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State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
Date: April 29, 2004
To: Environmental Quality Commission Jﬂ/
From: Stephanie Hallock, Director A W
Subject: 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 The Department recommends the Commission approve the Class 3 Permit

Recommendation  Modification Request (PMR) UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), “Change in

Background

Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point” as described in Alternative 1 of this
staff report and shown in Attachment A.

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 VL. A.1.vi. and
VIL.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) submitted 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
PES and the
Operating
Requirements in
the UMCDF HW
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 Burn And Post-
Trial Burn”) and one in Module VII (“Normal Operations™). Each of the two
conditions (VI.A.1.vi. and VIL.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 PES. 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 PES. 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 (HEPA)
filters, two carbon beds in series, and a final bank of HEPA 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 (AWFCO) 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 PES “bypass” to redirect gas flow
around the PES 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 PES 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 PES. 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 PES 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.”!

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 I""? 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 PES 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 PES. There is

! 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
PES.

Construction of UMCDF was completed in 2002 and systemization and
testing activities commenced. The first “surrogate™ trial burn was completed
on Liquid Incinerator 1 (LIC1) 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-burn” on the DFS conducted in April
2003 indicated that five of the metals that had been “spiked” into the
surrogate feed® 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 burn 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 burns of the LIC1 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 #1

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 DF'S 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 burns (STBs) on Liquid Incinerator 1 (LIC1)
and preliminary results from the Metal Parts Furnace (MPF) STB indicate
that the LIC1 and MPF are able to meet all performance standards and all
emission limits even when those emissions are measured before the PES. For
example, emissions of dioxins during the LIC1 STB, both before and after
the PES, 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 LIC1 STB were an
order of magnitude below the permitted limit, both before and after the PFS.

Particulate emissions during the DFES 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 PES 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 PES 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 commenters 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 PFES 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
UMCDEF 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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Key Issue #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.

In addition to the operations to date at UMCDF, the PES 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 PES. 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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Key Issue #4

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 UMCDE 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.
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EQC Action
Alternatives

1. Modify the UMCDF HW Permit as proposed to revise Permit Conditions

VI.A.1.vi. and VILA.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.

. 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 PES offline to demonstrate compliance
with the existing limits before the PES. 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
burns, 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.



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

Page 16 of 17

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 PES 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. UMCDE-
03-041-PFS(3), “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point™
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Available Upon
Request

=

=R Qo=

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

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

Public Comment Summary and Department Responses
Public Comments Received
“Response to Concerns” (from UMCDF Permittees)

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

“Findings of the Commission and Order” (partial copy of 1997 Order
granting the UMCDF HW Permit)

“Order Clarifying Permit Decision,” March 1999

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

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

Selected Surrogate Trial Burn Results

References listed in Attachment 1

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), “Ch ange in
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

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

Approved:

Division: W

. gy
Dennis MurpheMdmmlstrator
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 ,P_n-_gipbsea Change "1;358:
Module VI. Cotidition VIA 1. Change the phrase A-2

Short Term Incineration - (Construction and “before entering” to
Shakedown, Trial Burn And Nl “after exiting”
: aintenance)
Post-Trial Burn
Module VII Condition VIL.A.8 Change the phrase A-4
Incineration — Normal (General Operation) “before entering” to
Operations “after exiting”

NOTE: The permit pages immediately preceding the proposed change are included here for clarity.




Umatll]a Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
LD. No.: ORQ 000 009 431

MODULE VI

DATE OF REVISION, 2004

MODULE VI - SHORT TERM INCINERATION - SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN

AND POST-TRIAL BURN

This Module covers the incinerator shakedown, trial burn and post-trial burn periods for each

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

Section VL.A. - General Conditions During Shakedown, Trial Burn and Post-Trial Burn for All
Incinerators at the UMCDF Site

Section VLB. - Liquid Incinerators (LICs)

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

Section VLD. - Deactivation Furnace System (DFS)
Section VLE. - Dunnagc Incinerator (DUN)

Sectlon VLF. - Common Stack for LIC, MPF and DES
Sectlon VL G PAS Carbon Filter Unit

. \
VIA. GENERAL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND POST-TRIAL
BURN FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE
V1.A.l.  Construction and Maintenance [40 CFR §264.31]
i. The Permittee shall construct each incinerator in accordance with the design plans and
specifications contained in Volume II, Sections D-5 through D-8 and Volume VII,
Attachment D-3, Sections D-5B through D-8B of the Application.
ii. All process monitors required, pursuant to Permit Conditions VIL.B.4., VI.C.4, VLD 4. and
VLE.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, 7-1a, 7-1b, 7-3, 7-5 and 7-7
of this Permit. '
1il. ‘Modifications to the design plans and specifications in the Application for any incinerator
shall be allowed only in accordance with Permit Condition ILA.2.
All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 1 of 80
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Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
ID. 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, 7-1b, 7-3, 7-5 and 7-7 of ;[hiS 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-
5B through D-8B of the Application.

v. The Pcrmittcc shall not feed surrogate or chemical 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

LR.

V1. The Permittee shall maintain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, trial burn and
post ~trial burn periods in accordance with thc opcratmg rcqmremcnts spec1ﬁed in this pcmut :
Each incinerator shall meet the apphcablc pcrformance standards spcclﬁcd i Permit
Conditions VLB.1., VI.C.1., VL.D.1,, and VLE.1. bef(_)fe—e-ﬂ-t—e-ﬂ-ﬂ‘g after exiting each

incinerator’s carbon filter system.

vii.  All air pollution control devices and capture systems for which this Permit is issued shall be
maintained and operated at all times in a manner so as to minimize the emissions of air
contaminants and to minimize process upsets. Procedures for cnsuﬁng that the above
equipment is properly operated and maintained so as to minimize the emission of air

contaminants and process upsets shall be established.

VILAZ2, Inspection Requirements [40 CFR §264.347]

™ ™ oy o, | R ¥ S T b rgat g writh the i+ dokatila - |
ne ¢ 1t snali in ir r 111 ac 102 W 21 ction sche ana

1 31 1 W S I
1. 00 CCIIILICT sllall “L...r‘...... CALIl JUUINLI AL ML SULUIUAlILL WAL WIS ‘.,..r-.—.....u. SUICULLICS 4l

rcquuemcnts in Attachment 3 of this Permit.

1i. 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 ILI.

VIA.3. _ Monitoring Requirements [40 CFR §264.37]

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 2 of 80
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Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
I.D. No.: ORQ 000 009 431

MODULE VI

DATE OF REVISION, 2004

MODULE VII - INCINERATION - NORMAL OPERATION

Four types of incinerators are used to deactivate and destroy the components of the waste generated -
from the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program (CSDP). They are:

"Two (2) Liquid Incinerators (LICs),
One (1) Metal Parts Furnace (MPF),
One (1) Deactivation Furnace System (DFS), z;.nd
One (1) Dunnage Incinerator (DUN).

All of these incinerators are new and each one is provided with a Pollution Abatement Systern. One
exhaust stack is shared by the LICs, MPF, and DFS (hereafter referred to as "common stack™.)
Another stack is provided for the DUN incinerator.

Liquid chemical agents drained from munitions, liquid laboratory wastes, and spent decontamination
solutions are incinerated in each LIC. Explosives and propellants are incinerated in the DFS. In
general, metal parts are decontaminated and detoxified in the MPF. Miscellaneous materials are

incinerated in DUN.

This module covers the incineration normal operation periods. For clarity, this module is organized

as follows:

Section VILA. - General Conditions for All Incinerators at the UMCDF Site
Section VILB. - Liquid Incinerators (LICs)

Section VIL.C. - Metal Parts Fumace (MPF)

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

Section VILE. - Dunnage Incinerator (DUN)

Section VILF. - Common Stack for LIC, MPF and DFS

Section VILG. - PAS Carbon Filter Unit

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 1 of 80
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Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility

ID. No.: ORQ 000 009 431

: MODULE VII

- DATE OF REVISION, 2004

VILA. GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE

VILLA.1. 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 Permittee and approved by the
Department, the Trial Burn results and the Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment provided for in Permit
Condition IL.N. shall have been evaluated and approved by the Depar&nent, and the applicable -
numerical values represented with an asterisk (*) in the conditions and tables of Module VII of this

Permit shall have been established.
VIILA.2. Limitation on Waste Feed

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

incinerator, at any given time.

i 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.

VILA.3. [Inspection Requirements

i. The Permittee shall inspect each incinerator in accordance with the inspection schedule and .
requirements of Attachment 3 of this Permit.

1i. 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 ILL

VILA.4. Monitoring Requirements

1. 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 (2)(3)]

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 2 of 80
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Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
1D. No.: ORQ 000 009 431

MODULE VI

DATE OF REVISION, 2004

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 ILL

The Permittee shall calibrate the oxygen (O,) and carbon monoxide (CO) continuous
emission monitors (CEMS) specified in this Permit in accordance with the Performance
Specifications for Continuous Emission Monitoring Systérns feferenced in 40 CFR 63
Appendix to Subpart EEE. ‘

VIL.LA.5. Reporting

i

1il.

The Permittee shall submit to the Department an annual report every February first for the
previous calendar year, which summarizes the QA/QC reliability problems experienced with
Hydrogen Chloride (HCI), carbon monoxide, oxygen, and chémical 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.

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

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

accordance with Permit Condition VILA.4.iii. within 30 calendar days of the date of the tests.

If any sampling and testing result show that any emission rate specified in Table 7-9 is
exceedéd, then the Permittee shall notify the Department within 24 hours of the discovery.

The Permittee should submit additional risk information to indicate that the increased

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Page 3 of 80
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Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
1D. 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 Permittee to stop waste feed to the appropriate
incinerators(s). The Permittee 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)].

VILLA.6.  Closure

At closure, the Permittee shall follow the procedures in the Closure Plan, Volume XTI, Section I of

the Application as revised in accordance with Permit Condition IL.J.3.
VILA.7.  Recordkeeping

B The Permittee shall record and maintain, in the Operating Record for each incinerator, all
monitoring and inspection data compiled under the requirements of this Permit, in accordance
with Permit Condition ILL

ii. The Permittee 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 corrective measures taken to prevent recurrence of the incident. 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.

VILLA.8.  General Operation

The Permittee chall 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 VIL.B.2., VIL.C.2.,
VILD.2., and VII E.2. before-entering after exiting each incinerator’s carbon filter system.

VILB.  LIQUID INCINERATORS (LICS

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

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-0002 Pé.ge 4 0of 80
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ATTACHMENT B

DRAFT

Findings and Conclusions of the Commission and Order
In the Matter of

Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit No.
ORQ 000 009 431
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)

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
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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 FINDINGS AND
Treatment Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431 .| CONCLUSIONS OF THE

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF) | COMMISSION AND ORDER
Permit Modification No. UMCDE-03-041-PFS(3),

“Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point.” FEXDRAFT***
BACKGROUND FINDINGS
L On February 10, 1997, the Environmental Quality Commission issued

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER (“Commission Order”)
directing issuance of a Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit (HW Permit) to the
United States Army (Army) for construction and operation of incinerators to destroy
chemical weapons stored at the Umatilla Chemical Depot (the incineration facility is known
as the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility or UMCDF).

Z The UMCDF HW Permit names the U.S. Army Umatilla Chemical Depot
(UMCD) and U.S. Army Project Manager for Chemical Stockpile Disposal (PMCSD)' 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
Modification Request (PMR) [UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), “Change in Incinerator Emissions
Compliance Point”] to the Department of Environmental Quality (Department). A copy of
the PMR was sent to the Commission by the Department on October 2, 2003.

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 (PES).

' PMCSD is now known as the Program 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-03-041-PFS(3)
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e A 60-day public comment period was held open from Scptcmber 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

— '-n

3 i dlhn fRoat A At marntad srmsa fvanemitted fo the Tammmicainn by tha Danartmeant on
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- 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. 7 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).

PAGE 2  FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
' Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
Permit Modification No. UMCDEF-03-041-PFS(3)
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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. 40C.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
]ud1c1al decmon after the perrmt was 1ssued I

a0 el For pemut Il‘lOdlfiCﬁthl’lS requested by the pcrrmttee, the Comrmsswn has
broad dxscretlon to modlfy the penmt as long as thc ﬂlOdlfiCﬂ.thI’l comphes w1th federal and
PAGE3 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
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state law, and does not increase the risk of harm to human health and the environment. ORS

466.0200) nd 40 CFR. 27042

FINDINGS PERTAINING TO PERMIT MODIFICATION REQUEST UMCDF-03-
041-PFS(3) “CHANGE IN INCINERATOR EMISSIONS COMPLIANCE POINT”

22.  The HW Permit requires that UMCDF incinerators utilize multi-stage
pollution abatement systems consisting of quench tower, venturi scrubber, packed bed
scrubber tower, mist eliminator vessel, gas reheater, and a carbon filter system (PFS).

23. When the Commission approved the UMCDF HW Permit in February 1997, it
required that compliance with emissions standards be determined at a point just before the
emissions stream enters the PFS.

24. A petition for judicial review of the February 1997 Commission Order was
filed in Multnomah County Circuit Court. In December 1998, the court issued an order on
review, finding that “apart from one critical ambiguity,” the findings, conclusions and
procedures set forth in the February 1997 Commission Order “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 [DEQ/EQC].”

25. The “critical ambiguity” identified by the court related to the PFS. The court

reinanded the Tebruary 1597 Coinission Order (o the Coiiinissivin o claiily wihiat iole the
PFS played in its analysis. On remand, the Commission took written comments and issued a
“Clarifying Order” dated March 19, 1999. 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 the agent at Umatilla” and that the Commission
required the inclusion of the PFS for “an additional measure of safety.”

26. In June 1999, the court found that the Clarifying Order resolved the ambiguity and
affirmed the Commission Order.
PAGE4  FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
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The PFS has been installed and is fully operational at UMCDEF. The

Department and the Commission have received information relating to the PFS that was not

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

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

®

(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.

Information 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 burns (STB) conducted on the
incinerators at UMCDEF. 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 PES. 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

Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards, went into effect. See 40 C.F.R. 63

PAGE 5
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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.

i 29 % Although cause is not spemﬁcally requlred foy - errmt modtﬁcatlons requested

by a perrmttee the Comrmssxon flnds that the new mformatlon ‘rega.rdmg the PFS and the

new MACT standards wouId support a findmg of cause for modlfymg the perrmt as '-.'

requested by the perrmttees . e
30._ x=:The Commlssmn concludes in its dlSCl'Cthl'l that the penmt should be
modlﬁed as requested by the permlttees In reachmg that conclusmn the Comrmssmn notes
the followmg ok = : il
(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

iirniild ramiire fhe narmitfesce tn ctontficantly radnea the roclk-aot fand rata tn
LAAVIPELVE j.C\iL'u'J.G Lo Hoiuuuuvu v bi&'iiiii'\;ﬁ.lii.ij AWV LW A UWALWE AW Al L

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 continued 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.

PAGE 6 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
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(g)
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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 destroymg the chermcal weapon stockplle 7
7 .The PFS is proven technology and an mtegral part of the pollut10n abatement

: systems on each of the four incinerators at UMCDF.

Approval of this mod1ﬁcat10n provides UMCDF a cons1stent pomt of
compllance for both the state and federal standards and elmunates the need to

test the incinerators. w1th the PFS ofﬂme

‘Although granting the modification could be criticized as 1ncon51stent with the_

- position adOptcd by the COIT]II‘)ISSIOH 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 PES, but feed rates would have to be 51gn1f1cantly reduced for the DES

to meet those standards w1thout accountmg for the PES:

. Incmeratmn fac1ht1es at JACADS (J ohnston Atoll Chemlcal Agent
- Disposal System) and TOCDF (Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal
Facﬂlty) successfully destroyed tons of chemical Weapons safely
‘W1thout an operatlonal PES system '
o STB results have demonstrated that all of the incinel'atOrs' at UMCDF f
except for the Deactlvatlon Fumace System (DFS) can satisfy all of
: -.the or1g1nal HW Permit ennss1on standards and the new MACT ' -

standards w1thout accountmg for the additional ermssmn reductlons

PAGE7  FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
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prov1ded by the PFS and w1thout 31gn1frcantly reducmg thefeed

. ,_rates

0 The DFS can satlsfy substantlally all of the emrsswn standards in the

5 onglnal HW Perrmt and the new. MACT standards, Wrthout w

51gmﬁcantlY reducrng feed rates STB resu]ts have shown that for a o

o few partlcular rnetals that were m]ected mto the surro gate materlals i

bemg tested in rder to approxrmate worst case scenanos the

2 :.permrttees would be requlred to substantrally reduce rocket feed rates

_'for the DFS m‘ order to satlsfy',the ermssron standards for those -

(h) 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

Ji . 1 IJC \.’UILHLHDDLUII llClD duU\.iudLU 15501 auul\uuy LU 1iJ.UU.J.1_Y lllb UJ.VI\.;JJJ. .I.J. VU

Permrt as proposed

Under the mrcumstances the Commtssmn ﬁnds that the mod'” tcatlon

fsafety, and the env1ronment The perrmt should be modlfled as requested for the reasons set

PAGE 8 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
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ORDER

Now, therefore, IT IS ORDERED that:

1. These findings, conclusions and order shall constitute the Commission’s final
permit modification decision and response to public comments.

2, Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431 is
modified in accordance with Permit Modification No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3), “Change in
Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point,” as set forth in Exhibit 1.

3. This Order shall be an Order in Other Than a Contested Case, subject to
judicial review pursuant to ORS 183.484. No administrative appeal of the permﬁ

modification shall be provided to the applicant or third parties.
DATED this day of May, 2004.

Mark Reeve, Chair
For the Environmental Quality Commission

PAGE 9 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
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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; straek-out text to be deleted]

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

Condition VL. A.1.vi. Change the phrase “before entering” to “after
(Construction and Maintenance) exiting”

Module VII (“Incineration — Normal Operations”)

Condition VILA.8 Change the phrase “before entering” to “after
(General Operation)) exiting”

EXHIBIT 1, PAGE 1
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MODULE VI - SHORT TERM INCINERATION - SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND
POST-TRIAL BURN
VLA. GENERAL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND
POST-TRIAL BURN FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE
V1.A.1. 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.1., VLD.1., and VLE.1. before-entering after exiting each incinerator’s

carbon filter system.

MODULE VII - INCINERATION - NORMAL OPERATION

VILA. GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF
SITE

VILA.1 - VILA.7 [Not shown here]

VIL.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 VIL.B.2., VIL.C.2., VILD.2., and VII E.2.
befere-entering after exiting each incinerator’s carbon filter system.

EXHIBIT 1, PAGE 2
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ATTACHMENT 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. UMCDEF-03-041-PFS(3)
“Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

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

Permit Modification Request UMCDEF-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
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ublic Notice: Request for Comments and
| (REVISED) Notice of Pubh'g 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: 100 pm.
Hearing location:
DEQ Headquarters Building, Room 3A
811 S.W. Sixth Ave.
Portland, OR 97204

,Hermiston Hearing (February 18):
/" Hearing time: 7-00 pm.
(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. 11th
Hermiston, OR.

How can | send commenis? ‘

The DEQ will accept written or oral comments
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) 567-8297 ext. 25, or
Toll-free in Oregon (800) 452-4011

Mailing address:

DEQ 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 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 form. 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 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
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.

State of Oregon
Department of
‘Environmental
Quality

Office of the
Director
Chemical
Demilitarization
Program .
256 E. Hurlburt Ave.
Hermiston, OR 97838
Phone: (541) 567-8297
(800) 452-4011
Fax:  (541) 5674741

Contact: Shelly Ingram

DEQ Item No. 04-0051

www.deq.state.or.us

Change in UMICDF Compliance Point
~ ' ' May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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Tn effect, the change will allow UMCDF to
“take credit” for the ability of the carbon filters
to remove additional pollutants from the
incinerator gas streams.

An initial public comment period on this Permit
Modification Request was held open from
September 17-November 17; 2003 (60 days)

A public information meeting was held cn
October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregon. The
DEQ received 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
TUMCDF related to this Permmit 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 canreview the detailed Fact
Sheet and other documents related to Permit
Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3)
al the Heumiston DEQ ollice {pleasc call abicad
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 Library
502 S.W. Dorion Avenue
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°:30-7:00 p.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
staff 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, approve the modification with
revisions, or to deny the modification request.

The staff report will inchude an explanation of
the DEQ’s reasoning in coming to its final
recommendation, and DEQ’s responses to
significant 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 information

DEQ is committed to accommodating people
with disabilities at our hearings. Please notify
DEQ of any special physical or language
accoinmodations 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 TTY number, (503) 229-6993

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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,, Pubhc No ce:

Request for Comments and

Notice of Public Hearings

Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point

Umatilta Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)
Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3)

(Permit No ORQ 000 008 431)
Notice issued: January 9, 2004

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

Hearing dates:’
February 5, 2004 (Portland)
February 9, 2004 (Hermiston)

Portland Hearing {February 5):
Hearing time: 1:00 pm.

Hearing location:

DEQ Headquarters Building, Room 3A
811 S.W. Sixth Ave.

Portland, OR 97204

r

Hermiston Hearing (February 9):

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
610 N.W. 11th
Hermiston, OR

How can | send comments? '
The DEQ will accept written or oral comments
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) 567-8297 ext. 25, or
Toll-free in Oregon (800) 452-4011

Mailing address:

DEQ 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 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 form. 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 of Hermiston, Oregon (175 miles
east of Portland; Oregon). The address is
78072 Ordnance Road, Hermiston, OR 97833,

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.

State of Oregon
Department of
Environmental
Quality

Office of the
Director
" Chemical

Demilitarization

Program

256 E. Hurlburt Ave.

Hermiston, OR 97838

Phone: (541) 567-8297
(800) 452-4011

Fax:  (541) 5674741

Contact: Shelly Ingram -

DEQ Item No 04-0011

 www.deg state.or us
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In effect, the change will allow UMCDF to _
“take credit” for the ability of the carbon filters
to remove additional pollutants from the
incinerator gas streams.

An initial public comment 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 received 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
UMCDEF 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 | 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-PES(3)
at the Hermiston DEQ office (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 Library
502 S.W. Dorion Avenue
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 ericouraged to provide ;
comments on this proposed change to the
UMCDF permit. Staff will be available to
answer questions from 6:30-7:00 p.m. before
the public hearing in Hermiston on February 9,
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
staff 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, approve the modification with
revisions, or to deny the modification request.

The staff report will include an explanation of
the DEQ’s reasoning in coming to its final
recommendation, and DEQ’s responses to
significant cominents 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 April or May, 2004.

Accessibility information

DEQ is committed to accommodating people
with disabilities at our hearings Please notify
DEQ of arzy speczal pi'gzszcal or language

# need information in

large prmr Brate 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 TTY number, (503) 229-6993
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1. Introduction

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 Army' to build and operate the
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDEF). Construction of UMCDF was completed

! There are three “Permittees” named on the UMCDF HW Permit. 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 of UMCDF.

DEQ Item No. 04-0012(19)
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in 2001 and the facility is eurrently testing its systems in preparatlon for the a.nt:l(;lpated start of
chemical agent disposal operations some time in 2004.

On September 16, 2003 the United States Atmy’s Program Manager for Elimination of Chermcal .
Weapons (PM ECW) submitted a Class 3 Permit Modification Request (PMR) UMCDF-03-041- .
PFS(3), “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 afterthe
carbon filter system,” the final stage of each incinera’tor’s’ pollution abatement systems. As -
originally issued, the UMCDF HW Permit reqiired 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 carbon filters to remove additional pollutants from the incinerator gas streams.

This Fact Sheet describes the proposed modification and provides background information about
the UMCDF and the basis for the proposed modification. Because the Department has made a
tentative decision to recommend to the EQC that the PMR be approved, this Fact Sheet also
includes a discussion of the significant factual, legal, and policy questions the Department
considered in reaching its tentative decision. Information on how to provide comment on the
proposed modification is provided on Page 9 and in Attachment A. -

Attachment A is the Public Notice that was mailed on January 14, 2004 to persons on the ;
Department’s mailing list that have indicated an interest in the Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization
Program. The Public Notice contains detailed information concerning information repositories and

. the dates of the scheduled public comment period and public hearings related to the proposed
modification. Attachment B includes the actual text changes proposed for specific pages of the HW
Permit.

2. Process for a Class 3 Permit Modification Request

- Regulations regarding the permitting and operation of hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities are known as the “Resource Conservation and Recovery Act” (RCRA)
regulations. They are contained in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). In
accordance with the RCRA regulations, the State of Oregon has been authorized by the U.S.
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
regulations 1dennty three “‘classes of permil modifications, eaci with iis owi 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 3 permit modifications require opportunities for public comment.

% 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.”

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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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 cornment
period of 60 days was held open from September 17 through November 17, 2003. The UMCDF
Permittees held a public information meeting on October 21, 2003 in Hermiston, Oregon. The DEQ
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 DEQ had received eight comments from members of the public expressing
opinions on whether UMCDF should be allowed to change the point at which DEQ determines
U\/ICDF s compliance with emission limits in the HW Permit.

After reviewing public comments and fhe response to the NOD, the DEQ made a

tentative decision to recommend that the Environmental Quality Commission approve
the proposed modificdtion. Accordingly, the Department has prepared this Fact Sheet
-and the revised language for the UMCDF HW Permit for public review and comment.

In‘accordance-with the RCRA regulations for Class 3 permit modification requests, DEQ is
requesting cotnments 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 through close of
business on March 1, 2004. Two public hearings will be held: February 5 in Portland before the
Environmental Quality Commission and February 18 in Hermiston before a DEQ Hearings Officer
(you may submit written comments to the DEQ any time during the open comment period). Please
see Attachment A for details about the public comment period, the pubhc heam}gs and how you
can submlt comments to the DEQ '

The Env:lromnental Quality Commlsswn (EQC) will make the ﬁnal demsmn on this PMR (the EQC
is a five-member citizen commission appointed by the Governor that serves as DEQ’s policy- and
rule-making board.) At the conclusion of this public comment penod 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 recommendation 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 Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposai Facility (UMCDF)

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 hazardous waste storage
and treatment 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 “VX’) are contained in munitions, such as rockets,
projectiles, and land mines, and in bulk items, such as spray tanks, bombs, and “ton containers.”

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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The blister agent (“HD,” 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
chemical weapons from the storage areas at the Umatilla Chemical Depot to the UMCDF '
Container Handling Building; 2) unloading the transport containers and placing the weapons
onto a processing line; 3) draining the liquid chemical agent from the weapon; and 4) destroying
the chemical agent and explosives and treating the remaining metal 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 referred to as an
afterburner in some systems). There are two liquid injection incinerators to destroy the liquid
nerve and blister agents, a “deactivation furnace” (a specialized type of rotary kiln) to destroy
explosives, and a metal parts furnace to treat empty metal munition casings and bulk containers
under high temperatures to destroy residual chemical agent. The processing of the munitions and
containers will produce a variety of “secondary wastes” that are either stored for later treatment
at UMCDF or sthped off-site for final disposal (once they are determined to be completely free
of chemical agent)

Each of the four fumace systems has its own pollution abatement system (the systems are 1dentacal)
to cool the exhaust gases from the incinérators, remove particles; and neutralize the “acid gases.”
Each pollution abatement system consists of five main components: a quench tower, venturi
scrubber, scrubber tower, mist eliminator vessel, and a set of carbon filter banks that serve as a final
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
and then exhausts the cleaned gases to the atmosphere through a common stack. The schematlc on
Page 5 shows the pollution abatement systems and the carbon ﬁlter system.

- The UMCDF HW Perm.'t issued by the C_ommrswon in1 ._997 required that exhaust
gases from each of the furnace be clean enough to meet the permit emission limits at
. a point after the mist eliminator vessel but before the carbon filters. The permit
modification request submitted by UMCDF proposes fo revise 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 VI (“Short Term
Incineration - Shakedown, Trial Burn And Post-Trial Burn™) and one in Module VII (“Normal
Operations”). Each of the two conditions (VIL.A.1.vi. and VILA.8.) contain essentially the same
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 “after exiting” the carbon filter system. No other changes to
the HW Permit are proposed. Attachment B shows the affected Permit COIldltLODS and the proposed
changes.

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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Current Compliance
Point

Proposed

Packed Bad Compliance

- Quench Towe-r: Uses brine sprays to cool incinerator
gases from 2000°F to 175°F and to neutralize acids.

s  Venturi: A narrow throat that removes particles and
further neutralizes acid gases. 2

»  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 stream by using fabric filters.

NOTE: «  Carbon Filter Units: Includes pre-filters and high-

Each furnace sySTem has a polluTion - efficiency particulate air filters to capture very small
abatsrent sysfem s illstvated Fare particles and metals and banks of carbon that capture

i remaining organic pollutants.
All four systems at UMCDF then exit «  Exhaust Blower: A blower that pulls gas flow through
to a common exhaust sTack? 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

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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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 that UMCDF may demonstrate compliance with emission

limits at a point after the pollution abatement system carbon filter system. In effect, UMCDF
will be allowed to “take credit” for the pollution reduction provided by the carbon filter units.

6. Significant Considerations in Reaching Tentative Decision

The DEQ made its tentative approval decision after consideration of the permit modification
request, the Permittee’s response to the Department’s “Notice of Deficiency,” and the public
comments received during the first 60-day public comment period. The most significant issues
that DEQ considered in making its decision are d1scussed below:

~a.  The potential for adverse zmpacts on human heah‘h or the envzronment

Although the UMCDF HW Permit does not allow any addmonal “cred1t” be taken for the
pollution reduction provided by the carbon filter units, it still includes a requirement that a .
furnace’s carbon filter units be in operation (“on-liné”) atall times that the furnace is

" processing hazardous waste. (There are limited exceptions to this requirement—see 6e.
below.)” Approving or denying this permit modification request would not change the HW
Permit 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

" common stack. 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 pose unacceptable risks to human health or the environment. The risk
assessments conducted by DEQ in 1996 used the permitted emission 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
rateg (r\r the conclnsions 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 Chemieal Depot. This was
reinforced through a “Clarifying Order” issued in March 1999 that stated the carbon filters
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were “an additional pollution control component of the baseline incineration technology.”
. Consequently, because the carbon filter units were not considered in the finding that
- incineration was the “Best Available Technology,” approval of this permit modification
would not affect 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] carbon filters,” and made specific reference to the
requirement that emission limits be met before furnace gases pass through the carbon
filters. .As evidenced by the language in the Clarifying Order, and review of transcripts of
meetings held in 1996 before the UMCDF HW Permit was approved, the Commission had
every expectation that UMCDF would be able to meet the regulatory criteria without
taking credit for the carbon filters. At the time the HW Permit was approved in 1997 the
carbon filter units were in a preliminary design phase a.nd had not ever been constructed or
used on a combustion fzicility in the United States. No “credit” could be given to the -
ability,of the carbon filters to reduce emissions because there were'no data demonstratmg
that carbon filtration of i mcmerator exhaust gases was feasible.

Data have since been gathered (through testing at UMCDF and one other chemical
demilitarization facility with an identical carbon filtering system) that demonstrate the
effectiveness of the carbon filter units in reducing emissions of many pollutants to a level
considerably lower than would be achieved by use of the standard pollution abatement
system alone. Surrogate testing of the first liquid incinerator at UMCDF in early 2003
was successful, and the incinerator was able to demonstrate compliance with the existing
permit conditions that require emission limits be met before the carbon filters. This is also
expected to be the case when the second liquid incinerator undergoes testing.

However, surrogate testing conducted in 2003 of the deactivation furnace system has
shown that UMCDF will not be able to demonstrate the deactivation fumace’s compliance
with existing HW Permit requirements at originally expected feed rates, at least not for a
limited number of regulated 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 because the carbon filters must be operational at all times.
The long-term effect of dramatically reduced feed rates to the deactivation furnace system
actually has the potential 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 commiunity from the continued 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 UMCDEF’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 compliance points for the original HW Permit emission
limits and the 1999 “Maximum Achievable Control Technology” (MACT) emission limits.

The Permit Modification Request from UMCDF stated that one of the purposes of the

- proposed change is to “provide a consistent approach for complying with two sets of
Tegulations.” The reference to the “two sets of regulations™ is the requirement that
UMCDF comply not only with regulations related to hazardous waste combustion
failities under the RCRA program, but also with regulations related to the Clean Air Act.
UMCDF’s Air Contaminant Discharge Permit was issued as the same time as the HW
Permit and at the time of issuance the emission standards in the two permits (for those
compounds regulated under both programs) were the same.

" In 1999 the U.S. Emn,ronmental Protection Agency promulgated new standards under the
Clean Air Act called the “Maximum Achievable Control Technology” (MACT) standards.
Demonstration of compliance with the MACT standards is at a point just before emissions
are discharged to the atmosphere (in UMCDEF’s case that is after the carbon filters).
UMCDF must now meet some emission standards before thé carbon filters and some
emission standards after the carbon filter. This poses some 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 MACT emissions standards
(which makes no “exceptions” for the purposes of testing).

Approval of this permit modification would eliminate the need to comply with different
standards at different points 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 emissions to the atmosphere from UMCDF because the carbon filter
units must be on line regardless (except as discussed in 6e. below).

e. The imﬁc_zct of the proposed modification on the UMCDF surrogate and agent trial burn
process, including the need to conduct tests with the carbon filters taken off-line.

When UMCDE 1s 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 the “bypass™ mode.
(Emergency bypass of the carbon filter units is also allowed in certain conditions, but
hazardous waste feed to the furnace must be stopped immediately if an emergency bypass
of the carbon filter units is initiated.) The need to conduct tests with the carbon filters
bypassed was not anticipated when the HW Permit 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 operation 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 represént minimal risk because of tightly controlled
conditions and short test durations, approval of the permit modification will eliminate the
need to conduct testing with the filters bypassed when actual chemical agent operations

begin.

7. How 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 this 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.) on March 1,2004. Written comments may be submitted by e-mail, fax, or regular mail
any time during the comment period, provided the comment is received by the Department no later .
than 5:00 pm on March 1, 2004. E-mail comments should be submitted to

ingram shelly@deq.state.or.us and include the words “Public Comment” in the subject line.
Comments sibmniitted by facsimile transmission should be sent to (541) 567-4741. Comments sent
by regular mail'should 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 pam., 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.
11™) beginning at 7:00 pm. 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.
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Afta_chments
A Public Notice: Request for Comments and Notice of Public Hearing -
B Change Pages for the Proposed Modification of the UMCDF HW Permit
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Change in Incinerator Emissions Cor‘npliance Point
Umatilla Chémical Agent Disposal Fac:lhty (UNICDF)

Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3)
(Pamnt No. ORQ 000 009 431)

Notice issued: January 14,2004

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

]-'iear'mg dates:
Febmary 5, 2004 (Portland)
February 18; 2004 (Hermiston) (Revised)

Portland Hearing (February 5):
Hearing time: 1:00 p.m.
Hearing {ocation:
DEQ Headquarters Buﬂdmg, Room 3A
811 S.W. Sixth Ave.
. Portland, OR 97204

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

(DEQ staff will be available &t 6:30 pm. -

. 10 answeér questions about the Pem:ut
_ Modification Request)
Hearmg location:
Good ShePherd Conference Ccntcr :
Conference Room # 1 (Revised)
610 N'W. 11th
Hem:nston, OR

How can | send comments?

The DEQ will accept written of oral comments‘
at the hearings listed above, or writtéd .
commcnfs by mail; fax or é- ma]l (see below)

* Contact Name: Shelly Ing'ram
- DEQ Chemiéal Demﬂltanzauon Program

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

M_aiiihg address: 7 _ y
DEQ Chemical Demilitarization Program

256 E. Hurlburt Avenue

Hermiston, OR. 97838

Fax: (541) 567-4741 o
E-mail: ingram shelly@deq.state-or.us

(Please include “Public Comment” in the
subject liné. E-mail commenis 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 Chernical 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 atthe

- Unatilla Chenical Depot (UMCD) siitce

1962. UMCDE is owned by the U.S. Army
and opérated by Washingfon Demilitarization
Company. AHa.zaIdous Waste Storage and
Tréatment Permit (H'W Permit) for the
UMCDF was 1ssued in Febiuary 1997.

The Chf:mlcal agent stockpile at UMCD
mcluc{es about 3,717 tons of nérve abents
C"VX’ and “GB”) and blistér agent -~
(“miustird”) in liquid form. .The chémical
agents aré contairied In munitiens, such as
rockets PIoj ectiles and land mines, and in
large containers, such as spray tanks, bombs
and “ton containers.” All of the chemical
warfite agents are highly foxic

-_Where is the facmty [ocated’r’
The UMCDF is locateéd in northeastern Cregon
dt the Umatilla Chemical Depof, about seven

miles est of Hcrmls{on, Oregon (175 miles
east of Pottland, Oregon). The address i§ :
78072 Ordnancc Road; Hermiston, OR 97838

What is Froposed'?
On Septembet 16, 2003 the United States

- -Army’s Project Manager for Elimination of

Chemical Weapons EM ECW) submitted a
Class 3 Permit Modification Requést -

© [UMCDF-00-041-PES(3)] titled “CHange in

Incinerator Emissions Cbmpliauce Point.”

UMCDF is requesﬁnﬂ that the DEQ dctermme
cemphauce with HW Permit limits using the
air poliutant levels as measured after \‘he
carbon filter system, the final stage of each
incinerator’s pollution abatement systems.. As
originally issued, the UMCDF HW Permit’
1équired 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” for the ability of the carbon flfers
to Temove additional pollutants from the -
mcmrator gas sireams.

An fnifial pu“D]ic comment 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 teceived a total of eight public comments
comm g the Permit Modification Request. -

. After consideration of the public comments,
‘and review of the information submitted by the
_ UMCDF rcla‘tcd to this Permmit Mod.lﬁcatlon

Request, the DEQ has made a tentative decision

to Tecomdnend that the Environmental Quality
Commiission. (EQC) approve the Permit
Modifi¢ation Request. The prirpose of this
Nofice is t6 invité you to provide comments to
the DEQ on this proposed change to the
UMCDF HW Permit.

7 Whi( Has The Change Been Proposed?
P The Persit Modification Reduest from

TUMCDF states that thie purpose of the proIJosed -

change is to “provide d consistent apptoach for

comglymg ‘with two séts of regulations” and to

“elitninate the rieed fo test the incinerators
dum:lt, [chemical] agent trial burns with the
' [carbonﬂltcr] units by_‘passed_“

How dol def more mformatlon and
review pertinent documents?
In accordance with a-pp]mable regulanons, DEQ
has piepared a much miore detailed Fact Sheet
with mformahonrclatcd to this Permit
Mod]ﬁcahon Request and the reasons fot

- DEQ’s tentative decision to recorhrhend .

. approval. "Yoli ciam review the detailed Fact
Shieét-and other documents related to Permit

. Modification Request UMCDE-03-041-PFS(3)
at the Hermiston DEQ office (please call ahead
for an appointment) or at one of the foilong

" information repositories:

Heriiston Public Library.
"235 E. Gladys Avenie
Hermuston, OK 97838
(541) 567-2882

Mid Columbia Library (Kennewick anch)
1620 S. Union St. i

Kennéwick, WA 99336 -

(509) 586-3156

- Pendléton Prblic Library
" 502 S.W. Dorion Avemue

Pendleton, OR9780Y ~ “~ - . ‘s

(541) 966-0210

. Portland State University Library
951 S.W. Hall, Fifth Floor
Portland, OR 97204
(503) 7254617 .

You can also call, write or é-mail the
Hermiston DEQ office and request
information be sent to you. Inferested parties
are invited and encouraged to provide
comments on this prtoposed change to the
UMCDF pérmit. Staff will be available to
answer questions frorn 6:30-7:00 p.m. beforé -
the public Hearing In Hcrm:sfon on February

18,2004,

Wha‘t happens next?

Aftér completion of the pu'bhc comment
‘period the DEQ will eview and consider oral
_and writteri comments received during thé
comment périod: DEQ will then prepate a
staff regort for considerdtion by the EQC. The
Staff Report will include the DEQ’s final

. recommendation to the Commission on

whether to approve the permit modification as,
proposca, approveé the modification with
fevisions, or to deny the mo&nﬁcanon réquest:

; 'Ihe staff report wﬂl mcludc an cxp]anatmn of

the DEQ)’s Teasoning in commg to its final
écormendation; and DEQ’s Tesponses to
significant comments received during both the
“first and second comment periods. The DEQ
anficipates the final decision of the BQCwill
be miadé duting a regularly scheduled EQC
mcatmg in May, 2004

.Accessibility |nformatlon

- DEQ is commifted to accommocizztmg people

with disabilitiés at our hedrings. Please notify
DEQ of any specm:l physical ar Zanguarre
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
m Uregon ar (800) 432-4011.

People with hearing tmpairments may call
-DEQ’s TTY number, (503} 229-6993.

Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point Fact Shebt
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ATTACHMENT B _
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”)

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

: 'Cendiﬁ-orr WAL - 5 7 Chenge the phrase “before entenng” to “after
(Construction and Maintenahce) : ex1tmg’ '

Module VII (“Incmeratxon - Normal Operatmns”)

Condltlon V]IA 8 S . Cha:nge the phrase ‘before entermg” to “aﬁer: )
(General Operation)) . 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 Modification Request No. UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3)
(“Change in Incinerator Emissions Comphance Point”)

Text proposed for deletxon 1s strackout
Text proposed for addition is underlined

rProposed Change to:
MODULE VI - SHORT TERM INCINERATION - SHAKEDOWN TRIAL
BURN AND POST-TRIAL BURN

VI.A. GENERATL CONDITIONS DURING SHAKEDOWN, TRIAL BURN AND POST-TRIAL
BURN FOR ALL ]NC]NERATORS AT THE UMCDEF SITE

V1.A.l.  Construction and Maintenance [40 CFR §264.3 1]

i.—v. (Notshown here.)

Vi. The Permittee shall n—la]'ntain 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 VIB.1., VL.C.1.,, VLD.1., and VLE.1. befere-entering after exiting each

incinerator’s carbon filter system.

Proposed Change to:
MODULE VII - INCINERATION - NORMAL OPERATION

VILA. GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ALL INCINERATORS AT THE UMCDF SITE
VII.A:I - VILA.7 (Not shown here.)

VILA.B.  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 VILB.2.,
VILC.2., VILD.2,, and VII E.2. before-entering after exiting each incinerator’s carbon filter system.

Change in Incinerator Emissions Comphance Point Fact Sheet
Attachment B ' Page B-2
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ATTACHMENT D

Transcript of the Public Hearing held in Portland, Oregon
February S, 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

- (‘Zom‘n_:entex; o PAGE a
Introduction of Public Hearing on Permit Modiﬁcétibn 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
call th_e regular scheduled meeting of the
Environmental Quality Commission to order. Welcome,
everybody.

1’11 briefly introduce the

Commission, our staff,’ and then we’ll get to our

ager_lda items for 'today. One thing I Vwould like to
do at the very start is to let . people know that, as
indicated on our agenda, we do have a publie comment
period for general matters and then we ha*l.re a special
comment period fbr other matters. In terms .of the
public forum, which is where we take up matters that
are not on our agenda, we _will be doing that tomorrow
at 11;30; So if there’s anybody - here who Wants.to
address the Commission on a item that is not on our“
agenda, come back tomofrow, Friday at 11:30, and we
will be happy to hear your comments at that time.

- With that, 'I would like ta briefly
welcome .and introduce our newest member to -the
Commission, Ken Williamson;. We're glad to ﬁave yoﬁ
here and look forward to working with you, Ken. To
my immediate r.ight is Didi Malarkey, who lives in the .
Eugené area and has been a longtime and wonderful
member of our Commission. . And to my “left is Lynn

Hampton from the Pendleton area, who I think will be

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION
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Seattle, WA
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Spokane, WA
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traveling here at least in the near future as we pick
up. a future EQC hearing - there. And my name is Mark
Reeve, and I'm from the Portland area. We are
assisted here today byv. our éounsel, Larry K_nudse;n.
The director of DEQ also is here, Stephanié Hallock
and‘ Mikell O‘Mealy, our assistant.

If you would 1like fo address the
Commission on an item that does take public t:;omment,
you may. £ill out. one of the yellow forms that are on -
the back table and present that form to Mikell so we
.can. simply organize our testimony that we’re going to
hear today and proceed in an orderly fashion.

If there is no. other .bﬁsiness' to

take up, I’ll move straight into our agenda and take

it up with agenda item A. Agenda item A is an
inform_ation item. It - is not an action item, and it
concerns proposed -- It‘s an update of activities at

the Umatilla faéility as well as some additional
informatiori concerning proposed modificat;i.ons to the
permit for the Umat_ill;':\ facility. I would ;ike to
hear first from staff with the update and then we’ll
move into the information -- into the public comment —

period and take comments both from the members of  the

‘audience and, 1if there are commenters on the

telephone, we’ll take them after we hear from people
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in the audience. Mr. Murphey?

MR .’ MURPHEYl': -Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, members éf the Commission. _For‘the record,
my name 1s Dennis Murphey. I'm the administrator of
the Chemical Demil Program for DEQ. And, with‘ me

today, are Tom Beam, who is the lead permit writer
for the Chemical Demilitarization Program and Sue
Oli-ver', who 1is a sénior demilitarization specialist
with the program.

| As y_ou requested, we will provi&e_
you with r:%n' oral update on  the St'atus of the Umatilla
project. I wirll be sharing a few remarks: with you:
regarding sﬁrrogate tr_TLal burn activities and a couple
of other items that were included in the written
status update tﬂat you were previously provided. i'l_"o,m
Beam will talk to you about some activities and

status’ on the brine reduction area, which is a

subject that the EQC has been wvery interested in.

And- then Sue Oliver and will sort of set the stage

for you by giving you some background information on

- the permit modification request related to the carbon

filter's that is ‘the subject of the public hearing ==
public comment period teday and then transition into
that comment period.

If at any time you have any

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION
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questions regarding any of the items that we’re

discussing with ‘you, feel free to raise those

questions at .any point. You’ve been provided a
fairly lengthy written document. I'm just going to
hit some of the highlight points. I would call

attention that there are a couple things, since the
document was prepared back ;31’1. the 30th of January,
there would be‘ a couple ofA issues that I’'ll be able
to give vyou an oral update and change a couple éf
items.

With respect to trial burns, major
activity at the site gding through the trial burn
process for all four of the furnace systems -- Li_quid
Incinerator 1: The Depa;rtment has received a réspoﬁse
to the .Notice of Deficiency that ‘we is‘sued' based on a
review of the Surr_ogate' Trial Bur'n Report and there
are a few minor discrepancies tr-1a1-: are being zresolved.
But, in essence, the LICl Trial Burn Repo-rt seems to
be satisfactory and there are no significant J':séués
remaining at this time.

Deactivation furnace system: The
Trial Burn Report was submitted to the Department back
in Decerﬁber. And, based upon preliminary information
that I believe I shared with you at the last meeting,

we saw in the final report much of what we expected,
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which was that the furnace succeséfully demonstrated
its ability to destroy ‘the surrogate ‘compounds that
are surrogates‘ for chemical agent. It met all of the
other emission limits associated with the furnace
system, with the Aexception of three of ﬁh‘e metals,
and that occurred even at meftal spiking conditions
that were intended to be representative of low rocket.
feed conditions when we were looking at the
concentrations inlet to the carbon filters. Exit the
carbon filters, all of the parameters and emission
limits in the permit were satisfied.

The Depa;rtment has notified the
faciiity that it wil_l be necessary for them to réepeat
a-portion of the surrogate trial burn under conditipns
wher;a they ‘can demonstrate -compl:_i.ance. with the
existing -- -for the carbén filter permit limits for
all of the parameters. The facility, while oppeosing
that, is beginniﬁg plans working with the .Department
to conduct that retest while they continued to pufsue
other options as they’'ve 'ident.ified that they believe
could be implemented.

‘The metal parts furnace 1is the
furnace that has most recently gone through the trial
burn process. I noted in the report that we expected

that trial burn to be compieted on .January 231st,
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which was last weekend, by S‘aturday. In actuality,
it ran through Sunday, February 1st, but that trial
burn now has been 'c-ompleted. There were several
delays that resulted from sampling issues and other
operational furnace problems, a need to make a permit
modification for some opera'ting range parameters that
interrupted the process for a period of a few days.
However, hbw that trial burn has been completed. The
furnace appeared to operate well and the surrogate
trial burn report must be submitted to the Department
within 90 days of completion of the onsite testing.
So we will be expecting that report within the next
three months.

Liquid Incinerator 2 will be the
final of the four furnaces to go ti'u’:ough the
surrogate trial burn process, and it’s anticipated
that that trial burn will occur sometime this spring
follow:Lng the retest of the deactivation furnace.

I wanted to brlefly call your
attention to -- We've given you a little more

information about the Chemical Agent Operations

authorization process: Obviously, that’s a significant
milestone for the EQC. You will be making- that wvery
important decision. The facility is hopeful at being

prepared to, begin Agent Operations in the summer of
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2004. And as I noted in the report that we conveyed

to you and to the Army and everyohe else, that we
will recommend that you authorize the start ef Agent
Operations only when the facility has demonstrated
readiness to safely process chemical agents and to
satisfy all the permit requi'rements, that we're
working on that process at the present tiArr'le.‘ We will
be doing a compliance assessment and doing some other
activities. We continue to expect to ask this body
to meet out in Hermiston for a pﬁblic heari_rig 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 decision to
authorize Aéent Operations.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Befc;re you
leave  that subj‘ect, remind me how that fits with the
checklist that the, DEQ had been working with the Army -
to develop ther‘checklists or wheln it started. 7

MR. MURPHEY: Sue?

MS. OLIVER: For the record, this
ig - 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

Agent Operations and we will produce -- It’s actually
already pretty much together. Now we're jﬁst waiting
to fill in some blanks and we’ll start doing -- The

chevcklist is actually what we call the compliance
assessment and we. list all the- requirements' that they
need to be and whether they’ve met them. And so the
public hearing we’re proposing where you would take
comment would actually occur prc;b'ably abéut. day 45 of
that 90-day period before start of Agent Operations.
And we would put out'; the compliance assessment for
public comment about 30 days before. We will then
update it immediately before the public hearing
because there will be a lot of things that we’ll be
finishing up during that time. ' And then it will be
updated again and the public' comments taken into-
consideration and we’ll pﬁt together a stafflrepo,rt
for Athe last big meeting where you will actually
consider a&thorizing the start of Agent Op‘e:‘ra.tions..

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Okay.  Thanks.

MR. MURPHEY: And again,r that’'s
somewhat uncertain as to when all - that will take °
place, but we’ll try to give you as much advance
notice as we possibly can.

The last item I was going to
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mention before I turned it over to Tom was the issue
related to the federal fiscal vyear budget that the
President just turned into Congress earlier this week.
We have not gotten an analysj..s yet of the budget as
it relates to the chemical demilitarization budget for,

the Army’s operation of their program. However, we
Y P prog:

- had heard reports that it was wvery likely that the

Président’s budget would contain a significant
shortfall in terms of adegquate funding to operate all
of the demilitarization projects in_fiscal year. 2005.
In fact, the number thHat had been mentioned was a
possibility of shortage in excess of $200 million.

We are hoping to get some further clarification on

what the f.iIial budget submittal by the President

‘reflects in terms of operation of the demilitarization

program, and we’ll be providing that information to

you in the future. If, in fact, there is a

significant funding gap that wmight affect either

funding for the Umatilla project or for the oyersight
resources for the Department’s regulatory oversiéht of
the facility, we will be working with our
congresSsional delegation on that issue as the budget
works tlﬂrough the congressional review process.

Do you have any questions on any

of those items? If not, I would like to turn over
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at this time to Tom Beam, who 1is going to talk to

you about Brine Reduction Area.

MR. BEAM: Good afternoon, Mr.
Chairman and members of the Commission. For the
record, my name is Tom Beam. I'm the senior

environmental engineer and the permitting lead for the
chemical demilitarization program in Hermiston. What

I wanted to go over briefly today was the status -of

.where we are on the Brine. Reduction Area. -- A quick

brief background to kind of help focus Ehoughts,' in
iq_articular for Commissioner Williamson. In July of
last year the EQC approved a modification to the
UMCDF hazardous waste permit that allowed limited off
site shipments of brines frc:)m the pollution abatement
system. As part of that decision, the E'QC, expressed

some serious concerns that those shipments be

- minimized to the wmaximum extent possible and that they

only be done when absolutely necessary. Also, as
part of that decision, the Commission indicated -t:heir
expectations that we would closely monitox; the
situation and using my -own words, “hc.ald their feet to
the fire" to make sure that it ha;->pens. And then
finally, vyou asked for some periodic reports on the

situation so that you would be able to keep track of

what’s going om.
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So now I'll just go onto the
update itself. We expect that- the BRA, the Brine.
Reduction Area operational readiness, will be a
prominent component of our compliance assessment that
Sue was just talking about as far as reaching a
determinétion that the site is ready to go and making

a recommendation to the Commission on whether to

" authorize the start of Agent Operations. From that

standpoint, I‘'m kind of in a position to provide you
with a 1little bit of good news and maybe a little
bit more bad news at this point. At least I will

characterize it as "bad news." The good news is that -

it appears that the Brine Reduction Area will be up

and operational in time to support the start of

' Chemical Agent Operations this summer. I think the

status update that you received previously indicated
that shakedown operations on the Brine Reduction Area

would take start of sometime- this month. As of the

latest information I received this week, it appears

that that will start next week perhaps as early as

Monday. Theré’s_ just a final few instruments needed
to be calibrated and a couple -- a little bit more
. fine-tuning. So that’s the good news. And that will

allow them to meet the regquirements in Attachment 6

of the permit that speci‘fically require them to have
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the Brine Reduction Area up and operational at .this
point.

Another piece ofl good nev;fs is that
we are currently reviewing what we refer to as the

Brine Reduction Area Performance Test Plan. It is

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

which will dictate exactly how the Arrr_\y will teét the
Brine Reduction Aréa to prove that it meets emission
limits and comply with the permit. And we expect
that we will be able to approve that plan probably in
the April time: frame‘ and we are .currently -o'ngdipg
with resolving ‘some outstanding issues.

Some areas that II don't ansidef
are making quite as good progress are a little Dbit
more g One of the conditions that you approved in
July specified that shipments could be made -- or

off- site shipments of brine could be made oniy when

‘it could be shown that the brine gquantitiés that were

generated have been minimized and that the processing
capacity of the Brine Reduction Area have been

maximized. I'm not exa{:tlyl happy to report that at

* this time we have not seen any real evidence that

this is being taken seriously. As I said, we are
making progress to getting it operational, but there’s

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 the Army analyzing and evaluating brine generation

_@antities 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 should caveat -th]'_.s, that it
is possible that lc-luring the shakedown process over the
next month or so, that we will find that the Brine
Reduction Area is capable of processing more than we
think it can, and so some of those problems may
mitigate themselves.  However, .I-think the ev‘idence to
date suggests that there -- t;hat potential is -small.

A couple things that lead me to make that statement -

&= The .recéntly completed surrogate trial burns for

each of the various furnaces have been conducted and
have resulted in operatipg conditions for the
pollution abatement systems, which are likely to
result in more brine than we originally anticipated.

'

Because of the presence of some additional, 1like the .

carbon filter systems, a lot of the brines are coming

out of .the pollution abatément system, for lack of a
technical term, "more watery" than we had antic:_i.pat:ed

or that the Army had anticipated. And as a fesult

- they’re happening to get sent over to the Brine

Reduction -Area sooner than they would like to. In
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additio‘n,l they’vé been unable to maintain the pH of
the pollution abatement system brines as lox.v as they
would like to. I wish I could pull those numbers
right off the top of my heaa. But, the lower you-
can get the pH, the more you can use the brines and
the less freqﬁently you have to discharge it to the
Brine Reduction Area. So, you combine _those couple
factors and it definitely appears that they’'re going.
to be generating more brine than we expected.

| I should note that it’s our
understanding that the Army has put together, what I
would phrase or categorize as, a Brine Réduction Area
optimization group. And it’'s my understénding that
that group is evaluating some of the options for how
to improve the performance of the Brine Reductien
Area, ard they are doing that as part of their
operational readiness review.préa.cess. And so I think
that that’s a good thing, that they’ve got some
attention focused on that. -Unfortuna-teAly, I think I
would ‘have liked to have seen that occur much sooner.
The reports that we have typically relied on to keep
an eye on what could be done came out in Dece:mber of
2002 and  May of 2003. And some of those proposed
changes are ones which would have enjoyed the --

would have had the most impé.ct 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 be 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 Agent
Operations. So we - will be continuing to monitor that
very, vVvery closely and we’ll be holding a wvery high
standard for what constitutes having minimized brine
generation and maximize their capacitf, should they
believe they have fhe mesh ta Shie SED-EiEs.

With that, I think I’ll wrap it
up, I think that’s a brief overview. I'm prepared
to try and answer any gquestions you might have before
I turn it back -to Dennis and Sue.

COMMIQSIONER REEVE : Questions? T |
have a couple. One 1is: One of iihe concerns  we

heard last summer, as I remember, were corrosion

problems in tanks. Have those been ‘addressed?

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

be determined is whether that evaluation will be
completed in timé for the start of Agent Operations
or whether the linings themselves ‘are sufficient to
provide that corrosion -protection. So we are still
Qaiting to hear some of the details of .the cathodic
protection program, but they are on track at this
point to complétely replace the linings in the four
tanks prior to the start of Agent Operétions‘.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: And at that
the time we were ‘also, as I remember, talking abbﬁt
the amount =-- the stqfage capacity basically and how
the stora.ge capé.c_ity related to estimates of mneed,
obviously. And, therefore, if there is a situation
with insufficient storage, you're _1ooking at what we
were trying to avoid, which is off-site shi‘pments.
Has there been any additional work done in terms of
alternatives for :-increasing storage?

MR. BEAM: If there has, we’'re not
awére of that. ' I mean, ther-e has certainly been no
physical work on the ground when I was out there lastr
week -- no physical work on the ground to suggest
that there is preparations to install additional
storage -capacity, otherr than perhaps bringing in

portable' tanks of some sort. - So if there are efforts
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under way to install additional storage capacity, I'm
unaware of them.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: In essence, as

-you view this optimization group -- I view it as it

could be an attempt to optimize what ﬁhey"ve got and
what they already pian to do, on the one hand. But
i'f it were somewhat broader mission to optimize the
actual. treatment onsite of the brines, it could ta-tke
a large view and look at other _options, such as
adding storage or different things on how the whole
system is operated or even augmented. Are you in
close enough touch with the cc;ntractor and the Army
to -- I'm concerned about some of your statements
that DEQ is not clbsely enough involved in the
planning and the implementation of. what’s -going on
here so that I don’'t want to seé us come down closer
to the start of Agent Operations and find out, "Oh,
the agency wasn’'t plugged in enough to have expressed
its cqncerﬁs." And we can certainly express our
concerns, but, as a Commission, we only see little
tiny snapsho;s along -- over .a long period of time.
Do you see that there is a néed for the agency,
yourself or other staff members, to be more closely
wofking with the Army in terms of resolving these

concerns? Because they are quite serious concerns, I
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think, from the standpoint of the Commission, at least
has been expressed before.

MR. BEAM: Absolutely, Mr. Chairman.
The actual existence aﬁa, of .course -- of . this
so-called Brine Reduction Area optimization group --
or effort -- I don’t even know if it’s a group -- or

this .effort that is being conducted as part of their

‘operational readiness review, I only became aware of

this yesterday. And so I think that  we ﬁave
certainly conveyed -- and perhaps we have not been as
strong as we should have been -- We have certainly
conveyed consistently that this is a very‘ serious
coﬁcern and that we want to know that they’re making -
progress towards addressing these concérns, but I'm
not aware that we have -- The fact that we’re not
awarel: of any efforts ongc_)ing‘would suggest that
perhaps we have not been as .close in the process as
we should have been.

| MR. MURPHEY: We conveyed both’ in
staff- level Ldiscussions and at management—level-
discussions between the Department and the facility
the importance of this issue and how seriously the
agency regards the expectation of taking all
reasonable measures to minimize the need to ship any

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 .
further in the discussions that are taking place at
the facility so that we can give you a further
pfogress report at our next meeting.

COMMISSI(E)NER 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 dur judgment
in terms of reasonableness of things that require:
technical, you know -- specialized expertise. But I'm
not, as a public member here -~ I'm not get'tihg
assurances from the Department thét would lead me to
conclude, and certainly as we go along here, that
you're feeling that staff is feeling satisfiet::l 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 the
stage of that compliance assessment, we will pursue
with the facility in more detail, specifics of what
steps they are taking to meet —that requirement.

COMMISSIONER MALARKEY : I had a

question. I believe we read this week that the
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representative from the Governor’s Office will be
participating or focusing on a meeting with the issues
of final permitting, but I couldn’t remember if it’s
only on the safefy issue or whether it’s on the

construction part.

MR. MURPHEY: No. Mr. Craig
Campbell -- I noted in the report that there is a
new Governor’s liaison. for the Umatilla project.  That
includes both the CSEPP -- or.i.:_he Chemical Stockpile
Emergency Preparedness Program -- as well as our

regulatory oversight of the Umatilla Chemical Agent

-Disposal Facility. Craig is the senior policy advisor

to the Governor on pubiic safety and is involved in
homeland security issués as well. But,  no, he will
be iﬁvolVed in terms of being our liaison with the
Governor's Office on the regulatory side of the
facility as .well. And, in fact, he would like to
have been here but there’s an activity going on out
in Hermisto’n today. Actually, he’s out there
aésoéiated with the dedication of a wireless
communications system that’s been ,aL part of the
emergency preparedness program, along with Congressman
Walden. So he sends his regrets. He would héve
otherwise 1liked to have been l;zere today. I'm sure he

will be -attending a future EQC meeting.
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COMMISSIONER MALARKEY: Thank vyou.
COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: I Jjust had
a couple of simple guestions here. - What gquantities

of brine are we talking about here shippinrgr off site?

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 o:;iginaily anticipated, that we were forced to

re-evaluate that position to determine if there was
some room to provide some ability for off site
shipments. But our ultimate goal would be- to have

none go off site.

MR. MURPHEY : The off site storage
' capacity -- We’ve talked about the storage Ftanks.
There are four '40,000-gallon storage tanks. Is that‘
correct, Tom?

MR. BEAM: Yes. I mean, that'’s
nominal storage capacity. I mean, design capacity is

higher, but that’s what they try to maintain, 1is
40,000.

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: Okay. And
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then the technology being used -- are they £flash
evaporating it?
MR. BEAM: Yes. = The ‘Brine

Reduction Area consists of two stages, two different

types of treatment wunits. The first omne is a flash ..

evaporator that is used to basically preconcentrate

the brines to a designated specific gravity. And

then it is fed to a drum dryer, which is two basic

giant rollers. The cOmpari-sons I've heard-used mosf
are the process.ing industry -- powdered milk.

MR. MURPHEY: Corﬁflakes.

MR. BEAM: Cornf'lakes-.. Whate_ver..

Basically, two giant rolle-rs that the brine evaporates
on the surface of and then is scraped off as salt
using steam injected into the interior of the drum
rollers to do the evaporating.

MR. MURPHEY: Mr. Chair, I'd just-
like to offer that if there are further -questi'ons

that you would like to address regarding any issues

-associated with the project, we’d be glad to come

back after you hold the public comment period on the
permit modification. and address these issues and
anyt:.hing else that might be informative for the
Commission.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Okay. Thanks.
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But I didn’t want to cut off any guestions. 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 con{e

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 C.ommissionef Williamson with some additional’
information on that subject  because it certainly will
be . a subject we’ll be dealing  with in the next .few
moﬁths.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Yeah, that
would be helpful. Thanks. —

MR. MURPHEY: At this point, I'd
like to let Sue frame some of t‘.l;le discussion on the

permit modification requests, if you’'re going to

.receive public comments on here today -- and give vyou

a little bit of background iﬁformation and then’
transition into the public comment period. And, as I
said, we’ll be happy to respond to any other
questions or issues.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Great.
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MS. OLIVER: I was just going to
do a very short introduction. The pfimary purpose of
this time before you is for people to .make public
lc:omments. And I would remind anyone in the aud'.ience,
if you’ are interested in making comments and haven’t
already done so, to f£fill out the form that’s on the
back table and bring it up here to Mikell 0'Mealy,
who 1is here at the c':orner of the front table.
| Is there anyone on the telel:;hone?

MS. O'MEALY: No.

MS: OLIVER: We dia have -a call in_ '
line set up, but apparenﬁly no one_has Vcalled in.

In September of 2003 we réceived a
Class 3 permit modific’ation- request from the
Permittees proposing to change the point of
c;ompliancé. This is the point in the incinerator
systems'wheré we meaéure their compliance with the air
emission standards. And, ' essentially, the .proposal
comes down to changing the original permit requirement
that required all emission standards to be met before
the flue gases went through the carbon filtration

system, to change that point to after the carbon

filtration system. The way the RCRA permitting
process works for the Class 3 permit mod -- That
starts with their submittal of the permit mod. They
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would then open a 60-day public comment period, which

is essentially the Permittees’ public comment period,

“although the comments are submitted to the Department.

During that time, they hold a public meeting to give
interested members of the public further information,
which they did. Ongoing with that was, we- prepared a
Notice -of Deficiency on thé permit modification

request looking for additional information for some of

the material that was in the request. They did
respond to that. And tHat £first public comment
period was closed I believe in mid-November. All of

that material, including the public comments we
réceived during that time and the Notice of Deficiency
and the response was sent to. you, along with ‘the
original permit mod -- was sent din October. And just
recently you should have got another packet with that
material.

- After we reviewed the comments and
the response to the Notice of Deficiency, the
Department has made -a tentative decision to recommend
that .you approve this permit modification request.
Oﬁg:e we make that tentative decision, we then . issue
our tentative decision again for another public
comment period. This time it. will last 45 days. It

was just recently started and will extend through
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March 1lsat. There is a -- I'prepared what is called
a RCRA Fact sheet on this issue. The Fact Sheet 1is
on the back table. There’'s a lot more detailed

information on how -- what kinds of things we looked

at in coming to that decision.

I would like to apologize to the
audience though. As I was _reviewing the material
before the meeting start_éd, T discovered that there is
supposed to be an Attachment A in that: Fact Sheet,
which is a copy -of a public notice that was sent out"
iﬁ January, which did not apparently reproduce. You

have a lovely blank page‘with footers and I can --

The information on that page that I think is most key

is the information that is also included on page 9 of

the Fact Sheet concerning another public hearing that
we will be having in Hermiston on February 18. But,

certainly, if anyone needs the particular Attachment

A, I can provide that in a flash: I do apologize
ffor that. '

So that’s where we are now. Wé_-'re
in the middle of the public comment period. Because

of the timing issue, it seemed only appropriate to
allow people a chance to comment to the Commission,
since you were having a meeting within the time.

frame. So at this point, I’'ll turn to the Chair to
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open the hearing and we will remove ourselves and
come back afterwards.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thank you, Sue.
And I would iike to . let people know that the
Commission was interested in hearing directly from the
public on this issue and has received, already, copies
of written comments that have been provided and
anticipates that at our next staff report on . this
matter we’ll receive full copies of all additional
written materials that will be potentially received

between now and March 1st, which will be the close of

the comment period.

With that, I would like to open

. the hearing to take public comments on this agenda

item only. I would like to note that this- is being
tape- recorded and transcribed, simply because we have
a short time period in which to make a decision and
we have a lot of materials to cover a;ld we  want to

make sure that w.e are accurate in get-tingr all of the
comments that may be made before us aﬁd considering

them fully. We only -- At this point, I only have
two requests to present information. And, therefore,
I'll sgimply take them in the order in which I

received them. And the first is from a Ted Haigh.

Welcome.
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MR. HAIGH: For the record, my

name 1is Ted Haigh. I'm with the Confederated Tribes
of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. And I have a
handout - - what is it -- about six slides that we

just want to express our support for the permit
modification. You know, the comments provided on 29
Octobe:_: of 2003 state: " ..our staff have reviewed
the dpcument_and concur with the Permittee’s
conclusions pr.esented on page 15; namely ‘There will
be no detrimental human health or environmenfal
impacts resulting from implementation of this
modification. " Our Board of Trustees supported this

opinion at both a meeting on 27 October with Mr. Don

Barclay and a meeting on 12 November with Mr. Dennis

" Murphey.

Meeting the emission standards. at .
the exhaust stack (post éarbon filters) is going to
be more protective of human health and the
environment. The pefmitted emission concentrations are
set based on accepted human’ health and ecological risk
modeling. This will evaluate long-term health riské
(resulting from recalcitrant compounds accumulating in
the environment.) We will also evaluate short- term
health risks (resulting from inhalation of one- hour

maximum concentrations from the worst-case operating
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1 conditions.) These are -- might be lis_t:ed -as  upset
2 conditions. The UMCDF risk assessment includes a
3 Native American Subsistence Scenario, which restricts
& emissions more than typical urban scenarios that are )
5 in most standard risk models.
6 The reasons for our opinion 1is,
) moving the compli_ance point will not result in an
8 increase in the emissions over the lifetime of the
9 plan. =~ Total emissions will be proportional to the --
10 or are proportional to concentration, times flow rate,
n - times time. The stack flow rate is the same -- or
12 egssentially will be ‘the same 1in both casgsl, whether
13 it’s before or after the complié.ncé poiﬁt.
14 Concentration inc-reases if compliance point 1is moved,
15 and the total operating time decreases.
16 . On page 5, the total amount of thé
T compound emitted during incineration of a given
18 munition type for both compliance points is given by
19 the egquation notes, where "M" is the mass of the
20 | contaminant. l\“N" is the number of munitions that are
21 fed into the furnace -- or fed into the system. mp
22 is the amount of tlhe contaminant per munitio_n. You
23 see that "DRE" .is the furnace system -- or the
24 first term is -- the 1-DRE is the official
25 incineration efficiency at burning the compound. The
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second term is the removal efficiency for the

scrubbers. And the final term is the _removal
efficiency for the carbon filters. And by -- Even
though the emissions will go up, we’rr'e hoping -- or
the -- not hoping -- but the efficiency will also

Ancrease correspondingly.

Finally, moving the compliance point
reduces public and environmental risk resulting from
weapons storage. And, essentially, storage risk is
proportional to the 1length qf tirﬁe the munitions are
stored.

And the final slide i_s. just our
contact information if you wanted. any more information

directly for what endeavors the Tribe is doing

currently. Any questions? -
COMMISSIONER REEVE: Questions? We
do --
; COMMISSIONER MALARKEY:  Excuse me. .
2 CO-MMISSIONEFR. REEVE : GO. : Aahead.
COMMISSIONER MALARKEY : I- just want

to confirm for you and thank you that we also

received a letter from Dr. Skeen. And I a_ppreciate
you explaining the formula. That helps, too. Thank
you. ‘

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thank you.
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Excuse me.

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: In your
formula, it’s implied that the proportionality is the
same betweep 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 tilat what your
argument is?

MR. HAIGH: On which -- You’.re

talking about essentially slide 4°7? or 57

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: Well, -
slide 4 and 5.

MR. HAIGH: And 57

COMMISSIONER WILLTIAMSON: And 5,
right.

MR. HAIGH: Yeah. Essentially what

we‘re talking about by saying that the concentration
increases 1f compliance point 1is moved, Jjust means

that they’'re able to burn more munitions mere gquickly.

So they’re essentially just feeding a higher rate of

munitions into the system. So, therefore, you're
going to have a higheir_ concentration_s of all these
contami‘na'nts being produced. But there’s also going
to 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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assuming under both scenarios, then, the same removal
percentage across the carbon filter bank?

MR. HAIGH: Corract. Correct. _

Yes, sirg It’s Jjust that we’'re measuring now, after,
instead of before.
COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON: And that

may or may not be true that you get the same removal

rate across the carbon filters?

MR. HAIGH: That's -- Yeah, ‘what
that last equation on -- assuming that tha;: last term
goes up.

COMMISSIONER WILLIAMSON : Okay.
Thank ‘.you.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thanks. - - The.

next speaker will be James Wilkinson.

MR. WILKINSON: Karyn Jomss Ya ok
me, so do you mind if we speak together?

COMMISSIONER REEVE: - Sure. Ms,
Jones, | you also decided to te.stify. So, if you’d

like to do sSo at the same time, that’s fine.

MS. JONES: Thank you.

MR. WILKINSON: I would defer to
her to begin, if I may. Thank you, Mr. Chéirman;

MS. JONES: Thank you. -~ ﬁy name 1is

Karyn Jones, and I'm here on behalf of GASP and the

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION

Portland, OR
(503) 227-1544

Seattle, WA
(206) 622-3376

Spokane, WA
(509) 838-6000

Coeur d’Alene, ID
(208) 667-1163

Phone: (800) 528-3335 www.naegelireporting.com Fax: (503) 227-7123
Corporate Office: 2020 US Bancorp Tower; 111 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204

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

Page D-34

[



i
. ',

—

20
21
22
23
24
25

34

O © ®m N O O h oW N

Oregon Wildlife 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 in 1997. Pfior to
permitting, we were told that the carbon filter
addition was being put on simply as a safety stop-
gap measure. But Carl Peterson from the National
ﬁe_sear’ch Council had thought of it as putting on a
gas mask -- on the stacks, literally. That’s what he
told me when I met with him. And, dﬁring the
permitting process, we were assured that it would
never - be used to meet the emission standards, that
the facility would have to comply at the earlier
point or it would be shut down. A.nd SO wé are very
much opposed to this permit modification.

I have one question from the

.comment package. It continues to refer to increased

feed rates, but at no place in the permit package

does it s_t_ate 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 able to meet that
feed rate at any of the other facilities. And we'd
also like to know what the feed rate is for gelled
versus non- gelled munitions.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Those are very
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appropriate questions. We'll certainly hear from

‘staff either today or at our next meeting and

certainly before we make a decision.

MS. JONES: Okay. Thank you. And
then we also -- The package that we received is very
brief. And we realize that there must be some

supporting documents for the permit modification
requests. And we would like to have those documents
made available to us for review so that our comments

can be more extensive.

MR. WILKINSON: Thank vyou. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission. My
name is James R. Wilkinson. I'm a GASP researche_r,

and I‘d like to just focus in on some of the
guestions that I have relative to the RCRA Fact

Sheet. And I really want to thank Sue and her staff

‘and her compatriots for working so hard on putting

‘something together. But, as a researcher, I'd 1like

to see more information. I think thé feed rate is
one of the questions that I have, along with the
burning question in my mind is that the Fact Sheet
underlines actual emissions. I'm very unclear in the
Fact Sheet what actual emissions is referring to.

So, I'd like to see some data and information

explaining what actual emissions 1is.

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION

Portland, OR
(503) 227-1544

Seartle, WA
(206) 622-3376

Spokane, WA
(509) 838-6000

Coeur d’Alene, ID
(208) 667-1163

Phone: (800) 528-3335 ‘www.naegelireporting.com Fax: (503) 227-7123
Corporate Office: 2020 US Bancorp Tower, 111 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204

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

Page D-36




N

F N

o1

o ©O© 0o N o

11

13

14
15

1‘6
17
18
19
20

2

22
23

24

26

The other gquestion that -- along
with many -- is that you make the statement that,
"Consequently, ‘there will be no effect on the results
of the pretrial burn risk assessment." I'm. not sure
if that’s- a statement based on analysis or if it’'s
just a broad statement based on what we’re - - the
emissions are cominé out at a constant r;ate, we're
just measuring it from 'Ione point wversus the next.
And I would like to see something that documents
that-, ves, we did do some type of evaluation to mék'e
sure that that is, in fact, true.

| One of the other questiéns that we

discovered that came up actually in court, was the

guestion of an emergency vent that’s on the system

that’s prior ‘to the carbon filter system. So, in
essence, comes out the pollution abatement system..
Prior -to entering the carbon filter, there’s an
emergency vent there. What are the procedures for
using . that wvent? Under what conditions would it be
used? And how would that affect overall operations?
So, to come back to the essenti‘al
question is that, I would 1like to see more
documentation and information related to the Fact
Sheet. And I also have to admit that the DEQ staff

have been very responsive to our requests in the
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past, and I don’‘t anticipate that would be any
different. But I ‘would hope that I would hear more
at Vthe public meeting in Hermiston about what backs
these statements up. Thank you.

MS. JONES: Excuse me. I have one
more question. ' ; "

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Sure.

MS. JONES: When I toured the
Tocele facility w'ith the National Research Council
when I chaired the Citizen’s Advisory Commission, one
of the issues brought up actually by an NRC member
was the concern of t-hé additional fire hazard within

the smokestacks with the additional carbon filter. I

-wondered if that issue has been considered here - in

Oregon, and if it has, have there been any procedures
implemented to either prevent that from happening or

how to take care of that situation, should it occur.

MR.. WILKINSQN: If I may, Mr.
Chairman, just to follow -- I am‘_ kind of tag-teaming
you here -- That the carbon filters are basically
unproven technology. And we're going to be one of
the first sites that’s using this. I think it’'s

imperative that we understand the effect of putting
this type of system onto an incinerator when, in

fact, 1it’s never been done before. I believe it’'s

NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION

Portland, OR >, Seattle, WA
(503) 227-1544 (206) 622-3376

Spokane, WA

£ Coeur d’Alene, ID
(509) 838-6000

(208) 667-1163

Phone: (800) 528-3335 www.naegelireporting.com Fnx: (503) 227-7123
Corporate Office: 2020 US Bancorp Tower, 111 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204

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

Page D-38

e,
I L}



© 0 N o o b W N =

i = - =" i e
o1 B W N - o

16
17
18

e
20

r 21
22
23
24
25

38

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.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Thanks. Any

questions? Thank you. Our next commenter is John
Herron.

MR. HERRON: Good afternqo_n, members
qf 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. UMCDF,

since I work at the facility in the environmental

Fiald.. Let me reiterate though that I -am here

representing myself, my family, and my friends, who I

interact with in the community. Three times a week I
opeﬁ my garage for the local bicycle club to come and
workout during the long winfer days. During this
period w’e also discuss the status of the project.
‘I‘h:i.s group represents several different pérsonalities
and occupations. There are business owners, lawyers,
nurses, counselors, and farmers. These indiv;.duals
have also eithen;’ just moved to the area recently,
have 1lived 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
tfuly realize that what is to be accomplished at
UMCDF will truly benefit everyone.

Everyone that I associate with is
lookingAforward to the day the Army finally destroys
all of the weapons. Over the past few months, I've
heard comments that the DEQ is representi‘ng the public
and will ensure the will of the public is being met.
That is why I'm here, to dive you a perspective froﬁl
the average public, not the special-interest public,
the govefnment public, or the political pu}_:)lic:. The
average public.

: During .- the DEQ proposed approval
process for the UMCDF operations permit modification
request process, I submitted written comments to the.
Departmént as a resident of Hermiston. In the permit
modification, DEQ stated that one of the reasons the
permit modification -was necess-ary was because public
interest remains high. I specificaily asked DEQ to
prévide the analysis or study that was used to
support this claim.. In the.'c-omments I also asked
very specific questions, which would help my family
and myself better understand why the DEQ was proposing
this permit modification. I never did receive any

response to any gquestions.’
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Once again, 1f the DEQ 1is
representing the public, then that includes all public

members. I would expect them to respond to gquestions

asked. With regards to the permit modifications

seeking to move the compliance point from before the

- PFS to after the PFS, I hope that EQC is fully aware

of the issues. 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. The only potential for change is that
the UMCDF cannot take <credit for a pollution control
device. If we’'re not aiioWed to take the credit. for
it, then UMCDF will prolcess rockets at l'ess than .two
rockets per hour inst:eac;i of 30 to 40 rockets per
hour. All this does is increase the storage time of
the rockets and incx_‘ease the risk to my family and
friends.

Yes, I understand commitments were
made by the Army to meet the emi'ssibns standards
prior to the PFS.‘ But the commitment made to the

people living around the UMCD and UMCDF from the

Army, was to destroy the weapons. That is the
commitment . As vyou . know, commitmenté are made based
on the knowledge at the time. As we progress, we
learn more and adjust. accordingly. The UMCDF has.
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invested millions and millions of dollars to improve
the facility based upon knowledge gained at other
facilities. This is a normal progression for any
project.

Finally, DEQ sent a letter to the.
project in December dictating that the UMCDF perform
additional tests on the DFS _ahd have the results-
prior to submitting the staff report to the EQC on
this permit modification. I do not understand how
the Department can either tie the decision or delay

this permit modification request for review to require

- the facility to perform additional tests. Permit

modifications stand on their own, especially when thié
permit modification is independent of the testing
referenced by the Department.

F'inally, I hope that the Commission

does not hesitate in approving this permit

‘modification request. As you know, this PMR only
changes four words in the entire permit. It will not
change any emissions or any processes. But, by not

approving the PMR, the Commission will not allow the

project to destroy cherﬁical weapons in a manner that

greatly reduces the risk to my family and friends.
Before I step down; are there any

questidns the Commission would like to ask?

s
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COMMISSIONER REEVE: Questions?
’fhank you.

MR. HERRON: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: I just wanted

to note that concludes the sheets that I've received

~as far as people wishing to speak. At this point,

is there anyone in the audience who still wishes tc;
address us on this public information item? Anyone
on the phone? Okay.

At that, then, I will close this
public testimony session. I will remind the audience
though that ‘the public comment period remainsg open and
that written comments may be directed to tiie |
Department, specifically to Mr. Dennis Murphey at any
point during the comment period, and certainly oral
comments can be presentec_i at the February 18th meeting
that’s already been mentioned.

Just by way of going through
reiterating the process that I think Sue Oliver had
already outlined, we wili be expecting the Department
to review all comments made by the public, preparing
a ' staff report that includes responses to those
comments and recommended action for our consideration
when we take this matter up again at our meeting,

which is currently scheduled for May 20th and 21st.
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So, again, Jjust to remind people of the procedure, at
the meeting when we do expect to take action on the
request, we will not be taking addit_ional comments, as
that comment period will be closed. |

MS. HALLOCK: Mr. Chairman, I’d
just 1like to a_dd that the meeting in May will be in
Prineville.

COMMISSIONER REEVE: Great. Any
other comments or questions? Great. That concludes .
the Agenda Item A.

| (Wheréupon, the DEPARTMENT OF

ENVIRONMENTAL -QUALITY UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION

PROGRAM PUBLIC HEARING concluded at 25185 PuM.)
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I, Marta J. Charles, dé_he:‘ceby certify
that pursuant -to tllle Rules ‘of Civil Procedure;
the witness named herein appeared Before me at
the time and place set forth iﬁ the caption
herein; thét at the said time and place, I
Ireported' in stenotype all testimony adduced and
other oral proceedingé had .in the foregoing
matter; and that the foregoing tfanscript pages
con;stitute a full, true "and correct r«_ac..ord‘:‘-qf
'Sﬁch tést'imony éddﬁééd and ofal'pJ.:ocléec'iiné"'.‘hvad
-and.o’f-'the wh'ole‘rtvhélrrebf.‘ A ' :

IN WI‘I‘NES_S HEREOF, I have hereunto set

my hand this 17th day of _° February .

2004 -

e L g

Signature. Expiration Date

'NAEGELI REPORTING CORPORATION

Portland, OR . A Seattle, WA
(503) 227-1544 j (206) 622-3376

Spokane, WA Coeur d’Alene, ID
(509) 838-6000 (208) 667-1163

Phone: (800) 528-3335 W\-vw_nnegeﬁrepurﬁng.chm Fax: (503) 227-7123
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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 E-6
Marilyn Post, Irrigon E-6
Debbie Burns, Irrigon E-7
Gail Homing, Hermiston E-7
Karyn Jones, G.A.S.P. e
Frank Lockwood, Kennewick (WA) E-7
Dennis D. Doherty, Umatilla County Commissioner E-8*
Brian Cimmiyotti, Hermiston E-9
Eric Reise, Hermiston E-9
Stuart Dick, Pendleton E-9°
J.N. VY LKLISOLL, \T.ALD.L. C-1U
R.A. Bradshaw, Hermiston E-11
Cynthia Bounds, Kennewick (WA) E-11
Judy Brown, Irrigon E-12

* Also provided written comments (See Attachment G)




COPY 04-0%69
State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality , | Memorandum

Date: March 3, 2004

Tae ' Sue Oliver, DEQ Eastern Region, Hermiston Office

From: John Dadoly, DEQ, Eastern Region, Pendleton f ﬁ/
Subject: Presiding Officer's Report for Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point

Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)
Hearing Date and Time: February 18, 2004, 7:00 PM
Hearing Loéation: Good Shepherd Medical Center, Conference Room 1, Hermiston, Ofegon

Title of Proposal Change in Incinerator Emissions Comphance Point Umatilla Chemical Agent
Dlsposal Facility

On February 18, 2004, I acted as Presiding Officer at the Public Hearing for the proposed permit
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 gather comments pertaining to the
proposed permit modification which would allow a change in the emissions comphance point for
the UMCDF.

- The public hearing on the above titled proposal was convened at approx1mately 7:00 PM. The
hearing was closed at approximately 7:35 PM. People were asked to sign registration forms if -
they wished to present comments. People were also advised that the hearing was being recorded.

Twenty-seven péopIe 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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Comments:

David Wallick: 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 UMCDEF. Ms. Jones opposes the proposed permit modification and was critical
of the Army and DEQ), stating that they were only trying to meet the schedule. She stated that
previously the Army had 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 Hénnistou, a teacher in Irrigon 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 permit
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 if he 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 this 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 proposed 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 incurred if the permit modification was denied. He
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thought 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 proposed 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 with the process. He
was not in favor of the proposed permit modification, and he felt that previous commitments
“should be honored.

James R. Wilkinson: 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
modificationi. He thought that the intent of the Environmental Quality Commission was to allow
- the carbon filters on the incinerator stack to be used as extra protection only. Mr. Wﬂkmson ‘
expressed concern about how the filters mlght 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 further delay. .

Cynthia Bounds: Ms. Bounds~ said that she recently moved to the area to work at the UMCDF.

e She said she has prevzously worked at other chemical agent disposal facilities including Johnston

Island and facilities in Russia. Ms. Bounds stated that she has worked first hand with chemical
‘weapons and was concerned about the deterioration of the components which contain the agént.
She said there was increased hazard in delay. She favored the proposed permit modification.

Judy Brown: Ms. Brown said that she was a resident of Irrigon, and she teaches at the closest
school to the UMCDF. She stated that the chemical agents must be destroyed, but she did not

favor lowering standards. Ms. Brown opposed the proposed permit modification, and said she
would rather work slower and more safely. =~
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PERMIT MOD. PUBLIC HEARING

February 18, 2004
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T 1 to being taped. I would also like to let you
2 A STATE OF OREGON 2 - know that Oregon law prohibits smoking while
3@ @ Y 3 the meeting is in progress. We are here today
4 DEPARTMENT- OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 4 because we want your comments on the proposed
5 5 permit modification.
6 DEQ will consider appropriate ideas
6 T  you suggest to the extent our authority allows.
8 Please be aware that you might raise
1 9  issues that are outside of our scope of
PUBLIC MEETING 10  authority. We will clarify what DEQ is
8 11  responsible for. We sincerely appreciate your
12 involvement and will make sure that everyone
9 13 who wants to give formal comments has an
14 opportunity to do so.
10 PROPOSED MODIFICATION OF THE 15 We are starting to get quite a few
16  on the list here, so we would like to ask you
11 HAZARDQUS WASTE STORAGE AND TREATMENT PERMIT 17  to limit to five minutes, until everybody goes
18 through, and if you have more to say, I can
12 FOR THE 19  call you up again.
Y 20 Please come to the table when you
13 UMATILLA CHEMICAL AGENT DISPOSAL FACILITY 21 are called and speak into the microphone so
22 your comments will be recorded.
14 (PERMIT NO. ORQ 000 009 431) 23 Please respect the rights of
24  individuals-who are making formal comments, and
15 25  do not interrupt them while they are speaking.
1 3
1 MR, DADOLY: Okay. It is 1  You can submit written comments to Shelly
2 seven o'clock. I'd like to start the hearing. 2 Ingram or myself up to 12 days from today. The
3 ' I will now call the hearing to 3 deadline is March 1lst, 2004, at five o'clock
4 order. My name is John Dadoly and I will be 4 p.m. Mail your comments to Shelly Ingram, DEQ,
5  the presiding officer for tonight's hearing. 5  Chemical Demilitarization Program, 256 East
6 The purpose of this hearing is to 6  Hurlburt Ave., Hermiston, Oregon, 97838. And
T  take comments on the proposed change in the 7  this same address is on the fact sheets that
8  Incinerator Emissions Compliant Point, the 8  are in the back on the table.
9  Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility. 9 I will call the first person to
10 For the record, today is February 10 testify. David Wallick. Step up to the
11 18th, 2004. Thank you for taking the time to 11  podium, please.
12 share your comments with DEQ. 12 MR, WALLICK: Hi. My name is
13 If you want to submit formal 13 David Wallick. I live in Hermiston with my
14  comments at this hearing, please sign in and 14  family. And I work out at the depot, but I'm
15 fill out the re'gistration cards so we can have 15  not representing them today. I'm representing
16  the correct spelling of your name and your 16  the real boss, my wife and my six year old and
17 address. I have the sheets here. You will 17  my eight year old. They are both in elementary
18  receive the presiding officer's report with a 18 school here. My wife works at the elementary
19  formal response to your comments. If you want 19 scheol.
20  to be on the DEQ mailing list pertaining to 20 And my main concern is that we get
21 this facility, please indicate that on the 21  these weapons made safe as soon as possible.
22  registration card. I will call people to 22 And I understand that the permit
23  comment in order of sign up. 23  modification, if it is not approved, would
124 This meeting is being tape recorded, 24 result in it taking longer to get rid of the
25  and by signing up to testify you are consenting |25  weapons.
2 4
(541) 276-9491 BRIDGES & ASSOCIATES (800) Page 1 to Page 4
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1 And from reading through it, it 1 DEQ and the EQC also made the
2 sounds like the right way to go to me, to 2 commitment during the permitting process not to
3  approve it, so that we can get the weapons gone 3  allow the Army to change the point of emission
4  sooner, safer for my kids. That's it. 4  testing, and now we are being asked to 0.K.
5 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. 5  that. :
6 MR. WALLICK: Thank you. 6 The DEQ has gone on record that this
1 MR. DADOLY: Susan Jones. 7  permit will not have negative impact to human
8 MS. SUSAN JONES:  Susan Jones, 8  health and to the environment, but nowhere
9  Hermiston, Oregon, a member of GASP. 9  within the document does it show any evidence
10 The first thing that I want to make 10 that this is true.
11  really clear is that I oppose the permit 11 So, those are my big concerns. And
12 modification that is being proposed at this 12 let me again say that I am very much opposed to
13 time. 13 this permit modification. Thank you.
14 The Army has admitted that they will 14 MR, DADOLY: Thank you very
15  not be able to achieve the emissions standards 15  much. Marilyn Post.
16  for the incinerators if they increase the feed 16 -MS. POST: Hi. My name is
17  rate of the munitions and agent into the 17  Marilyn Post. I am a resident of Irrigon,
18  incinerators. And this of course is a big 18 where I also teach school.
19 concern. ' 19 I am a member of GASP, but I am not
20 We know that the Army at this time 20  here representing them. I am representing
21  at the Umatilla facility is behind schedule. 21  myself and my family, hopefully the children
22 = For several years, and one of the reasons that 22 that I teach.
23 I feel the permit modification is being 55 I want to say that I am against
24 requested at this time is to be able to 24 changing the point of compliance. I understand
25  increase the munition feed rate into the 25  that the charcoal filtering system was added on
5 : 7
1  facility. And that it's not really, the 1 ~ as an additional safety measure, and I think
2 purpose is not to protect human health and the 2 that more should be done to try to get that
3  environment, but rather to get the schedule 3 point of testing where it was originally
4  back up to date for the Army. 4  permitted.
5 During the permitting process DEQ 5 I know that in Utah it is not
6 and their governing board, the Environmental 6 permitted to use it because it was not a proven
7  Quality Commission, agreed that the point of 7  filtering system. So, maybe there should be a
8 emissions testing would be prior to the carbon 8  little bit more evidence of that before it's
9  filters, And you have the little -- most of 9  actually used in Oregon.
10  you should have the little pamphlet where you 10 I don't believe that Oregon needs to
11  can look at it and see where that is. 11 lower its own standards to suit any business or
12 And now that they want to have the 12 the Army or our federal government. I think
13 carbon filters added on, the point of emissions |13 that we need to look out for our own citizens,
14  being checked is now where the carbon filters 14  our children, and if nol bucning the rockeis as
15  are listed and not before that where they 15  fast as they want to be burned is part of that
16  agreed to have that in the beginning. 16  implication, then let it be so.
17 The carbon filters were supposedly 17 We also don't know the long-term
18 going to be added onto the incinerator to 18 effects of what's going to come out of the
19  increase the protection in case of a 19  smoke stacks. Even though there are standards
20  catastrophic accident. And the Army has 20  for the emissions from the smoke stacks, we
21  repeatedly assured the DEQ, the EQC and the 21  certainly don't want to endanger ourselves, our
22 public, that they would not attempt to change 22 children or grandchildren and future
23 the point of emissions testing. 23 generations, not knowing the effects, what's
1|24 And this proposal now is ﬁust that. - 24  going to happen 10, 20, 30 years down the road.
25  So they are going back on their word. 25 So, I think that as a point of
6 8
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1" public safety and future generations, we need 1  course see that it is,
2 to step back and not be in such a rush and make 2 When the carbon filters were first
3 sure that what we're doing is right. 3~ suggested here, we were told that we needed to
4 And so I am against changing the 4  think of them as having a gas mask on top of
5  point of compliance at this time. Thank you. 5  the incinerator stacks. We were told that by
6 MR. DADQLY: Thank you. 6  Carl Peterson from the National Research
7  Debbie Burns. 7  Council.
8 MS. BURNS: My name is Debbie 8 And a few days after Carl was here I
9 Burns. I am a teacher here at Rocky Heights 9  actually was able to tour the Toocele facility
10  Elementary in Hermiston. And my residence is 10 at the request of Governor Roberts with members
11 in Irrigon. 11 of the National Research Council and other
12 I have lived in this area for over 12 chairpersons from various Citizens Advisory
13 40 years. And I have followed this process 13 Commissions from around the country. And the
14  since the early '90s, I am a member of GASP 14  carbon filters became a key component of the
15  and I am against incineration. 15  tour. It was debated thrbughcut the tour,
16 I know the Army is now using safer 16  whether or not they should be used or not used.
L7 technology at other sites, and I still hope 17 And I distinctly remember one of the
18  that there is hope for this site. ] 18 Naticnal Research Council members telling me as
19 I go on record that I am against the 19 we walked through the facility that he was
20 permit modification. Thank you. 20  extremely concerned because they were an
21 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. Gail 21  untested technology for this type of facility.
22 - Horning. 22 And some of his concerns were that it would
23 MS. HORNING: My name is Gail 23 cause pressure build-up which could potentially
24 Horning. I .live in Hermiston, and I teach at 24  lead to an explosion. _
25 A, C. Houghton. I am a member of GASP, and I 25 He was also concerned about the
' 9 il
1  would like to say I am against this permit 1  potential for, as a fire hazard, since charcoal
2 - modification, Thank you. 2 is highly flammable. And he was also very
3 MR. DADOLY: Karyn Jones. 3 concerned that it was going to be creating mere
4 MS. JONES: My name is Karyn 4 secondary hazardous waste, and that there were
5 Jones. I am a resident of Hermiston. I am a 5  serious concerns at that point that the dunnage
6  member of GASP and the Oregon Wildlife 6  incinerator would not be able to be used, and
7  Federation. T  once that secondary waste was created, what
8 I need to go on the record stating 8  would happen to it?
9  that I am opposed to the permit modification. 9 And we now know at Umatilla that
10 Years ago we were also opposed to 10 although we were also assured that the dunnage
11  even having the carbon filters actually added 11 incinerator would be implemented, that it
122 to the incinerator facility, 12 actually was not built into the facility.
13 During the permitting process at 13 And we are also concerned about the
14  several meetings held in Portland and here in 14 legacy waste with the carbon filters.
15  Hermiston we were repeatedly told by 15 I would just like to go on the
16  representatives of the Army, the Environmental 16  record one more time that I am opposed to the
17  Quality Commission, and DEQ, that the emission 17  permit modification. Thank you.
18 testing would always be before the carbon 18 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. Frank
19 filter bank, and that the carbon filters were 19  Lockwood. )
20  being added on strictly as a safety measure in 20 MR. LOCKWOOD: I am Frank
21  case of a catastrophic accident. 21  Lockwood, Hermiston, Oregon. I am not in
22 In fact at one of the meetings I 22 Hermiston anymore. Kennewick, Washington.
23 believe they reassured Henry Lorenzen several 23 Excuse me. I moved about 18 months ago.
24 times that this type of permit modification 24 The thing that seems -- that is
25  request would never happen. And today we of 25  disturbing me is that there seems to be a
- 10 12
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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 ov
7 First of all, 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 tock to burn the
18 that we had. And without leaving any waste 18 rockets,
19 legacy. 19 If the permit modification is
20 I have been trying to find out for 20 dénied, it was my understanding that a very few
21 several years how much brine is actually going 21 rockets could be burned per day. If the permit
22 to be left over, and the most recent, within 22 modification is allowed, an increased number,
23 about a month ago I sent an E-mail to the DEQ. 23 by a factor of perhaps ten, could be burned per
24 Nobody seems to be able to tell me a range of 24 day. .
25  the amount in terms of gallons or tons of waste 25 So, what that told me was that at
13 15
1  that we are talking about. I'd like to know a 1  the time the 64 months difference that was
2  range. You know, it is going to be a minimum, 2 being talked about would expose our people in
3 we will have this much, a maximum of that much. 3 this community to those rockets and whatever
4 We think it will be somewhere in between, 4  liability or danger they presented for an ext:
5 But so far I don't think anybody's 5 64 months.
6  been able to tell me. Maybe it's been talked 6 And then I asked myself, why would
7  about a dozen times and I just wasn't there. T  the community want to expose itself to this
8 But I'd like to hear that information. 8  stuff for an extra 64 months? -
9 It sounds like we are going to have 9 -And neither that night nor today,
10 a no waste legacy with thousands of gallons, 10 nor at any time in the interim, have I heard a
11 maybe thousands of pounds, maybe hundreds of 11 reason that would answer that question for me,
12 thousdnds, I den't know, of hazardous waste. 12 I think that some of the people whe
13 Yes, it is low-level. Yes, it is 13 are opposing this are maybe not quite the
14  somewhat benign compared to chemical agent. 14 experts thalt they think they ars.
15  But it's still waste, 15 I would rather rely on the experts
16 And so now we have apparently the 16 that I think are working on the permit. We
17  present technology can't meet the standards for 17 entrust to the DEQ and to the Environmental
18  clean air, and so we are going to, we are 18 Quality Commission the duty to look after the
19  talking about changing the standards again, 19  environmental safety and the human safety in
20 I don't know whether any of these 20  the area.
21 standards, or any of these changes were bad or 21 It seems to me that there are four
22 good, but what I am concerned is, you know, it 22  interests at issue.
23 appears that there is no standard, because any 23 The first one is the national
24  standard that is made, if it becomes 24  interest. We are all aware that our nation has
25  inconvenient, then the standard is simply 25 made a commitment to the destruction of these
14 ) 16
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I  weapons. And there are some commitments to 1  where the filter is placed. As long as it
2 doing that safely and in a timely fashion that 2 comes out clean, it's better to do it now than
3 go aleng. 3 wait longer. So, that's my opinion.
4 There is a state interest, and 4 MR, DADOLY: Thank you. Eric
5  that's represented by the DEQ and the 5  Reise,
6  Environmental Quality Commission. As far as I 6 MR. REISE: Good evening. My
7  know, they are doing that job quite well. 7  name is Eric Reise. My family and I have been
8 There is a local interest, and that 8  in the area for over 35 years. In fact I can
9  largely is to reduce the exposure that the 9  still recall growing up and doing the
10 local community has to any risk. And not to 10 evacuation drills in the elementary school as
11 enlarge it or lengthen it. 11 well as high school where we used to hop on the
12 And then there is a taxpayer 12 bus to get out of the area in case something
13 interest,. 13 happened ocut at the depot,
14 After the October hearing I took the < I believe that these weapons of mass
15 64 months that was projected then as being the 15  destruction should be destroyed in a safe and
16  difference that was involved, and since I am 16  expeditious manner.
17 . informed that it costs approximately $300,000 a |17 I believe the technology that is
18 day to operate the project on the depot, I 18 currently being proposed is the best way to
19  extrapolated from that a monthly cost based 19 achieve this goal. '
20 upon a 30 day month of $9 million in annual 20 The facilities at Johnston Island,
21 cost, based on 12 months of $108 million, and 21  Utah and Alabama seem to be proving this,
22 if you project that out over 64 months, you 22 With this permit mod. the facility
23 would have something in the range of §576 23 will be able to maintain the strictest
24  million extra expense. 24  emissions standards set forth by the State of
25 If you are going to incur ‘that kind 25  Oregon, and I endorse the approval of this
17 - 19
1  of expense, there needs to be a compelling 1  permit modification.
2  reason. If you are going to expose the 2 MR. DADOLY: Thank you.
3  community to an extra 64 months, or whatever, 3 Stuart Dick.
4 of exposure, there needs to be a compelling 4 MR. DICK: My name is Stuart
5  reason. 5 Dick. I am a resident of Pendleton. I am a
6 And I would ask everybody in this 6  father, grandfather, third generation citizen
T  room, and I would ask DEQ, that if you are 7  of Eastern Oregon, and quite frankly, I'm angry
8 going to deny this modification permit, I would 8  that this continues to --
9  like to know what the compelling reason is. 9 Well, in the beginning when the
10 Show me how it makes the community less safe if |10  weapons first came here, we were lied to and
11  the modification is granted. Show me how it 11 deceived, because we weren't told. No one told
12 makes the community more safe if it's denied. 12 the citizens of Eastern Oregon that the weapons
13 I don't think that can be done. 13 were coming. They came secretly.
14 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. Brian 14 Once we found out the weapons were
15 Cimmiyotti. 15  here, then we were lied to and said, by Colonel
16 MR. CIMMIYOTTI: Yeah. Hi, 16  Norris, said, well, they are harmless, they
17  Brian Cimmiyotti. I am a life-long citizen of 17 won't hurt you. Lied to again.
18 Hermiston. - 18 And the fact of the matter is, we
19 And I support the permit 19 have been lied to every step of the way.
20  modification, just for the point of compliance, |20 There are over 150 to, what, 300
21  because I feel that it's the safest way, is to 21 permit modifications that we have had. So what
22 speed it up, because it doesn't affect the 22  we have been told, we don't get. And every
23 safety of the community, because the carben 23 time it's money, faster.
y[24  filter is going to be able to have the same 24 But there's never any concern for
|25  environmental factor that will help, no matter 25  the welfare and the health of the citizens,
18 ) 20
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PERMIT MOD. PUBLIC HEARING February 18, 2004
T And what's going to happen to our 1  opposed the petitioner's move to, it gets
2 children when they breathe these carcinogens. 2 fairly lengthy to get into it, but basically
3 Because we don't know, because we are quinea 3 opposing the petitioner's arguments.
4  pigs, and it's never been tested. 4 But here is the essential point that
5 And, so, a compelling reason is the ;5 I would like people to have. "Throughout the
6  health of our children. That's a compelling 6 litigation and as stated in the reply, the
1 reason. And we are guinea pigs here. 7  state made it quite clear that there is
8 So, I oppose this permit 8  substantial evidence in the record to support
9 modification, and I expect for the first time, 9  the finding that the PAS carbon filters are an
10 for the first time, that DEQ and the EQC 10  appropriate extra protection against
11  support us, because they defeat us every time, 11  emissions.”
12 because we don't have the money, and we don't 12 The document continues, "Moreover,
13 have the politics. 13 no credit was taken for further reduction in
14 So, for the first time, honor your 14  emissions that will be provided by this extra
15  rules. Honor the commitment that you have 15 protection, "
16 made. No more modifications. Honor your 16 It's astonishing to read that they
17  commitment. Thanks. 17  are now requesting the point of compliance in
18 MR, DADOLY: Thank you. James 18  order to take credit for emissions level
19  R. Wilkinson. 19  because the incinerators cannot meet the
20 MR. WILKINSON: Good evening. 20 -emissions standards that they said they could
21 My name is James R, Wilkinson. I am here as a 21 meet back in '97.
22  GASP researcher. 22 It all comes back to the issue of
23 On behalf of GASP, back in November 23 best available technology. :
24 I wrote comment on the permit modification that |24 Fundamentally, I believe this permit
25  was submitted back then. And I'm still waiting |25 modification request actually supports our
21 23
1 for the respenses to many of our questions 1  litigation. I thank the Army and the DEQ for
2  during that point in time. 2 providing us this.
3 One of the most astounding things 3 One of the other astounding things
4  that came out of reviewing the fact sheet was 4  in this is that the carbon filters, and it's
5  just recognizing how much things change but 5 admitted in the fact sheet, if you read throuy.
6 they really don't. 6 it, that the carbon filters had not been tested
7 And Mr. Dick is a difficult 7  and designed or used before, but now through
8  individual to follow up on. But what I would 8  the -- through testing at Umatilla, and at
9  like to focus on is that GASP is engaged in 9  another facility, that they have been proven.
10 ' litigation against the DEQ and against the 10 But what it says to me, they haven't
11  Army. One of the lawsuits involves this very 11  been used over a lengthy period of time so we
12 issue about, what is the purpose of the carbon 12 can understand what happens during upset
13 filter units and what was the position of the 13 conditions, micro-poppers, which is a new term
14  Environmental Quality Commission when they 14  that I just learned in reading some informatio
15  required that the carbon filters be placed on 15 that I received. _
16  the system? 16 And so I am very concerned about the
17 Point number 8 in our November 17 taking the credit for the carbon filters,
18  letter says, and I will just read 18 applying them in a situation when they haven't
19 it, "Furthermore, the desire to change the 19  been proven.
20  point of compliance underminds the state's 20 We have upset conditions. We don't
21 legal arguments made in the September 30th, 21  understand how the carbon filters are going to
22 1998 respondent's reply to memorandum in 22 act in these upset conditions.
23 support of motion for summary judgment and 23 I think we are actually increasing
1124 opposition to cross motion for summary 24 the risk to our communities by using this
|25  judgment." A lengthy title saying, they 25  unproven technology.
' 22 ; 24
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1 I asked for documentation from DEQ 1 answer some of the questions that I have been
2 to state that, yes, we feel that these 2 asking for all these months, since back in
3 conditions can, the carbon filters can indeed 3 November.
4  handle these types of problems. 4. Thank you. 2And I oppose the permit.
5 So, I think understanding off-normal 5  Thank you.
6  conditions and the application of the carben B MR. DADOLY: Thank you. R. A,
7  filters to the incinerators is an important 7 Bradshaw, | :
8  thing. It is no different than putting a 8 MR. BRADSHAW: I am for it.
9  carbon filter on your wood stove, if you have 9  The sooner we get rid of these rockets, the
10  to maintain correct furnace conditions in order 10 better off we are. We are only dealing with
11  for the furnace to operate correctly so the 11  rockets. We have other stuff out there that's
12 carbon filters would work if you had one on 12 even worse. And the stuff is old. 1It's been
13 your wood stove. 13 sitting there for 40 years. The longer you
14 Well, we all understand what happens 14 wait, the worst it's going to get. Bye.
15  when you don't pay attention to your wood 15 MR. DADOLY:  Thank you.
16  stove. More smoke comes out the stack and the 16  Cynthia Bounds.
17 conditicns are not appropriate for burning. 117 MS. Bounds: My name is
18 One of the other things that's quite 18 Cynthia Bounds. I just recently moved to this
19  confusing is that the fact sheet uses the word 19 area.' And I actually moved here to work at the
20 actwal. I'm confused about what actual 20  Umatilla Depot.
21  enissions really are. Are those the emissions 21 I have been in demilitarization for
22 from the surrogate testing? Are those -- It's = |22  close to 10 years now, and I worked out on
23 just quite not understandable exactly what they 23 ' Johnston Island. I then moved to Russia where
24" are asking for in this point of compliance. 24 I also worked in demilitarization, And_npﬁ_l ol
25 The other thing is, is that with the 25  have come here to continue that mission. >
' " 25 | 21
1 carbon filters, and it really all comes back to 1 As I started my career, I would have
2 the air contaminant discharge permit and the 2 never guessed that this would have been my
3  state's desire to bring equanimity, if you 3 chosen profession.
4 will, between the air contaminate discharge 4 As it turned out, it's something
5 permit and the hazardous waste permit. 5  that I believe in. It's important because it's
6 Well, the problem with the tinkering 6 needed. And I have witnessed this first hand.
7  with the air contaminant discharge permit is 1 When I first went to Johnston
8  that it has the dunnage incinerator, yet there "8  Island, I had no idea what chemical weapons
9  is no dunnage incinerator. If you are going to 9 were. I had very little knowledge of how they
10  be adjusting the values in the air contaminant 10 were manufactured, why they were made. I had
11  discharge permit, you should be willing enough 11 no idea how or when they were used. Needless
12 to offer a Class 3 permit modification that 12 to say, my learning curve was huge.
13 removes the dunnage from the permit, rather 13 And to this day I sit in amazement
14 than this piecemeal removal of the secondary 14 wondering how we ever created these to begin
15  waste streams and the other things from the 15 with,
16 dun. : 16 I now have handled these munitions.
17 I would love Michael Moore to come 17 I have worked with the agent first hand., I
18  running in here and be running around, where's 18  have witnessed how persistent these chemicals
19 the dun, where's the dun, start interviewing 19 are.
20  people, where did it go? 20 While working on Johnston Island we
21 We were sold five incinerators, now 21  processed each of the munition types. .And I
22 we have four. What happened to the fifth one? 22 started working directly with these munitions,
23 I have a lot of questions. I hope 23 the agent and the material casings.
y|24  at the end of people giving testimony, that we 24 _ What I found was, is that the agent
25  can actually have people up here that can 25  itself is not deteriorating. It's still just
26 28
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1 as persistent as it was 40 years ago when we 1 safely than quickly pushing these ammunitions
2 created these. 2 through our incinerator and perhaps in our
3 And what's happening is the casings 3 haste causing an accident at the depot. I am
4  and the components are deteriorating, creating 4  against the permit.
S  a situation that makes them very unstable. 5 MR. DADOLY: Thank you.
6  With every munition that was opened, we found 6 That's all I have for people who are signed up
T  that the agent itself was still fully.intact, T  to testify.  Is there anybody else?
8  maybe changing color slightly or reacting with 8 (Pause in the proceedings).
9  various subtleties to the atmosphere or 9 MR. DADOLY: It's 7:35. And I
10 - exposure. 10 would like to close this hearing. :
11 But the true variable was in the 11 MR. WILKINSON: Could I start
12 dismantlement of the components and the 12 my questions? Sue? I've got a stack of them.
13 | casings. And by continuing to leave those 13 .
14 sitting for every day that we continue to argue 14
15 about how to destroy them, just creates a 15 (7:35 p.m.)
16  hazard for everyone in the community and all of 16
17 us who are handling those munitions. 17
18 To deny this permit mod. just slows 18 * * *
19  the feed rates and continues the potential 19
20 increase for overall emissions to the 20
21  atmosphere and the danger to each person who's 21
22 working with those emissions -- or those 22
23 nmunitions. 23
24 I want to go on record in favor of 24
25  this permit modification and encourage no 25
29 31
1 further delays. 1 STATE OF OREGON ; o
2 MR. DADOLY: Thank you. Judy = - iEevnty b anrille
3 Brown, =
4 MS. BROWN: Hello. I am Judy 2 BRI Sl RS BERARY
5 brown. And I am a resident of Irrigon. S ESEELpIChubint e itiusians Pincn Raxstaters
6 We are the city in the closest . meyplonmd in 'theiception of'thei foksgding
T  proximity to the Army Depot and to the T mmrran, T Was R Oertifisd Shorthand Beportar
8  incinerators. "The very worst case scenario, it BN ESeEricnE: Scwte fpEiSnegeny ERAC IR nlc, Famm
9  would be only a matter of a few minutes before %  @imce I ceportadiin stenctypenall testimdny
10 a contaminant from a spill would reach our 30 adduoad =nd progRRUings had.in the Tozageing
11 city. I teach school at A. C. Houghton R e s i el b
12 Elementary. We practice monthly our 12 hel typewsdiblag sed shat;the)focegoling
13 over-pressurization drill and try to keep 13 TUETAnsOnipR iconsiatidg,. of 31 Eypawsltted pages
14 everyone safe at A. C. Houghton, znd everyone 1 ie % SRUN st Sochech Irsnscclor bE eIl anel
15 in Irrigon has been working on keeping R34 Sheetiadny Sdduodd andiiprotsedings; bad and B2
16 themselves safe also, by learning what the Ae  EHRUWHolR SRETENT,
17 procedures are in case of an accident at the 3 Wirhmss %y Handab Randletony SEegen;
18 dEpOt. 18 on this day of March, 2004.
19 Where Mrs. Bounds and I agree is &3
20  that I believe the chemicals must be taken care 20
21  of. But it's how they should be taken care of. 21 -
22 I think that we are lowering our standard for 22
23 the emission controls if we change the permit, 23 William J. Bridgas
Certified Shorthand Reporter
24  and increase the feed rate. 24 gl el ke R
25 I'd rather work slower and more 2s 4
30
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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.' 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

' 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
commenter s oral testimony can obe found and/or wiere 1n Attaciunent U the wiriilen
comment is located.

% 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 Supportihg the Permit Modification Request
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

Commenter

Summary of Comment

Dennis D. Doherty
Umatilla County
Commissioner

Attachment E
Page E-8

Attachment G
Page G-17
[Item No. 03-1936]

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.”

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]

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

Summary of Comment

Bob Severson
Mayor
City of Hermiston

Attachment G
Page G-21
[Item No. 03-2027]

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.”

Chester Prior
President
Hermiston
Development
Corporation

Attachment G
Page G-22
[Ttem No. 03-2073]

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.”

Morrow County
Commission

Attachment G
Page G-40
[item No. 04-0184]

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.

Jer D. Pratton
Hermiston

Attachment G
Page G-41
[Item No. 04-0201]

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 burn them a few over a long
time, or to burn 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 Comments Supporting the Permit Modification Request
UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

Commenter Summary of Comment
John Herron Mr. Herron provided oral testimony at the February 5, 2004 meeting of the
Hermiston EQC in Portland. Mr. Herron supports the proposed permit modification
and stated that “the main issue for my family and friends is that the
Attachment D standards for emissions do not change at all and that the process itself does
Page D-39 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 permit modification request would
“increase the storage time of the rockets and increase the risk to my family
and friends.”
Randall D. Mr. Kowalke submitted written comments during the second comment
Kowalke period supporting the proposed permit modification. He stated that his
Hermiston 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
Attachment G to this process because the Army has to measure the test results with an
Page G-49 elastic yard stick can not be justified either. We should not let ‘perfect’ be

[Item No. 04-0216]

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.”

David Wallick
Hermiston

Attachment E
Page E-5

Mr. Wallick provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public
hearing in Hermiston supporting the proposed permit modification because
of his concern about the risk of delaying destruction of the stockpile.

e

Brian Cimmiyotti
Hermiston

Attachment E
Page E-9

Mr. Cimmiyotti provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public
hearing in Hermiston in support of the proposed permit 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

UMCDEF-03-041-PFS(3) “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

‘Commenter Summary of Comment
Eric Reise Mr. Reise provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public hearing
Hermiston in Hermiston supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. Reise
stated that he believes “these weapons of mass destruction should be
Attachment E destroyed in a safe and expeditious manner” and that “the technology that
Page E-9 is currently being proposed is the best way to achieve this goal.”

R.A. Bradshaw

Mr. Bradshaw provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the

Hermiston Hermiston public hearing. He supports the proposed permit modification
because “the sooner we get rid of these rockets, the better off we are.”
Attachment E
Page E-11
Cynthia Bounds | Ms. Bounds provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public

Kennewick, WA

hearing in Hermiston supporting the proposed permit modification to avoid
any further delay in the destruction of the stockpile. Ms. Bounds stated that

Attachment E her ten years of experience working with chemical weapons has shown her
Page E-11 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.”
Tim Mabry Mr. Mabry submitted written comments during the second comment period
Hermiston supporting the proposed permit modification. Mr. Mabry questioned
delaying the process “...over the point at which we sniff the exhaust. If the
Attachment G carbon filters are a functioning part of the system why not include them for
Page G-50 testing purposes?”’ Mr. Mabry encouraged the Department to use the

[Item No. 04-0307]

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

Summary of Comment

William F. Myers
Hermiston

Attachment G
Page G-51
[Item No. 04-0308]

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...”

Vikki & Mark Born
Hermiston
Attachment G

Page G-52
[Item No. 04-0309]

Mrs. and Mr. Born submitted written comments during the second
comment period supporting the proposed permit modification.

Frank and Beverly
Harkenrider
Hermiston

Attachment G
Page G-53
[Ttem No. 04-0329]

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.”

Harmon Springer,
Oregon Water
Coalition
Hermiston

Attachment G
Page G-54
[Item No. 04-0328]

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 4 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.

? 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.

Change in UMCDEF Compliance Point
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Table F-2. Summary of Comments Opposing the Permit Modification Request

UMCDEF-03-041-PFS(3) “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

Commenter Summary of Comment
Stephen A. Mr. McFadden submitted written comments during the first comment
McFadden period. Mr. McFadden urged the Department to deny the permit
Dallas, TX modification request. He believes that the proposed modification implies
that “the UMCDF incinerator will not meet design criteria, and cannot be
Attachment G run within the limits of the burn permit without evaluating its compliance
Page G-1 with it muzzled with the carbon filter ‘gas mask’.” He also expressed his

[Item No. 03-1915]

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.

Stuart Dick
Pendleton, OR

Attachment E
Page E-9

Attachment G
Page G-15
[Item No. 03-1937]

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 | The Oregon Wildlife Federation (OWF) (and other named organizations)
Federation, et al. | comments were primarily based on the OWF’s review of several
documents related to the carbon filter system, particularly a document
Attachment G titled “Risk Assessment of the Pollution Abatement Filter System for the
Page G-23 Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility,” prepared for the U.S. Army

[Item No. 03-2092]

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 (ltem 98-1416) and the full
document on January 14, 1999 (ltem 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 PES and that “Relying on ATB [Agent
Trial Burn] data with the PES 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.

OVVF s comments included criticism of the assumptions used by the

1 almiilato fhe Hdke afihaPEY OYWEEC ammasn ciatad ithat

l-iri—“v 21000 WU CAACULGWE LI TI0AS UL LiC s a'o,. e Ol v;ji. L 5idicy Ulde

relymg 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 PES 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 PES 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.

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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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.Wlldhfe [Note: The Department has previously reviewed the PFS Risk
Federation, et al. Assessment and responding to each of the OWF comments
about the document is beyond the scope of this Staff Report.
Attachment G However, it should be noted that some of OWF’s comments
Page G-23 about the PFS Risk Assessment seem to be based on incorrect

[Item No. 03-2092]

(CONTINUED)

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
unigue, 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 Burns 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 PES, “probable malfunctions associated with
the PES,” 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 PES bypass] and present a clearer and
more accurate picture of emissions released into the atmosphere during the
campaign...”

Change in UMCDEF Compliance Point
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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.Wﬂdhfe [Note: As stated in a Note above, the PFS must be operational
Federation, et al. any time an incinerator is feeding hazardous waste.
Consequently, the most “accurate” picture of emissions released
Attachment G into the atmosphere during operations is actually reflected by the
Page G-23 emissions measured after the PFS.]

[Item No. 03-2092]

See Table F-3, Responses 2, 3, and 5.
OWF also pointed out that additional data regarding emissions and waste

e = 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 burns,
emission assumptions in the context of the current [permit modification
request] are virtually worthless.”

See Table F-3, Responses 1 and 5.
Karyn Jones GASP submitted comments during both written comment periods and
J.R. Wilkinson offered oral testimony at both public hearings. GASP is opposed to the
GASP et al. permit modification.
[Note: In their written comments submitted on March 1, 2004
Attachment D GASP requested an extension of the public comment period so
Page D-34 that they would have more time to review documents. On March
5 the DEQ denied the request for an extension because of the
Attachment E Department'’s belief that there had been more than adequate

Pages E-7 and E10

Attachment G
Page G-35
Mtem Na. 03-2003]

Attachment G
Page G-55
[Item No. 04-0331]

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 Hazardons 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.” 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 GASP also pointed out that the State has previously used the fact that no
J.R. Wilkinson “credit” was taken for the reduction in emissions provided by the carbon
GASP et al. 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
(CONTINUED) | finding that incineration is Best Available Technology.

See Table F-3, Response 8.

GASP also expressed many concerns related to whether or not the PFS is a
sufficiently “demonstrated” technology, and that the PFS 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(3) “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point”

Commenter

Summary of Comment

Susan Jones

Ms. Jones provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public hearing

Hermiston in Hermiston. Ms. Jones opposes the proposed permit modification
because she believes that the only reason for the modification is to “get the
Attachment E schedule back up to date for the Army.” Ms. Jones stated that the Army,
Page E-6 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,
Marilyn Post Ms. Post provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the public
Irrigon hearing in Hermiston. Ms. Post opposes the permit modification because
she sees it as a lowering of standards and does not believe that “Oregon
Attachment E needs to lower its own standards to suit any business or the Army or our
Page E-6 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 1and 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.

Debble Burns

Irrigon

Attachment E
Page E-7

Ivis. Burns provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 pubiic 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 technelogy 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 Comphance Point”

Commenter Summary of Comment
Gail Horning Ms. Horning provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public
Hermiston hearing in Hermiston. Ms. Horning is opposed to the proposed permit
modification.
Attachment E
Page E-7
Frank Lockwood | Mr. Lockwood provided oral testimony on February 18, 2004 at the public

Kennewick, WA

hearing in Hermiston. Mr. Lockwood did not state his position on this
specific permit modification, but expressed his concern about the

Attachment E “continuing pattern” of changing standards when they become
Page E-7 “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.
Judy Brown Ms. Brown provided oral testimony at the February 18, 2004 public
Irrigon hearing in Hermiston. Ms. Brown opposes the proposed permit

Attachment E
Page E-12

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

Tabié F-3 _Departmen't Re':s.ponses‘ to Comments Opposing the MOdificati_bﬂ

‘Response |

' Commellt and Depérflﬁéilt Reéponse ; .

1.

Comment(s): Several commenters 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
UMCDE. The commenters believe that because UMCDEF 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 burns (STBs) have been conducted to date at UMCDF.
Surrogate trial burns 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.

Change in UMCDEF Compliance Point
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Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing the Modification

_ Resp_o.née_
No.

~ Comment and Depértment Resﬁonse_

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 (LIC1) 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 (LIC1) 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 LIC1 is 99.9999% DRE (known as “six
nines”). The LIC1 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 (DFES) 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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~ 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 UMCDEF LIC1 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,

noses ricks to workers, and that the lono-term reliahility of the PES ig

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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‘Response
~ No.

~ Comment and D_épai‘t_njent Res_p'o_nse'_

The Department and Commission conducted an in-depth review of the PES
in late 1999, and concluded that the PFS 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 PFS 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 PFS, are not fully operational.

The PES 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 PFS. 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 PFS is effective in further
reducing emissions to the atmosphere (see Attachment N).

The UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit includes numerous requirements 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 PFS 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 PFS 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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Table F-3. Department Responses to Comments Opposing i]iééMoﬂiﬁcation

. :esl\;;;).l_lse, Comment and Department Response
for the UMCDF workers who spend the most time in the closest proximity
to the common stack.

3. 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 VIL.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 PES 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
Cutofl” which stops additional wasie feed (o the aifecied 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 PES 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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4.

Comment: Commenters opposing the modification point out that the used
(“spent”) carbon filters from the PES 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 UMCDEF. Per the HW Permit
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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5.

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 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.

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
UMCDEF 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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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 coming out of
the stack.

Comment: Some commenters 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 commenters 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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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 PFS-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 Burn 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

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

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
Page F-24




-'Ifal)_le.F43; Departmén_t ReSpOnSés to :_Co'mmen'ts OppoSing the ,quiﬁcétion %

Response
~ No.

Comment and Department Rgsp_onsé

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 PES. 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 Burn 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 PES 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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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 DES 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 UMCDEF 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 MES tn twn rockate nar honr
0 rockets per hour,

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 PES (“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.

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
con31dered minor changes Many of the Class 1 rnodlﬂcatlon requests are

TTIIT T
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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: 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 PES 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 PFES 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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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)

DidNO e
Comments received September 17-November 17, 2003:
03-1915 Comments from Stephen A. McFadden G-1
03-1937 Comments from Stuart Dick G-15*
03-1936 Comments from Dennis D. Doherty, Umatilla County Commissioner G177
03-1966 Corpments frorq Rodney S. Skeen, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla G-19
Indian Reservation
03-2027 Comments from Bob Severson, Mayor, City of Hermiston G-21
032073 Commenfts from Chester Prior, President, Hermiston Development G20
Corporation
Comments from Oregon Wildlife Federation; Oregon Chapter of the Sierra
03-2092 Club; Oregon Public Interest Research Group; Oregon Toxics Alliance; G23
Oregon Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility; and Oregon Rural
Action, Bob Palzer
03-2093 Cqmrpents from IKaryn Jones and J.R. Wilkinson, G.A.S.P.; and Oregon G-35
Wildlife Federation
Comments received January 14-March 1, 2004:
04-0184 Comments frorp Terry K. Tallman, John Wenholz, and Ray Grace, Morrow G-40
County Commission
04-0201 Comments from Jer D. Pratton G-41
Comments from Ted Haigh and Rodney Skeen, Confederated Tribes of the
04-0225 Umatilla Indian Reservation (Presentation to the Environmental Quality G-43°
Commission on February 5, 2004)
04-0216 Comments from Randall D. Kowalke G-49
04-0307 Comments from Tim Mabry G-50
04-0308 Comments from William F. Myers G-51
04-0309 Comments from Vikki and Mark Born G-52
04-0329 Comments from Frank and Beverly Harkenrider G-53
04-0328 Comments from Harmon Springer, Oregon Water Coalition G-54
04-0331 Comments from Karyn Jones, G.A.S.P. and Oregon Wildlife Federation G-55%°

* Also commented orally at the hearing held February 5 (See Attachment D)
® 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 97838 . .
(541)-567-8297, (541) 567-4741 fax
cdp@deq state.or.us - '

RE: Draft Hazardous Waste Storace Permit for Umatllla Chemlcal Agent Dlsposal
Facility (UMCDF); Public Comment Period through 5pm 10-15-2003.
Class 3 Permit Modification Request for Change in Incinerator Emissions
Comphance Pomt Public Comment Pcrlod through 11- 17—2003

Outlme
I. Identlt}t of Commentator

i Toncolouy of the Organophosphates Gulf War Health Effects Demonstrate :
Slgmﬁca'nt L1m1tatlons in the State of the Science:-
IIT. My December 2001 Comments on the Umatﬂla Incmerator The Pos51b1hty of
Other Toxic Mechanisms of ‘Action of Organophosphates; Proposed Policy.of No ..
Release of Directly Contaminated Material; “Recyling” Nerve Agent Contaminated.-
Scrap Steel is Misguided; Government has “Strict Liability” for Adverse Effects:

IV Even Neutrahzed Organophosphates are Neurotonc, _Shlppmg Phosphate Brine
Off-Site is Mlsgulded ; o .
¥ “Launchmg on Backups” Request for “Change in Incmerator Emmlssmns
Compliance Point” Imphes that UMCDF Incinerator Will Not Meet Des1gn

. Criteria: P ‘ :

V1. The Chemiical Stockpile Disposal Program Has No Credibility: FPEIS and Site -
Specific FEIS are Voidable; Legal Problems Result; Overruling NEPA Has Risks:

VII. Blowback: Mlhtary Secrecy Can Be COI‘I’OSIVB to Amerlcan Democracy

- VIIL Closing: Oregon Department of Environmental Quahty Should Assume That

Everything That They Have Been Told 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:

-\.«
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I. Identity of Commentator:
Greetings.

My name is Stephen A. McFadden. A child of the Manhattan Project, I was -
born and grew up in Kennewick, Washington, won the regional science fair in
Richland twice, took first place in the Washingfon State Science Talent Search, and
placed top 40 nationally in the Westinghouse Science Talent Search. After
graduating from Kennewick High School (KeHS), I earned degrees in Physics and
Computer Science, and interned at 3 U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) research
laboratories—as a Hanford NORCUS student, an Argonne URPP and a Lwermore
Student Employee

My interest in the erganophosphates began after the state of California
sprayed the town of Livermore, California in 1981-2 to control the Medfly weekly
with malathion, a quarter of the town each night, coming in at dusk 8 helicopters
wide at 300 feet, each week for several months while I was a graduate student at the
University of California Davis (UCD) Department of Applied Science (DAS), located
at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), otherwise known as to its
students as “Teller Tech”. My first public comment on the organophosphates was
on the 1989 California State Fruit Fly Environmental Impact Review (EIR), havmc
begun to discern that there were some very serious problems with the toxicology of
the organophosphates. While I have held a U.S. DOE “rad- -badge” in the nuclear
field, my knowledge of the organophosphates has been entirely self-taught from ¢
open sources, ranging from books by Stockholm Internatlonal Peach Research
Institute (SIPRI), to Medfly spray battles in California, to Gulf War hearmgs on
“The Hlll” to Chemical Weapons conferences at Edgewood Arsenal.

I have been commenting on the Umatilla Chemical ‘Agent Disposal Facility -
(UCDF) Incinerator at Umatilla Chemical Depot (UCD) since the site-specific Draft -
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) published in the Fall of 1991. It was I, for ’
instance, who proposed that project documents be made available in Kennewick,
roughly 30 miles away, addressing the risks to Washington State residents. I thus
brought up the need to involve Washmgton State residents in emergency
preparedness a decade before it was reveaied in ihe Tii-Cily Heiaid ia Aapii, 2002
that the risks of one of the agents stored at Umatilla 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
Stocplle Disposal Program (CSDP).

Based on my background with Medfly spray pfograms', 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 safety of the
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majority of the CSDP programis based. While I did not know it af 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
have 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
political arena.

*". 1 do not presently live near the Umatilla incinerator, although I do have
relatives in neighboring communities. The impending startup of the Umatilla CW
incinerator, now scheduled for early 2004, is one of the major reasons that I do not
presently live there. ' ' ‘

- ‘It is important to undeérstand, however, that it is not possible for a member of
the general public to become an independent expert on the subject of :
organophosphate toxicology while living in the Southeastern Washington /

Northeastern Oregon area. This topic is not textbook material, and the

informational resources are just not available 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
will probably have to spend a lot of time with original sources, 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 allowed against non-residents
in the acceptance of public comments on the Unratilla incinerator, then there may be
no effective public comments, as a direct result of the nonpairity of access to
information between the local citizens and the U.S. Army.

Finally, I allege that a local citizens advisory panel does not have the
authority to properly represent the needs of the local community to the state and to
the U.S. Army in the circumstance where the U.S. Army has fudged a factor of 10 011
the toxicology of the Programmatic EIS, which it is now known to have done.
Understanding the strategic milifary reasons why this misrepresentation was
sanctioned does not negate its impact upon domestic politics, either locally or
nationally. Further, in the face of such misrepresentation, those citizen :
representatives who are intelligent and honest are likely to resign, or are likely fail
to apply for such a position, considering it a threat to their integrity and reputation.
This may explain the high personnel turnover rate in the CSDP program, its -
contractors, and in its oversight groups, both Iocally and nationally. To quote

-George Orwell: "During times of universal deceit, telling the truth becomes a

revolutionary act." Few dissidents are willing to volunteer to take such
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responsibility beyond authbrity, rendering themselves complicit in “The Big Lie”,
leaving the uninformed, nieve, and-proponents to represent “community interests”.

II. Toxicology of the Organophosphates: Gulf War Health Effects Demonstrate
Slomﬂcant L1m1tat10ns in the State of the Sc1ence

Durmg the early 1990°s, I dld a review of the toncology of the
oroanophosphates 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, between those accepted as dlsabled those applymg for dlsablhty, and
those deceased.

During the 1990 Gulf War, military personnel were exposed to toxics
including trace levels of organophosphate nerve agents, oral carbamate nerve agent
treatment enhancer drugs, and organophosphate and carbamate insecticides, plus -
uniforms impregnated with pyrethroids (which are now known to synergize with at
least one carbamate), and the insect repellent DEET (which is now known to
synergize with at least one carbamate). This mix of toxicants active against the
cholinesterase enzymes of the body, or with synergistic effects on associated
neurologlcal mechamsms, has significant under-recogmzed risks.

The dlsablhtles resultmg from the 1990 Gu]f War demonstrate that the -
toxmnlogy of the organophosphates and carbamates is flawed.

I note that the concession by the Pentauon that SOME Gulf War yeterans

* exposed to SOME chemicals were made sick (e.g. with ALS) was made the day that
the December 2001 comment period closed on changes to the final approval process

for operatmn of the Umatilla Incinerator. : ‘

IL My December 2001 Cqmmenté on the Umatilla Incinerator: The Possibiﬁty of
Other Toxic Mechanisms of Action of Organophosphates; Proposed Policy of No
Release of Directly Contaminated Material “Recyling” Nerve Agent Contaminated

Qiaal 16 Miconidad: flavarnim r‘,,:“ﬁl =<t T iah 1L“!I‘,.1J-w-.q\_nn1‘-(—‘-f..-.4--...
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I suggested in my December 2001 comments that there might be other
important mechanisms of action of the organophosphates, such as second messenger
effects (e.g. keyword search MEDLINE on malathion and calmodulm), 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 ﬁropesal to ‘recYele”
- scrap steel from Agent GB containers and munitions;, presumably into ueneral
‘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
underground 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 should their proposed nerve . -
agent scrap “recycling” 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

_ c1ty of Portland, and some of the nelghbors got bit. The Feds do not need an:
epidemic of Gulf War illness in some urban area hke Portland: this is sxmply not
prodnctwe ' S :

IV.. Even Neutralized Organophosphates are Neurotonc, Shlppmg Brine Off-Slte is
" Misguided:

I was told by a world famous organophosphate toxicologist at a conference
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 time 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
Research (OMAR) in May, 1994 on behalf of the Pentagon titled “The Persian Gulf
Experience and Health”, where the OIVAR organizers used a flawed database query
to create a bibliography which tried to spin Gulf War health effects as :

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

Page G-5



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 neurotoxic effects<<is that it demonstrates that
organophosphates have toxic effects involving mechanisms which have nothing to-do
with cholinesterase inhibition. Thus, the whole conventional toxicology of the
organophosphates is flawed, overlooking important mechanisms of action.

The Umatilla incinerator has 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 into 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 through Lake ‘Washington, past
Mercer Island, through the Evergreen Point Cut, past the University of Washington,
through Lake Union, and past Gas Works Park, in order to get to Puget Sound.
Coincidently, these are some of the most densely populated areas in the entire
Pacific Northwest region. If there was some previously uncharacterized toxicant in
the brine, one could not choose a more hazardous place to release it!!!

The proposal to ship brine off-site is misguided. Given the huge flaws in the
toxicology of the organophosphates on which the Chemical Stockpile Disposal . .+ .
Program is based, such disposal would appear to have substantial uncharacterized -
risks. 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 would be carried out by contractors under commercial hazardous
waste standards, not under more stringent military or nuclear industry standards.

If the U.S. Army cannot process the quench stack brine quickly eénough to
keep the incinerator operating, then they should shut down the incinerator. The - -
relative toxicity of agent-to-brine is not the relevant factor; what is relevant is the -
probability of environmental release of toxicant, and off-site shipping. of brine has a
high probability of environmental release

I propose a ban aaamst off-sxte shipping of brme If coolmg tower brme is

£33 A3 v ks va harard and B 2L
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be characterized and minimized, even if it can not be predicted.

V. “Launching on Backups”: Request for “Change in Incinerator Emmissions
Compliance Point” Implies that UMCDF Incinerator Will Not Meet Design .
Criteria:

A permit modification request filed with Oregon ]jep arment of
Environmental Quality on September 15, 2003 requests moving the compliance

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

Page G-6

o~



TN,

+=point for the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UWT.CDF) from before to

after the carbon filters.  This request occurred after construction of the facility was
completed and before eperaﬁon is to begin.

= “That suggests to me, in the context of multiple failed metal emmission tést
burns over the past year or two, that the UMCDF incinerator will not meet design
criteria, and cannot be run within the limits of the burn permit without evaluating
its compliance with it muzzled with the carbon filter “gas mask”.

In the NASA manned space program, that would be called “launching on
backups”. Notably, the U.S. manned space program has a strict rule against it.

Incinerators are notorious for “bﬂrping”, and carbon filters occasionzﬂly
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 picking 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
collected after the carbon filters. That means that there would be no way to
compare actual operation to the design criteria:

I proposée that the Or'egon Department of Environmenta] Quality deny the -
request by the U.S. Army to move the incinerator emissions compliance point from
before to after the carbon filters. They should require that data be collected both

before and after the carbon filters, and archive it in perpetuity.

VI. The Chemical Stockpile Disj;msal Program Has No Credibility: FPEI.S 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 article indicated that the toxicity of VX had been
understated by the U.S. Army by a factor of 10.

This necessarily impliés 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

wnary 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 threatened tostart a Cold War chemical arms race that -

would have had severe blowback on the nations involved. (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 somé day in the not-too-distant future. A people
deserve to know their own history.

In the middle of a Cold War, the U.S. public can forgive a bit of lying by
- their government on uuhtary 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) and 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
Umatﬂla Chemlcal Depot Site Specific EIS are thus legally VOIDABLE.

Now, with a $600M machine svttmg at Umatilla with a hfetlme operatmnal
cost of $2.4B, the U.S. Army has to request that its operation be approved by the
state of Oregon despite the blatant violation by the U.S. 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 Washington, D.C..
Needless to Say, this is a bit of a legal ﬁrol_ﬂe’m.
More importantly, it is a bit of an institational problem.

The true toxicity of VX must have been known to National Research Council
* experts advising Congress on the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program, and thus .
the NRC is necessarily complicit with Army ] decephons in the CSDP EIS’s.

Trrvrth +1 Loty +0le rnac for +h to vwwore cot e CTCY and by
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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.Councillied. CDC was either
lied to and/or lied. The Congress, which acted on the advice of the National
Research Council, must also have been complicit in the lie, even though Congress, as
elected representatives 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. Itis also notable that Congress, given its fiscal authority, has the
ability to compensate for the consequences of its lies.

The adverse impact of this deceptmn is upon the public credibility of these
government institutions.

The ke_y 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 all 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, from 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 understandmg of the pro;ect by other interested members of the pubhc

NOW, once the U.S. Army has obtamed approval of these projects by fraudmg:
the EIS’s in violation of NEPA, the only effective way to have input to the process is .
to becowie 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 place
one’s name formally and permanenﬂy 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 toxics issues of strategic significance; 3) one is subject to having
one’s personal medical records subopenaed by the defendants—as occurred to one
plaintiff in the Oregon State suit against the Umatilla incinerator (TCH 10-25-02); -

* and 4) one may face the potential for significant personal financial 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 to override the NEPA act. The decision to do so
should be considered carefully, however.
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The people of the Mid-Columbia region recall a previous time when federal -k
authority mandated an environmental release without locdl knowledge or review— "

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 release was written by PNINL in
1952. Fifty-six years after the release, and 51 years after the review, there is a.
major dose reconstruction effort underway to assess this exposure, and several
thousand lawsmts have been filed.

: At some point, a valid claim must be made for the safety of the Umatilla

. Incinerator, something 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 éffects 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 Can Be Corrosive to American Democracy:

There is an attitude among native-born U.S. citizens toward strategic _
military issues that resembles the “first rule of survival in Las Vegas” as explicated
by Hunter S. Thompson, the creator of “Gonzo Journalism”, in that famous 1960°s -
epic “Fear and Loathing in Las Vegas” You can do anything you want; just don’t -
burn the locals. * TR , :

C

In sho'rt, the U.S. public 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
almost exactly 3 months from the release of the 1991 Centcom logs to the Gulf War
veterans of Georgia—possibly including the ones that later disappeared from 2
secure East Coast federal archive facilities—until the destruction of the Oklahoma -
- City Federal building by a Gulf War veteran who had failed a physical endurance
test, a significant coincidence given that someone is also said to be circulating a
videotape said to have been taken in an Iraqi bunker during the 1990 Gulf War
which is said to show crates of chemical weapons labeled “Shipped from Oklahoma
Clty” although the OKC hit has been alleged ina federal suit to have links tu the

.L .LLLLKHHLLI.\"J a..uu Uil I-U rusuu‘_uuuuu, uuu l-l..I.I.I.nJ bJ.l\l I' \rt\rJ, uu AMHJ uo-;r ~ ;vau “uvt—- Ild-u - -
false flag misdirection to trigger an extremely divisive and ineffective 18 month lonc
domestic “witch hunt”.

.. Consider, in that context, the following recent events at UCD: E

>>>  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 fo the Tri-City Herald a list of symptoms which looks a lot like “Gulf War
syndrome”. (TCH 9-30-02) (Notably, many of the welders at UMCDEF 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 both ,states.) ‘

>>> The current UMCDE constructlon contractor, Washington Demilitarization
Corporatlon, 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 chemical agent monitors seen durmg the 1990 Gulf 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 . -
Envn‘onmental Quahty visit certain chemlcal weapons storage sites on the Depot.

> In copies of testimony on Umatilla Chemn:al Depot pohcy making that T
received about a year ago,-it was said that the head of Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality program administrator for UMICDF would have to sign a
conﬁdentlahty agreement to be given full information on Umatilla Chemlcal Depet

>>> In Apnl 2002 the Trl—Clty Herald pubhshed an article tltled “VX acent‘

true toxicity revealed in study at depot”, indicating that the toxicity of VX had been
understated by the U.S. Army by a factor of 10. This TCH VX article has been -
basically confirmed in a separate newspaper article out of Anniston quoting Senator
Shelby (whb h'appens to be Chairman of the Senate Banking Committee). -

>>> In the FalI of 2002 the Oregon ‘Department of Enwronmental Quahty
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 the Spring of 2003, the FBI arrested a teacher from Pasco who had
allegedly sold about 300 classified documents obtained from the Washington ok
National Guard by her husband to the “Clan” several years before.(TCH 2/6/03)
“Clan” members were not arrested. (One might speculate that perhaps they may
have béen cooperating with the feds in order to stop the proliferation of classified
U.S. government documents for the purpose of monetary profit.) Having previously
seen the TCH VX toxicity article, I suspected in retrospect that the TCH VX article
was published 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. Arimy officials for violation of the right to -
informed consent and other crimes against CSDP site workers and site DelU'thI'HlU
communities, an ethicdl problem of Nurenbergian proportions.
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>>> At about the time of the Pasco espionage arrest, a CSDP watchdog group
posted an 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
they would come and talk to them. I promptly emailed their webmaster and fold
‘them that, while I loved their work 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 sich information on the Internet.) The watchdog group
took the item off their web site a few weeks later, and has since sued the U.S. Army -
to stop CSDP incineration.

Before I continue, let me digress for a moment. One is not awarded an U.S.

DOE green “rad-badge” while a “sorcerer’s apprentice” at “Teller Tech” at the
height of “Star Wars” without being 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 Feds, but also by parties other
than the U.S. Government who may have a political interest in the field—which is
significant in that the extremists, e.g. Zealots, Jihadi’s, and Crusaders, always seem
* to be pulling false-flag pohtlcal sandbagging operations against each other
_(soliciting direct action by proxy using third parties). Yet it came to pass that

during the Summer of 2002 that someone bounced me a munged Google PDF-to-

HTML automatic document translation dredged up out of the Internet surf by the

Google search engine, bearing an original source address listed as Quantico.mil, -
* titled “FM 3-9”. In the circumstance I did not kéep a copy of it, although it
appeared to be consistent with my open-source knowledge of military toxics, and
appeared in general to be an overall “thumb nail” summary of the field. I won’t
comment on what FM 3-9 may or may not confirm about the information in the -
April 2002 TCH VX and Anniston Shelby VX articles; but, whatever it does say, as
an U.S. Army field manual, it must be considered to be official U.S. Army doctrine,
and as a field manual on.a subject of recent military significance, I presume that it
has 4 distribution on the order of a million persons—basically the entire population
of U.S: military personnel who are serving or have served in the last half decade.

The impression that I get is that the 36 drifted workers may have been hit by
something. that not their doctors nor even their lawyers nor the Oregon DEQ -

3 avctnnd yof nat af tha tinmeeownth the admitted +\-~,“A nnderstatad 1.." -
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factor of 10, whether or not they do understand what happened now. Such Would
be an ethical problem of Nurenbergian proportions, particularly when involving
with a chemical weapons stockpile site with a large population of transient civilian

- workers. Consider ability to monitor the health effects of the UMCDF construction
population compared to, say, the Agent GB production facility at Rocky IMountain
Arsenal (RMA), which had on the order of a hundred workers, many of whom
worked at the facility for decades, who could thus be easily monitored 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*
not 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 Army’s activities at Umatﬂla

“Chemical Depot on behalf of the State of Oregon.-

That sort of secrecy is destablhzm-g to a democracy because it is absolutely
corrosive to the normal processes of American government and, most importantly,
it is absolutely corrosive 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 1995-6, ending. coincident with

the cabinet reshuffle following the Novemher 2,1996 U.S. presidential election.

- Finally, that sort of secrecy gives an ethical problem to the citizen
representatives and state officials involved in the public policy making process who
bear the responsibility for protecting the public intérest, who may find themselves -
unable to speak about what they suspect or know, are fearful of what may occur if
they do speak, and are thus threatened with becoming complicit in “The Big Lie”.

This might be one ¢ause of the “turmoil” seen in the CSDP 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

lawsmfs, including one between the current and former UMCDEF contractor.

: In thls' c0ntext, it is not surprising to see the current Administration getting ,_- ,
hammered politically for falsifying EPA statements about the safety of asbestos dust

..+ in Ney York City during the weeks ;E'olh:wvmCr the destruction of the World Trade °
" Centerin Sepfember, 2001. If the current Administration cannot even admit the

health effects-of ashestos, how can they possﬂ)ly admit the toxicity of “nerve gas”‘?

‘ Maybe someone figures that asbestos is an acceptable surrogate issue that can be
‘discussed in the na‘uonal media, even if the health effects of nerve gas wﬂl never be.

Americans do not min‘d having their leaders lie to them on military
matters—as long as nobody is getting hurt. The day 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 which Amerlcan Democracy is bas ed

Bottom line: Pay‘off the “drifted” Umatilla Chemical Depot workers 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 7
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 A12) -
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VII. Closing: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality Should Assume That

Everything That They Have Been Told 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:

. There is substantial reason to believe that organophosphates are toxic by
mechanisms 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 hazards at UMCDF
can be mlmmlzed by several techmcal means of exposure reductlon

I propose that the Oregon Department of Envlronmental Quality institute a
policy of no public release 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 make rebar to be buried in concrete in the Yucca Mountain -

underground nuclear wasté storage facﬂlty in Nevada, a facﬂlty with a des1gn life of

10,000 years

- 1 propose that plan to ship phosphate brine off site for processing be

canceled, and that, in any case, such brine not be disposed of in Puget Sound one of

- the most populated areas in the entire Pac1ﬁc N orthwest regmn

I propose that the Oregon Department of Environmental Quahty deny the
request by the U.S. Army to move the incinerator emissions compliance point from
before to after the carbon filters. The U.S. Army has admitted that it lied about the
toxicity. Now it wants fo reduce the operational safety criteria. Ata minimum, data
' should be coIIected at both pIaces and archlved in perpetu_tty ‘ :

lee the 1990 Gulf War veterans, the drifted Umatilla workers should be
compensated for any disability or health effects they may 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.

¥

1Glas \'\JMMMA!—J

In short, I propose that the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. -
assume that everything they have been told by the U.S. Army about the toxicity of
- organophosphates is false, then design the program for maximal safety based on
minimuin environmental release and complete traceability.

In the mean time, someone in the U.S. Army has a serious problem of
Nurenbergian proportions when the constraints of military secrecy threatens
civilian health in communities adjacent to U.S. military facilities. Get if fixed!

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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Department of Environmental Quality . Qet.23,03 - O 3 - 1 9 3 7
Attn: Mr. Dennis Murphy :

" Eastern Region, 256 East Hurlburt, Smte 105
Hermiston, Or. 97838

Dear Sirs:

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 incineration process from two to
four rockets per hour to thirty rockets per hour. The problem is the army has never successfully
demonstrated at Johnson Atoll or Utah 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 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 ered in lawsuits, mismanagement, and public mistrust. The DEQ was .. .
commissioned to protect the' quality of the environment for the health and well being of all Oregonians. It
is not the place of the regulatory agency commissioned (DEQ) to protect Oregonians to become the
advocate of the Army in its endeavor to push incineration of dangerous chemical weapons ‘down the throat
of Oregonians. :

If the DEQ approves this permit change it is time to call for a government mquu'y into the mission and
direction of the Oregon Department of Envrronment Quality. ;

Sincerely, ) B
X b\ | oS E OF ORERON

Stuart e - e LITY
Pendleton, Oregon 97801 ’ P Baad :

b

0CT 2% 2063
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October 2_ 4 SHHZEC b OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENv: “Q*‘\Z\f:r TALQUALITY
RECEIVED
Mr. Dennis Murphey
DEQ, Eastern Region
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105

Henniston, Oregon 97838

geT 29 '*113

HERMISTON OFFICE

Re: Class 3 Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3)

Dear Mr. Murphey:

The information I have seen and heard supports the following findings:

1. The emission rate will not be changed. So, the proposed modification does
not “lower the bar” where that important standard is concerned.

P Most likely, the proposed modification will produce some net reduction of
emissions over time, due to the capture of certain efficiencies. The
available information on this is vague. But this outcome seemed to be
confirmed in the discussion during the presentation on October 21*.

% The proposed modification will accommodate a significant gain in “feed
rate” during the rocket campaign. The result would be destruction of the
~ rockets much faster than otherwise. Quantification of the gain may be
© somewhat speculative, but it seems clear that destruction could proceed
- much faster.

4. By completing the rocket campaign up to 64 months earlier than otherwise,
a safety objective is enhanced, to-wit, more rapid elimination of risk from
up to 64 months of 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 and
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 benchmark, not cost. However, if we’re going to require the expenditure of an

216 S.E. 4th Street

Ph: 541-276-7111 . Fax: 541-278-5463
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extra oﬁe-half billion dollars plus, there needs to be a solid defensible Teason,
linked to safety or another important public policy goal. Thaven’t heard a reason
or a linkage. '

Based on the above comments, I favor and support the Permit Modification
Request (PMR). g

Umatilla County Commissioner

DDD:mw
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ENVIRONMENTAL, SCIENCE

& TECHNOLOGY PRGGBAM
~ g I?"’DC

CONFEDERATED TRIBES

of the 03 P g 6é
%Wﬁéaz Tedian Reservation

P.O. Box 638
73239 Confederatetd Way
PENDLETON, OREGON 97801
Phone (541) 966-2400 STATE OF oRg A
Fax (541) 278-5380 DEPARTUENT ENVIR ﬁmgum au
Rers:v ALITY

CCT 31 2003

29 October 2003

Mr. Dennis Murphey

Department of Environmental Quality :
Eastern Region Hermiston Office _ HE o
256 Bast Hurlburt, Suite 105 RMI STON OFFICE

Hermiston, OR 97838
Dear Mr. Murphey;

On behalf of the Environmental Science and Technology Program (ESTP) of the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), I am submitting the following comments to
the Class 3 Permit Modification Request (PMR) UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3) This request proposes
to modify the RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit 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 thlS request is to allow the fac111ty to
operate at h1gher 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 resources both on, and near, the depot.” To make
certain that this PMR does not compromlse resource protection our staff have reviewed the
document and concur with the Permitee’s conclusion presented on Page 15; namely that “There
will be no detrimental human healrh or environmental impacts resulting from :mplementatzon of

_this PMR.”’

Our fiﬁdings 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 environment since these levels were '
established by the EPA risk assessmenit process. It is important to note that a Native American
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 time. This result can be further
illustrated by comparing a mass balance for the i contaminant type released during munitions
incineration. For both a pre-filter and post-filter compliance point this mass balance reduces to:

TREATY JUNE 9, 1855 ¢+ CAYUSE, UMATILLA AND WALLA WALLA TRIBES
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M, g = Z.N;(1— &, ;)U~ DRE; )1~ ;)(a; ;)
J

Where:
M = | Total mass of the i contaminant released
N;= Number of munitions of the j* type at UMCDF
Ei= PFS (pollution filter system) removal efficiency for i contaminant
from the j® type of munition

DRE;;= | Furnace system DRE (destruction and removal efficiency) for i"
contaminant from the j type of munition .

Ei;= PAS (pollution abatement system) removal efficiency for i
contaminant from the i type of munition _
a; = Mass of i"* contaminant released from the j* type of munition

Since the system removal efﬁcienciesand the destruction and removal efficiency can be expected
to be approximately equal regardless of the location of the compliance point, M; o 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 environment
and that no net increase in emissions will occur suggests that the proposed change will not
increased the impact of 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 operating life will result and less
secondary waste will be generated and processed. :

In conclusion, we do not foresee 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,

Sincerelj(;

7

L

_Rodmayf . Skeen, Ph.D, P.E.

Chemical Engineer, CTUIR-ESTP

Ces: : ]

Armand Minthorn, Member, CTUIR-BOT .
Stuart Harris, Manager, CTUIR-ESTP

FHile
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T e 03-20
“fﬁ*i“."gs ton 8 : Oﬁ’we of the Mayor 2 1 __
I l l 180 N.E. 2nd Street: SCAnmAd .
\ NS Hermiston, OR 97838-1860 MNned -
- A e Phone (541) 567-5521 + Fax (541) 567-5530
E-mail: bseverson@hermiston.or.us

R
STATE A
DEPARTME T A =T OREGOA
=FARTMENT G EPJVIRONMgMj%i
ECEIVED QUALITY
November 6, 2003 Koy
0% 2003
Deﬁnis Murphey - HERM .
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality IS . i
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 | | TON OFFIcE

Hermiston, Oregon 97838 L : : ¢ "

Dear Dennis,

I attended the October 21 public hearing on the Change in Incinerator Emissions
Compliance Point and listened with great interest to the presentation and follow-up
discussion on the pros and cons of granting this permit modification request.

The most important point stated at the meeting was 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 mmdent mvolvmg storage of
chexmcal agents for a greater length of time.

“Tn my years of followmg t]llS program, T understand the risks of a major incident
involving the storage and disposal of chemical weapons are both extremely low.
However, in comparing the two risks, in the National Research Council reported in
December 2003 that “the risk to the public and to the environment of continued storage
_ overwhelms the potential risk of processing and destruction of stockpiled chemical

agent...The destruction of aging chemical munitions should proceed as quickly as
posslble :

* In the interests of community safety, I urge Oregon’s Department of Environmental
Quality and Environmental Quality Commission to grant this permit request. Please
contact me at Hermiston City Hall, 541 567-5521 if you-have questions.

Sincerely,
/
h, 4 ; )
Bob Severson
Mayor of Hermiston
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Hermiston | . 0
Development | ' _ 5 =2073
Corporation '

w:

iﬂg j

Thomas F. Gilleese, President and Director ' ; P.O. Box 1246
1-800-633-4256 Nov. 14,2003 Hermiston, OR 97838

OF
Mr. Dennis Murphey DEP‘*ETMENTOF E«zwg:f o
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality RE"‘FJ’V"D HALG QUaLITY
* Eastern Region Hermiston Office _ : -
256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105 NOV 1 Iy 2003

Hermistcn, OR 97838

HER ;
Dear Mz, Murphey, =MISTON OFFig s

* Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Army’s penﬁit request to change
the compliance point for incinerator emissions to after the Carbon Filter System.

Established in 1965, the Hermiston Development Corporation is a non-profit organization
that supports the economic diversity and vitality of the greater Hermiston area. We have
44 members representing all aspects of the business community. :

In 1996 and 1997, as the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission considered granting
permits for the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, we endorsed both the Army’s
program and the Environmental Quality Commission’s measures to improve upon it to
‘ensure the utmost protection of human health and the environment. In its deliberatioris,

the EQC wisely placed a condition on this facility to install a Carbon Filter System to
provide an extra measure of community protection. - ;

4 Ry

[t is in this spirit that we encourage the Envuonmental Quality' Commission to grant this
permit request for the community’s general welfare: This request enhances project
efficiency, maximizes safety and allows the facility to move forward to chemical agent
destruction. This is a reasonable appmach to adapt to conditions and standards that have
changed since the permit was granted in 1997 and-te-incerporate the knowledge an
experience gained in the past six years in the national chemical weapons disposal
program. ‘ ' '

Again, th:
you have'q

you for the opportunity to comment, and please feel free to contact me if

hester Priot
President, HermistoniDey€lopment Corporation

Geofge Anderson, Director (503) 567-7800 Larry Simmons, Director (503) 567-6271
Jess Foster, Director (503) 567-2291 . Roe Gardner, Director (503) 567-3831
Dennis Bameft, Director . (803) 567-5215 Chester Prior, Director (503) 376-8444
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03- 2092

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 comments you forwarded from the Sierra Club.

Stacy, please log in

" thanks

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 COMPLIANCE POINT
FOR THE US ARMY UMATILLA CH EMICAL DEMILITARIZATION FACILITY
PERMIT MODIFICATION TRACKING #: UMCDF—O3—041~PES(3)
HAZARDQOUS WASTE PERMIT # : ORQ 000 009 431
NOVEMBER 17, 2003
- ‘Submltted by: Oregon Wl[dllfe Federation; Oregon Cha'pter of the Sierra Club; Oregdn
o Publlc Interest Research Group; Oregon Toxics Alliance; Oregon Chapter of Phy51C|ans
for Social Responsibility; Oregon Rural Action, Bob Palzer
> ‘Submltted to:
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIW
- '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 established a comment deadline of
5:00 p.m. on November 17, 2003, and we request that our comments will be entered

into the adminlstrat[ve record.

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
11/17/2003 . May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting

Page G-23

= uudnned



E GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

The incorporation of the PFS at the UMCDF is another in the long hne of examples of the
Army and their contractors subverting the permitting process via pre-conceived
assumptions based on public relations, rather than technical 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 repeatedly represented the PFS.as an important safety measure (to communities)
or as unnecessary (to the Oregon EQC) -

Furthermore, representations were made, and the OECQ stated that “The incinerators

.are designed to meet all applicable regulatory criteria without the PAS carbon filters. AR

40 (CD 2, folder 10A, at permit Condition VII.A.8). Now, after realizing, due to

inadequate waste characterizations and/or inadequate performance capability, that

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 their
contractors to change their rhetoric when the need suits them, while at the same time
disallowing adequate public understanding and participation. “The lack of a single _
document containing clear, graphical, and quantitative answers to the basic questions of
PFS risks is likely to be a burden to effective decision making 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 ambivalence displayed by the Armyin -
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;

',-..-- Nar Ve 2 1000 A& B and “Tha Aarcicinne akhni i+ the emnlovment .-,1-'1-1-.’-. nr:r‘
u Ny LCLCiTIUC] .J’ Lo g -~ a..d) unu, Vi UCiSiUS v e il ,-.-.—; HHCHIL O U

do not appear to have benefited from meaningful pubhc review or comment.” .” (Carbon
Filter Report, Concurrence Draft II; NRC; December 3, 1998 @ 5-20).

This disregard for public involvement 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 req_uesf 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 provide additional

11/17/2003 .
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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 Army’s 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 Umatilia Chemical Agent
Disposal Facility. Mitretek Technology Report; Prepared for U.S. Army Office of the
Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization; September 1998; Contract NO.
DAAMO01-95-D-002: @ xvii)

Their own 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 represent it to Oregonians and the OEQC as protectwe over the long term

% operatronal life of the facility.

This post hoc rationalization and ﬂegrant attempt to subvert the regulatory process is
- only the latest in a series of such manipulations by the Army and their contractors in
connection with this program ( ie: DUN; BRA).

Commentors stress that the OEQC is required to perform it’s duties in the best interest of -
the citizens of the State of Oregon, it is NOT required, nor allowed by law, to ighore such
practices as those continually engaged in by this permit applicant (ie: intentionally
misrepresenting known shortcomings of the application when submitted only to use the
Modification process later as a means of averting program schedule slippage).

N
R R e o e L L L g s P e e e T

« 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 provide
additional protection from émissions entering the atmosphere.” (emphasis added)

I) PFS Risk Assessment Ignored:

Comment 1: Relying on ATB data with the PFS engaged as reflecting aetuaI 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'quantities 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 Facility. Mitretek
Technology Report; Prepared for U.S. Army Office of the Program Manager for Chemical
Demilitarization; September 1998; Contract NO. DAAM01-95-D-002: page 4-11).

The purpose of an ATB is to gather data that reflects the anticipated operational

11/17/2003 - Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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performance and capability 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 potential 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' appr_ova] 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
overaﬂ individual or soc1etal risk from stockpile disposal activities...” (Ibld @ xvi)

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds

Comment 3: Commentors are outraged that the Applicants conveniently 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 element in
considering approval/denial of the MOD and more importantly in ODEQ’s duties to
protect the citizens and the environment of the State.

- Commentors also point out the unmistakable connection between the narrow scope of
the areas covered within this MOD ,"to change the emissions point of compliance for the
UMCDF incinerators from upstream of the pollution abatement system carbon filter

" system to downstream of the filter system”, as intrinsically connected to the long term
anticipated operational capability of thé facility. It is, after all, the ATB's which are
supposed to demonstrate anticipated operational reliability and capability over the longer -
term. 3 ;

Therefore, Commentors note the following excerpts from the Risk Assessment of the
Po//ut/on Abatement Filter System for the Umatifla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility.

¥ sl T r\_,‘ nearks Dranarad fAr 11 © Au,,u fmp:'.... H\C +L\n h‘-,-\n.-—n-..-. M!-n—\nrw J-'nu-
| HU SR 1 ELHNGICgyY \\..'.l\.nul Ciopdi Ll il Ceo , f

Chemical Demilitarization; September 1998; Contract NO. DAAMO1- 95 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 credit 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

11/17/2003
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Surrogate Trial Burns (STB’s) or this MOD would not have been submitted. If the MOD s
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 (b): If the permit MOD is approved,-Applicants must repeat the STB's to
demonstrate rehable emissions rates for all furnaces.

Commentors 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 schedules
for UMCDF have been officially adopted by the 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 time (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) “.....[alny upset conditions that could result in the atmospheric release of all
carcinogenic pollutants captured on the filters would, in the worst case, cause the total
cancer risk to be the same [as without the PFS].” (Ibid. @ 3-9)

Comment 3 (d): Recognizing that this risk factor (upset condition leading to a release

11/17/2003

. 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 Trlal
Burn. That is exactly what will transpire if ODEQ approves this MOD.

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds

(e) “For the purpose of this stuidy, it is assumed that the PFS operates at optimum
capture efficiency.” (Ibid. @ 4-8).

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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Comment 3 (&) 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 effects. 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 PES
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 based 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 the original HHRA
protocol are adlusted to reflect more accurate conditions.” (Emphasis added : Ib:d @ 6-
3) (ie: the PFS not operating at opt[mum conditions). :

« " How far the actual risks are below the estimated risks depends on the conservatism
(or protectiveness) of the input values to the HHRA. Thus, whether the incremental
: beneﬂt is worth achieving is subject to value judgment.” (Emphasns added : Ibid. @ 6-3).

« "The results of the QRA and HE (Hazard Evaluatlon) indicate that the PFS does not lead (
to a net reduction in accident-related risks.” (Ibid. @ 603)

« “Similar to the argument presented for interpreting HHRA results, the small increase in
QRA calculated risk that results from having the PFS is difficult to discuss with confidence

because of the uncertamty in the estimates.” (Emphasis added : Ibid. @ 6-4)

Commentors note the contradictions between the overarc.hing assumption noted at ™(e)”
and the subsequent examples reflecting the inappropriateness of such an assumption. .
Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds.

(f) ™ ...[t]he original UMCDF HHRA used an extremely conservative approach in
estlmatlng emissions. It was assumed that em|SS|ons rates for regulated poflutants were

* TACATIC T

Ll ic llla}\llllulll IOLCQ UUDCI VCU ovei .:ICVE.ICII LCOU TUIS diu unluAUD. 1l ux.:u‘.lluun, L assuimed
such emissions over 3.2 years of continuous operation instead of using values based on
. the amount of munitions and agent actually to be destroyed.” (Ibid. @ A-1)

Comment (f): Commentors 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, ™ [JJACADS trial burns were 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 Request @ 9).

One such illustration is in the area of waste characterization. Examples include, but are

11/17/2003
Change in UMCDF Compliance Point

May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
Page G-28



-

not limited to:

s Flue gas emissions tests made dur}ng- trial 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 # GAO-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
JACADS test burns, emission assump’uons in the context of the current MOD are virtually

' 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 # GAO-03-1031; @ 33) . Therefore, to “assume such emissions over 3.2 years of -
continuous operation instead of using values based on the amount of munitions and
agent actually to be destroyed .” grossly underestimates the UMCDF operational period
and consequently the chronic exposures associated with such an extended Operat1ona[
period.

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds.
(g) The PFS RA lowers the anticipated process upset operational 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 IT 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 iricrease upset condition percentages, as it can
admittedly increase agent release accidents, “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,” (Ibid. @ 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 the PFS RA for UMCDF: 1)
blockage of the exhaust stream flow and 2) subsequent loss of ID (Induced Draft). (Ibld
@ 4-11).

In considering this c/ass 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 Gés 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 conside-réd
“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 baseline
facilities appears to defy logic.

* In fact, according to the PFS RA, the percentage increase for in frequency of such
‘upsets, due to the PFS is as follows: ;

MPF_AGVP - Inc__rease of 38_5 %

| MPFARbL - Increase of 9%

MPFNGAS - Increase of 168 %

DFSNGAS - Increase of 4%

LICROOM - No Inlcrease

(Ibid. @ 4-13)

This information ciear.ly reflects in inappropriateness of idwering the anticipated upset
condition percentage while increasing the likelihood of deployment of the ESV, which

renders the PFS inoperable.

Commentors note that short term 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 sectlon (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, havihg failed 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 ]ustlfed 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 be By passed via the ESV (Air
Contamination Discharge Permit § 3.1).

* “Ifthe RH (Relative Humidity) exceeds 80% or the temperature exceeds 180°F, the by-

pass around the PFS is automatically 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
E

It is assumed there are additional conditions around which the ESV W[|| be deployed (ie:
startup, shutdowns and malfunctions) (See 40 CFR 63.1206(c)(4)(ii)(A))
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The short term operatlonal 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.

Commentors therefore oppose approval the MOD Request on these grounds.
III) Worker Risk:

Comment 5: Adequate consideration of increased worker risk associated W|th 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 ewdence of
increased risks the PFS poses to their own work force.

- “[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 .
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 evaluation predicts that worker risk will increase with the PFS
because of a new possible processing accident scenario. ™ (Carbon Filter Report
Concurrence Draft II; NRC; December 3, 1998 @ 5-7)

“The Phase 2 QRA for the TOCDF, however, tdentlﬁe_d an accident scenario involving the
failure of the additional operating controls necessitated by the PFS that could increase
the potential frequency of a MPF explosron severe enough to breach the prlmary

o fF TT: ND.

Coitainiment around tis incinerawor. \\_aluuu Fiitei r\cpuu, Coiicuivence Diait 1i, BNy

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, Concurrence 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 standards of scientificand |
public defensibility.” .” (Carbon Fllter 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 evaluated.” .” (Carbon Filter Report,
Concurrence Draft II; NRC; December 3, 1998 @ 5-25)

Clearly, many. holes remain in the assessment of risks posed to workers 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,AOR 97214;

Oregon Toxics Alliance

1192 Lawrence St., Eugene, OR 97440;

Oregon Public Interest Research Group Foundation

1536 SE 11th Ave., Portland, OR 97214;

Qregoh Chapter of Physicians for Social Respo-nsibility

921 SW Morrison St., Stite 500, Portland, OR 97205;

Oregon Rural Action

105 Fir #208, P.O. Box 1231, LaGrande, OR 97850;

_ Bob Palzer

Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club

2950 SE Stark, Suite 110,Portiand, OR 97214
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Washington Public Interest Research Group

3240 Eastlake Ave., E, Suite 100, Seattle, WA 98102;
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FONSECA Stacy 03-209 3

From: OLIVER Sue Stanngy
- Sent:  Monday, November 17, 2003 5:03 PM

To: '‘Karyn J. Jones'
- Ce: FONSECA Stacy

Subject: RE: GASP comments
Comments received Karyn.
Stacy, please log in as comment on UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3).
Thanks
~~~~~ Original Message----- : : G
From: Karyn J. Jones [mailto:karynj@oregontrail.net]
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2003 4:59 PM

To: MURPHEY Dennis; OLIVER Sue
Subject: GASP comments

G.AS.P.
P.O.Box 1693

Hermiston, OR 97838
November 17, 2003

Mr. Denr-)is Murphy

) Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Chemical Demilitarization Pr'og_r-am

* Eastern Region, Hermiston Office
256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 105

Hermiston, OR 97838

RE: GASP and Oregon Wildlife Federation Comments
Umatilla Chemical Agent Dispdsal Facility (UMCDF)
* No. ORQ 000 009 431

p— | : ' Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
i May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point

UMCDEF-03-041-PF5(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-Burns, 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 addition,
we are incorporating by reference all previous correspondence, GASP v. EQCtrial
records, GASP I, II and IIT record pertaining to the pfs carbon filter systém. We also
support comments submitted by the Chemical Weapons Worklng Group and Sierra Club
Oregon Chapter.

According to PMR Background, there are two reasons for this request. These are to provide, “a
consistent approach for complying with two sets of regulations (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 GASP 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 first desire to apply “a consistent approach” between RCRA and MACT at UMCDF is
laudable;, but disingenuous for the following reason. We believe the State should have taken
action during the renewal of the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP). In fact, we
requested “consistency” in our detailed comments submitted on March 29, 2002, and 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 technology, the
Permit, and 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 “dir Contaminant Discharge
Permit Renewal contains fraudulent information, incomplete information, inaccurate information and

out of date information. We ask that the Department of Environmental Quaﬂty reject the Air Containient
Dfscharge Permit Renewal,”
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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 comments or in this PMR, 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 Atmy, EQC, NRC, and DEQ went to great lengths to trumpet -
-the incinerators as best available 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 burns with the PFS
- units bypassed,” is a grave departure from what the community was promised during the
premitting process. . 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 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. '

K The PMR refers to UMDCF and to Anniston testmg, but.nothing demonstrates the [ong term sustalned

-PFS Capablhtles to perforrn as sold, and no spent carbon management plan projects disposal decisions. In

_ fact, our recent. comments on the Draft Storage Permit (03-1229) specially pointed to the failure of the
Army and State to |denttfy a spent carbon d|sposal plan.

Furthermore, we believe the desire to change the point of compliance undermines the State’s legal
arguments made in the September 30, 1998, Respondents’Reply to Memorandum in Support of Motion
for Summary Judgmenf 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 tC_J support the finding that the PAS carbon filters are an appropriate extra
protection against emissions.” The document continues: “*Mareover, 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, and until there is measured, not calculated data

‘ on carbon filter efficiencies any “credit” guess is just that, 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 I1T 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 PMR now calls on the PFS
carbon to achieve regulatory levels.

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 bum
risk assessment and its spawn should not be manipulated to talce “credit” for the PFS without a
thorough public 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 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
and During the public meeting held on this pmr representatives admited that they have been
unable to acheive a feed rate of 40 M55 rockts per hour for any sustained time period. 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 achlevmg the legal mandates to
achieve maximum levels to protect human health and the énvironment.

And we further assert that the Atmy never sustained the feed rates submitted in their Application,
which the State accepted without question and engraved in the Permit. How could the State
knowingly 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.

In conclusion, the DEQ and EQC should deny the PMR. and revoke the Permit in order to achieve
the desires ontlined in the PMR fr‘f\nmofpﬂr‘v and eliminate the hxmneq\ We onnoge the cnn'l'mned
use of PMRs 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 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 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 questlons, please
contact me at 541.567-6581, or JR Wilkinson at 541/276- 9782 :

Sincerely,
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* Karyn J. Jones, GASP Director

James R. (JR) Wilkinson, GASP Researcher
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04-0184
- COUNTY COURT

TERRY K. TALLMAN, Judge
email: ttallman@co.morrow.or.us
Boardman, Oregon ‘
_JOHN E. WENHOLZ, Commissiorier
; email: jwenholz@ co.maorrow.or.us
Irrigon; Oregon
_ W ~ RAY GRACE, Commissioner
: ; . email: rgrace @ co.morrow.or.us
January 28, 2004 - Heppner, Oregon

Dennis Murphey : ' @ @ Y
Department of Environmental Quality ,
700 SE Emigrant, Suite 330

Peridleton, OR 97801

"% P.0. Box 788 « Heppner, Oregon 97836
&,/ (541)676:5620 FAX: (541) 676-5621
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Hermiston, OR 97838
January 28, 2004

33886 River View Drive F / L £ Scanned

Mr. Dennis Murphy STATE OF OREGON

Crega Deparinentos Bavironmental Quality EPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Eastern Region Hermiston Office " RECEIVED

256 East-Hurlburt, Suite 105 _ :

Hermiston, OR * 97838 , "~ FEB.03 2004

Dear Mr. Murphy,

' =
Please accept this letter as recommendation and endorsemeaner\é&p’)F%_g\gNJf(?FHC
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Class 3 permit modification No, UMCDF-03-
041- PFS(3) “Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point.” | am writing as a

private citizen living in the Hérmiston area. | have been both a participant and
observer in this long process to construct a dlSposal facility.

- My interest pre\nousiy was that of Supenntendent of schoo[s for the Hermiston School
District for a decade and as Chamber of Commerce president and director of nine.
years. Naturally, for the welfare of our students and community, | was concerned about
our munitions and chemical agent stockpile and fndmg a reliable remedy to rid our

“area of these hazards. So, | became involved i in the permlttlng process.

After a number of years of l|sten1ng and studymg 1 have come to these conclusions:

(1) Havmg a munltlons and chemlcal agent stockp:le in our |mmed[ate area -
could be hazardous Therefore, |t is better that lt is gone

(2} Just as [ age and become more mf‘rm and fragile w1th each passmg year, so
.. -:‘does the stockpﬂed material. To handle it at any time is potentially
hazardous. To handle it in future years as it becomes more fragile rather
than now is simply not wise. The probability for a hazardous situation
increases as time passes. Thus, the sooner the chemical agent is gone,
the probability for hazard is decreased.

(3) On February 12, 1997 the permit was granted for this disposal facility. 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 honoring the original plan and promise to
our Hermiston community.

(4) Just like any life endeavor, more is known to'day than was known a decade
ago. Technology, data, and science have increased our knowledge base

Page 1 of 2-
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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 other facilities recently made operational.

(5) Indeed | 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, | 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
them a few over a long time, or to burn more over a short time will result
in essentially the same quantity of compounds released in the air. The
only difference is a slower rate of burn 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 qumkiy as
zis posmb[e W[ﬂ'l a rapid rate of burn. By

- (7) Itis my understa_ndlng the cIass three permit modification has been studied
and reviewed by the DEQ staff. And, that the staff has recommended <
approval to the DEQ commission. | strongly urge the DEQ commission to
accept and approve their own staff's work and recommendation.

~ Thank yod for the Obpo‘rtunity to 60mment. Based on my observations these
past six years, 1 urge the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and Environ-
mental Quallty Commission to grant this permut request

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

Page G-42



EE
[=]
~ 3
mM
&)
=&
2
m4
C S
Q3
=
55
=3
- >
.mm

Change

Page G-43



EX
s 2
=
8 8
mE
s 32
(S
Fz
2 -
gF
(o]
=
= S
.I.M

Change

Page G-44



= B
EZ
S5
mme
S =
.m@
mﬁ
=S
(S
Fz
a -
o3
mz
=
=
.IM

Change

Page G-45



(8

Page G-46

in

=
~ 8
@

S =
g9
31
E o
S
US
F2
a -
Q%
=
mz
3
=
.lM

Change



EE
c s
32
[ 2]
s
a2
g5
R o
(O
O
a -
LN
=
mz
=
=
..lM

Change

Page G-47



¥

==
=
A~ 3
%)
S =
9
mE
° 3
QS
&
ok
MD
5%
na
._IM

Change

Page G-48



FILE

Randall D Kowalke
1314 NE Gladys Drive
Hermiston, OR 97838

04-021¢
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=

February 6, 2004

Mr. Dennis Murphey

Oregon Department of Environmental Quailty
Administrator Chemical Demilitarization Program
256 E Hurlburt,-Suite 105

Hermiston, OR 97838

RE: Public Comment, Modification of the UMCDF HW Permit
Dear Mr. Murphey:

| am writing to encourage the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality to APPROVE the Umatilla
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility's {UMCDF) request for a change in [nomerator Emissions
Compllanoe Po1nt.

| have been foIEowmg the activities at UMCDF since locatlng in this community apprcmmate]y a year
ago as the result of joining the senior staff at Umatilla Electric Cooperative. | had previously been living
on the Oregon Coast where | served on the Board of Directors of Central Lincoln PUD after having
spent twenty years in Alaska heavily involved in the energy industry. Obviously | was concerned about
the magnitude and nature of the materials being stored at the Depot. This concern motivated me to
gather as much information as possible as to the danger in the stockpile, what was being done to
eliminate the weapons and what risk the “solutions” presented. | certainly will not suggest that | have
learned all there is to know about the aforementioned issues but what | have learned indicates to me
that the destruction of these weapons needs (in the words of the Natlonal Research Council (NRC) ad
hoc committee Iookmg into this issue) to “proceed as qu1ok[y as possible, consistent with operational
activities designed to protect the health and safety of the workforce, the public and the environment”. |

" contend that the approval of the request for a change in.the Compliance Point meets the NRC finding.
The NRC committee also joined with their predecessors in 1994 and 1997 in finding that "the risk to the
public and to the environment of continued storage overwhelms the potential risk of processmg and
.destmctlon of the stockplled chernlcal agent"

Addltlonally my research has led me o belleve that whlle expedlency 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 ]usttﬁed either: We should NOT let
“perfect” be the enemy of the very good

The science is sound The process is proven and effechve The only way to protect those of us IIVII"Ig in
the danger zone is to eliminate the weapons Grant the request and start the process!

Sincerely,
Randall D. Kowalke # e Beme w s B B L.P.-‘*RTMEI\JTOF ENV!PONMENTALQUAL[T{
o » e L - £ RECEIVED -

“FEB 09 2004

m.'.L-

ERMISTON OFFICE

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point .
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78891 Doherty Rd. : ;
Hermiston, OR 97838 » Se =

February 24, 2004

Dennis Murphey

Administrator, Office of Director Chemical Demilitarization P:ro gram
State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality =

East Region Hermiston Office

256 E. Hurlburt Ave., Suite 105

Hermiston, OR 97838

- Re: Permit Modification Request UMCDF-03-041-PFS (3) Permit No. ORQl 000 009 431
Dear Mr. Murphey,

T have lived in Hermiston for 28 years. I live in the “red zone”. I have followed the
process for a long time (since the National Science Foundation people were here). I’'m on
your mailing list. I don’t worry about the nerve gas except as relates to the length of the
peimitting process. G ; :

I appreciate DEQ s diligence in protecting : the pubhc interest. I think that interest is also
well served by bringing thls pemnttmg process o a conclusmn

The process proposed has been well 1dent1ﬁed and exammed It seems to me that
agreement has been substantla]ly reached on how to incinerate. Why delay the process
" over the point at whlch we sniff the exhaust Ifthe carbon ﬁhers are a functioning part of
the system why not inchude them for testing purposes. It seems to me that the other
operatmg mcmcratlon 51tes show the process wonks :

Every expert I heard on ﬂlIS subject agrees the greatest nsk is the continued deterioration
of the agent and propellant in those rockets Let s not lose site of the larger need in our
quest to do it just nghI : '

Finally, I understand that through experience gamed in operatmg the other sites that
substantial time can be saved in changing the order of destruc:tion of the agent. Let’s use
that experience and finish the job. :

Smcerely, :
/
Tlm M ry
STATE OF OREGON
™ - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALY
cc: Shelley Ingram, Kathy Eldrige, Steve Meyers, Ted Kulongoski RECEWVED
FE B .7 2004
HERMISTON OFFICE

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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WILLIAM F. MYERS

February 25, 2004

Mr. Dennis Murphey .

Otregon Dept. of Environmental Quality
Eastern Region, Hermiston Office

256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105

Hermiston, Oregon 97838

Dear Mr. Murphey;

f‘;i E.Oéﬁ-ojos

As 2 resident of the city of Hexm.lston since 1934, I would like to sha.tc ‘my opinions with you and add.tcss a

few issues in regards to the incineration project at the Umatilla Army Depot

I understand from the newspapers that the permit to incinerate now n’ecds to be modified to allow the testing
to be done past the carbon filters. If your job is to ensure the public that the efnissions 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
ptior 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 eavironment. The testing
should be done with the “released” emissions and not based upon results in early stages of the process.

As such, my vote would be to gét on with the burning, We have 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 longex the
delay, the more dangerous the situation becomes as these containers contmue to detedorate.

Simply put, start the fire and get it done!

Sincerely,

w m&mpw g@-— ‘

William E Myers

1997 NORTH 1ST PLACE
HERMISTON, OR 97838

STATE
DEPARTMENT OF BNV

OF OREGON

RONMENTAL .
RECEIVED QUALI_Y

FEB 27 2004

HERMISTON OFFICE

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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February 24, 2004

Department of Environmental Quéiity

256 E. Hurlburt
Hermiston, OR 97838

RE: Proposed Class 3 Permit Modification Request

- To Whom It May Concern:

My husband and | understand that the Army and Washington Demilitarization
Company have asked for the Class 3 Permit Modification to change the
compliance check point for em|53|0ns from ’[he lncmerator We are in favor of

granting this request.

Sincerely,

- Mark Born
Vikki Born
80680 Glemm Road

Hermiston, OR 97838

STATE OF O:izf:*f:‘“ i
DEPAP\TMENT OF 4\!&1‘. K 4 Ci f\Ll iy
RES I':E\EED

FEB 27 2004

HERMISTON CFFICE

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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February 26, 2004 ' ‘ STATE GF.OREGON

; , . DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
BECEIWVED

Dennis Murphey ' A .

Oregon Department of Envaronmental Quality. . MAR G 1 2004

256 East Hurlburt, Suite 105

Hermiston, OR 97838

HERMISTON OFFICE

Dear Sir:
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 emissions from the stack, no
change in emission standards and no new equipment installed. It will allow the
Umatilla project to take credit for an additional filter system already installed,

~ permitted by the state, and paid for by taxpayers

We agree with the East Qregonian edltonai that said it's time to move on with the
project and begin incineration. We have been discussing it since the first meeting
in Irrigon in 1984, and now is the time to make a move. The economy isn't great,
and instead of spending $250 000a day ona plant that’s not operating, let's get
the show on the road. People are 5|ok and tired of the government wastlng
money. ; :

The new colonel knows what he is domg They know that they re domg out there ¢

. -and we trust them to get the job done safely. All you ever hear on Main Street

and in the coffee shops is, “Let's get it done and stop hassling with it.” Ninety

.. percent of the peop]e want chem:cal weapons out of here now; let’s let them do .

their job

Sig%ed,

buoit, Hoken L,

FRANK J,RKENRIDER
BEVERLY HARKENRIDER
935 South First Street
Hermiston, OR 97838

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

P.0. Box 1276. Hermiston. OR 97838. Phone: 541-564-0279. Email: owc({@eotnet net

<
©
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0
(=8

March 1, 2004 STATE OF OREGQN
' DEPARTMENT OF Et\“élﬁﬂ\”‘d‘*-mww
; RECEIVED
" Dennis Murphy, Administrator ‘
Oregon Department of Environmental Qua.hty ‘ MAR 01 2004

256 E. Hurlburt Avenue
Hermiston, Oregon 97838

HERMISTON OFFICE

Dear Sir,

When a disposal project is as comphcated and the treaty, environmental and human safety
requirements are as stringent as is the case with the destruction of chem.lcal weapons at the
Umatilla Chemical Depot time overruns occur. . -

And time is becomjng our enerny.

Obsolete chemical warfare weapons }ust sitting in storage become a greater danger to the pubhc
And as time shps away some procedures already pald for are requtred to, be upgraded.

I understand tha.t the des1gners and buﬁders of the demll plant at Umatﬂla Chemical Depot are
askmg for, and the Oregon DEQ is recommending that all carbon ﬁlters built into the plant be
used to obtam and mamtam the federal air quallty regulatrons

It is my u:nderstand.mg that part of these ﬁlters were ongmally to be redundant equipment, but
that added air quality requirements are now being made on the plant and that all of these filters

are needed in order for the plant to operate as designed. And, in the time frame for which it is
designed.

Please let us get on w1th the most rapid destructton of these deadly chemical warfare weapons

+1 - 1
that our current technology and regulations will allo

e By

Harmon Springer
Oregon Water Coalition

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

-~ Pagelof 8

04 0331

From: OLIVER Sue

Sent:  Monday, March 01, 2004 5:08 PM

To: 'Karyn Jones'; MURPHEY Dennis; INGRAM Shelly
Cc: ILES Lena

Subject: RE: comments-PFS-030104

We received your comments at 4:59 pm Karyn.
Lena, please log this in as a public comment on PMR UMCDF-03-041-PFS(3).

* thanks

----—-Original Message-----

From: Karyn Jones [mailto:karynj@oregontrail.net]
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2004 4:59 PM

To: OLIVER Sue; MURPHEY Dennis; INGRAM Shelly
Subject: comments-PFS-030104

. GASE
P.O. Box 1693 .
Hermiston, OR 97838 -

March 1, 2004

Mr. Dennis Murphy, Administrator
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
Chemical Demilitarization 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 Facﬂlty (UMCDF)
No. ORQ 000 009 431
‘Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Pomt
UMCDF-03-041-PFS (3) '

Dear Mr. Murphy:

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, Stuart 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

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
s ' May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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Message Page 2 of 8

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 time, we believe our
concerns were either unresolved 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 supporting documentation, or is relevant because it is part of DEQ’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 time is justified.

For example, DEQ 1in its February 27 response referenced the Phase 2 Quantitative Risk
Assessment (QRA) published in December 2002, but we have not received that document. The
QRA that we do have is the June 2001 Preliminary Draft UMCDF QRA, yet we understand that
the Atmy/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.SP.’s
questions. Mr. Wilkinson specifically asked, “What did DEQ do to evaluate whether or not the
[carbon] filters ACTUALLY increase risk of fire and/or other hazards based on their operational
use?” The :imp]ication of DEQ’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 environment by overseeing the safe
destruction of the chemical agents at the Umatilla Chemical Depot as soon as possible.” We at
G.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 PMR, moving the
point of compliance protects only schedules, budgets, and personnel. Protecting the schedule is
not protective of the pe.ople and the environment as stated in the DEQ mission. Furthermore, if
“as soon as possible” is DEQ’s mission, then DEQ should have implemented the Army’s
proposed “Speedy Neut” plan.

More troublesome is that DEQ failed to provide any reference to its regulatory 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 nisk of storage threat. On what factual basis does DE(Q) believe that the nisk 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 Oreg&mians as best available technology capable of
complete agent destruction (actually 99.9999%), yet 19,659 divided by 7,424,780 pounds of -
stored agent does not equate to “six-9’s” destruction removal equivalency, so is the QRA wrong

" 3/2/2004 ' Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
P May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
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Message Page 3 of 8

or do the firnaces 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 of UMCDF 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 dunnage incinerator (DUN) as their carbon
filter disposal method. The Army representative Mr. Drew Lyle affirmed that statement to the
DEQ during his slide presentation on February 28; 2000, with the following phrases, “DUN
Testing at CAMDS / Conducted Development Testing 1987-1988 / 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 / Processed Dunnage 1995-1996.”
He concludes his presentation with the, “Basis for including DUN in FEB 95 application /
Demonstration Testing CAMDS/JACADS/TOCDF / State Criteria / Only Proven and
Demonstrated Furnace.” (Attached as Exhibit 16, Affidavit of Wayne Thomas, 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. IIT trial.” 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. Canyou tell the Court what the

9  history of the Army's communications to the State

10 have been over time as to when they planned to use

11  the Dunnage incinerator, and when they planned not to
12 use it and when they might have changed their mind

13 again?

14 A Iwill do my best.

15 Q Thank you.

16 A The Dunnage incinerator is a 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  Ammy was evaluating putting the Dunnage incinerator
21  onhold 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 thought, 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
3/2/2004 Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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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 Dunnage 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 Idon'tneed 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  todoaswell. Iwouldsay that the Army said that
2  the Dunnage incinerator would operate at the feed
3 rates that it was permitted to do and they were

4  evaluatin,

5 THE COURT: Would not or Would'?

6 ‘THE WITNESS: Would operate.

7 And they were evaluating different

8 options for the wastes that were targeted for the
9 DUN, in particular waste carbon treatment was
10 something that they were looking at.

(G.A.S.P.v. EOC, Volume 6C, 10/28/02, pages 67-69.)

If 2 DEQ inspector discovered in August 1998 a wall where the DUN was to be installed and
meetings were already taking place in 1999 to remove the DUN, then why would it not be the
responsibility of the DEQ and the EQC to unilaterally revoke the permit 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 Atmy 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 1s a Class iii PIViK to remove the DUIN and to 1clenury 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 January 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 the Fact Sheet.

3/2/2004 Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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Unfortunately, the PMR fails to present factual evidence or a summary of the data that supports
the DEQ claim, therefore, DEQ expects G.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 PMR deals a serious
blow the State’s credibility. The Ammy 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 standards 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, the 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.4.S.P. 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. ] trial, an Atmy 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 Army actions
(or failures), we believe that the State must investigate his allegatlons and implement his
improved, or some other, monitoring system.

Mr. Cramer’s testimony on the Atmy’s inadequate common stack monitoring technology was

quite revealing, but the Agency’s silence on this matter is more troubling. This is particularly true

when monitoring problems are combined with another approved PMR, Carbon Filter System

Agent Monitoring Changes UMCDF-03-014-PFS (2), which deleted mid-bed agent monitoring in

the carbon filters. The inadequate momitoring systems, the removal of mid-bed sampling, and the

moving of the point of comphance all point to a compromised ability to detect escaping unburned
- agent.

The two PMRs 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 gIeater 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

 ACAMS 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 PMRs 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.

3/2/2004 _ ' Change in UMCDF Comp]iancé Point
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. The following comments offer more direct comment on the PMR:

1. According to PMR Background, there are two reasons for this request. These are to
provide, “a consistent approach for complying with two sets of regulations (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA] and Maximum Achievable Control Technology
[MACT]),” and to, “eliminate the need to test the incinerators during agent trial burmns with the
PES units bypassed.” Fundamentally, these two desires confirm plaintiff arguments set forth in
G.4.5.P.v. EQC, and based on thé Army and DEQ desire to change the point of compliahce 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 Atmy during the permitting process.

“On May 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 '
integrated waste management program in which economically 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 Sheet)

2. The first desire to apply “a consistent approach” between RCRA and MACT at UMCDF
is laudable, but disingenuous for the following reason. We believe the State should have taken
action during the renewal of the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (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 PMR is the blatant
continuation of piecemeal changes to the UMCDF Hazardous Waste Permit that, in turn, are
fundamental changes to the technology, the Penmt and the assurances made by the A:my and the

. State to Oregonians.

3. For example, oﬁr March 2062 coﬁunents 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 information. We ask that the Department of Environmental Quality reject the Air
Containment Discharge Permit Renewal.”

4. Ourrequest 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 comments or in this PMR, 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.

5. During the permitting process, the Army, EQC, and DEQ went to great lengths to trumpet
the incinerators as best available technology and that burning would meet all regulations. With a

3/2/2004
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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 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 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 pollutlon
control schemes.

7. The PMR refers to UMDCEF 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 pomted to the faﬂure of the Axmy and State to 1dent1fy a spent ca:rbon d1sposal plan

8. Furthermore, the desire to change the point of comphance undermines the State S 1egal

- arguments made in the September 30, 1998, Respondents’ Reply to Memorandum in Support of
Motion for Summary Judgment and in Opposmon 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, and until
there is measured, not calculated data on carbon filter efficiencies any “credit” guess is just that, a

guess

9. The mabﬂlty to prcdlct PES flmctlon during upset or “off normal” condfuons creates
B conditions possible for catastrophlc events. This is particularly troublesome given the hundreds of
~+Class I, 11, and TII permit modifications already approved by the DEQ because many of these
" modifications make basic changes to operational conditions. Our call for an inventory of these
"PMRs has gone unanswered.

10. The addition of the PF S 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 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-MACT Issues. This section excuses the failure of UMCDF to comply with MACT while

3/2/2004 i
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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 knowingly 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 justifications of increasing the federate so that the process will
be completed ahead of the current schedule. Over the years the schedule has been ¢hanged
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. Commenters do not believe
that the proposed 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 PMRs 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 propose language that resolves the ¢ ‘consistency” conflicts espoused by
the PMR. The only way to achmve this goal is to revoke the ACDP and the Permlt

Furtherinore, the need to ta.kc “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 please contact me at 541.567-6581, or JR Wilkinson at 541/276-9782.

In conclusion, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) estabhshed today at 5:00 p.m. as
_the deadline and we anticipate that DEQ will enter our comments into the Administrative Record.
* In addition, we are incorporating by reference all previous correspondence, G.A.S.P. v. EQC trial
records, and G.4.S.P. I, II, and III 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
James R. (JR) Wilkinson, G.A.S.P. Researcher

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point :
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'DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY &0 -

US ARMY GHEMICAL MATERIALS AGENCY O L-02 9 9
UMATILLA CHEMICAL AGENT DISPOSAL FACILITY.
78072 ORDNANGE ROAD
HERMISTON, OREGON 97838

Strys of g

o - ~ FEB26 2004

Program Manager for the > ) i ENV-04-0050
Elimination of Chemical Weapons

SUBIECTE 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 ' . STATE OF OREGON

Chemical Demilitarization Program DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT, TAL QUALITY
‘Oregon Department of Environmental Quality ! . RECEIVED '
256 East Hurlbwrt Avenue, Suite 105 :

" Hermiston, Oregon 97838 FEB 26 2004

Dear Mr. Murphey: . '
HERMISTON GFFiCE
i ) : ReferenceS' ' .

8. ‘Latter, UMCDF ENV-03-0288, Septemfner 15,2003, subject: Submittal of Class 3 -
PMR UMCDF- 03-041 PFS(3) Change in Incinerator Emissions Comphance Point.

b Letter Department of Environmental Quahty (DEQ), DEQ Item No. 03-1991(19),
. November 5, 2003 -subject: Notice of Deficiency (NOD) Class 3 PMR UMCDF 03- 041~PFS(3)
- “Change in Iucmerator Emissions Compliance Point.”

c. Letter, UMCDF, ENV-03-0369, December 1, 2003, subJect Response to NOD on
Class 3 PMR UMCDF 03- O41-PFS(3) Change in Incinerator Emlssmns Compliance Pomt

‘ d. Letter DEQ, DEQ Item No. 04-0059(19), January 14, 2004, subject: Transmlttal of
Proposed Modified UMCDF HW Permit — PMR UMCDEF-03- 041 PFS(3) “Change in Incinerator
'Emissions Compliance Point.”

This letter addresses concems identified regarding the Class 3 PMR to change the
incinerator emissions compliance point 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 relevant to the Class 3 PMR were:

a. The Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filter System (PF S) and carbon filtration
equipment and processes are not proven technology. :

b. Risk to the public will increase from changing the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act compliance point from before the PFS to after the PFS. :

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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. Takmg credit for the PFS means that the mcmerator does not perform as it was

* designed and 1t needs the help of a PES to meet regulatory requuements

d: The permitted Deactivation Furnace System rocket feed rate of 40 rockets per hour
has never been achieved and the damonstrable rocket processing rate is well below 30 rockets
per hou:r

e. Schedule is being placed ahead of safety by taking credit for the PFS S0 that a higher -
feed rate can be performed. %

The attached information includes a responée to each one of the listed concerns and

. provides a conclusion b‘ascd on the discussions presented.

If you ha.ve any queshons please call our technical point of contact, Mr. Wendell

Wrzesmskl (541) 5 64—7053

_ Sincerely,

WZ; Feb »é“_//

Date ofStgn:mn: Zﬁ_‘-{[o‘(

.Zfs;’m

avid E. Holliday DonE Barclay : _ Douglas G. Hamrick
Lieutenant Colonel, CM, USA  UMCDF Site ‘Washington Demilitarization Compar
Commander Project Manager Project General Manager
*CERTIFICATION §TA:1'EB!IENT *CERTIFICATION STATEMENT *CBRTIFICA’I"ION :S'I'ATBM.ENT ,
Enclosure

*] CERTIFY UNDER PENALTY 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 THOSE PERSONS DIRECILY RESPONSIBLE FOR. GATHERING THE INFORMATION, THE
INFORMATION SUBMITIED IS, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, TRUE, ACCURATE, AND COMPLETE. I AM AWARE THAT THERE ARE
SIGNIFICANT PENALTIES FOR SUBMITTING FALSE INFORMATION, NCLT.H)ING THE POSS[BILITY OF FINE AND IMPRISONMENT FOR KNOWING VIOLATIONS.

ENV-04-0050
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Copies Furnished:

Ms. Cathy Massimino (WCM-127), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10,
1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101 :

Mr. Jeff KenKnight, U.S. EPA, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101

M. Peter Brewer, Department of Environmental Quality, 2146 NE Fourth Street, Suite 104,
Bend, Oregon 97701 '

~ Mr. Hiroshi Dodohara, U.S. Environmental Proteéti'on Agency, Fibers and Organics Branch, MC

7404T, Adel Rios Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Washington D.C. 20460
Mr. Dan Duncan, U.S. EPA, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101

ENV-04-0030
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UMCDF Response to Public Comments and Concerns on the PFS Class 3
X Permit Modification Request [UMCDF-03-041-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 45-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 UMCDF position and respond to concerns based
on information received during the 60-day public comment period as well as comments made during

the DEQ public hearings held on February 5 and 18, 2003.

Key concerns identified Iele\}an_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 PES.

3. 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 requirements.

4. The penmtted DFS rocket feed rate of 40 rockets per hour has never been achlevad and:the:
demonstrated rocket processing rate is well below 30 rockets per hour.

5. Schedule is bemg 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 concems 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 controlling air emissions from UMCDF operations. Results
from surrogate trial burns conducted to date at the UMCDEF 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 surrogate and agent trial burns and
operations.

The PFS consists of a prefilter, a bank of high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters, two beds of
activated carbon in series and a post carbon HEPA filter. The use of HEPA 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 Kingdor, and the United States. Additionally, U.S. Department of Energy
incinerators have used HEPA 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 Technolo gy Site, and Savannah River Site. Commercial
radioactive waste incinerators worldwide also use HEPA 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 presented, 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 PMR will allow the UMCDF to take credit for the additional removal efficiéncies
provided by the PFS.

. Risk to the public will increase from changing the RCRA compliance point from before the
PES to after the PFS.

The maximum achievable control technology (MACT) emissions compliance point is allowed 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 Bumns 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 with or without a
change in the emissions compliance point. If there is an upset condition, that requires bypassing
the PFS units (i.e., such as high temperatire of the inlet to the PFS unit)-an automatic waste feed
cutoff (AWFCO) occurs. Per the MACT regulations, bypassing of the PFS unit during abnormal
operations is considered use of an emergency safety vent (ESV). As already noted, 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 of ESV events and resulting upset emissions will be the same, regardless of the:
decision on this PMR.

The UMCDF surrogate trial burn (STB) results provide evidence that the incinerators meet the -
required emission standards (RCRA and MACT) with the PFS online. A STB must be completed
prior to the start of agent processing for each incinerator. The UMCDF STBs are conducted at
extreme operating conditions to reflect worst-case emissions. Thus, the PFS in addition to the
incinerator and other PAS components are tested under the most severe operating conditions used
to establish the long-term AWFCO setpoints. Consequently, the resultant operating limits,
required to be calenlated from the STR data, are not based on the “optimum capture efficiency” of
the PES as indicated in the public comments.

‘The permitted allowable emission rates from the UMCDF Common Stack which includes the
emission from all of the incinerators , will not increase as a result of approval of this PMR. The
TUMCDF will still be required to comply with the emission rates used to complete the 1996 Pre-
Trial Burn Health and Ecological Risk Assessments (Pre-TB HRA). Thus, the proposed changes in
the PMR will not detrimentally impact the environment or public health. In addition to the pre-TB
HRA, a Post-TB HRA will be conducted based on UMCDF chemical agent trial burn data
collected prior to the DEQ approval of long-term operating conditions for each incinerator. The
chemical agent trial burn data will provide verification that the long-term conditions 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 of this 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
emissions, 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 reduction 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.

2 Taklng credit for the PFS means that the mcmerator does not perform as it was designed and ~

it needs the help of a PFS to meet regulatory requirements. ~_-__\ o
Regulatory emission requirements have changed since the RCRA permit was 1ssued 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 conducting 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 and
MACT emission requirements without bypassing the PFS during the chemical agent trial burns. A
common emission compliance location would also provide consistency throughout the operational
life of the UMCDF.

Prior to the 1999 MACT regulations, 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 order to demonstrate an
average feed rate greater than 30 M55 rockets/hour during the Trial Burns. The following
information is 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.

TOCDF DFS GB ATB2

> 18 November 1998 - Run #1 average rocket throughput rate during test was 30.8 -
rockets/hour (waste feed occurred for 7.17 hours).

"» 19 November 1998 - Run #2 average rocket throughput rate during test was 33. 6

rockets/hour (waste feed occurred for 7.02 hours).
». 21 November 1998 - Run #3 average rocket throughput rate dunng test was 33.0
rocket/hour (waste feed occurred for 8.33 hours). _ : »

TOCDF TSCA Research & Development Bumn

» 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

- tockets/hour.

» 01 December 1995 - Run #3 average rocket throughput rate during test was 31.3 -
rockets/hour, :

JACADS DFS VX Rocket Trial Bum
The stack sampling associated with the JACADS DFS VX Rocket Trial Burn during the

- Operation Verification Testing (OVT-2) was conducted during in March 1992. The followmg

rocket rates were demonstrated during each test run.

» Run#1 average rocket throughput rate during test was 30.8 rockets/hour.

> Run #2 average rocket throughput rate during test was 33.1 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 met for a

"10-hour period on 23 March 1992

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 rocket feed rate on 25 October 2003 was 33.69 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.

AN CDF Toxic Control Substance Act (TS CA) Preliminary Runs
The ANCDF conducted preliminary runs prior to the Rocket Trial Burn to satrsfy TSCA B
requirements.

> 27/28 October 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 31.98 over a period of 4 hours in
duration.
4 —_—
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» 6 November 2003 - Average rocket feed rate was 31.6 rockets/hour over a period of 6
. hours in duration. j - )
) > 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 1n duration.

f. ANCDF DFS GB Rocket Trial Bumn
The ANCDF conducted a DFS GB Rocket Trial Burn/TSCA Demonstration Test on 18, 21, 22,
and 23 November 2003.
> 18 November 2003
hours in duration.
> 21 November 2003
‘hours in duration.
> 22 November 2003
>

Average rocket feed rate was 34.42 rockets/hour over a period of 6

Average rocketi feed rate was 34.22 rockéts/hour over a period of 6

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 peridd of 6
‘hours in duration. '

5. Schedule is being placed ahead of safety by taking credlt for the PFS so that a hlgher feed
- rate can be ‘performed.
Schedule 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 dLu'ing the
trial burns with the PFS online will allow for the maximum feed rate while hmltlng emission rates
to levels that are protective of human health and the environment.

The schedule and safety are inextricably linked. The UMCDEF 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 the 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 maintain 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 reduce 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 fo extending
the schedule from 5.7 years to 10.4 years. The UMCDEF 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.

Altening 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
iterns will have the greatest impact on storage risk. The schedule risk analysis (Attachment 1)
concluded that the altemative 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

5
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rockets have been destroyed, the remaining munitions have little effect 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- emph351ze the following points:

1. The PFS and carbon filtration is proven technology.

2. As stated in the PMR, there will be no detnmental 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 Bum that will be conducted on drained M55 rockets.
From rocket trial bums 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 MSS GB
and VX rocket trial bums

3. Safety has been and continues to be an 1mportant element to the Anny and itis tled to the schedule

because the major hazard to the public is from the stored munitions containing chemical agent m
the stockplle
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MEMORANDUM

TO: - Mike Strong

FROM:  QRA Team
- DATE: ~ 21 November 2003 .-

SUBJECT: Public Risk Impact Due to I"crmit Modification

The UMCDF has requested a Class 3 permit modification to change the emissions point Of
compliance for the UMCDF incinerator from upstream of the pollution abatements system (PAS)
carbon filter system (PFS) to downstream of the PFS. The reasons for the change as 1dent1ﬁed
in the penmt modxﬁcatlon request (PMR), are as follows: :

(Resource COILSerVatlon and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Maximum Achievable | .
Control Technology (MACT)) established by the United State Environinental
Protection Agcncy (EPA) and mcorporated in the Oregon regulatlons and

1) To prov1de fora con51stent approach for complymg with two sets of regulatlons w v

2) . Ellmmate the need to test the mcmerators during agent tnal burns with the PES units
‘ bypassed. Currently, the trial burn program is scheduled to conduct the agent trial
bumns-with the PFS bypassed in order to demonstrate compliance with the
l,pexfonnance standa.rd before entering the PES.

; Approval of tl:us PMR will allow the UMCDF to take credit for the add1t1onal removal

efficiencies provided by the PFS

The unpact to the schedule 1f thc PMR is denied is substantial. The current baseline schedule _
duration is 5.7 years. The baseline schedule GB rockets campaign duration is 597 days and the .
VX rockets campaign duration 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 revised 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 schédule, complementary processing exists during the

GB rockets campaign (with MC-1 and MK 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-inch projectiles, 155mm projectiles, MC-1 bombs, and MK-94 .

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
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bombs and the complementary processmg of VX rockets with 8-inch projectiles, 155mm
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 the munitions, so the risk
‘of storage is critical to understanding the difference in risk between the current baseline and the
modified schedule (assuming the PMR is denied). Altering the schedule will affect the length of
time that items remain in storage. Because it is known from existing studies that the M55 GB
rockets dominate storage risk, processing delays affecting these items will have the greatest
impact on storage risk. Omnce the rockets have been destroyed, ‘the remaining munitions present

' minimal risk. Any changes made to the schedule for processing munitions other than rockets
would have little effect on the overall storage risk during the lifetime of the facility.

Since 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 adjusted schedule. Complementary processing increases the overall disposal -
sk predominantly due to. greater agent inventory in the building, and probability of propagation.
Even though disposal Tisk was not exphcﬁly calculated for this effort, the schedule would
infroduce an in¢rease in disposal risk.

The public fatality I'lék results are surnmarized below in Table 1. As shown, the adjusted
schedule increases the storage risk by about 733%. This increase is due primarily to extending
the storage time of GB rockets. In the baseline schedulg, all GB rockets are destroyed within
597 days. In the adjusted schedule, the rockets are not completely destroyed for 7 years.

Because the rockets dominate the storage risk, prolonging their storage will increase pubhc acute
s‘torage risk by an amount proportlonal to thCIl’ length of addltmnal storage

“Table 1: Public Storage Risk Comparison (Baseﬁne and Modiﬁed-‘Schedules)

Total Public Acute Fatality Risk of
Storage from Start to CompIetmn of

ulal_.luacu ir U\..l:.)auis

Baseline Schedule ) " 12107
Modified Schedule ' 1.0 x 107
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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 current 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” *% / 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 **“ to Oregon for a hazardous waste
treatment and disposal facility to incinerate the chemical weapons stored at the Umatilla

Note @ pCRA is a federal program that specifies the standards that apply to all facilities that treat, store, or

dispose of hazardous waste. The RCRA permit 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
ispection programs, emergency prevention and response procedures, environmental monitoring systems,
- and other physical characteristics.

nge in UMCDF Compliance Point
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Chemical Depot (then known as the Umatilla Army 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 Army 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 Army’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 Army 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, Army representatives, and five members of the
NRC Stockpile Committee. The Workshop Summary *¥ ? 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

i 1 2
Ul Ldluull.

1992

By May 1992 the DEQ and EPA had issued a third Notice of Deficiency on
Revision #3 of the Army’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.” ®%? 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

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 20{)4_-EQC Meeting
Page I-2



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.

1993

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.” *## 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 of TOCDF (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.

1994

In February 1994 the NRC Stockpile Committee published a report titled
“Recommendations for the Disposal of Chemical Agents and Munitions.” ®° 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




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 “**” 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-% 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
Workgroup (a workgroup composed of state and federal environmental regulatory
personnel) form a suhcommittee to address issnes related to PFS The lead TImatilla
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 1 ere are three “classes” of RCRA 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 PFS.

In July the Army decided to withdraw its application to the Utah Department of
Environmental Quality to construct and operate a PFS 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 PFS 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.-

1996

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 requested 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 PFS.

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 was 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.

Change in UMCDE
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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, ®¥ 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 (althongh dioxin emissions were frequently discnssed during the previous

meetings).

At the same meeting U.S. Army representatives responded to questions
concerning safety and alternative permitting scenarios. V¢ 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:

Ruter 44 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?

LTC 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: | 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 *¥ # 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 lisa of the OSU Chemical Engineering Department attended a portion of the
work session to briefly answer questions specifically related to dioxin emissions. ¥**“

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

Noted 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. lisa 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.




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 *% ? 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. %% 1? 211 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.” * 7 The report evaluated alternative
- disposal technologies for only the two bulk storage sites ¥ ¢ in Maryland and Indiana.
The report recommended the use of neutralization followed by biodegradation for the
mustard agent HD stored in Maryland and neutralization (followed by off-site treatment)

of the nerve agent VX stored in Indiana. **/

Also in September the “Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Phase [
Quantitative Risk Assessment” *¢ 7* (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 death
from an incident durine storage far exceeded the potential risks associated 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,

Netex e 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.

Note ] 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 Proj ect 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. lisa 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.
Tisa’s report *% ™ 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 dioxin 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...” ®*¢?* 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 *% 7® 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. ® 77 The proposed permit condition presented at this meeting regarding
the PES 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(5), and then

decide on the modification request as a class three modification.” "¢

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.

1997

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

Noteg 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 “**” on

January 30, 1997. ¢ 1

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 (IL.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 VIL.A.8. requiring that performance standards be met “before
entering each incinerator’s carbon filter system.” ¥’ During the discussion after the
Commission had moved to approve the documents before them, Chairman Lorenzen
made the following statement: %4 **

“...for the record | 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 | 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

et ey anuary 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 permit) 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 i1 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. | 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. | 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.” Y/

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. % 2° The Army 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” ¢ #! with the Multnomah County Circuit Court in
Portland, Oregon. This lawsuit has become known as “GASP 1.” 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.” ®##* The NRC recommended that “the Army 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
| Heaith Kisk Assessment| assumptions, the (KA shouid take 1nio account e possibie
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

e 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.” ®# % 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.

1998

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.” *#? 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
Request submitted the previous year. *** However, the Department’s approval * #°
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. * ?* 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.”

1999

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 after 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 PES. ¥’ In addition, a Class 1 Permit Modification Request was
submitted to update one of the specifications in the Permit Application related to the
PFS .Nore m

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.” % %7 Adoption of the Clarifying Order on March 19
carried with four “yes” votes and one abstention. ¥ ?* 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. B 34
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.) V"

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, ¥ and
representatives from GASP. ® ¥’ (Just a few days before this work session the NRC
Stockpiie Commuiiiee had reieased a report tiiled “'Carbon riliraiion ior Reduciig

Notel «pyeactivation 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.

Dt Update to Specification 15987 for the Pollution Abatement System (PAS) Filter Units [UMCDF-99-

042-CONS(1R)], approved by the Department on August 4, 2000.

Hoten ¢, 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.

Dbt Raytheon Demilitarization Company is now known as Washington Demilitarization Company.
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Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration.” *# %) On November 19, 1999 the
Department presented a staff report *%*#? 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 staff report 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. *¢ ¥ 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. Y 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. ¢ ¥

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.” *% %> GASP filed an
appeal on July 17, 2000 with the Oregon Court of Appeals (the case, known as “GASP
I1,” 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

ey “Update to Specification Section 15828 Pollution Abatement System (PAS) Filter System (PFS)
Clean Liquor Air Cooler” [UMCDEF-00-001-CONS(1R)] and “Design Modifications to Specification
Section 15829, PES Gas Reheater [UMCDEF-00-014-CONS(1R)], both approved by the Department on
August 4, 2000.




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
UMCDEF 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. *# % 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.” 7 (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 Burn” (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 LIC1 STB results indicated that the incinerator met
all of the emission limits and performance standards, regardless of whether or not the
PFS was online. ¥*” 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 LIC1, the DFS would have difficulty meeting some of the
metal emission limits when the furnace was operated at the planned feed rates and with
the PKS oftline.

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 4 Carbon Filter System Agent Monitoring Changes [UMCDF-03-014-PFS(2)], approved by the
Department on January 9, 2004.

Noter 14 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 63 (Subpart EEE) and are referred to as the Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) standards. MACT standards apply at the point emissions enter the
atmosphere (which in UMCDEF’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.]

_Change in UMCDE (

pliance Point
QC Meeting
Page 1-17




REFERENCES:

! Disposal of Chemical Munitions and Agents, National Research Council Committee on
Demilitarization Chemical Munitions and Agents, 1984 (DEQ Item No. 618).

* Summary of the Workshop on the Pollution Abatement System of the Chemical Agent
Demilitarization System held May 15-17, 1991 in Washington, D.C. by the National Research
Council Committee on Review and Evaluation of the Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal
Program, May, 1991(DEQ Item No. 03-2348).

> Review of the Choice and Status of Incineration for Destruction of the Chemical Stockpile,
Letter Report of the National Research Council Committee on Review and Evaluation of the
Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program, June 15, 1992 (DEQ Item No. 03-2347).

* Alternative Technologies for the Destruction of Chemical Agents and Munitions, Report from
the National Research Council Committee on Alternative Demilitarization Technologies, June
1993 (DEQ Item No. 639).

* Recommendations for the Disposal of Chemical Agents and Munitions, National Research
Council Committee on Review and Evaluation of the Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal
Program, February, 1994 (DEQ Item No. 1426).

S U.S. Army’s Alternative Demilitarization Technology Report For Congress, April 11, 1994
(DEQ Item No. 1427).

? Transcript of Proceedings of the Environmental Quality Commission Work Session held July 11,
1996, AccuData Transcription Service, October 31, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 2856).

® Letter from Oregon Department of Environmental Quality to Oregon State University
requesting information concerning dioxin issues, August 8, 1996 (DEQ Item No. 1772).

® Transcript of Proceedings of the Environmental Quality Commission Meeting held September
27, 1996, AccuData Transcription Service, November 5, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 2857).

' Discussion of Proposed Permit Conditions for the Umatilla Chemical Depot, Memorandum
from Stephame Hallock DEQ Eastern Region Administrator to the Environmental Quality

ar 27 10Q& MOEO Hem No. 1822)
LIULLLLLLI\JOAUIL, U\.-HLUJ.JJU\JL ] .I.JJU, \uu\{ ALviil AN A.u..-.;/

" Discussion of Draft Staff report Regarding Discussion and Recommendations of ORS 466-055
Findings, Memorandum from Stephanie Hallock, DEQ Eastern Region Administrator to the
Environmental Quality Commission, September 27, 1996, (DEQ Item No. 2063).

'2 Review and Evaluation of Alternative Chemical Disposal Technologies, National Research
Council Panel on Review and Evaluation of Alternative Chemical Disposal Technologies,
September, 1996 (DEQ Item No. 2270).

® Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Phase I Quantitative Risk Assessment, Science
Applications International Corporation (Report No. SAIC-96-2601), September, 1996 (DEQ Item
No. 1830).

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
Page 1-18



' Report containing the answers to questions posed by the DEQ regarding dioxin, Dr. Kristina
Iisa, Oregon State University Department of Chemical Engineering, October 29, 1996 (DEQ Item
No. 2058).

" Transcript of Proceedings of the Environmental Quality Commission Meeting held November
15, 1996, AccuData Transcription Service, December 15, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 2887).

' Transcript of Proceedings of the Environmental Quality Commission Meeting held November
22, 1996, Department of Environmental Quality, November 22, 1996 (DEQ Item No. 2351).

'7 Department Recommended Permit Conditions in Response to Public Comment and to Issues
Raised at Commission Meetings, Department of Environmental Quality, November 22, 1996
(DEQ Item No. 2046).

'® Memorandum from Brett McKnight, DEQ Eastern Region Hazardous Waste Manager to
Environmental Quality Commission, Transmittal of Umatilla Chemical Depot Materials, January
30, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 40).

' Transcript of Proceedings of the Environmental Quality Commission Meeting held February 7,
1997, AccuData Transcription Service, December 15, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 2888).

* Findings and Conclusions of the Commission and Order In the Matter of the Application of the
U.S. Army for a Permit to Construct and Operate a Chemical Weapons Demilitarization Facility
at the Umatilla Chemical Depot,” February 10, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 98-1458).

2! Petition for Review, filed with the Multnomah County Circuit Court by GASP, Oregon Wildlife
Federation, Sierra Club, and 22 individual petitioners, assigned Case No. 9708-06159 (GASP I)
(DEQ Item No. 98-1264).

%2 Risk Assessment and Management at Deseret Chemical Depot and the Tooele Chemical Agent
Disposal Facility, National Research Council Committee on Review and Evaluation of the Army
Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program, September, 1997 (DEQ Item No. 3165).

2 Carbon Filter Systems and Removal of the Acid Wash System, Permit Modification Request
UMCDF-97-005-PAS(2TA) (DEQ Item No. 2812).

** Letter Report: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility Pollution Abatement Filter System
Summary of Risk Assessment Results, U.S. Army Program Manager for Chemical
Demilitarization, October, 1998 (DEQ Item No. 98-1416).

 [Approval of] Permit Modification Request UMCDF-97-005-PAS(2TA), Department of
Environmental Quality, November 17, 1998 (DEQ Item No. 98-0938).

* Opinion and Order on Cross Motions for Summary Judgment, Case No. 9708-06159 (GASP I),
Judge Michael Marcus, Multnomah County Circuit Court, December 6, 1998 (DEQ Item No. 98-
1277).

* Order Clarifying Permit Decision, In the Matter of the Application of the United States Army
for a Permit to Construct and Operate a Chemical Weapons Demilitarization Facility at the
Umatilla Chemical Depot, Environmental Quality Commission, March 19, 1999 (DEQ Item No.
99-0490).




* Minutes of the Two Hundred Seventy-Fifth Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission
held on March 19, 1999 (DEQ Item No. 99-0732).

* Opinion and Order Denying Supplemental Petitions and for Final Judgment, Case No. 9708-
06159 (GASP I), Judge Michael Marcus, Multnomah County Circuit Court, June 2, 1999, (DEQ
Item No. 99-0942).

*® Transcript of the August 18, 1999 Work Session of the Environmental Quality Commission,
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, September 17, 1999 (DEQ Item No. 99-1509).

*! Carbon Filtration for Reducing Emissions from Chemical Agent Incineration, National
Research Council Committee on Review and Evaluation of the Army Chemical Stockpile
Disposal Program, August 12, 1999 (DEQ Item No. 99-1410).

*2 Carbon Filter System Pollution Abatement System (PFS) at the Umatilla Chemical Agent
Disposal Facility, Agenda Item G, Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission held on
November 18-19, 1999 (DEQ staff report) (DEQ Item No. 99-1815).

** Transcript of Proceedings, Public comment on a request to revoke the Umatilla Chemical
Weapons Depot permits, before the Environmental Quality Commission on November 19, 1999,
Morgan Verbatim, Inc., January 20, 2000 (DEQ Item No. 00-0181).

** Order Denying Request for Permit Revocation in the Matter of Permit No. ORQ 000 009 431
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Environmental Quality Commission, July 14, 2000
(DEQ Item No. 00-1068).

% Final Judgment, GASP, et al., vs. Environmental Quality Commission, et al., Case No. 9908-
08606 (GASP II), Multnomah County Circuit Court, June 19, 2000 (DEQ Item No. 01-0077).

*® Letter from Mr. John Decker, Centers for Disease Control to Mr. Wayne Thomas, Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality, providing a summary of key issues identified during the
CDC’s visit to UMCDEF, February 12, 2002 (DEQ Item No. 02-0268).

Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting
Page 1-20



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-PES(3)
“Change in Incinerator Emissions Compliance Point™
Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
May 20-21, 2004 Meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission
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EEFORE THE ENVIROWNMENTAL JUALITY COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Application of
the United States Army for a Permit
to Construct arnd Operate a Chemical
Weapons Demilitarizaticon Facility at
the Umatilla Chemical Depot.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
OF THE COMMISSION
AND ORDER

A Nt e

General Background Findings

i, " This is a proceeding in which the United States Army

{the Army) seeks a hazardous waste treatment permit for

_ceonstruction and operation of incinerator facilities to destroy

chemical weapons stored at the Umatilla Chewical Depot. The

Commission has jurisdiction pursuvant to ORS 466.005 et seq.

[\S]

The Umatilla Chemical Depot is a facility owned and
éperéfed by the Department of the Armv. The idengificatian
numbar of tﬂis facility is OR6 213 820 917.

3. The Umatilla Chemical Depot - encompasses approximately
20,000 acreg in Morrow and Umatilla counties.

4. In September 1994, the Umatilla Chemical Depst finishad
destruction or removal af all conventional munitions from
storage, leaving only chemical agent in storagé.

5. The Umatilla Chemical Depot is currently listed for
hase realigmment and closurs following the completion of its
current mission to destroy the chemical ‘agent stockpile.

. From 1962 to 1869 the'Uﬁatilla Chemical Depot received

chemical warfare munitions for storzage that included the nerve
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7 From 1969 to the present; the Umatilla Chemical Depot
has.continhad to store chemical agsnt munitions termed -
“stockpile” munitions.

8. The Department of Defense Authorization Act of 1986
(Public Law 99-145) directed the Secretary of Defense to dgveloﬁ
é program for the disposal of ail stockpile chemical agent
munitions. The law required that the stockpile be destroyed by
September 30, 1994. The Army subsequently procgeded Qith a pilot
agent incineration program at the ﬁidaPacific Johnston Atoll.

9. In response to Public Law 99-145 the.Aréy established

‘the Office of the Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization

with the rasponsibility to destroy the stockpile.

| 10. Public Law 99-145 also #equired that the Secretary of
the Army compare and contrast the ad&antages and disadvantages of
disposing of the chemical agents and munitions at stockpile
storage loéations, regional disposal centers, or a national
disposal center, either. inside or outsiae_the éontinental\United
States. The Chemical Stoc%pile Disposal Program (CSDP)  is the
name of the program to address stockpile des@ruction.

11. The CSDP program was subjected to review under the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} of 1969 (Public T.aw 91-

-190, as amended). The Army proceeded with the NEPA process by

first addressing stockpile destructicn on a national leﬁel'(e.g.,
whether to proceed with regional or onsite treatment) and then
with site specific review. Analysis of risks of treatment

FE
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alternatives and risks of storage were included as part of the

2 Army's programmatic NEPA review.

3 i2. The Army issued a FINAL PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

4 SﬁMEMENT in January 1988. In February 1988, the Army promulgated

5 its Record of Decision (53 Fed Reg 5816-5817) identifying on-site
‘6 incineration -at the continental stockpile sites as the preferred
7 alternative for disposal of the pation’s chemical weapons

8 stockpile.

9 13. In September 1988, Congress passed Public Law 100-45¢6
10 ‘wﬁich ordered an evaluation pefiod kaown as “Operation .
11  Vérification Testing” (OVT) at the Johnstoﬁ Atoll Chemical Agent
12 Disposal System (JACADS) incineration facility to dembnstraﬁe

13 safety and effectiveness before testing at continental stockpile
14 sites. This law also extended the deadline for the elimination
15 of the stockpile tao April 30, 1997. ‘
16 14. In February 1990, the Army completed the final Puase 1
17 ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT FOR DISPOSAL OF CHEMICAL AGENTS AND MUNITIONS STORED AT
18 UwarinLA DEpoT ACTIVITY, -HERMISTON, OrEGON. This ré_port was pursuant to
19 NEPA and was for site specific'review of onsite treatment at
20 Umatilla. The Puase I ENVIRONMENTAL Rzmﬁr concurred that onsite
21 treatment was appropriate for the Umatilla Chemical.Depot and
22 recommended'proceeding with.an Environmental Impact Statement for
23 onsite iﬁcineration. Since this report was issued, the Army has
24 proceeded with onsite review and has issued additional
25 Environmental Impact Analyses. A final Environmental Impact
26 ///
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Statement was issued May 1996 and a “Revised Final Environmental
Impact Statement” was issued November 1996.

15. 1In December 1991, Congress paésed Public Law 102-190
which extended the stockpile destruction date té July 31, 1959 .

1l6. In October 1992, Congres; passed Public Law 102-484
Which extended the stockpile destruction deadline to.December 31,
§004;_directed the Axmy:to submit a report to Congress on
potential alternatives to inciﬁeration; established citizen
advisory commissions in Kentucky, Indiana, and Marfland; and
gllowed for esﬁablishment of citizen commissions at other
stockpile sites if requested by the Governor of that State. -(The

Governor of Oregén appointed a Citizens Demilitarization Advisory

Committee for the Umatilla Chemical Depot on August 6, 1993.)

17. The Army, since 1966, has requested independent review

15 from the National Academy of Sciences of various.issues regarding
16 chemical agent .demilitarization. The National Academy of
17 Sciences, acting on a request by the Army in 1987, formed a
18 standing committee from its National Research Counéil (NRC) to
19 review technical issues on chemical demilitarization. In March
20 1991, the NRC committee récommended to the Army review of o
21 alternative technologies for the chemical stockpile disposal and
22 formulation of recommendatioﬁs.' 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 the Army’s
25 Dbaseline incineration program be continued without delay (but
26 with neutralization study for the two low-volume bulk sites %t

y :
PAGE 4 - FINDINGS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER

Umatilla Chemical Dspot

~

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

Page J-4

S



} Aberdeen, Maryland and Newport, Indiana). The report zlso

2 recommended adding carbon filters to the proposed‘incinerators'

3 pollution abatement systems. The Army concurred with the NRC's

4 recommendation to add the carbon filters. In 1994 the Army

5 submitted to Congress the agent destruction alternatives rgport,

6 U.S. AmMy’s ALTERNATIVE DEMILITARIZATION TECHNOLOGY REPORT TO CONGRESS.,

7 required by Public ﬂaw 102-484 which included an analysis of

8 information from the NRC report.

9 * . 18. The 1994 NRC report also recommended that site«sﬁgcific'
10 risk analyses of storage be conducted to confirm the conelusions
11 “of the “Final Prpgrammatid Environﬁéntal Impac£'8tatem;nt” and
12 confirm the wisdom in pfoceeding promptly with stockpiie
13 -disposal. 1In reéponse té this recommendation, the Army directed
\ﬁ4' that a quantitative risk assessment.be developed for the Umatilla .
15 -Chemigal Depot. The Army issued a .report entitled, UmATILLA |
16 CHEMICAL AGENT-DIS?OSAL'FACILITi PHASE 1 QUANTITATIVE.. RISK ASSESSMENT, in
17 &September 1%996. The report concluded that the risk of disposal
18 procésaing is siénificantly less than the risk of continued
19 storage.

20 19: Tﬁe Army has continued analysis of the'issuerof

21 examining alternative technologies for the two low-level bulk
.22 agent sites- The Army solicited alternative technology proposals
-23 for the two iow-&olﬁme bulk sites in August 1995, and rsquested
24 the NRC to re—review‘and evaluate the-status of a limited number
25" of maturing alternative techndlogies. The NRC issued its report

. 26 entitled REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE CHEMICAL DISPOSAT, TECHNOLOGIES
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1 in Octcber 1996. - The NRC report recommended neutralization for
2 the bulk sites located at Aberdeen, Marylaand and Newport,

3 Indiana. This repoft reviewed treatment for bulk liquid égents
4 and metal containers and did not review possible alternative

5 téchnologies for energetic (i.e., explosive) materials or

munition casings such as those at Umatilla.

o

7 20. Congress éassed'Public Law 104-201 (Defense

8 Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997) containing a requirement

S that a report be submitted_by‘the Army to Congresé that reviews
10 alternative-technologies for the disposal of assembled chemical
11 munitions. This repoft'must.be submitted by December 31, 1997.
12 The Army has informed the Governcr-of Oregon'that becéuse the
13 risk of continued stofage of agent- at Umatilla is substahtially
14 greater than risks from incineration, and because incineration at
15 this time is the only.mature‘technology available, it desires to
16 pursue the hazardous waste treatment permit for baseline =
17 incineration at Umatilla. .
18 21. 'The U.S. and 130 other nations signed what is called
19 the Cﬁemical Weapons Conventioﬁ in January 1993. The Senate,
20 however, has not ratified this treaty. The tréaty would mandate <
21 an international timetable to completely destroy chemical agent
22 -stockpiles, and would require irreversible destruction.
23 Genefal Findinés Pertaining to Permit Qévelopment

22. Anticipating the need to destroy the agent stockpile in

S
H>

W8]
93]

accordance with Public Law 99-145, in September 1986 the Army

o8]
[e)]

submitted its first permit application to the Oregon Department
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25

of Environmental Quzality (Department) for a hazardous waste

treatment permit for the construction and operation of a new

hazardous waste incineration facility at the Umatilla Chemical

Depot pursuant to 40 CFR § 270.10(a), adopted by OAR 340-100-002,

and pursuant to ORS § 466.055, et seqg.

23. In February 1987, the Department issued to the Army a

first notice of deficiency (NOD) on the Umatilla hazardous waste

tréatment permit application. The NOD was iésued pursuant to 40

CFR § 124.3 which is adopted by Oregon rule OAR 340-100-002. The

NOD”listed 57 issues to be addressed before the application could

bet considered complete.

24. In March 1987, the Army submitted its first Air

Contaminant Discharge Permit application to the Department in

accordance with OAR 340-28-1720. Pursuant to OAR 340-28-1900 the

Army may not build and operate the facility until an. Air

Contaminant Discharge Permit is ‘issued by-the Department.

25. * The Army responded in June 1987 to the  Department’'s =

first NOD by updating the permit applicatiomn.

26. During 1987 and 1988, the Department issued to the Army

a second NOD for the Umatilla hazardous waste treatment permit

application. The NOD listed 96 issues to be addressed by the

applicant. in order for the application to be considered complete.

27. 1In October 1990, the Army responded to the Department’s

second NOD for the Umatilla hazardous waste treatment permit

application.

/17
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y 1 28. In May 1991, ‘the Army re-submitted the application to
: 2 the Department for an air contaminant discharge permiﬁ for the
é Umatilla Chemical Depot.
4 29. In January 1992,. the Department issued to the Army a
5 -third NOD on the Umatilla hazardous waste treatment permit ‘
6. application. ‘Thé third NOD listed 60 issues to be addressed.
7 30. In November 1992, the Army responded to the
8 Dgpartmeng‘s third NOD on the hazardous Qaste.treatment permit
9 application.’
10 - 31. In April 1993, the Department issued to the Army a
11 - feurth NOD on the hazardous waste treatment permitlapplicationl
12. The fourth NOD listed 19 issues ta be addressed.
13 32.. In June 1993, the Army responded to the-Departmene’s
)14 fourth NOD.
15 33. In July 1993, the Department and the Army entered into
16 an Intergovernmental-Cooperétive Ag¥éement for the continued
17 review and processing of the hazafdous waste treatment pgxmit-
18 application.
19 34.° In March 1994, the Department issued to the Army a
20 fifth NOD on the Umatilla hazardous waste treatment permit
21 applicationa-lThe fifth NOD listed-19 issues to be addressed.
22 .35- In April 1994,.the Department opened a regional field
23 officé in Hermiston, Oregon staffed by a DEQ employee designated
24 as the Umatilla permits coordinator. This position hés had the
25 primary duty of providing the public with information regarding
26 ///
)
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‘the processing of the hazardous waste and air gquality permit

decisions.

e}

3 36. On March 6, 1995, the Army responded to the

1=

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 épplication to the Department for an air contaminant discharge
8 permit for the Umatilla Chemical Depot.
s 38. The Department requestéd from the Army fufther
10 +vinformaticon in accordance with 40 CFR 124.3 (adopted by OAR
12 -8 3&0—1Q07002) ort March 6, 1996. In accordance with 40 CFR
12 § 124.3, the Army responded té the information request on
13 March 21, 1996 with updated pages for the hazardcﬁs waéte

:}14 treatment permit application.

‘;" -
15 : ‘
General Findings Pertaining to
i6 Risk Assessment Conducted by the Department
19 39. During the Department’s technical review of the

18 hazardous waste treatment permit application, the U.S.

19 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued the DRAFT NATIONAL

20 HazarRDOUS WASTE COMBI_JSTION STRATEGY (COMBUSTION ST.RATEGY} in May 1993.. The
21  CoMBUSTION STRATE;GY adopted a national policy requiring a risk

22 assessment on the potential emissions from a hazardous waste

22 incinerator before issuance éf a draft hazardous waéte treatment
.24 permit fox public commer;t. The CoMBUSTION STRATEGY also stated a

25 preference for the regulatory agency issuing the permit (i.e.,

26 EPR or the State review agency) to conduct the risk assessment.
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0. In March 1994, the Department stated in its f£ifth NOD
that the Department would be conducting a risk assessment in
accordance with the CoOMBUSTION STRATEGY .

41, In April 1994, EPA issued guidance on how to conduct a
risk assessment for hazardous waste incinerators.

42. In October 1994, the Deparfment began wprk with its
contractor, Ecology and Environmeﬁt, Inc., to conduct a risk
assessment in accordance with the natiogal combustion strategy
following the guidané:e issued by EPA.
= 43, On April 5, 1995,-the Deparﬁmeﬁt issued a draft
-hazardous waste treatment permit and a DRAFT PRE—TRﬁ;,BURN RISK
ASSESSMENT Foﬁ THE PROPOSED UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEMILI?ARIZATION FACILITY.- The

risk assessment cencluded that there would be no adverse effects

on either public health or the environment from the operatiocns of

15 the Umatilla incinerator facility.
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 Umatillia Chemical Depot on
21 April 5, 1966. In accordance with 40 CFR 124 .8 (adopted by ORAR §
22 340-100-002), the Depértmént also issued a Fact Sheet which
23 sﬁmmarized the draft hazardous waskte treatment permit. In
24 accordance with 40 CFR 124.10 (adopted by OAR § 340-100-002), the
25 Department sent out to the Umatilla Chemical Depot mailiﬁg.liat a
26 1]/
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1 Public Notice scliciting commernts on the. draft hazardous waste
)
2 treatment permit.
3 45. In accordance with OAR 340-28-1900, the Department
4 issued a draft air contaminant discharge permit for public
5 comment on April 5, 1996. The Department also.developéd an AIR
& CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLI'CATI(.JN REVIEW REPORT, 1in accordance with
7 Department policy, which summarizes the Department’s review of
8 the air application and rationaie for setting draft air quality
9 pérmit conditions. In accordance with OAR 340-28-1710, the
10 Deépartment issued a Public Notice tc thg Umatilla Chemical Depot
11 -méiling l;st soliciting comments on the draft air contaminént
12 discharge permit.
13 46. In addition to soliciting comments fo? the draft
,14 hazardous waste treatment permit and air contaminant discharge
15 permits, the Department issued for public¢ notice on April 5,
16 1898, an INVIﬁuuoﬁ To COMMENT ON FinpIings (ORS 466.055 & ORS 466.060) awp
17 RiIsK ASSESSMENT ahé mailed the notice to the_Umdtilla Chemical
18 Depot mailing list. The notice requested comments on the
19 Departﬁent’s Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment, and on the ORS §§
20 466.055 and 466.060 criteria (ORS Criteria) under which the
21 Commission must make findinés before a hazardous wasté treatment
22 permit can be issued. The Department issued this INVITATION To
23 -Cm%mNT to encourage public participation.
24 a7, fhe_initial comment period on the draft environméntai
-25'_permits, risk assessment ana ORS 466 criteria was to end at
26 5:00 p;m- on Jﬁne 17, 139¢ which allowed for a 73-day puhlic
)
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comment period. The 73-day comment period exceeds the minimum
length of 45 days set forth in 40 CFR 124.10(b) (adopted by OAR

§ 340-100-002) for the draft hazardous waste tfgatment-permit and

the minimum length of 30 days set forth in OAR 340-28-1710 for

the draft air contaminant discharge permit.

48. 1In accordance with 46 CFR 124.10 (adopted by ORR § 340-
100-002) for the draft hazardous waste draft treatment permit,
and OAR 340-28-1710 for the draft air contaminant discharge
pErﬁit, four-hearings were held to accept public comment. These
four hearings were held as follows:

®: On May 13, 1996 in Pendleton, Oregon at 7:00 p.m. at the
E Pendleton Convention Center. - )

® On May 14, 1996 in Kennewick;, Washlngton at 7:00 p m. at
Kennewick High School.

s On May 29, 1996 in Portland, Oregeon at 7:00- p.m. at the
World Trade Center.

@ On June 10, 1996 in Hermiston, Oregon aL 7:00 p.m. at the
Hecmlston Community Center.

45. On June 17, 1996 the Department extended the comment
period for the.draft environmental permitg, risk assessment and
the ORS Criteria to November 15, 1996 at 5:00 p.m.  This
extension added an additional 151 days for a total public comment
period of 224 days. Extension of the comment period for the
draft hazardous waste treatment permit was in accordance with 4¢
CFR 124 .13 (adopted by OAR § 340-100-002) and a public notice of
the comment period extension was mailed to the Umatilla mailing
list in accordance with. 40 CFR 124.13 (adopted by OAR § 340-100-

002) .
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50. Baced on a request from a member of the pubiic.at the
November 15, 1996 Commission meeting, ﬁhe public comment éeriod
was extended to 8:00 a.m. on November 16, 1996.

51. A number of submiﬁtals containing comments were
received by the Department at the close of the comment peribd.

The Commission was provided complete copies of all comments

received including written transcripts of public testimony

accepted during puEliE hearings. A summary of the comments
received was tabulated.by,the Department and provided to the
Commiséion at its November 22, 1996 meeting. Public-comment and
su@ﬂittals were placed in the administrative record.
| General Findings Pertaining to
Development of Criteria Findings Required
‘by ORS 466.055, 466.060 and OAR 340, Diwvision 120

52. Oregon law requires that the Commission make findings’
on specific criteria before a final hazardous waste treatment
permit can be issued. ORS 466.055, 466.060 and OAR 340, Division
120.

53. On January, .11, 1996, the Commission held é first work
session on the proposed Umatilla permit in Portland, Oregon and .
was briefed on the proposed permit for incineration of chemical

weapons at the Umatilla Chemical Depct. Presenters included DEQ

staff and other interested parties.

S4. On April 12, 1996, the Commission held a second work
session and was briefed by DEQ staff on the propossed Umatilla
permits and the Commission findings, and received limited public

comment.
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55. On May 10, 1996, the Commission and the Department
Director traveled to Utah to tour the Tooele chemical
demilitarization facility.

56. On May 16, 1996, the Commission conducted a third work
séssion‘in Portland, Oregon. DEQ staff presented infofmation
about the. . air permit and the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment, and
counsel from the Oregon Depaftment 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 included the Army,

wéndors of three alternative technologies and Greenpeace:

57. On May 17,'1996;-the Comﬁission'received a briefing
from Oregbn Emefgéncy Managemenﬁ'and Morrow Coﬁﬁtf Emefgency
Management‘concerhing the Chemical Stockpile Emergencf
Preparedness Program (CSEPP),_VMick Harrison of, @reenlaw and Dr. -
Mary O'Brien made presentations to the Commission on risk x
assessment. Publie testimoﬁy wag received, including testimony -
from repiesentatives of loeal governmént, the Citizens Advisory
Commission, Greenpéace and the Coqfederatéd Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservatiomn.

58. On July 11, 1996, the Commission held a fourth work
session in Portland,, Oregon, and received a présentation from
Department staff and the Department’s risk assessment contractor;

Ecology and Environment, Inc., respending to risk assessment

issues. Army representatives responded to -questions concerning

safety and alternative permitting scenarios.
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89. .On August,22; 1996, the Commission conducted a fifth
work session in Hermiston, Oregon. The session included a tour
of the Umatilla Chemical Depot. A question-and-answer work
session discussing various Umatilla subjects was held at the
Hermiston Community Center. Discussioﬁ included proposed federal
legislation, alternative technologies and stockpile storage
risks. Professor Iisa of the Chemical Engineering. Department of
Oregon State University, under contract to the Departmen%,
provided verbal testimony on expected dioxin emissions from the
proposed Um;tilla incinerators. During an evening session the
Cemmission heard oral puBlic testimony on the proposed
environmental permits.

60. On August 23, 1996, the Commission received a
preéentation from Departmgnt*staff concerning the finding of
“best available technolcgy” that must be made before a new
hazardous waste ﬁreatment permit can be issued by the Commission.
The Commission adopted a list of eﬁalua@ion criterialto be
consideréd for evaluation of tﬁe best available technology.

61. On September 27, 1996, the Commission held a sixth work
session in Portland, Oregon.and heard public testimony from the
Oregon Environmental Council,. Greenpeace and the Oregon Center
for Environmental Health. Department staff-presented a draft
staff report concerning Commission findings that must be made
before issuance of a hazardous waste treatment permit for the
incineration of nerve agents at Umatilla Chémiéal Depot. The

Department also presented to the Commission a staff report
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listing draft hazardous waste treatment permit conditions to
address speéific concerns raised by the Commission at previous
work sessions.

2. On Névember 14, 1996, the Commission,_during a regular
meetiné held in Portland, Oregon, heard a presentatioﬁ from the

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation which

proposed a moratorium pending appointment of a Governor's task

force to further evaluate alternatives.to incineration of the-
Umatilla Chemical Depot stockpile, and construction of a munition

reversge assembly facility.

o 63. On November 15, 1996, the Commission held a seventh

work session in Portland, Oregon, reviewing the revised FINDINGS
staff report and the draft BesT AVAILABLE TEcmﬁu@GI ReporT from the

Department. Also at the meeting,Préfessor Iisa of Oregon State

‘University provided additional'testimony.to the Commission. based
on her Octeber 29, 1996 written report concerning potential

.dioxin emigsions from incineration,

64. The Commission, before its Nevember 22, 1996 meeting,
received and had the opportunity to review all public comment
previously reviewed regarding the hazardous waste treatment
permit including written transcripts of all scheduled public
hearings. |

65. On November 22, 1596, the Commission met in Pendleton,
Oregon. The Commission heard final briefings from the Army andl
Department staff. At this meeting the Commission deliberated the

issues, discussed public concerns as reflected in public
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1 testimony and comment and came to a consensus that incineration,

2 as proposed in the Army’s hazardous waste treatment permit

3 ap?lication, is the best available technolégy. The Commission.

4 'deteémined that the remaining statuﬁory findings could be made

8 and directed Department staff to prepare a final.hazardous waste

6 treatwment permit'with additional aﬁd moaified conditions and

7 ﬁechnical_corrections.

8 66. An Administrative Record has been compiled and is

é maintained at theIDebartment’s Eastern Region office in Bend. An
10 dndex to th; Administrative Record is attached to this document
11 .as Appendix 1. | |
P ) ¢ Findingé and Conclusions Required by Statute and ﬁegulation

13 67. ORS 466.055, ORS 466.060 éﬁd OARR 340, ﬁivlsion 120
;&4 require that certain specific affirm;tive findings bé made by thé
15 Commission before a hazardous waste treatment facility permit for
16 a new hazardous waste treétment facility may be issued in Qregon.
1 £8. The Army’s proposed chemical weapons demilitarizafion&r
18 incinerator is a proposal for a new treatment facility subject 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 dimplement, 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 of
25, the statutory finéings enumerated in ORS 466 .055.

28 70. The proposed Umatilla incinerator is a proposal for a
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1 new on-site treatment facility.

2 71. OAR 340-120-001(4) provides:

3 (4) DNew hazardous waste and PCB treatment and disposal
facilities, other than land disposal facilities,

4 located on the site of waste generation (on-site), are

only subject to these parts of Division 120:

5 (a) 340-120-010(2) (c¢) — Technology and Design;
(b) 340-120-Q10(2) (e) — Property Line Setback;
6 . {(c) 340-120-010(2) (g) — Owner. and Operator
: Capability; »
7 (d) 340-120-010(2) (h) — Compliance History;
: (e) 340-120-020 — Community Participation;
8 . (£) 340-120-030 — Permit-Application Fee.
9 72. OAR 340-120-010(2) (¢) requires:
16 ; * (€) Technology and Design. :The facility shall
_ use the best available technology as
i o determined by the [Commission] for treatment
. 1 and disposal of hazardous waste and PCB. The
12 facility shall use the highest and best
practicable treatment and/or control as
13 determined by the [Commission] to protect _
public health and safety and the environment.
14 : * ’
15 73. The Commission has broad discretion in-determining the

16 parametersffor a BAT determination under OAR 340-120-010(2) (c).

17 In the absence of statutory or regulatory criteria, it is

18 appropriate for the Commission to select sgpecific criteria for

19 evaluating best available technology on a case-specific basis.

20 '74. Appropriate criteria for evaluating best available

21 technology in this matter include the following:

22 A.
23
24 B
25
2e L

.Types, quantities and texicity of discharges to

the environment by operation of the proposed
facility compared to the alternative technologies.

Risks of discharge from a catastrophic event or

mechanical breakdown in operatiom of the proposed
facility compared to the alternative technoclogies.

Safety of the operations of the proposed facility
compared to the alternative technclogies.
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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 resources.

F. Time required to test the technology and have it
fully operational; impacts of time on overall risk
of stockpile storage. :

75. Applying the BAT criteria adopted by the Commission and
based on the administrative record the Army’s proposed
inecineration technology satisfies the requirements for use of
best available technology for des;rqction of agent at Umatilla.
With the inclusion of carbon filters the proposed incineration
fechnology will also employ the highgst and best practicablé
emission control technclogy. The Commission’s rationale for this
finding includes the following considerations which are suppprted
in detail by the recoxd: :

A The proposed incineration technology is. designed to
have only wminimal emissions of pollutants to the environment and.
will achieve an extremely high agent destruction femoval
efficiency (so-called six “9s” effiéiency). . The incineration
technology may result in extremely minute air emissiéns incluaing
agent, metals, dioxins or similar chlorinated compounds.

However, in addition to being extremely small, these emissions
will be temporarxy and well within allowable regulatory limits.

B. The proposed incineration technology is designed with a
high level of redundanéy to minimize risk of discharge from a

catastrophic event or wmechanical breakdown in operation. Each
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lternative technology reviewed would involfe at least similar
and pétentially greater opérational risks, each alternative has
significant technical uncertainties, and none has been subjected
to the kind of actual testing and operation the baseline
technology has undergone.

a. The proposed incineration technology has been designed
and tested for safety in operétions at other facilities. Actual’
experience with internal system release detection.and containment

exists. BAlternative technologies reviewed pose technical safety

‘issues and there is no experience withtoperations"

b. The proposed inéineration techﬁdlogy_is currently
available and will result in the most rapid destruction of thé 
agent stored at Umatilla, a factor that must be juxtaposed to the
risk of ccntiﬁued storage.

B. Alternative technologies reviewed,IWith the excepéion
of neutrzlization, are years away from actual operational T s
availability.

F. Neutralization technology forlHD, while currently’
undergoing laboratory bench—scalé study, would entail lengthy
delay at Umatilla due, among other constraints, to the need for
staging of construction to allow energetics destruction by

incineration prior to construction and operation of

neutralization facilities.

G. With the exception of neutralization, technologies
reviewed appear te involve little impact on natural resource

consumption. Neutralization of HD could, however, have
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significant implications for water consumption and disposal, and
would need substantial ecological impact analyses.

H. AlternativeAtechnologies.reviewed face testing and
operaticnal hurdles which would add years of delay to the agent
destruction program at Umatilla.

I: Comparative costs of glternative technoldgies-is
considered a factor only with respect to neutralization of HD
which would add significantly to costs of agent destruction at
Umatilla by necessitating construction of a neutralization
facility in addition to the proposed incinerators.

In making the abgve findings with respect to best available
technology, the éommission is particulaf}y persuaded by the
analysis of alternative technologies in BESTiAVAHE@LE TEG@@LOGY
FINDINGS REPORT UMATILLA CHEMICAL DEpor, Novembher 1956, prepared for the
Department by Ecology and Environment, Inc.; the REPORT oN DIOXINS,
by Kristina Iisa, Oregon State University, October 1956 and -
testimony of Dr. Iisa before the Commission; testimony of Army
Assistant Secretary Decker and staff provided on November 22,
1596 concerﬁing extensive delays associated with alternative
technologies and poteﬁtial natural.resource impacts of bulk agent
neutralization technology.

76. OAR 340-120-010(2) (e) reguires:

{(e) Property Line Setback:

(A) Hazardous waste and PCB treatment and
disposal facilities, other than land disposal
facilities, on the site of waste generation shall have

at least a 250 foot separation betwsen active waste.
management areas and facilities, and property
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77: The proposed facility meets the requirement of a 250
foot setback from_the property line. The proposed. facility would
be significantly more than 250 feet (nearly one mile) from the
nearest Umatilla Chemical Depot boundary.

_78. OAR 340-120-010(2) (g) requires:

(g) Owner and Operator. Capability. The owner,
any parent company of the owner and the operator must
‘demonstrate adequate financial and technical capability
to properly construct and operate the facility. As
evidence of financial capablllty, the following shall
be submitted: o .

(A) Financial statements of the owner, any parent
company of the owner, and the operator audited by an
independent certified public accountant for three years
immediately prior to the application;

(b) The estimated costs of construction and a
plan detailing how the construction will be funded; and

(c¢) A three year projection, from the date the
facility is scheduled to begin operating,. of revenues
and expenditures related to operating  the facility.

The projection should have sufficient detail to
determine the financial capability of the.owner, any
parent company of the owner and the operator to
properly operate the facility.

74 The Army will be the owner and principally responsible
operator of thé proposed facility. The Army has the legal
responsibility to conduct the chemical weapons demilitarization
program. The Army is currently managing operation of several
agent incineration facilities. ~Although operations at the
existing facilities have not been entirely without problems, the
evidence is that the Rrmy has adequately demonstrated the
capability to properly construct and operate the f;cility.

The Army, as a department of the federal government, is

e

exempt from hazardous waste law financial responsibility

PAGE 22 - FINDINGS OF THE COMMISSICN AND ORDER

Umatilla Chemical Denot

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

Page J-22



16
17
18
19
20
21
22
i
24
25

- 26

PAG

requirements. However, private contractors, when selected, must.
demonstrate reguired -financial responsibility as well as
technical capability.

The Army has the capability to construct and operate .the
proposed facility. When a contractor is selected, a hazardous
waste treatment perﬁit modification will be required to make that
contractor a co-permittee, and the contractor will then be
required to demonstrate feéhnical and financial capability as
well.

80. OAR 340—3_20—610(2) (h) requires:

: {h) Compliance History.

"(a) The compliance history in owning and
operating other similar facilities, 'if any, must
indicate that the owner, any parent company of the
owner and the operator have an ability and willingness
to operate the proposed facility in compliance with the
provisions 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 submitted:

(i) A listing of all responses to past actual
violations identified by EPA or the appropriate state
regulatory agency within the five years immediately
preceding the filing of the requests for an
Authorization 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 violations occurred; and

(ii) Any written correspondence from EPA and the
appropriate state regulatory agency which discusses the
present compliance status of any similar facility owned
or operated by the applicant, owner, any parent company
of the owner oxr operator. .

(B) Upon request of the Department, the applicant
shall also provide responses to the past violations
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.

E 23 - FINDiNGs oF TdHE COMMISSION AND ORDER
Umatilla Chemical Depot ,

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

Page J-23



f-=

9

)

20

203

22

23

/1Y

81. The Department staff report of November 1996 outlines

. in some detail the Army’s compliance history at Johnston Atoll

Chemical Agent Disposal (JACADs) facility and the Tooele Chemical
Disposal facility, both considered relevant to the Commission’s
evaluation of the Army’s compliance history for purposes of the

pending permit application. While instances of non-compliance by

‘the Army have been- documented, most have been deemed relatively

minor in nature and appropriate corrective actions have been

‘taken by the ARrmy to address the few more éerious violations.

The Department has had no unreéolvable enforcement problems with
respect ta existing ﬁazérdous waste activities at the Umatilla
Chemical Depot.

82. The requlations pertaining to the management of
hazardous waste afe ﬁolﬁminous and complex; never£heless, strict
enﬁorcement-is warranted.. Howeyerf‘it is not unusual for a
hazardous waste facility undergpihg a compliance-inspection to
have violations, especially in the érea of recordkeeping. The
permit applicantihas often sélf—reported.permit violétions at
other facilities. The Army as owner and operator of the pfoposed
Umatilla facility has demonstrated sufficient ability and
willingnesé to operate the proposed fécility in compliance with
statutory and regulatory‘provisions;

L
/17
#4d
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83. OAR 340-120-020 requires:
Community Participation
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 disposal
facilities.

(3) The Director may appoint é committee [citizen
committee] to review a proposed faCllltY described in
rule 340-120-001(4).

84. In view of the existing Governcr’'s Advisory Committee,
the Director-has not appointed an additional_citizens committee
pursuant to OAR 340-120-020(3).

The Department and the Commission have'engaged in an
extensive effort to encourage both loecal and non-local citizen
involvement in this permit application process. The extent of
these efforts is reflected in the Commission’s General Backgrouhd
Findings and in the administrative record. There has been
opportunity for public input on all aspects of the permit
appliéation process including the health and ecqlégical risk
assessments and the legally required Commission findings. The
public involvement has greatly assisted the Commission in its -
decisions.

85. ORS 466.055(5) requires a Commission finding that:

(5) The propesed hazardous waste or PCﬁ treatment

or disposal facility has no major adverse effect on

either:

(a) Public health and safety; or

(b) Environment of adjacent lands.

The detailed human health and ecelogical risk assessments
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conducted by the Army and by the Department did not show that the

- proposed facility will have major adverse effects on either human

health and safety or the environment. The proposed faéility uses
engineefing process controls and state of the art pollution
abatement systems which will undergo extensive testing before
operations commence. Revised permit conditions incoxporate
additional safeguards as specifically directed by the Commission
at its meeting in Pendleﬁon, Oregon on Novemberlzz, 1996. The
proposed facility, if operated as deéigned and in acco:dance with
the permit, will not have any major adverse effect on éubiic
health and safety, or to the environment of.adjacent lands.

" In making -the above finding regarding no adverse effects,
the Commission is particularly persuaded by the REpoRT oN Dioxins by
Kristiqa Iisa, Oregon -State Univeréity, October 1995, and Dr.
Iisa’s testimony before the Commission; the DrarT PﬁE—TRnu,RISK
ASSESSMENT EROPOSED UMAEI;LA CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION FACILITY, HERM;STON,
OreGoN, Vols. I and II prepared by Ecology and Environment, Inc.,
Epril 1996; PERSPECTIVES ON THE UMATILLA QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT
ResunTs prepared by SAIC, September 1996 and testimony of Gary
Boyd, SAIC, before the Commission November 22, 1996; and DEQ awD
EconogY & ENVIRQNMENT RESPONSE T0O RISk ASSESSMENT TSsSrrs, July 11, 1996

86. ORS 466.055(4) (a) reguires a Commission finding that:’
(4) The need for the facility is demonstrated by:
(a) Lack of adequate current treatment.oxr
disposal capacity in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and
Alaska to handle hazardous waste or PCB generated by
Oregon Companies; . ;
(b} A finding that operation of the proposed

facility would result in a higher level of protection
of the public health and safety or environment; or
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(¢} Significantly lower treatment or disposal
costs to Oregon anpaﬂleq
2 The propased. facility is a non-commercial, sole purpose on-

3 sits treatmeﬁt facility. The requirements of_ORS 466.055(4) are
4 directed at commercial facilities. Nevertheless, the Commission
5 finds that the. operation of the proposed facility will reduce,

6 and eventually eliminate, 'the risk to surrounding communities

7 from continued-storage of the chemical agents and munitions for
8 which there is presently no disposal option. The need for the

9 facility is demonstra ed because operatLon of the proposed

10 faeility will resul* in a. hlgher level of protactlon for publlc

‘,«_ e B T

11 health and safecy and for the enwlronment
12 . Now, therefore, IT IS ORDERED that:.
13 1. Thesé findings, conclusions and order shall constitute
Y4 the Commission’s final pgrmit decision and response to public

15 input.

16 2 Nothing contained herein shall. be.deemed .to waive or
17 restrict any authority of the Commission or any other-—entity of
18 the State of Oregon to take such acticn as may be deemed

18 necessary within the scope of theif respective authorities to

20 prevent or abate an imminent hazard to public health or the

21 en&ironment.

22 il 3 These findings, conclusions and order are based upon
23 representation of the permittee 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

e
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4., The Commission shall issue the hazardous waste

N)

W

treatment permit to the United States Army containing the terms

>

and conditions agreed upon by the Commission as of the date of

5 this Oxder, including those additional permit copditions

€ specifically ordered by the Commission as reflected in Attachment
7 A to Appendix 3 which is incorporated herein. - .

8 5, This Order shall be an Order In Other Than A Contested
9 Case, and no administrative appeal of the permit shall be

10 provided to the applicant or third parties.

i1 DATED this/azé. Z day osz,Lq‘f?, 1997.
12 ' . : .

13 : ) Henry. Lorenzen
Chair

Carol A. Whipple

1.5 Vice-Chair
15 . : Linda A. McMahan
Member
17
. Tony Van Vliet
18 ] . Member -
18 Melinda Eden
Member
" 2 /
21 /—7 F
/)
22 Henry Forehzén, Chair :
For %ﬁe Epvironmental Quality Commission
23
z4
LE:kt/LHE0336B.PLE
25
26
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Appendix 3 COMMISSION RESPONSES Febiuary 7, 1997
Umnatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility

ID.No.: OR6213 820917

: Page 10f 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
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility
I.D. Number: OR6 213 820 917

- February 7, 1997

This Response to Comments document has the following Sections?

T Introduction th : II1. ADireg:ﬁ_on From Commission '
1. Comments Received 7 IV.  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 treatment of the chemical agents, along
with the various munition components consisting of explosives, propellants and metal casmgs is
sometimes referred to as “demilitarization.”

The Department of Environmental Quality reviewed the hazardous waste permit
application and determined that the application was complete in accordance with Title 40 Code
of Federal Regulations [40 CFR] Section 124. 3." The Department then issued for public
comment the draft hazardous waste permit and the air contaminant 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, 19967 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.
> The original comment period was extended on June 13, 1996.
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II. Comments Received

&

All comments received during the comment period were provided to the Commission for
its review. The comments were also placed in the administrative 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 general, the following
statements can be made about the comments received.

Statistics ' General

> 188 submittals (both verbal testimony and > The vast maj ority of the comments were
written comments) were received and - directed towards the Commission’s
entered info the administrative record. A - findings of the ORS criteria. Very few
submittal may have contained anywhere submittals dealt directly with specific
from one comment to tens of comments. conditions of the hazardous waste permit
Two submittals were noted but did not ot specific items with the PreRA.

contain any testimony:’ ) -
7 % > Based on testimony from the several

» Out of the 188 submittals, 67 were from the Commission meetings, the Commission
immediate region (e.g., Hermiston), 33 directed that several additional permit
were from the region (e.g., Tri-Cities and conditions be included in the hazardous
Pendleton), and 88 were from Out-of- waste permit.

T o D
- Region (g Fortaud), »  Submittals received from the U.S. Army

» Of the 67 submittals received from the 3 and EPA Region 10 did contain many
immediate region, 48 (72%) were in favor comments on specific conditions of the
of issuing the permit; 19 (28%) were not in permit. '

favor of issuing the permit).

> Of the 33 submittals received from-the
region, 12 (36%) were in favor of issuing

the permit; 21 (64%) were not in favor of
issuing the permit.

> Of the 88 submittals from out-of-region, 6

" (7%) were in favor of issuing the permit;
82 (93%) were not in favor of issuing the
permit. '
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[ssue: Incineration [s The Best Available Technoloov

120 submittals contained comments regarding whether incineration represents best available
technology. The significant comments are listed below. )

Ag:ee

Incineration has been found by independent experts
to be an acceptable technology

JACADS and Tooele are operating effectively and
efficiently.

Currently, incineration is best available technology.

Alternative technologies are immature for chemical
agent.

There are no viable alternative technology for metal
parts and energetics except incineration.

EPA and Department of Health and Human
Services contends that incineration is a safe and
proven method.

Continued storage is not a technology.

Incineration has more control than similar industrial
applications. '

Need more time to develop information on
alternative technologies.

Issue: The Facili

Will Not Céuse An Adverse Effect To Human Health Ot The Enviro

Does Not Agree
Incineration is unsafe and costly.

JACADS and Tooele have had experiences of
upsets and operational problems.

Incineration emits toxic chemicals and would/could
effect human health, the ecology, and agricultural
crops. )

“Closed-loop” technologies 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.

66 submittals contained comments regarding whether an incineration facility is needed. The
significant comments are listed in the following column.

gg[ee

The permit should be issued to get rid of the threat -
posed by chemical agent munitions

Findings and recommendations from the NRC
conclude that incineration is safe

Delays will cause increased exposure from leaks
Incineration is a safe technology

Johnston Atoll ecological monitcring has shown no
adverse effect

Does Not Agree

A comparative assessment between incineration 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 Burn Risk Assessment is flawed
because it omitted issues such 4s 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
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shiould not be issued until it is. Sirens are not ~
working, schools are not pressurized, inadequate
resources at local level, the Emergency Operations
Center is not pressurized and must use gas masks in
an emergency, inadequate notification to meedlate
community, etc.,.

Issue: Applicant Has Demonstrated Ability And Willingness To Operate The Facility In
Co mnlianf:e d, Applicant Has Dem ated Financia d Technical Capability

24 submittals contamed comments regarding whether the Applicant (U.S. Army) has
demonstrated adequate capability. The significant comments are listed below:

Agree Does Not Agree
«  Tooele and JACADS are built and operated well .. _'ihe Army has not been able to operate the JACADS
e There is trust in the government that they have the i Tooele facilities adoquately-

expertise and care to insure safe operation ‘ « The Army has had a history of misrepresentation,

mxsmfomatlon and- decclt

»  The Army hds been fined at JACADS by EPA for
non-compliance

ssue: The Facility Is Needed

41 submittals contained cornments regarding whether an incineration facility is needed. The
: s1gmﬁcant comments are listed below.

Agres g Does Not Agree

«  The risk of storage, and storage operations are more *  Risk of storage is exaggerated and there is no need
than the risk of incineration ‘to rush to incinerate

s The risk of storage can be lessened by
reconfiguration

Issue: Public Participation
27 submittals contained comments regarding public participation. The swmﬁc.am
comments are listed below.

Agree : Does Not Agree
« Commenters appreciated the opportunity to address »  The State has not engaged in a government-to-
the Commission face-to-face government relationship with the Confederated
- . %, . ; ; Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation [CTUIR]
« Citizens have been active and informed on the i atilla Indi - ]
project - »  DEQ has acted as an advocate of incineration, or,-

g . not as an advocate for the environment
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Public comment period was extended

DEQ has maintained an office in Hermiston

COMMISSION RESPONSES February 7, 1997
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Commission and Department decision-makers were

_not at some public forums

There is toc much information to review and not
enough time for people to understand all the issues

Various- Issues:

Several submittals contamed comments regarding various issues. These issues
mentioned are listed below.

Agree with Permitting

The Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness
Program (CSEPP) is not prepared; the permit
should be issued to get rid of the threat posed by
chemical agent munitions.

Objection to commenters from out-of-area trying to
stop the project

There is adequate oversight for the project’

Willing to accept p:ocessmor risk over risk of
continued storage

There has been a multitude of research and studies
on the project ’

Muniticns are deteriorating with ags

Transportation is not zn option

[II. Direction From The Commission

Does Not Agree with Permitting

Dissatisfaction with the Environmental Impact
Statemnent

Issues of Environmental Justice

Oregon should follow lead of other states trying to
halt incineration :

Issues of previous exposures from Hanford

There should not be a delay in permitting the
facility

No import of other waste should be allowed Federal
law prohibits transportation so the stockpile must
stay and be destroyed ‘

The stockpile shouId be moved to Tooele, Utah or
JACADS

The need to limit operatwns during adverse weather
conditions

The Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness
Program is not adequately ready. Sirens are not
working, schools are not pressurized, inadequate
resources at local level, the Emergency Operations

. Center is not pressurized and must use gas masks in

an emergency, inadequate notification to 1mmed1ate
community, etc.,

At the November 22, 1996 meeting, the Commission 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 Comrnission then deliberated on the remaining ORS 466.055 and
466.060 criteria. The Comimission stated that the reméining criteria could be found 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 of this mezting 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 Army’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. 124.17’(&1),3 follows in section IV.D of this
document.

[V. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

VA OIMIMission Figdjng_-s

The Order that the Commission issued on February 7, 1997, serves as the formal decision
and Response to Comments. The Order makes effective the affirmative findings for the ORS
466.055, 466.060, and OAR 340-120 criteria, and, summarizes some of the important issues,
along with the documentation and testimony (from the Commission’s administrative record)
used in reaching the hazardous waste decisions. ' :

IV.B Summary of Commission Findings

The Order issued 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 incineration), 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 Tooele, Utah.

- The Commission deliberated on the issues of operational history at Johnston 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 lisa, Oregon State University, October 1996, and testimony of Army Assistant

® Adopted as Oregon Rule by OAR 340-100-002.
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Secretary Decker regarding potential neutralization of mustard agent. The Commission has
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 fi ndz'nf'? 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 testimony
from representatives of environmental organizations, the Army, and from the public regarding
the operational histories at Johnston Atoll and Tooele Chemical Disposal Facility. From the
testimony and comments, the Commission responded in the affirmative that the owner and
operator has demonstrated adequate capability.

For the finding of adequare compliance history: As above, the Commission heard
testimony of representatives from environmental organizations, the Army, and from the public
regarding the operational histories at Johnston Atoll and Tooele Chemical Disposal Facility.

The Commission also reviewed the Department’s November 1996 staff report regarding in detail
the Army’s compliance history at Johnston Atoll. From the testimony and comments, the
Commission responded in the affirmative that the owner and operator has demonstrated adequate
capability. '

For the finding that there is a need for the facility: The Commission reviewed written
comments and heard testimony regarding the need. The Commission heard issues regarding the
potential to disassemble and store munitions, or even continue storage until better technologies
are developed, rather than continue with incineration. The Commission concluded that UMCDF
will reduce, and eventually eliminate the risk to surrounding communities from continued
storage of the chemical agents and munitions; therefore the need for UMCDF is demonstrated
because operation of the proposed facility will result in a higher level of protection. From the
testimony and comments, the Commission responded in the affirmative.

For the finding that the Jacility will have no major adverse effect on public health and
safety, or the environment: The Commission reviewed written comments and heard testimony
regarding the potential effects from the UMCDF. The Commission became aware of issues of
dioxin and furan formation, known and unknown combustion by-products of incineration, and of
design controls proposed for the UMCDF. The Commission was particularly persuaded by the
DRAFT PRE-TRIAL BURN RISK ASSESSMENT prepared for the Department by Ecology and
Environment, Inc., REPORT ON DIOXINS by Dr. Kristiina [isa, Oregon State University,

- PERSPECTIVES ON THE UMATILLA QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS prepared by SAIC,
Septembér 1996, DEQ and Ecology and Environment 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.
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IV.€ Changed Permit Conditions Based on Commission Direction

As part 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 comments and
"concerns raised by interested parties on emergency response issues, the Commission decided that
additional permit conditions should be made part of the hazardous waste permit. In accordance
with 40 CFR 124.17(a)( 1),* Attachment A lists the permit conditions that have been added or
changed. Through its deliberations, these conditions were included in the hazardous waste permit
by the Commission because they are deemed necessary to protect human health and the
environment. :

V.D. Technical Changes to dous Waste Permit

At the November 22, 1996 Commission meeting, the Department was directed to
incorporate the appropriate technical changes to the permit that do not affect pelicy decisions.

_ The Department reviewed comments made by the U.S. Army and EPA Region 10 and made

some permit condition changes based on significant comments.

In accordance with 40 CER 124. 17* and at the dlrecuon of the Commission, the following
significant changes have been made to the hazardous waste permit.

o

[V.D.1 Technical Significant Changes Based on U.S. Army Com ments

11

The following comments were su‘ormtted 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 cha:ncred permit condition LW to allow
f‘:: ten dﬁ}’s J‘_“E‘P'}ﬁ_‘jb n "'.‘3'\‘? Qr 1}‘: ge Iﬂ o1 de allowy Permitt =1+ d ic

msie = der to allow the Permuittee to report ..;.nm;_, , all

allow for a more thorough report.

» 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 areas (between liners), instead of all sumps per campaign/annually as
proposed. The Department determined that based on the small size, the potential for tank
system compromised by too much “chipping out” of the swrrounding concrete, and the design
of the buildings themselves which minimize releases to the envirenment, it would be better
just to remove, inspect, and repair those primary sump systems that detect leaks between the
primary liner and the secondary containment.

a

* Adopted as Oregon Rule at OAR 340-100-002.
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« Based on Army comments no. 25 and no. 26, the Department agrees to the requirement for
Total Organic Carbon (TOC) to be measured during the trial burns and not as a continuous
emissions monitor. There is not a continuous emission monitor for TOC: The Department
has eliminated permit condition VI.A.3.iii,, and has added permit condition VI.A.S iii.c.

» Based on Army comment no. 45, the Department agrees that sulfur dioxide (SO,),
hydrocarbon (HC), and hydrogen chloride (HCI) do not need to be measured in the Metal
Parts Fumnace discharge airlock. Itis sufficient to measure the airlock for agent to protect
human health. The Department has changed Attachment 4.

IV.D.2 Technical Sienificant 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 a
memorandum of these comments and placed it in the administrative record as comment no. 187
and as administrative record index no. 2252. The comment numbers referenced below are the
EPA comment numbers found in the memorandum. "

« Based on EPA comment 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 consider necessary and consistent with the Army
review of the Tooele Chemical Disposal Facility detection of agent leaks at the carbon filters
units. The Department has added permit condition II.0.10 to require an assessment within
360 days of the effective date of the permit.

s Based on EPA comment no. 36, the Department agrees that the Brine Reduction Unit, which
is a unit factored in the Pre-Trial Bumn Risk Assessment, should have the same level of
notification requirement for emission exceedances as for the incinerator units. Therefore, the
Department has added 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 emission 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 conditionVIL.B.3 1. ’

IV.E. Other Changes to the Permit

At the November 22, 1996 Commission meeting, the Department was directed to also
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 permit.

1
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The Department reviewed the comment and made appropriate changes. The changes in
nature were: Typographical 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 altering operations as
proposed by the Permittee.

IV.F. anges That Were Not Made to the Permit

As stated before, many commeénts were received from the Army and EPA Region 10, and
just a few from others. The Commission and Department reviewed these comments and decided
that there inclusion in the hazardom. s waste permit is not warranted.
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ATTACHMENT A

1) STORAGE RISK - MODIFICATION TO THE OPENING STATEMENT OF THE
PERMIT INTRODUCTION FOUND ON PAGE 3

The Permittee shall proceed 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 environment
posed by the continued storage cf the chemical weapons and chemical agents at the
Umatilla Chemical Storage Depot.

2) C’.SfEPP READINESS- PERMIT CONDITIONS

ILH.4.

The Permittes shall submit within 150 days of the effective date of the permit and every
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

ILH.4.4.

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
monitoring and decontamination during an incident, off-site triage and treatment of
casualties; and, the state of enhanced sheltering and positive pressurization of buildings, '
such as schools and hospitals, where substantial numbers of persons can be expected to .
gather daily. [40 CFR 270.32(b)(2)] T

The Permittee shall not commence any thermal shakedown, trial burn, or post-trial burn
activity, as defined in Module VI, until the Department has notified the Permittee in
writing that it has received written notification from the Governor of the State of
Qregon, or his designee, that an adequate emergency resporise prograrn is in place and
fully operational for protecting the general population (Chemical Stockpile Emergency A
Preparedness Program [CSEPP]). The written determination of the Governor (or his
designee) shall be placed in the administrative record.[40 CFR 270.32(b)(2)]

"3 REMOVAL OF THE UMCDF STRUCTURES AT CLOSURE - PERMIT CONDITIONS

ILJ.S

ATTACHMENT A

Following submittal of all successful closure decontamination certifications in
accordance with permit condition IT.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., buildings, parking areas,
underground structures, fences, etc.,) within the boundary of the UMCDF shall also be
properly managed and removed tec 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 accommaodate such
use.

Appendix 3 1
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4) PAS CARBON FILTER UNIT AND EMISSION TO THE CARBON FILTERS -
PERMIT C ONDITIONS

IILR. The Permittee shall build and operate the Pollution Abatement System (PAS)/PAS Filter
"Systems for each incinerator in accordance with the appropriate drawings of Volume 5,
Attachment D-3 and Volume VII of the application, Sections D-5B-02, D-5B-07, D-6B-
02, D-6B-04, D-7B-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.

VIA © GENERA URING SHAKEDOWN, T - AND P

TRIAL- INCINERATORS AT D
VIA1 CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE [40 CFR§264.31](trial burn stds.)
vi. The Permittee shall _maint.ain and operate each incinerator during shakedown, trial bum-

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 VIB.1,, VI.C.1,, , VI.D.1., and VLE.1. before entering each
mcmerator s carbon filter system.

VIiLA.8 GEE ERAL OPERATION (normal operation standards)

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 VILB.2., VIL.C.2,, VILD.2,, and VII E.2. before entering each
incinerator’s carbon filter system.

5) EOC POSITIVE PRESSURE - PERMIT CONDITIONS

LHS. For the UCD Emergency Operations Center (EOC) that gathers or disseminates
information used to respond to off-Depot releases, the Permittee shall have a positive-
pressurized Emergency Operations Center (EOC) that is adequately staffed 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week. For this permit condition, “positive-pressurized” 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 - PERMIT CONDITIONS

ILE.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. All 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 Department, the Permittee shall place such

ATTACHMENT 4 Appendix 3 2
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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 permittee shall provide an updated report describing the
independent oversight program that incorporates all appropriate additions and changes in
response to any deficiencies or requested changes. An independent oversight review
shall be conducted on a periodic basis and when specifically requested by the
Department or Commission. If the Commission is not satisfied with the independent
oversight program or the results of the mdependent investigations, the Commission may
issue an order to halt immediately all operations.

T SHUT. DOWN CONDITIONS - PERMIT CONDITIONS

LE2: 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
466.385 and 466.890 or rules adopted pursuant thereto or any material condmon of the
permit, subject to review under ORS 183.310 to 183.550.

L.C3: In accordance with ORS 466.200, if the Department or Commission finds that there is
reasonable 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 Department 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 approval of the

- Department.

1La. 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.1. 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 eondition.

8) " LIABILITY ISSUE - PERMIT CONDITIONS

.M. The Permittee must provide the liability coverage for sudden-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) BAD WEATHER CONDITIONS - PERMIT CONDITIONS

IL.A3. The Permittee shall submit to the Department a request for a Class 2 permit

modification, within 180 days of the 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 igloes 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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16) BASELINE MONITORING - PERMIT CONDITIONS

ITAA4IL

b) -

b)

LA 4l

Within 180 days of the effective date of the permit, the Permittee shall submit for
Department review and approval 2 Comprehensive Monitoring Program (CMP)
workplan to implement a program that will confirm results of the Pre-Trial-Burn and
Post-Trial-Burn Risk Assessmients 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, Zoné 1 also is to include 2 monitoring system to detect permitted and unpermitted

releases. The CMP for Zones 1,2, and 3 shall, at a minimum, include the following
elements:

Baseline Monitoring Program, to include;

A current assessment of contamination of environmental media (e.g., air, soil, surface
water) and ecological endpoints that are potential receptors from pathways from the
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility (UMCDEF) for each of the three zones
described above; and,

- A sampling and analysis plan with appropriate Data Quality Objectives(DQO), for all

three zones to assess potential impacts from the UMCDF site. The $ampling 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.

.. Perimeter Monitoring Program in Zone 1, to include;

A sampling and analysis plan with appropriate Data Quality Objectives{DQO) for
monitoring within and at the perimeter of, Zone 1, that is capable, in a timely manner, of
assessing emissions of unpermitted releases of chemical agent from the UMCDF site,
and from storage igloos, and;

- An update to the Contingency Plan to include appropriate reaction and notifications.

An Historical Record, to include a written reporting and file maintenance program to
effectively maintain the results of the Comprehensive Monitoring Program on an annual
basis. C

Within 60 days of the Department’s written approval of the CMP workplan, or written
approval of a Department-modified CMP workplan, the Permittee shall submit a permit
I'J.'lOd.lﬁC.’dIlOl‘l in accordance with 40 CFR 270.42 to implement the CMP workplan. All

1 be placed in 2 public
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reposuory in Hermiston following written dlrectlon from the Department.

11) OFF-SITE WASTE PROHIBITION - PERMIT CONDITIONS

II.B.

R

Receipt of Off-site 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.

The Permittes shall not send any material or waste off-site that has detectable amounts
of GB, VX, or HD. Only material or wastes meeting the ageni-free 3X or 5X criteria
may be sent off-site.
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3. The Permittee shall process, in accordance with this permit, all chemical agents, and
chemical agent-contaminated materials currently stored or otherwise located at.the
Umatilla Chemical Depot. ' :

. 12)  PERMIT OPENER - PERMIT C ONDITIONS

1.C4. . If Congress or the President makes substantial changes in the Chemical Weapons
: Demilitarization program or in CSEPP, the Commission reserves the right to reopen the
permit, after appropriate opportunity for the permittee and, at the discretion of the
Commission, government officials and the public to be heard. If the Commission
determines to reopen the permit, it may remove or modify conditions or impose
_ additional conditions, relating to the reason for reopening the permit.
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’ BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

JEFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

OF THE STATE OF OREGON
F j L Matter of the Application of the Y
States Army for a Permit to ) ORDER CLARIFYING
Construct and Operate a Chemical Weapons ) PERMIT DECISION
Demilitarization Facility at the Umatllla )
Chemical Depot )
BACKGROUND

1 On February 10, 1997, the Environmental Quality Commission issued the
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE COMMISSION AND ORDER (“.C.)ommission Order”)
directing issuance ofa Hlazardous ‘Waste Storage and Treaix:_gent Permit to the United
States Army (Army) for construction and operéiion of incixi:-rators to destroy chemical
weapons stored at the Umatilla Chemical Depot (the facility is known as the Umatilla |
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility). |

2. The Commission’s February 10 order was based upon certain statutory
findings the Commission was required to make before iss;ling such a permit.
Commission Order, Findings 67-86.

3. G.A.S.P., Sierra Club, and other concerned organizations and individuals
opi)oscd to use of incineration for chemical weapons destruction filed a petition for
review of the Commission’s order in Multnomah County Circuit Court (PETITION FOR
I{Evraw, Case No. 9708-06159, G.A.S.P. et al. v. Environmental Quality Commission et

- al).

4. OnDecember 6, 1998, the Court issued an OPIONION AND ORDER ON
STATE OF OREGON

ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
BECFVED

MAR 31 1993

CROSS MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT (“Court Opinion and %gg,;;}m
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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 tﬁc eﬁcnt
to which the Commission relied on inclusion of pollution abatement system (PAS) carbon
filters. Court Opinion and Ordér, p. 18. |

6. The Court remanded the Commission;s Order for the limited purpose of
further proceeciings to ‘;detcrmine what role the PAS carbon filters play [in its analysis].”
Court Opinion and Order, p. 27.

Findings and Conclusions Of The Commission Ichsponsgto_Rcmand

1 ; The Umatilla Chemical Agent DisposalFacixl._i‘ty Hazardous Waste ~
Txeaime:;t Permit issued to the Army by the Coxﬁmission on.Februax}' 12, 1997, regulates
the ﬁve-: incinerators that will treat various components of the chemical weapons stockpile
at the Umﬁﬂla Chemical Depot. Hazardous Waste Permit, AR 40 (CD 2, folder 1-0A).1

2 Each of the incineration systems is d;signed-with a standard pollution
abatement system (PAS) followed bﬁ an additional carbon filtration system (carbon
filters) to further clean gases emitted from the incinerator. AR 40 (CD 2, folder 104, at
Module VII).

3y The PAS carbon filters were included in the Army’s pﬂﬁt applicatioa as
part of the syst;:m design for the incinerators. The PAS carbon filters vsfere at a
preliminary design stage at the time of i;suance of the permit. AR 7 (CD 1B, folder 5A,

at 234-256).

! Citations to the Administrative Record (AR) are 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 designéd to meet all applicable regulatory criteria
without the PAS carbon filters. AR 40 (CD 2, folder 10A, at Permit Condition VIL.A.8).

5. ©  The Commission’s finding that the facility will not have any major
adverse effects on public health and safety, or the environment of adjacent lands
~ (Commission Or;ler, Finciing .85) did.ndt assume additional protectioﬁ based on inclusion
gf the PAS carbon filters. AR 2268 (CD 1, folder 7B at 156).

6. The Commission did not ICI)-( on PAS carbon filters in finding _th.-at the
baseline incineration technolovy is the best available technolo‘ry for destructlon of agcut
| o at Umahlla_ (Commlssmn Order Fmdmg 75) g ' | : __

o 7 . A For the purpose of prowdmcr an addrtmnal measure of safcty the o
Commission has authority to requlre and therefore, has requu'ed inclusion of the PAS i
carbon filters as an additional poﬂuﬁon coutral component of the bal.'selmc mcmcranon
technélo gy.

DATED this - |3 day of_Ma&rch 1999,

Carol A. Whipple
Chair

Melinda S. Eden
Vice Chair -

Tony Van Vliet
Member

Linda A. McMahon
Member

Mark P. Reeve
Member

Carol A. Whipple, Cha,
For the Environmental Guality Commission
GEN12178 .
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~ ATTACHMENT L

Partial Copy of Staff Report

EQC Meeting held on November 18-19, 1999
“Carbon Filter System Pollution Abatement System (PFS) at the Umatilla
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF)”

November 1, 1999

(DEQ Item No. 99-1815)

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
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State of Oregon o
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum
Date: November 1, 1999
To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Langdon Marsh, Directoff,‘( /Zj ( 1 7

Subj ect: Agenda Item G, EQC Meetg November 18-19, 1999
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 Environmental Quality Commission
(Commission) the results of the Department of Environmental Quality (Department) review of
information and public comments, and the Department’s recommendation, related to the
inclusion of the Pollution Abatement"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 (DEQ) (“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

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

Page L-1



Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
Acenda Item G, EQC Meetmg, November 18, 1999

Pacre 2

ERLE

carbon filter system that had been brought forth by the Petitioners. A public comment period on
carbon filter technology was opened and the Commission held a special worksession to collect
additional information on the carbon filter system.

Authority of the Commission with Respect to the Issue

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:

L,

Material and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted facility or activity
occurring after permit issuance. See 40 CFR 270.41(a)(1);

New information Whl(‘.h was not available at the time of permit issuance and would have

 justified different permit condmons See 40 CFR 270. 41(3)(2)

New statutory, regulatory, or judicially mandated standards. See 40 CFR 270.41(a)(3);

“Acts of God” or uncontrollable circumstances warranting revised compliance schedules
See 40 CFR 270.41(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 Commissionmay
instruct the Department to 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 processed mn accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 270.42 (permit modification at
the request 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 open until
September 20, 1999. A total of six written comments (from five Commenters) were received
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during this comment period. (A copy of all written comments received by the Department was
transmitted to the members of the Commission 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.
Environmental Quality Commission, et al. (Case No. 9708-06159, Circuit Court of the State of
Oregon). One of the exhibits from the Court proceedings was incorporated by reference by two
of the Commenters (Condit, et al., and Brenner). The Department provided the Commission
with a full copy of the exhibit [Attachment D] and a review of the exhibit prepared by Ecology
and Environment, 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 the configuration of the PFS. The Class 2 PMR was submitted to the Department on

November 17, 1997 [PMR No. 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 Permittees submitted “supplemental information packages” that the
Department considered significant enough to require a new public comment period. One
comment (again from G.A.S.P.) was received during this second 60-day public comment period.
See Attachment F for documents related to the 1997 PFS Permit Modification Request.

[The Permittee submitted a néw 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.]
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Attachment B contains a summary of public comments received during the most recent comment
period, to include comments presented 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 Commenters) 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 keepmg the PFS in the UMCDF design because they “are needed for
safety.”

The Chair of the National Research Council’s (NRC) “Committee on Review and Evaluation of
the Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program” (“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 Academy of Sciences, providing scientific and technological services to governmental
agencies and Congress. Attachment G includes the “Frequently Asked Questions” section from
the NRC website.) :

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 Assessment” conducted in 1996,
and the heaith and ecological risk assessments that wili be conducied aiier (he compietion of
UMCDF trial burmns.

E&E concluded that the NRC carbon filter report *“is generally well written and accurate,” but
noted that some 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 DEQ
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 directly to
carbon filters, oral testimony from the August 18 worksession, and discussion of the exhibit that
was submitted during the Court proceedings [Attachment D] that the Commenters incorporated
by reference. The discussion below does not include Commenters’ 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 Commenters 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 Justlﬁed
different permit conditions. - See 40 CFR 270.41(a)(2).

Completeness of the PFS Design

The Commenters believe that it is clear that the design of the PFS at UMCDF has not yet been
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 discussion 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 technolo gy.

_Use of a “Fixed Bed” Design

Commenters have expressed concern that the fixed-bed design of the carbon filtration technology
being employed at UMCDF poses several process operation and safety risks, 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 topass almost directly through 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 subjected to physical vibration to ensure a tight
enough pack to significantly reduce the possibility of loose-fill areas that could allow channeling.
The Department believes that the packing method, combined with the multiple carbon beds and
chemical agent monitoring between the beds, will be sufficient to minimize the possibility of
channeling, or to detect chemical agent if channeling or “breakthrough” of the carbon beds occur.

The Ability of Carbon to Adsorb Chemical Agent

The Cornmenters have questioned the ability of the actwated 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.chemical agent (see Keference 3). Lhe Department believes the design of the UMCDF
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 of the 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 tests conducted to study the effects of temperature (see Attachment I). The
Department believes that the risk of off-gassing 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 of carbon bed
ignition in the case of extremely high inlet temperatures. ‘

PFS Safety Risks

The Commenters 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 recommendationsin Attachment G) that “the risk of acute hazards to
workers...hasnot 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 Commenters
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 Department 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 downstream that are resulting in PFS upset conditions. The bypass feature on the
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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 “F iv.e—Smge”PollutantAbatementSystem

The Commenters recommend that the Commission require UMCDF to use a * five-stage
pollution abatement system.” The Commenters cite an article in the “Journal 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 assumes that
“SCR” system refers to a “Selective Catalytic Reduction” system.]

The Department notes that the design of the UMCDF incorporates 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 scrubber

(for particulate and acid gas removal), a packed bed scrubber tower (for final treatment of acid Ty
gases), a demister tower (for removal of sub-micron particles and metal oxides), and the ks
activated carbon filtration provided by the PFS.

The Department believes that the pollution abatemnent system employed at UMCDF will be more
than adequate to insure that UMCDF can meet all of Oregon’s emission standards, even without
the addition of the PFS. Permit Conditions VI.A.1.vi and VII.A.8 of the UMCDF HW Permit
require that “Each incinerator shall meet the applicable performance standards...before
[emphasz's added] entering each incinerator’s carbon filter system.” The PFS provides the
addmonal 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 74 isa critique” by Drs. Brenner and Stibolt of a report written in 1996 by Dr. lisa 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 [isa...is a deliberate attempt to mislead the reader.” The
Commenters allege that the Commission 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 separately. (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 lisa in her report were correct given the
information available at the time. Overall, Professor lisa’s report accurately summarizes the
information presented in her references. The statements and claims made in the affidavit are
largely without validity. Some statements accurately highlight the uncertainty related to dioxin
emissions, but these uncertainties were acknowledged by Professor lisa 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 as related to the

s EES,

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, there will be an automatic waste feed cut off of agent feed
to the affected furnace. The UMCDF PFS has the capacity to capture and retain transient flue
gas emissions caused by upset operating conditions 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.

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

Page L-9



Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
Agenda Item G, EQC Meeting, November 18, 1999
Page 10

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 Treatment Permit related to the inclusion of the PES.

The Department also recommends that the Commission send a letter to the Office of the Governor
requesting that Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Adrhinistration (OR OSHA) review the
issues related to worker risk at UMCDF.

Attachments

Attachment A: “Authority to Modify Hazardous Waste Facility Permits,” Memorandum from
Larry H. Edelman, Oregon Department of Justice, 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]

Attachment C: Worksession on the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Partial
. Transcript of the August 18, 1999 Worksession, prepared by the Department of
Environmental Quality. [DEQ Item No. 99-1509]

Attachment D: “dn Analysis of Kriistina Iisa’s Report Concerning the Emission of Dioxin and
the Use of PAS Carbon Filters for the Oregon Environmental Quality
Commission,” an attachment to the Affidavit of Lisa P. Brenner, Ph.D. and

Thomas B. Stibolt, M.D., Exhibit 74 to “ Petitioners’ Opposition to Respondents’

Supplemental Motion for Summary Judgment,” Case No. 9708-06159 (Circuit
Court of the State of Oregon), April 12, 1999. [DEQ Item No. 99-0704]

AttachmentE: “Rey of Affidavit by Lisa P. Bre
itoy LisaP. B
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Techmcal Memorandum prepared by Ecolo gy and Environment, Inc. Scptember
15,1999. [DEQ Item No. 99-1528]

er, Ph.D. and Thomas B. Stibolt, M.D.,

Attachment F: Documents related to the Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filter System
Class 2 Permit Modification Request [UMCDF-97-005-PAS(2TA)] {Conditional
Approval Letter (November 1998), Request for Further Information (August
1999), Notice of Decision (November 1998), and Response to Comments
(November 1998). [DEQ Item Nos. 98-0938, 99-1398, 98-0991, and 98-0989,
‘respectively]
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Attachment G: 'Executive Summary of “Carbon Filtration for Reducing Emissions from
Chemical Agent Incineration,” National Research Council, August 1999. [DEQ

Ttern No. 99-1410]

Attachment H: “Review of the NRC repc;rt, Carbon Filtration for Reducing Emissions from
: Chemical Agent Incineration” Technical Memorandum, Ecology and
Environment, Inc., October 7, 1999. [DEQ Item No. 99-1678]

Attachment I: Reference Documents Related to the Class 2 Permit Modification Request
UMCDF-97-005-PAS(2TA) and other technical documents reviewed by the
Department concerning the use of carbon filtration technology.

Reference Documeuts (available upon request)

' 'l.. Order Clarg}?mgPerm:tDecmon Enwronmental Quality Commission, MaJ:ch 19 1999
[DEQ Item No. 99-0490]

2. “Risk Assessment of the Pollution Abatement Filter System for the Umatilla Chemical Agent
Disposal Facility,” Mitretek Technical Report MTR 1997-60, September 1998. [DEQ Item
No. 99- 0066]

3. “Carbon Filtration for Reducing Em:sszons Jfrom Chemical 4gent Inc:neranon Natlonal
Research Council, August 1999. [DEQ Item No. 99-1410]

~ Other Reference Documents

The Department has reviewed a significant number of technical documents, and exchanged
correspondence with the Permittee, related to carbon filter technology. Some of the documents
and correspondence has been listed separately in Attachment I.

Approved: i
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Report Prepared By: Sue Oliver
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Ex'ecuti\.;e Summary

The Committee on Review and Evaluation of the
Army Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program (Stockpile
Comumittee) 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
concemn [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 recommen- .

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 filters 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
burns conducted at the operating Toocele Chemical
Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF) near Tooele, Utah,
have become available. Although this facility does not
have a carbon filtration system, the data show very low

emitted concentrations of SOPCs, including dioxins
and metals. 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 alternatives 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 A

Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, which con-
ducted the health risk assessment (HRA) for the Toocele
facility, determined that the health risk to the public
posed by 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 incineration system 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 not 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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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). This was 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 of 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 10-3 with the PFS
and 1.1 x 10 without the PFS. This is in contrast to
total worker risk from agent over the facility life of
4.1 x 10* as estimated for TOCDF. These findings also
can be compared with the worker accidental death rates
of 3 X 1073 per year for manufacturing and 1.5 x 10
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 address.‘normal”
industrial sk to workers. Hazards to workers from
operating and maintaining an industdal facility (haz-
ards not related to agent) will be evalnated 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 management
and safety programs of each facility. Two risks that are

frequently mentioned in this connection are risks asso-

ciated with potential fires and risks during disposal of
the carbon. PFS design and monitoring 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 QRAs for three sites (Tooele, Anniston, and
Umatilla) to date all confirm the committee’s previous

B
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observatons: (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 2 RCRA
permit may engender a considerable delay that would
increase the overdll 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 Agent
Disposal Facility, the individual public fatality risk is
1.4 x 1073 per year, and the societal public fatality risk
is 2.6 x 102 per year. This risk is in confrast to the
disposal processing risks for the same population of
3.8 x 10°® per year (individual public fatality risk) and
1.8 x 107 (societal public fatality risk). Thus, the-per
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 magnitude
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 effectively, including
changing the PFS design, if necessary.

The Army'’s initial attempts at public outreach using
its change management process (CMP) in PFS deci-
sion making did not elicit meaningful public involve-
ment or comment during the decision process, and
several shortcomings of the CMP 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 sk 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 initiating 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
without the PES. However, the results of the Ammy’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-,
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 Dispasal Facility were below
the thresholds of regulatory concem, 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

because all of the applicable risk evaluations (e.g.,
Phase 2 QRAs and health, safety, and environmental
evaluations) and resulting risk mitigation measures
have not yet been completed. Preliminary assessments,

- however, indicate that the increase in worker risk would

be small.

Significant cha.nges in pcrmmcd 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
permitted 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
SOPCs measured during trial burns at the JACADS 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 concentraton could be much lower than the
reported concentration. Maximum emitted concentra-
tions from JACADS were used for the HRAs for other
baseline facilities to ensure that estimates of msks
would be conservative.

Finding 1b. 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 releases 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
dioxins/furans and are considered to be the state-of-
the-art technology 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 risk to

EQC November 18-19, 1999

Attachment G, Page G-6
Change in UMCDF Compliance Point
May 20-21, 2004 EQC Meeting

Page L-18

e



4 CARBON FILTRATION FOR REDUCING EMISSIONS FROM CHEMICAL AGENT INCINERATION

the surrounding population substantally because the
health sk is already small (see Finding 1a). Neverthe-
less, reinforcing 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 ensure 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 should take advantage
of the experience of other users of carbon filters
through appropriate consultation.

Finding 3. The Army has evalnated the implications of
adding or removing passive carbon filter systems to the
baseline incineration systems at the Tooele, Anniston,
and Umatilla disposal facilities. Some of the impacts
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 potential 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-telated public fatalities was made by
expanding the Anniston and Umatilla Phase 1 QRAs to
consider the addition of the PFS. The impact of the
PES on worker sk, which is not evaluated in the
Anniston and Umatilla Phase 1 QRAs, was estimated
by extrapolating the Tooele Phase 2 QRA results
(which does include worker risk) to these other facili-
ties. The Phase 1 QRAs for the Anniston and Umatilla
facilides 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 magninude 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 incineradon con-
figurations has not been defined. i

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
destruction 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 Atmy’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 configurations, 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
flexibility 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 sk
" 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 misk.

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 fulfilling 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 HRA 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, changes 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 contribute significantly to the overall
+ risk. Because PFS performance cannot be based on
actnal measnrements, the analysis should consider the
implications of reducing emissions to both the method
detection limit and the levels indicated by engineéring

|

calculations, including quanttative evaluations of the
uncertainties associated with each misk estimate. The
results, 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 making.

Finding 7. Because of the length of time required to
complete the preliminary PFS risk assessment, the fact
that this evaluation is stll 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 CMP and to implement the CMP public
outreach process. '

* Recommendation 7a. 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-
making 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 that"the Army involve the public mean-
ingfully in the Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program
as a whole.
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. Q. What is the National: Research Council?

The National Research Council is the working arm 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
|. The Research Council is administered jointly by the National Academy

B of Sciences, the National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of

Medicine, and its work is overseen by a Govemning Beard and an
Executive Committee. The president of the National Academy of
Sciences is the chair of both the Governing Board and Executive
Chorr_1mittee; the president of the National Academy of Engineering is vice
chair. E

As indicated on the izati iagram, 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, and Applications
® Office of International Affairs ‘

® Office of Scfentiﬁc and Engineering Personnel

® Board on Agriculture and Natural Resources

® Center for Science, Mathematics and Engineering Education

* Policy Division )

*® Transportation Research Board

Q. What isithe basic mission of the National Research Council?

The basic mission of the National Research Council is to provide maost 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
government. 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 endawments 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 Research 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. 7z

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 and 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-no research laboratories. Rather than
conducting its own research, it generally evaluates and compiles 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 Councnl examines scientific
and technological questions in any of the sc:entlt' ic and engineering
Page 2
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disciplines referred to it by government agencies. However, discussions
with an agency are sometimes necsssary in order to ensure that
questions are formulated in such a way that they can be answered as
clearly and unequivocally as possible.

The Institute of Medicine, operating through procedures of the National
Research Council, responds to questions relating to public health palicy,
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 Medicine 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 sources:
Congress, governmental agencies, state agencies, foundations,
universities, industry, Academy and Institute members, and units in the
National Academies. ‘ : w 2 .

As noted above, topics are evaluated initially by the Research Council
commission, office, or board, or Institute of Medicine umit that would be
responsible for them. If found acceptable, proposals far these projects are
presented to the Research Council's Executive Committee or Governing
Board for review and approval.

Q. Can private orgénizations, including foundations and
corporations, 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 domestic issues or 1
does it undertake international assignments?

Although mast 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 National Academy of
Engineering, or the Institute of Medicine?

The percentages vary from year to year. In fiscal year 1990, the number
of National Academy of Sciences members serving on Research Council
and Institute of Medicine committees was approximately 24 percent of the
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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. Far the Institute of Medicine, they were 39 percent and 6 :
percent.
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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 potential accidental releases of

chemical agefit 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. Amy Chemical Materials Agency
(Provisional), Program Manager for Elimination
of Chemical Weapons' (PM ECW) has directed
that a comprehensive QRA be completed for
each chemical agent disposal facility prior to
.. operation. The QRA will support a risk
management program designed to help achieve
the Army’s prime objective of safe disposal of
the chemical weapons stockpile.

Backﬂreund

The Chemical Stockpile Disposal Project -

(CSDP) was 'initiated in response to
Congressional direction in 1985 to eliminate the
nation’s stockpile of unitary chemical agents and
munitions. In 1997 the U.S. ratified the
Chemical Weapons Convention, further commit-
ting to the safe disposal of chemical weapons.
The CSDP’s mission is being accomplished
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 end, 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. Omne recom-
mendation was that a-comprehensive plan be

developed to manage the risk associated with the
disposal 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
Disposal System (JACADS) are included in this
QRA. o

In order to confirm that the QRA is performed .
using appropriate methods and models, PM
ECW assembled an independent expert panel to
review the QRA. The panel has met with the
QRA staff on a periodic basis to review
modeling methods and results, and has also
reviewed the documentation of the analysis.

" 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
impottance the plant and operational features
that govern risk. The insights derived from 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 now
. out of date.

An additional objective of the QRA is to
develop a risk management workstation 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 chemical agent during
disposal activities at UMCDF, as well as public
risk from accidental releases during chemical
agent storage at UMCD. The risks of the
explosives associated with chemical munitions
‘are also included. The QRA includes an
estimation of the risk associated w1th all steps in
the disposal process:

» Stockpile munition handling associated with
moving munitions in preparation for
transport to the facility

P Transportation of munitions from the
stockpile storage area to UMCDF

P Disposal pl'out:sst:s within UMCDE.

In addition, an estimate of the pubhc risk
associated with the storage of munitions in the
stockpile storage area is also included.

Public and worker risks were calculated in terms
of acute fatality risk, which is the number of
expected fatalities over a unit timé (e.g;, per year
or per campaign) due to a one-time exposure
associated with postulated releases of chemical
agent. The public risk of exposure-induced

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 used in the analysis were
quantified in order to display the confidence in
the results. In -addition to the uncertainty
analysis, sensitivity analyses were conducted to
determine how the risk results vary based on
changes to key assumptions in the risk model.

The scope of the study includes all potential
causes of release except for intentional acts sueh
as sabotage. Sabotage and terrorism are assessed
and guarded against in existing Army programs.
Publication of. those assessments would
compromise security, so sabotage is excluded
from the QRA but not from serious (and now
increasing) evaluation within Army programs.

The QRA studies the complete disposal process,
as well as munition storage, and considers:

P Human errors, such as an accident dnvmg a
forklift

_VI Equipment failures, such as a drain line pipe
or valve failure

P Explosion or combustion of munition
energetics ’

P Fires affecting the facility or process

equipment

> Loss of éuppoﬂ utilities, such as electric
power %

P Extermal 1niiuences, such as accidenial
_ 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 activities help the
Army achieve its goal of minimizing the risk of
facility operation. Requirements for the
activities to be imcluded in the UMCDF risk
management program have 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
stack emissions, were excluded from this
assessment but are being addressed in the Health
Risk Assessment for the Resource Conservation
and- Recovery Act (RCRA) Part B permit
application. That analysis addresses normal and
minor offnormal incinerator emissions including
non-agent by-products of incineration.

Quality Assurance and Review

The methods of analysis in the UMCDF QRA
build on those that were successfully applied in
thé TOCDF QRA. The TOCDF QRA was
reviewed by an independent expert panel, and
the National Research Council also provided
oversight. The methods applied in the TOCDF
QRA were refined and further apphed in the
Anniston Chemical Agent Dlsposal Facility
(ANCDF) QRA (SAIC, 2002c), as well as this
UMCDF QRA. An independent 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.,
1996; NRC, 1997; Budnitz et al., 2002a,b). For
- UMCDF, improvements have been implemented
and the entire UMCDF QRA has been subjected
to substantial additional review.

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

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
UMCDEF reviews started during the development
of the models and continued up to the
development of results and the publication of
draft reports.

Another review activity 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 miethods and. 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 expert 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
audiences. Most reports have been produced for

- technically oriented readers. This report is only a

brief summary of a much more 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 final 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 in 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 demilitarization
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 QRA process is summarized in the
following paragraphs and illustrated in figure
S-1:

= W Identify Initiators. Deviations from normal
. process operations are systematically
identified and organized in logic models.
The initiators may result from equipment
. failures, human failures; or external events
such-as earthquakes, tornadoes, or accidental
. aircraft crashes.

Identify & Model
Possible Accident
Initiators

Collect Data &
Quantify Accident.
Sequences
" Model Accident
Progression <
Sequences

Determine Agent
Release Magnitude
& Conditions

Estimate Health
Consequences to
Workers & Public

Assemble & Solve
Models & Calculate
Risk

Figure S-1. Overview of QRA Process

» Model Sequences. The sequences of events
.stemming from each initiator and leading to
agent release are identified and modeled.

» Collect Data and 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
sequences Tesulting in releases are
calculated. -

. P Determine Agent Release. The amount of

agent released and the conditions associated
with the release are modeled for each
. accident sequence.

P Estimate Health Consequences. Compu‘fer
models are useéd 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 combined with the
consequences of that sequence (fatalities or
cancers) to produce the risk for each release.
The combination of risk for all sequences
produces the risk of the facility. The risk

" results of the QRA may be displayed in.
many ways. A single number may be
derived to represent average risk, or a set of
curves may be shown to represent
uncertainty. Risk to different populatlon
groups, as well as risks of different types of
health effects, may be illustrated. This QRA
uses many of these different risk displays.

Thus the QRA is based on the development of
logic modeis of the way that accidents can oceur
and quantification of those models to estimate
the likelihood and severity of the accidents.

Models i

A collection of logic and mechanistic models is
used to determine both 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 model, the fault
tree. Fault trees were used to identify the
specific combinations of equipment failures or
human 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.a release were modeled. Another
type of. ioglc 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 could lead 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 fire)
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 of the
population were assessed. The health effects as a
result of this exposure were used to estimate the
overall consequences. The CHEMMACCS
computer code, which was adapted from the
nuclear industry, was used to estimate dispersion
and health effects for the chemical agents. The
code has simple models for community
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

Table S-1. Principal Models Used in the QRA

- "Analysis Objective

Systematically delineate steps in ~ Process Operations

the entire disposal process and Diagrams
identify deviations from normal (Quantus POD
processing that could initiate a Editor)
sequence of events leading to an

accident

Model the specific failures and Fault Tree |

combinations of events leading to ~ (CAFTA Computer
an-initiator Code)

Determine the ]Sossiblc accident  Accident Progression

sequence outcomes that could Event Tree
stem from an initiator (Quantus Sequence
Editor)

Determine the specific quantity of Source Term
agent released based on the Algorithm
conditions associated with the  (Quantus Sequence

release Editor)
Model the atmospheric transport, CHEMMACCS
détermine exposure to individuals, Dispersion Model

and estimate health consequences ~ (Quantus Dispersion

Editor)
Model the possible- impact of Worker Risk
accidents to workers close-in fo Algorithm

the release, considering the effects ~ (Quantus Sequence
of agents or energetics explosions . Editor)

Assemble the accident sequence ~Quantus Result
and consequence models, and Viewer
estimate risk

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 munition
type. The QRA documentation describes all of
the models and their use in the overall QRA
process.

The risk assembly process is carried out using
Quantus on a personal computer. Quantus
includes the data and models and enables
assembly and solution of those models to

Rev. 0; September 2003

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

Page M-7



‘calculate risk. The Quantus user interface is
organized by ‘a series of editors that allow users
#.access to the various 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 specific interest.
The QRA report includes summaries of
frequently used results, but the result viewer
allows the user to customize the risk results to
meet individual needs in a myriad of ways.

Quantus is the mechanism through which the
analyses described in this report are assembled,
controlled, solved, and examined for insights.
The UMCDF Phase 2 QRA report describes the
technology, models and results of the risk
assessment. Quantus is described in the Quantus
User’s Manual (SAIC, 2002a) and use of the
workstation for specific problems is described in
separate documents such as the Quantus Quick
Start Guide (SAIC, 2002b).

Data and Quanfi.ﬁcatiou

"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 collected and
analyzed for use in the study. This effort
included characterization of the uncertainty or
variability in the data to support evaluation of
uncertainty in the risk results.

The frequencies of accidents are estimated
through quantification of the initiators, as
modeled with fault trees. The events in the fault
trees inclnde equipment and human failure
events, For equipment, data was mostly drawn
from detailed evaluation of equipment reliability
at TOCDF and some data from JACADS. The
remaining data was 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.

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 various accident scenarios)
requires data on agent properties and the release
of agent under various conditions. Much of this
data was available from other Army analyses,
although in most cases the information had to be
extrapolated to cover all of the conditions of
interest in the QRA. For example, the amount of
‘uncombusted agent 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 collection activities. ine
population as a function of distance from the site
was collected from the U.S. Census. Onpsite
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 described 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 rtesults 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-'merve agents have not 'shown
carcinogenic effects.

The risk resiilts are presented in a variety of
- formats to- allow different perspectives 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 displaj( illustrates the frequency of
exceeding " given levels of consequences.
-Expected fatalities, the value most often quoted
as the risk, is also presented. The results iriclude
preséntation of the uncertainty. In addition, the
risk results have been analyzed to generate
insights concerning the contributors to risk. It is
the study 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 atool for evaluating the relative importance
of equipment and operations, as measured by the

risk to the public and workers.

Public Risk Results & Insights

The results 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 of the 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 crashes and other very catastrophic
events that include the potential for very large
releases. The second conclusion is that the
chemical agents and munitions only pose a

- threat as long as they exist. Therefore, whatever
" threat exists is a direct function of how 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 UMCDEF, 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 were undertaken). The
storage risk during the disposal period accounts
for the reduction in the inventory 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 fatalities is approximately:

» 1in 2,100 for 6 years of disposal processing
"at UMCDF
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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 continued stockpile storage at
UMCD for 20 years W1th no processing.

The area under each of the curves in figure S-2
is one measure of risk, and is the value most
typically referred to as the risk, also termed
expected fatalities. It represents the average risk
over all accidents and potential consequences in
the community (known as societal risk). The
results of the UMCDF QRA indicate that the
societal expected fatality risk is approximately:

» 0.005 for 6 years of d:spusal processing at
- UMCDF

» 0.02 for 6 years of stockpile storage at
- UMCD during processing

» 03 for continued stockpile storage at
UMCD for 20 years with no processing.

Another way of considering the expected
fatalities is by the number 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
UMCDEF

B 70 years for continued stockpile storage at
UMCD.

It should be noted that the risk is a summation of
the products of accident sequence ‘frequencies
and their associated consequences. The risk of
an infrequent accident with large consequences
can therefore contribute equally with a more
frequent accident with smaller conmsequences.
For example, the seismic contribution to storage

risk is due to earthquakes less frequent than

every 70 years, but such an accident might
involve more than one fatality if it occurred.

Another way of viewing the risk is by
calculating the potential impact on individuals,
or per-person risk. This risk has been calculated
for people res1d1ng various distances from the
site, as the risk is a strong function of distance. It
is most useful to consider people residing closest
to the facility because they would have the
example, the
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:

greatest individual risk. For

> 1 in 530,000 per year during the 6 years of
disposal processing

> 1in 1,000,000 per year during the 6 years of
- stockpile storage during processing

» 1 in 270,000 per year of continued storage
with no processing.
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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 tisk 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 wvaries among campaigns because
munitions have different agents and agent
inventories. The storage 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. The
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

i

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 ventilation system carbon filter
units is a function 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 indicated in the figures, after the rockets are
disposed of, the risk (per year) of processing is
sometimes 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 storage risk, any
delay and extended period of storage would
quickly result in the risk of storage being 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 by a one-time exposure to mustard
agent, .was also estimated. Cancer risk is
typically presented on a per-person basis. The
individual cancer risk calculations include the
following results for those living closest to the
site (about 1 to 3 miles):

P 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 UMCDE,
the following insights were developed
concerning contributors to public risk:

P 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 (HVAC)
filter units. This type of fire originates
within individual rooms of the facility and
spreads :to other portions. Any industrial
process has 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 confribute about 6

percent to total public disposal risk. These

fires result from earthquakes and can affect
large portions of the facility.

P Aboit 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 building

(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 facility 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 confribute to
risk. In general, the equipment fails in safe
status and the amount of agent involved in
any step is quite limited.

Seismic-Induced RG(I;ket ng?c
Fire . Handling Accident

6% \ 5%

CHB/UPA

\ 2%

MDB Fire Initiators .
87%

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 room of origin
contribute to risk. Some of the fire risk is
associated with the ventilation system carbon
filters. These filters collect agent vapors from
the process facility 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
sequenices involving VX agent contribute at a
lower level (over 39 percent). The mustard risk
is generally very small in comparison to the
nerve agents.

C;mtributors to Storage Risks

Figure S-6 illustrates the contributors to the
public fatality storage risk. The following
insights have been derived from the risk
assessment:

» The largest contributor to storage risk (97

~ percent) is earthquakes. The most risk-
significant seismic effect is the potential for
ignition or explosion of M55 rockets if the
pallet stacks fall.

P Lightning 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 M55 rockets 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.

» Normal storage 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. .

Autoignition
. <1%

Handling
<1%

Seismic
97%

Figure S-6. Contributors to the Average
Continued Storage Public Fatality Risk -

MS55 rockets are most important to storage risk.
The M55 rockets are stored with propellant and
there is some chance that events affecting one
munition could propagate to others and possibly
to an en‘twe igloo.

There are many more insights that have béen
developed from a detailed evaluation of the
results. Sections 13, 15, and 16 of the QRA main
report include detailed listings of the potential
_accidents and the reasons for their importance to
the risk profile.

Comparison to the Phase 1 QRA

The UMCDE Phase 1 QRA of disposal
processing and of continued storage was
completed in September 1996 (SAIC, 1996).

The results of the UMCDF Phase 2 QRA replace
the previously published Phase 1 results. The
Phase 1 QRA was similar in scope to this
assessment; however, the UMCDF disposal
process 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 fires, and as a result the risk estimate
for this contributor increased significantly.

‘The risk of storage has decreased by 50 percent
since the publication of the Phase 1 QRA. The
primary reason that the total risk is now lower
than previously assessed is because the seismic
analy51s has been refined.
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Worker Risk Results

Worker risk associated with TUMCDF

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 led to insights regarding
potential worker risk. Worker risk has been
evaluated for two populations:

P Disposal-Related Workers. All workers at
.. UMCDF . including all support and
. administrative staff located at the facility or
in nearby buildings, and including munition

handlers ~tesponsible for removal of the. .

munitions. from the stockpile and
transportation to the chemical agent disposal
.faGlIItY

»  Other Site Workers. All other personncl
_ working at UMCD.

The Other Site Worker risk is evaluated in the
same mannert as the public risk, and in essence
such workers are a population group out to about
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:

P> 0.00002 fatality risk (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 Workers is governed by
the same accidents as the offsite public risk. The
details are provided in section 13 of the main
QRA report.

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

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 fatahty in
6 years of dlsposal processmg

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 some of the numerical results of the worker
risk assessment are conservative, in that they
possibly overstate the risk. :

The results can be compared to industrial
statistics, although the industrial values are
actuarial data while the QRA wvalues are
estimates generated from models. 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
statistics of roughly 4 deaths per 100,000
workers per year, or 0.02 per year for a facility
like UMCDF 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 evaluation of
worker risk should not be con51dered 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 the ANCDF preliminary draft QRA in
September 2000. Through assembly of a chute
and a study to determine 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
UMCDF 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 on
JACADS and TOCDF experience. In this final
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.

Worker risk is dominated by rocket chute jam
scenarios.” Although jams also can occur with
projectiles, the probabilities of the jam and of
energetic events are 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
chute jam. Determining the exact likelihood of
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 explosives 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:

+

» 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 Worker 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 leading to
spills or explosions account for about 12
percent of the Disposal-Related Worker risk.

» Maintenance activities account for about 5
percent 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 nurnber of possible exposures and
data concemning 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. Thesé include
forklift impacts or drops, as well as
enhanced onsite container transport truck

~ collisions with pre-staged munitions. ‘

» Another hﬁportantvcontributor to Disposal-
Related Worker risk is liquid incinerator
natural gas explosions (2 percent).

» Dozens of other individual scenarios
involving 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 refined or specific
risk management changes are made. Tt is judged
that the QRA results can be combined with the
primary systems safety analysis methods to

ensure that job hazards are fully considered.
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Handling Accidents
in Storage Yard

% % Agent Spill within
- Facility

3% 4 7
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MDB Fire Inititators

/
_LICNG Explosion
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oo Exnl

within Facility —

Furnace Munition
Explosion
<I%

\._BLEVE
\ <1%
\
\_All Others
3%

Chute Jam Explosion
61%

Figure S-7. Contributors to the Average
Disposal-Related Worker Risk of Fatality

]

Uncertainties & Limitations
I T e T R e

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 thus far in this summary are
based on the mean, or average, results.

v 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 been 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 study 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
atmospheric 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
tempered by an understanding of the limitations
of the analysis. First, the scope of the analysis
must 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 mnot
include future changes such as population
changes. The estimates of risk over 20 years are
based on a straight-line extrapolation of current
risk 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 hv PM ECW, the IMCDF staff. and the
independent expert panel also helped in ensuring
the highest possible level of completeness. The
development of a risk management program
helps ensure 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.

Uses of the Models

T e T T G R T S e I

The tesults of this study can be used
conjunction with other PM ECW initiatives to
help ensure the processes are safe. More
importantly, the models' allow a continuing use
of QRA in overall risk management.

PM ECW has recognized the need for effective
risk management and has implemented system
safety and management programs. The guidance
for site implementation is described in the Guide
to Risk Management Policy 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 program builds on
existing Army risk management activities by
creating provisions for using the models, results,
and insights of the QRA.

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
management process does not start when the
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
being studied. For example,” DFS chute jam
occurrence and clearing are 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-fo-
use, integrated suite of risk assessment and
management tools. Quantus was developed for

UMCDF QRA Summary Report

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

Page M-18



two audiences: 1) risk engineers, for accurate
development and solution of probabilistic
models and 2) decision-makers, who need access

to . the results - in" usable and understandable

formats. Decision-makers also have the power to
do “what if” analyses to investigate 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 operations, PM ECW has a goal
of .eliminating - the storage risk as quickly as
possible. Therefore, 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
information in support of regulatory activities.
The QRA results also are used in emergency
planning 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 Piné Bluff, Arkansas, and Pueblo,
Colorado, have been studied to determine if the
land reuse would subject any occupants to
increased risks. In summary, the QRA has found
many useful applications in responding to day-
to-day management needs, both internally and in
response to Pentagon and other inquiries. =

.5 dogh 6t
‘acceptability of risk. Acceptability is determined

Perspective on Risk

The QRA is only an assessment of risks and
include - conclusions.. regarding

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 risk results are societal, the impact on

the entire community. Societal risk comparisons
are” problematic when considering one activity
such as UMCDEF 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 using the QRA methodology.

When considering risk, it is also important that
the scope of the risk evaluations be considered.
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 emissions through a health risk
assessment required 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)

Oregon
v g

per Year™ |
1130
479

Deaths in |
|

;All Accidental Deaths

Motor Vehicle

58 Drowning

43 Fires

22 Machinery (Including Farm)
7 Railway Accidents
2 Electric Current

Dog Attacks

—P?aseé‘siﬁg‘

lBa.scd on one year; most years are Smular From
National Safety Council, 1995.

®On average, one death every 5 years.

“QRA estimate, one death every 100 years.

dQRA estirnate, one death every 1,100 years.

The 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 somewhat different than many other
societal risks in that they are of limited duration.
The disposal process lasts approximately 6 years
and the storage risk will exist until the stockplle
is eliminated.

ORA risks also have been reported on a per-
person basis. This is typically referred to as
individual risk, although it is calculated for
groups of people living in various geographic
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 15 of the main report include
results at different distances from the site, 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.

Table S-3. Estimated QRA Risk Compared to
- Individual Accidental Death Risk in Oregon

ke ]:huml per Person £
Description

All Accidental Deaths in

-. *From National Safety Council, 1995.

At 7 miles, the disposal risk is very small
because most facility accidents involve limited
quantities of agent. Storage risk is higher
bepause of the larger agent quantities that could

fravel farther from the site.

Table g 4 prov1des some additional pcrspectwes.
on individual risks of accidental death, including
very rare events. (Oregon statstlcs were not
available at this level of detail, so national
averages are used) This type of information is
useful because it can be used to compare to other
nsks that socxety perceives to be xmportant or
ummportant TIncluded in the ‘table are other risks
that are a small percent of the total accidental
death rate and some risks that are substantially
smaller than the chemical weapons risks.

UMCDF QRA Summary Report
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Table 34. Some Individual Risk Rates in the
United States

Risk of Deathin 1
U.S. per Person Percent of
per Year™ Total: .-
340ina mﬂﬁan 100%
160 in a million  47%
28 in a million 8%
22 in a million 7%
6 in a million 2%

5 in a million

'0.06%
0.008%

0.2 in a million

0.03 in a million

D.OAl in a million

0.002%

 dioe

Cause of =
Accidental Death

All Accidental Deaths
Motor Vehicle

All Accidental Poisoning
Pedestrian Struck by Vehicle

Accidental Firearms

Chbklng on Food

Chcmlcal Weapons Séerage

UMCD‘ (per year unitil
disposal statts)

Lightning

Venomous Sna.ke:;'Spidcrs

Disposal Opcratmns fcr
People 7 Miles ifrbin
UMCDF {per year for ab@ut
6 years)

Fireworks Accidents

*From National Safety Council, 1995.

Conclusions
[ e —eine = e e mmn i gt i st S e

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 isights from
operating facilities. The QRA results have been
used in an ongoing risk management program.

The overall conclusions 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
continued 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. This is the risk of exposure-induced
cancer long after the accident, as opposed to the

© immediate fatality risk. Mustard is the only

agent with a carcinogenic 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 estimates 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 DFS 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 QRA

The QRA summarized in this report has been
- documented in a main ‘report describing the
entire QRA process and the risk results and
findings: Detailed presentations of the models
and data are provided in a series of appendices.
The report arrangement is summarized in figure
- S-8. With regard to the main report:

» Section 2 provides an overview of the
methods

P Section 13 discusses the results for dispoéal
processing risk

» Section 15 discusses the results for storage
risk :

> Sechou 16 summanzes the nsk results

About the Program

'Information concerning the progTam tasked with
eliminating the stockpile of chemical weapons lS
available from a number of sources.

Public Outreach aud Information Office

‘U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency
(Provisional)

Program Manager for Blunmatmn of Chemical
Weapons

to . Attn: SFAE-CD-P .

'Bmldmg E4585 Sy e
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 2101 0 4005

7 (800) 488-0648 -

Umatilla Chemical Disposal Outreach Office
190 East Main Street

Hermiston, OR 97838

(541) 564-9339

Information and contacts can also be obtaiﬁed
from the program’s Web site.

httD:/}WWW—Dmcd,apzea.armv.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
into 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 1s 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 (LIC1) 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 LIC1 and the DFS STBs included a “Low Temperature Test”
condition, only the results of the LIC1 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.




The first set of STB tests on LIC1 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 LIC1 and the DFS were able to achieve the
required DRE and meet all emission limits during the LTT condition.

In the case of the LIC1 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 LIC1 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 LIC1 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 (LIC1) 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.). 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 of results 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, ANCDEFE’s
results were very similar to UMCDE’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 PES 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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TABLE N-1
UMCDF Surrogate Trial Burn--Liquid Incinerator #1 (LIC1)
High Temperature Test Condition
Selected Results: PFS Offline and PFS Online

Metals:

Antimony Ibs/hour 5.11E-04 1.77E-05 1.12E-06 94%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 8.72E-04 2.76E-05 1.44E-06 95%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 2.31E-04 5.09E-06 4.99E-07 90%
Chromium Ibs/hour 231E-04 1.82E-05 8.93E-06 51%
Lead - Ibs/hour 1.21E-03 5.94E-05 4.03E-06 93%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.75E-02 1.03E-04 3.46E-05 66%
Mercury - . Ibs/hour 2.46E-04 5.44E-06 4.96E-06 9%
Nickel - Ibs/hour 1.51E-03 4.49E-05 2.78E-05 38%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.51E-04 7.15E-06 5.75E-06 20%
Thallium Ibs/hour 2.31E-03 2.51E-05 8.99E-07 96%
Lead+Cadmium | pg/dscm gI\Z/IOA Ty’ 2.09 0.150 93%

Other Emission Constituents:

Dioxins/Furans ng/dsom (total) (()I&?XCT)“ <0.012 <0.012 0%

Particulate gr/dsct 0.015 : 0015 0013 13%

Source: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Liquid Incinerator 1 Surrogate Trial Burn Report, May 2003,
tests conducted January 27-February 8, 2003 (DEQ Item No. 03-0839).

! Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/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)

? RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted.

? A “<” symbol in this column indicates that the result was below the analytical detection limit.

* Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.




TABLE N-2
"UMCDF Surrogate Trial Burn--Liquid Incinerator #1 (LIC1)
High Temperature Test Condition
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits

Metals:

Antimony Ibs/hour 5.11E-04 3.46% 0.22%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 8.72E-04 3.17% 0.17%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 2.31E-04 2.20% 0.22%
Chromium Ibs/hour 2.31E-04 7.88% 3.87%
Lead Ibs/hour 1.21E-03 4.91% 0.33%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.75E-02 0.27% 0.09%
Mercury | Ibs/hour 2.46E-04 2.21% 2.02%
Nickel Ibs/hour 1.51E-03 2.97% 1.84%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.51E-04 2.04% 1.64%
Thallium Ibs/hour 2.31E-03 1.09% . 0.04%
Lead+Cadmium | pg/dscm EI\ZAOACTY 1.74% 0.13%

Other Emission Constituents:

Titoine/Bomns il (o) ?ﬁ%@) <6.00% <6.00%

Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 10.00% 8.67%

Source: See Tahle N-1.

! Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/dsem: 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.

* See Table N-1.

* Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.
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TABLE N-3
UMCDF Surrogate Trial Bum—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 Ibs/hour 3.33E-04 VE-( 4.49E-05 98%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 333B-04 8.40E-05 <3.84E-06 95%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 1.48E-04 E-0 <1.99E-05 97%
Chromium Ibs/hour 3.21E-04 <1.68E-05 91%
Lead Ibs/hour 3.51E-03 4.68E- 1.20E-04 97%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.33E-02 8.07E-04 3.87E-05 95%
Mercury Ibs/hour 4.16E-05 <2.08E-05 <2.05E-05 1%
Nickel Ibs/hour 2.42E-04 2.16E-04 5.08E-05 76%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.33E-04 <4.26E-05 <1.68E-05 61%
Thallium Tbs/hour 6.68E-05 | <7.45E <2.56E-06 97%
ézz.gn—;um ng/dscm (II\Z/I(LCT)S <3.21 98%
Other Emission Constituents:
Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (TEQ) (()l\ig& CTy <0.014 <0.011 21%
Particulate gr/dsct 0.015 .00073 .00020 73%

Source: Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Deactivation Furnace System Surrogate Trial Burn Report,
November, 2003, tests conducted September 26-October 13, 2003 (DEQ Item No. 03-2435).

Ibs/hour: pounds per hour
pg/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)

* RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted.

* Mode 2 was approximately equivalent to 7.5 rockets/hour feed rate with a total metals feed of 12.05 Ibs/hour A
symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below the analytical detection limit. Shaded cells wi
bolded numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded penmtted limits.

* 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.

> Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.
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TABLE N-4
UMCDF Surrogate Trial Burn—Deactivation Furnace System (DFS)
High Temperature Test Condition
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits

Metals:
Antimony Ibs/hour 3.33E-04 13.48%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 3.33E-04 B 725.23% 1.15%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 1.48E-04 13.45%
Chromium Ibs/hour 3.21E-04 55.14% 5.23%
Lead Ibs/hour 3.51E-03 3.42%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.33E-02 2.42% 0.12%
Mercury Ibs/hour 4.16E-05 50.00% 49.28%
Nickel Ibs/hour 2.42E-04 89.26% 20.99%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.33E-04 12.79% 5.05%
Thallium Ibs/hour 6.68E-05 3.83%
Iéii‘;um . — ngCTY 2.68%
Other Emission Constituents:
Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (TEQ) (()1\/2[?\ Ty 7.00% 5.50%
Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 4.87% 1.33%

Source: See Table N-3.

Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/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 bolded numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits.
4 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.




High Temperature Test Condition

TABLE N-5
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Burn—Liquid Incinerator (LIC)

Selected Results: PFS Offline and PFS Online

Metals:

Antimony Ibs/hour 5.08E-04 <1.76E-04 <2.08E-06 99%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 8.65E-04 <2.91E-04 <1.95E-06 99%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 2.29E-04 <8.09E-05 <9.70E-07 99%
Chromium Ibs/hour 2.29E-04 <1.17E-04 <3.73E-06 97%
Lead Ibs/hour 3.19E-04 <4.30- <3.07E-06 99%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.71E-02 1.83E-04 8.66E-06 95%
Mercury Ibs/hour 2.43E-04 <6.82E-06 <5.48E-06 20%
Nickel Ibs/hour 1.49E-03 <2.27E-04 <1.74E-05 92%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.47E-04 <1.60E-05 <6.75E-06 58%
Thallium Ibs/hour 2.29E-03 <4.97E-04 <3.07E-06 99%
Lead+Cadmium | pg/dsem }1\2/[0A ey <46.09 <0.36 99%

Other Emission Constituents:

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (total) 02t 4 Not tested Not tested Bk

(MACT) tested
Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 0.0021 0.0009 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).

Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/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)

? RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted.

* A “<” symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below the analytical detection limit.

Shaded cells with bolded numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits.

 Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.




TABLE N-6
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Burn—Liquid Incinerator (LIC)
High Temperature Test Condition
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits

Metals:

Antimony Ibs/hour 5.08E-04 34.56% 0.41%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 8.65E-04 33.58% 0.23%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 2.29E-04 35.39% 0.42%
Chromium | Ibs/hour 2.29E-04 51.05% 1.63%
Lead Tbs/hour 3.19E-04 34.9) 1 0.96%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.71E-02 0.49% 0.02%
Mercury Ibs/hour 2.43E-04 2.81% 2.26%
Nickel Ibs/hour 1.49E-03 15.18% 1.16%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.47E-04 4.61% 1.95%
Thallium Ibs/hour 2.29E-03 - 21.73% 0.13%
Lead+Cadmium | pg/dscm EI\Z/ERCT)“ 38.41% 0.30%

Other Emission Constituents:

Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (total) ?l\ig cry Not tested Not tested

Particulate gr/dsct 0.015 14.00% 6.00%

Source: See Table N-5.

! Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/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 bolded numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits.

* Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.
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TABLE N-7
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Burn—Deactivation Furnace System (DFS)
High Temperature Test Condition
Selected Results: PEFS Offline and PFS Online

(Metal feed rates between Mode 2 and Mode 3 were not equivalent)

Metals:
Antimony Ibs/hour 3.44E-04 <1.04E-05 <8.10E-06 22%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 3.44E-04 <3.04E-05 <5.72E-06 81%
Cadmium Tbs/hour 1.08E-04 <2.84E-03 | <1.69E-05 99%
Chromium Ibs/hour 1.71E-04 <5.37E-05 <3.33E-05 38%
Lead 1bs/hour 2.77E-03  LME 8.37E-05 99%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.44E-02 5.02E-05 8.47E-05 0%
Mercury Ibs/hour 430E-05 | ~<353E-04 | <226E-05 94%
Nickel Ibs/hour 2.14E-04 <9.30E-05 <4.05E-05 56%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.44E-04 <2.63E-05 <2.29E-05 13%
Thallium Ibs/hour 6.88E-05 <2.51E-05 <2.89E-06 88%
Ezgfn.;um g/ dstm (llil/g“X(L‘T)5 e 5%
Other Emission Constituents:
Dioxins/Furans ng/dscm (TEQ) (()I&?XCT)S <0.030 <0.021 >30%
Particulate gr/dscf 0.015 0.00114 0.00058 49%

Source: Anniston Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (ANCDF), Deactivation Furnace System Surrogate Trial Burn
Report, Revision 1, January, 2003, tests conducted May 29-June 4, 2002 (DEQ Item No. 03-0170)..

' Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/dsem: 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.
? Mode 2 metals feed rate was 37.10 Ibs/hour. A “<” symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below
the analytical detection limit. Shadet s with bolded numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded
permitted limits.
* Mode 3 metals feed rate was 112.3 Ibs/hour. A “<” symbol in this column indicates that the constituent was below
the detection limit of the analytical method.

’ Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.




TABLE N-8
ANCDF Surrogate Trial Burn—Deactivation Furnace System (DFS)
High Temperature Test Condition
Selected Results as a Percentage of Permitted Limits

Metals:
Antimony Ibs/hour 3.44E-04 2.36%
Arsenic Ibs/hour 3.44E-04 1.66%
Cadmium Ibs/hour 1.08E-04 15.64%
Chromium Ibs/hour 1.71E-04 19.41%
Lead Ibs/hour 2.77E-03 3.02%
Manganese Ibs/hour 3.44E-02 0.25%
Mercury Ibs/hour 4.30E-05 _ _ 52.51%
Nickel Ibs/hour 2.14E-04 43.38% 18.91%
Selenium Ibs/hour 3.44E-04 7.65% 6.66%
Thallium Ibs/hour 6.88E-05 36.52% 4.20%
Ié;(aii;rum pg/dscm 51\2/33& Ty 2.67%
Other Emission Constituents:
Dioxins/Furans ng/dsem (TEQ) (Ol\ig cTy! 15.00% 10.50%
Particulate gr/dsef 0.015 7.60% 3.87%

Source: See Table N-7

' Ibs/hour: pounds per hour

pg/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)

> RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit limit, unless otherwise noted.

* Mode 2 metals feed rate was 37.10 lbs/hour, Mode 3 was 112.3 Ibs/hour. S aded.

numbers indicate a metal emission rate that exceeded permitted limits.
* Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) limit.
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