ADOPTED by Council at its meeting held January 23, 2012 [M28-2012]
/AA
Windsor, Ontario January 23, 2012

REPORT NO. 34 of the
ENVIRONMENT & TRANSPORTATION STANDING COMMITTEE
of its meeting held November 23, 2011

Present: Councilior Hatfield, Chair
: Councillor Payne
Councillor Sleiman
Councillor Halberstadt
Councillor Valentinis

That the following recommendations of the Environment and
Transportation Standing Committee BE APPROVED:

Moved by Councillor Halberstadt, seconded by Councillor Valentinis,
That the report of the Environmental Coordinator dated October 26, 2011
entitled “Detroit Renewable Power (Detroit Incinerator)” BE RECEIVED for
information and further,
. That the Windsor Essex County Environment Committee make an offer of
support with available resources to Zero Waste Detroit for its petition against the permit
extension for Detroit Renewable Power (Detroit Incinerator).

Carried.
Livelink 15535, £12011

Clerk’s Note: The report entitled “Detroit Renewable Power (Detroit Incinerator)” dated
October 26, 2011 is attached as background information.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF WINDSOR
Environment & Transportatlon Standing Committee - Administrative Report
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MISSION STATEMENT: —

“The City of Windsor, with the involvement of its citizens, will deliver effective and responsive municipal services,
- W:ll mobilize innovative community partnerships”

_ ooz 3. . Report Date: October 26, 2011
o _Lw_eLml; REPORT # 15535 EX2011 #3178 j-lr—IOEZ 6/11:eb)
- Author’s Name: Karina Richters Date to Standing Committee: November 23, 2011
{ Author’s Phone: 519 253 7111 ext. 226 __| Classification #: |

P

_ Author’s E-mail: -
_ krichters@city.windsor.on.ca

- To: - Enmronment & Transportatmn Standing Commlttee *
g Subject: B Detrﬁit Renewable Power (Detroit Incinerator) -
~ 1. RECOMMENDATION: City Wide: X Ward(s): ____

SN ' That City Councﬂ RECEIVE this report for information. . . =

e ' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1
oy

2. BACKGROUND:

On May 10, 2010, éity Council adopted the following resolution:

M147-2010 That the City-of Windsor SUPPORTS the attached objection of the Citizens
Environmental Alliance of Southwestern Ontario, to the Renewable Operating Permit for the
Greater Detroit Resource Recovery Facility, SRN M 4148, Wayne County, also known as the
Detroit Incinerator. _ 7

This objection is attached as an appendix.

A letter from the Mlchlgan S Department of Environmental Quality, dated August 19, 2011 (on =-*
Council Communications September 6™ agenda) outlined that the renewal of Renewable r
Operating Permit (ROP) was approved. : - i '

Subsequently, Councillor Halberstadt requested an administrative report prov1d1ng a prehmmary
investigation .on the_cost and effectweness of filing an appeal.
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: ‘3. mscussmN s

;— Under the USEPA any person who had prev1ou§ﬁf erH an objectlon and is dlssatlsﬁed by the
r“"“—lssuance of th_ROP may ‘appeal ﬂ1e ﬁnal decision to the- US EPA Adm1n1strator The C1tyiof -

T st be based only < on an ob]ec'uon or comment ra;sed dun gfthe cormment penod T
- unless: that petltloner can demonstrate that it was 1mpractlcable to raise the objéction during the 5
. public_ comment  period or unless the grounds_for the objectlon arose after the comment period. —.—.—.

“Thepet'tl y did.1 t'adequately' ddressth e

t' make 4 compelhng argument that-th

The -fGJIIOWinE are_the responses pfovia_ d 7in the Michigan Department of Environm;ental
~Quality’s Air Quality Division staff report arising from the objection submitted by the Cltizen S
- EnVIronmentéfAllmce of Southwestern Ontario as supported by City Council. o =

: Comment 9 — B

,,,,, Windsor and EssexCounty, Ontario are downwind of the facility. Each vear in Ontario,

transboundary air pollution causes 2,700 premature deaths, puts almost 12,000 people into

-hospitals and causes minor illness symptoms in about 2.7 million others (see “Transboundary

Air Pollution in Ontario”, June 2003). It is responsible for an estimated $3.2 billion in damage

. o Ontario’s population;- economy and environment. Pollutants emitted by the facility which can

have significant health impacts include: lead; particulate matter and sulfur dioxide which affect
“the respiratory system and heart disease; nitrogen dioxide which can affect the respiratory .
system; volatile organic compounds which can react with nitrogen dioxide to form ozone which  _.

- a]j%cis'the respi?dt'c)ry".s‘ystem aﬁd mercury which can damage the kidneys and brain function.

H It
|

AQD(A ir Quallty Dlwswn ) Response 9
The DEQ is confident that the regularory requzrements appl;cable fo the facility provide a level
' —efpuﬁzc health protection for criteria air pollutants as well as air toxics. The facility air .
-~ ——emissions are in compliance with all applicable rules and regulations as shown in the attached .
—- ROP-Renewaql Staff-Report’s most recent 5 year stack test results table. Our air.monitoring data -
- indicate that the levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) in Detroit and all of Southeast
Michigan are in compliance with the Natlonal Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and we -
—_.are currently in the-process of pursuing redesignation info attainment status from the USEPA
‘with the PM2.5 standards. The monitored levels of lead in the air-in Detroit are six times lower —~ — |
than the NAAQS. The area is also in attainment with all of the other NAAQS — such as sulfur ;
dioxide, nitrogen oxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter (PM10). The facility is :
one source of emissions-which can contribute to transboundary air pollution, and estimates can :
be derived for the health effects and costs of air pollution in Ontario. However, such estimates
do not override the fact that the operating permit for this facility complies with all applicable
rules and regulations, including those designed to ensure a sufficient level of health protéction.

 Comment5 - — - B -
i " 'One commenter stated that there is a Iarge concentrat:on of children with lead poisoning near
S - and east of the facility, as reported by the Detroit Free Press. Another commenter stated that a
Study by the Detroit Free Press noted that the facility released 396 pounds of lead into the air
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' between 1 998 and 200] and Sozl tests in the nezghborhood fo a‘he east of the mcmeraror Showed- -
- hzgh devels along three stréets, of between332 and 604 ppm. Lead poisoning amOng -Detroit’s. -
. ichildrenis.a serious public health crisis; and the ZIP code surroundiiig the. incinerutor had: the -
S hzghest percentage of Detroit children who.weretested and cﬁagnosed w;thelevated blood lead S
evels (DFP January 21 -26 2003 specza%report WWW, ﬁeep com/lead) = o

e Iead mfbrmat:on mcludmg the znteraétzve maps czted in the Deﬁozt Free Press artlcle on May-“ -
16, 201 0 and ﬁom the Mzchlgan Department of Commumty Health

“ichildhood 'lead'pozsonmg is lead pamt in'homes. Urban: Soils in ‘Detroif and inother cmes can: -
‘be expected to have areas with elevated soil lead due to the historical use of lead in gasoline
- (and in vehicle emissions) andi in house-paint. Historically, some indusiries such as lead smelters
may have also caused local hotspots of lead in topsoil. Once lead has been deposited in soil, it
 moves very little through the soil and can persist for a long time: Elevatgd soil lead can be a
significant contributor to children’s exposure.

... - Therefore, lead contamination of soils from these sources continuesto be a concern. Some
) exposure also comes Sfrom low levels of lead that occur in food, water, and in the air. There is no~
\indication that the facility emissions of lead are a significant contributor to the childhood lead
problem in Detroit. Although the facility’s lead emissions do contribute to the ambient air levels,
_ those levels are well below the national ambient air quality standard, which is set at a level that
- is protective of children’s health from exposure via direct inhalation as well as from indirect .
- exposure due to lead deposition. A DEQ évaluation of the facility’s lead air emissions and.-
.. .deposition to the topseil estimated that the most impactedlocation may have an increase of 4
- parts per million (ppm) of lead in topsoil after 30 years of facility operation and topsoil
accumulation. That maximum point of impact may.be compared to the residential topsoil direct .
contact cleanup value_of 400 ppm. Therefore, although the Jacility’s lead emissions can be
expected to make somecontribution fo the topsoil lead level near the facility, that impact is
. relatively small. Chrldren 's blood lead levels depend on overall lead exposure from house dust. :
~ soil, air, food, anc:I water. The contribution of the facility’s emissionsto the local-lead levels in T
air, topsoil, garden produce and house dust are not reasonably anticipated to be significant in -
comparison to background levels in housé dust and soil which are attributable to the historical :
‘use of lead in pamt and gasoline.

Comment 10

The DEQ should perform a thorough cumulative impact analysis of the facility to protect human
health and the environment, and lower the emission rates, under the authority of Rule 228. The
DEQ has the authority to apply lower limits to protect the public health, particularly in this case
due to- cumulative and disparate-impacts. The ROP should consider the cumulative effects of all
the pollution sources affecting the residents of this community and those downwind of the
Jacility. Because of the significant number of pollution sources in the community, the emissions

RN from the incinerator, which is one of the largest pollution sources in the area, must be
o conszdered adverse ,
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A "_-The DEQ operates gir: momtors to assess the cumulatzve tmpacts ofspecy" ic.air pollutants i’hzs P
L mcludes three air monttors ]ust east of the factltty—_at the EQ Detroztjomperty? We have also :

take ifo account environmental-issues that dre: viot-air qualttjl related"‘. CE R e

* The most comamon reason for the US EPA Administrator ‘to object to a proposed permit is that it -

5. 'CON’SULTATIONS-: , -

pacts on’ commumty health It is unclear tf the commenter is requestmg a broader me[usron of

factors in the analysis of “cumulative impacts”. As indicated above, the DEQ has taken steps to
- attempt to. evaluate and to- account for. cumulattveeazr quahtyzmpacts The DEQ has ltmttea'

lacks sufficient periodic monitering to assure compliance with applicable requirements. The
Administrator has also objected to a proposed permit because it did not include applicable New _
Source Review requirements and New Source Performance Standards.

There is no costin filing a petition; costs would be limited to staffing reseurces. However, the—
biggest obstacles are the deadline for appeal is September.28™ as well as the limited knowledge
of the US appeals process. At this time it is also unclear if a Canadian organization petitioning
would be considered unless as a follow-up to an objection to air pollution made under the
Canada-US air qualify agreement or perhaps the Boundary Waters Treaty due to air deposition of -
pollutants int6 the boundary wafers. Again, the City of Windsor is not listed as officially filing

an objection- durmg the comment period which precludes us from ﬁlmg a petltmn at thls time. -

Clinic at Wayne State Umversrcy (pubhc advocacy law 0111’110) to file a petltlon with the US _EPA
Two organizations most active on this are the Sterra Club and Ecology Center.

4. FINANCIAL MATTERS:
N/A * :

. Legal Department :
+ Citizens Environmental Alliance of Southwestem Ontario
-« Ecology Centre

[ ]

Slerra Club Southeast M1ch1gan Group

6. CON._CLUSION:

" The City of Windsor does not currently have standing to file a petition as an official objection

was not received by the City of Windsor during the comment period of April 12 to June 3, 2010,

though the City of Windsor supported the objection by the Citizen’s Environmental Alliance of
Southwestem_ Ontario.
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T S — the GTeater Detrmt Resouces Recovery Facﬂlty (Detrmt Incmerator) o

s ~.The Zero Waste Detroﬁ coahtlon will be proceedmg w1th a pentlon to. the US EPA on the Sl T
Renewable Operatmg Permit (ROP) for the Detroit Renewablé Power, LLC formerly known as e -

Economlc Déﬁe]opment and Pubhc Safety

i

- APPENDICES: ' ' -

- Appendix 1.-Objections from Cltlzen s Environment Alliance of Southwestern Ontarm CE
Objection to the Renewable Operating Pérmit for the Greater Detroit Resource Recovery
Facility SRN M4148, Wayne County

;DEPARTMENTSIOTHERS CONSULTED: . T

Name: : = . S :

Phone #: 519 ext.. . - - _ . T
- [NOTIFICATION : T I 3 ]
- | Name Address Email Address - | Telephone - | FAX
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‘The MDNRE estimates fhat the Municipal Incinerator annually emits 263.52 tonis of

" more than41 tons of other hazardous air poltutants. A study by the Detroit Free Press
- noted that the Municipal Incinerator released 396 pounds of lead into the air between _
' 1998°and 2001, and soil tests in the neighborhood to the east-of the Incinerator showed

: June 2003§

"—'Mayll 2010 0 -

3058 West:Grand Boulevard Smte 2-300
Detroit, MI 48202 ;
Via Fax313-456—4692 =

- Re: Renewable Operatlng Permit for the Greater Detroit Resource Recovery Facility,

SRN M41{}-8;-_Wayne qupty '

The (iu;ens Environment AHiance of southwestern Ontario urges the Michigan —_ -

Department of Natural Resources and Environment (MDNRE) to deny the proposed

renewable operating permit (ROP) for the Greater Detroit Resource Recovery Facility

based L upon the 31gn1ﬁcant adverse impacts on the surrounding and dOanmd =
communities. s

‘The Greater Detroit Resource Recovery Facility, also known as the Detroit Municipal -

Waste Incinerator ("the Municipal Incinerator”), began operating in 19917 By most e - )

* accounts, it is the largest waste-to-energy mcmerator in the United States.

carbon monoxide, 1,729.89 tons of nitrogen oxides, 199.74 tons of sulfur dioxide, 12.14
tons of particulate matter;3.62 tons of volatile organic compounds, 0.03 tons of lead, and

high lead levels along three streets, of between 532 and 604 ppm. In addition, EPA _- —
estimated that in 1999 the Municipal Incinerator released approximately 320 pounds of
mercury, making it the third largest source of mercury emissions in the state. The facility

- has along history of substantial air emissions.

Windsor and Essex County, Ontario are downwind of the Municipal Incinerator. Each
year in Ontario, transboundary air pollution causes 2,700 premature deaths, puts almost -

- 12,000 people into hospital and causes minor illness symptoms in about 2.7 million

others. (Ministry of the Environment (MORE): Transboundary Air Poll utzon m Ontarw



It is Iespon31ble for an, estlmated $5 2 b1111on 1n damage to Ontano 'S populatlon

e I economy and env1romnent (MOE websﬂe e

tested and d1agrlosed tmth elevated blood lead 1evels (Detr01t Free Press Jaliuary 21 ~26:
2003 special report, www.freep. comflead) Exposure to particulate matfer can trigger
asthma attacks and aggravate other lower resplratory dJseases and is related tomereased T

"webglte Www. epa gov/oar qtmd97/brochure/pm10 html) h levels
“ of nitro gen dlox1de (NO2) can irritate the lungs and may contribute to acute resplratory
illnesses. (EPA website: www.epa.gov/oar/aqtrnd95/no2.himl). Sulfur dioxide (SO2) can
make breathing difficult and exacerbate respiratory-illness and existing cardiovascular
discase. (EPA website: www.epa:gov/oar/aqtrnd95/s02 htmil). Exposure to.ground level
, ozone, which is caused when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) react with nitrogen
. . oxides, significantly reduces lung fimetion and causes tespiratory inflammation, even in
' healthy individuals. Long term ¢xposure can cause permanent lung damage. Mereury '
exposure can damage brain functioning and can also cause damage to the- kadneys ST
(ATSDR Webs1te WWW, atsdr cdc.gov/tfacts46. html) '

Many of these pollutants are pai;t_icularly harmful tg__vulnerable populations, such as - .
children, the elderly and those who are already suffering from respiratory or heart . -
diseases. This last fact makes.these emissions even more significant, because Detroit "
‘residents and the community directly surrounding the facility have significantly poorer
general public health than surroundigg communitiéls;' - R

The ROP should consider the cumulative effects ofall the pollution sources affectmg the -
residents of this community and those downwind of the facility. The Municipal
Incinerator is far from the only pollution source in this community. Its emissions must be
considered in conjunction with the pollution created by other sources. Because of the o
significantnumber of pollution sources in the community and the poor public health
already existing in the community, the emissions from the Municipal Incinerator, which

is one of the largest pollution sources in the area, must be considered adverse.

Sincerely,“

%W

Derek Coronado ' , : S
Coordmator C1t1zens Env1ronment Alliance of Southwestem Ontario

1950 Ottawa Stréet, Windsor, ON, NS8Y 1IR7

citizensenvironmentalliance.org email: ceaadmin{@cogeco:.net



