that additional chemical­
specific feed rate limits should be added in addition to the munition feed rate limits. The 
additional feed rate limits will help insure that any potential variations in the chemical 
makeup of the waste will not exceed emissi9n limits which have been determined to be 
protective in the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment. The Department has revised Tables 6-1, 6-
4, 6-8, and 6-12, and, permit conditionVII.B.3.i. 

IV.E. Other Changes to the Permit 

}) At the November 22, 1996 Commission meeting, the Department was directed to aiso 
make minor (i.e., .insignificant) changes. The U.S. Army and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency made many minor comments regarding the draft hazardous waste pem1it. 

' 
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The Depart.µ1ent reviewed the comment and made appropriate changes. The changes in 
nature were: TypographicaI errors, editorial changes, wording change for clarification, 
modifications to aid in enforcement but not changing the requirement, changes to make 
condition consistent with the Part B permit application, changes to add more specificity but not 
changing the requirement, and changes to add more stringency without aitering operations as 
proposed by the Permittee. 

IV .F. Changes That Were Not Made to the Permit 

As stated before, many comments were received from the Army and EPA Region 10, and 
just a few from others. The Commission and Department reviewed these comme.o.ts and decided 
that there inclusion in the 4a2ar~ous waste pe~t is not warranted. 
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ATTACEJYIENT A 

1) STOPA GE RISK - MODIFICATION TO THE OPENING STATEMENT OF THE 
PERMIT INTRODUCTION FOUND ON PAGE 3 

The Permittee shall procee.d expeditiously in procuring a contractor, beginning 
construction and commencing operation.of the Umatilla Chemical Disposal Facility 
(UMCDF) in order to eliminate the significant risk to human health and the environme_nt 
posed by the continued storage of the chemical weapons and chemical agents at the 
Umatilla Chemical Storage pepot, 

2) CS;EIPP READINESS-PERMIT CONDITIONS 

ll.H.4. 

Il.H.4.i. 

The Permittee shall submit within 150 <:lays of the effective date of the permit and ev~ry 
180 days thereafter until all agent at the Depot has been destroyed; a written progress 
report to the Department on the status of the Chemical Stockpile Emergency 

· Preparedness Program (CSEPP). The report shall evaluate CSEPP's readiness for 
responding to an incident at the Umatilla Chemical Depot and should address at a 
minimum, status of community emergency sirens and distribution of tone alert radios of 
the Alert Notification System (ANS); the ability to provide off-site chemical agent 
~onitoring and dccontaminatio_n d4ring an incident, off-site triage .~nd treatment of 
casualties; and, the state of enhanced she!tering and positive pressurization of buildings, 
such as schools and hospitals, where substantial numbers of persons can be expected to 
gather daily. (40 CF~270.32(b)(2)] 

. . 
The Perm\ttee shall not commence any tP.em1al shakedown, trial bum, or post-t rial bum 
activity1 as defined in Module VI, until the Department has notified the Perrp.ittee in : . 
writing that it has received written notification. fr~:;m the Governor of the State of 
Oregon, or his designee, that al)._ adeqµate emergency response program is in· place and 
fully operational for- protecting the general population (Chemi~al Stockpile Emergency 
Preparedness Program [CSEPP]). The written detenninatio.n of the Governor (or hi~ 
designee) shall be placed in the administrative reco.rd.[40 CFR 270J2(b)(2)] 

· 3) REMOVAL OFTHE UMCDF STRUCTURES ATCLOSURE-PERMITCONDITIONS 

Il.J .9 Following submittal of all successful closure decontamination certifications in 
accordance with permit condition Il.J.6., the Permittee shall dismantle, remove, and 
properly manage the disposal of the Munition Demilitarization Building (MDB) to an 
approved disposal facility. All other structures (e.g.) bui~dings, parking areas, 
underground structures, fences, etc.,) within the boundary of the UMCDF shall also be 
properly managed and remove~ to a disposal facility. All areas where structures have 
been removed shall be ·reclaimed. If the Umatilla Chemical Depot - Local Reuse 
Authority (UCD-LRA) identifies a use for any of the structures, except the MDB, the 
Permittee may request a modification to this permit condition as a class 2 modification 
in accordance with 40 CFR §270.42(b) -and 40 CFR §270 .32(b )(2) to accommodate such 
use. 
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4) PAS CARBON FILTER UNIT AND EMISSION TO TIIE CARBON FILTERS -
PERMIT CONDITIONS 

II.R The Permittee shall build and operate the Pollution Abateme.nt System (PAS)/PAS Filter 
·Systems for each incinerator in accordance with t.lie appropriate drawings of Volume S, · 
Attachment D-3 and Volume VII of the application, Sections D-SB-02, D-SB-07, D-6B-
02, D-6B-04, D-1B-02, D-7B-05, D-8B-02, D-8B-04, and D-8B-05 . Removal of any 
component of the PAS Filter Systems, including but not limited to, the quench tower, 
venturi scrubber, packed scrubber tower: demister, or carbon filter system shall be a 
Class 3 permit modification and shall require Commission approval. 

VI.A GENERAL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN TRIAL-BURN AND POST 
TRIAL-BURN FOR ALL THE INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE. 

VI.A.1 CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE (40 CFR§264.31](trial burn stds.) 

vi. 

VII.A.8 

J'he Permittee shall .maintain and operate.each incinerator during shakedown, trial bum 
and post-trial bum periods in accordance with the operating requirements specified in 
this permit. Each ii:icinerator shall meet the applicable performance standards specified . 
in permit co~ditions VI.B.l., VI.C.l., VI.D.l., and VI.E.l. before enteriRg each 
incinerator's carbon filter system. · 

GENERAL OPERATION (normal operation standards) 

The Permittee shall :ffiaintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, trial burn 
and post-trial bum periods in accordance with the operating requirements specified in 
this permit. Each incinerator shall meet the applicable performance standards specified 
in permit conditions VII.B.2., VII.C.2., VII.D.2 ., and VII E.2. before entering each 
incinerator's carbon filter system. 

5) BOC.POSITIVE PRESSrJRE ::. pER.JYJITCONDITIONS 

II.H.5. For the UCD Emergency Operations Center (EOC) that gathers or disseminates 
information u~ed to respond to off-Depot releases, the Permittee shall have a positive­
pressurized Fmergency Operations Center (EOC) that is adequately staffed 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week. For this permit condition, "positive-pressurizea" shall mean that 
ambient non-air vapors can not enter during times of emergency training, in the event of 
an actual emergency, or when tested on request by a Department inspector. The EOC 
must be pressurized within 300 days of the effective date of this permit, and the EOC is 
to comply with the staffing requirement within 90 days of the effective date of this 
permit. 

6) ARMY ASSURANCE OF INDEPENDENT OVERSIGHT - PER.JVJJT CONDITIONS 

II.E.5. The Permittee shall submit, within 180 calendar days of the effective date of this permit, 
a written program that describes the independent oversight process for the 
demilitarization construction activities, health and safety operations, and chemical agent 
·process/handling operations at the UMCDF site. Al! reports generated by the oversight 
activities described in this report and reports of independent investigations shall be made 
available to the Department within 15 days of report finalization, in order for the 
Director of the Department to attest to the effectiveness of the independent oversight 
program. With written direction from the Dep?-rtment, the Permittee shall place such 
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inspection reports in a public repository in Hermiston, Oregon. In the case of special 
independent investigations caused by unique and non-routine incidents, the Permittee 
shall notify the Department of the initiation of the investigation within 24 hours of the 
time the Permittee becomes aware of the investigations. Upon request by the 
Department or Commission, the perrnittee shall provide an updated report describing the 
independent qversight program that incorporates all appropriate additions and changes in 
response to any deficiencies or requested changes. An ind.~pendent oversight review 
shall be conducted on a periodic basis and when specifically requested by the 
Department or Commission. If the ~om.mission is not satisfied w_ith_ the independent 
oversight program or the results of the independent investigations, the Commission may 
issue an order to halt immediately all qperati6ns. 

7) SHUTDOWN CONDITIONS - PERMIT CONDITIONS 

I.C.2. In accordance with ORS 466.170, the Commission may revoke this permit after public 
hearing upon a finding that the Permittee has violated any provision of ORS 466.005 to 
466.3.~5 and 466.890 or r·ules adopted pursuant thereto or any material condition of the 
permit, subject to review under ORS 183 .3 10 to 183.550. . 

I ,C.3. In accordance with ORS 466.200, ifthe Department or Commission finds that there is 
reasopable cause to believe that a clear and immediate danger to the public health, 
welfare or safety or to the environment exists from the continued operation of the site, 
the Dep~ent may halt demilitarization operations at the UMCDF. Non-compliance 
with the Department's written notification shall be a violation of this permit condition. 
·Resumption of operations _shall be initiated only upon written approv_al pf the 

· Department. 

I.L.2. In accordance with ORS 466.180(1), the Department or Commission may limit, prohibit, 
or otherwise restrict storage and treatment operations at the UMCDF upon receipt of 
information that indicates non-compliance ·with permit condition I.L. l. The Department 
shall invoke such restrictions by written notification that specifies actions that the 
Permittee must take to comply. Non-compliance with the Department's written 
notification shall be a violation of this permit condition. 

8) · LIABILITY ISSUE - PERMIT CONDITIONS. 

Il.M. The Perrnittee must provide the liability coverage for sudqen-and-accidental-occurrence 
requirements, as specified in 40 CFR §264.147, and provide liability insurance in accordance 
with ORS 466.105(5), and 40 CFR §264.147(a) unless exempted by state or federal law. 

9) f3AD WEATHER CONDITIONS - PERlllIT CONDITIONS 

Il.A.3. The Permittee shall submit to the Department a request for a Class 2 permit 
modification, within 180 days ofthe effective date of this permit, identifying the 

. standard operating procedures that will be followed by Umatilla Chemical Depot and 
UMCDF personnel for handling and transporting munitions from the storage igloos to 
the UMCDF site, and for hazardous waste treatment, during inclement weather or 
adverse wind conditions. The Standard Operating Procedures must include a description 
of the weather conditions, in addition to the procedures that are to be followed by UCD 
and UMCDF personnel. 
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10) BA.SELINE MONITORING- PERJY!IT CONDITIONS 

Il.A.4.i. Within 180 days of the effective date of the permit, the Permittee shall submit for 
Department review and approval a Comprehensive Monitoring Program (CMP) 
workplan to implement a program that will confirm results of the Pre-Trial-Bum and 
Post-Trial-Bum Risk Assessments for each of the areas described: Zone 1 - the Umatilla 
Chemical Demilitarization Facility to the Umatilla Chemical Depot fenceline, Zone 2 -
the Umatilla Chemical Depot fenceline out to a fifty-kilometer radius from the UMCDF 
common stack, and Zone 3 - locations beyond the fifty-kilometer radius. Within the 
-CMP, Zone 1 also is to include a monitoring system to detect permitted ·and unpermitted 
r·eleases. The CMP for Zones 1,2, and 3 shall, at a minimum, include the following 
elements: 

1. Baseline Monitoring Program, to include; 

a) A current assessment of contamination of environmental media (e.g., air, soil, surface 
water) and ecological endpoints that are pote.ntial receptors from pathways from the 
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility (UMCDF) for each of the three zones 
described above; and, 

b) · A sampling and analysis plan with !tppropriate Data Quality Objectives(DQO), for all 
three zones to assess potential impacts from the UMCDF site. The sampling and 
·analysis plan must include the rationale for the size, number and location of sampling 
points, frequency of sampling, and the rationale for the parameters being monitored. 

2. . Perimeter Monitoring Program in. Zone 1, to include; 

a) 

b) 

3. 

A sampling and analysis plan with appropriate Data Quality Objectives(DQO) for 
monitoring within and at the perimeter of, Zone 1, that is q.p.able, in a timely manner, of 
assess ing emissions of unpermitted releases of chemical agent from the UMCDF site, 
and from storage igloos,, and; 

An. update to the C:ontingency P lan to include appropriate reaction and notifications. 

An Historical Record, to include <i. written reporting and file maint~nance program ·to 
effectively maintain the results cf the Comprehensive Monitoring Program on an annual 
basis. · 

II.A.4.ii. Within 60 days of the Department's written approval of the CMP workplan, or written 
approval of a Department-mqdified CMP workplau, the Permittee shall submit a permit 
modification in accordance with 40 CFR 270.42 to implement the CMP workplan. All 
i..r1format ion genic.rated pursuant to the monitoring program shall be placed in a public 
repository in Hermiston following written direction.from the Department. 

H ) OFF-SITE WASTE PROHIBITION - PERMIT CONDITIONS 

II.B. 
l. 

Receiot of Off-si te Waste Processing and Shipment of Onsite Waste 
The Permittee is not authorized to accept and therefore shall not receive hazardous 
waste, chemical agent, or munitions containing chemical agents from off-site. 

2 . The Permittee shall not send any material or waste off-site that has detectable amounts 
of GB, VX_, or HD. Only material or wastes meeting the agent-free 3X or 5X criteria 
may be sent off-site. 
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;. The Permittee shall pro<;ess, in accordance with this pennit, all chemical agents, and 

chemical agent-contami~ated materials currently ~tored or otherwise located at-the 
Umatilla Chemical Depot. · · 

. ~2) PER.°JYJIT OPENER - PERMIT CONDITIONS 

I.C.4. If Con.gress or the President makes ·substantial changes in the Chemical Weapons 
Dernilitariza,tion program or in CSEPP, the Commission reserves the right to recipen the 
permit, after appropriate opportunity for the penniftee and, at the discretion of the 
Commission, government officials and the publi.c to be heard. If the Commission· 
determines to reopen the permit, it may remove ·or mod,ify conditions or impose 
additional conditions, relating to the reason for reopening the permit . 

.. ,· 

. . . ... 
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BEFORE TIIE ENVIRON.MENTAL QUALITY CONfMISSION 

)FflCE OF THE DIRECTOR 
OF Tiffi STATE OF OREGON 

Fl·· L ·Tnlfi!tfatter of the Application of the (l::i .. States Army for a Permit to 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER CLARIFYING 
PERiV!IJ DJ;:CISION 

) 

Construct and Operate a Chemical Weapons 
Demilitarization Facility at the Umatilla 
Chemical Depot 

BACKGROUND 

1. On February 10, 1997, the Environmental Quality Commission issued the 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF TIIE CON!MISSION AND ORDER ("Commission Order") 

directing issuance of a Hazardous Waste Storage· and Treatip.ent Permit to the United 

States Army (Army) for construction and openition of incirierators to destroy chemical 

weapons .stored at the U,rnatilla Chemical Depot (the facility is known as the Umatilla 

Chemical Agent Disposal Facility). 

2. The Comniission's February IO order was based upon certain statutory 

findings the Commission was required to make before issuing such a permit . 

Commission Order, Findings 67-86. 

3. G.A.S.P., Sierra Club, and other concerned organizations and individµals 

opposed to use of incineration for chemical weapons destruction filed a petition for 

review of the Commission's order in N,{ultnomah County Circuit Court (PEmION F.OR 

REVIEW, Case No. 9708-06159, G.A.S.P. et al. v. Errvironmental Quality Commission et 

al.). 

4. On December 6, 1998, the Court issued an OPIONION AND ORDE~ O:t-( 

CROSS MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT ("Court Opinion and 0a~PA~~~~iE~~l;O~~~~;'.LQUALITY 
R ::r.FJ\/F-0 
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5. The Court's Opinion and .Order upheld the Commission's :findings with 

only one exception., that the Commission's :findings are ambiguous regarding the extent 

to which the Commission relied on inclusion of pollution abatement system (PAS) carbon 

:filters. Court Opinion and Order, p. 18. 

6. The Court remanded the Commission's Order for the limited purpose of 

further proceedings to "determine what role the PAS carbon filters play [in its analysis]." 

Court Opinion and Order, p. 27. 

Findings and Conclusions OfThe Commission In Response to.Remand 

. 
L The Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposa1.Facqity Hazardous W~e 

Treatment Pennit jssued to the Army by the Commission on February 12, 1997_, regulates 

the five incinerators that will treat various components of the chemical weapons stockpile 

at the Umatilla Chemical Depot Hazardous Waste Permit, AR 40 (CD 2, folder i OA).1 

2. Each·ofthe incineration systems is designed with a standard pollution 

abatement system (PAS) followed by an additional carbon :filtration system ( qirbon 

. filters) to further clean gases emitted from the incinerator. AR 40 (CD 2, folder 1 OA, at 

Module VII). 

3. The PAS carbon filters were included in the Army's permit application as 

part of the system design for the incinerators. The PAS carbon filters ¥'.ere at a 

preliminary design stage at the time of issuance of the permit. AR 7 (CD IB, folder 5.A, 

at 234-256). 

1 Citations to the Administrative Record (AR) ar.c to the document number assigned by the Department of 
Environmental Quality in compiling the record, shown in the index: provided to the court, with the CD and 
folder numbers provided in parentheses for ease of reference. 
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4. The incinerators are designed to meet all applicable regulatory criteria 

without the PAS carbon :fij.ters. AR 40 (CD 2, folder lOA, at Permit Gondition VII.A.8). 

· 5. The Commission's :finding that the facility will no~ have any major 

adverse effects on public h~alth and safety, or the envirollfilent _of adjacent lands 

(Commission Order, Finding 85) did not assume additional protection based on inclusion 

of the PAS·c;rrbon filters. AR 2268 (CD 1, folder 7B at 156). 

6. The Commission did not rely on PAS carbon filters in finding that the 

baseline inciner.ation technology is the ~st· available technology fo~ destruction of agent 

at Umatilla. (CoIIJD;J.isi;ion Order,.Fmding 7?). · . ,;··· 
....... · ·~.;~; ·.\· : ·.·~. ~~·· .. :_.. ~.~:(; .. · ... ·,·.;.''\:.~;~·.;~:?;.·:.~: .. :~;: .. · . . · .. .. : .·. :_ ·.' ' . 

7. . . For the purpose of providiri~ an additiqnal measure of safety -the 

C9rn.m.is.sion ha.s ~mthority to require, ~d; therefore, has reiuired inclusion ·of the PAS. · ·' 

carbon filters· as an additional pollution c01itrol component of the baseline. incinerntion 

technology. 

DATED this J..3__ cfuy of M_a r-c~ 1999. 

GEN1217& 

Carol A. Whipple 
Chair 

Melinda S. Eden 
Vice Chair · 

Tony Van Vliet 
Member 

Linda A. McMahon 
Member 

Mark P . Reeve 
Member 

Carol A. wpipple, Cha 
For the Environmental 
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State of Oregon 

Department of Envir.o.nmental Quality Memorandum 

Date: Nove~ber 1, 1999 

To: 

::;::~::::::,:;;J1l«L 
Agenda Item G, EQC Meet'~ November 18-19, 1999 

From: 

Subject: 
Carbon Filter System Pollution Abatement System (PFS) at the Umatilla Chemical 
Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this staff report is to present to the Environme~tal Quality Commission 
(Commission) the results of the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) review of 
information and public comments, and the Department's recommenda,tion, related to the 
inclusion of the -Pollution Abatemen(System (PAS) Carbon Filter System (collectively referred 
to as the "PFS") at the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal 'Facility (UMCDF). 

Background 

The UMCDF. permitted design is for five incinerators of four different types (housed in a single 
building) to treat the various components of the chemical weapons stockpile at the Umatilla 
Depot. Each of the furnace systems has its own standard Pollution Abatement System (PAS), 
although four of the five furnaces ultimately feed into a single common stack. The gases exiting 

. the standard PAS from each furnace are further conditioned (to remove moisture) and then 
channeled through the PFS before being released from the main stack. The PFS consists of fixed 
beds of granular carbon to further clean the gases before they are released through the main 
stack. 

In August 1997 a legal challenge to the UMCDF permits was filed in Multnomah County Circuit 
Court (Case No. 9708-06159) by G.A.S.P. (a local Hermiston organization), the Sierra Club of 
Oregon, Oregon Wildlife Federation, and 22 individuals (collectively referred to as the 
"Petitioners"). The Petitioners challenged the validity of the hazardous waste and air permits 
issued by the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) and the Department of Environmental 
Quality (D EQ) ("Agencies") in February, 1997. 

The Commission has stated ·that the PFS was required for "an additional measure of safety" 
(Reference 1), but the Petitioners believe that the PFS poses additional risks that were not 
thoroughly evaluated by the Commission. During the Court proceedings the Agencies agreed 
through Counsel that there would be further proceedings to address the issues related to the 
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carbon filter system that had been brought forth by the P_etitioners. A public comment_p~riod on 
carbon filter technology was opened and the Commission held a .special worksession to collect 
additional information on the carbon filter system. 

Authoritv of the Commission with Respect to the Iss.ue 

The criteria for Unilateral modification of the UMCDF permit are set forth at 40 CFR 270.41 
which is incorporated in pertinent part by reference at OAR 340-100-0002, 340-105-0041 and 
Division 106 (See Attachment A). Causes for unilateral modification of a hazardous waste 
treatment facility permit (as opposed to modifications requested by the Permittee) include: 

1. Material and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted facility or activity 
occurring after permit issuance. See 40 CFR 270.4l(a)(l); 

· 2. New information which was not available at the time of permit issuance and would have 
· . justified different permit coi:iditions. See 40 CFR 270.4l(a){2); 

3. New statutory, regufatory, or judicially mandated standards. See 40 CFR 270.4~(a)(3); 

4. "Acts of God" or uncontrollable circumstances warranting revised c9mpliance schedules. 
See 40 CFR 270.4l(a)(4). 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The Commission may decide that the information submitted by the Petitioners does not meet the 
criteria for unilateral modification of the UMCDF HW Permit. Alternatively, the Corri.mission may 
instruct the Departmentto open the UMCDF Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit (HW 
Permit) for modification with respect to the inclusion (not configuration) of the PFS in the UMCDF 
pollution abatement system design. When a permit is modified under 40 CFR 270.41, only the 
conditions subject to modification are reopened. Changes to the design configuration of the PFS 
would be .IJi'U~t::s:seJ in accordance with the requirements of 40 CF K 270. 4 2 (permit modification at 
the reque~t of the permittee), as adopted by Oregon rule. 

Summary of Public Input Opportunities 

At the Commission's direction, a public comment period was opened on July 19, 1999, to solicit 
comments about carbon filter technology at UMCDF. The comment period was held op~n until 
September 20, 1999. A total of six written comments (from five Commenters) were received 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page L-2 

.. 
i .!..._... 



(. ) 
-.:..,.·-

,..-.~·~ : 

\·~t:)!f 

Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission 
Agenda Item G, EQC Meetmg, November 18, 1999 
Page 3 

/:· ·. 
l'•" .•• 
\-t~J': 

during this corrim~nt period. (A copy of all written comments received by the Depa.ru:nent was 
transmitted to the members of the <;:ommission on September 24, 1999.) See Attachment B for a 
summary of public comments received. 

On August 18, 1999, the Commission held a special worksession, which included a three-hour 
worksession on the UMCDF carbon filter system, and carbon filter technology in general. The 
Commission heard presentations from the National Research Council, the U.S. Army, Raytheon 
Demilitarization Company, and the Petitioners. A copy of the transcript of the EQC worksession 
on August 18, 1999 is included as Attachment C. (The August 18 worksession also included 
discussion of issues unrelated to.the PFS. The carbon filter technology portion of the 
worksession begins on page 32 of the transcript in Attachment C.) 

The Petitioners submitted information during the Court proceedings related to G.A.S.P., et al. v. 
Environme~tal Quality Commission, et al. (Case No. 9708-06159, Circuit Court of the State of 
Oregon}. One of the exhibits from the Co~ proceedings was incorporated by reference by two 
of the Commenters (Condit, et' al., and Brenner). The Department provided the ·comrriissi~n 
with a full copy of the exhibit [Attachment D] and a review of the exhibit prepa,red by Ecology 
and Environme.nt, Inc., at the request of the Department [Attachment E]. 

The Petitioners also submitted a comment to the Commission related to the PFS during the 
public comment period that was opened from March 3-15, 1999 for the Commission's "Order 
Clarifying Permit Decision" [Reference 1]. In addition to providing comments on the draft 
Order, the Petitioners submitted an excerpt of a risk assessment of the UMCDF PFS that had 
been prepared by an. Army contractor [Reference 2]. The Department provided the comment and 
a full' copy of the excerpted risk assessment document to the Commission prior to their March 
19, 1999 meeting. 

Commenters also had opportunities to comment on the UMCDF PFS during two different public 
comment periods that were opened as part of a Class 2 Permit Modification Request (PMR) 

· related to ~e configuration of the PFS. The Class 2 PMR was submitted to the Department on 
November 17, 1997 [PMRNo: UMCDF-97-005-PAS(2TA)]. One comment (from G.A.S.P.) 
was received during the 60-day public comment period. After the close of the first public 
comment period the Perrnittees submitted "supplemental information packages" that the 
Department considered significant enough to require a new public comment period. One 
comment (again from G . .f\.S.P.) was received during this second 60-day public corrunent period. 
Se_e Attachment F for documents related to the 1997 PFS Permit Modification Request. 

[The Perrnittee submitted a new Class 2 Permit Modification Request (PMR) related to the PFS 
on October 19, 1999 (UMCDF-99-043-PAS(2), "Upgrade of the Exhaust Induced Draft Fans and 
Rectifying Permit Inconsistencies." The public comment period will be open from October 19 
through Decem,ber 20, with a_public meeting scheduled for November 16, 1999 in Hermiston.] 
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Attachment B contains a summary of public comments received during the most recent comment 
period, to include comments presei:ited during oral testimony on August 18, 1999. Attachment B 
also includes the "Chance to Comment" form, the agenda for the Commission worksession held 
in August, and the invitation to the Petitioners to address the Commission at the August 
worksession (sent through Counsels). 

Discussion 

A total of six written comments (from five Comrnenters) were received during the most recent 
comment period. Three of the comments did not pertain directly to carbon filter technology, 
except in the sense that if an alternative treatment technology (in lieu of incineration) had been 
selected there would not be a need for carbon filtration of flue gases. One anonymous 
Commenter supported keeping the PFS in the UMCDF design because they "are needed for 
safety." 

The ChaiT of the National Research Council's (NRC) "Committee on Review and Evaluation of 
the Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal Pro.gram" ("Stockpile Committee") gave a presentation 
.to the Commission on an NRC report that had been released just a few days before the meeting 
titled "Carbon Filtration for Reducing Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration" [Reference 
3]. The Executive Summary of the NRC report, which includes the NRC's Findings and · 
Recommendations) is included as Attachment G. (The NRC is the "working arm" of the 
National Acacj.emy of Sciences, providing scientific and technological services to governmental 
agencies and Congress, Attachment G includes the "Frequently Asked Questions" section from 
the NRC websi~e.) 

Many of the comments presented, both at the August worksession and in the written comments 
submitted to the Department, pertained to the NRC's "Carbon Filtration" report. The 

. Department retained Ecology and Environment, Inc., (E&E) to review the NRC report in the . 
context of its applicability specifically to the UMCDF design, potential ramifications to the 
UMCDF "Pre-Trial Burn Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessmerit'' conducted in 1996, 
and rhe health and ecological nsk assessments that will be contluctetl after lhe cumph:tio11 of 
UMCDF trial burns. 

E&E concluded that the NRC c_arbon filter report "is generally well written and accurate," but 
noted that so~e of the "statements and conclusions about health risks" were based on 
"documents that were not evaluated by DEQ or the EQC." The E&E reviewer cautioned I)EQ 
and EQC against using the NRC carbon filter report as the sole basis for making conclusions 
about the emissions reduction performance and/or the human health risks of the PFS at UMCDF. 
A copy of the E&E "Technical Memorandum: Review of Carbon Filtration for Reducing 
Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration" is included as Attachment_ H. 
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The discussion presented below is limited to the two written comments that related ·di~ectly to 
carbon filters, oral testimony from 1he August 18 worksession, and discussion of the exhibit that 
was submitted during the Court proceedings [Attachment DJ that the Commenters incorporated 
by reference. The discussion below does not include Cornmenters' criticisms of the NRC 
Carbon Filtration report, except as they relate specifically to UMCDF carbon filters . The 
principal authors of the NRC Carbon Filtration report were present.at the August worksession, 
and responded directly to the Cornmenters immediately after their oral testimony to the 
Commission. (See pages 52-70 of the transcript in Attachment C.) 

The Department evaluated the public comments (and other information submitted by the 
Petitioners during the course of legal proceedings) on the basis of whether the information was 
new information which was not available at the time of permit issuance that would have justified 
different permit conditions . . See 40 CFR 270 .41 ( a)(2). 

Completeness o(the PFS Design 

The Commenters believe that it is clear that the design of the PFS at UMCDF has not yet beeri 
finalized, and that DEQ and EQC could not have set permit _conditions that are protective of. 
public health and the environment without review of the final design. One Commenter argues 
that the 'permits issued for UMCDF should be revoked because if the PFS design was not 
finalized, then the Permittee's Application was incomplete, and the EQC had no authority to 
issue permits in the first place. 

The Department is aware that the PFS design is still incomplete. The Permittee's Class 2 Permit 
Modification Request (PMR) submitted in November, 1997 was conditionally approved in 
November, 1998 (See disc:ussion of the PMR in" Summary of Public Input Opportunities" 
above and related documents in Attachments F and I). The conditional approval letter (See DEQ 
Item No. 98-0938 in Attachment F) required the Permittee to submit additional information 
related to the PFS, which resulted in further Department inquiries. The Department and the 
Permittee exchanged correspondence during 1999 related to various documents concerning the . 
PFS and on August 24, 1999 the Department sent the Permittee a letter requiring the submittal of 
another Permit Modification Request to reflect the final design of the PFS (See DEQ Item No. 
99-1398 in Attachment F). 

The Permittee submitted a new Class 2 Permit Modification Request (PMR) related to the PFS 
on October 19, 1999 (UMCDF-99-043-PAS(2), "Upgrade of the Exhaust Induced Draft Fans . 
and Rectifying Permit Inconsistencies"). The public comment period will be open from October 
19 through December 20; with a public meeting scheduled for November 16, 1999 in Hermiston. 
The Commenters, and the Department, will have additional opportunity to review the PFS design 
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configuration contained in this most recent PMR in light of the issues brought forth by. the 
National Research Council and through the recent EQC-initiated public comment process on 
carbon ·filtration technology: 

Use of a "Fixed Bed" Design 

Commenters have expressed concern that the fixed-bed design of the carbon ~ltration technology 
being employed at UMCDF poses several process operation and safety ris~s, and that the design 
is "unproven." The National Research Council [Appendix C of Reference 3] was able to identify 
22 commercial combustion facilities (most of which were located in Germany) that were 
utilizing fixed-bed carbon filters to "remove residual sulfur dioxide and hydrogen chloride, 
mercury, organic solvents, and semivolatile organics like dioxins and furans.\' -

The Commenters point out the possibility of "channeling" that can occur in a fixed-bed filter, 
potentially allowing flue gases to pass almost drrectly thiough the carbon material. The UMCDF 
PFS carbon filters will be comprised of a set of carbon beds in series. The granular carbon media 
at UMCDF will be packed into the filter beds and subj ected to physical vibration to ensure a tight 
enough pack to significantly reduce the possibility of loose-fill areas that could allow channelin~. 
The Departrrient believes that the packing method, combined with the rp.ultiple carbon beds and 
chemical agent monitoring between the beds, will be sufficient to minimize the possibility of 
channeling, 6r to detect chemical agent if channeling or "breakthrough" of the carbon beds occur. 

The Ability of Carbon to Adsorb Chemical Agent 

The Commenters have questioned the ability of the activated coconut shell carbon (the type of 
carbon proposed for use in the UMCDF PFS) to adsorb chemical warfare agents. The 
Department has reviewed numerous documents (see Attachment I) that provide data supporting 
the conclusion that carbon is effective in removing agent from the flue stream. The National 
Research Council also provides supporting data referring to the ability of activated carbon to 
adsorb.chemicai agent (see Reference 3). The Department believes the design of the U:MCDF 
PFS allows sufficient carbon capacity not only to adsorb residual pollutants from the gas stream, 
but also provides sufficient capacity to capture and retain excess emissions (not only of agent, 
but also of constituents such as dioxins and furans) caused by transient upsets occurring in the 
uMCDF furnaces upstream ofthe.PFS. 

Commenters also expressed concern over the possibility of"off gassing" occurring if the carbon 
in the PFS is subjected to high temperatures. The Department agrees that excessive temperatures in 
the PFS could result in off-gassing of accumulated material. The Department has reviewed several 
reports by the Edgewood Research Development and Engineering Center (ERDEC) that discuss 
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the results of te·sts conducted to study the effects of temperature (see Attachment I): The 
Department believes that the risk of off-gas~ing due to high inlet temperatures to the PFS is 
.mitigated by the automatic waste feed cut-off settings for the furnaces that will be activated at a 
temperature below the temperature that will produce off-gassing from the carbon. In addition, 
the PFS design incorporates an emergency bypass feature to reduce the risk 6f carbon bed 
ignition in the case of extremely high inlet temperatures. 

PFS SafetvRisks 

The Comm enters expressed concern that the safety and health risks posed by the operation of the 
PFS have not been adequately characterized for either the on-site workers or the off-site population. 
The National Research Council agreed, and included in their report the statement (see Findings 4, 
and 5 and associated recommendations in Attachment G) that "the risk of acute hazards to 
workers ... has not been adequately characterized" and that "if increased worker risks and hazards 
are identified, it is not clear what steps the army would take to mitigate them." The NRC goes on 
to recommend that the "Phase 2" Quantitative Risk Assessments should "include a complete 
evaluation of worker risk associated with the addition of the pollution abatement system filter 
system" and that the Army should clarify what mitigation measures will be taken to protect both the 
workers and the public. Nevertheless, the NRC concluded that the risks posed by the PFS to off­
site populations was "negligible" and that the PFS as a whole was "risk-neutral." 

The Department shares the concerns of the Commenters regarding the risks both to the· workers 
and to the off-site population, and concurs with a statement made by one of the Cornmenters 
during the August 18 worksession that "the workers are members of the public." Although 
worker risk can often be mitigated through risk management actions (careful implementation of 
procedures, limited access, etc.), the Department believes that further study of both worker risk 
and potential health risks to off-site populations due to the operation of the PFS is warranted. 

Operation of the PFS During "Upset" conditions 

The Commenters expressed grave concern that there are plans to bypass the carbon filter bed in 
case of accidents or upsets, and that "if you have to bypass them when you are in a critical event" 
then you are defeating the purpose of" giv[ing] us some additional security in the event of 
a ... serious malfunction." The Depa.I_1ment believes that there is a misunderstanding on the part 
of the Commenters concerning the conditions under which the PFS will be "bypassed." The 
PFS will not be bypassed during furnace upset conditions, unless the furnace upset conditions are 
having effects doWilstream that are resulting in PFS upset conditions. The bypa:ss feature on the 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page L-7 



Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission. 
Agenda Item G, EQC Meeting, November 18, 1999 
Page 8 

PFS is provided for safe operation in the case of, for example, unacceptably high inlet. 
temperatures to the PFS that could pose a risk of fire in the carbon beds. The PFS will not be 
bYPassed solely because of upset conditions in furnace. 

The Use of a "Five-Stage" PollutantAbatement System 

The Commenters recommend that the Commission require UMCDF to use a "five-stage 
pollution abatement system." The Comrnenters cite an article in the" Jqumal of Hazardous 
Materials" that recommends the use of a four- or five-stage pollution abatement system for 
dioxin and furan control, including 1) a quench tower; 2) acid gas wet scrubber (for hydrogen 
chloride and hydrogen fluoride); 3) a scrubber for sulfur dioxide; 4) an activated carbon filter; 
and/or 5) an" SCR" system for NOx (Nitrogen oxides) control. [The Department assuines that 
"SCR" system refers to a" Selective Catalytic Reduction" system.] 

The Department notes that the design of the UMCDF incorj:>orates just such a pollution 
abatement system, including the use of quench tower (for rapid cooling to prevent dioxin 
formation and wet scrubbing with caustic solution to neutralize acid gases), a venturi scrµbber 
(for particulate and acid gas removal), a packed bed scrubber tower (for final treatment of acid 
gases), a demister tower (for removal of sub-micron particles and metal oxides), and the 
activated carbon filtration provided by the PPS. 

The Department believes that the pollution abatement system employed at UMCDF will be more 
than adequate to insure that UMCDF can ~eet all of Oregon's emission standards, even Without 
the additi9n of the PFS. Permit Conditions VI.Al.vi and VII.A.8 of the UMCDF HW Permit 
require that "Each incinerator shall meet the applicable performance standards ... before 
[emphasis addedj entering each incinerator's c(lTbon filter system." The PPS provides the 
"additional measure of safety". that the Commission desired when it granted the permits in 1997. 

"Exhibit 74" 

This document is an exhibit that was submitted related to Case No. 9708-06159 (Circuit Court of 
the State· of Oregon), and was incorporated by reference in the comments of both Lisa Brenner 
and Richard Condit, et al.. "Exhibit 74" is titled" An Analysis of Kriistina lisa 's Report 
Concerning the Emission of Dioxin and the Use of PAS Carbon Filters for the Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission" (Attachment D). 

Exhibit 7 4 is a "critique" by Drs. Brenner and Stibolt of a report written in 1996 by Dr. Iisa of 
Oregon State University in response to questions posed by the EQC related to dioxin control 
from incinerators. The critique contains extensive and serious allegations about "whether the 
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report authored.by Kristiina Iisa .. .is a deliberate attempt to mislead the reader." The . 
Commenters allege that the Conun~ssion should not have relied on Dr. Iisa's information 
concerning the ability of carbon filtration to capture and retain emissions from UMCDF. The 
exhibit included numerous attachments and appendices to support the allegations, which have 
been provided to the Commission separateiy. (Attachment D contains only the main body of 
Exhibit 74.) 

The Department retained E&E to review Exhibit 74 and provide a report on whether the 
allegations had a basis in fact. The E&E authors of the "Technical Memorandum" (Attachment 
E) concluded that "statements made by Professor Iisa in her report were correct given the 
information available at the time. Overall, Professor Iisa's report accurately summarizes the 
information presented in her references. The statements and claims made in the affidavit are 
largdy without validity. Some statements accurately highlight the uncertainty related to dioxin 
emissions, but these uncertainties were acknowledged by Professor Iisa and would not change 
the conclusions of her report." 

Conclusions 

The ·Department has concluded that there is no basis at this time for unilateral modification by 
the Commission of the UMCDF Hazardous Waste Treatment. and Storage Permit ~s related to the 
PFS. 

The Department believes that the fixed-bed design of the UMCDF carbon filtration system is not 
unique, and has been demonstrated as effective when applied to large combustion facilities, 
including hazardous and medical waste incineration facilities. Agent monitoring will be 
conducted between the carbon beds, and if agent is detected because of carbon channeling, 
carbon saturation, and/or off-gassing, th~re will be an automatic waste feed cut off of agent feed 
to the affected furnace. The UMCDF PFS h~s the capacity to capture and retain transient flue 
gas emissions caused by upset operating co~ditions upstream in a furnace. 

Intended Future Actions 

The Department will review the Class 2 Permit Modification Request related to the PFS 
submitted by the Permittees in October, 1999, and will revise PFS-related permit conditions as 
necessary. The Department will review the Permit Modification Request in light of the issues 
identified by the National Research Council and the Commenters concerning operational risks 
and design completeness of the PFS. 
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Department Recommendation 

The Department recommends that the PFS be retained as part of the UMCDF design, and that the 
Commission find that there is insufficient basis for unilateral modification of the UMCDF 
Hazardous Waste Storage and T reatrnent Permit related to the inclusion of the PFS. 

The Department also recommends that the Commission send a letter to the Office of the Governor 
requesting that Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OR-OSHA) review the 
issues related to worker risk at UMCDF. 

Attachments 

Attachment A: "Authority to Modify Ha.zardpus Waste Facility Permits," Memorandum from 
Larry H. Edelman, Oregon Department of Jµstice, to Environmental Quality 
Commission, August 4, 1999. [DEQ Item No. 99-1344] 

Attachment B: Documents related to the Public Comment Period July 19-September 20, 1999 
(Summary of Public Comments received, "Chance to Comment" Form, Agenda 
for the August 18, 1999 EQC Worksession, and invitation to present oral 
testimony). [DEQ Item Nos. 99-1816, 99-1200, 99-1245, and 99-1320] _I~ 
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No. 99-0066] 

3. "Carbon Filtration for Reducing Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration," National· 
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Executive Summary 

The Committee on Review and Evaluation of the 
Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program (Stockpile 
Committee) of the National 'Research Council has 
endorsed incineration· (with ·comprehensive. air .pollu­
tion control systems) as a safe and effective procedure 
for destroying chemical agents and munitions. Recog­
nizing, however, that some public opposition to incin­
eration (based primarily on substances of potential 
concern [SOPCs] that could escape into the atmosphere 
with . the combustion gas) has always existed, the 
committee also recommended that the Army study the 
addition of a carbon filtration system to improve the. 
existing pollution abatement system. This recom.men- . 
dation reflected the committee's belief that (1) reduc­
tions in emissions resulting from carbon filtration 
systems: however small, could increase public confi­
dence, and (2).a carbon filter would virtually eliminate 
the possibility of an· accidental release of a chemical 
agent through the stack. 

When the first recommendations were made in 1991 
and 1992, carbon filteTS were being introduced in 
Europe. Since then, the Army has evaluated the Euro­
pean experience and decided to add carbon filters to 
the baseline incineration systems for the disposal of 
chemical weapons stockpiles at Anniston, Alabama; 
Umatilla, Oregon; and Pine Bluff, Arkansas. Carbon 
filters are called for in the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) permits for the Anniston, 
Umatilla, and Pine Bluff sites, where construction of 
the disposal facilities is already under way. . 

Since these decisions were made, data from trial 
bums conducted at the operating Tooele Chemical 
Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF) near Tooele, Utah, 
have become av<iilable. Although this facility does not 
have a carbon filtration system, the data show very low 

1 

emitted concentrations of SOPCs, including dioxins 
and meta,ls. The concentrations measured at the 
TOCDF were either the lowest or among the lowest 
emitted concentrations in the Environmental Protection -. -

Agency's (EPA' s) Hazardous Waste Combustor Emis-
sions Database. Chemical agent, if present at all, was 
below the detection limit, which.is also below the levels 
generally believed to have deleterious environmental 
or health effects. Nevertheless, an Army study model­
ing the performance of carbon filters concluded that 
they would reduce many SOPCs to even lower levels. 
The committee concurs with this judgment. 

The carbon filter system, including associated gas 
conditioning equipment designs, had not been final­
ized at the time this report .was prepared. Suggested 
design alten;iati.ves were available, however, and the 
committee concluded that an effective pollution abate- · 
ment system carbon filter system (PFS) design could 
be implemented. 

The Utah Department of Environmental Quality's 
Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, which con­
ducted the health risk assessment (HRA) for the Tooele 
facility, determined that the health risk to the public 
posed b'y the incinerator stack gas emissions was below 
the level of regulatory concern. HRAs have also been 
conducted by Army contractors for the Anniston and 
Umatilla facilities in which the effects of adding carbon . 
filters to the baseline 'incinerati9n sys~em pollution 
abatement systems· were considered, but only in terms 
of changes in the exhaust gas 'flow rate and tempera­
ture, not reduction in emissions of SOPCs. These 
studies did no't quantitatively evaluate the potential 
benefits of the PFS, but even without carbon filtration 
systems, emissions are expected to be below the levels 
of regulatory concern. 
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CARBON FILTRATION FOR REDUCIN G EMISSIONS FROM CHEMICAL AGENT INCINERATION 

Based on quantitative risk assessments (QRAs) 
(estimates of the probability and consequences of acci­
dent scenarios that could lead. to a release of agent) 
completed at Tooele and under way at Anniston and 
Umatilla, the increased risk to the public from an acci­
dental release of agent associated with carbon filters 
was found to be negligible (i.e., orders of magnitude 
below the risks people face every day). 1bis wa$ not so 
for worker risk. In the Anniston QRA analysis carried 
out using the Phase 2 QRA from the TOCDF, modified 
for the presence of a PFS, the only type of upset condi­
tion that would increase the risk of agent release was 
blockage of the exhaust gas flow by the PFS coupled 
with loss of the induced draft (which maintains the 
pressure drop for the exhaust gas flow). The risk of an 
explosion of agent vapor caused by blockage o( the 
PFS represents 3 percent of the total worker risk. 
Individual worker fatality risk from agent over the 
facility life attributable to upsets in the pollution abate­
ment system are estimated at 3.3 x 10-5 with the PFS 
and 1.1 x 10-5 without the PFS. This is in contrast to 
total worker risk from agent over the facility life of 
4.1 x 1Q-4 as estimated forTOCDF. These findings ci.lso 
can be compared with the worker accidental death rates 
of 3 x 10-5 per year for manufacturing and 1.5 x 10-4 
per year for construction industries during 1996. The 
increased risk at the TOCDF is within the .range of the 
uncertainty of worker risk analysis at the facility· but 
significant enough to warrant further evaluation. 

The QRAs assess the risk of accidental releases of 
chemical agent, but they do not addres~ . '.'normal" 
industrial risk to workers. Hazards· to workers from 
operating and maintaining an industrial facility (haz­
ards not related to agent) will be evaluated during 
design and prior to commissioning, as part of the health, 
safety, and environmental evaluations for baseline 
facilities . If carbon filters are used, they will be 
included in these evaluations and the risk.manag~ment 
and safety programs of each facility. Two risks that are 
frequently mentioned in this co1U1ection are risks asso- · 
ciated with potential fires and risks during disposal of 
the carbon. PFS design and morutoring plans substan­
tially mitigate the risk of potential carbon fires. The 
amount of potentially contaminated carbon from the 
PFS that will require disposal is small in comparison to 
the amount of agent-contaminated carbon that will 
require disposal from the treatment of the ventilation 
air for the facility. 

The · QRA.s for three sites (Tooele, Anniston, and 
Umatilla) to date all confirm the committee's previous 

observations: (1) the major hazard to the public is from 
the stored agent and munitions in the stockpile itself;· 
and (2) the risk introduced by stockpile disposal pro- · 
cessing is relatively small (less than I percent of the 
stockpile storage risk) .· Major changes in a RCRA 
permit may engender a considerable delay that would 
increase the overall risk to the public. However, the 
magnitude of the increased storage risk depends on the 
length of the delay (which is uncertain). The increased 
risk from prolonged stockpile storage has been esti­
mated on a per year of storage basis. For the popula­
tion 2 to 5 km from the Anniston Chemical A gent 
Disposal Facility, the individual public fatality risk is 
1.4 x 10-5 per year, and the societal public fatality risk 
is 2.6 x 10-2 per year. This risk is in contrast to the 
disposal processing risks for the same population of 
3.8· x 10-8 per year (individual public fatality risk) and 
1.8 x 10-5 (societal public fatality risk). Thus, theper 
year risk from storage is at least three orders of magni­
tude higher than the risk from disposal processing. 
Hence, very short delays would increase public risks 
more than the total public risk from disposal. A delay 

. · of approximately one year would result in increased 
individual public risks of the same order of n;i.agnitude 
as the estimated increase attributable to the PFS in indi­
vidual worker fatality risk over the entire period of dis­
posal processing. Consequently, public risk will be 
minimized by the expeditious safe destruction of the 
stockpile. 

Conceptually, the committee agrees with the Army' s 
decision to proceed with the current designs at 
Anniston and Umatilla and not to alter the operating 
configurations of JACADS and the TOCDF. Remov­
ing or adding carbon filters at this point is likely to 
cause delays that will increase the risk to workers and 
the public. However, potential increases in worker risk 
from the carbon filters, which were initially estimated 
to be small, require further evaluation. To mitigate the 
potential adverse consequences of adding carbon fil­
ters at Anniston and Umatilla, worker risk should be 
evaluated quickly and managed effectiv~ly, including 
changing the PFS design, if necessary. 

The Army's initial att~mpts at public outreach using 
its change management process (C:MP) in PFS deci­
sion making did not elicit meaningful public involve­
ment or comment during the decision process, and 
several shortcomings of the ClvfP have now become 
apparent. First, public involvement must be initiated 
much earlier in the process of evaluating change. For 
example, public involvement could have helped the 
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Army formulate the questions to be answered during 
the PFS risk evaluation. Second, public involvement 
should allow for public·input prior to making decisions 
on major process changes, even if initial assessments 

. indicate that no change is preferred. Third, for the CMP 
public involvement process to be credible and engender 
public trust, the Army must provide clear guidelines 
for .i,nitiating the CMP, which should not be circum­
vented by executive decision. 

The Army's decisions not to change the configura­
tions at Tooele, Anniston, and Umatilla were made in 
the context that the original intent of the PFS was to 
reduce risk and increase public confidence. These goals 
were to be achieved by adding another air pollution 
control system· component to polish the effluent and 
curb whatever pollutants would have been emitted 
wii:.b.out the PFS. However, the results of the Army's 
analysis showed that changes to risk would be small, 
that these changes could be improvements or degrada­
tions depending on the population considered and the 
uncertainty analysis, and that the risks could be differ­
ent for the public and workers. In addition, the Army's 
presentation of the risk evaluations was difficult to 
understand and was not issued in a self-contained docu­
ment delineating (1) comparisons of each risk compo-1 

nent with and without the PFS and (2) the Army's 
rationale for making no changes to the current site con­
figurations. These crucial lapses all but. precluded the 
public from following the process or influencing the 
results. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The estimated concentrations and emission rates of 
SOPCs from chemical agent incinerator operations 
developed during the permitting processes for · the 
Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility and the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility were below 
the thresholds of regulatory concern, whether or not a 
passive carbon filtration system (like the PFS) was. in­
cluded in the facility design. Therefore, the committee 
considers PFS to be risk neutral to off-site populations. 

The addition of a PFS to the PAS would probably 
reduce the already low emissions of some SOPCs dur­
ing normal, transient, and upset operating conditions. 
However, a PFS would also increase worker risk by 
making the facility more complex and by introducing 
new scenarios for potential facility upsets and failures. 
The extent. of the increase in worker risk is not clear 

3 

because all of the applicable risk eval,uations (e.g., 
Phase 2 QRAs and health, safety, and environmental. 
evaluations) and resulting risk mitigation measures 
have not yet been completed. Preliminafy assessments, 
however, indicate that the increase in worker risk would 
be small. 

Significant changes in permitted facility designs 
require permit modifications, which could cause sub­
stantial delays; Because risk analyses consistently 
indicate that the storage risk to the public and workers 
is much greater than the processing risk, changing the 
perinitted configuration at any stockpile site is likely to 
increase the overall risk by delaying destruction of the 
stockpile. 

Finding la. The reported emitted concentrations of 
SO PCs measured during trial bums at the JAC.ADS and 
TOCDF incinerators are among the lowest.reported to 
the EPA. TOCDF emissions are the ·lowest, or at least 
one of the lowest, in dioxins, mercury, cadmium, lead, 
arsenic, beryllium, and chromium. The reported emis- · 
sions of some SOPCs were based on the analytical 
detection limit for the constituent, which means the 
actual concentration could be much lower than the 
reported concentration. Maximum emitted ,concentra­
tions from JACADS were used for the HR.As for other 
baseline facilities to ensure that estimates of risks 
would be conservative. 

Finding lb. In 1992 and 1994, the NRC recommended 
that the Army investigate using carbon filters for two 
purposes: (1) to contain transient stack emissions or 
accidental rele~es of agent and (2) to increase public 
confidence in incineration. Activated carbon filters in 
use at several large incinerators in Europe meet very 
stringent regulations on emissions of chlorinated 
d.io:rins/fur:i.ns and are considered to be th s t -of­
the-art techno.logy for this purpose. Based on prelimi­
nary design evaluations, activated carbon in the PFS of 
the Army's baseline incineration system is likely to 
have sufficient adsorption capacity to reduce emitted 
concentrations of dioxins, furans, HD, VX, and GB for 
more than a year of normal operations before the acti­
vated carbon-would have to be replaced. The activated 
carbon would also have the capacity to adsorb a 
chemical agent in case of a major upset; however, a 
major upset would necessitate the immediate replace­
ment of the activated carbon. 

The addition of carbon filters to a baseline incinera­
tion PAS does not appear to reduce the health ris~ to 
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4 CARBON FILTRATION FOR REDUCING EMISSIONS FROM CHEMICAL AGENT INCINERATION 

the surrounding population substantially because the 
health risk is already small (see Finding la). Neverthe­
less, reinfor:cing public and worker confidence is an 
important goal. 

Recommendation 1. The Army should only consider 
removing the carbon filtration system from the_permit­
ted designs. of the Anniston, Umatilla, or Pine Bluff 
facilities if, after a thorough implementation of the 
change management process to enslire meaningful 
public involvement, the public supports that decision. 

Finding 2. Based on the evaluation of preliminary PFS 
design alternatives: an effective design for the PFS is 
feasible. Operating facilities in several countries now 
have significant experience in the design and operation 
of activated carbon filters. 

Recommendation 2. The Army s·hould take advantage 
of the experience of other users of carbon filters 
through appropriate consultation. 

~- . 
~ ' 

Finding 3. The Army has eval)lated the implications of 
adding orretnoving passive carbqn filter systems to the 
baseline incineration systems at the Tc;>oele, Anniston, 
and Umatilla disposal facilities. Some of the impacts 

i1": ) 
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on risk to public health from stack emissions were 
evaluated by comparing the HRAs for the existing 
baseline facilities to estimates of the upper bound of 
public health risk posed _by the addition of the PFS. 
However, the poten.tial reductions in public health risk 
were not estimated, and the evaluations of impacts to 
off-site populations were incomplete .. 

An estimate of the impact on risk of accidents.lead­
ing to agent-related public fatalities was made by 
expanding the Anniston and Umatilla Phase 1 QRAs to 
consider the addition of the PFS. The impact of the 
PFS on worker risk, which is not e.valuated in the 
Anniston and Umatilla Phase 1 QRAs, was estimated 
by extrapolating the Tooele Phase 2 QRA res"l).lts 
(which does include worker risk) to these other facili­
ties. The Phase 1 QRAs for the Anniston and Umatilla 
facilities were also used to estimate increases in risk to 
the public from extended storage of the stockpile due 
to the PFS. Thus, the QRA evaluations· completed to 
date are initial estimates· of the magnitude of increased 

• risk to the public from accidental releases of agent 
resulting from the .addition of the PFS, but they are not 
complete evaluations of worker risk. Moreover, the 
range of potential delays to stockpile destruction 

caused by permit modifications and physical changes 
to the current site-specific baseline incineration con­
figurations has not been defined. 

Based on these estimates, the Army concluded that. 
"[the] current plan to install and operate the PFS at the 
ANCDF [Anniston] ·and the UMCDF (Umatilla] re­
mains the best course of action for maximizing human 
health and environmental protection," and that the 
TOCDF should continue to operate without a PFS. The 
decision to continue with the current configurations at 
permitted facilities eliminates increases in risks to the 
public and workers from potential delays in stockpile 
d~struction caused by facility modifications or permit 
changes. Although worker risk from current PFS con­
figurations is uncertain, based on the available risk 
estimates and projected schedules, the committee 
concurs with the Army's conclusion. 

Recommendation 3. To minimize increased risks to 
off-site populations and on-site workers from delays in 
stockpile destruction, the Army should proceed_ with 
the current configirrations, which include carbon filtra­
tion systems at Anniston and Umatilla, and should con­
tinue operations at Tooele, which does not have a 
carbon filtration system . 

Finding 4. Only the Phase 1 Anniston and Umatilla 
QRAs have been completed. The risk.of acute hazards 
to.workers, probably the receptors at greatest risk from 
a mishap involving the PFS,, has not been adequately 
characterized. Early initiation of the Phase 2 QRAs 
could identify these risks while facility design and con­
struction are in progress and give the Army. greater 
fle~bility to modify facility designs and operating pro-
cedures, if necessary. · 

Recommendation 4a. The site-specific Phase 2 QRAs 
for Anniston, Umatilla, and Pine Bluff, which would 
identify and analyze specific failure modes, should in­
clude a complete evaluation of worker risk associated 
with the addition of the pollution abatement system 
filter system. The '.Phase 2 QRAs for each site should 
be initiated as soon as possible and should be com­
pleted and reviewed by independent technical experts 
before systemization of the facilities at Anniston, 
Umatilla, and Pine Bluff is completed. 

Recommendation 4b. A risk management plan should 
be developed to minimize worker risk during the opera­
tion and maintenance of the pollution abatement system 
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filter systems. The evaluation of operating and mainte­
nance risks should include the operational experience 
of similar systems. If the increased risk to on-site 
workers is found to be substantial, the Army .should 
consider making modifications, as. long as they do not 
substantially increase overall worker or public risk 
from prolonged storage. 

Finding 5. If increased worker risks and hazards are 
identified, it is not clear what steps the .Army would 
take to mitigate them. Nor does the .Army have a clear 
decision basis for balancing reductions in public risk 
and increases in worker risk. 

Recommendation 5. The Army should clarify to the 
public and facility workers the risk management. 
actions that would be taken if increased worker risks 
are identified. The Army should also clarify the deci­
sion basis for balancing reductions in public risk 
against increases in worker risk while ful:filling its man­
date to protect both workers and the public. 

Finding 6. The PFS was assumed to have no effect on 
concentrations of SOPCs in the HR.A calculations for 
Anniston and Umatilla. The effects of SOPCs emitted 
from the stacks at these facilities have been estimated 
to be below the thresholds of regulatory concern with­
out the benefit of the PFS. However, change.s from 
installing a PFS have not been determined in a way that 
facilitates _quantitative comparisons. 

Recommendation 6. Future health risk assessments 
should include estimates of emitted and ambient con­
centrations of SOPCs, with and without the PFS, for all 
substances that contnoute significantly to the overall 

· risk. Because PFS performance cannot be based on 
ac al measurements, _th alysis sho ld consider the 
implications of reducing emissions to both the method 
detection limit and the levels indicated by engineering 
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calculations, including quantitative evaluati_ons of the 
uncertainties associated with each risk estimate. The 
resul~, including the acute and latent risks, should be 
reviewed by independent technical experts. The results 

. should then be presented in a way that facilitates public 
input to decision rriaking. · 

Finding 7. Because of the length of time required to 
complete the preliminary PFS risk assessment, the fact 
that this evaluation is still incomplete, and the status of 
construction activities at Anniston and Umatilla, mean­
ingful public involvement in the decision to include the 
PFS at these sites is no longer possible. The CMP Plan 
and the CMP Public Involvement Outreach Plan were 
not effectively implemented during the Army's analy­
sis of the PFS. The lack of public involvement in this 
process represents a lost opportunity for the Army to 
develop its CW and to implement the CMP public 
outreach process. 

Recommendation 7 a. The health risk assessment and 
quantitative risk assessment-for Pine Bluff should be 
completed as quickly as possible and communicated to 
the public in a timely manner so that there .can be mean­
ingful public .involvement in the decision process to 
retain or remove the carbon filter system. The risk 
assessments should be subject to independent expert 
review and the findings incorporated into the decision­
mak:ing process. 

Recommendation 7b. The Army should continue to 
refine its change management process and the change 
management process public involvement plan. Public 
involvement should be an integral part of future evalu­
ations of the pollution abatement system filter system, 
especially at Pine Bluff. The committee repeats its rec­
ommendation thafthe Army involve the public mean­
ingfully in the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program 
as a whole. 
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The National Ressarch Council 

'. Q .. What is the; National< Research Council? 

The National Research Council is the working ann of the National 
Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering, carrying 
out most of the studies done in their names. The Research Council is not 
a membership organization. It was organized in 1916 in response to the 
increased need for scientific and technical services caused by World War 
I. The Research Council is administered jointly by the National Academy 
of Sciences, the National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of 
Medicine, and its work is overseen by a Governing Board and -an 
Executive Committee. The president of the National Academy of 
Sciences is the chair of both the Governing Board and Executive 
Committee; the president of the National Academy of Enginee("ing is vice 
chair. 

As indicated on the Program "Organizational Diagram the National 
Research _Council consists of the following units, which direct most of its 
programs: 

• Commission' on.:Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education 

• Commission on Engineering and Technical Systems 

• Commission on Geosciences, Environment, and Resources 

• Commission on Life Sciences 

• Commission on Physical Sciences, Mathematics, an·d Applications 

• Office of International Affairs 

• Office of Scientific and Engineering Personnel 

• Board on Agriculture and Natural Resources 

• Center for Science, Mathematics and Engineering Education 

• Policy Division 

• Transportation Research Board 

Q . What is the basic mission of the National Research Council? 

The basic mission of the National Research Council is to pri?vide most of 
the services to governmental agencies and the Congress that are 
undertaken by the National Academy of Sciences and the National 
Academy of Engineering in their role as advisers to the federal 
governmerit. The Research Council does this primarily through its 
committee structure, calling upon a wide cross section of the nation's 
leading scientists, engineers, and other professionals, who serve on its 
committees without pay. 
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the National Research Council 

Q. Who requests and supports the work of the National Research 
Council? 

Most of the requests for Research Council studies come from 
governmental agencies or from the Congress; some are initiated . 
internally; and a few are proposed by other external sources. About 85 
percent of the funding comes from the federal government through 
contracts and grants from .agencies and 15 percent from state 
governments, private foundations, industrial organizations, and funds 
provided by the National Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of 
Engineering, and the.Institute of Medicine for internally generated projects 
of a critical nature. . . 

Q. Does the Research Council originate and fund any of its· work on 
its own? · 

. . 
Yes, although only limited resources are available for self-initiated work. 
The Academics and the Institute of Medicine have devoted much effort in 
recent years to building up their endowments in order to be able to expand 
the capacity to pursue self-initiated activities. However, such 
undertakings always will remain a small part of the institution's overall 
operations. 

Q. Does the Researcft Council solicit funds or accept donations? 

Yes, it does solicit funds and accept donations from non-governmental . 
sources. However, all funds, regardless of their source, are accepted by 
the Research Council with very stringent conditions in order to ensure that 
the acceptance of any funds does not influence the objectivity, scope, 
method of study, or membership of a study group. 

Q . What is the Research Council 's tax status? 

The National Research Council functions under the National Academy of 
Sciences, which is a nonprofit organization. The National Academy of . 
Sciences is exempt from federal income taxes under section 501 (c)(3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code. · 

Q. How many active Research Council anc;i Institute of Medicine 
committees are there? 

In a typical year, there are a total of more than 1,000 committees with 
approximately 10,000 professionals volunteering their time to serve on 
them. · 

Q. Does the Research Council do research? Fund research? 

The Research Council has..Ilo research laboratories. Rather than 
conducting its own research, it generally evaluates and compile~research 
done by others. However, in a few cases and increasingly so in recent 
years, the institution has been funding research in areas such as 
transportation, medical care, highways, and international scientific and 
technical programs in developing countries. 

Q. What kind of projects do the Research Council and the Institute of 
Medicine undertake? 

For the federal government, the Research Council examines scientific 
and technological questions in any of the scientific and engineering 
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the National Research Council 

disciplines referred to it by government agencies. However, discussions 
with an agency are sometimes necessary in order to ensure that 
questions are formulated in such a way that they can be answered as 
clearly and unequivocally as possible. 

T~e Institute of Medicine, operating through procedures of the National 
Research Council , responds to questions relating to public health policy, 
care, research, and education. 

Proposals received from non-federal sources to investigate scientific and 
technological questions are considered on their merits and in light of their 
application to national concerns. All new projects from all sources are 
considered first by the Research Council commission, office, or board, or 
Institute of Medidne unit under whose aegis they would be undertaken 
before they are referred either to the Research Council's Executive 
Committee or Governing Board for review and approval. 

Q. Who selects topics for Research Council and Institute of Medicine 
projects? · 

, Suggestions of topics are received from many different_ SOLJrces: 
Congress, governmental agencies, _state agencies, foundations ,' 
universities, _industry, Academy and Institute members, and units in the 
National Academies. · · " 

.,,. , 
; ··.· 

As noted above, topics are evaluated initially by the Research Cciuncil 
commission, office, or board, or Institute of Medicine urrit that would be 
responsible for them. If found acceptable, proposals for these projects are 
presented to the Research Coundl's Executive Committee or Governing 
Board for review and approval. 

Q. Can private org.anizations, including foundations and 
corporatio.ns, sponsor Research Council studies? 

Yes, they can, but as noted previously, industry sponsors cannot provide 
more than 50 percent of the support for a project As with all studies, the 
subject first must be evaluated by the major unit of the Research Council 
that would undertake it and then be approved by the Research Council's 
Executive Committee or Governing Board. Funding contributed for such a 
study is accepted with the same stringent conditions placed on the 
acceptance of all funds, namely, that acceptance does not influence the 
study in any way. 

Q. Does the institution confine its activities to domest ic issues or 
does it undertake internationa l assignments? 

Although most of its activities have been related to domestic issues, the 
institution's interests now encompass a broad range of international 
concerns such as scientific cooperation and exchanges, the impact of 
international competition on U.S. industries, the reduction of friction 
among industrialized nations, and scientific and technical programs in 
developing countries. 

Q . What proportion of committee members are members of the 
National Academy of Sciences, the Nat ional Academy of 
Engineering, or the Institute of Medicine? 

The percentages vary from year to year. In 'fisca~ year 1990, the number 
of National Academy of Sciences members servi~g on Research Council 
and Institute of Medicine committees was approximately 24 percent of the 
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the National Research Cormcil 

membership of the Academy, which amounted to 6 percent of the total 
number of professionals serving on Research Council committees. For 
the National Academy of Engineering, the figures were 24 percent and 6 
percent. For the Institute of Medicine, they were 39 percent and 6 
percent. 
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Introduction 

A quantitative risk assessment (QRA) of the 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility· 
(UMCDF) has been completed. To accomplish . 
this, the frequencies and public health. 
consequences of potenti"al accidental releases of 
chemical agelit associated · with facility . 
operations have been estimated. Worker risk due 
to agent operations has been ·evaluated for the 
UMCDF disposal operations. In addition, the 
public · risk associated with storage of the 
chemical munitions at the Umatilla Chemical 
Depot (UMCD) has been assessed: 

The U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency 
(Provisional), Program Manager for Elimination 
of Cheri:J.ical Weapons' (PM ECW) has directed 
that a comprehensive QRA be completed for 
each chemical agent disposal facility prior to 
operation. Th~ QRA will support a risk 
management program designed to help achieve 
the Army's prime objective of safe disposal of 
the ~hemical weapons stockpile. 

Backgrou~d 

The Chemical Stockpile Disposal Project 
(CSDP) was · initiated in response to 
Congressional direction in 1985 to eliniinate the 
nation's stockpile of unitary chemical agents and 
munitions. In 1997 the U.S. ratified the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, further commit­
t ing to the safe disposal of chemical weapons. 
The CSDP's mission is- being accomplish~d 
through the disposal of agent and munitions at 
all stockpile storage sites. It is a key objective of 
the CSDP to accomplish its disposal· mission 
with maximum protection of the health and 
safety of the public, facility staff and the 
environment. To this enfil, the CSDP has 
implemented a safety and . risk management 
program for the entire program life cycle. 

Ongoing review of the CSDP by a standing 
committee of the National Research Council of 
the National Academy of Sciences helps ensure 
that the program is technically sound and uses 
the best available technology. One recom­
mendation was that a · comprehensive plan be 

developed to manage the risk associated with the 
illsposal process. The recommendation specifically 
called for site-specific QRAs to be performed 
prior to development of a site risk management 
program. 

To make maximum use of available risk 
technology; PM ECW directed that a QRA and a 
.risk management plan be developed for each of 
eight planned disposal facilities, starting with the 
Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 
(TOCDF) in Utah. The TOCDF QRA was 
issued in 1996 (SAIC, 1996a). For Umatilla, a 
Phase 1 QRA based on facility plans was issued 
in 1996 (SAIC, 1996b). 

The · UMCDF Phase 2 QRA was developed 
using . current risk assessment technology, 
including a number of improvements since the 
1996 TOCDF QRA. The QRA is based on the. 
as-built UMCDF and reflects the most recent 
operational plans. Insights concerning possible 
upsets, equipment reliability and operational 
performance from years of experience at 
TOCDF and the Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent 
Pisposal System (JACADS) are. included in this 
QRA. . 

In order to confirm that the QRA is performed 
using appropriate methods and models, PM 
,ECW assembled an independent expert pan_el to 
review the QRA. The panel has met with the 
QRA staff on a -periodic basis to·· review 
hiodeling methods and results, and has also 
reviewed the documentation of the analysis. 

Objectives 

The primary objective of the QRA is to 
quantitatively study the potential public and 
worker health effects associated with accidental 
releases of chemical agent. This study has 
produced an understanding of the various ways 
in which a release of agent could occur. The risk 
was quantified through estimation of the 
probabilities of agent release and the number of 
people who might be affected. Through this 
quantification, it was possible to rank by 
importance the plant and operational features 
that govern risk. The insights derived fr~m the 
QRA are being used·to help manage the facility 
risks by providing inputs for risk management, 
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as documented in the risk management program 
requirements document (PMCD, 1996). The risk 
assessment has been designed to assist in the 
understanding and communication of risk 
information to the facility staff, the public, and 
other interested parties. 

The QRA, based on operational experience from 
existing facilities and improvements in methods, 
replaces previous risk assessments that are no!-¥ 
out of date. 

An additional objective of the QRA is to 
·develop a risk management w~:>rkstation that will 
be useful for updating the risk understanding as 
changes are made to the facility or as additional 
insights into accident behavior become 
available. The workstation will be one of the 
analysis tools supporting decision-making 
within the UMCDF risk management program. 

Scope· 

The scope of the UMCDF QRA includes 
analyzing the public and worker risk from 
accidental· releases· of cheffiical agent during 
disposal activities at UMCDF, as well as public 
risk from accidental releases during chemical 
agent stqrage at UMCD. The risks of the 
·explosives associated with chemical munitions 
·are also included. The · QRA includes llD. 
estiillation of the risk associated with all steps in 
the disposal process: . 

..,.. Stockpile munition handlmg ·associated. wit~ 
moving munitions in preparation for 
transport to the facility 

..,.. Transportation of munitions from the 
stockpile storage area to UMCDF 

~ Disposal prul:t:Sst:s within UMCDf. 

In addition, an estimate of the public risk 
iiSsociated with the storage of munitions in the 
stockpile storage area is also included. . 

Public and worker risks were calculated in terms 
of acute fatal~ty ris~, which is the number of 
expected fatalities over a unit time (e.g:, per year 
or per campaign) _due to a one-time expos.ure 
associated with postulated releases of chemical 
agent. The public risk of exposure-induced 

UMCDF QRA Summary Repmi 2 

cancers is also considered for potential releases 
of. mustard agent (nerve agents have not shown 
any carcinogenic effects}. Risk was not assessed 
for accidents involving workers where there is 
no . potential for agent release (i.e., typical 
industrial accidents). These risks are managed 
through other activities, as described in the risk 
management program. Uncertainties in the 
parameters and models l1Sed in the analysis were 
quantjfied in order to display the confidence in 
the results. In . addition to ·the uncertainty 
analysis, sensitivity analyses were conducted to 
4etermi.ne how the risk .results vary based on 
changes to key assumptions in the risk m9del. 

The scope of the study includes all potential 
ca\l!>eS of release except for intentional acts such 
~ sabotage. ~abotage llD.d terrorism are assessed 
.a.tJ.d guarded agamst in existing Army programs. 
J:>i.i~lication of . those assessments would 
compromise security, so Siibotage is excluded 
from the QRA but not from serious (and no:w 
ip.cr~asing) evaluation within Army programs. 

The QR.A studies the complete disposal process, 
as well as munition storage, and considers: 

..,.. Human errors, such as an accident driving a 
forklift 

~ Equipment failures, such as a drain line pip7 
or valve failure 

..... Explosion or combustion of munition 
energetics 

..... Fires affecting the facility or process 

. equipment . 

..... Loss of support utilities, such as electric 
power 

~ .r.xi:ernal inD.ut:ul:t::;, such as accid~ntal 

. . aircraft crashes 

..,.. Acts of nature, such as storms and 
earthquakes. 

Specific calculations of environmental effects of · 
accidental agent releases were not performed; 
however, minimization of public risk would 
generally minimize environmental risk by 
·making releases less likely or less severe. 
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Other Risk Evaluations 

Several risk management activrhes help the 
Army achieve i~ goal of minimizing the risk of 
facility operation. Requirements for the 
activities to be included in tJ;i.e UMCDF risk 
management program hav~ been issued by PM 
ECW. The risk management program includes 
qualitative and quantitative evaluations of · 
equipment and operations as part of PM ECW's 
system safety management program. The QRA· 
is, therefore, only one of several activities 
involving risk assessment. The QRA scope is 
limited to accidental releases of chemical agent 
associated with storage or any . part ·of the 
disposal processes. Aspects of normal plant 
operation, such as normally allowed non-agent 
stii.ck . emissions, were excluded from this 
assessmep.t but are being addressed in the Health 
Risk Assessment for th~ Resource Conservation 
and'. Recover)' Act (RCRA) Part B permit 
application. That analysis addresses normal and 
minor offnormal incinerator emissions including 
~on-agent by-prod~cts of incinerat_ion. 

Quality Assurance and Review 

The Iliethods of analysis . in the UMCDF QRA 
b~i~~ on . those that were successfully applied in 
the TOCDF QRA. The TOCDF QRA was 
reviewed by <'!1l independent expert panel, and 
the National Research Council also provided 
oversight. The methods applied in the TOCDF 
QRA w~re refined and further. applied in the 
Arihiston Ch~mical Agen~ ,,,~isposal Faciiity 
(AN<;::DF) QRA (SAIC, 2002c), as well as this 
UMCDF QRA. An indf!pendent expert panel 
also provided oversight to the development of 
the ANCDF and UMCDF QRAs. The reports of 
those .groups stated that the methods were 
appropriate and applied well (Apostolakis et al., 
199~; NRC, 1997; Budnitz et al., 2002a,b). For 
UMCDF, improvements have been implemented 
and the entire UMCDF QRA has been subjected 
to substantial additional revieyv. 

Management controls were established to ensure 
that the analysis was accomplished in 
accordance with the Science Applications 
International Corporation (SAIC) Integrated 
Program Services Quality Manual and attendant 
procedures and policies. The analyses and 
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documentation have been subjected to three 
principal review activities: 1) intra-project 
review, 2) PM ECW and UMCDF staff review, 
and 3) expert review panel. The SAIC intra­
project reviews are the technical reviews that are 
part of the analysis itself. PM ECW and 
UMC])F reviews started during the development 
of th~ models and continued up to the 
development of results and the publication of 
draft reports. 

Another review actiyity to confirm that the QRA 
is performed using appropriate methods and 
models is the independent expert review panel. 
This panel is composed of specialists in the 
QRA· field, · as well as professionals from the 
chemical industry and academia. The panel met 
on a periodic basis with the QRA staff to review 
modeling methods a.Ild. results, and to confirm 
the validity of the approach. The panel is made 
up of nationally known experts in risk 
assessment and management, including a 
representative appointed by the State of Oregon. 
The 'e:x:pert ·review panel has produced an 
independent report under separate cover. All of 
the review comments and SAIC's resolution of 
the comments are provided· in appendix S of the 
QRA report. 

Reporting 

Descriptions of results and analyses ·are 
presented in varying levels of detail for different 
audiehces. Most reports have been'. produced for 
technically Ori!mted readers. This report is only a 
brief summary of a much ~ore detailed report of . 
-the QRA_, which is presented in 11 volumes. The 
first volume is the main report; which includes a 
summary of the methods and analyses and the 
results of the calculations. The fmal section of 
the main report, section 16, summarizes the 
overall findings. 

In keeping with an objective of providing 
enough documentation for a complete review of 
the entire analysis, the models and analyses are 
presented in 19 detailed appendices in the 
remaining 10 volumes. A map of the report 
arrangement is provided at the end of this 
summary report. 
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Methods of Analysis 

The methods used i.J?. this analysis were based on 
QRA approaches that have been demonstrated 
via application to other facilities and 
technologies. · The methods have · been · 
customized for the chemical deinilitarization 
processes to reflect the specific nature of the 
activities and ensure maximum benefit In terms 
of insights and feedback that could be used to 
understand risks and improve the processes: · 

The QR.A proces~ is summarized iri the 
following paragraphs and illustrated in figure 
S-1: 

·· ,... Identify Initiators. Deviations from normal 
. process operations are systematically 

.identified and organized in 1ogic models. 
The initiators may result from equipmen,t 

. failures, hlli!lan failures; or. external events 
such0as earthquakes, toma~oes, or accidental 
aircraft crashes. 

Identify & Model 
Possible Accident 

Initiators 

Model A~cidetit 
·Progression 

. Sequences 

Collect Data & 
Quaotify Accident'. 

Sequences 

Determine Agent 
Release Magnitude 

& Conditions 

.\l 
Estimate Health 
Consequences to 

Workers & Public 

~ 
Assemble & Solve 

Models & Calculate 
Risk 

Figure S-1. Overview ofQRA Process 
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,... Model Sequences. The sequences of events 
. stemming from each initiator and leadmg· to 
agent release are identified and modeled. 

,... Collect Data arid Quantify. Data is collected 
to evaluate the likelihood of each initiator 
and the · subsequent events leading to 
accident sequences. After assigning values 
to ·all the events in an accident sequence 
model, the frequencies of accident 
s·equences resulting rn releases are 
calculated. 

~ Determine Agent Release .. The amount of 
agent released and the conditions associated 
wit4 ¢e release are modeled for each 
accident sequence. 

,... Estimate Health Consequences. Computer 
models are l!Sed to calculate the dispersion 

: of any agent released through the air and 
evaluate the exposure and resultant 
consequences to the workers and 
surrounding public community. · 

,... Calculate Risk. The frequency of each 
accident sequence is c~mbined with the 
consequences of ·that sequence (fatal;ities or 
c~cers) to produce the ris;k for ea\)h release. 
Th~ combination of risk for all sequences 
produces the risk of the. facili,ty. The risk 

· results of the QRA may be c4"splayed in . 
many ways. A s'ingle number may be 
derivec,i to repl'.esent average risk, or a set of 
curves may be shown ~o . represent 
uncertainty. Risk to different population 
gioups, as wel,l as riskS of different types of 
healili effects, may be illustrated. This QRA 
uses many of these different risk displays." 

Thus the QRA is based on the development of 
iogic moaeis of the way that accidents· can occur 
and quantification of those models to. estimate 
the likelihood and severity of the accidents. 

Models 

A collection of logic and mechanistic models is 
used to determine 9oth · facility risk and 
stockpile storage risk. These models identify the 
specific ways that a sequence of events could 
evolve into a release. Table S-1 lists some of the 
models most important to the evaluation of risk. 
The risk models have been assembled into a risk 
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management workstation called Quantus that 
was developed specifically for QRAs of the 
chemical agent disposal facilities. 

The activities involved in processing chemical 
munitions are first delineated in a systematic 

·fashion. Process operations diagrams (PODs) 
were developed for this purpose. By examining 
each step in the disposal process, the 
possibilities for deviations from normal 
processing were postulated. The ways that these 
deviations, or initiators, could occur were 
modeled in another type of logic ~odel, the fault 
tree. Fault trees were used to identify the 
speciiic combinations of equipment failures or 
h~an actions that could lead to the initiator. 

Given_ an initiator, all the different paths. that 
lead to either a return to a stable condition or the 
potential for ;:il release were modeled, Another 
type of . ~ogic. model, the accident. progression. 
event tree (APET), was used to specify the 
accident sequences resulting from an initiator. 

Following the identification in the APET of the 
various. accident sequences that c;uld le~d to· a 
release, it was necessary to estimate the size of 
the release (known as the "source term") based 
on the conditions (such as presence of a fir~) 
associated with the release. . Computer 
algorithms were developed for this purpose .. 
Once potential releases were identified, the 
dispersion and transport of agent in the 
atmosphere and the potential for exposure ~fthe 
population were assessed. The health effects as a 
result of this exposure were us~d to estimate th~ 
overall consequences. The C:HEtv:UyfA.CCS 
computer code, which was adapted from the 
nuclear industry, was used to estimate dispersion 
and health effect~ for the chemical agents. The 
code has simpl~ models for co~unity 
protective actions, which were considered in this 
assessment. CHEMMACCS, which is 
computationally efficient for use in a QRA, uses 
the same dispersion model as the Army's long­
established code for chemical agent dispersion 
calculations, D2PC. An additional. model was 
developed. to estimate health effects for workers 
close to the initial accident, because they could 
be affected by splashing, blast pressures and 
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Table S-1. Principal Models Used in the QRA 

Analysis Objective · _ -- Model 

Systematically delineate steps in 
the entire disposal process and 
identify deviations from normal 
processing that could initiate a 
sequence of events leading to an 
accident 

Model the specific failures and 
co1'.1~i~ations of events leading to 
an·IIlltiator 

Determine the possible accident 
sequence outcomes that could 
stem from an initiator 

Determine the specific quantity of 
agent released based on the 
conditions associated with the 
release 

Model the atmospheric transport, 
determine exposure to individuals, 
and estimate health consequences 

Model the possible · impact of 
accidents to workers close-in to 
the release, considering the effects 
of agents · or energetics explosions 

Assemble the accident sequence 
and consequence models, and 
estimate risk 

Process Operations 
Diagrams 

(Quantus POD 
Editor) 

Fault Tree . 
(CAFTA Computer 

Code) .. 

Accident Progression 
Event Tree 

(Quantus Sequence 
Editor) 

Source Term 
Algorithm 

(Quantus Sequence 
Editor) 

CHEMMACCS 
Dispersion Model 

(Qu'.illtus Dispersion 
_Editor) 

Worker Risk 
Algorithm 

(Quantus Sequence 
Editor) 

. Quantus· Result 
Viewer 

other phenomena not covered in the air 
dispersion code. 

The models listed in table S-1 are those used in 
the primary steps in the QRA process. There are 
actually many more models used to support the 

· development of the primary models. For 
example, the QRA developed a model of the 
UMCDF cascading ventilation and filtration 
system to better understand the potential release 
paths for agent. A model of response to drop or 
impact was also developed for each mwiition 
type. The QRA documentation describes all of 
the models and their use in the overall QRA 
process. 

The risk assembly process ~s carried out using 
Quantus on a personal computer. Quantus 
includes the data and models and enables 
assembly and solution of those models to 
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·calculate risk. The Quantus user interface is 
organized by · a series of editors that allow users 

yr;. ac;c~s~ to the variou~ parts of the model and data: 

One editor is the Quantus result viewer. This 
provides the user access to all of the risk results. 
The result viewer permits the user to parse the 
results in many different ways, enabling the user 
to focus in on risk results of spe.cific interest. 
The QRA report includes summaries of 
frequently used results, but the result viewer 
allows the user to customize the risk results to 
me~t individual needs in a myriad of ways. 

Quantus is the mechanism through which the 
analyses described in this report are asse.mbled, 
controlled, solved, and examined for insights. 
The UMCDF Phase 2 QRA report describes the 
technology, models and results of the risk 
ass~ssment. Quantus is described in the Quaritus 
User 's Manual (SAIC, 2002a) and use of the 
workstatj.on for specific problems is described in 
separate · docµments such as the Quarytus Quick 
Start Gui~e (SAIC, 2002b). 

Data and Quantification 

· In order to estimate frequencies . and 
consequences, data must be collected to quantify 
the events in the logic models. A number of 
different"" types of ·data were colle~ted · and 
analyzed for use in the ~tudy. This effort 
included characterization of the uncertainty ·or 
variability in the data to support evaluation of 
uncertainty in the risl,c results. 

The frequencies of accidents are . estimated 
through . quantification of the initiator.sl . as 
modeled with fault trees. The events in the fault 
trees include equipment and human failure 
events , For equipment, data was mostly drawn 
from detailed evaluation of equipment relia,bility 
at TOCDF and some data from JACADS. The 
remaining data w~ collected from industrial 
data sources. Human failure events were 
quantified using methods of human reliability 
analysis that have been developed to support risk 
assessments. There is little specific data for 
human performance so quantification relies on 
analytical techniques that adapt basic . human 
error probabilities to reflect the specific 
conditions for each event at the facility. 

UMCDF QRA Summary Report 6 

External initiators require special data 
collection. For example, the evaluation Of 
earthquakes required the collection of data for 
the frequency and magnitude of seismic activity 
in the immediate area of UMCD. Similarly, it 
was necessary to estimate the frequency and 
magnitude of tornadoes. Each postulated 
external initiating . event was the subject of 
specialized data collection and analysis. 

Data on the likelihood of occurrence of various 
phenomena is required to determine potential 
accident release mechanisms in the APET. The 
most· pervasive need in the APET was the 
probability of leakage or explosion of a munition 
subjected to drop· or impact. Analytical ·models 
supplemented with applicable data and 
engineering judgment were used to quantify 
these events. Many other events in the APET 
were · quantified with a similar approach. 
Explosion . probabilities for combustible gas 
mixtures · are one example. The structural 

· response of a process building room to potential 
explosions is another. 

The estimation of source terms (i.e., the amount 
of agent released in varjous accident scenarios) 
requires data on agent properties and the release 
of agent untlet various conditions. Much of this 
data was available from other Army analyses, 
although in inost cases the information had to be 
extrapolated to cover all of the con4itions .of 
interest in the QRA. For example, the ai;nount of 
ilncombusted agen~ for various postulated fires · 
was an important consideration, and available 
information from related studies was adapted for 
use in the QRA. 

The · estimation of consequences involved a 
number of data eoliection activrhes. The 
population as a function of distance from the site 
was collected from the U.S. Census. Onsite 
worker populations and locations were collected 
from facility and depot personnel. Site-specific 
weather data was collected for the air dispersion 
consequence calculation. (The consequence 
analysis considered the variability in weather 
because potential accidents could happen any 
time of day or year.) The final information 
collected for the consequence analysis is the 
health effects data. The QRA uses health effects 
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information that has been used in other Army 
assessments, and also examines the sensitivity of 
the results to the health effects models. 

Model Integration and Solution 

The models descnoed previously are combined 
and quantified to generate the accident sequence 
frequencies · and the number of fatalities (or 
incidences of cancer) associated with each 
accident sequence. The combination of these 
two results is the risk for each accident 
sequence, and the combination of all sequence 
risks is the risk of the disposal process (or of 
continued storage). Two health consequences 
were included: immediate (acute) fatalities, 
representing ·death soon after exposure and, for 
mustard agent only, the probability of induced 
cancer. The. ·nerve agents have not · shown 
carcinogenic effects. 

The risk re::;ii1ts are presented in a variety of 
- formats to· allow different perspeqtjves on the 
results of the process. Discussion of the 
interpretation of those results is provided as each 
new type of display is-introduced. The primary 
risk di~"play illustrates the frequency of 
exceeding · given · levels of con.sequences. 

· Ex:p'ected fatalities, the value most often quoted 
as the risk, is also presented. The results iriclude 
presentation of the uncertainty. In addition, the 
risk results have been analyzed to generate 
insights concerning the contributors to risk. It is 
~e s~qy of the contributors that enables use of 
the QRA for continuing efforts to minimize the 
riskS · associated with the operations . . The QRA 
provides PM ECW and the systems contractors 
with a·tool for evaluating the relative importance 
of equipment and operations, as measured by the 
r~sk to the public and workers. 
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Public Risk Results & Insights 

The resul!s presented in this summary report are 
summaries of detailed calculations. The QRA 
documentation -describes these results in more 
detail, and discusses the more subtle points 
regarding interpretation of the results. Each of 
the risk answers and results is discussed in more 
detail in sections 13, 15 and 16 oftJ:ie QRA main 
report. 

As noted previously, sabotage and terrorism are 
not included in the QRA. There are two 
conclusions that can be drawn concerning 
terrorism and sabotage. The first is that the risk 
models very likely include the levels of agent 
release that could be associated with such events 
if they occurred in storage or processing areas. 
The QRA includes earthquakes and accidental 
airplane crash~s and other very catastrophic 
events that include the potential for very large 
releases. The second conclµsion is that the 
chemical agents and :µmnitions only pose ·a 
threat as long as they exist Therefore, whatever 

· threat exists is a difect function of h!'.)w long the 
stockpile continues to be stored. 

The mean, or average, risk results are presented 
here. A discussion · of the uncertainty in the 
results follows. The QRA main report has 
substantially more information on the uncer­
tainty in the risk results. 

Figure S-2 concisely summarizes the findings of 
the study. It illustrates the risk of disposal 
processing at UMCDF, the risk of munition 
storage at UMCD during the 6-year disposal 
period, and the risk of continued storage for 20 
years (if no processing w~re undertaken). The 
storage risk during the disposal period accounts 
for the reduction in the inventor)' of munitions 
as they are processed at the facility. The vertical 
scale displays the probability of exceeding the 
number of fatalities shown on the horizontal 
scale. For example, the probability of incurring 
one or more public fataljties is approximately: 

.,.._ 1 in 2, 100 for 6 years of disposal processing 
· atUMCDF 
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Figure S-2. Summary of Risk Results 

..,... 1 in 3,300 for 6 years of stockpile storage at 
UMCD during processing 

..,... 1 in 280 for contiimed stockpile storage at 
UMCD for 20 years. "'1ith no·processing. : 

The area under each of the curves in figure S-2 
is one measure 0f risk, and is the value 'most 
typically referred to as the risk, also tyrmed 
expected fatalities. It represents the average risk 
over all accidents and potential ·consequences in 
the community (l.qioWo. as societal risk). The 
r~shlts of the UMCDF QRA indicate that the 
societal expected fatality risk is approximately:' 

..,... 0.005 for 6 years of disposal processing !J.t 
·. UMCDF 

..,... 0.02 for 6 years of stockpile storage at 
· UMCD during processing 

..,... 0 .3 for continuyd stockpile storage at 
UMCD for 20 years with no processing. 

Another way of considering the expected 
fatalities is by the mu:~1ber of years (of 
processing or storage) that would be required, on 
the average, to result in one public fatality: 

..,... 1, 100 years of disposal processing at 
UMCDF . 

..,... 70 years for continued stockpile storage at 
UMCD. 
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It should be noted that the risk is a summation of 
the products of accident sequence . frequenc~e~ 
and their associated consequences. The risk of 
an infrequent accident with large, consequences 
can . therefore contribute · equaJ1y wi~ a more 
frequent accident with smaller consequenc_es. 
For ~xaniple, the seismic contr~bution to storage 
risk is due to earthquakes less frequent $an 
every 70 years, but such an accident might 
involve mo.re than o~e fatality if it occurred. · · 

Another way of viewing the risk ,is ,bY 
calculating the potential iinpact qn individuals, 
or per-person risk. This risk has been calculated 
for peoply residing various distan~es from the 
site, as the risk is a strong function of distance. It 
is most useful to consider people residj.q.g closest 
to the facility because they would have the 
grcati.::,t i..'ld.ividual r.isk. For example, !.he 
greatest risk for the people living closest to the 
site (about 1 to 3 miles), is a per-person fatality 
risk per year of approximately: 

..,... 1 in 530,000 per year during the 6 years of 
disposal processing 

..,... 1 in 1,000,000 per year durmg the 6 years of 
stockpile storage during processing 

..,... 1 in .270,000 per year of co:p.tinued storage 
with no processing. 

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point 
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting 

Page M-10 



The values listed are for the greatest per-person 
risk. The risk is variable with both direction and 
distance. Unlike individual risk of continued 
storage, the individual risk of . disposal 
processing drops quickly with distance. People 
residing 5 to 9 miles away have a per-person risk 
that is a factor of 100 lower than the people 
nearest the facility. 

Individuals living nearest the site have higher 
individual risk from disposal operations than 
from the remaining stockpile. This· is because 
the processing · risk contributors are more 
frequent · than' the storage risk contributors 
resulting in similar close-in consequences. Per­
person risk to individuals farther away from the 
.site is dominated by storage accidents because 
these scenarios typically generate larger agent 
·releases. 

Figure S-3 displays the risk results as the 
average expected fatality societal risk per year 
during processing. In this figure the processing 
risk is illustrated as a function of time, as 
different munitions are disposed of. The change­
over periods between munition campaigns are 
also illustrated. In figure S-3 it is possible to see 
that risk varies among campaigns because 
munitions have different agep.ts and agent 
inventories. The stqrage risks during processing 

- are shown to decline as munitions are removed 
from the stockpile and disposed of in the 
processing campaigns. The risks of continued 
storage assuming no processing takes place are 
indicated by a dashed line. Figure S-3 is not 
scaled adequately for detailing ·the· small 
percentages of risk remaining after M55 rockets 
have been destroyed. To better display these 
campaigns, the same information is repeated in 
figure S-4 with a different scale. The logarithmic 
scale is subdivided by factors of 10, and a 
percent reduction scale is provided on the right 
side of the figure. 

Figures S-3 and S-4 show that the greatest risks 
of storage are associated with M55 rockets. T'p.e 
M55 rockets account for about 99 percent of the 
existing storage risk The processing risks vary 
as a function of campaign. The agent inventory 
in the facility and the toxicity of the agents 
affect the risk as the disposal process is carried 
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out. The largest risk is fire, but the building 
inventory changes with different munition 
campaigns. In addition, munitions have different 
susceptibilities to being involved in a fire, and 
the agent on the v,entiJation system carbon filter 
units is a £unction of campaign. 

The total average public risk during the 6 years 
of disposal operations is the sum of the 
processing risk and the storage risk during 
processing. · 

As mdicated in the figures, after the rockets are 
disposed of, the risk (per year) of processing is 
somet~es greater than the risk of storage during 
processing for the same items. But the total risk 
is the risk per year times the number of years, or 
the areas under the curves . in ·figures S-3 and 
S-4. Therefore, although the processing risk on a 
per-year basis goes above the stora,ge risk, any 
delay and extended period of storage would 
quickly result in the risk of storage bemg greater 
than the risk of processing. 

All of the risks described previously are acute 
fatality risks, meaning that they reflect 
immediate effects of a one-time accidental 
exposure to · agent. The risk of latent cancer, 
induced J:>y a one-time exposure to mustard 
agent,· .. was · also . estimated. Cancer ~isk is 

- ·-· '-: ·- ···;,; - ·: .- . 
typically presented on a per-person basis. The 
inciividua,l cancer risk calculations include the 
following resul1:$ for those living closest to the 
site (about l'to 3 miles): · 

..._ 1 in 2 billion per year during the 6 years of 
disposal processing · 

..._ 1 in 300 billion per year of continued 
storage with no processing. 

The latent cancer risk results indicate that this 
risk is small compared to the risk of immediate 
effects from nerve agent exposure. 
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Contributors to Processing Risks 

The contributors to the average public fatality 
risk of disposal processing are illustrated in 
figure S-5. For disposal processing at UMCDF, 
the following insights were developed 
c.on.cerning contributors to public risk: 

~ Public disposal risk is dominated by the 
. potential for a facility fire that affects much 
of the agent Within the facility and also can 

· lead to release of agent from the heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (RV AC) 

· filter units. This type of fire originates 
within individual rooms of the facility and 
spreads :to other portions. Any industrial 
process h'as a potential risk of fire, and fire is 
important: to risk here because it is one of 
the few processing accidents that can affect 

· multiple,agent sources within the facility. 

~· Seismic-induced fires contribute about 6 . . . 
petcerit to total pubhc disposal risk. These . . 
foes result from earthquakes and can affect 
large portions of the facility. 

~ About 5 percent of the public fatality . risk is 
due to handling accidents at M55 rocket 
igloos when rockets are being removed for 
the disposal process. These scenarios are 
risk-significant because of the potential for 
an igloo fire involving the entire igloo 
inventory. 

~ Approximately 2 percent of the risk is 
associated with the potential for a structural 
failure of the container handling builqing 
(CHB)/unpack area (UPA). While the 
facility is built to appropriate earthquake 
building codes, the second floor area has 
been determined to be vulnerable to large 
and infrequent earthquakes (larger than 
those for which the facilitr was designed). 

~ Other events associated with processing 
activities account for much less than 1 
percent of the UMCDF risk. Very few of the 
processing-related activities contribute to 
risk. In general, the equipment fails in safe 
status and the amount of agent involved in 
any step is quite limited. 
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Figure S-5. Contributors to the Average 
Processing Public Fatality Risk 

The · fire risk includes many scenarios and fires 
originating from electrical equipment, fuels and 
any other combustibles in the facility. Only fires 
that propagate outside their roo·m of origin 
contribute to risk. Some of the fire risk is 
associated with the ventilation system carbon 
filters. These filters collect agent vapors from 
tqe proces~ fadlity and as a result can have a 
significant agent .inventory. Carbon . filters can 
desorb collected agent if heated by hot gases 
from a facility fire. Carbon filters can also 
ignite, in which case much of the agent would be 
destroyed in the fire but some could escape. 

The public risk at this site is largely (over 60 
percent) associated with GB agent. Accident 
sequences involving VX agent contribute at a 
lower level (over 39 percent). The mustard risk 
is generally very small in comparison to the 
nerve.agents. 

Contributors to Storage Risks 

Figure S-6 illustrates the contributors to the 
public fatality stornge risk. The following 
insights have been derived from the risk 
assessment: 

~ The largest contributor to storage risk (97 
percent) is earthquakes. The most risk­
significa:rit seismic effect is the potential for 
ignition or explosion of M55 rockets if the 
pallet stacks fall. 

~ Lightriing contributes about 3 percent to the 
risk of continued storage. Lightning has the 
potential to cause a fire in an M55 rocket 
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igloo if the lightning produces an arc that 
ignites a rocket. 

..,_ Autoignition of MSS roc.kets accounts for 
much less than 1 percent of storage risk. 
This was a previous concern because of 
propellant stabilizer depletion, but detailed 
analyses have not shown autoignition to be 
risk-significant. 

..,_ N oimal stornge maintenance activities such 
as leaker isolation account for much less 
than 1 percent of storage risk. 

..,_ Accidental aircraft crashes contribute much 
less than 1 percent of the risk. Even though 

: the accidents are very unlikely, they could 
involve very large quantities of agent. . 

Seismic 
97% 

Autoignitjon 
<!% 

Aircraft 
<!% 

Lightning 
3% 

Figure S-6. Contributors to the Average 
Continued Storage Pubiic :Fatality Risk · 

MSS rockets are most important to storage risk. 
The MSS rockets are stored with propellant and 
there is some ch!!J?.c~ that events affecting one 
munition could propagate to others and possibly 
to an entire igloo. 

There are many more insights that have been 
developed from a detailed evaluation .of the 
r~sults. Sections 13, 15, and 16 of the QRA main 
report include detailed listiJ:?-gs of the potential 
. accidents and the reasons for their importance to 
the risk profile. 

Comparison to the Phase 1 ORA 

The UMCDF Phase 1 QRA of disposal 
processing and of continued storage was 
completed in Septembe~ 1996 (SAIC, 1996). 
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The results of the UMCDF Phase 2 QRA replace 
the previously published Phase 1 results. The 
Phase 1 QRA was slm.ilar in scope to this 
assessment; however, the UMCDF disposaJ. 
proc~ss is now fully specified, more years of 
operational experience at other facilities have 
been considered in the models and there have 
been refinements in several 'key areas of the risk 
assessment. 

The results of the Phase 2 QRA for disposal risk 
indicate higher risk estimates than the Phase 1 
QRA. This is primarily due to the contribution 
of facility fires. The fire methodology was 
changed to . account for industrial data 
concerning foes, and as a result the risk estimate 
for this contribut~r increased significantly. 

Tue· risk of storage has decreased by 50 percent 
since the publication· of the Phase 1 QRA. The 
P.rimary reason that the tot~l risk is now lower 
than previously assessed is because the seismic 
inalysis has been refined. · 
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Worker Risk Results 

Worker risk associated with UMCDF 
processing,· like public risk, has also been 
assessed quantitatively. · The worker risk 
evaluation is limited to agent operations, and is 
therefore not a comprehensive representation of 
all activities or hazards that could pose a health 
threat to the workers. in spite of this limitation, 
the analysis has l_ed to insights regarding 
potential worker risk. Worker risk has been 
evaluated for two populations: 

..,... Disposal-Related Workers. All workers at 
UMCDF , including all support and 
administrative staff located at the facility or 
in nearby buil~ings, and including munition 
handlers .?::responsible for removal of the . 
munitiow-"". · from the stockpile and 
transport?-tion to· the chemical agent disposal 
facility · 

..,... Otf:ier Site Workers. All other personnel 
. working at UMCD. 

The Other Site Worker r isk is evaluated in the 
same manner as the public risk, and . in essence 
such workers are a population ~oup out to ~bout 
3 miles from UMCDF. Similar to public risk, the 
Other Site Worker risk can be· considered in 
terms of some "common measures of average 
risk: · 

..,... 0.00002 fotality dsk (expected fatalities) for 
6 years of disposal processing 

..,... 1 fatality every 290,000 years of disposal 
processing. 

Contributors to Worker Risk 

The risk for Other Site Workets is governed by 
the same accidents as the offsite public risk. The 
details are provided in section 13 of the main 
QRAreport. 

The risk for Disposal-Related Workers is 
substantially different from the risk for Other 
Site Workers. The processing and handling 
workers can be affected by the agent dispersion 
from an accident, but they can also be affected 
directly. For example, a munition handler could 
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potentially be splashed with liquid agent in a 
handling accident, or workers in the vicinity of 
an explosion could be affected directly by the 
blast. The current results indicate a 50 percent 
probability of an agent-related worker fatality in 
6 years of disposal processing. 

Quantitative worker risk assessment is still a 
relatively new endeavor. The methods include 
uncertainties and limitations that should be 
considered when reviewing the results. The main 
purpose is to help further the understanding of 
the relative importance of different types of 
accident scenarios to risk. This understanding 
can be used in conjunction with all the other 
worker risk management activities to make 
continued improvements in safety. It is judged 
that so.me of the numerical results of the worker 
risk assessment' are conservative, in that th~y 
possibly overstate the risk. 

The results can ·be compared to industrial 
statistic;:s, although the industrial values ~e 
actuarial data while the QRA values are 
estimates generated from model.s. The mean 
worker risk fatality rate is 0.09 fatalities per year 
of operation, or 0.09 deaths per approximately 
500 workers: This can be compared to the 
average industrial · fatality rate from actual 
statistic:;s of roughly 4 deaths per 100,000 
workers per year, or 0.02 per year for a facility 
like UMCDP with approximately 500 workers 

. (National Safety Council, 1995). Thus the QRA 

. estimate of agent-related fatalities appears to be 
high when compared to industrial statistics for 
all causes. However, the chemical agents were 
produced, uploaded into munitions, and shipped 
without a high incidence of agent-related 
fatalities, and there have been over 20 years of 
various demilitarization activities without an 
agent-related fatality. Probabilistic eviiluaticin of 
worker risk should not be considered a precise 

· predictive tool. 

The Disposal-Related Worker risk results are 
different from the public and Other Site Worker 
risk results in that different types of accidents 
are most important. More frequent events 
associated with the disposal process that ·could 
result in worker fatalities are important. 
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One event dominates worker risk, accounting for 
61 percent of the total fatality risk. Deactivation 
Furnace System (DFS) feed chute jams can 
result in workers being required to physically 
assist in clearing the blockage. This has been a 
major topic of investigation since the publication 
of ~e ANCDF preliminary draft QRA in 
September 2000. Through assembly of a chute 
and a study to deterinine chute jam causes and 
possible changes to reduce the likelihood, some 
design changes to the chutes have been 
identified and are being incorporated into the 
UMODF design. Because this is a complex 
problem, the impact of these changes in the field 
is not yet known, and details associated with the 

. operating system could be important. Therefore, 
the frequency of this event is not based solely pn 
JACADS and TOCDF experience. In this fmal 
report, · ·credit ·has been given to the changes 
being implemented, although the effect is 
somewhat"limited because no data with the new 
system is available yet. 

Wqrker tisk is dominated by rocket chut~ jam 
scenarios.· Although jams also can occur with 
projectiles, the probabilities of ·the jam and of 
energetic events ai-e much lower, and they do not 
contribute · significantly. This Jam ·clearing 
operation creates an opportunity .for exposure to 
both agent and energetics hazards. The dominant 
risk considered here is associated with an 
explosion or a flash fire during clearance of a 
cht~te jam. Determining the exact likelihood o:f. 
an explosion is difficult for a number of reasons. 
The most · important · is . the randomness 

· associated with the nature of the jam and the 
nature of the response. The QRA suggests that 
there is considerable risk associated with any 
manual clearing method because it is impossible 
to ensure that no pockets of explosiV((S remain, 
especially given the fact that each blockage can 
have different characteristics. 

The remainder of the Disposal-Related Worker 
risk is made up of many different contributors. A 
summary of the types of contributors is provided 
in figure S-7. The following insights regarding 
worker risk have been developed: 

UMCDF QRA Summary Report 14 

,.... About 13 percent of the Disposal-Related 
Worker risk is associated with building fires. 
These are the same fires· that dominate 
public and Other Site Wo~ker risk. This risk 
is associated with the agent release during · 
the fire, not a function of any efforts to fight 

· the fire. · 

,.... Handling activities in the facility leafling to 
spills or explosions account for about 12 
percent of the Disposal-Related Worker risk. 

,.... Maintenance activities account for about 5 . . 
percep.t of the agent-related worker risk. 
This accounts for all activities involving 
maintenance that could potentially involve 
agent contact if protective systems failed . 
Standard maintenance activities were not 
studied in detail. The. risk estimate is based 

· on the number of possible exposures and 
data concerning the program's long-term 
experience with this type of activity. 

,.... About 4 percent of the Disposal-Related 
Worker risk is · attributed to handling 
accidents in the storage yard. These include 
forklift impacts or drops, as well as 
enhanced onsite container transport truck 
~ollisions with pre-staged munitions. · 

,.... An~th~r important contributor t? Disposal­
Related Worker ri~k is . liquid incin~rator 
natural gas expl9sions'(2 percent). 

,.... Dozens of other individual scenarios 
4i".9lving a :variety of accidents in the 
facility account for about 3 percent of the 
risk. 

The Disposal-Related Worker risk should be 
updated as the operations are refmed or specific 
risk management changes are made. It is judged 
that the QRA results can be combined with the 
primary systems safety analysis metho~ to 
ensure that job hazards are fully considered. 
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3% 

Figure S-7. ¢ontributors to the Average 
Disp.osal;I~,elated Worker Risk of Fatality 
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Uncertainties & ·Limitations 

The QRA analysis methods were developed and 
implemented so that the calculations include the 

· uncertainties in the quantification of accident 
sequences and releases, and the variation in the 
weather conditions. The QRA main report 
includes presentation and discussion of the 
uncertainty in the inputs and risk results. Section· 
16.5 of the main report is a summary of the 
overall uncertainties and limitations. The risk 
results presented thµs far in this summary are 
based on the mean, or average, results. 

In general, the uncertainty calculations show that 
there is over a factor of 100 between the 5th and 
95th percentile. confidence limits. Worker risk 
has similar. trends, in that there is greater than an 
order of magnitude uncertainty in the risk results. 

Some sensitivity analyses have l;>een performed 
to better understand the importance of various 
facility parameters. A sensitivity of the public 
risk results to the impact of emergency 
protective actions was also performed, 
indicating· that evacuation decreases public risk 
by a factor of 16 or 10 for disposal processing or 
storage during disposal, respectively. 

There is substantial uncertainty in the models of 
human health effects for these agents. The 
likelihood of lethality given exposure has been 
assessed using current Army-accepted values. A 
sensitivity . stiidy described in the main report 
concludes that the numeric risk results are very 
sensitive to the toxicology assumptions, and that 
the public risk .estimates could be greater than 
the mean estimates. This could be balanced 
somewhat by known conservatisms in the 
atinospheric dispersion model, but the overall 
uncertainty is not fully known. 

The results, including uncertainties, have been 
carefully considered. The same conclusions and 
insights provided here for the average risk hold 
when uncertainties are considered. Use of the 
information in this summary report should 
include consideration of the uncertainty analysis 
presented in the main UMCDF QRA report. 
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Use of the results of these analyses must be 
tempereq by an understanding of the limitations 
of the analysis. First, the scope of the analysis 
~ust be carefully considered when drawing 
conclusions so that the proper perspective is 
maintained. For example, the QRA is limited to 
accidental releases of chemical agents. 
Limitations other than in scope are described in 
section 16.5 .of the main report. A few of the 
more important limitations are noted here. 

The results are based on current operational 
plans. Because risk management is still ongoing, 

. it is likely that the results presented here .will 
change over time to reflect further refinements 
in ,the facility and its operations. A living model· 
in the form of the risk management workstation 
should be maintained to ensure that the models 
and results are updated to reflect these changes, 
or to incorporate new data collected as the 
operation proceeds. 

The analysis of continued storage does not 
include future ch~ges such as population 
~haJ_lges. The estimates of risk over 20 years are 
based on a straight-line extrapolation of current 
ri~k and do not include further . age-related 
deterioration of the' munitions. The analysis of 
continued storage also does not include the risk 
of whatever disposal process would be 
implemented after 20 years. 

When assessing risk, completeness is always a 
concern. It is impossible to attain completeness, 
but. QRA methods have evolved to help ensure 
systematic approaches · that provide some 
confidence that the evaluation has captured the 
significant risks. Review of the models. and 
results by PM ECW, the UMCDF staff, and the 
independent expert panel also helped in ensuring 
the highest possible · level of completeness. The 
development of a risk management program 
helps eµsure that facility operations remain safe. 
Review of facility experience further enhances 
the information base for the QRA and overall 
risk management. Update of the QRA models to 
reflect continued collection of operational 
experiences at all sites is· the best assurance that 
the QRA results are as complete as possible. 

UMCDF QRA Summary Report 16 

Uses of the Models 

The results of this study can be used in 
conjunction with other PM ECW initiatives to 
help ensure the processes are safe. More 
importantly, the' models· allow a continuing use 
of QRA m overall risk management. 

PM ECW has recognized the ne~d for effective 
risk management and has implemen,ted system 
safety and management programs. The guidance 
for site implementation is described in the Guide 
to Risk Management P_qlicy and Activities 
(PMCD, 1997) and ·chemical Agent Disposal 
Facility Risk Management Program 
Requirements (PMCD, 1996). These require 
management controls on elements of plant 
design, operation, and performance that 
influence risk. The facilities also ensure 
compliance with other safety regulations and 
initiatives, including those of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Army. 
The risk management progr~ builds on 
existing Army risk management activities by 
creating provisions for using the models, results, 
and insights of the QR.A. 

The ultimate objective of the QRA is to provide 
PM ECW and UMCDF with risk results in a 
perspective that can be used to further enhance 
the safety of facility operations. This risk 
manao-ement process does not start when the 

. b 

QRA is complete; it has already been an 
ongoing. process as the QRA analysis identified 
possible risk contributors. Some risk-significant 
issues have been identified and are currently 
beino- s died For example · DF chute ja.rn 
occ~ence and clearing ~e being investigated. 
Systems to reduce agent loading on the carbon 
filters are also being examined. 

The development of a risk management 
workstation was a goal coupled to the 
completion of the QRA reported here. To meet 
.that goal, SAIC has developed the Quantus risk 
management software. Quantus is an easy-to­
use, integrated suite of risk assessment and 
management tools. Quantus was developed for 
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two audiences: 1) risk engineers, for accurate 
development and solution of probabilistic 
models and 2) decision-makers, who need access 
to :· the · resuJts · in Usable . a.D.d understanq.·able 
·fom~ts~ D~cision-makers ·a.tso have the powerto 
do ;,what if' analyses to in~estigate changes. 

The QRA has been used to examine design and 
operations.· For example, the TOCDF QRA 
resulted in a redesign of a portion of the 
UMCDF and ANCDF structures to reduce 
possible earthquake damage., Another :frequent 
use of the QRA has been to assess the 
scheduling of disposal operations. Along with 
efficient plant op~rations, PM ECW has a goal 
of .. eliminating . the storage risk as quickly as 
possible. Theref~re, a strategy is needed to limit 
storage risk while optimizing facility operations. 

The QRAs also have played a role in other 
management ,;'.activities. The QRAs provide 
inforniation fu support of regulatory activities. 
The QR.A re~ults also are used in. emergency 
planriing to develop a planning base that 
considers the full range of possible releases 
identified in the QRA. Other related issues have 
been addressed. For example, on-base land reuse 
proposals at Pine Bluff, Arkansas, and Pueblo, 
Colorado· have been studied to determirie if the 

I . . 

land reuse wpuld subject any occupants to 
iridreased risks. In summary, the QRA has found 
mariy useful applications in responding to day­
to..:day ma.D.ageinenf needs, both internally ~d in 
response to Pentagon and other inquiries . . 
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Perspective on Risk 

. The QRA is only an · assessment of risks and 
doe~ . !!·not mclude · conclusions, ,Iegarding 
~cce~t~bility of ri~k. Acce~tability is determined 
by society, often through elected or appointed 
officials. Many readers of PM ECW risk-related 
materials have expressed a desire to have 
additional explanation of the numerical risk 
values by comparison to· other risks that society 
and individuals face in everyday life. 
Comparisons need to be carefully selected by 
decision-makers. Society, individuals, and 
decision:-makers have different perceptions of 
risk that are. the controlling factor in risk 
decision-making. Without claim that these are 
the only ways to view .the risks, some risk 
perspectives are provided here. 

. The first ~isk resultS are societal, the impact on 
the entire community. Societal risk comparisons 
are· problemati~ when c;onsidering one · activity 
such as UMCDF disposal processing, where 
possible effects are limited to a specific 
population when · most societal risks ·are 
compiled across larger populations. The 
individual risks, discussed later, better capture 
the'· impact on the people closest to UMCDF. 
Table S-2 lists some societal risks in Oregon .in 
terms of expected deaths per year. The entries in 
the table are actuarial in that they are based on 
data from past years. The QRA numbers are 
estimates u~ing the QRA. methodology. 

When considering risk, it is also important that 
the scope of the risk' evaluations be cons.idered. 
The QRA estimates risk of fatality as a result of 
accidental releases of agent. That is why the 
other statistics · listed for perspective . are 
accidental deaths., PM ECW and the State of 
Oregon consider other risks such as exposure to 
normal em1ss10ns through a health risk 
assessment r~quired for an operations permit. It 
has thresholds set to ensure that the disposal 
activity does not account for a significant 
percent of the populations' chronic exposure 
risk. 
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Table S-2. Some Societal Risks in Oregon 
(Expected Deaths per.Year) 

Oeathsin i 
Oregon : 

per-Year" I Cause 

1.130 All Accidental Deaths 

479 Motor Vehicle 

58 Drowning 

43 Fires 

22 Machinery (Including Farm) 

7 Railway Accidents 

2 Electric Current 

0.2b Dog Attacks 

.. 111j.wnf. . ··.~'\i,ite~#l:f.i"'e .~if~ ·~.;;; ~-~"' ~lf.P.. ~ '° . 
·. tirolio~1t · . "·~: Pt-eGJ.smg · ·;.J!f.· 

' \'~ -·_. :·.~:.:.·---~-- __ : .~:::.t,~ ...;.;;.iiOii;il.........,;;:;;;;; 
1Based on one year; most years are similar. From 
National Safety Council, 1995. 
bOn average, one death every 5 years. 
<QRA estimate, one death every 100 years. 
dQRA estimate, one death every 1,100 years. 

Tb.e accidental death rate in table S-2 is 
composed of a large variety of risks-some 
voluntary and some involuntary. The. QRA 
estimates for the possibility of fatalities 
associated with processing and storage are much 
less . than 1 percent of the total accidental death 
rate. The risks associated with UMCDF . and 
UMCD are somewh~t different than many other 
societal risks in that they are of limited d~ation. 
The disposal process lasts approximately 6 years 
and the storage risk will exist until the stockpile 
is eliminated. 

ORA risks also have been reported on a per­
~~rson basis. This is typically referred to as 
individual risk, although it is -calculated for 
groups of people living in various geogra:phic 
sectors, not for specific individuals. Table S-3 
illustrates at a high level the QRA risk results 
compared to Oregon .accidental death statistics. 
(Sections 13 and 1.S of the main report include 
results at different distances from the sit~, which 
show that the individual risk drops substantially 
as distance from the site increases.) The storage 
and disposal individual risks are on the same 
order of magnitude close to the site. 
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Table S-3. Estimated QRA Risk Compared to 
Individual Accidental Death Risk in Oregon 

Likelihood per Person 
perYear3 Description 

380 in a million All Accidental Deaths in 
Oregon 

" ' From National Safety Council, 1995 . 

At 7 miles, the disposal risk is very small 
b~cause most" facility accidents .involve limited 
q~antities of agent. .Stor~ge risk is higher 
beC~U$e of the larger agel?-t quantities that could 
· fyayel farther from the s.ite. 

Table S-4 provides som.e additional pe;spectives. 
o·~· i.Ildividual risks of accident~ death, in~luding 
very r~e . ~~~~- ,C9~egon ~tatisti?s we~e not 
available at this level of detail, so national 
i!::V~rag~s are -~~ed.) .. This type .of information J.s 
usefui because it can be used to compare to other 
~iskS that society p~rceives to be important or 
~fuiportaD.t. 'included m: ¢.e'_table ·are · otl).er risks 
that are a srria.Il percent of th~ total accidental 
death rate. and· some risks that are substantially 
smaller than the chemical weapons risks. 
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Table S-4. Some Individual Risk Rates in the 
United States 

Risk of Death in 
U.S. per Person Percent of Cause of 

per Year" Total Accidental Death 

340 in a million 100% All Accidental Deaths 

160 in a million 47% Motor Vehicle 

28 in a million 8% All Accidental Poisoning 

22 in a million 7% Pedestrian Struck by Vehicle 

6 in a million 2% Accidental Firearms 

0.2 .inamillion ·o.06% Lightning 

0.03 in a million 0.008% 

" '"' ,, ,, .. '·'·!rl·· , " ·;·"·,'··o':'-"."·v· .• " oi,:(!)~ ID: :a·'J:Il!iJ\i~ij: 111,,, o '" 

Venomous Snake/Spiders 

BtsP.i>s~l Qk~tatiq~·~\li' 
:l?eo,p\e t Ki.titc;'s, !fi~tp : . . 
~tD'F (,per year ror i!1l~u1: 
6 y.c;ars} · · 

0.01 in a million 0.002% Fireworks Accidents 

'From National Safety Council, 1995. 

Conclusions 

A quantitative risk assessment of disposal 
processing at UMCDF and chemical munition 
stockpile storage at UMCD has been completed. 

. The agent-related public and worker risks have 
been estimated using up-to-date methods and the 
latest plant design and operational information, 
and · including operational insights . from 
operating facilities. The QRA results have been 
used in an ongoing risk management program. 

The overall conclusioI).s of this study regarding 
public fatality risk are most effectively displayed 
in figures S-2 and S-3. From.these figures, it is 
clear, that the public fatality risk of disposal 
processing is significantly less than the risk of 
continw;!d storage for any significant time. 

The factors determining the risk of processing 
and disposal have been identified · and are 
provided in detail in the QRA documentation. 
Overall, it has been concluded that the storage 
risk is primarily dominated. by earthquakes while 
processing risk is dominated by facility fires. 

The public risk results .have also been calculated 
for latent cancer due to a one-time accidental 
exposure. t his is the risk of exposure-induced 
cancer long ~er the accident, as opposed to the 
inµnediate fatality risk. Mustard is the only 
agent with a carcin9genic effect. The findings 
indicate that the latent cancer risk is very low, 
much less than the fatality risk. 

Worker risks associated with agent exposure 
have ,been evaluated analytically. Although the 
Disposal-Related Worker risk est.imates are 
uncertain, the evaluation process is useful for 
identifying risk-significant operations. Risk 
management improvements are already 
underway for the dominant risk associated with 
clearing of DPS chute jams. Further use of the 
QRA is likely to lead to additional reduction of 
agent-related worker risk. 
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Where to Find Out More 

About the ORA 

The QRA summarized ill. this report has been 
· documented in a main ' report describing the 

entire QRA process and the risk results and 
fmd.ings'. Detailed presentations of the models 
and data:. are provided in a series of appendices. 
The report arrangement. is su.mmariz~d in figure 
S-8, With regard to the main report: 

,... Section 2 provides an overview of the 
methods 

,... Section 13 discusses the results for disposal 
processing risk 

,... Section 15 discusses the results for storage 
risk 

,... Section 16 surµmarizes the i:isk results. 

About the Program 

Information concerning the p~ogram tasked with 
eliininating the stockpile of chemical weapons is 
ayailable from a number of sources. · 

Public Outreach and Information Office 
·u.s. Army Chemical Materials Agency 
(Provisional) 
Prognu;n Manager for Elimination of Chemical 
Weapons . 

. ~ '"· ·~ ·'.::,:Atpi;·SF.AE-CP-X? , . ... , 
· · . BuildiogE458s · . 

, ... AberdeeI). Proving Ground, MD 21010-4005 
·· · :-:· c8 ·oo) '488~ci648 · - · · · · :· · 

Umatilla Chemical Disposal Outreach Office 
190 East Main Street 
Hermiston, OR 97838 
(541) 564-9339 

Information and contacts can ·also be' obtained 
from the program's Web site. 

http://www-pmcd.apgea.army.mil 
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Selected Surrogate Trial Burn Results 
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

And 
Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility 

Surrogate Trial Burns 

Surrogate trial burns (STBs) are designed to simulate a range of conditions (including type of 
waste feed and feed rates) that are expected during actual chemical agent operations. Testing 
is conducted to determine whether the furnace and pollution abatement systems can operate at 
permitted feed rates and expected operating setpoints and still stay within the permitted 
emission limits. Operating the furnaces at the extreme range of the conditions expected 
during agent operations gives results under "worst case" scenarios. 

The STBs measure such things as the Destruction Removal Efficiency (DRE) for organic 
compounds and Metals Removal Efficiency (MRE) for inorganic compounds. DRE is a 
measure of how well the incinerator destroys "organic" compounds, in this case the surrogate 
material used to simulate chemical agent (the type of surrogate mixture used is dependent on 
which furnace is being tested). Metals such as lead, cadmium, and mercury are inorganic and 
cannot be destroyed like organic compounds. MRE is a measure of how well the incinerators' 
pollution abatement systems remove metals from the gas stream so that they are not released 
rnto the environment. For the purposes of the STBs, certain metals are "spiked" into the 
surrogate feed to simulate the metals that are contained in the chemical agent munitions. 

STBs also test the incinerators' ability to meet emission standards. In some cases emissions 
are stated as a concentration (how much of a compound is contained in a volume of air, such 
as "pounds per cubic foot") and in other cases they are stated as a rate (how much of a given 
compound is being released during a given time period, such as "grams per second" or 
"pounds per hour"). Both types of emission standards exist for the Umatilla Chemical Agent 
Disposal Facility (UMCDF). 

UMCDF Surrogate Trial Burns 

Three Surrogate Trial Burns (STB) have been conducted at UMCDF as of April, 2004. The 
STB on Liquid Incinerator 1 (LICl) was conducted from January 27 through February 8, 
2003. The STB on the Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) was conducted from September 
26 through October 13, 2003. The STB on the Metal Parts Furnace (MPF) was conducted 
from January 15 through February 1, 2004. Liquid Incinerator 2 (LIC2) is scheduled to 
undergo a STB in June, 2004. Preliminary results from the MPF STB indicate that the MPF 
was able to meet its performance standard and all of its emission limits with the PFS both 
online and offline. However, the MPF STB report has not yet been submitted to the 
Department. Although the LICl and the DFS STBs included a "Low Temperature Test" 
condition, only the results of the LI Cl and DFS "High Temperature Tests" are presented here 
because that was the test condition that included spiking of metals into the feed and tests with 
the PFS both online and offline. 
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The first set of STB tests on LICl and the DFS were conducted under Low Temperature Test 
(LTT) conditions. Because LTT conditions simulate the worst case operating scenario for 
destruction of organic compounds (such as chemical agent), measurements of the organic 
DRE are conducted during these tests. Metals are spiked into the feed only during the High 
Temperature Test (HTT) condition because high temperatures represent the "worst case" for 
metal emissions from the furnaces. Both the LICl and the DFS were able to achieve the 
required DRE and meet all emission limits during the LTT condition. 

In the case of the LICl the HTT test runs were conducted at the same feed rate, but one set of 
tests was conducted with the PFS online (operational) and the other set of tests was conducted 
with the PFS offline. The results of the HTT test runs on LICl with the PFS online and 
offline are shown in Table N-1. The last column of Table N-1 shows the percent reduction in 
emissions of various compounds that was due to the operation of the PFS. Table N-2 uses the 
emission data shown in Table N-1 to indicate what percentage of the maximum permitted 
limit each emission constituent averaged during the test runs with the PFS both offline and 
online. Because the LIC 1 HTT test runs were conducted at essentially the same rate, the PFS 
offline and PFS online data are directly comparable. The results from the STB on Liquid 
Incinerator 1 (LICl) showed that the incinerator was able to meet all performance standards 
and all emission limits eveh when those emissions were measured before the PFS. For 
example, emissions of dioxins during tests both "before" and "after" the PFS were not only 
below the maximum permitted limit, but also below the analytical detection limit (The 
detection limit is 100 times lower than the permitted limit.) . Table N-2 shows the emission 
results presented in Table N-1 as a percentage of the permitted limit. 

Tables N-3 and N-4 present the same type ofresults from the STB on DFS, although the PFS 
online and offline results are not directly comparable because of the differences in the feed 
rates between the two operating conditions. The results presented in Table N-3 are based on 
the average of three test runs simulating a feed rate of about 7. 5 rockets per hour in the PFS 
offline condition and about 40 rockets per hour in the online condition. As shown in Table N-
3, the emissions of antimony, cadmium, lead, and thallium all exceeded permitted emission 
limits when the PFS was offline. 

ANCDF Surrogate Trial Burns 

The Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (ANCDF), a demilitarization facility 
virtually identical to UMCDF, also conducted surrogate trial burns on its Liquid Incinerator 
(LIC) and Deactivation Furnace System. As indicated by Tables N-5 and N-6, ANCDF's 
results were very similar to UMCDF's. The LIC was able to meet almost all of its emission 
standards, regardless of whether the PFS was online. The exception was lead, which slightly 
exceeded its permitted limit during the PFS offline condition. Tables N-7 and N-8 show that 
the ANCDF DFS, like UMCDF, was unable to meet the permitted emission limit for 
cadmium and lead when the PFS was offline. ANCDF also exceeded its mercury limit when 
the PFS was offline, but did not exceed its antimony or thallium emission limits. · . 
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Metals: 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Lead 

Mangan es~ 

Mercury . . 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Thallium 

Lead+Cadmium 

TABLE N-1 
UMCDF Surrogate Trial Bum--Liquid IIlcinerator #1 (LICl) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results: PFS Offline and PFS Online 

lbs/hour 5. llE-04 1.77E-05 l .12E-06 

lbs/hour 8.72E-04 2.76E-05 1.44E-06 

lbs/hour 2.31E-04 5.09E-06 4.99E-07 

lbs/hour 2.31E-04 1.82E-05 8.93E-06 

lbs/hour 1.21E-03 5.94E-05 4.03E-06 

lbs/hour 3.75E-02 1.03E-04 3.46E-05 

lbs/hour 2.46E-04 5.44E-06 4.96E-06 

lbs/hour 1.51E-03 4.49E-05 2.78E-05 

lbs/hour 3.51E-04 7.15E-06 5.75E-06 

lbs/hour 2.31E-03 2.51E-05 8.99E-07 

µg/dscm 
120 2.09' 0.150 
MACT 4 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (total) 
0.20 

<0.012 <0.012 
(MACT)4 

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 .0015 .0013 

94% 

95% 

90% 

51% 

93% 

66% 

9% 

38% 

20% 

96% 

93% 

0% 

13% 

Source: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Liquid Incinerator 1 Surrogate Trial Bum Report, May 2003, 
tests conducted January 27-February 8, 2003 (DEQ Item No. 03-0839). 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nanograms per dry standard cubic meter (a nanogram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 
2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 A "<" symbol in this column indicates that the result was below the analytical detection limit. 
4 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 



TABLEN-2 
· UMCDF Surrogate Trial Burn--Liquid Incinerator #1 (LICl) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits 

Metals: 

Antimony lbs/hour 5.1 lE-04 3.46% 

Arsenic lbs/hour 8.72E-04 3.17% 

Cadmium lbs/hour 2.31E-04 2.20% 

Chromium lbs/hour 2.31E-04 7.88% 

Lead lbs/hour l.21E-03 4.91% 

Manganese lbs/hour 3.75E-02 0.27% 

Mercury lbs/hour 2.46E-04 2.21% 

Nickel lbs/hour l.51E-03 2.97% 

Selenium lbs/hour 3.51E-04 2.04% 

Thallium lbs/hour 2.31E-03 1.09% 

Lead+Cadmium µg/dscm 
120 1.74% 
(MACT)4 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (total) 
0.20 

<6.00% 
(MACT) 

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 10.00% 

Source: See Table N-1 _ 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

0.22% 

0.17% 

0.22% 

3.87% 

0.33% 

0.09% 

2.02% 

1.84% 

1.64% 

0.04% 

0.13% . 

<6.00% 

8.67% 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453 .6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nanograms per dry standard cubi~ meter (a nano gram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 
2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 See Table N-1. 
4 Maximum Achievable Control Teclmology (MACT) limit. 
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TABLE N-3 
UMCDF Surrogate Trial Bum- Deactivation Furnace System (DPS) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results: PPS Offline and PPS Online 

(Metal feed rates between Mode 2 and Mode 3 were not equivalent) 

~t:: :-:::-_, 
.. ,,_,~..: _, .. u:: :.~ 

Metals: 

Antimony lbs/hour 3.33E-04 

Arsenic lbs/hour 3.33E-04 

Cadmium· lbs/hour 1.48E-04 

Chromium lbs/hour 3.21E-04 

: :\ 1~99.E:-03 

8.40E-05 

.. --····· -- ----~-,..---·--

' ;:'':::!''~-;;': - _,::: - -~--· ·.,, ,'-:: ~----.,.'. ._, . 

. ,·~5_ ~l T:";::;~, 
.. s,Red.u~tioii~: 
~~'rw/Pi?s·.6ii' ····· 
'·_:\¥~:- .:i:,;:).:tf::,:· .. .. . . .. 

4.49E-05 98% 

<3.84E-06 95% 

<l .99E-05 97% 

<1.68E-05 91 % 

Lead lbs/hour 3.51E-03 ' .•. 4'..6ij~~03 ' 1.20E-04 97% 

Manganese lbs/hour 

Mercury lbs/hour 

Nickel lbs/hour 

Selenium lbs/hour 

Thallium lbs/hour 

Lead+ 
µg/dscm 

Cadmium 

Other E mission Constitllents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (TEQ) 

Particulate gr/dscf 

3.33E-02 

4.16E-05 

2.42E-04 

3.33E-04 

6.68E-05 

120 
(MACT)5 

0.20 
(MACT)5 

0.015 

8.07E-04 3.87E-05 95% 

<2.08E-05 <2.05E-05 1 % 

2.16E-04 5.08E-05 76% 

<4.26E-05 <1.68E-05 61 % 

- ·· <1'.~s'E-os :·· <2.56E-06 97% 

129.3 <3 .21 98% 
. _; ·~ 

<0.014 <0.011 21% 

.00073 .00020 73% 

Source: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Deactivation Furnace System Surrogate Trial Burn Report, 
November, 2003, tests conducted September 26-0ctober 13, 2003 (DEQ Item No. 03-2435). 

lbs/hour: pounds per hour 
µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 

[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 
ng/dscm: nano grams per dry standard cubic meter (a nano gram is one-billionth of a gram) 
gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 

2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 Mode 2 was approximately equivalent to 7.5 rockets/hour feed rate with a total metals feed of 12.05 lbs/hour. A"<" 
symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below the ana1ytica1 detection limit. sl{aa€d..,ceW~ with 
b(?j~~~ numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits. - ..... . 
4 Mode 3 was approximately equivalent to 40 rockets/hour feed rate, with a total metals feed of 18.7 lbs/hour. A"<" 
symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below the detection limit of the analytical method. 
5 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 
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TABLEN-4 
UMCDF Surrogate Trial Burn- Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits 

;;; -· -
.. 

·· Emis~foir :; _ . ·: Measurement 
Measti.rertient Unit1 

Metals: 

Antimony lbs/hour 

Arsenic lbs/hour 

Cadmium lbs/hour 

Chromium lbs/hour 

Lead lbs/hour 

Manganese lbs/hour 

Mercury lbs/hour 

Nickel lbs/hour 

Selenium lbs/hour 

Thallium lbs/hour 

Lead+ 
Cadmium 

µg/dscm 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (TEQ) 

Particulate gr/dscf 

Source: See Table N-3. 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

- -=/'~--PFS-Off -
Permit' -~:;p~ercentof 

Lim_ if <.: _ -_•·_-._- _-_r_•-.~- 'f °'itt3ed 
" -}-+ ; :' Limit . 

c --
3.33E-04 597.60% 

3.33E-04 25.23% 
. .,_ 

1.48E-04 
-

-_.: c504. 73 % 
" - - -· 

3.21E-04 55.14% 

3.51E-03 
;~.o,;,.-

-··· ,~133.33% 
c 

3.33E-02 2.42% 

4.16E-05 50.00% 

2.42E-04 89.26% 

3.33E-04 12.79% 
-

6.68E-05 · 111.53% 
-

120 . -

(MACT)4 ~107.75% 

0.20 
7.00% (MACT)4 

0.015 4.87% 

PFS-On 
Percent of -
P.ermitted ; 
' Limit3'. " 

13.48% 

1.15% 

13.45% 

5.23% 

3.42% 

0.12% 

49.28% 

20.99% 

5.05% 

3.83% 

2.68% 

5.50% 

1.33% 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nanograms per dry standard cubic meter (a nanogram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 
2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 Shaqed ci!~ with hol~~ numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits. 
4 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 
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Metals: 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Lead 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Thallium 

Lead+Cadmium 

TABLE N-5 
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Bum- Liquid Incinerator (LIC) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results: PFS Offline and PFS Online 

lbs/hour 5.08E-04 < 1.76E-04 <2.08E-06 

lbs/hour 8.65E-04 <2.91E-04 <1.95E-06 

lbs/hour 2.29E-04 <8.09E-05 <9.70E-07 

lbs/hour 2.29E-04 < 1.l 7E-04 <3.73E-06 

lbs/hour 3.19E-04 <4'30E-'04 >C'' ·· <3.07E-06 

lbs/hour 3.71E-02 l .83E-04 8.66E-06 

lbs/hour 2.43E-04 <6.82E-06 <5.48E-06 

lbs/hour l.49E-03 <2.27E-04 <1.74E-05 

lbs/hour 3.47E-04 < l .60E-05 <6.75E-06 

lbs/hour 2.29E-03 <4.97E-04 <3.07E-06 

µg/dscm 
120 

<46.09 <0.36 
ACT)4 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (total) 
0.20 

Not tested Not tested 
MACT)4 

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 0.0021 0.0009 

99% 

99% 

99% 

97% 

99% 

95% 

20% 

92% 

58% 

99% 

99% 

Not 
tested 

50% 

Source: Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (ANCDF), Liquid Incinerator Surrogate Trial Burn Report, 
January, 2003, tests conducted March 16-23, 2002 (DEQ Item No. 03-0084). 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nanograms per dry standard cubic meter (a nano gram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 
2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 A "<" symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below the analytical detection limit. 
~~~4~a i~l1§ with Ji~J:cie.d numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits. 
4 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 



TABLE N-6 
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Bum- Liquid Incinerator (LIC) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits 

.. ; PFS-Offline -
. . Emissio11 · .-, . ' Measurement 

·- MeasUrelnt?fif.~~~;::~ ·J~~ ~··· .l.Jinit1 
; 

Metals: 

Antimony lbs/hour 5.08E-04 34.56% 

Arsenic lbs/hour 8.65E-04 33.58% 

Cadmium lbs/hour 2.29E-04 35.39% 

Chromium lbs/hour 2.29E-04 51.05% 
- -

Lead lbs/hour 3.19E-04 . -'· -134.91 % 
__:,.--_ -

.• Manganese lbs/hour 3.71E-02 0.49% 

Mercury lbs/hour 2.43E-04 2.81% 

Nickel lbs/hour 1.49E-03 15.18% 

Selenium lbs/hour 3.47E-04 4.61% 

Thallium lbs/hour 2.29E-03 21.73% 

Lead+Cadmium µg/dscm 
120 

38.41% (MACT)4 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (total) 
0.20 Not tested (MACT)4 

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 14.00% 

Source: See Table N-5. 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

0.41% 

0.23% 

0.42% 

1.63% 

0.96% 

0.02% 

2.26% 

1.16% 

1.95% 

0.13% 

0.30% 

Not tested 

6.00% 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nanograms per dry standard cubic meter (a nanogram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 

2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 Shaded cells with _b~Id"[ci numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits. 

4 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 
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TABLEN-7 
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Burn- Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results: PFS Offline and PFS Online 

(Metal feed rates between Mode 2 and Mode 3 were not equivalent) 

Metals: 

Antimony lbs/hour 3.44E-04 <1.04E-05 <8.lOE-06 

Arsenic lbs/hour 3.44E-04 <3.04E-05 <5.72E-06 

Cadmium lbs/hour l.08E-04 ·;~ :. 
...• ;;2.84]>03 

'' 

<1.69E-05 

Chromium lbs/hour l.71E-04 <5.37E-05 <3.33E-05 

Lead lbs/hour 2.77E-03 8.37E-05 

Manganese lbs/hour 3.44E-02 8.47E-05 

Mercury lbs/hour 4.30E-05 <2.26E-05 

Nickel lbs/hour 2.14E-04 <9.30E-05 <4.05E-05 

Selenium lbs/hour 3.44E-04 <2.63E-05 <2.29E-05 

Thallium lbs/hour 6.88E-05 <2.5 1E-05 <2.89E-06 

Lead + 
µg/dscm 

120 
3.2 Cadmium (MACT)5 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (TEQ) 
0.20 

<0.030 <0.021 
(MACT)5 

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 0.00114 0.00058 

22% 

81% 

99% 

38% 

99% 

0% 

94% 

56% 

13% 

88% 

99% 

>30% 

49% 

Source: Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (ANCDF), Deactivation Furnace System Surrogate Trial Bum 
Report, Revision 1, January, 2003, tests conducted May 29-June 4, 2002 (DEQ Item No. 03-0170) .. 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nano grams per dry standard cubic meter (a nano gram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf : grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 
2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 Mode 2 metals feed rate was 37.10 lbs/hour. A"<" symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below 
the analytical detection limit. Sb~de~J~~lj] with b<>.Ta~~~ij numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded 
permitted limits. 
4 Mode 3 metals feed rate was 112.3 lbs/hour. A"<" symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below 
the detection limit of the analytical method. 
5 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 
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TABLEN-8 
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Bum-Deactivation Furnace System (DFS) 

High Temperature Test Condition 
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits 

Metals: 

Antimony lbs/hour 3.44E-04 3.03% 2.36% 

Arsenic lbs/hour 3.44E-04 8.85% 1.66% 

Cadmium lbs/hour l.08E-04 15.64% 

Chromium lbs/hour 1.71E-04 19.41 % 

Lead lbs/hour 2.77E-03 3.02% 

Manganese lbs/hour 3.44E-02 0.25% 

Mercury lbs/hour 4.30E-05 52.51% 

Nickel lbs/hour 2.14E-04 43 .38% 18.91 % 

Selenium lbs/hour 3.44E-04 7.65% 6.66% 

Thallium lbs/hour 6.88E-05 36.52% 4.20% 

Lead+ 
µg/dscm 

120 
Cadmium (MACT)4 

·:·- ,. • -c 

··: . ,~7~)?%'.'. . 2.67% 

Other Emission Constituents: 

Dioxins/Furans ng/ dscm (TEQ) 
0.20 
(MACT)4 15.00% 10.50% 

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 7.60% 3.87% 

Source: See Table N-7 

1 lbs/hour: pounds per hour 

µg/dscm: microgram/dry standard cubic meter (a microgram is one millionth of a gram) 
[A gram is one-thousandth of a kilogram (2.2 pounds). There are 453.6 grams to one pound] 

ng/dscm: nanograms per dry standard cubic meter (a nanogram is one-billionth of a gram) 

gr/dscf: grains per dry standard cubic foot (a grain is .065 grams) 
2 RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted. 
3 Mode 2 metals feed rate was 37.10 lbs/hour, Mode 3 was 112.3 lbs/hour. ~~~~~<l_9~J:i$ with ~'gISre1f 
numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits. 
4 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit. 
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