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November 3, 2015 
 
Director, Environmental Protection 
400-640 Borland Street 
Williams Lake, BC   V2G 2T1 
Delivered via: authorizations.north@gov.bc.ca 
 
Re: proposed amendment, Atlantic Power Preferred Equity Ltd., Williams Lake, PA-8808 
 
The proposed amendment posted October 8, 2015 will adversely affect me and I request the Director 
consider the following information. 
 
The Environmental Protection Notice identifies an application to “2. Raise the limit on waste rail ties as a 
proportion of the authorized fuel from the current 5% to 50%.”   
 
Permit 8808, clause 2.7.1 currently states, in part “The incineration of wood residue treated with 
creosote and/or a creosote-pentachlorophenol blended preservative (treated wood) is authorized 
subject to the following conditions: 

 The treated wood component shall not exceed 5% of the total biomass fuel supply calculated on 
an annual basis;” 

 
**The public notice fails to clearly describe both the volume and hazardous components of waste rail 
ties proposed for incineration at the power plant.  
 
It is understood rail ties are manufactured using variable proportions of creosote and/or 
pentachlorophenol preservatives, both of these preservatives are soluble in diesel fuel which is used to 
dilute and carry the preservatives in the treatment process.  Comparison of the lab analyses of “Regular 
Hog Fuel” and “Railtie Composite Fuel” conducted during the April 2001 trial burn confirms this 
understanding.  
 
Results from Table 8 of the 2001 Survey Report are summarised below for your convenience (ref. RWDI 
Report pdf p. 57/176): 
  Dioxin/Furan (pg/g)  PAH (ng/g)  Chlorophenols (ng/g)  
Hog Fuel 1 TEQ    12,353   30.3 
Railtie Fuel 4,040 TEQ   7,361,000  72,093 
 
The presence of the element chlorine in pentachlorophenol promotes the formation of dioxins/furans 
during combustion processes. 
 
The “Air Dispersion Modelling Study” by RWDI Air Inc. dated September 8, 2015 includes a copy of the 
“Emission Survey Report” at Appendix A (ref. pdf p. 28/176 RWDI Report).  This report presents results 
of a manual stack sampling survey conducted in April 2001 to assess the discharge characteristics of 
regular wood waste compared with 100% treated wood (rail ties) sourced from CN Rail.  The results of 
this stack survey were used by RWDI in their modelling work. 
 
The amount of treated wood, in tonnes/day, represented by 50% of the total fuel supply has not been 
defined.  An unsigned, undated information sheet which pre-dates the amendment application suggests 
50% of the fuel supply, calculated on an annual basis, amounts to 300,000 tonnes of treated wood.   
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It is unknown how many days/year the plant typically operates.  The amount of treated wood in 
tonnes/day is required to better understand what a 50% concentration of treated wood  in the fuel 
supply actually represents.  
 
I also note the public notice dated October 8, 2015 differs from the actual application dated July 10, 
2015 which proposes the following wording change: “the treated wood component shall not exceed 
50% of the total biomass fuel supply on an annual basis”. 
 
**The RWDI Air Dispersion Modelling Study predicts that nitrogen dioxide concentrations will exceed 
the BC Ambient Air Objectives in residential neighbourhoods. 
 
The report authors discount this result by suggesting “the adjustment for background potentially double 
counts the plant emissions.”  The argument appears to be based on the fact that “the inclusion of rail 
ties in the fuel mix has no or very little effect on the plant NOx emissions.” (ref. Summary and 
Conclusions, p.11, RWDI Report)  NOx does not appear to have been tested for in the manual stack 
survey conducted April 2001; it is assumed data from the power plants’ continuous emission monitor for 
NOx was used during the trial burn. 
 
The nitrogen dioxide data reproduced from Table 7 (ref. p.9, RWDI Report) is summarised as: 
background concentration 63.9 ug/m3 + power plant maximum predicted concentration 190 ug/m3 = 
254 ug/m3 or 135% of the BC Air Quality Objective of 188 ug/m3. 
 
The “double counting” argument would be stronger if the power plant were the only wood combustion 
source in the Williams Lake valley.  There are two wood fired power boilers at the plywood plant 
adjacent to the power plant and at least one saw mill wood fired energy system in the valley.  The use of 
residential wood heaters during the winter months is also common practice in the valley.  
 
It appears the background concentration was obtained from the provincial meteorological station 
located at Columneetza School which represents a long term average collected with modern equipment 
maintained by skilled technicians.  The emissions from the power plant are continuously analyzed for 
nitrogen oxides by continuous emission monitors.  The data appears to be solid and I assume that air 
dispersion modelling has improved since the permit was first issued in 1991.  The evidence suggests that 
current power plant emissions exceed provincial air quality objectives for nitrogen dioxide. 

**Authorizing new contaminants into the Williams Lake air shed, contaminants for which we have no 
background data or ambient objectives, and an air shed already subject to air quality exceedances is 
contrary to your Divisions stated goals of “pollution prevention” and “continuous improvement in 
air…quality”.  

 Notable increases in contaminant concentrations to the Williams Lake air shed are predicted for sulphur 
dioxide, (no background data to 57% of the BC Ambient Objective @ 50% rail ties), hydrogen chloride 
(no background data to 66% of the Ontario Objective @ 100% rail ties) and Total PAH’s (no background 
data to 27% of the Ontario Objective @ 100% rail ties) (ref. Table’s 7and 8, p.9, 10, RWDI Report).   

The Ontario Objective is used because BC does not have an ambient air objective for these parameters.  
No background data indicates that there is no monitoring being done to determine what concentrations 
of sulphur dioxide, hydrogen chloride or polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons are currently present in our 
air shed.   
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The 2001 trial burn identified very high concentrations of sulphur dioxide and hydrogen chloride 
associated with burning of the rail tie fuel relative to regular wood waste.  For example, sulphur oxides 
increased from 1 to 172 mg/m3 (180 requirement) and hydrogen chloride increased from non-
detectable to 59.8 mg/m3 (50 standard) when burning 100% rail ties vs regular hog fuel.  (Ref. Trial Burn, 
Summary of Results, RWDI Report pdf p.32/176)  

The modelling results also indicate that small particulate matter PM2.5 and PM10 concentrations are 
already predicted to be 82% of the ambient air quality objective with negligible contribution from the 
rail tie fuel. 

**The RWDI Report does not acknowledge that the power plant and the City of Williams Lake share a 
narrow, deep valley which is subject to very strong temperature inversions.  The report fails to use 
common language and model output mapping which is easily assessed by city residents.  

“Pasquill-Gifford stability classes” are reportedly used to address impacts during worst case 
meteorological conditions.  I do not know what a Pasquill-Gifford stability classification system is but I 
am familiar with strong temperature inversions which can trap air pollutants in the valley for extended 
time periods.  The exposure of residents located on the floor and side walls of the valley are highest 
during these adverse meteorological conditions and the modelling should target these specific “worst 
case” conditions.  The model authors appear to be based in Guelph, Ontario; it is not clear they 
understand local meteorological / geographical conditions. 

The dispersion modelling output (pdf p.22-26/176, RWDI Report) is presented on 1:160,000 scale 
mapping making it impossible for people to find their neighbourhood relative to the predicted plume 
and contaminant concentrations.  The model is reportedly capable of offering 250 meter receptor 
resolution within 2km of the stack and 500 m resolution within 5 km of the stack; model output mapped 
at an appropriate scale is a reasonable request to allow residents situated on the valley sides or valley 
floor the opportunity to assess their exposures.  In particular, the residents living in the areas predicted 
to experience concentrations of nitrogen dioxide in excess of the BC Ambient Air Objective should be 
informed.  At a minimum, the information should be easily accessible. 

** It is not reasonable to use evidence from a trial burn conducted over 14 years ago using rail ties from 
one source to accurately represent conditions going forward.   

The trial burn and stack survey were conducted 14 .5 years ago.  It is understood that once granted, a 
permit authorization becomes a right which cannot be revoked except under extreme and rare 
circumstances.  The power boiler and its associated pollution control equipment is 14 years older and 
maintenance, process and equipment modifications and/or changes over the last 14 years may have 
changed the performance characteristics.  For example, the authorized flow rate during the trial burn 
was 100 m3/s; the current authorization is for 110 m3/s.  A new trial burn which would reflect current 
plant conditions and use up-to-date laboratory and testing technologies is warranted. 

A note from Atlantic dated June 17, 2015 declined to clarify the source of future waste rail ties so it 
should be assumed the treated wood may be sourced anywhere in North America. Evidence is required 
to ensure that waste rail ties from CN Rail, CP Rail or Burlington Northern etc. are indistinguishable in 
contaminant types and concentrations. If there are material differences, then each rail tie source should 
undergo testing and/or trials.   
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**Waste ash requires secure, long term disposal. 

In the June 17, 2015 note, Atlantic Power advised that pollutant levels in the ash from rail ties are 
slightly higher than those from traditional fuel sources but “are still well within BC Regulations.”  The 
Director is requested to clarify what regulations are applicable and what, if any standards are applicable 
to the disposal of waste treated wood ash.   

Table 8, titled “Fuel and Ash Summary Analytical Data” (ref. pdf p.57/176, RWDI Report) presents lab 
results comparing the Dioxin/Furan, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) and chlorophenol 
concentrations between regular hog fuel ash and rail tie ash generated from the burn trial.  

Table 8 indicates the rail tie ash contained 788 pg/g of Dioxin/Furan or 33 times more than was present 
in the regular hog fuel ash (23.8 pg/g).  Table 8 also indicates there are ~40% more polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAH) in the rail tie ash than the regular ash; 1,267 ng/g vs 899 ng/g.  This is notable 
because polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons are believed to be quite flammable and susceptible to 
destruction by incineration.  It is understood they are associated with the creosote preservative and 
contribute to the “higher heating value” of rail ties noted by Atlantic in their June 17, 2015 note.  Their 
elevated presence in the ash waste stream warrants further investigation. 

The numbers represent very tiny concentrations; however the literature indicates that dioxins/furans 
are highly toxic, long lasting chemicals that pose health risks even at low exposure levels.  Polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons are also identified as having significant health and environmental impacts if not 
managed properly. 

I regularly ride past the original existing ash landfill which is located west of the Soda Creek Road just 

past the mills.  The ash landfill appears to be filling up; is there a new site available and is it suitable for 

the disposal of treated wood ash?  What BC Regulations and standards are applicable to the disposal of 

treated wood ash?  A thorough examination of the characteristics and quantities of treated wood ash is 

warranted to ensure they are safely disposed of.  Approving a new source of highly contaminated wood 

ash before we know where it will be disposed of is not good management. 

**Performance bonding is warranted to ensure long term liabilities associated with the ash landfills are 

addressed. 

A cursory internet search indicates that Atlantic Power Preferred Equity Ltd. is a corporation 

incorporated under the laws of the Province of Alberta and is an indirect, wholly-owned subsidiary of 

Atlantic Power. The Corporation directly holds Atlantic Power's business and power generation and 

other assets in British Columbia, operates as a holding company and indirectly holds certain of Atlantic 

Power's business and power generation and other assets in the United States. 

The corporation appears to be a financial construct formed to take advantage of tax laws and the 

“indirect” relationship to its parent company may serve to provide shelter from liability. The parent 

company, based in Massachusetts, USA, has reportedly been losing money for the last few years.   
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I understand Energy and Mines routinely assess long term liabilities associated with mine reclamation 

requirements and establish performance bonding to ensure British Columbia is not left with unfunded 

liabilities.  A similar assessment and bonding process is warranted to ensure the long term security of 

ash landfills. 

**The application dated July 10, 2015 is not fully reflected in the public notice dated October 8, 2015.  It 

is not clear if section 2.7.2 of the application has been abandoned or if it was inadvertently missed from 

the Public Notification. 

The proposal relates to section 2.7.2 of Permit 8808; it appears Atlantic is seeking preauthorization from 

the Director to accept and incinerate up to 872 liters/day of hydrocarbon contaminated absorbent 

materials originating from accidental spills.  Amounts in excess of 872 liters continue to require the 

authorization of the Director.  The free liquid component is to meet the waste oil provisions of the 

Hazardous Waste Regulation.  

The existing clause requires written approval of the Director to incinerate hydrocarbon contaminated 

wood residues with no daily limit specified.  This clause appears to allow the plant to dispose of in house 

generated fuel spills which were absorbed with hog fuel to be incinerated on site. 

The proposed changes will preauthorize acceptance at the power plant of up to 872 liters/day of 

commercial sorbents used in spill clean-ups for incineration.  It is unknown if this activity is being 

undertaken on a fee for service basis or what the rationale for the 872 liter daily limit is.   

If the proposed amendment to section 2.7.2 is still under consideration, public notice is warranted. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

 
 
Rodger Hamilton 
 
Cc  Glenda Waddell  waddellenvironmental@gmail.com   
 Mayor and Council, City of Williams Lake kdressler@williamslake.ca  
 Donna Barnett, MLA  donna.barnett.mla@leg.bc.ca  
 Cariboo Regional District mailbox@cariboord.ca  
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