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General Background Information 

 

A Public Hearing was held at the Klamath Falls Extension Service, located at 3328 Vandenberg 

Rd., Klamath Falls on December 16, 2010.  The purpose of the hearing was to accept comments 

and concerns relating to the draft Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 18-9542 for Klamath Falls 

Bioenergy, LLC, in Klamath Falls.  Larry Calkins of the DEQ was the hearing‘s officer.  Mark 

Fisher (Senior Permit Writer) provided information and responded to questions prior to the 

formal hearing.  DEQ representatives Mark Bailey (Eastern Region Air Quality Manager) and 

Brian Mannion (Eastern Region Communications Outreach) were also present at the hearing.  

Approximately 38 people attended the hearing and 11 people provided oral comments.  DEQ 

also received written comments during the comment period that ended on December 21, 2010. 

 

Public Comments 

 

Eleven people provided verbal comments at the public hearing.  The comments were recorded 

and the transcribed tape is provided in Attachment A. 
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Written Comments 

 

DEQ received written comments from approximately 15 individuals and organizations, including 

Save Our Rural Oregon (SORO) and Klamath Falls Bioenergy.  The complete text of the written 

comments are provided in Attachment B.  In accordance with OAR 340-209-0080(3), the 

comments were forwarded to the applicant at the close of the comment period to provide the 

opportunity to respond to the comments.  Klamath Falls Bioenergy submitted responses to the 

comments on December 23, 2010.  The Department considered the applicant's response in 

making a final decision.   

 

Summary of Comments and DEQ’s Response 

 

The complete text of the comments are provided in Attachments A and B.  Provided below is a 

summary of the comments along with DEQ‘s responses. 

 

Comment period extension: 

 

Several people requested the DEQ to extend the comment period because they felt that persons 

interested in the permit action were not adequately notified and additional time would allow 

people to provide more meaningful comments. 

 

Response:  DEQ is not extending the comment period because notice of the hearing and 

comment period was provided in accordance with the requirements in OAR 340-209-0050(1) 

that included 30 day notification of the hearing to DEQ‘s mailing list of persons interested in air 

quality permitting and local media.  In addition, DEQ issued a press release on December 14 

and an article was printed in the local paper on December 16, 2010.  DEQ also allowed an 

additional 5 days after the hearing to submit comments.    

 

Land Use Issues: 

 

Several of the people that commented were concerned that the proposed biomass electric 

generating plant would negatively impact vistas, wildlife habitats, traffic issues including noise, 

congestion, odors and emissions for residents nearby the plant. 

 

Response:  These are all very legitimate concerns.  However, DEQ does not have the authority 

under the Air Quality Permitting program to address these issues.  DEQ does not determine how 

a site is zoned for development, but DEQ does ensure that the proposed project will comply with 

all federal and state air quality regulations.  For instance, there are no restrictions on the height 

of a stack, but stack height that exceeds good engineering practices may not be used in the air 

dispersion modeling.  In addition, DEQ cannot say how close a facility may be located to a 

resident, but there are regulations for fugitive emissions and nuisance.  The permit contains 

requirements for minimizing fugitive emission to the extent practicable. 
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Health Effects, PM2.5 Air Quality 

 

Several people commented that the KFB facility should not be located near the Klamath Falls 

PM10 maintenance area and PM2.5 nonattainment area because it will add more pollution to an 

area that already has poor air quality. 

 

Response:  DEQ is very concerned about the air quality in the Klamath Falls area and the 

impact it may have on individuals; especially those with respiratory problems.  In addition to 

continuously monitoring the air quality and providing real time data on our web page, DEQ 

monitors stationary sources for compliance with their emission limits and standards.  This, along 

with working with the community to establish pollution prevention measures for area sources, 

such as wood stoves and open burning has helped to improve the air quality in the area for 

particulate matter (PM10).  DEQ is working with the community to develop strategies for 

improving the air quality for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) in the area.  If those strategies 

involve stationary sources, rules will be developed that will address the issues. 

 

The impacts of the proposed project were evaluated in accordance with the regulations.  The 

projected maximum emissions of most of the pollutants (sulfur dioxide, volatile organic 

compounds, and hazardous air pollutants) are less than levels that are considered to have an 

adverse impact on the local air quality.  Therefore, a detailed analysis of the impacts was not 

performed for those pollutants.  The projected maximum emissions for four of the pollutants 

(particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), nitrogen oxides, and carbon 

monoxide) are greater than levels that could potentially have an adverse impact on air quality.  

For those pollutants, an assessment of the impacts on the air quality was performed using the 

most current models for evaluating projected ambient concentrations.  The evaluation of the 

impacts demonstrated that the ambient air quality would not be adversely affected by the 

proposed facility.  More discussion of the modeling is provided later in this report.  

 

Nonattainment and maintenance area boundaries and ambient monitoring: 

 

SORO commented that the Lawanda Heights should be included within the boundaries of the 

PM2.5 nonattainment area, as well as the PM10 maintenance area and requested DEQ to conduct 

additional ambient monitoring. 

 

Response:  Due to limited resources, DEQ is only able to have one monitor in the Klamath Falls 

area at this time.  The site for the monitor was selected to obtain data that is representative of 

the air quality in the Klamath Falls area.  The monitor has been running for numerous years and 

there is an extensive history of data for the site.  Moving the monitor would create a disconnect 

between current monitoring data and the historical monitoring data.  If more resources become 

available, DEQ will consider additional monitoring in the area. 

 

The boundaries of the air quality management areas were established in conjunction with the 

EPA taking into consideration local meteorology, topography, population, and residential, 

commercial, and industrial activities. 

 



Klamath Falls Bioenergy  

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit  

Response to Comments 

Page 4 of 87 

 

Air Dispersion Modeling: 

 

Several people commented that the air dispersion modeling used to predict ambient air 

concentrations as a result of the emissions from the proposed facility was inadequate and under 

predicted the impacts especially at elevated terrain near the plant.  Some people recommended 

the use of another model (T-Screen) to evaluate the impacts.  There was also a recommendation 

to delay issuing the permit to allow time to measure meteorological conditions and background 

emissions concentrations close to the proposed site of the plant stack.   

 

Response:  DEQ requires an ambient air quality impact analysis for any source that will 

increase emissions by more than a significant amount
1
.  For this facility, the emissions of 

particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide 

will be greater than the significant emission rates so an air quality impact analysis was required 

for those pollutants.  The analysis used air quality models established by EPA in accordance 

with the Clean Air Act.  All regulatory agencies use these models when required to conduct the 

same type of analysis performed for this project.  The modeling demonstration for Klamath Falls 

Bioenergy (KFB) was prepared by Environ International Corporation.  DEQ‘s assessment 

included the following:  

 

1. Environ‘s evaluation was consistent with DEQ results.  The evaluation demonstrated 

compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and PSD increments. 

2. AERMOD is EPA‘s guideline model and is appropriate for this evaluation. 

3. The terrain model is representative of the local terrain.   

4. The meteorological data was not collected onsite and may not have been entirely 

representative of the wind directions at KFB.  

 The northwesterly component of the wind data might not be representative of 

winds at KFB because there is a ridge to the northwest of KFB.  The model output 

related to winds from the northwesterly direction is below significance levels. 

 The southerly, southeasterly, and easterly components of the meteorological 

dataset are likely consistent with the winds in those directions near KFB because 

the meteorological site and the source are similarly influenced from those 

directions; there are no upwind obstructions in any of those directions for KFB or 

the meteorological monitoring site.  The behavior of the wind in southerly, 

southeasterly, and easterly directions could be additionally influenced by the 

topography that is downwind from KFB.  Therefore, it is assumable that 

AERMOD‘s output related to winds in the southerly to easterly range is either 

conservative or representative.  

 AERMOD does not calculate the effects of terrain on wind direction (such as the 

changes in wind direction as air passes through complex valley systems or the 

acceleration/deceleration with air flow up/down significant slopes).  However, the 

terrain in the near vicinity (especially near Lawanda Hill and other locales) will 

be adequately represented by the impacts modeled by AERMOD.  The path 

                                                           
1 Federal rules would not require an air quality analysis for this facility because it is considered a ―minor‖ source.  In this case, 

DEQ regulations are more stringent. 



Klamath Falls Bioenergy  

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit  

Response to Comments 

Page 5 of 87 

 

between the source and the nearby hillside is relatively direct, so the impacts 

during higher wind speeds should be properly represented by AERMOD because 

during those periods the atmosphere becomes well mixed.  Inversion conditions 

should be properly calculated by AERMOD given receptor elevation and 

inversion depth and the fact that the path between the source and the hillside 

receptors is fairly direct. 

 

 
 

5. For the single source analysis of KFB, the highest concentrations were modeled at 

elevations above the extents of Lawanda Hills. 

 KFB‘s CO impacts were below significance levels for the entire project 

 KFB‘s NO2 impacts were highest to the south of Lawanda Hills; competing 

source impacts were highest  

 KFB‘s PM2.5 impacts were similarly highest to the south of Lawanda Hills and at 

elevations above residences 

 KFB‘s PM10 impacts 

6. For the analysis of KFB and competing local sources, modeled concentrations at some 

receptors were above NAAQS and increment, but at those receptors it was demonstrated 

that KFB did not significantly contribute to the exceedances during the exceedance 

periods. 

7. Additionally, the use of competing sources‘ operations at allowable emission rates 
(instead of actual emission rates) led to higher modeled impacts because actual 

emissions are likely lower than allowable emissions.  Similarly, new emission control 

equipment in place at Collins Products should reduce the highest impacts in the 
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competing source analysis.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts as modeled should be 

conservative or representative. 

 

T-Screen is not an approved model for permitting stationary sources.  It will significantly over 

predict impacts. 

 

 

 

Stack emissions are underestimated: 

 

Several people commented that the facility would not be able to meet the emission limits 

provided in the permit based on emissions data from similar type permits.  If the emissions are 

greater than estimated, then the facility should comply with the permitting requirements for 

major sources (e.g., the prevention of significant deterioration regulations).  In addition, the 

ambient air quality impacts would be greater than predicted. 

 

Response:  DEQ has considerable experience with wood-fired boilers.  Emissions from wood-

fired boilers will vary considerably depending on the design of the boiler, the fuel 

characteristics, the level of add-on controls, and operator experience.  Based on the information 

provided in the application, DEQ considers the emission estimates to be reasonable for this type 

of boiler.  A fabric filter will used to minimize particulate matters emissions.  Fabric filters 

typically perform better than other particulate emission control devices.  Particulate emissions 

are the highest during startups when the control equipment is not operating due to low 

temperatures and moisture.  To avoid these emissions, the permittee will burn natural gas rather 

than wood during startups.  In addition, the boiler will have a selective non-catalytic reduction 

system for minimizing nitrogen oxide emissions.   

 

DEQ agrees that the emissions are based on the manufacturer‘s specifications and estimates.  It 

is DEQ‘s experience that manufacturer‘s estimates are conservative because they are often 

guarantees.  However, if the emissions limits cannot be met, the source may be subject to 

permitting under the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) rules after the fact.  The PSD 

rules require an air quality analysis similar to what was required for this permitting action.  In 

addition, the PSD rules require the best available control technologies.  The facility would have 

to meet any additional requirements as a result of the PSD regulations.  If the source could not 

meet the additional requirements, it would no longer be allowed to operate. 

 

Emissions monitoring is inadequate for assuring compliance with standards: 

 

Several people commented that the DEQ will not know whether the source is in compliance with 

the requirements until the source operates for one year.  During that time, residents near the plant 

could be adversely impacted. 

 

Response:  In addition to annual limits, the permit includes short term limits for particulate 

matter, visible emissions, and nitrogen oxides.  The permit includes requirements for 

continuously monitoring opacity (visible emissions, which is also a surrogate for particulate 
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matter emissions), nitrogen oxides, and carbon monoxide.    The continuous emissions monitors 

will determine whether the source is complying with the short term limits, as well as the annual 

limits.  In addition, a stack test is required within 180 days of startup to determine compliance 

with the particulate matter limits. 

 

The operator is required to notify DEQ of any excess emissions within one hour of the event.  In 

addition, DEQ will observe the initial source test and conduct an inspection, including a review 

of emissions data, soon after the facility begins operating.  DEQ will also respond to complaints. 

 

Garbage will be burned in the boiler: 

 

Some people commented that the emissions estimates for hydrogen chloride indicate that 

garbage will be burned in the boiler. 

 

Response:  The permit does not allow ‗garbage‘ to be burned in the boiler.  Burning garbage 

will be a violation subject to enforcement action and civil penalties.  Only natural gas and wood 

can be burned in the boiler.  Diesel can be burned in the emergency water pump. 

 

Bypass pollution control equipment 10% of time: 

 

SORO commented that the operators will blow soot and bypass the particulate emissions control 

equipment for 10% of the time. 

 

Response:  DEQ acknowledges that it is necessary to blow soot on a routine basis to clean boiler 

tubes.  However, the permit does not allow the operator to bypass the pollution control 

equipment when blowing soot.  The permit requires continuous monitoring of opacity (visible 

emissions).  Opacity is an indicator of particulate matter emissions as well as good operation of 

the pollution control equipment.  If the pollution control equipment were bypassed, there would 

be high opacity recorded by the continuous opacity monitoring system and the operator would be 

required to report the excess emissions immediately to the determine.  Purposely bypassing 

pollution control equipment would be a violation subject to formal enforcement action and 

potential civil penalties. 

 

Odors: 

 

Some people commented that the plant will generate odors from plant activities, such as settling 

ponds and fuel trucks. 

 

Response:  Biomass electric generating plants do not generally cause odors, but the permit 

includes provisions for identifying and addressing nuisance conditions should they occur.  

Maintaining records and responding to complaints is an integral part of DEQ‘s source 

surveillance program. 
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Water issues: 

 

Several people commented that the plant will use and discharge water that will deplete wells or 

contaminant surface water.   

 

Response:  The air quality permit does not regulate water rights or discharges.  The comments 

on water discharges have been forwarded to DEQ‘s water quality section. 

KFB written comments: 

 

1. Condition 5.2 of the permit should be revised to clarify that emission factor verification 

testing should be conducted during normal operations.   

 

Response: The DEQ agrees and the permit condition has been revised. 

 

2. The emission factor in condition 11 are not enforceable emission limits.   

 

Response: The DEQ agrees and condition 11.c has been added to clarify that the emission 

factors are used to calculate emissions but are not by themselves enforceable limits.  If DEQ 

determines that the emission factors are correct based on actual test data, the permit will be 

revised to include the correct factors but the plant site emission limits will not be changed 

without evaluating whether the change would require additional regulatory analysis. 

 

3. KFB also requested that DEQ acknowledge that the design parameters provided in the review 

report are based on the preliminary design of the boiler and may change slightly when the 

boiler is actually built.   

 

Response: The DEQ understands that the design is preliminary, but if the there are 

significant changes that would increase emissions the changes would have to be reviewed in 

accordance with the regulations. 

 

Conclusion  
 

DEQ has reviewed the comments.  Most of the comments are related to issues beyond the scope 

of the air quality permit.  DEQ has provided responses to comments that are within the scope of 

the air quality permit regulations.  The permit will be issued with a minor revision to condition 

5.2 and the addition of condition 11.c.  In addition, DEQ provide additional clarification for 

boiler design parameters in section 7 of the review report.  The review report provides an 

analysis of regulatory requirements but it is not an enforceable document. 
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Attachment A:  Hearing Transcript 

 
INTERVIEWER: We are actually going to record it twice so to make sure we don‘t have any follow-ups.  

And we will get to hear what you have to say.  So the purpose of this hearing is to gather 

testimony to provide with DEQ with information to better draft our permit for this 

facility.  DEQ‘s responsibility is to ensure that this facility complies with air quality 

regulations.  The permit spells up the authority and the permit requirements for this 

facility. 

 

Now, Mark suggested some items that you may want to include in your testimony.  Those 

are very valid items that we may be able to act on.  My job as hearings officer is to record 

your comments and not to discuss the permit, so when you come on up here if you‘ll sit 

in this chair and give us your name and your address, and if you would like an affiliation 

you can add that too, but then go ahead and give your testimony.  Those wishing to 

testify should have already filled out this form I‘ve been waiving around all evening 

along and DEQ will respond to your testimony after the hearing with written comments 

so any questions you pose will be answered in that report and any response to your 

concern will be answered in that report.  That will happen after December 21st, when we 

receive all comments. 

 

Due to the number of people test and find, I really don‘t want to limit the time, but if you 

could hold your testimony to three minutes that would be good, I‘ll give you a clue when 

your three minutes are up.  So if you need a longer time to testify, you can always send in 

written comments in addition to your verbal testimony here. 

 

INTERVIEWER: We‘d just like to re-emphasize that written comments have the same weight as oral 

comments.  So we review each of them on the same. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please be respectful to each person giving the testimony.  Listen to them and without 

disruption please.  Please refrain from the testimony that‘s not directly related to the 

permit at hand, but we will accept questions like there was one question on water that we 

may not be able to do anything about it in this permit, but we can give an answer to your 

question if it has something to do with DEQ.  Or we can direct you to the people who may 

be able to do something about it.  Please keep your testimony concise and I will call out 

each person‘s name and if you come forward and speak into the tape recorder, we don‘t 

have a formal microphone, but a tape recorder so that we can clearly hear what you have 

to say. 

 

At this time, I would like to begin taking the testimony.  It is 7:22 in the evening and 

today is December 16, and we are at the Klamath Falls, the extension service auditorium 

in Klamath Falls.  So I have Paul _____ 0:03:29.2. 

 

PAUL: Yeah. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Will you come out and give the first testimony.  Paul thanks for coming tonight and 

providing your thoughts. 

 

PAUL: You‘re welcome.  Can I go ahead? 

 

INTERVIEWER: Yes, go ahead.  Please state your name and address please. 

 

PAUL: OK Mark, my name is Paul _____ 0:03:45.1.  I‘m at 8017 Highway 66, three-eighths of a 

mile from the plant.  My contention is that this plant could be permitted anywhere, it 
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would meet the standards if you go through these formulations, like we are the same…I 

live in Ashland by Lithia Park, we put one in there and never passed with the same 

standards or Drake Park in Bend.  We‘re the same terrain as they are, in a basin.  My 

contention is that you can make the statistics, say anything you want.  I‘ve calculated the 

estimates on other fluidized bed plants and I find you are 30% lower than _____ 

0:04:33.8 sized plants.  Like another plant, your same size as a 107 tons of PM10 and 76 

tons of PM 2.5 a year. 

 

So what I‘m contending is that they‘re doing this to avoid being classified as a major 

polluter and put all the controls in that you need with the PSD permit.  Now, when you 

input into the models mathematically lower emissions than are really accurate, you get 

lower dispersion concentrations.  Now, you‘ve already said in certain areas in our hills 

that you find the concentrations exceeding the quality ambient level of critical.  So guess 

what?  If you put in three times as much emission into the formula, you‘re going to get 

more drastic problems. 

 

There are all kinds of assumptions in these mathematical models.  Their cosine curves.  

They have straight line vectors.  They have bandwidths.  They vary and so on.  You can 

use all kinds of different ones.  I honored you guys and I‘d be over the head for three 

months now Larry to do a TSCREEN for us because we can get worse case scenarios that 

way and we‘re high as _____ 0:06:14.8.  So that‘s what we really need to protect us. 

 

Also, you wait a year to find out if they exceeded their estimates so they say 35 tons of 

PM 2.5 now and then you find out it‘s 76 a year from now before they can fix it.  My 

contention is you should design the plant _____ 0:06:41.5 and controls ahead of time.  

Now, as far as monitoring goes, I‘ve got a bunch of things here.  Monitoring, you said 

sampling only on the PMs, like 2.5 something that can kill you that‘s the worse that goes 

right into your lungs and bloodstream.  And if you only sample that, the plant will get 

tipped off and know your comment and get its act together.  And I have the best expert in 

the country who went over this permit application and he said you‘re going to burn 

garbage down the road because you‘ve got HCl in there.  And who will know what 

you‘re burning?  If there‘s demolition waste coming out of the air or hazardous waste or 

garbage or what have you, you know, it‘ll take anybody a long time to figure that out. 

 

In the permit, it says they have 10% of the time to blow the stacks every hour.  That‘s 

called sooting 0:07:43.8, and he found that out and we‘re going to follow up on that.  And 

I don‘t know why that‘s in there but that‘s just like colons, you get to blow soot out and 

exceed the opacity for 10% of the time every hour.  Now, steam wasn‘t evaluated either 

as far as I can tell and that we‘re going to ask why didn‘t you use air rather than steam.  

So that‘s another thing. 

 

And then there‘s another thing on stagnant air that we have 20% of the time in the sample 

I‘ve been running since we found out about this.  And what happens in those phenomena, 

the pollution isn‘t dispersed into the stratosphere and out in the straight line, it falls to the 

nearby hills and so on.  And what they call a fumigation process.  There is a fumigation 

that will happen when it goes up into the stagnant air if it‘s 500 feet high which will 

embed it and cause it to fall down.  And that will happen mainly at sunrise which I‘ve 

done my samples. 

 

Another thing I didn‘t see is the stack gas velocity and the volume monitoring.  I didn‘t 

see that in the presentation and that should be in there.  Now, another thing, tell me when 

I exceed the limit. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Yeah, you‘re over but that‘s OK.  Keep going.  Yeah, if you can get your point. 
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PAUL: The thing, these records have to be made available to the public at all times.  That is the 

law, the federal EPA law.  And if you‘re sampling, you know, the PMs which is the most 

critic of all pollutants it just won‘t work, you know.  They‘re never going to find that out.  

I could go on and on, I‘ve got a spreadsheet. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Yeah.  Well, maybe you‘d like to provide written testimony in addition. 

 

PAUL: Oh, I have.  I‘ve got a couple of hundred pages. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Oh, I‘m just going to look at it.  OK.  Well, thank you very much Paul for your testimony. 

 

PAUL: OK.  Thank you. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  The next one is Lloyd Davis 0:09:59.7.  It‘s kind of hard to negotiate these tables, 

isn‘t it?  Hi Lloyd. 

 

LLOYD: A little bit crowded. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Yeah.  Well, thank you for coming tonight. 

 

LLOYD: Thank you for the opportunity. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Sure.  Well, let us see, you can tell us your name and your address and then go ahead and 

give us your testimony. 

 

LLOYD: I‘m Lloyd Davis.  I live at 7710 Steens Drive.  This is in Lawanda Hills section.  What 

I‘m concerned with right now is the traffic situation which is not being evaluated here.  

Now, I wonder why isn‘t NOx from vehicles evaluated the same as NOx in the modeling 

of the rest of the area.  What we have where a worst case scenario is we got six school 

buses on Highway 66 that make 37 stops right in the lane, and this is in the half…an hour 

and a half time and they at the same time there‘s about 500 cars coming from Keno.  And 

what they have is a stop and go situation in traffic.  Now, this is before any biomass plant 

is going to be installed.  Now, with the ASC or the _____ 0:11:57.3 says they‘re going to 

have biomass vehicle go into or out of the plant about every three minutes.  Now, that 

decides the school buses stopping and they go up the _____ 0:12:15.2 streets, you know 

the Feed 66, and it‘s going to cause a lot of exhaust emissions.  And I‘ve lived in Los 

Angeles area for many years, traveled four or five freeway to work, and I know what 

emissions are, and they said in Los Angeles EPA and DEQ that automobiles were the 

worst polluters there were.  So this is my testimony. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you, thank you so much. 

 

LLOYD: Thank you. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you.  Peter Walker 0:13:00.3.  Did I say that right?  Perry, I‘m sorry Perry.  

All right.  We‘ll try Jeffrey Davis 0:13:18.9.  Jeffrey, thanks for coming on down and I… 

 

JEFFREY: Thank you very much.  I appreciate the opportunity. 

 

INTERVIEWER: You bet.  Have a seat and if you‘d state your name and address that would be wonderful 

thank you. 
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JEFFREY: Jeffrey Davis, 7710 Steens Drive, Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601, that‘s also in the 

Lawanda Hills area.  I guess the biggest concern to me would be I suffer from asthma and 

some other health-related diseases.  And in the mornings in the Lawanda Hills area, I 

don‘t know about emission standards in that, but when one wakes up, you can smell the 

emissions from the various pollution sources.  You wake up and it smells sometimes, 

especially when there is an inversion layer, you can smell the industry in the area.  And 

the smokestack from this proposed plant is going to be about right even with a lot of the 

homes that are in the Lawanda Hills area and the Jake Road area and a lot of the homes in 

that area.  And when there is an inversion layer, I worry about the emissions from that 

smokestack just kind of floating over and being right at the same level as well the homes.  

And we talked about a soot release 10% of the time.  And that kind of floating over there 

and that concerns me and I would like that addressed. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you. 

 

JEFFREY: Thank you very. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Thank you Jeffrey.  Nancy Wat…? 

 

NANCY: Watkins. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Watkins?  OK, thank you Nancy.  Thanks Nancy.  And state your name and address 

please. 

 

NANCY: My name is Nancy Watkins, 5508 Sierra Court, Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601.  First of 

all, I would like to address the DEQ‘s responsibility for doing their 30-day notice.  I feel 

that they did not meet their rule under the Oregon Administrative Rule 340209005 and I 

believe it‘s zero according to Mr. Fisher.  He did post it on the web, on the DEQ website 

on the 17th as well as sent some emails on the 17th.  However, I believe that adequate 

public notice via the newspaper was not correct as it was issued today.  And most of those 

persons do not even open their paper until the evening and, therefore, this meeting is 

going on while they‘re reading about it.  And I feel that that is not considered reasonable 

or adequate notice under the rule. 

 

Regarding the response, there seems to be some unwritten comment.  There seems to be 

quite a bit of confusion regarding that at this meeting that says to send your comments to 

me Nancy Swofford with the DEQ eastern return at 475 Bellevue, Drive Suite 110 in 

Bend, Oregon.  However, the Herald and News said to send any concerns to Mr. Mark 

Fisher and I believe the website said to Mr. Mark Bailey both at the DEQ.  So my concern 

is that much of the comment period, first of all it needs to be extended and probably this 

hearing redone because of the inadequate notice, it needs to be extended and allow 

Klamath Fall citizens to adequately respond to this concern. 

 

Also the statistics for the air quality were taken at Peterson‘s area and that they are not 

taken into consideration the inversion layers and the microclimates that this proposed site 

is going to possibly be built.  And that they‘re not also considering the current hazardous 

air quality as today it was also deemed unhealthy by the standards even for today.  And so 

by taking the average overtime, I believe there were 300 red days in the past year, and 

don‘t quote me on that, but I think that‘s what it was.  But the substandard days that were 

considered unhealthy.  And so by not taking those into consideration and just saying that, 

―Yes, it is you know, going to be just a little bit of pollution into the area,‖ unless you 

consider all of the factors is not accurate. 
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And to not consider those other pollutants are going to be contributing to it from the 

emissions, from trucks and other types of things that are going to be outside of the realm 

of the actual plant operations, but be a major pollutant source to me is irresponsible.  I 

thought it interesting that none of the state representatives here today could actually state 

what their mission was and if they don‘t know what their mission is then how can they 

adequately represent and protect Oregonians.  A portion of the DEQ statement says that 

they are to be leaders in restoring, maintaining and enhancing the air quality of Oregon‘s 

air, land and water.  And therefore minimum standards do not apply. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you.  The next person is Paulita Welker 0:19:53.5? 

 

PAULITA: Uh-hmm. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Did I say that right? 

 

PAULITA: Welker, yes. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Great, thanks Paulita.  Thanks for coming. 

 

PAULITA: Thank you. 

 

INTERVIEWER: And if you state your name and address. 

 

PAULITA: I‘m Paulita Welker, I live at 7508 Steens Drive, Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601 and I‘ve 

lived in my home for 45 years, so I think I know a little about the climate.  You are 

seeking an air contaminant permit.  I think the word air contaminant says a great deal.  

Any contaminant in our area that already has an unhealthy air shed is unacceptable.  If a 

fireplace is a significant pollutant, how can a plant emitting tons of pollutants not be 

considered a significant source of pollution.  You know models can be set up to prove any 

results that the modeler wants.  I have no faith in modeling and to prove the point, how 

can you model anything on a site that Petersons, several miles away which does not 

reflect the inversions, fogs, air currents unique to our area.  I have a quote from the 

American Lung Association that quotes the particulate matter from biomass burning is an 

air pollutant associated with asthma, heart disease, cancer, for which no safe label is 

known.  My final comment is burning your way at a pollution makes a sense as much 

sense as trying to spend your way out of death.  Thank you for listening to my testimony. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you Paulita.  I‘m going to have trouble with his last name too, Peter… 

 

PETER: _____ 0:21:50.9. 

 

INTERVIEWER: _____ 0:21:51.5.  Thanks for dropping by.  Well, if you would state your name again and 

your address. 

 

PETER: Peter _____ 0:22:01.0, 9440 Pat Drive, Klamath Falls, 97601.  I have just a few 

comments.  We know that you‘re air quality specialist.  I think you were personally 

testified in a couple of years ago, downtown about a particular problem we have.  And 

I‘m thinking, ―OK, I‘m working with the DEQ.  I see that the Klamath County has the 

highest rate of asthma per person in the state, has the highest rate of particulate matter in 

the state.  And somebody is proposing…a plant is going to put it in minimum, what they 

say 600 tons of emissions end of the end of the year. 

 

What‘s wrong with this picture?  I mean and it says here, DEQ is considered local air 

quality conditions in the permitting process.  We believe that the proposed permit will 
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protect air quality in the area.  No.  Oh my.  My, my, my come on.  You‘ve got…I mean 

I‘m a scientist, but I can‘t say all that could possibly be true.  Also, we need to 

measure…you need to measure or if you could give me the equipment I‘ll be more than 

happy to do it.  The air quality at the site…because really it‘s…I mean I‘m from Southern 

California, I know what pollution looks like and I see it all with the time out there.  Now, 

obviously, I should have done my homework before I‘d moved up here, my fault, but I‘ve 

come to like the place and I want to…and you know, I‘ll try to live with it, but I don‘t 

want to give you more _____ 0:23:28.2 than already it is now and I just believe this plant 

is going to make it worse and how could you say with a straight face, now you personally, 

your organization has straight faced it that you‘ll protect the air quality in the area.  You 

know, we all know better than that.  You know _____ 0:23:43.8 and tell us the people, we 

know better than that.  And I want to thank you. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you, Peter.  And the next person I have is Kim Watkins 0:23:54.4.  Kim, 

thanks for coming and state your name again and your address that will be great. 

 

KIM: My name is Kim Watkins, 5508 Sierra Court, Klamath Falls, Oregon.  I have a very brief 

comment from what the presentation earlier are related.  The estimates and the limits on 

any of the particular pollutants and they are just estimate even though they‘re 

conservative, one was with my quick calculation was less than 3% and for an estimate I 

think that‘s not nearly close enough for our protection of our air quality.  I have letters for 

Mr. Fisher and Mr. Bailey; however, I will send an electronic copy to Nancy Swofford as 

well. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Thank you.  Thanks Kim.  OK.  Joyce Barrett is at…how do you pronounce your last 

name? 

 

INTERVIEWER: Joyce, thanks for coming and if you‘d state your name again and your address. 

 

JOYCE: OK. 

 

INTERVIEWER: That‘d be great. 

 

JOYCE: My name is Joyce Barrett and I live at 8003 Highway 66, Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601, 

exactly right across from where this plant will be.  And as Paul said, we‘re three-eighths 

of a mile from where the plant is going to be and my house will be probably just even 

with that stack, so the particulates are going to come clear there in that area and we don‘t 

need more pollution and I just wanted to read what I had down here written for another 

letter. 

 

The polluted air from the plants particulates, the _____ 0:26:04.8 and the smell from 

them, the 52 very noisy cheap trucks exhaust 10 hours a day, every three minutes, one 

will come six days a week, and I think the holding tanks are going to smell too from the 

evaporation ponds.  They will make a very nice place to live as they have in the past. 

 

And I‘ve lived in my house for over 54 and a half years and I grow up in the 

neighborhood 14 years before that and so I know this neighborhood and I know all about 

it and it just makes me feel really, really sad that they would put this awful plant in down 

there and I know this is about air, but we have a beautiful view and everybody comes to 

my house and say, ―Oh my goodness what a beautiful view you have.‖  I said, ―Yeah, but 

they‘re going to change that if they get this plant put in with that big smokestack and 

these 10 other buildings, you won‘t be able to see the green grass, the alfalfa, whatever, 

and the river beyond, and the mountains beyond that.  And I think it‘s really strange that 

the Chamber of Commerce is promoting our county as a beautiful, scenic place and they 
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want people to come and visit and for the tourist industry, and yet they have promoted 

this plant to come in. 

 

And anyway, I was just going to talk about, the Southside sewer district evaporation pond 

smells very bad and make me sick when I drive down Southside Bypass and Washburn 

Way, and sometimes will even get the smell in our places, so I have to _____ 0:27:59.0 

and come this way from that area can also go that way towards town, and I wonder if 

town has a lot more smell as the wind carries up there too.  This is already a very busy 

highway as people have said, it‘s hard to get on and everything.  You said not to mention 

water, but that water is a big thing.  And I thought environmental quality would go with 

that, you know do something about that because they‘re going to take from 450,000 

gallons to a million gallons of water a day and probably dry up our well and we‘ve long 

got wells along there.  As we know, the farmers in Merrill area, south of _____ 0:28:36.5 

using their wells to water their fields this spring as the canal water wasn‘t available so the 

town of Maryland _____ 0:28:43.3 without water for about four days or more until they 

could to town well drill deeper.  And we feel that we‘re on the same _____ 0:28:54.5 

where the plant will get part of its water from so we have no choice but to go without 

water and what if this happens. 

 

And you know, the people who want the plant built on this side don‘t live in our 

neighborhood and they‘ve probably never been here to see exactly where it would be 

built.  They need to come and see…I invite them, if they care about others at all, they 

need to come and see.  There are other places available, JWTR Land where they‘re going 

to get the chip, the logs to chip and they could build a wonderful plant up there and won‘t 

wreck anybody‘s neighborhood and that there are other places too some gentlemen and I 

think and others around that had been looked up by some of our people say in our save 

rural Oregon group.  And I think…and I don‘t know if you want me to say this or not, but 

I think it‘s all because of greed that this plant wants to be built here at this site. 

 

Now, they can go at other places, but I don‘t want it built at this side.  I‘m thinking, do 

they love God or man and money the most?  It has nothing to do with creating jobs for 

people who live here.  We do need jobs for people live here, there are other jobs, but 

they‘re going to bring in a company out of town to build this place, they‘re probably 

going to hire these 30 people that have technology from out of town to work at the plant 

inside of it and they might hire a few cheap truck drivers probably for those trucks, but we 

just feel that this is not right for such a few people that are going to be employed 

eventually.  And Luke 12:16-21 in the bible says that, the farmer goes and, well he said he 

was pretty rich and he was going to tear down his big barns he had already and built 

bigger ones and because he had a lot of things going on and he was going to stack the 

barns so he could like sit back and live life like he wanted to and well the Lord took him 

that night so what good it did with doing.  And I just think that, you know, for the back 

group study group, it‘s in the Herald and News on Wednesday, November 17th it stated 

that even more jobs would be created.  Well, I don‘t think so.  I think it‘s having a big 

dream to make people like I mentioned think, ―Yippee, more jobs.‖  It‘s like telling 

people playing a slot machine and on their first quarter they put in that they are sure to 

winning a million dollar jackpot.  I also find it strange that all of this _____ 0:32:01.3 

says the environmental protection agency ruling said that the biomass pollution is unlikely 

to have much impact on the plants to build a plant.  Why is it going to let it slip through 

the cracks?  If this side is still chosen, it sounds like stealing to me.  They say they want to 

help the people who need jobs so they‘re willing to take away the good neighborhood and 

lives of good people who live and ever lived here for many years.  Is this being kind to 

everyone as we are told to be?  Jesus said be you kind one to another.  And Luke 31 says, 

and as you were that men should do to you, do you also under them likewise.  Thank you. 
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INTERVIEWER: Could you have that as a testimony that you can give to us that newspaper? 

 

JOYCE: Oh, yeah, I can give it to you.  Yeah, I have another one. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Thank you.  OK, thanks Joyce.  Fred Charles, is that correct?  Fred thanks for coming. 

 

FRED: You‘re welcome. 

 

INTERVIEWER: And if you could state your name and your address? 

 

FRED: Fred Charles.  I live at 7917 Highway 66 within the immediate area where the power 

plant is going to be proposed.  First of my statement I want to make is as the EPA is 

Clean Air Act, required the EPA to set air quality standards to protect both the private 

health and the public welfare and so they come from a DEQ itself.  But we have 

numerous articles, I mean almost daily, weekly, monthly about the poor air quality, _____ 

0:33:46.8 all had been going on for 10 or 15 years with air quality problem is.  And I‘d 

like to kind of add a little bit to what this lady back here has about even though the 

gentlemen here, I missed their name because I wasn‘t here earlier.  But so that the truck 

traffic doesn‘t even enter into the equation through the pollution standards and so I 

thought I just have some information mainly because all this truck driver can be coming 

down Highway 66, it‘s going to turn right in from my house, Paul‘s house, Joyce‘s house 

and so as these trucks de-accelerate, I mean…personally, I‘m an ASE certified mechanic, 

and so I‘m pretty familiar with exhaustion emissions and cars and diesel.  And so as this 

truck de-accelerate going into the plant and then they‘re going to be coming out of the 

plant and they‘re going to accelerate all of the plant, and so we‘re going to get the biggest 

brunt of that emissions from the diesel trucks that are going to be added to whether where 

the plant emits itself.  And so as I might add some information like a gallon of diesel for 

you creates 22.384 pounds of carbon dioxide.  That‘s how a one gallon and so we have an 

average fleet, _____ 0:35:11.4 for a fleet, the big crates _____ 0:35:12.7 truck for 5.3 

miles per gallon, that‘s a nationwide average. 

 

If we have the DEC or the biomass be able to say they‘re going to need a minimum of 52 

trucks per day to supply the plant, and so in one of their latest ad it‘s stated that they‘re 

going to be possibly up 800 to 900 truck trips per week going in and out of the plant. 

 

And so if you kind of take…if we have 52 trucks a day going in and we have about 18 

trucks making three trips a day, you end up with about 8100 truck miles per day.  And if 

you take that 8100 miles per day at 5.3 miles per gallon that means that those trucks are 

going to use 1528 gallons of diesel fuel.  And which calculates to 34,000 pounds of 

carbon dioxide release in the atmosphere everyday as those trucks travel through Klamath 

Falls, _____ 0:36:20.9 Atlantics and to the biomass plant. 

 

And just to kind of most apply into an annual, if you go unto the annual output of what 

this amount of diesel trucks will supply, it ends up being 10 million 671 pounds or 

505,335 pounds of carbon dioxide which is nitrous oxides, carbon in particulate and soot 

and that‘s all included in diesel exhaust emissions.  And so if you had all this to what 400 

or 500 tons of pollutants at biomass plants is going to be emitted and when you add all of 

that into the normal traffic that travels Highway 66 and if you add those pollutions into 

the pollutants and particulates that come out of the Collins Wood Products plant, when 

they‘re operating which they only operated at night, so they can hide their pollution 

emissions.  And if you add that, all this into the air inversion that is in the Klamath River 

Valley and the plant is going to set way below our housing area and so the smoke stack 

dispersion was all those pollution is going to make this one huge bowl of pollution and 

about probably 50% of this pollution…truck pollutions are going to be in the Klamath 
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Falls as they travel through Klamath Falls because they have to come through Klamath 

Falls unless they come from the Westside, but it‘s all going to come from _____ 

0:38:01.8 resources property which is on the east side of the Klamath Falls and so all of 

this is going to be coming into through town and up to _____ 0:38:11.7 at Highway 66 

through this plant.  And so the biomass people say that you know they‘re going to…this is 

going to make our air cleaner because the _____ 0:38:24.5 slash burns for _____ 

0:38:26.8.  Slash burns only are burnt two weeks out of a year.  I used to work in the 

woods, some 67-year-old guy and I‘ve done a lot of _____ 0:38:36.4.  I‘ve in southern 

Oregon here for 67 years and I‘m from Merrill with the whole Klamath River Valley, all 

the time with county and when they say they‘re going to eliminate slash burns, it‘s going 

to make the air cleaner, what‘s happening with the other 50 weeks out of the year.  It‘s 

going to be a big mess and that plant shouldn‘t even be built. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK, the next person is Mary Ellen Sergeant 0:39:04.1.  Is that how you pronounce your 

last name?  Thanks Mary Ellen for coming tonight and state your name and address 

please. 

 

MARY ELLEN: I‘m Mary Ellen Sergeant and I live at 6331 Jake Road Klamath Falls.  My concerns are 

about the air flow that comes up at the Klamath River and bounces against the hills along 

Highway 66 with the smokestack that will be there.  For at least five months of the year, 

the winds at that particular site are coming from the southeast so the air where the 

smokestack pollution will be going against the Lawanda Hills up to _____ 0:39:55.1, 

Green Acres and Southview and up the river potentially into the main part of Klamath 

Falls which will affect the monitoring in Klamath Falls. 

 

The other parts of the year either some of the winds come from the north, northeast which 

again will bounce against the hills at Lawanda Hills, Jake Road and down the river to the 

ranches and housing developments along the river and private hunt clubs that are down 

there also.  I think that we should have a baseline monitored installed at the site and on 

the foothills right now so that we can get our baseline of what the pollution is now and not 

at Peterson Elementary 7 miles away because the winds do not carry up the river and out 

to Peterson from our area in that way.  Also in the permitting process, the emissions from 

the settling ponds were not addressed.  Now, there will be evaporation from the settling 

ponds which is air pollution and these are the lower level, they will be carried into the 

hills also.  The stack will be up higher, but as all their current residents know this 

morning; the winds were bringing in high level clouds against our hills this morning at the 

180-foot level. 

 

But the settling ponds are going to be at the lower level and will be being pushed by lower 

level winds against the foothills or potentially when the wind shift up the Klamath River 

into downtown Klamath Falls.  That‘s why I suggest that we have baseline monitors 

installed right now at the site and on the hills.  Also I recommend that all the residents of 

the area get a health assessment now for their respiratory systems so that in the future 

when there are respiratory problems because of this plant, they will have the bases for 

pursuit of medical lawsuits.  That‘s all I have.  Thank you. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you.  Glenn Sergeant 0:42:25.7.  Is Glenn here? 

 

FEMALE: Yeah. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Oh OK.  Like me _____ 0:42:34.4 

 

GLENN: Oh yeah, old. 

 



Klamath Falls Bioenergy  

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit  

Response to Comments 

Page 18 of 87 

 

INTERVIEWER: Thanks Glenn, thanks for coming tonight.  State your name and your address please. 

 

GLENN: My name is Glenn Sergeant.  I live at 6331 Jake Road Klamath Falls.  We‘ve all heard… 

 

INTERVIEWER: Hang on a second please.  We‘re going to turn this over so you get every word.  _____ 

0:43:01.6 here.  OK, go ahead. 

 

GLENN: We‘ve all heard the concerns that we have about air quality and it is a concern of 

everyone.  In the December 10th issue of Herald and News, those concerns were also 

addressed by the city council members as they met with officials from the company.  One 

of the questions was, will the plant affect the air compliance that they have in Klamath 

Falls itself.  And John Rivers represented with Klamath Falls Bioenergy said a company 

moved to propose the facility a mile from Collins Products.  So it would be outside the air 

quality non-attainment area.  I have two questions; one, if the permittee would have filed 

a permit for the location that the current _____ 0:44:08.1 originally at Collins would that 

permit as we see it today be issued.  And secondly, did they move that one mile purposely 

so that they could emit the pollutions and beyond at a lower standard for emissions.  

That‘s it. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thanks Glenn.  OK Ben, you can tell me with your last name, you‘re the last person 

on the list. 

 

BEN: Yeah, that‘s me.  I‘ve got a water thing.  I‘m going to submit a written copy too. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thanks Ben. 

 

BEN: For the water folks. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Can you see a synopsis of the _____ 0:44:53.8? 

 

MALE: Oh Larry, I have one of the same that I could just hand you guys. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Where we come from.  We did have a feast.  You did not want to comment. 

 

FEMALE: Yeah, I think I will. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  Thank you.  Edith thanks for coming tonight and thanks for changing your mind and 

giving us some comments. 

 

EDITH: Yeah.  My name is Edith Mattingly 0:45:23.4 and I live at 11013 Highway 66 just down 

around the Bend.  And this is my second time in getting involved in anything to do with 

my community.  First time was over in Merrill when they wanted to put a highway in, in 

front of our house, we got that defeated.  This is the second time, and the reason that I‘m 

speaking up is because I am sick.  I‘ve got COPD, I‘ve got crappy lungs, I‘ve got heart 

failure and you know what I moved out here so that I would be healthier.  And now, they 

wanted to do things which I understand we want to do better energy and everything else.  

This seems to be pushing through awfully fast.  It doesn‘t seem to…the information 

getting out like my son told me late last night, ―By the way, there is a meeting in town.‖  

And I said, ―I didn‘t see it in the paper.‖  I went and bought another paper and last night, 

three hours sitting on the computer until 2:30 this morning, looking up everything about 

the biomass.  Well right on the highway, we have a lot of accidents on the highway.  I‘m 

having problems getting out at times because of some of the trucks that are already now.  

We had where the canal comes over the highway, trucks coming over it; they have to 

replace the thing going underneath what they call the culvert or whatever.  It took the 
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DOT plenty of time to come down to replace it.  Trucks rolling over have created cracks 

in my walls.  They finally came out and fix it after a couple of calls, they were very 

helpful, but my thing is they‘ve probably going to have 52 trucks one way, 52 trucks the 

other way.  Not only, am I going to be hearing every single one in my house because we 

can hear the traffic now.  I go outside, I can smell everything and I get sick on everything 

because of my lungs now.  If one truck comes through and they‘re exhaust from the big 

trucks, it‘s bad enough now.  What am I going to suffer and how long am I going to live 

with all of these trucks coming through.  And if they‘re going to be coming through every 

three minutes, how the hell am I going to get out?  How am I going to get on to the 

highway or even for an ambulance to come and get me the next time? 

 

FEMALE: That‘s right. 

 

EDITH: How many times are they going to be even able for the kids to get on to the bus and not 

being held up?  Another thing was the water, people behind me were just down around 

Bend.  They‘re behind me, their well run dry.  Where is this water coming from the plant, 

the city?  Well, guess what, OK, I‘m hurrying it up.  Come on now.  Anyway, the water, 

transportation, it‘s not just the exhaust, you have the breaks and wear and the dust and all 

that stuff looked up a lot last night and I‘m angry.  We are not given enough time to, like 

I‘d like to know when the meetings are, I read the paper and that and doctor‘s 

appointment just before I came here, ―Hey, I‘m going to make this meeting.‖  But I don‘t 

think you need the plant where it‘s going right now.  I understand Collins Products there.  

They‘ve got the _____ 0:48:56.8 plant there.  We‘ve got five or six other plants going that 

are here.  When you total all of the emissions, I think we‘re going to exceed it and I‘m 

going to be one suffering from it because I won‘t be here and these other people are going 

to be have to be speaking up for me because they didn‘t do a full job on it.  Thank you 

very much. 

 

INTERVIEWER: OK.  We have two people who chose not to…that‘s less that I have of this testimony.  If 

there‘s nobody else who‘s going to testify, I‘d like to close the formal hearing at nine 

minutes after eight, and so that‘s what I‘m going to do, close the hearing at nine minutes 

after eight.  And thank you very much for coming.  We‘re going to stick around for 

questions afterwards and we‘ll answer whether we can. 
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Attachment B: Written Comments 

 

E-Mails: 

 

 

From: NorthHills refugee  

 

We believe that the NESCO/Klamath Falls Bioenergy, LLC  Air Contamination Discharge 

Permit (ACDP) should not be granted.  We believe that the site of the proposed bio-energy plant 

should be moved to a location in the forest where there are no residents to be disrupted by the 

pollution, water usage, traffic, etc. which will be caused by this plant.  To this end we ask that 

you consider the following: 

 

1. The height of the smoke stack is equal to the altitude of the homes of many of the 

residents who live in the LaWanda Hills and Jake Road residential areas.  Especially on 

inversion layer days, the pollution will drift directly into the air breathed by the residents of these 

homes causing them health risks.   

2. How will the added pollution from biomass vehicles and smoke stack emissions effect 

the quality of life of people in the highway 66 corridor as a whole.   

3. Has DEQ run 'worst case scenarios' on diesel and gasoline exhaust from biomass vehicles 

added to that of the vehicles which already use Highway 66 

4. How will the added pollution effect school children waiting for buses in the mornings and 

afternoons 

5. How will the smoke stack emissions and biomass vehicle emissions effect visual clarity 

and odor of the air surrounding the biomass plant? 

6. The biomass plant is a known pollution source as it had to be moved away from it's 

original location next to Collins Products lumber mill due to the air quality non-attainment zone 

in which Collins resides.  The biomass plant was not able to meet clean air standards for this 

zone and had to move just outside of it, which placed it near our homes. 

7. The biomass plant will bring added traffic to highway 66, causing snarls and slowdowns, 

especially during rush hour traffic and during school bus route times, during which times, the 

limited braking ability of wood chip delivery trucks will also present a danger to school buses.  

 

Two articles from the Herald and News included in this email depict the fact that the county air 

quality is bad and does not meet EPA standards.  How can we possibly justify building this 

biomass plant and adding to our pollution problem?  If the biomass plant is unable to meet clean 

air standards to exist next to the Collins Products plant, how can we justify building it next to 

residences where it is infinitely more destructive, simply because the air standards happen to be 

more lax?  While technically legal, this act is immoral!  

  

We moved here from Los Angeles where the air quality was very poor with common 1st stage 

smog alerts.  We had to commute on the 405 freeway and others in bumper to bumper traffic 

where vehicle exhaust was chokingly thick.  We must not allow this type of traffic and air 

contamination to come to Klamath Falls!   
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We bought property in Lawanda Hills, a community with 65 homes and one access road to 

Klamath Falls, that being highway 66.  The building of the biomass plant and it's added traffic 

and pollution spewing smoke stack which terminates at roughly the same altitude as our home 

threatens us with exactly this issue.  My wife and I are retired senior citizens and my son, who 

lives with us, is disabled and suffers from asthma, serious migraines and other medical issues, 

needing to attend to medical appointments regularly.    

  

In a survey of highway 66 which we conducted we found that almost all of the seventh grade 

through college age population of Keno, Pop. 3,423 in 2007, located 5 miles west of the 

proposed biomass plant, have to travel on highway 66 daily.  The majority of wage earners also 

use highway 66 daily.  In addition, the Kfalls Suburbs of Green Acres, West Klamath and 

Stewart Lennox all rely mainly on highway 66.  Additionally, there are communities along 

highway 66 which rely solely on high 66 for access to Klamath Falls, Lawanda Hills, 65 homes; 

Jake Road, 33 homes; Round Lake, 197 homes; and Keno Terrace 21 homes.  In a 90 minute 

period 6:54 to 8:26am 6 diesel school buses make 37 in lane stops, 54 total stops, on highway 66 

and other stops off of highway 66 where the bus pulls off the highway but still uses the highway 

to get to the access road.  During this time over 500 vehicles use highway 66.   Every few 

minutes as school buses stop and go, cars start to line up behind them.  If we were to build this 

biomass plant, we would be adding one diesel semi-truck to his mix every three minutes plus 

worker's commuter vehicles and ash waste trucks.  The slow moving trucks will add to this 

traffic mess as they accelerate slowly and the danger of their braking slowly behind the school 

buses.   When one adds up all this mess, our highway becomes more and more like an L.A. 

freeway with smog belching semi-trucks accelerating and braking behind school buses, the 

added traffic mess of vehicles piling up behind slow accelerating trucks, and the added pollution 

of the biomass plant it's self polluting our already bad air.   

 

It has been said that we are making Kfalls into the armpit of Oregon.  This biomass plant will 

certainly add credibility to this misnomer.  Please deny the ACDP permit and help move this 

plant to an area away from residential populations.    

  

Sincerely,   

  

Lloyd and Jeff Davis 

 

 

From: Arlene & Bob  

 

This message is to say "NO" to the biomass plant project near the Collins plant in Klamath Falls.  

Many concerns for our family for the blight on the beautiful valley and all the congestion is 

would bring to this wonderful community.  We have property in Keno and it would affect us 

greatly.  Please DO NOT build there. 

 

Thank You, 
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Robert and Arlene Akers 

 

 

From: CHARLES CHERYL MEDILL  

 

short and sweet, build the plant anyplace you can. it'll create enough jobs to offset any and all 

complaints there are. thank you for listening 

 

 

From: Vicki Strickland  

 

Mr. Fisher 

 

I live at the corner of Orindale Road and Dewitt Ct. If the plant proposed by Klamath Bio Energy 

is allowed I believe that Orindale Road will become the preferred route for trucks moving from 

Highway 140 to Highway 66. Orindale Road is a two lane, 35 mph road.   

 

I believe constant use by heavy trucks will damage the road surface and I know that constant use 

by heavy trucks will disrupt the quality of life for residents on and near Orindale Road. Several 

of the houses have only a 25 foot setback from Orindale Road. 

 

The air quality issue raised by the operation of the plant is one that I do not think can be resolved 

to the benefit of Klamath Falls residents. The issues of diesel exhaust, increased traffic and the 

attendant noise caused by trucks serving the biomass plant, whether they stay on the state 

highways or not, has been given little coverage in the newspaper. Please advise me where to find 

the information in any environmental study that addresses issues raised by increased heavy truck 

traffic. 

 

Thank you, 

Leon Williamson 

 

 

From: Eric Schreiner  

 

Dear Ms. Swofford, 

 

I am writing to question the siting of the Klamath Falls, Oregon biomass plant just outside the 

borders of the city of Klamath Falls.  The area this plant will be located is out of compliance with 

the EPA's PM2.5 regulations already, and it will be contributing to the problem with an 

estimated 35 tons a year if the calculations are correct, and the plant's air pollution controls are 

kept in perfect operating condition for the 20 year estimated life of the plant.  Who will be 

responsible to monitor their condition?  This does not include the hundreds of loads of fuel for 

the plant transported through the Klamath Falls area each week by large diesel trucks, an 

obviously overlooked source of major air pollution as well as noise pollution.  It's my 

understanding that the nearest air monitoring equipment is located several miles from the 
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proposed site.  How could a permit be issued when the air quality is not even known for the area?  

Further, the location on the banks of the Klamath river which has it's own pollution problem 

already, and will be in jeopardy if there is any leakage from the waste cooling water as well as 

from the fuel pile.  The possibility of leakage is very probable over the 20 year life of the plant.  I 

also understand that spontaneous combustion of biomass fuel piles is very common.  An 

uncontrolled fire would cause large amounts of air pollution into our already polluted air.  As 

you know, the citizens are already restricted from burning wood for heat during much of the 

winter months.  How could the plant be allowed to burn when the citizens cannot?  I believe the 

DEQ and EPA were formed to protect the environment for the health of our citizens.  Please do 

not cave to political pressure and big money and allow this plant to pollute our beautiful area.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

Eric Schreiner 

 

 

From: ccappel888  

 

The sighting of the proposed biomass plant is unacceptable, as it is downwind from the city of 

Klamath Falls.  In view of the fact that the air in the basin does not currently meet the EPA 

standards for fine particulates; I can not understand your considering adding 35 tons of additional 

particulates to that already polluted air.  Klamath Falls is sighted in a geologic pocket that is 

prone to frequent air inversion.  The pollutants from the biomass site will be picked up by the 

prevailing west to east air current, thus making the bad air much worse. 

 

I have no objection to building a biomass plant; but it should be sighted on the east side of the 

populated basin.  I do not live in the residential area near the proposed plant, so my objections 

are not based upon aesthetics.  I do, however, live in the basin and breathe the polluted air; so my 

objections to the sighting of the plant are perhaps more objective than some protestants.   

 

I certainly hope you deny a permit for a plant at this location. 

Sincerely, Catharine Cappel 

 

 

From: Carol Klepper  

 

Good morning, Mark: 

 

I am somewhat startled at some of the attitudes DEQ is presenting to our local community.  I was 

under the impression this agency was for the citizens and possible health hazards out in our 

community.  Am I to believe you are for the "big guy" in the name of jobs?  And fear????   How 

can you monitor at the end of a year the danger to our local residents and at the same time raise 

heck with someone using a wood stove, immediately!!!!? 

 



Klamath Falls Bioenergy  

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit  

Response to Comments 

Page 24 of 87 

 

Perhaps your agency needs to evaluate your ability to do a good job, and think about making 

adjustments that will provide quality (and honest) services for the sake of the average citizen to 

remain healthy.  (Just think how much money you would save Medicare.)  I find waiting a year 

to monitor the air in THIS neighborhood, along with areas elsewhere in the basin ridiculous.   

 

I know you can do a good job.  Get rid of "politics" and take care of our air quality as if your life 

depended on it.  It really does, you know. 

 

One last comment:  question, really.  Would you want this plant in your neighborhood?  Think. 

 

Most sincerely, 

 

Carol Klepper 

 

 

From: Kevin O'Neil  

 

Dear Nancy, 

 

I live in Klamath Falls and am concerned about the pollution from the biomass plant, especially 

as it affects those who live close to the proposed area.  It is very clear when you are near the 

proposed area that it is a little basin, with people living all along the rim of it, at and above 'stack 

height.' We already have bad air particulate problems here, and it is obvious that the biomass 

plant would just add more particulate pollution.  If the DEQ, etc., give permits with the 

conclusion that this biomass plant 'will not adversely affect local air quality,' it will further 

undermine the sense of meaningful representation and protection of the local people. 

 

I value the creation of jobs and energy, but think there must be a safer site for the proposed 

biomass plant. 

 

Regards, 

 

Kevin O'Neil 

 

 

From: Cathleen Colacino  

 

Dear Ms. Swofford, 

 

As a resident of Klamath Falls and potential neighbor of the biomass plant proposed by the 

permittee, I am concerned about the air pollution this plant will generate.  Due to many factors, 

including the topography of the Klamath basin, Klamath Falls is the most polluted county in 

Oregon.  It's outrageous that the Department of Environmental Quality can even consider issuing 

a SACD permit to a plant that will burn wood, and most likely garbage, 24 hours a day, most 

days of the year, in an area that already has major air quality issues.   
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According to your Request for Comments and Public Hearing Notice, which by the way I did not 

receive from you and should have, you have determined based on the results of an analysis 

conducted by the permittee, that "the proposed project will not have an adverse impact on the air 

quality in Klamath Falls area...".  How can it not?  These results are suspect.  I call for more 

testing to be done and NOT by the permittee.   

  

The EPA and the DEQ were formed to protect people from this kind of environmental 

nightmare.  So far, I haven't seen much of that.  

  

Thank you for your time. 

  

Cathleen Colacino 

 

 

From: Peter Colacino  

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

I am very annoyed at the thought that you would consider issuing a discharge permit for this 

proposed bio-mass plant without even testing the air quality at the site it is to be built on.  The 

site is a mile or so from the containment zone which already shows that the particulate matter is 

30% higher than it should be.  Do you believe that there is a wall at the border of the zone that 

goes up to the stratosphere that protects the rest of the area from pollution?   I would think in 

order for you to protect the citizens of Klamath Falls that this air quality test has to be done.   I 

would also think that your main goal is to insure that this proposed plant will not increase the 

pollution in an already heavily polluted area.  

  

Thank you. 

  

    Peter Colacino 

 

 

Letters: 

 
Edith Mattingly 

 

Nancy Swofford, Mark Fisher, 

Brian Mannion, 

DEQ Eastern Region, 

475 Bellevue Dr., Suite 110, 

Bend, OR 97701 

 

Re:  Concerns of having a Biomass Plant in Klamath Falls located on Highway 66 Adjacent to Collins  

 

Dear Nancy, Mark and Brian: 
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After attending the meeting on the December 16
th

, 2010, and after speaking at the meeting, I thought I would write 

down what my husband‘s and my concerns were. I do realize you were only there for the emissions, but it was stated 

at the meeting that we could also write our concerns and that they would be redirected or information given to us if 

you could not answer them. This was my first meeting to deal with our concerns and appreciate whatever answers 

can be given.   

 

1)  the frequency content, duration and accompany rattle/vibration in the house with the trucks driving in front of 

our house, feels like they‘re coming through our house, how much damage to our homes will they cause and who do 

we contact for any damage?  

 

2) loud noises that sound like the trucks are coming thru the house now, they startle us and make us nervous and 

irritable; how many decibels will the noise level increase with the frequency and number of trucks and who do we 

contact when it‘s too much? 

 

3) health hazards from the trucks exhaust and the stack missions. Who do we contact when they impact our health?  

 

4) high incidence of children with asthma and people like myself with COPD and heart disease now, how will it 

impact us? Again, who do we contact or will there be a study done after so many people are impacted? 

 

5) over 300 red days for bad air quality days in the Klamath Basin this year, it‘s not going to get better with 

emissions and exhaust. I understand from the meeting that you said the plant won‘t shut down, but the individual 

people will have to not use their fireplaces, etc. on those days? 

 

6) low water for our wells, but the plant will be using approximately 60,000 gallons of water a day? 

 

7) devaluation of our property values with talk of the Biomass Plant. Our has already decreased in value because of 

the economy, so we can‘t even sell our house to move to a quieter and healthier area. It‘s a given, depression and 

whatever because we have no recourse? 

 

8) school buses will have a time of it trying to get on and off the road, with so many trucks going. I guess kids 

getting to school late, getting home later and hopefully no accidents? 

 

9) accidents are going to become more common, as this section of road on Highway 66 has a higher incidence of 

deer crossing the road and being hit; trucks driving at a higher rate, trying to get our vehicles out on the road is 

going to be hazardous at best. That‘s a given. 

 

10) why don‘t they use Weyerhauser Timber Company Road which runs parallel to Hwy 66 for their trucks and 

traffic; it would take away from the general public, and they can drive right into their plant 

 

11) damage, wear and tear to Highway 66 would be minimal if they used the Weyerhauser Timber Company Road 

which is their road anyway. They could fix their own road? 

 

12) Traffic congestion for emergency vehicles. Good luck. 

 

13) Power being sold to California or elsewhere and not being used here in the Klamath Basin. Tell us again, how do 

we benefit from it being here. 

 

14) Not have our taxes pay for any of the federal subsidies for the building or maintaining their operations. It‘s a 

private industry. 

 

 TRANSPORTATION NOISE of 52 trucks coming and going = 104 trips on one run!! 

 

Frequency content, duration and accompany rattle/vibration, noise, health hazards from exhaust,  
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- US Department of Transportation, General Health Effects of Transportation Noise Report June 2002 

 

- Long term exposure to high noise levels results psychological  effects of  annoyance, speech 

interference, sleeping, working and interference with recreational activities.  

 

-The 1982 EPA publication, Guidelines for Noise Impact Analysis stated that research implicates noise as 

one of  several factors producing stress-related health effects such as heart disease, high-blood pressure, 

stroke, ulcers, and other digestive disorders.  

 

- Physiological effects of environmental noise include hearing impairment, sleep disturbance, and startle 

and defense reactions leading to potential increase of blood pressure.  

 

- Possible second side effects, i.e., after effects, of sleep disturbance. These effects may include reduced 

perceived sleepquality, increased fatigue, depressed mood or well being, and decreased performance.  

 

 

- HEALTH HAZARDS associated with emissions from the plant stack and also exposure to diesel engine 

exhaust (DE) which is a mixture of gases and particles  

 

- EPA National Center for Environmental Assessment-Health Assessment   Document for Diesel Engine 

Exhaust-Washington, DC 2002 

 

- this assessment indicated that evidence for exacerbation of    existing  allergies and asthma symptoms 

is emerging. The assessment recognizes that DE emissions, as a mixture of many constituents, also 

contribute to ambient concentrations of several criteria air pollutants including nitrogen oxides and fine 

particles, as well as other air toxics. 

 

- EPA National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment for 2002 – Fact Sheet 

- June 24, 2009 

- Results:  Diesel PM 

 

- EPA has concluded that diesel exhaust is among the substances that may pose the greatest cancer 

risk. 

 

-American Lung Association 

 

- Health Studies: EPA, the World Health Organization, the Department of Health and 

Human Services, and the National 

- Institute of Environmental Health Sciences have listed diesel exhaust as a likely 

carcinogen. Recent studies indicate lung cancer risk can be significantly 

increased by exposure to diesel exhaust. A 100-cities epidemiological study 

indicates an 87 percent increase in lung cancer rates for each 10 micrograms increase 

in fine particle (PM 2.5) levels.  

  

- Diesel exhaust is a major source of air pollution, which contributes to lung and 

other types of cancer, respiratory tract infections and lung diseases such as 

asthma, emphysema and chronic bronchitis. 

 

These are some of the concerns and results of my findings that have given us cause for alarm as to why you would 

give the Biomass Plant a permit in this area.  

 

Anybody in their right mind would know that if you add more emissions from the stack and from the fuel from so 

many trucks, on top of the environmental problems we already have here, you‘re going to have one heck of a 

problem, and guess what, it‘s our lives and our children‘s lives you‘re dealing with. 
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Which agency deals with damage to the homes, which agency deals with the road noise problem, which agency 

deals with the water problems, which agency deals with the health issues, and which agency deals with the problems 

the buses are going to be have. It gets to be pretty frustrating to be told, we don‘t handle that area and to have to go 

to another agency.   

 

I understand that from this meeting for the DEQ on December 16, 2010 you were only dealing with the stack 

emissions, but my god when do you all get the whole picture. Do you all know how to get all the agencies together 

so that the reports all work together, and not after the plant is built. Your saying ―I‘m just doing my job‖ just isn‘t 

getting it, or that the emissions from the stack and the trucks exhaust aren‘t figured in together isn‘t a true picture 

that is being given to the public or authorities that should know. 

 

I can see why so many people were getting upset with the results, excuse me, I should say  with the estimates that 

have been given.  

 

I do appreciate being able to explain our concerns and do hope there are answers. We are only concerned people 

who do not wish the BIOMASS Plant be built here with the air quality we already have and the expected congestion 

from the truck traffic and hazards that go with it.  

 

Sincerely,   

 

Edith and Daniel Mattingly 

 

 

Paul Fauch/SORO documents: (pdf) 

 

1. 1
st
 series of comments 

 

From:  Paul Fouch  PE, President of  SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON   

 

SUBJECT:  ACDP Permit for Klama th Bioenergy -- First series of Comments   

  

Below are the first in a series of comments I will be making in protest to 

the DEQ issue a permit   

for ACDP -- Air contaminant discharge permit to Klamath Bioenergy.  

  

1.  What is the impact of the site location on the community of Klamath 

Falls and the Basin?   

The developer has said it will change the appearance of the Klamath River 

Basin from  

agricultural to industrial.  This will ruin the future of Klamath Falls by 

taking away one of our  

prime assets of rural atmosphere, recreation area, bird watching area, 

fishing area, thereby making  

us lose the ability to attract clean industry, tourists, and retirees.(see 

attached photo of the site.)  

  

2.  What are the impacts  on Class I Protected areas such as Miller Island, 

etc?  

a.  Air pollution - emission discharges will fall to the ground during 

normal wind patterns being  
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absorbed by vegetation, soils farmland and the water of these refuges.. 

The pollution discharges  

wil l even be worse on snow days and rain days and on inversion days ---

these type of days make  

up 4 months of the year  

b.  Air pollution discharges in the air that humans, and birds breathe 

will cause health problems  

for humans using these areas and harm th e birds and change their life 

cycles.  

c.  Air pollution discharges will also fall on the river and ponds 

endangering the fish.  

  

3.  What are the impact on the recreation value of the Klamath River 

Basin(non - class I areas)?  

a.  Hunters and fishermen wil l breath in the pollution directly from the 

nearby plant everywhere  

along the Klamath River near the plant  

b.  Birds will breathe in the pollution and their life cycles will be 

changed  

c.  Fish in the river will be affected by the pollution falling into  the 

river and the discharge water  

into the river  

  

4.  What are the impacts on Public services and HEALTH?  

a.  Te plant be the most significant polluter in nearby neighborhoods 

(3000 residents affected)  

b.  The emissions from the plant also be carried  to all parts of Klamath 

Falls because of prevailing  

winds and combine with Collins pollution to raise the total pollution 

level in the already worst  

polluted city in the state?(arenôt  30,000 people already sick with lung 

and heart diseases?)  

c.  Steam  emissions from cooling towers will also be carried by prevailing 

wind to risk nearby  

residents with legionairres disease .(Studies have shown that 50% of 

cooling towers are non  

maintained properly and their steam carries legionairres disease to nearby 

r esidents?)  

  

d.  Chip  pile emissions of hydrocarbons be carried by prevailing winds to 

affect the health of  

nearby residents and all of Klamath Falls(our environmental engineer says 

that these chip piles  

will emit almost as much pollution as the plant itself)  

e.  Our environmental engineer has done dispersion modeling for us to 

predict impacts on nearby  

residents and all of Klamath to protect them from extreme emission 

discharges. (i.e., Tscreen  

modeling using are topography -- It is noted that close b y neighborhoods are 

at stack height with  

prevailing winds carrying pollution directly to them are the most 

vulnerable --- that would include  
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nearly 2000 nearby residents)  

f.  The impact of these the emissions of the plant fit within the 2012 

plan to bring  Klamath Falls  

into federal air quality compliance(the plan -- KLAMATH FALL PM2.5 

COMPLIANCE PLAN-  

- wants no new pollutive industry and no increased truck traffic)  

  

Paul Fouch PE, President of SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON  

 

2. Rebuttal of 1
st
 series of comments 

 
From:  Paul & Millicent  

Subject:  REBUTTAL AND MORE QUESTIONS on S'oro's first series of 

comments  

 

Hi Mark:  

  

Thank you for your explanation of the ACDP hearing agenda and ground 

rules.  SORO will try  

to  stick to emission questions and air quality and environmental quality 

impacts at the hearing.   

SORO is glad that the DEQ is working with  Dept of Environmental Quality 

to protect us from  

adverse impacts in our Environmental Quality and Air quality  

  

SOME REBUTTAL AND MORE QUESTIONS:  

In reference to ACDP PERMIT FOR KLAMATH BIOENERGY -- FIRST IN A SERIES OF  

COMMENTS.  

  

2 (a)  SORO feels that the plant located right next to the heaviest 

polluter in the county giving  

off 165 tons of PM2.5/year should be r ated as a major source -- we will make 

calculations from  

similar sized fluidized bed plants to make our point  

2 (b)  Our dispersion modeling shows a significant impact on nearby 

residents.  You reference  

only a general dispersion modeling of all Klamath c ountry ---- we will 

evaluate your dispersion  

modeling data and see if you made sure that CHM2 HILL considered and 

followed our  

demands in our EPA air quality and environmental request dated OCT 21.   

We requested a  

special study of the impact of emission s on 3000 residents within 1 mile 

of the plant living at  

stack height with prevailing winds blowing in their face -- this deserves a 

special study of  

significant time duration and with significant sample size to provide a 

valid statistical estimate of  

at least a 2 or 3 sigma level.  

  

3.  Please reference laws or statutes that make the recreation issue 

outside the permit scope.  
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4. (a)  Is the plant the most significant polluter is our neighborhood --

you only gave a general  

answer -- we demand factual data  that our neighborhood was modeled..  

(b)  What about the sick people in Klamath -- they are the most vulnerable 

and even a very slight  

increase will harm them -- prevailing winds will take the emissions right to 

them. You only give a  

general answer and did not say if prevailing winds, inversions, etc were 

modeled.  

(c )  Was the impact of  Steam emissions from the cooling towers modeled?  

This is not a water  

issue but a health impact issue.  We need quantitative data about the 

steams emissions so we can  

determine the health impact.  

  

(d) Evidently the pollution from chip pile emissions was not modeled -- we 

will give you more  

specific questions as I dig up the data.  

  

Number (e) and (f)  is too general -- evidently in number (e)  no modeling 

of this type w as done --  

we will dig into CHM2 HILLôS modeling data.  

  

As far as your HC1 response we have found a loop hole in the NOI to allow 

burning of  

hazardous wastes -- .(this was not fixed in latest draft of the ASC)  

  

Thank you for responses.    

I will have mo re comments as I dig deeper into our data and research new 

data.  

  

Paul Fouch PE, President of SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON  

  

 

3. Questions – basic premises 

 

SOME QUESTIONS TO THE DEQ THAT SHOW SOROôS BASIC 

PREMISES 
 

I.  SOLUTIONS FOR ELIMINATION  AIR POLLUTION PROBLEMS at site impacting 

5,000 nearby residents. 

 

SORO RECOMMENDS NON ISSUANCE OF THE PERMIT UNLESS 2 CONDITIONS 

ARE MET: 

 

EMISSIONS SHOULD BE BLOWN AWAY FROM RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

REDESIGN STACK SO THAT EMISSIONS ARE BLOWN AWAY FROM RESIDENTAL 

AREAS  under changing wind and weather conditions.  SORO recommends that specially 
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designed fans MOUNTED TO THE STACK blow the emissions from the stack to uninhabited 

areas.  Sensing systems and programs should be designed that turn on the fans and direct the air 

flow at the appropriate velocity to assure the emissions are directed to uninhabited areas on a real 

time basis. (see attached STACK FAN DESIGN) 

 

TRUCK POLLUTION SHOULD BE ELIMINATED 

 Eliminate truck pollution along Hwy 66 by rerouting trucks to the plant either along the 100 line 

road to the south of the plant or to a proposed frontage road commencing at Collins driveway 

and ending at Jake Road. 

(see attached Hwy 66 Extension bypass sketch) 

 

II. PRIMARY WORRIES OF NEARBY RESIDENTS TO THE SITE 

 

BASIC PREMISE:   

 

SITE LOCATION WILL HAVE WORST IMPACT OF ALL SITES IN BASIN 

Is that the site will have a a devastating impact on their air quality, health and quality of life of 

nearly 5,000  nearby citizens because it is in the wrong location --upwind from nearby residents 

which will allow prevailing wind patterns to carry pollution directly into their homes. Also the 

impact will be magnified to a critical level in their area because they live on surrounding hills 

near or above stack height where emission concentrations are highest.  In addition because we 

are located in a basin with variable wind patterns, inversions, snow and fog days the pollution 

which will cause unbearable levels of pollution concentrations.  Citizens live in grouped areas, or 

pockets on the hills, which have unique micro climates. 

FOR BEND RESIDENTS IT WOULD BE LIKE LOCATING THE PLANT IN THE 

DOWNTOWN PARK with the town and surrounding hills being impacted or being located at 

the airport in Sun River. 

 

A majority of residents have lived here peacefully a long time, from 40-100 years and are 

horrified and scared that a new neighbor has intruded or for better words, as one lawsuit in 

Washington State puts it:  THEIR POLLUTION HAS TRESPASSED into our air space. 

 

Therefore each home and each citizen asks the DEQ to portray or predict the truthful pollution 

impact on each little area .  The response from our agencies whose job is to protect us cannot be 

that ENVIRON followed standard accepting modeling procedures and there is no foreseen 

impact on us.   

Such and evaluation must use the correct modeling procedures to predict the worst condition 

build ups of emissions and compare them to fair air quality threshold standards. (Air quality 

standards for Oregon should not be lower than air quality standards for other states) 

 

1.   PLANT IS JUST UNDER THE MAJOR POLLUTER THRESHOLD? 

SORO  feels that the plant size of 39.3 megawatts (which allows them to be classified as a minor 

polluter) is just under the size limit that would require a PSD (PREVENTION OF 

SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION ) of air quality permit.  Because this is method of getting 

away from costly plant designs. to get permitted and from planning for extensive control 



Klamath Falls Bioenergy  

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit  

Response to Comments 

Page 33 of 87 

 

monitoring systems are really expensive to design and implement.  Plus the EPA  audits and 

control rules are a lot more stringent for major polluters.  Our environmental engineer  says:  ―I 

am guessing that for sure this plant's emissions are not exceeding the PSD limit because, if they 

are, it is an expensive situation for them to have to do PSD later.  The Frederickson Natural Gas 

Fueled Turbine Power Plant (south of Tacoma, East of McCord-Ft Lewis) thought they would be 

smart and  designed their plant to be just below the PSD air pollutant trigger to avoid doing 

PSD.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency required them to install sufficient continuous air 

pollutant monitors and if they exceeded the air pollutant trigger (ie 250 tons/year or whatever it 

is), then they would have to do PSD.  I would bet two beers that they selected the megawatt 

power plants size to be easily able to avoid having to do PSD 

 

My question is , later on, what‘s going to prevent them from going exceeding the air quality 

emission limits often times with loose laws and lack of DEQ enforcement? 

 

2. LENIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

 

SORO worries that the air quality standards are so lenient that the plant at the proposed 

site can easily meet the low standards  SORO  BELIEVES THAT THE OREGON DEQ has 

very  lenient air quality standards which are used to evaluate the permit application by (some 

other states are almost 50% tougher). 

Its like qualifying for the INDY 500 WITH A QUALIFING SPEED OF 70 MPH!! 

Our environmental engineer says: 

  ―Somewhere I read about the maximum allowable opacity for this proposed Biomass Power 

Plant to be something like 20% and the maximum allowable particle concentration to be 

something like 0.1 grain/std cubic foot corrected to something - and this is way way too lenient.  

It is like having a vehicle speed limit average between Seattle and Portland of 60mph and 

allowing a 6 minute speed average of 120mph (the opacity is measured in 6 minute averages and 

the stack gas particulate concentration is only measured using a sampled gas and the plant knows 

when the Oregon DEQ will be doing the air pollutant source testing so they run the plant to meet 

the required pollutant concentration).  But the stack opacity monitor will operate all the time and 

so it is very important to ensure that the Oregon DEQ make this maximum allowable opacity 

limit realistic (ie maybe it should be about 5% and not 20%).‖   

 

Therefore, if the standards are so loose then the average citizen feels that he is not adequately 

protected from pollution that may impact his health 

 

3.  PROCEDURES USED TO ESTIMATE EMISSION IMPACTS ON CITIZENS 

INADEQUATE?. 

 

Each impacted resident wants to know the worst condition emission impact on themselves.  

What if their area is located in a micro climate pocket that will trap more pollutants than 

other open areas and harm them.  Remember that recent studies by the American Lung 

and Heart associations have shown that there are no safe levels of PM2.5. (current air 

quality laws are outdated and are being revised by congress--recently Florida and Mass 
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have outlawed Biomass Plants.  Remember STUDIES HAVE SHOWN that one dose of a 

high concentration of pollution can kill you if the conditions are right. 

 

a.  SORO says that Emission dispersion models should not output generalized estimates of 

pollution concentrations.  The applicant used the AERMOD software which our 

environmental engineer says outputs light or below normal levels of pollution 

concentrations.  He recommended that we use the TSCREEN software which shows higher 

concentrations especially on hilly terrains should be used to evaluate concentrations. (I 

have a copy of this software and have gather data elevation and distance from the stack 

data for each home along Hwy 66 and in Lawanda Hills.  I will run the modeler as soon as I 

have time.) 

 

Here are some  questions and doubts I have about the linear vector modeling engines.(from my 

knowledge of our terrain and having taught Statistics and Quality Control at 3 colleges).  

 

1.  The models seem too generic and I don‘t think they predict the real emission build ups in our 

case.  Your plume example equation looks like a straight linear line with a normal distribution 

superimposed on the vector to predict the buildup. 

 

2.  In reality I feel there are pockets of  trapped pollution build ups because of our terrain, the 

wind swirls and refractions.  It is like a water flow analysis over an unstable terrain, or shock 

waves from an earthquake or bomb impact 

 

3.  I think a better approach statistically at least would be a heuristic approach with a chaotic 

analysis distribution 

 

I am not trying to be smart, but I thought the analytical tools would be more dynamic by now.  I 

know all the wind patterns from running in my neighborhood for 40 years. 

 

I am trying to do a good job for my group of making the authorities(EPA,DEQ, etc) protect us.  I 

worry about our old people demographics,  and our sick people--with lung problems,  our 

runners and bikers, who run this terrain every day.  (There are 10 of us that run the terrain and 

along Hwy66.)  We run from 3/8 of mile of the stack at 4140 feet to 1 mile away at 4630 feet 

high. 

 

IN CONCLUSION I  don‘t think requesting an emission buildup analysis for each home is out 

of line.  WHAT WE ARE LOOKING FOR IS WORST CONDITION ANALYSES--

BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT COULD KILL US. 

 

b.  Were the inputs correct for the modeling software( remember in computer language--garbage 

in garbage out.?   Is meterological data from the airport or Peterson school the same as data for 

Lawanda Hills(I think not)? 

Our area has microclimates(pockets or clusters of areas where air is often  trapped --this is where 

a lot of homes are located  and the modeler should be run for each area, ie.  LAWANDA HILLS, 

JAKE ROAD, WEST KLAMATH, GREEN ACRES, STEWART LENNOX, ETC. 
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c.  Were stagnant air, inversions, fog, and snow days considered (my survey shows this occurs 

20% of the time in the early mornings all year long) 

 

4.   TRUCK POLLUTION IMPACT WAS NOT EVALUATED 

ODOT will not help us evaluate this massive pollution which will have a terrible impact to our 

neighborhood because of prevailing winds and inversion--that will be 360 days per year.  The 

DEQ and EPA said it is beyond their scope of responsibility too.  So who will evaluate it for us? 

There is PM10--black smoke 

PM2.5 unseen small particles 

Spilled ash 

Spilled chips 

Dust from the woods  

Noxious weeds and beetles in infested chip loads 

What about the about the estimated 3000 tons of CO2 emissions per year? 

The situation will be worse THAN THIS because of the trucks waiting and idling to unload at 

loading docks and chip piles with untuned engines. 

Also the latest NESCO pitch showed that rather than a truck every 3 minutes entering the plant 

that because of woods closures in the winter, fall, and spring that they will jam all the trucks on 

the road in the summer months with a truck every 1 ½ minutes to 2 minutes entering the plant. 

   

 

5.  GLOBAL WARMING AND CHANGES IN CLIMATE 

Burning of fossil fuels, releasing thousands of tons of pollutants into the atmosphere, and, 

releasing millions of gallons of water in the form of steam undoubtedly does something to the 

climate.  If you lived here in the 60‘s, 70‘s and even 80‘s you will remember the 25 below zero 

days and 4 feet of snow each winter for months on end.  Anyway Flordia and Mass have 

outlawed biomas for health reasons, but we also should consider the climate changes  that might 

result 

 

6.  The HC1 OR HYDROGEN CHLORIDE EMISSION estimate in the permit application 

looks like it might be for a loop hole for future burning of garbage.. 

The burning of garbage and hazardous wastes was found possible in the NOI loophole and was 

not fixed in the ASC.  No other wood fired Biomass Plants emit HC1. Is it possible than even 

though they say now that they plan to only burn thinned pondersoa pine trees, that in the future 

when the supply runs out that they have a backup loophole to burn garbage, hazardous waste, 

demolition waste, medical garbage, etc.  I ask this because I think their wood supplies will run 

out in a short time.  It is generally thought that a plant our size  needs  40,000 acres of forest a 

year to burn.  But our forests here in the high desert are very sparse compared to coastal regions.  

So we may need even more acreage like 80,000 acres per year.  JWTR only has 600,000 acres so 

that is 8 years of supply.  In Mason country in Washington State, they have found that there is 

less than a months supply of fuel in there woods per year to burn.  So guess what, they will barge 

it in from Canada and Alaska, and probably burn garbage. 

 Our Environmental Engineer says: 
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I am curious as to where the HCl or hydrogen chloride is coming from.  This implies they might 

be planning to burn polyvinyl chloride or garbage.  I do not recall HCl being a significant 

emission from burning clean wood or clean waste wood.  Municipal waste incinerators and 

medical waste incinerators emit HCl and it comes from the plastics. 

By the way, I see that the Tacoma Power Plant had HCl emissions but that is because they were 

burning many different fuels including "Refuse Derived Fuels" or RDF and that RDF is made 

from municipal solid waste which has plastics in it.  So maybe that Klamath Falls Power Plant is 

attempting to burn many different type of fuels including wastes and if so, they would be 

required to install the control equipment for the air pollutants HCl and SO2 etc. similar to what is 

being used at the Marion County and Spokane municipal waste incinerators.   

 

7.  KLAMATH CANôT STAND ANYMORE POLLUTION BECAUSE OF HEALTH 

ISSUES. 

 

The site location upwind of Klamath will blow pollution downwind to nearby residents and to all 

of Klamath Falls.  And we already are the worst polluted city in the state and have the highest 

percentage of lung cancer and lung diseases(over 10,000 people have lung diseases) as well as 

heart diseases(over 20,000 people have cardiovascular diseases) 

 

CONCLUSION 

THE SITE MAY BE LEGAL AND THE EMISSIONS MEET THE LEGAL 

REQUIREMENT  but that doesnôt make their case morally right!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 

 

4. Conference call minutes 

 

MINUTES OF THE CONFERENCE CALL WITH THE DEQ TO ASK 

QUESTIONS  ABOUT THE PERMITTING PROCESS FOR THE ISSUANCE OF AND 

ACDP PERMIT TO KLAMATH BIOENERGY. 
 

 

The DEQ was represented by Mark Fisher(the permit writer) Mark Bailey of 

ENVIRON and another DEQ employee.  SORO represented by Paul Fouch, Ken 

Watkins, Lynn Sargent, and Paulette Welker. 
  

SORO asked why the DEQ did not give SORO a notification of the hearing and why there 

is such a short cycle on the permitting process and do we have  a right of appeal?  The DEQ 

said the process is being given the normal flow time that they canôt notify everyone.  They 

said only the applicant  has the right of appeal. 

 . 

SORO said that citizens donôt want the DEQ to be rushed by developers but want them to 

make the developers do adequate research on our unique conditions  make a fair 

decision.(many of us have lived here 40-100 years ).   They said the flow is normal 

 

SORO said that citizens want the worst condition impacts researched adequately.    
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Citizens want the real facts e.g. what will the level of PM2.5 be in each  of our 

neighborhoods. Then the DEQ should tell us if there is a risk to our Health.  The DEQ 

should also explain how calculations of emissions were derived so we can check the 

accuracy the inputs and outputs of the estimates.  They had no comment. 

 

SORO  said the site location will have the worst impact of all sites in the basin and that it 

exposes the most residents with the most extreme concentrations of pollutants. Because 

prevailing winds will blow pollution directly to nearby residents some less  than 3/8 miles 

away, inversions and fog will trap concentrations in pockets in the hills and many  

residents are located at stack height where emission models show that the  concentrations 

are the greatest.  In addition the Biomass pollution, the pollution from Collins may 

multiply the total pollution in our area. They had no comment 

 

SORO asked if this was the first Biomass plant of this type in the Eastern Region ? 

And said the ODOE was going very slow to evaluate it very carefully because it 

could set a precedent for favors asked for other sitings.  They said it was the first 

fluidized bed biomass plant and the largest of its type for the region. 
 

SORO asked if the CO estimate is to be checked and regulated by the DEQ to implement 

the new MACT law on greenhouse gases going into effect January of 2011.  They said they 

donôt have to check it or control it until a year after the plant starts it operation. 

 

SORO asked why the HCL emission estimate was in the permit.  They said all wood fired 

biomass plants give off this emission.  SORO said that HCL is only emitted  by burning of 

plastics and sea wood and that garbage burning incinerators also have this emission.  They 

said if the plant starts to burn garbage they would need another permit?. 

 

SORO asked how the minor polluter status was determined and if controls would be put in 

place by the applicant or the DEQ to determine if they exceeded the limits of minor 

polluter.  They said the NOx and CO2 estimates were very close to the limit and they would 

have controls to not let the plant exceed it.  SORO said compared to other similar sized 

plants the applicantôs estimates were low and worries that they might exceed these limits.  

They said we would like to see the figures. 

 

SORO asked why there were two opacity limits stated in the permit(section 1.1 and 2.1)? 

(Opacity is the visual obstruction of your view caused by smoky emissions from the plant) 

They said that one was for the state at 27 % opacity and one was for the federal of 10%.  

They said the plant would probably operate at 5%.  SORO said the state limit was way too 

lenient and that other states operate at 5 %.  Therefore, they will be able to generate a lot 

of pollution with very little control.  SORO also said that in the permit it said that they 

could soot or bypass the pollution control equipment 10% of the time.  They said that this 

was not true. They said reporting soot on your property was the home owners 

responsibility and should be done  in a timely manner and they would act on it.  They said 

opacity would be most visible in the mornings or evenings. 
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SORO questioned the validity of their emission estimates and said they were way too low 

compared to other similar sized fluidized bed plants.  They say the estimates meet all the 

DEQ criteria and formulas used.  They say if they prove to significantly exceed the 

estimates over a years time they will make the applicant redesign the process and install the 

proper monitoring equipment later on.  SORO says the DEQ should check the estimates 

ahead of time by comparisons to other plants, etc and make the applicant have the proper 

plant design and monitors for pollution control before the permit is issued. 

 

SORO asked if the plant could be shut down when there are episodes of bad air quality.  

They said there could be a  mandatory or voluntary shutdown.  SORO has run a 6 months 

sample that says that the air is bad in 20% of the mornings with inversions, fog and 

stagnate air. 

 

SORO says their dispersion modeling seems too generic and too conservative not showing 

any bad impacts and any areas of high concentrations of pollutants.  They say they 

modeled according to the DEQ and EPA procedures and that no impacts are foreseen  But 

they said there were some pockets of concentrations that will exceed the ambient level.  But 

that the resident impacted should report this if this is the case.  SORO says that with low 

emission inputs into the modeler and non applicable meteorlogical  data from the Peterson 

school 7 miles away, the concentrations are way too conservative and that residents will be 

at risk health wise.  SORO wanted a more worst condition modeler like TSCREEN ran for 

them that shows a worst condition higher level of concentrations compared to AERMOD 

which they used. They had no comment.  SORO said they would have to run the modeler 

themselves. 

 

SORO asked if the increase of emissions, in our area and the area in Klamath Falls caused 

by the introduction of the Biomass plant into the mix would  decrease the air quality both 

in our neighborhood and in Klamath?  They said there would be no significant decrease in 

the overall air quality and that  Klamath Falls  would be able to meet the 2012 compliance 

plan.  FURTHER, THEY STATED THAT THE APPLICANTôS DATA AND ANALYSIS 

IN THE APPLICATION FOR THE PERMIT SUBMITTED TO THEM SHOW THAT 

THE APPLICANT WILL BE ABLE TO MEET ALL THE DEQ AIR QUALITY 

STANDARDS. 

  

SORO said they will do further research and make comments to check out the applicants 

figures and submit them to the DEQ as time permits. 

 

The DEQ thanked SORO for their comments. 

 

5. Hearing notes  

 
DEQ-ACDP HEARING Dec 16th for Klamath BioEnergy 

 

Hi Mark and Larry: 
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Thank you Mark and Larry for opportunity for SORO to explain our concerns to you.  And SORO hopes we will 

hear back from you with some pertinent answers.  It was especially nice to meet you both in person.  Larry it is nice 

to meet other Cougs--I am a Delta Sig class of 56.   Mark us Marathon Maniacs and Ultra marathoners always say to 

other marathoners  ----I‘ve never met a marathoner I didn‘t like.  (In this case maybe you will understand that we 10 

runners near the plant are worried about our lungs at VO2max--I will cover this and the medical impacts in a 

separate comment letter) 

 

 I realize the DEQ‘s  position and we did not try to make you look bad or be disruptive at the meeting but you must 

realize we are fighting for our lives and are mad at the sponsors or anyone associated with the siting.   You must 

realize too that: 

BIOMASS NAME SETS OFF RED FLAG.  The name "Biomass Power Plant" triggers some sort of public citizen 

fear that is not there with hog fuel boiler power plants. Groups nation wide are fighting these things because the 

name has become associated with a stand alone wood burning power incinerator facilities that are poorly located--

next to residential areas and are extremely large and pollutive.  This is not like a hog fuel incinerator that has been 

around since the 20‗s which is located in an existing sawmill or wood products facility that burns the waste from the 

plant to generate power for the plant.  Therefore it has very little extra impacts on the surrounding region and the 

fuel hauling has already been done when the logs were trucked in.  But these Biomass power stand-alone facilities 

must  have  all fuel or waste trucked in from many miles away, which alone is a huge negative impact, and because 

they are much larger their pollutive impact is many times greater especially if they are located near residential 

areas.  .  Also extremely large facilities pollutive impacts are exponential.  New medical research addresses this and 

the fact that there is no safe level of PM2.5.  

 

When I worked at Weyerhaeuser in Longview in 1956 right out of college, the mill generated all the power for our 

4,000 man plant with a hog fuel incinerator with little pollution and no trucking--logs were brought in by rail.!! 

 

We know in reality the DEQ can‘t do much to protect us because your hands tied with laws that favor the vendor, so 

everything is legal.  All we can do is have every stone turned over to get the site moved, go to the EPA, take legal 

action, etc.  The DEQ has been of great service to us by hearing our concerns and responding and  these Hearings 

and Meeting(although painful) are good to uncover new information from the  DEQ to assess the weaknesses of the 

applicant(our enemy in this war) and think up new strategies to fight this.   

 

I don‘t know if the DEQ has time but they could help us even further if you could make the vendor  prove 

everything to us laymen in a detailed understandable manner: 1) what are comparable plants, 2) what are the details 

of the modeling assumptions, where are the concentrations--shaded topography maps and sections--not so hard to 

read--zoom ins and other details not apparent in the permit application and in the modeling files.  3) Also it would 

be nice to have the vendor run Tscreens for us.  But that probably isn‘t possible so we will have to run our own. 

 

Further, we feel that the DEQ should not be a rubber stamp to the vendor and leave it up to the citizens to protect 

themselves.   We need the DEQ to prove that it is not catering to industrial vendors and not protecting citizens 

adequately.  Remember you have two customers and you must balance both of our needs. 

 

My notes from the Hearing outlining some of the weaknesses of the vendor‘s application are attached.  I have sent a 

duplicate email to Nancy to have her input these notes officially in the ACDP comments file. 

 

Thank you for all your help. 

 

Paul Fouch PE, President of SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON 

 

PS  Please file this letter in your ACDP comments file. 

The bottom line and reality of the matter is that if the plant is built at the proposed site it will ruin the basin and 

Klamath Falls.  It is exactly the same as putting the plant at Drake Park in Bend or Lithia Park in Ashland. 

 

ACDP HEARING NOTES AND ADDED COMMENTS TO DEQ 
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CONCLUSION 

Vendors in Oregon can easily be permitted by the DEQ anywhere if they provide emission 

estimates that are cross referenced to similar plants, using EPA approved dispersion 

modelers(AERMOD) with meteorological data from locals areas such as airports using local 

topography data from USDGS like MAPMOD.  The DEQ will not have to check the accuracy of 

the estimates until one year after the plant commences operations.  And if they significantly 

exceed their estimations  DEQ can force them to redesign the process and update the control 

monitoring systems with EPA approved systems.  Thus even Lithia Park in Ashland could be 

approved easier than ours because Ashland does not have the baseline industry and bad air 

inversion like Klamath does. 

 

WEAKNESS OF THE APPLICANT 

 

IF EMISSION ESTIMATES are low, which SORO thinks they are compared to other similar 

sized fluidized plants, they can avoid the major polluter status and avoid costly better plant 

design and control monitoring systems.  SORO estimates that the vendor is about 10% under the 

250 ton/yr. limit for NOX AND SO2  for the major polluter status and several times under on the 

PM estimates.  Example in tons/yr.: 

 

Pollutant  Klamath Bioenergy      

PM10  35       

PM2.5  25         

NOX  230     

CO  230      

VOC    39               

SO2  39       

 

Pollutant  Wisconsin Plant(adjusted to KBE)     

PM10  102      

PM2.5  76        

NOX  290      

CO  379      

VOC    28             

SO2   52        

 

Pollutant Florida Plant(adjusted) 

PM10  108 

PM2.5  ---- 

NOX  161 

CO   276 

VOC      30       

SO2    94  

 

Note:   The two 230 ton figures and the two 39 ton look bogus--what is the probability of same 
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figures For NOX and SO2 ; for SO2 and VOC? 

There are no checks of the accuracy of these estimates by the DEQ until one year after startup to 

allow the plant to work the bugs out of operations----in the mean time they can pollute to the 

maximum and drastically impact nearby neighborhoods. 

 

DISPERSION OF EMISSIONS TO THE LOCAL AREAS 

The modelers show where the dispersion of the emissions will land and the concentration levels 

that are delivered to various nearby areas. The DEQ already admitted that the modelers revealed 

concentrations in certain areas that exceeded the ambient air quality limits.   

They also said when the plant starts up and citizens feel that they have an abnormal build up of 

pollution in their area that it is their responsibility to report it to the DEQ.(the DEQ doesn‘t have 

the resources to do this job)  They did not indicate where the area were, or  how excessive the 

concentrations were. 

The applicant only ran a limited number of iterations and in a limited number of areas. SORO 

says that they should run iterations in each unique pocket of home, maybe each home in certain 

diverse terrains.   

Top experts have recommended to SORO that worst condition modelers should be run like 

TSCREEN (EPA accepted) that show much greater concentration buildups than AERMOD their 

generic modeler.  SORO feels that worst condition estimates are needed to adequately protect us 

from degrading of our health(remember recent studies have shown that there is no safe level of 

PM2.5)   

Modelers have many assumptions and variables that the operator is free to input to the modeler--

just like any other mathematical simulation algorithm, different inputs will generate different 

outputs.  There are also assumptions on the band width of the vector projection from the stack to 

the targeted areas.(what distribution band width curve did they use?and what distribution curves 

were used? (gauassian, poisson, chi square, etc)  SORO asks the DEQ to provide all the 

assumptions and inputs to the variable that the vendor used.  Further SORO feels that in our 

unique situation weighted factors for stagnant air, inversions, fog, etc should be input into the 

model as well as factors for multiple sources such as Collins, and Acqua Glass.  Also we would 

like our own meterorlogical data input into the modeler  

 

CONTROL MONITORING SYSTEMS 

For PM‘s the DEQ only uses a sampling system. and that means the plants could exceed the 

standards between each visit or all the time except when the DEQ comes if the plant is tipped off 

and cleans up their act just before the DEQ arrives.(PM2.5 is the worst for our health) 

 

For opacity the monitoring it is to be continuous?  Each 30 seconds? 

For NOX and CO2 it is to be every 15 minutes.  The exact specifications on the monitors are 

unclear to SORO and it is not known if the emission levels are available on a real time basis on 

the internet.   

Does the multicone control in the bag house tell if there are holes in the filters? 

 

What about monitors in the stack to measure gas temperature, volume and velocities? Top 

experts have told SORO that: the Klamath Falls Biomass Power Plant should be required to have 

continuous stack monitors of opacity which can be easily correlated to the stack gas particulate 
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mass concentration which along with a stack gas velocity probe will provide continuous 

monitoring the  particulate emission rate is units like lbs particulates/min.  The Klamath Falls 

Biomass Power Plant will not like this because in essence, this forces them to stay in compliance 

(this has been done on other plants and we and others have proven that this works by 

measurements 

 

In conclusion on monitoring, SORO needs more definitive information from the DEQ that show 

we will be adequately protected by them and how us citizens can protect ourselves on a real time 

basis 

 

Why is HCL (hydrogen chlorine)  in the emissions estimate because it is a primary emission of 

garbage, hazardous and demolition waste burning?  They are suspect of this because SORO‘s 

calculations show that there are only 7 years of wood fuel supply available.  And how will the 

average citizen know if they are burning these fuels? 

 

Top experts evaluating the permit for SORO  say SOOTING or blowing the stacks--bypassing 

the pollution control systems in the bag house is allowed 5 minutes of every hour‘s operation.  

They will blow out a lot of fly ash? 

 

The dispersion impact of STEAM was not modeled.(a top expert  has told us that over 50% of 

the cooling tower emit bacteria that causes legionaires disease. 

 

STAGNANT AIR AND INVERSIONS were not evaluated which occur in our area during the 

mornings 20% of the time from a SORO sampling for 6 months.  During these inversions our 

area is susceptable to the phenomena of fumigation in which the stack plume air pollutants are 

brought down to the residential ground level in vicinity of the stack in our neighborhoods. 

 

THE STACK DIAMETER was not specified in application for the permit.  Variations in their 

diameters are often used to lower the opacity figures.  Smaller stacks emit less pollutants. 

 

============================================================= 

ADDITONAL CONCERNS NOT COVERED IN THE HEARING 

 

FOR THE FIRST YEAR, the plant can pollute to the maximum and drastically impact nearby 

neighborhoods because there will be no monitoring while they are working the bugs out of the 

system and their estimates will not be verified until that time?. 

 

DURING NORMAL OPERATIONS AFTER THE FIRST YEAR, will they be allowed to 

emit pollutants at the high levels SORO‘s estimates reveal for other similar sized plants? 

Estimates for PM are 50% low, and for criteria pollutants of NOX and SO2 they are about 25% 

low.  What conclusions can we draw about this and what will the future levels look like: 

 

1.  The most optimistic outcome is that SORO‘S  estimates might not apply and the plant would 

operate at their predicted levels with tight pollution control systems just under the major polluter 

level and be totally legal. 
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2.  They could really be in trouble after one year if their emissions are excessive and be 

reclassified as a major polluter.  A top expert has told SORO that: it is an expensive situation for 

them to have to do PSD later.  The Frederickson Natural Gas Fueled Turbine Power Plant (south 

of Tacoma, East of McCord-Ft Lewis) thought they would be smart and  designed their plant to 

be just below the PSD air pollutant trigger to avoid doing PSD.  The Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency required them to install sufficient continuous air pollutant monitors and if they exceeded 

the air pollutant trigger (ie 250 tons/year or whatever it is), then they would have to do PSD.  

THIS IS REALLY A BIG DEAL FOR SORO  AND US  NEARBY RESIDENTS 

BECAUSE IT WOULD REQUIRE THE APPLICANT TO DO A FULL BLOWN 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY, AND EVALUATE ALTERNATIVE SITES 

under the Clean Air Act Section 173 (d) (3). 

 

3.  The most pessimistic outcome for SORO is that they may plan to cheat and play games with 

the monitoring and still pollute at the high level of SORO‘s estimates.  Here‘s how this might 

happen. 

1)  I think the DEQ said, PM‘s are controlled only on a sampling basis.  So if they are tipped off 

when the DEQ is coming they can get their act together just before the DEQ comes and then go 

back to their normal excessive pollution releases after the DEQ leaves until the next visit. 

(In essence they could emit at a high level all the time unless citizens get the equipment to detect 

the excessive pollution.  SORO says that this can be avoided if records were available to the 

public on a real time basis with tamper proof calibrated monitors or if SORO had a monitor in 

our neighborhood to get non biased samples. 

 

2.  For CRITERIA  pollutants of NOX and CO2 since the plant‘s emissions are so near the major 

polluter limit of 250 tons/year and knowing the type of junky fuel we have(non dense mass of 

wood slash or thinned trees, totally wet):  They could average 230/ton/year but the fluctuations in 

the operating curve could be enormous making them exceed the 250 ton limit maybe 40% of the 

time.  This could occur unless the DEQ enforced a tight upper quality control limit--saying they 

could never exceed a production rate that would exceed 250 tons per year---say on a continous 

basis.  Or even if the data were available on a continuous basis but the DEQ did a check say 

every month of all the previous months data, and then slapped their hand and charged them fines, 

then they could get their act together for awhile and go back to excessive pollution after awhile.  

Then on the following visit they could tell the DEQ they had problems that they are fixing and 

won‘t let the process get out of control again.  This cycle could go on and on.    The only way the 

public could be protected is with tamper proof monitors in the plant and real time accessable data 

or SORO could have their own monitors. 

 

THE CONCLUSION IS THAT THIS POTENTIALLY DANGERIOUS 

UNCONTROLLED INDUSTRIAL   PLANT DOES NOT BELONG IN A RESIDENTAL 

AREA WHERE IT COULD CAUSE DRASTIC HARM TO NEARBY RESIDENTS.   IT 

BELONGS IN AN INDUSTRIAL AREA WITH PROTECTION SYSTEMS ALREADY 

IN PLACE OR IN THE WOODS. 

============================================================= 
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OTHER PERTINENT FACTS LEARNED AT HEARING 

 

 

1.  Burn your wood stoves and open burn days burn  stuff like crazy to increase the 

baseline level of PMôs.  The Head of Eastern Region DEQ told me after the meeting that he 

finally put a monitor at the Fire Station at 8000 Hwy 66(I‘ve been bugging him to do that since 

September)  We don‗t care if they trace the pollution back to wood stoves,  that‗s reality--we 

heat with wood stoves. 

 

2.  The local DEQ said the Lawanda Hill used to be in the nonattainment zone and he 

wondered if that would have had an effect on the siting.  To me that proves that the zone is fluid.  

The zone change was done due to local pressure)  I think this is a huge deal for SORO because it 

proves there already is a pollution problem close to the plant. Futhermore, considering that 

prevailing winds will blow the pollution from the plant to Lawanda Hills over 7 months per year 

into an already nonattainment area, this will cause a compounded problem of pollution there.  

Remember that most of the homes in Lawanda are less than 1 mile from the stack and are at 

stack height.  They should be forced to mitigate for degrading the air quality in an non attainment 

area.  (That is what they would have to do if they located at Collins!!!) 

 

3.  Did you notice in the paper on the article on Biomass the other day, that it said the new 

plant was located adjacent to the Collins.  This is totally misleading the public.  The public will 

think it borders Collins and therefore won‘t harm the basin? 

 
4.  I finally found out why they didnôt build it at Collins was because it would cost them a lot 

of extra money.  The DEQ said they would approve the Biomass Plant located there but they said 

Klamath BioEnergy would have to pay a huge mitigation fee to upgrade the air quality in some 

other city to make up for degrading the air quality in Klamath--something like mitigations for 

building in a wetland  
 

6. 3
rd

 series of questions summary to DEQ 

 

3
RD

 SERIES OF QUESTIONS TO DEQ AND COMMENTS ON THE ACDP 

FOR KLAMTH BIOENERGY  

  

 CONTINUOUS MONITORING AND STAYING IN COMPLIANCE 

 

SORO WANTS THE DEQ TO  HAVE THE APPLICANT OUTLINE THEIR PLAN FOR 

CONTINUOUS MONITORING AND STAYING IN COMPIANCDE IN DETAIL 

 

SORO wants the plant to be accountable to the EPA and to have continous monitoring and 

to report it to the public on a real time basis so that we can call for enforcement if the limit 

is exceeded. (especially since there are such lenient air quality standards)  We recommend 

a monitor in our neighborhood as we previously asked for in our EPA REQUEST SO 

THAT THERE WOULD BE NON BIASIED REPORTING AND CONTROL. 
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SORO IS UNAWARE OF THE PLANS OF THE APPLICANT FOR CONTINUOUS 

MONITORING AND STAYING IN COMPLIANCE.  Could you please inform us where 

to find this information.  Pollution Control monitoring systems that have been proposed do not 

give SORO the assurance that the plant‘s pollution will be properly controlled to avoid adverse 

impacts on citizens: 

 PM‘s  (we think control of these are only based on a sampling plan?) 

 NOX 

 CO 

 SO2 

 HCL (Is this a license to burn hazardous waste in the future and citizens will have  

 No way of detecting the violations) 

 Opacity can go to 27% for the state DEQ--it should run 1-2% 

Also, the variability of the process has not been addressed adequately.  This is an open loop 

process, not a steady state closed loop process.  There is an extreme variability in the fuel density 

because of the areas slash and tree makeup and wetness of  the fuel which will cause extreme 

variability of the process(fluctuations in emissions).  Therefore, since emissions are near the PSD 

limits they have the probability of being exceed as much as 40% of the time even though the 

average pollution is slightly below the  PSD limit.  (unless expensive controls are installed and 

the plant is frequently shutdown.) 

 

 

HISTORY OF NON CONFORMANCE 

The history in Klamath Falls for continuous monitoring and staying in compliance,  and plant 

shut downs when they are out of compliance in non-existent according to a number of sources 

inside Collins and ACQUA Glass.   Also, I talked to the DEQ about monitoring plans for the 

ASC and and it was my understanding that they have no plans to monitor the plant on a real time 

basis.  They will still have one permanent monitor 7 miles away.  We have heard rumors that 

they only spot check all of the Klamath industrial plants on occasion.(Will they be tipped off 

ahead?)  The history shows that the plants never shut down when they are in violation, but only 

pay minimum fines and keep on running. For example during the winter at night I often hear 

a load noise when stack blows out soot  at Collins and when I wake up in the morning there 

is black soot over the snow. 

 

It looks like this will also be the situation with the new biomass plant, in looking at the 

permit. In the permit it says that they can exceed soot blow limits for 10% of every hour. 

One top expert has told SORO that:: 

If the Collins particle hard board plant blows gas (steam I am guessing) to clean the heat 

exchange tube surfaces, the particles which are dislodged or cleaned off the surfaces 

supposedly are carried along with the stack gases and they are supposed to pass through the air 

pollution control equipment.  In other words, it is my impression they are NOT supposed to 

bypass the particulate air pollution control equipment.  If there is black soot on the snow after 

night soot blowing, either they do not have any air pollution control equipment on this boiler 

(which is very possible as during the Reagan Administration the EPA ignored the requirements 

and allowed hog fuel boilers to be built without having any air pollution control equipment, one 
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such boiler was built in Shelton Washington and I was a consultant on that hog fuel boiler) or 

they have a bypass stack (which I think is usually illegal but perhaps with the industry dominated 

Oregon DEQ, this is allowed).  Note that there is something in the proposed Klamath 

Biomass Power Plant about them being allowed to exceed the maximum allowable opacity 

of 20% for something like 5 minutes every hour for "soot blowing".  There would be not 

need for this exemption if all the stack gases flow through the baghouse filter. 

 

CONTINUOUS MONITORING MUST TO BE REQUIRED 

 

First, the Oregon DEQ should require that  the maximum allowable opacity limit to a more 

realistic level  e.g. it should be 5% not 20% 

Second, ambient air monitors  need to be enforced by the DEQ:  air pollutant continuous 

monitors for the biomass plant must be installed in the operating system and for 

monitoring stack gases and gas velocity in the stack. 

Third., Measurements of continuous monitoring measurement data must be available to 

the public so they can see if the limits are exceeded.  Thery should be continuous 

monitoring systems for PM, NOX, SO2, CO, etc on a real time basis and the data available 

to the public on a real time basis. 

Fourth , when weather conditions make the concentrations get to unhealthy level the plants 

must shut down to prevent concentrations of PM from affecting health. 

 

One top expert has told SORO that :   

That the proposed Biomass Power Plant will be required to have continuous stack gas 

monitoring for opacity (correlates very well with the stack gas particulate mass 

concentration), NOx, and oxygen.  Note that there is ambient air pollutant monitoring (the 

air monitoring stations which Oregon DEQ operates) and stack gas air pollutant 

continuous monitoring (which the Biomass Power Plant will operate according to strict 

EPA regulated procedures which stipulate the instruments to use, how often the instrument 

is calibrated, etc.).  This continuous monitoring measured data is required to be available 

to the public (unless the law has been changed) and if the measured data shows the 

emissions exceed the maximum allowable, the public can file lawsuits against the plant and 

if the public lawsuit wins (which is pretty easy because the measured data will show what 

occurred), the attorneys for the public organization get their fees paid, etc.  I have been 

involved in such lawsuits and the power plants who were exceeding their emission limits 

got religion very quickly even though the State and EPA were not enforcing the emission 

limit regulations.  So, it is important to see that Oregon DEQ and the EPA require good air 

pollutant emission monitoring  for NOx (not really any problem with NOx) and opacity for 

particulates.  Somewhere I read about the maximum allowable opacity for this proposed 

Biomass Power Plant to be something like 20% and the maximum allowable particle 

concentration to be something like 0.1 grain/std cubic foot corrected to something - and this 

is way way to lenient.  It is like having a vehicle speed limit average between Seattle and 

Portland of 60mph and allowing a 6 minute speed average of 120mph (the opacity is 

measured in 6 minute averages and the stack gas particulate concentration is only 

measured using a sampled gas and the plant knows when the Oregon DEQ will be doing 

the air pollutant source testing so they run the plant to meet the required pollutant 



Klamath Falls Bioenergy  

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit  

Response to Comments 

Page 47 of 87 

 

concentration).  But the stack opacity monitor will operate all the time and so it is very 

important to ensure that the Oregon DEQ make this maximum allowable opacity limit 

realistic (ie maybe should be about 5% and not 20%).   
 

Note that the EPA PM2.5 and PM10 National Ambient Air Quality Standards are for 24 hr 

averages so the Klamath Falls Biomass Power Plant should have a maximum allowable 

particulate emission rate over a relatively short time period (ie 24 hrs) and not be allowed to 

average over 30 days or some longer than 24 hr time period.  In fact, perhaps the Klamath 

Falls Biomass Power Plant should be regulated such that when the local weather conditions 

and the PM2.5 and/or PM10 measured concentrations get to some level, the Klamath Falls 

Biomass Power Plant be mandated to curtail operations to reduce its particulate air 

pollutant emissions so as to prevent the PM2.5 and PM10 concentrations from increasing to 

the unhealthful level.  Also, the Klamath Falls Biomass Power Plant should be required to have 

continuous stack monitors of opacity which can be easily correlated to the stack gas particulate 

mass concentration which along with a stack gas velocity probe will provide continuous 

monitoring the the particulate emission rate is units like lbs particulates/min.  The Klamath 

Falls Biomass Power Plant will not like this because in essence, this forces them to stay in 

compliance (this has been done on other plants and we and others have proven that this works 

by measurements).   

 

 

 CALCULATING EMISSION ESTIMATES AND COMPARISON TO 

OTHER FLUIDIZED BED PLANT. (SORO NEEDS MORE TIME FOR 

THIS) 
 

SORO WANTS THE DEQ TO HAVE THE APPLICTANT VERYIFY THEIR 

EMISSION ESTIMATES --TO CHECK OUT THE APPLICANTS EMISSIONS 

ESTIMATES  --USING AN IMPERICAL-- DEDUCTIVE APPROACH OF 

COMPARISON RATHER THAN INDUCTIVE FORMULA BUILDUPS.-- 

SORO FEELS that it is important to check the accuracy of the applicants estimates against 

similar sized plants.  I have done this and have found many of the applicants estimates to 

be low.  But I donôt know how comparable the designs of these plants are.? 

 

One top expert has told SORO that:  

Your being able to show that they have underestimated the emissions as shown by comparison 

with existing Biomass Power Boilers is very important as it might show they are lying about 

this.  My seeing that the maximum allowable particulate emission concentration is so lenient at 

0.1 grain/scf corrected to 12% O2 makes me believe somebody got paid off in Oregon DEQ to 

allow this.  Even the 20% opacity limit is lenient for such a standard to apply in 2010 (ie there is 

nothing in the regulations which has to do with the stack diameter and a smaller stack diameter 

gives a lower opacity so all they have to do is have a small stack or do like Weyerhauser 

Longview did and they flowed the gases through some sort of control device and then emitted 

the gases out a number of small stacks (like maybe 6 little stacks) and this resulted in a lower 

opacity. 
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Note that the Kettle Falls 46MW Biomass Power Plant was permitted in  July 1980 with an EPA 

required BACT (Best Available Control Technology) of 0.02 grain/dscf at 12% CO2 and an 

99.46% collection efficiency Electrostatic precipitator was specified (on page 17).  On Page 21 it 

says that there were no difficulties complying with the plant's environmental permit requirements 

after the ESP was replaced during the first year of operation.  The stack opacity is generally in 

the 1.2 to 1.5% range 

 

 

SOROôS ATTEMPT 

 

 COMPARISON TO SIMILAR SIZED PLANTS 

The emissions of the plant appear to been underestimated as compared to similar fluidized bed 

plants like a 50 megawatt plant in Wisconsin  Is this to avoid the major polluter category and the 

PSD?  In some instances estimates are as much as  much as 50% low. 

 

 Example in tons/yr.: 

 

Pollutant  Klamath Bioenergy      

PM10  35       

PM2.5  25         

NOX  230     

CO  230      

VOC    39               

SO2  39       

 

Pollutant  Wisconsin Plant(adjusted to KBE)     

PM10  102      

PM2.5  76        

NOX  290      

CO  379      

VOC    28             

SO2   52        

 

Pollutant Florida Plant(adjusted) 

PM10  108 

PM2.5  ---- 

NOX  161 

CO   276 

VOC      30       

SO2    94  

 

Note:   The two 230 ton figures and the two 39 ton look bogus--what is the probability of same 

figures For NOX and SO2 ; for SO2 and VOC? 
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There are no checks of the accuracy of these estimates by the DEQ until one year after startup to 

allow the plant to work the bugs out of operations----in the mean time they can pollute to the 

maximum and drastically impact nearby neighborhoods. 

 

 

 FUNNY NUMBERS, BOGUS DATA ? 

 

One top expert has told SORO that: the proposed maximun allowable particulate concentration 

in the stack gases of 0.1 grain/standard dry cubic ft corrected to 12% oxygen is very lenient (one 

could compare this maximum allowable particulate concentration with the maximum allowable 

particulate concentration in other hog fuel boilers and it is my guess the others will be more like 

0.05 grain/sdcf corrected to 12% oxygen).   

 

Note that on page 29 of the Standard Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Application Table 

4-10 shows that the total predicted 24 hr PM2.5 concentration of 35.3 micrograms/cubic 

meter exceeds the EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standard of 35 micrograms/cubic 

meter because the background or upwind PM2.5 concentration is 25 micrograms/cubic meter.  

Also note that this is the 6th highest high PM2.5 concentration predicted to occur over a 5 year 

period of met data which means there are 5 higher Total Predicted PM2.5 Concentrations. 

 

So what?  Well, the "so what" is that the background PM2.5 concentration furnished by 

Mark Bailey of the Oregon DEQ should be checked by looking at the local air monitoring 

data to see if the background concentration is only 25 micrograms per cubic meter or if 

there were higher PM2.5 concentrations.  If the local air monitoring data shows that 24 hr 

average PM2.5 concentrations have been recorded during the past few years that are 

higher than 25 micrograms/meter, then the question is why were the higher measured 

values not used?  Was it because they are cooking the numbers to avoid having that Total 

Predicted Concentration = 36.0 micrograms/cubic meter?  Or was it because the measured 

background PM2.5 concentration for the specific day of the 5 year met data period was 

used?  In other words, where did Mark Bailey get that background PM2.5 concentration.  

If the modeling would predict that the PM2.5 air quality standard of 35 micrograms/cubic 

meter was going to be exceeded, then the EPA could step in and say this is not an 

acceptable situation and require the PM2.5 emission rate to be lowered. 

 

 STAGNANT AIR AND INVERSIONS(see attached photos) 

 
The site in the basin where the plant is located has a unique problem of trapping stagnant 

air and inversions for long periods of time.  At the site is in a wetland and the emissions from 

the plant will be trapped in the wetlands and the basin around the plant and in our neighborhood..  

Many days the inversions are 500 feet deep.(would this require a 500 foot high stack to get the 

pollutants into the atmosphere to take advantage of the earth‘s rotation generated winds?)  

Inversions, fog and snow days  will trap the emissions from the plant in the basin around the 

plant .  My survey of morning fog and inversions revealed  that inversions and fog rested on the 

site about 20% of the early mornings.  (In running through Lawanda Hills in late fall and winter 
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days I noted that when  these inversions trap the smoke from wood stoves they make the air foul 

and it is hard to breathe.) It is noted that their are pockets and buildups of bad air 

where the dispersion models cannot be used like behind hills and in pockets--

because they are a straight linear vector projection that hits the front side of 

the terrain.   It is also noted that inversions mainly occur in the late summer, fall and winter.  

But they also can occur at random in other months of the year when the air flow is stagnant. MY 

SKETCH SHOWS WHAT MIGHT HAPPEN TO THE EMISSIONS FALLING TO THE 

GROUND IN OUR NEIGHBORHOOD ON THESE TYPE OF INVERSIONS. 

 

I KNOW THAT IN THEORY the stack is to suppose to take care of this:  Note that the 

Biomass Power Plant Stack plus the warm stack gases probably will enable the plume to 

have ñplume riseò.  The plume rise will result in the stack gas plume to rise above the 

inversion and thus the stack air pollutants will not impact the nearby air quality 

 

BUT one top expert SAYS: THIS IS POSSIBLE IN A BASIN LIKE OURS 

With regards to inversions and air stagnation, yes I agree that the air in Eastern Washington and 

Eastern Oregon can be stagnant for relatively long time periods in the winter.  Note that there are 

industrial plants and power plants in Eastern Wash and Eastern Oregon and if during winter 

inversions and stagnant air  these plant stack emissions result in high air pollutant concentrations, 

this can be visually seen and measured.  Some such plants are the Alcoa aluminum plant south of 

Wenatchee, the Coal fired Power Plant at Boardman Oregon, industrial plants near Moses Lake, 

Biomass Power Plant at Kettle Falls, Wash, etc.  

 

An example previously mentioned of the Collins soot deposits on the snow   during the 

winter at night is a real example that I have witnessed myself of pollutants falling from a 

stack to the ground. 

  

THE  FUMIGATION PHENOMENA  

ON MORNINGS WITH INVERSION/FOG, THE  FUMIGATION PHENOMENA 

OCCURS  occurs when the sunlight breaks up an inversion and this event occurs over 

maybe AS MUCH AS 30 MINUTES LONG--this maybe more than 20% of the time from a 

6 month survey I have been running. 

 

Our top expert  says: 

At any rate, the only phenomena I know of that will bring stack plume air pollutants down 

to the residential ground level is ñfumigationò which occurs when the sunlight breaks up 

an inversion and this event occurs over maybe 5-30 minutes time.  It requires a high air 

pollutant concentration in the stack plume for the ground level air pollutant concentration 

to exceed the EPA or Local Air Pollution Control Agency air quality standards.  The 

ASARCO copper smelter in Tacoma had sulfur dioxide stack emissions which would come 

down to the ground level during ñfumigationò and the Puget Sound Air Pollution Control 

Agency required ASARCO to operate a number (I think it was 4) SO2 monitors around 

their smelter so the Puget Sound Agency and ASARCO would know when the SO2 

concentration exceeded the regulated concentration.  The AERMOD computer program 
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and TSCREEN program calculates the predicted stack gas plume rise.   

 

=============================================================== 

ATTACHMENTS 

ACDP PREVAILING WINDS 

ACDP SUMMER INVERSION 

ACDP STEAM FROM COGEN 

ACDP CONTESTED CASE FOG 

ACDP POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 002 

     006 

     007 

 

7. Comment summary letter  

 

 

SUBJECT:  SOROôS ACDP COMMENT SUMMARY  

 

INTRODUCTION: 

This letter summarizes some of the KEY COMMENTS made by SORO concerning a plea to not 

issue the ACDP permit at the proposed site until further research is done by the applicant and the 

DEQ and until SORO‘S CONCERNS  are fully addressed. 

As President of SORO , it is my duty to protect my neighbors, over 5,000 nearby residents, from 

deadly pollutants from the plant, its chip piles, and trucks delivering chips to the plant which will 

make a direct hit on these residents in their lungs.  It is also SORO‘S responsibility to protect the 

future of Klamath Falls from the deadly pollution and from taking away one of their prime 

assets--the KLAMATH RIVER BASIN. 

 

REQUESTED DEQ ACTION 

SORO requests that the DEQ adequately execute their mission of protecting impacted residents 

by taking the following actions recommended by SORO to:  

 

1.  EXTEND THE ACDP COMMENT PERIOD FOR SORO to allow us to do more research on 

the project and its impacts, allow more time for the DEQ to provide more definitive answers to 

SORO‘s questions and to have the APPLICANT provide more data to prove to SORO that there 

are no impacts from the location of the plant on us nearby residents: 

 

2.  TO NOT ISSUE ACDP PERMIT FOR KLAMATH BIOENERGY AT PROPOSED SITE 

Because of suspicious and weak data (even though they meet the EPA laws on the surface).  The 

have not proven to SORO that there are no impacts from the location of the plant on us nearby 

residents: 

 

 

JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DEQ 
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1. UNIQUENESS OF THE PLANT AND THE SITE 

 

Because this is the first fluidized bed plant in the Eastern Oregon Region and the largest Biomass 

Plant so far, the ODOE is going very slow to do a thorough evaluation of the design and the 

plants impacts.  Therefore, SORO feels that the DEQ should do the same. 

The site is a unique site located in between a wildlife refuge and a close by residential area(3/8 of 

mile away) and the pollutants from the plant will impact the resident area drastically because 

winds will bring the pollutants to the residents located in the hills at stack height 11 months of 

the year and 5 months of the year will bring pollution from other sources with it.  This is not to 

mention the inversions and stagnant air that occur 20% of the time in the area. 

 

2.  SORO HAS HEARD THAT THERE HAS BEEN SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITIES to justify 

this site: 

SORO and citizens have heard that  there has been under the table dealings with the local 

politicians and agencies? And the local newspaper has mislead the Klamath Falls residents as to 

exactly where  the true location of the plant, saying it will be adjacent to the Collins mill where 

an old sawmill used to be.  This is nothing new for these things:  In Mason country they are 

recalling their commissioners over the siting of a Biomass Plant for under the table dealings with 

the sponsors.  And the Mafia has been involved in some of these in the Pacific Northwest 

according to friends of mine in Environmental Law in a major universitiy. Also, SORO feels that 

NESCO has exaggerated economic benefits and job counts as detailed research by SORO has 

proved out.  They have outlawed these things in Massuchussetts  and Florida and there have been 

law suits against them for trespassing into residents air space.  The project looks okay on the 

surface to the general public but as SORO uncovers the true facts it is like uncovering an iceberg 

from the tip down. SORO feels that NESCO is inexperienced at wood fired biomass plant design 

and will furnish no references of their former plants. (Several of our board members have written 

letters to the Vice President and there has been no response.  Also the President of the Company, 

at the first ODOE meeting in front of 200 people, promised to meet with our group one on one to 

iron out our concerns but we haven‘t heard from him since.)   We have heard it has been since 

1984 since they have designed such a plant. 

 

Top experts have told SORO to try to evaluate modeling data very carefully because if the 

wrong or invalid data is used it can bias the results: 

So, when the complex modeling results are compared to the TSCREEN results for your 

neighborhood, it is possible to ask why is there such a big difference in the concentrations.  As I 

told you before, we have found situations where the dispersion modelers "cheated" and neglected 

to consider the elevated terrain.  This was done for the Metro wastewater plants at Renton and at 

Discovery Park and as these are sort of government agencies, the State of Wash Dept of Ecology 

looked the other way  (I caught this cheating when I was presenting an EPA short course on 

Dispersion Modeling and I used the Metro Wastewater dispersion modeling as case studies and 

found their cheating and the State of Wash Dept of Ecology modeler admitted that they looked 

the other way to enable Metro to cheat). 

 

 3.  HAVE THERE  BEEN ADVOIDANCES OF PERTINENT EVALUATION 

CRITERIA? 
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SORO feel that the emissions are significantly  underestimated by to avoid a PSD (Major 

polluter status and evaluation of alternative sites and the EIS) 

 

Are they are trying to get the ACDP permit before July 2011 to avoid the new Green House gas 

laws by being grandfathered?. 

 

Truck pollution impacts have not been evaluated 

 

The impact of steam pollution and legionaires disease risks on residents have not been evaluated 

as well as the 100% opacity from steam pollution in our neighborhood. 

 

No medical impact research for residents has been performed. 

 

 

4.  THE PERMIT APPLICATION APPEARS TO BE WEAK IN A NUMBER OF AREAS 

 

a.  The minor polluter status of the plant has not been proven out to SORO‘s satisfaction 

b.  Emission estimates for the plant has not been proven out to SORO‘s satisfaction 

c.  Dispersion modeling  for the plant has not been addressed to SORO‘s satisfaction 

Worst condition impacts for our neighborhood and each citizen have not been addressed 

properly. 

d.  Pollution Control monitoring systems that have been proposed do not give SORO the 

assurance that the plant‘s pollution will be properly controlled to avoid adverse impacts on 

citizens: 

 PM‘s 

 NOX 

 CO 

 SO2 

 HCL (Is this a license to burn hazardous waste in the future and citizens will have  

 No way of detecting the violations) 

 Opacity can go to 27% for the state DEQ--it should run 1-2% 

Also, the variability of the process has not been addressed adequately.  This is an open loop 

process, not a steady state closed loop process.  There is an extreme variability in the fuel density 

because of the areas slash and tree makeup and wetness of  the fuel which will cause extreme 

variability of the process(fluctuations in emissions).  Therefore, since emissions are near the PSD 

limits, they have the probability of being exceeded as much as 40% of the time even though the 

average pollution is slightly below the  PSD limit.  (unless expensive controls are installed and 

the plant is frequently shutdown.) 

e.   SORO feels the plant is really in a nonattainment area--and request that the applicant and the 

DEQ to prove otherwise to us.  

 

5.  SORO FEELS THAT ANSWERS TO SOROôS QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

HAVE NOT BEEN SATISFACTORILY BY THE DEQ 
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For example:  modeling dispersion questions often have the response that there is no impacts per 

running modelers using standard modeling protocol. 

 

6.  SOROôS EPA STUDY REQUESTED which the EPA delegated to the DEQ for execution 

have not been addressed as well as other SORO requests. 

 

7.  THE DEQ HAS INADEQUATE PROCESSES TO ADDRESS  IMPACTED CITIZENS 

REQUESTS FOR THE DEQ TO PROTECT THEM 

 

a.  First the flow time for evaluating the ACDP permit application was way too short to allow 

citizens time enough to come up to speed to do enough research to properly evaluate the 

application. 

b.  There was no process to allow citizens to submit petitions.  For example a  

 PETITION FOR A TIME EXTENSION OF ACDP COMMENT PERIOD for SORO could not 

be addressed in their process. 

c.  There was no process to allow citizens to appeal the permit issuance decision.  The vendor has 

such an appeal process. per OAR. 

 

FUTURE ACTIONS BY SORO AND KLAMATH RESIDENTS TO PROTECT THEM 

FROM AIR POLLUTION FROM THE PLANT 

 

 

1.  Document all communications with the DEQ and the EPA to build up a legal case file 

 

2.  Use the case file and to present it to state and federal agencies to help citizens: 

 

 Head of the DEQ 

 EPA in Portland and Seattle 

 ODOE 

 EFSC in Contested Case hearing 

 Oregon supreme court 

 

3.  Investigate methods to allow citizens to continuously monitor pollution from the plant and 

from Collins to force frequent shutdowns of the plants when the air quality standards are 

violated.(Federal grants will be obtained) 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

SORO RECOMMENDS that the DEQ do their job to protect citizens by only approving the 

ACDP permit with a rider that they find another site, if not the permit should not be issued to the 

applicant.  AT THE MINIMUM THE PERMIT SHOULD BE DELAYED UNTIL ALL 

SORO‘S QUESTION ARE ASNWERED TO OUR STATISFACTION 

1.  Comment period questions 

2.  Conference call questions 

3.  Hearing questions 
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We citizens, many of which have lived here for 40-100 years want to continue to  live here in 

peace.  We are horrified that an unwelcome intruder is trying to  trespass into our air space and 

will ruin our community.  It is no big deal to find another site for the vendor and solve all the 

unsolvable problems of this site that can never be solved 

 

================================================== 

FOOTNOTES: 

 

1.  A NEW HUGE FINDING--If the plant locates at the proposed site SORO feels that the 

owners  must mitigate because in is impacting a former nonattainment area--in reality it is in this 

old non attainment area(political pressure changed it)  SORO feels that they must take a year 

study to prove that it is not in a nonattainment area The site is  close by this  residential area(3/8 

of mile away) and the pollutants from the plant will impact the resident area drastically because 

winds will bring the pollutants to the residents located in the hills at stack height 11 months of 

the year and 5 months of the year will bring pollution from other sources with it 

 

2.  A pollutive, potential danger industrial plant does not belong in a residential area.  It belongs 

in and industrial area where systems are already in place to minimize its dangerous impact. 

 

a.  What if something goes wrong at night with the process and pollution controls and maximum 

pollution is output and no one detects it.  Some of my neighbors are ex-bag house guys and they 

know that there are often holes in the filters and that the filters are not changed frequently 

because of the costs of plant shutdowns, which then allows the fly ash to be directly output from 

the stack by bypassing the pollution control equipment. 

 

b.  What about the safety of the boiler design and the turbines?  What if something should blow 

up and be projected like a missile(due to centrifugal forces) out of the plant through cheep tin 

walls.  When I was working at Beckman Instruments we had bunkers deep in the ground to do 

break in tests of our centrifuges so that if something went wrong it could be contained. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 

ACDP PREVAILING WINDS 

ACDP SUMMER INVERSION 

ACDP STEAM FROM COGEN 

ACDP CONTESTED CASE FOG 

ACDP POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS 002 

     006 

     007 

 

8. Medical impacts 
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SORO EVALUATION OF THE MEDICAL IMPACT 

COMMENTS AS RESULT OF AIR POLLUTION CAUSED BY 

KLAMATH BIOENERGY PLANT 
 

1.  SOROôS MEDICAL GROUP HAS MADE THE FOLLOWING ANALYSIS OF THE 

POTENTIAL MEDICAL IMPACT OF KLAMATH BIOENGERGYôS NEW PLANT 

LOCATION ON NEARBY SUBURBS AND KLAMATH FALLS. 

 

Biomass is coming to a suburb of Klamath Falls to make residents very sick.  It‘s pollution will 

make them sick, make it impossible for them to breathe and cause many other health related 

problems  As a human being, we should have a right to breathe.  The plant location will 

devastate the health of nearly 3,000 of your neighbors who are located within 2 miles of the plant 

site because of some very unique conditions. 

(Did you know that there are no safe levels of PM2.5 Biomass emissions which recent studies 

have found(new science on air quality) and that truck PM2.5 pollution is the leading cause of 

heart attacks and strokes according to the a May 2010 American Heart association study) 

 

Prevailing winds will carry deadly pollutants from the plant, its chip piles, and trucks delivering 

chips to the plant to make a direct hit on these residents in their lungs.  The basic hypothesis 

regarding maximizing Biomass pollution is that  the  most deadly concentrations of pollutants are 

delivered at stack height before they have had time to disperse in the atmosphere.  It is noted that 

the majority of our residents live at or near stack height(in a zone slightly below stack height to a 

zone slightly above stack height).  Our pollution Tscreen analysis, made up by our  

environmental engineer, using our topography shows what a direct hit the plant will make on our 

residents.  Also, considering the demographics of our residents--we are earmarked as the most 

vulnerable type of population to become sick from this pollution.(The majority of our residents 

are older retired people and young families) 

 

Not only are the residents near the plant at risk but because of prevailing winds almost all of 

Klamath Falls and its suburbs are at risk.  Pollution from the plant will combine with the already 

high level of pollution in other parts of the city(non-attainment zone)--this plant will act as a 

multiplier to increase overall Klamath pollution. Our environmental engineer has pointed out in 

this unique instance, the existing levels of 2.5 already exceed the regulatory thresholds, and are 

already at unhealthy levels. Any further increase, however slight, will cause and contribute to the 

degrading  public health and thus will burden health care.  (Emissions from these thing often 

settle on the ground and are re-emitted into the air when the ground is sprinkler irrigated again.  

He also said the pollution from the stack can travel over 70 miles when winds are high. ) 

 

A 2009 air quality evaluation made by the American Lung Association for Klamath Falls showed 

that our air quality failed the test and we had the worst air quality of any city in the state.  They 

said that over 60,000 people were at risk.  They listed the number of people, with heart, lung, 

asthma and other medical disabilities.  (There were 20,000 people with cardiovascular disease 

and 10,000 with lung diseases). 
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*Sources:  American Lung Assoc. of New England, American Lung Association of Oregon, 

Environmental Engineer for SORO 

 

Other scary facts reveal that wood fired Biomass plants are dirtier than coal fired plants.  The 

American Lung Assoc. says this is true because the wood mass is more inconsistent in density 

than coal--especially slash and small logs.  A Biomass plant in Anderson, Calif.which uses large 

logs as fuel which are consistent in their density only gives off  mild levels of pollution.   Also, 

our Environmental Engineer pointed out that there is a loop hole in the NOI where they can burn 

demolition waste, hazardous and medical wastes. Also air quality violations of plants in Oregon 

and elsewhere get away with as much pollution as they want and only pay minimal fines and 

keep on polluting.  This is because the enforcement agencies are understaffed and laws are 

lenient.  Anyone with a mechanical background knows that these plants are mechanical monsters 

manually operated to a large degree--so what if the operators have a bad day or the fuels are 

inconsistent or something goes wrong--the pollution emissions could kill you on a particular day 

 

2.  AIR POLLUTION HAS RECENTLY BEEN LINKED TO DIABETES 

Two studies published in Oct. 2010:  1 in Germany and 1 in the US at Ohio State University 

have linked increases in PM2.5 to increases in type 1 diabetes.  See attached documents.  The 

new plant will have a lot of PM2.5 especially if SORO‘s estimates of over 100 tons/year are 

right. 

 

3.  WILL THE DISCHARGE WATER FROM THE BIOMASS PLANT GET INTO OUR 

WATER TABLES AND CONTAMINATE OUR ON DRINKING WATERAND WILL IT 

CAUSE HEALTH PROBLEMS? --DOES THIS APPLY TO DISCHARGES INTO THE 

WATER TABLE BY BIOMASS?  At the new Biomass CAUSTIC SODA FROM 

CLEANING PIPES will be discharged into holding ponds--which according to SORO‗S  

calculations will not evaporate but overflow into the surrounding ground and contaminate our 

wells? 

 

4.  SORO ASKS THE DEQ TO EVALUATE THE HEALTH IMPACT OF TRUCK 

POLLUTION ON NEARBY RESIDENTS 

 

There is predicted to be a truck every 3 minutes entering the plant entrance if the trucks ran all 

year long.  But this is not possible because of woods closers, so it is estimated that there will be a 

truck every 1.5 minutes entering the entrance.  This will cause and enormous amount of 

pollutants to be released along Hwy66, Lawanda Hills and in Stewart Lennox.   

 

Studies have shown that these trucks will undoubtedly cause more pollution than the plant itself. 

There will undoubtedly  be large increases in our neighborhoods  diesel particulate emissions 

from these trucks going to the plant along Hwy 66 and as they wait to unload at the plant, with 

their engines idling  In addition to PM10, there will be PM2.5, and PM nano which directly 

enters the blood stream.  Only PM10 is regulated now.   

 

Studies have shown that truck pollution is the leading cause of strokes according to the American 

Heart Association study in May of 2010.  See attached study. 
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Another problem is the CO2 emissions from trucks. Using the constant (C) of 0.02 metric tons of 

CO2 per vehicle traveling one hundred (100) miles and the proposed combined delivery/waste 

removal traffic of 600 plus trucks per week with a Facility operation of fifty two (50) weeks per 

years, (C x Number of trucks per week x Number of weeks Facility operation per year), ancillary 

CO2 emissions will range from 1800 to 3000 metric tons of CO2 per year.  What is the Facility‘s 

plan to offset the effect of the additional CO2 emissions on the air quality for existing residents, 

livestock and wildlife (to include Endangered and Threatened species) and decrease the impact 

to the community? 

 

There will be excessive noise pollution caused by the jake braking of all those trucks in the 

vicinity of the plant. This will literally shake our homes apart. Citizens will require noise 

pollution studies and propose fines for trucks that jake brake along Hwy 66 

 

.These trucks will also be loaded in rural, off road areas, near logging operations, and will 

probably be covered with dust that will be tracked onto the highways and enter into our the air.  

There is a great danger that spilled sawdust, dirt and dust from these trucks which are loaded in 

the woods, and ash waste which will blow up on down the highway 66 and into citizens homes. 

 

These trucks will also transport noxious weeds and seeds from outlying areas into the power 

plant project vicinity and beetle infested trees through our uninfected forests. The Forest Service 

already has signs up that say:  ‗BURN IT WHERE YOU CUT IT‘ They don‘t want beetle 

infested wood transported through out uninfected forests. They want  

 

5.  FUTURE TASKS REQUIRED BY SORO MEDICAL GROUP 

 

SORO WANTS THE DEQ TO HAVE THE APPLICANT  EVALUATE THE MEDICAL 

IMPACTS AND RISKS 

 A.  Our demographics 

 B.  Current level of medical problems(lung and heart disease cases) 

 C.  Level of pollution in the city and county 

 D.  Estimate the impact on our public services--local heath care facilities 

 E.  Research doctors opinions on potential risks of emission increases in the  

       city and county 

 F.  Research health impact studies nation wide and those that have been done  

      on the health risks in Oregon by the Oregon Health Department and the  

     Oregon Health Science Center 

 

  --For Plant air pollution 

  --For Truck air and other pollution 

 

 

6.  SORO ALSO WISHES THE DEQ TO ADDRESS THE EFFECTS ON BIOMASS AND 

WEATHER CHANGES AND GLOBAL WARMING (see attachments) 
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ATTACHMENTS for Medical impacts 

SORO BIOMASS HEALTH IMPACT FOR NEARBY SUBURBS 

AMERICAN HEART ASSOC REPORT 

DUFF AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION STUDY 

DUFF DR. SAMMONS PPT 

NEW DR. SAMMONS PPT 

SORO WELL WATER CONTAM. AND DIABETES LINKED TO PM2.5 

 

BIOMASS  HEALTH IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR NEARBY 

KlAMATH SUBURBS 
 

Klamath Falls Impact Analysis(backup by American Lung Assoc. audit of 

Klamathôs air quality, American Lung Association of New England, and American Heart 

Association* 

 

Biomass is coming to a suburb of Klamath Falls to make residents very sick.  It‘s pollution will 

make them sick, make it impossible for them to breathe and cause many other health related 

problems  As a human being, we should have a right to breathe.  The plant location will 

devastate the health of nearly 3,000 of your neighbors who are located within 2 miles of the 

plant site because of some very unique conditions. 

(Did you know that there are no safe levels of PM2.5 Biomass emissions which recent studies 

have found(new science on air quality) and that truck PM2.5 pollution is the leading cause of 

heart attacks and strokes according to the a May 2010 American Heart association study) 

 

Prevailing winds will carry deadly pollutants from the plant, its chip piles, and trucks delivering 

chips to the plant to make a direct hit on these residents in their lungs.  The basic hypothesis 

regarding maximizing Biomass pollution is that  the  most deadly concentrations of 

pollutants are delivered at stack height before they have had time to disperse in the 

atmosphere.  It is noted that the majority of our residents live at or near stack height(in a zone 

slightly below stack height to a zone slightly above stack height).  Our pollution Tscreen 

analysis, made up by our  environmental engineer, using our topography shows what a direct hit 

the plant will make on our residents.  Also, considering the demographics of our residents--we 

are earmarked as the most vulnerable type of population to become sick from this 

pollution.(The majority of our residents are older retired people and young families) 

 

Not only are the residents near the plant at risk but because of prevailing winds almost all of 

Klamath Falls and its suburbs are at risk.  Pollution from the plant will combine with the 

already high level of pollution in other parts of the city(non-attainment zone)--this plant will act 

as a multiplier to increase overall Klamath pollution. Our environmental engineer has pointed out 

in this unique instance, the existing levels of 2.5 already exceed the regulatory thresholds, 

and are already at unhealthy levels. Any further increase, however slight, will cause and 

contribute to the degrading  public health and thus will burden health care.  (Emissions from 

these thing often settle on the ground and are re-emitted into the air when the ground is sprinkler 

irrigated again.  He also said the pollution from the stack can travel over 70 miles when winds 
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are high. ) 

 

 

A 2009 air quality evaluation made by the American Lung Association for Klamath Falls 

showed that our air quality failed the test and we had the worst air quality of any city in the 

state.  They said that over 60,000 people were at risk.  They listed the number of people, with 

heart, lung, asthma and other medical disabilities.  (There were 20,000 people with 

cardiovascular disease and 10,000 with lung diseases). 

 

*Sources:  American Lung Assoc. of New England, American Lung Association of Oregon, 

Environmental Engineer for SORO 

 

 

Other scary facts reveal that wood fired Biomass plants are dirtier than coal fired plants.  

The American Lung Assoc. says this is true because the wood mass is more inconsistent in 

density than coal--especially slash and small logs.  A Biomass plant in Anderson, Calif.which 

uses large logs as fuel which are consistent in their density only gives off  mild levels of 

pollution.   Also, our Environmental Engineer pointed out that there is a loop hole in the NOI 

where they can burn demolition waste, hazardous and medical wastes. Also air quality violations 

of plants in Oregon and elsewhere get away with as much pollution as they want and only pay 

minimal fines and keep on polluting.  This is because the enforcement agencies are understaffed 

and laws are lenient.  Anyone with a mechanical background knows that these plants are 

mechanical monsters manually operated to a large degree--so what if the operators have a bad 

day or the fuels are inconsistent or something goes wrong--the pollution emissions could kill you 

on a particular day 

 

Backup information #1 The position of the American Lung 

Association of Biomass pollution is explained below**: 

 

―We cannot trade our health to meet energy needs.   Biomass emissions contain fine 

particular matter that affects both the environment and respiratory health:  sulfur oxides, carbon 

monoxide, volatile organic compounds, various irritant gases such as nitrogen oxides that can 

scar the lungs.  Like cigarettes Biomass emissions also contain chemicals that are know to be 

carcinogens such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH‘s) and dioxin. 

 

For vulnerable populations, such as people with asthma, chronic respiratory disease, and those 

with cardiovascular disease, Biomass and diesel emissions are particularly harmful.  

Even short exposures can prove deadly.  A growing number of studies are pointing to the 

direct impact of increased particle pollution levels and the increase in heart attacks..Unlike wood 

stove emissions which burn at low temperatures the particles produced by Biomass and diesel 

emissions are extremely small and unable to be filtered out of our respiratory system.  Instead, 

these small particles end up deep in the lungs where the remain for months, causing structural 

damage and chemical changes.  In some cases the particle can move through the lungs and 

penetrate the bloodstream.  The health impact of particle pollution is not limited to individuals 
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with pre-existing conditions. 

 

In some uses of Biomass, such as for electricity generation, there is the added problem of diesel 

exhaust emitted by trucks delivering wood to the power plants.  The age of these vehicles, 

the type of diesel fuel being used, and idling practices have a significant impact on the level of 

pollution emitted from these trucks.  Concern over the health effects of the particulate matter 

produced by diesel engines is growing.  Recent studies have shown that the proximity of a 

child‘s residence to major highways is linked to hospital admissions for asthma, there is a 

positive relationship between school proximity to freeways and asthma occurrence.  Truck and 

traffic intensity and exhaust measured in schools were also significantly associate with chronic 

respiratory symptoms. 

 

The concerns about generating electricity through Biomass become even more troubling when 

the efficiency of burning Biomass in some applications is considered.  For instance, when used 

strictly for electricity production, Biomass plants have an energy conversion 

efficiency(efficiency of a device that converts one energy form into another) of 

approximately  20 percent.  Another way to state this is that for every five cords of wood 

burned; only one actually produces electricity even though all five produce pollution. 

 

In addition to the local problems caused by widespread Biomass burning, to other related issues 

have not been addressed.  First, the amount of monitoring for particulate air pollution is not 

even  close to what is needed.  Second, our public health laws are not effective in helping 

people who are being exposed to Biomass smoke. 

 

 **Sources: American Lung Association of New England 

 

          

 

!Backup #2   BIOMASS LOOPHOLES AND HEALTH 

IMPACT*** 
 

Biomass Loopholes 
Biomass loopholes in state and federal laws allow the Federal Environmental Protection Agency 

to report carbon emission from Biomass incineration that is worse than coal---as zero.  This  

defies common sense.  What happens when a tree, or any wood is burned?  A pulse of carbon 

emission , of course, much worse per KWH of energy produced than coal.  Yet governments 

around the world--including Oregon-subscribe to the idea that those carbon emissions 

donôt count. Federal and Oregon state law deem electricity produced from Biomass 

incineration to be a renewable energy source.  So , all the CO2 from Biomass burning is 

ignored and is not currently regulated.  However, the state of Massachusetts recently passed 

laws that the renewable energy credits for all Biomass incineration plants be suspended. 

According to the American heart association existing regulation for emission of the smallest 

categories of PM are not sufficiently stringent to prevent adverse cardiovascular effects. 
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Short Term Exposure Can be Deadly 
First, and foremost, short-term exposure to particle pollution can kill. Deaths can occur on 

the very day that particle levels are high, or within one to two months afterwards.   Particle 

pollution does not just make people die a few day earlier than they might otherwise--these deaths 

that would have not occurred if the air were cleaner. 

 

What else can Particles do to your Health? 
Particle pollution diminishes lung function, causes great use of asthmas medications and 

increased rates of school absenteeism, emergency room visits and hospital admissions. 

 

Other adverse effects can be coughing, wheezing, cardiac arrhythmias and heart attacks.  

According to the findings from one of the latest studies, short-term increases in  particle 

pollution have been linked to: 

 

1.  Death from respiratory and cardiovascular causes, including strokes 

2.  Increased mortality in infants and young children 

3.  Increased numbers of heart attack, especially among the elderly and in people with heart 

conditions 

4. Inflammation of lung tissue in young, healthy adults 

5.  Increased hospitalization for cardiovascular disease including strokes and congestive heart 

failure 

6.  Increased emergency room visits for patients suffering from acute respiratory ailments 

7.  Increased hospitalization for asthmas among children 

8.  Increased severity of asthma attacks in children 

 

Note:  When I told another group fighting Biomass in another state that Klamath was also 

fighting it  they said:  We are shocked that you are going to have Biomass too  --we thought you 

were more progressive than that--on the cutting edge of energy development with Geothermal 

and OIT.   But we bet our commissioners are more corrupt than yours!! 

 

***Sources:  noburnbiomass.org 

 

ATTACHMENTS for GLOBAL WARMING 

DUFF CLIMATE CHANGE 

 

w - Always display images from duff@nobiomassburn.org    

 

And all these biomass incinerators are "carbon bombs". 

  

Don't get discouraged. Get motivated. Science shows Our Livable Planet is being killed by 

excessive greenhouse gas emissions from humans. Adage, Simpson, Nippon, Port Townsend 

Paper, and Evergreen want to speed up the killing. I am so pleased we have chosen to stop them. 

So pleased, friends. 
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Duff  

 

 

From: meg  

To: eduffb 

Subject: Fwd: a must read. A stunning year in climate science reveals that human civilization is 

on the precipice, AAA, Climate Progress?, 20101115 

Date: Wed, 17 Nov 2010 15:42:22 -0500 

 

assume you saw this?  the CBD letter to EPA of 9/13/10 on the call for info on biomass also has 

updated info on climate change-let me know if you need it. 

 

 
 
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/ 
 

 

- Climate Progress - http://climateprogress.org -  

A stunning year in climate 

science reveals that human 

civilization is on the 

precipice  

 

Posted By Joe On November 15, 2010 @ 12:56 pm  

In Science | 94 Comments and some of them are quite interesting  

This week marks the one-year anniversary of what the anti-science crowd successfully 

labeled ‗Climategate‘.  The media will be doing countless retrospectives, most of which 

will be wasted ink, like the Guardian‘s 
[1]

 piece — focusing on climate scientists at the 

expense of climate science, which is precisely the kind of miscoverage that has been 

going on for the whole year! I‘ll save that my media critiques for Part 2, since I think that 

Climategate‘s biggest impact was probably on the media, continuing their downward 

trend of focusing on style over substance, of missing the story of the century, if not the 

millennia. The last year or so has seen more scientific papers and presentations that 

raise the genuine prospect of catastrophe (if we stay on our current emissions path) 

that I can recall seeing in any other year. Perhaps the media would have ignored that 

science anyway, but Climategate appears to be a key reason ―less than 10 percent of the 

mailto:eduffb@hotmail.com
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/
http://climateprogress.org/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/print/%20/%20comments_controls
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/print/%20/%20comments_controls
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/print/%20/%20comments_controls
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/nov/14/climate-change-science-email-scandal
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/11/14/AR2010111404444.html
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news article 
[2]

s written about last year‘s climate summit in Copenhagen dealt primarily 

with the science of climate change, a study showed on Monday.‖ But for those interested 

in the real climate science story of the past year, let‘s review a couple dozen studies of 

the most important findings.  Any one of these would be cause for action — and 

combined they vindicate the final sentence of Elizabeth Kolbert‘s  Field Notes from a 

Catastrophe:  ―It may seem impossible to imagine that a technologically advanced 

society could choose, in essence, to destroy itself, but that is what we are now in the 

process of doing.‖ 1. Nature: ñGlobal warming blamed for 40% decline in the 

oceanôs phytoplanktonò 
[3]

:  ñMicroscopic life crucial to the marine food chain is 

dying out. The consequences could be catastrophic.ò If confirmed, it may represent the 

single most important finding of the year in climate science.  Seth Borenstein of the 

AP explains 
[4]

, ―plant plankton found in the world‘s oceans  are crucial to much of life 

on Earth. They are the foundation of the bountiful marine food web, produce half the 

worldôs oxygen and suck up harmful carbon dioxide.ò Boris Worm, a marine biologist 

and co-author of the study said, ―We found that temperature had the best power to 

explain the changes.‖  He noted, ―If this holds up, something really serious is underway 

and has been underway for decades. I‘ve been trying to think of a biological change that‘s 

bigger than this and I can‘t think of one.‖ 2.  Science: Vast East Siberian Arctic Shelf 

methane stores destabilizing and venting 
[5]

:  NSF issues world a wake-up call: 

ñRelease of even a fraction of the methane stored in the shelf could trigger abrupt 

climate warming.ò Methane release from the not-so-perma-frost is the most dangerous 

amplifying feedback in the entire carbon cycle. This research finds a key ―lid‖ on ―the 

large sub-sea permafrost
 
carbon reservoir‖ near Eastern Siberia ―is clearly

 
perforated, 

and sedimentary CH4 [methane] is escaping to the atmosphere.‖ 

The permafrost permamelt contains a staggering ―1.5 trillion tons of frozen carbon, 

about twice as much carbon as contained in the atmosphere 
[6]

,‖ much of which would be 

released as methane.  Methane is  is 25 times as potent a heat-trapping gas as CO2 over a 

100 year time horizon, but 72 times as potent over 20 years 
[7]

! The carbon is locked in a 

freezer in the part of the planet warming up the fastest (see ―Tundra 4: Permafrost loss 

linked to Arctic sea ice loss 
[8]

―).  Half the land-based permafrost would vanish by mid-

century on our current emissions path (see ―Tundra, Part 2: The point of no return 
[9]

‖ and 

below).  No climate model currently incorporates the amplifying feedback from 

methane released by a defrosting tundra. The NSF is normally a very staid 

organization.  If they are worried, everybody should be. It is increasingly clear that if 

the world strays significantly above 450 ppm atmospheric concentrations of carbon 

dioxide for any length of time, we will find it unimaginably difficult to stop short of 

800 to 1000 ppm. 3.  Must-read NCAR analysis warns we risk multiple, devastating 

global droughts even on moderate emissions path 
[10]

. Dust-Bowlification may be the 

impact of human-caused climate change that hits the most people by mid-century, as the 

figure below suggests (―a reading of -4 or below is considered extreme drought‖):  
[11]

 

The PDSI in the Great Plains during the Dust Bowl apparently spiked very briefly 

to -6, but otherwise rarely exceeded -3 for the decade (see here
[12]

).  The National 

Center for Atmospheric Research notes ―By the end of the century, many populated 

areas, including parts of the United States, could face readings in the range of -8 to -10, 

and much of the Mediterranean could fall to -15 to -20. Such readings would be almost 

http://climateprogress.org/2010/07/29/nature-decline-ocean-phytoplankton-global-warming-boris-worm/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/07/29/nature-decline-ocean-phytoplankton-global-warming-boris-worm/
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100728/ap_on_sc/us_sci_declining_plankton
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/04/science-nsf-tundra-permafrost-methane-east-siberian-arctic-shelf-venting/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/04/science-nsf-tundra-permafrost-methane-east-siberian-arctic-shelf-venting/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/08/17/positive-methane-feedbacks-permafrost-tundra-methane-hydrates/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/08/17/positive-methane-feedbacks-permafrost-tundra-methane-hydrates/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_warming_potential
http://climateprogress.org/2008/06/12/breaking-news-tundra-4-permafrost-loss-linked-to-arctic-sea-ice-loss/
http://climateprogress.org/2008/06/12/breaking-news-tundra-4-permafrost-loss-linked-to-arctic-sea-ice-loss/
http://climateprogress.org/2008/05/23/tundra-part-2-the-point-of-no-return/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/20/ncar-daidrought-under-global-warming-a-review/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/20/ncar-daidrought-under-global-warming-a-review/
http://www2.ucar.edu/sites/default/files/news/2010/2060-2069wOceanLabels.jpg
http://www.atmos.umd.edu/~alfredo/bguan_final.pdf
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unprecedented.‖ 4.   Nature Geoscience study: Oceans are acidifying 10 times faster 

today than 55 million years ago when a mass extinction of marine species 

occurred 
[13]

 and ñGeological Society: Acidifying oceans spell marine biological 

meltdown ñby end of centuryò 
[14]

 — Co-author: ―Unless we curb carbon emissions we 

risk mass extinctions, degrading coastal waters and encouraging outbreaks of toxic 

jellyfish and algae.‖ Marine life and all who depend on it, including humans are at grave 

risk from unrestricted emissions of greenhouse gases.  This can‘t be stopped with geo-

engineering and there is no plausible strategy for undoing it. Ocean acidification may 

well be the most under-reported of all the catastrophic climate impacts we are risking. 

5.  Sea levels may rise 3 times faster than IPCC estimated, could hit 6 feet by 

2100 
[15]

 [see figure] and these related findings and studies:  

 Satellite data stunner: ―Our data suggest that EAST Antarctica is losing mass…. 

Antarctica may soon be contributing significantly more to global sea-level 

rise.‖ 
[16]

  

 Nature: ―Dynamic thinning of Greenland and Antarctic ice-sheet ocean margins is 

more sensitive, pervasive, enduring and important than previously realized.‖ 
[17]

  

 New study of Greenland under ―more realistic forcings‖ concludes ―collapse of 

the ice-sheet was found to occur between 400 and 560 ppm‖ of CO2
[18]

  

 Climate researcher: ―It is my assessment that we have had the strongest melting 

since they started measuring the temperature in Greenland in 1873.‖ 
[19]

  

 Science: CO2 levels haven‘t been this high for 15 million years, when it was 5° to 

10°F warmer and seas were 75 to 120 feet higher — ―We have shown that this 

dramatic rise in sea level is associated with an increase in CO2 levels of about 

100 ppm.‖ 
[20]

 

 

 
[21]

 For more on SLR, see Coastal studies experts: ―For coastal management purposes, a 

[sea level] rise of 7 feet (2 meters) should be utilized for planning major 

infrastructure‖ 
[22]

 6.  Royal Society: ñThere are very strong indications that the 

current rate of species extinctions far exceeds anything in the fossil record.ò 
[23]

 This 

is from a special issue of 16 articles in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal 

Society B (Biological Science), ―Biological diversity in a changing world, 
[24]

‖– which 

notes ―Never before has a single species driven such profound changes to the habitats, 

composition and climate of the planet.‖ 7.  Science: Drought drives decade-long 

decline in plant growth 
[25]

 The NASA news release explains the importance of the work 

by researchers Maosheng Zhao and Steven Running,:  

ñThese results are extraordinarily significant because they show that the 

global net effect of climatic warming on the productivity of terrestrial 

vegetation need not be positive ð as was documented for the 1980ôs and 

1990ôs,ò said Diane Wickland, of NASA Headquarters and manager of NASA‘s 

Terrestrial Ecology research program…. ñThis is a pretty serious warning that 

warmer temperatures are not going to endlessly improve plant 

growth,ò Running said…. ñThe potential that future warming would cause 

additional declines does not bode well for the ability of the biosphere to 

support multiple societal demands for agricultural production, fiber needs, 

and increasingly, biofuel production,ò Zhao said. 

http://climateprogress.org/2010/02/18/ocean-acidification-study-mass-extinction-of-marine-life-nature-geoscience/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/02/18/ocean-acidification-study-mass-extinction-of-marine-life-nature-geoscience/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/02/18/ocean-acidification-study-mass-extinction-of-marine-life-nature-geoscience/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/31/geological-society-acid-ocean-marine-lif/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/31/geological-society-acid-ocean-marine-lif/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/12/09/sea-level-rise-six-feet-three-times-faster-than-the-ipcc-estimat/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/12/09/sea-level-rise-six-feet-three-times-faster-than-the-ipcc-estimat/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/11/23/satellite-data-grace-east-antarctica-ice-sheet-losing-mass/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/11/23/satellite-data-grace-east-antarctica-ice-sheet-losing-mass/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/11/23/satellite-data-grace-east-antarctica-ice-sheet-losing-mass/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/26/nature-dynamic-thinning-of-greenland-and-antarctic-ice-sheets-glacier/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/26/nature-dynamic-thinning-of-greenland-and-antarctic-ice-sheets-glacier/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/23/greenland-ice-sheet-collapse-global-warming-science/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/23/greenland-ice-sheet-collapse-global-warming-science/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/24/greenland-melting-noaa-2010-arctic-report-card/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/24/greenland-melting-noaa-2010-arctic-report-card/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/06/14/sea-level-rise-greenland-ice-sheet-melting/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/06/14/sea-level-rise-greenland-ice-sheet-melting/
http://climateprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/12/SLR-PNAS-pic.gif
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/14/sea-level-rise-planning-coastal-infrastructure/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/14/sea-level-rise-planning-coastal-infrastructure/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/14/sea-level-rise-planning-coastal-infrastructure/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/09/royal-society-rate-of-species-extinctions-far-exceeds-anything-in-the-fossil-recordo/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/09/royal-society-rate-of-species-extinctions-far-exceeds-anything-in-the-fossil-recordo/
http://rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/365/1558.toc
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/19/climate-science-nasa-drought-drives-decade-long-decline-in-plant-growth/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/19/climate-science-nasa-drought-drives-decade-long-decline-in-plant-growth/
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Precisely. UPDATE:  A commenter notes that questions about the statistics used in this 

paper have been raised here 
[26]

. It does look to me like the authors should have put in 

more of a disclaimer about statistical uncertainty.  I viewed (and still view) the original 

results as credible because they‘re consistent with the findings of the Global Carbon 

Project — see slide 26 here 
[27]

, which is based on this 2009 Nature Geoscience 

article 
[28]

.  See also ―Nature on stunning new climate feedback: Beetle tree kill releases 

more carbon than fires 
[29]
.‖ The bottom line is that this study joins others in raising the 

serious warning that, contrary to the popular view, a world of ever increasing carbon 

dioxide may not lead to increased vegetation and may in fact lead to a decreased land 

sink.That would be particularly true if the NCAR drought projection comes true. 

8.  Nature review of 20 years of field studies finds soils emitting more CO2 as planet 

warms 
[30]

 A biogeochemist quoted by Nature explained that ―perhaps [the] most likely 

explanation is that increasing temperatures have increased rates of decomposition of soil 

organic matter, which has increased the flow of CO2. If true, this is an important finding: 

that a positive feedback to climate change is already occurring at a detectable level 

in soils.‖ Another major study in the February 2010 issue of the journal Ecology by 

Finnish researchers, ―Temperature sensitivity of soil carbon fractions in boreal forest 

soil 
[31]

,‖ had a similar conclusion.  The Finnish Environment Institute, which led the 

study, explained the results in a release, ―Soil contributes to climate warming more than 

expected‖ 
[32]

 9.   Global Warming: Future Temperatures Could Exceed Livable 

Limits, Researchers Find 
[33]

. There were so many important climate science findings 

this year I didn‘t get to write on all of them.  This one in particular was misunderstood:  

Reasonable worst-case scenarios for global warming could lead to deadly 

temperatures for humans in coming centuries, according to research findings from 

Purdue University and the University of New South Wales, Australia. 

The study notes that even a 12°F warming would be dangerous for many.  In fact, we 

could well see these deadly temperatures in the next century or century and a half over 

large parts of the globe on a very plausible emissions path. 10.  UK Met Office: 

Catastrophic climate change, 13-18°F over most of U.S. and 27°F in the Arctic, 

could happen in 50 years, but ñwe do have time to stop it if we cut greenhouse gas 

emissions soon.ò 
[34]

 Right before Climategate broke, scientists were increasingly starting 

to realize that humanity might well ignore the increasingly strong evidence that we 

needed to take action.  They even held a conference on ―4°C and beyond 
[35]

‖ just weeks 

before the scandal broke.  Some of the top climate modelers in the world finally did a 

―plausible worst case scenario,‖ as Dr Richard Betts, Head of Climate Impacts at the Met 

Office Hadley Centre, put it in a terrific and terrifying talk (audio here 
[36]

, PPT here 
[35]

). 

This is the ―plausible worst case scenario‖ for 2060 from the UK Met Office that occurs 

in 10% of model runs of high emissions with the carbon cycle feedbacks [temperature in 

degrees Celsius, multiple by 1.8 for Fahrenheit]: As the Met Office notes here 
[37]

, ―In 

some areas warming could be significantly higher (10 degrees [C = 15F] or more)‖:  

 The Arctic could warm by up to 15.2 °C [27.4 °F] for a high-emissions scenario, 

enhanced by melting of snow and ice causing more of the Sun‘s radiation to be 

absorbed.  

 For Africa, the western and southern regions are expected to experience both 

large warming (up to 10 °C [18 °F]) and drying.  

http://earlywarn.blogspot.com/2010/08/climate-alarmism-at-science-magazine.html
http://www.globalcarbonproject.org/carbonbudget/08/files/GCP2009_CarbonBudget2008.pdf
http://www.nature.com/ngeo/journal/v2/n12/full/ngeo689.html
http://www.nature.com/ngeo/journal/v2/n12/full/ngeo689.html
http://climateprogress.org/2008/04/25/nature-on-stunning-new-climate-feedback-beetle-tree-kill-releases-more-carbon-than-fires/
http://climateprogress.org/2008/04/25/nature-on-stunning-new-climate-feedback-beetle-tree-kill-releases-more-carbon-than-fires/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/25/nature-soils-carbon-dioxided-feedback-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/25/nature-soils-carbon-dioxided-feedback-global-warming/
http://www.esajournals.org/doi/full/10.1890/09-0478.1
http://www.esajournals.org/doi/full/10.1890/09-0478.1
http://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?contentid=351875&lan=en
http://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?contentid=351875&lan=en
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/100504155413.htm
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/100504155413.htm
http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/
http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/programme.php
http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/audio/1-2betts.mp3
http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/programme.php
http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climatechange/news/latest/four-degrees.html
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 Some land areas could warm by seven degrees [12.6 F] or more.  

 Rainfall could decrease by 20% or more in some areas, although there is a spread 

in the magnitude of drying. All computer models indicate reductions in rainfall 

over western and southern Africa, Central America, the Mediterranean and parts 

of coastal Australia.  

 In other areas, such as India, rainfall could increase by 20% or more. Higher 

rainfall increases the risk of river flooding. 

In fact, though, this is ‗only‘ the 5.4°C case, and if it doesn‘t happen in the 2060s (which 

it probably won‘t), it is merely the business as usual projection (!) for 2100 (see ―M.I.T. 

doubles its 2095 warming projection to 10°F — with 866 ppm and Arctic warming of 

20°F 
[38]

―).  

CONCLUSION:  Unrestricted emissions of greenhouse gases threaten multiple 

catastrophes, any one of which justifies action.  Together, they represent the gravest 

threat to humanity imaginable.  The fact that the overwhelming majority of the 

mainstream media ignored the overwhelming majority of these studies and devoted 

a large fraction of its climate óinkô in the last 12 months to what was essentially a 

non-story is arguably the single greatest failing of the science media this year. I 

didn‘t have space here to report on the many studies that bolstered the case for our 

understanding that recent warming has been unequivocal and that humans are the primary 

cause.  But indeed the case is so strong that this year, even the normally staid U.S. 

National Academy of Sciences labeled as ―settled facts‖ that ―the Earth system is 

warming and that much of this warming is very likely due to human activities.‖ 
[39]

  

Must-read NCAR analysis warns we risk multiple, devastating global 

droughts even on moderate emissions path 
 

Article printed from Climate Progress: http://climateprogress.org URL to 

article: http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/  

URLs in this post:  

[1] the Guardian‘s: http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/nov/14/climate-

change-science-email-scandal 
[2] less than 10 percent of the news article: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-

dyn/content/article/2010/11/14/AR2010111404444.html 
[3] Nature: ―Global warming blamed for 40% decline in the ocean‘s 

phytoplankton‖: http://climateprogress.org/2010/07/29/nature-decline-ocean-

phytoplankton-global-warming-boris-worm/ 
[4] 

explains: http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100728/ap_on_sc/us_sci_declining_plankton 

[5] Science: Vast East Siberian Arctic Shelf methane stores destabilizing and 

venting: http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/04/science-nsf-tundra-permafrost-

methane-east-siberian-arctic-shelf-venting/ 
[6] 1.5 trillion tons of frozen carbon, about twice as much carbon as contained in the 

atmosphere: http://climateprogress.org/2009/08/17/positive-methane-feedbacks-

permafrost-tundra-methane-hydrates/ 

http://climateprogress.org/2009/05/20/mit-doubles-global-warming-projections-2/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/05/20/mit-doubles-global-warming-projections-2/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/05/20/mit-doubles-global-warming-projections-2/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/05/19/national-academy-of-sciences-america%e2%80%99s-climate-choices-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/05/19/national-academy-of-sciences-america%e2%80%99s-climate-choices-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/05/19/national-academy-of-sciences-america%e2%80%99s-climate-choices-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/nov/14/climate-change-science-email-scandal
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/nov/14/climate-change-science-email-scandal
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/11/14/AR2010111404444.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/11/14/AR2010111404444.html
http://climateprogress.org/2010/07/29/nature-decline-ocean-phytoplankton-global-warming-boris-worm/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/07/29/nature-decline-ocean-phytoplankton-global-warming-boris-worm/
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100728/ap_on_sc/us_sci_declining_plankton
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/04/science-nsf-tundra-permafrost-methane-east-siberian-arctic-shelf-venting/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/04/science-nsf-tundra-permafrost-methane-east-siberian-arctic-shelf-venting/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/08/17/positive-methane-feedbacks-permafrost-tundra-methane-hydrates/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/08/17/positive-methane-feedbacks-permafrost-tundra-methane-hydrates/
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[7] but 72 times as potent over 20 

years: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_warming_potential 

[8] Tundra 4: Permafrost loss linked to Arctic sea ice 

loss: http://climateprogress.org/2008/06/12/breaking-news-tundra-4-permafrost-

loss-linked-to-arctic-sea-ice-loss/ 
[9] Tundra, Part 2: The point of no 

return: http://climateprogress.org/2008/05/23/tundra-part-2-the-point-of-no-return/ 

[10] Must-read NCAR analysis warns we risk multiple, devastating global droughts even 

on moderate emissions path:http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/20/ncar-daidrought-

under-global-warming-a-review/ 
[11] Image: http://www2.ucar.edu/sites/default/files/news/2010/2060-

2069wOceanLabels.jpg 
[12] here: http://www.atmos.umd.edu/%7Ealfredo/bguan_final.pdf 

[13] Nature Geoscience study: Oceans are acidifying 10 times faster today than 55 

million years ago when a mass extinction of marine species 

occurred:http://climateprogress.org/2010/02/18/ocean-acidification-study-mass-

extinction-of-marine-life-nature-geoscience/ 
[14] Geological Society: Acidifying oceans spell marine biological meltdown ―by end of 

century‖: http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/31/geological-society-acid-ocean-

marine-lif/ 
[15] Sea levels may rise 3 times faster than IPCC estimated, could hit 6 feet by 

2100: http://climateprogress.org/2009/12/09/sea-level-rise-six-feet-three-times-faster-

than-the-ipcc-estimat/ 
[16] Satellite data stunner: ―Our data suggest that EAST Antarctica is losing mass…. 

Antarctica may soon be contributing significantly more to global sea-level 

rise.‖: http://climateprogress.org/2009/11/23/satellite-data-grace-east-antarctica-ice-

sheet-losing-mass/ 
[17] Nature: ―Dynamic thinning of Greenland and Antarctic ice-sheet ocean margins is 

more sensitive, pervasive, enduring and important than previously 

realized.‖: http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/26/nature-dynamic-thinning-of-

greenland-and-antarctic-ice-sheets-glacier/ 
[18] New study of Greenland under ―more realistic forcings‖ concludes ―collapse of the 

ice-sheet was found to occur between 400 and 560 ppm‖ of 

CO2:http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/23/greenland-ice-sheet-collapse-global-

warming-science/ 
[19] Climate researcher: ―It is my assessment that we have had the strongest melting 

since they started measuring the temperature in Greenland in 

1873.‖:http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/24/greenland-melting-noaa-2010-arctic-

report-card/ 
[20] Science: CO2 levels haven‘t been this high for 15 million years, when it was 5° to 

10°F warmer and seas were 75 to 120 feet higher — ―We have shown that this dramatic 

rise in sea level is associated with an increase in CO2 levels of about 100 

ppm.‖: http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-

high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-

were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/ 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Global_warming_potential
http://climateprogress.org/2008/06/12/breaking-news-tundra-4-permafrost-loss-linked-to-arctic-sea-ice-loss/
http://climateprogress.org/2008/06/12/breaking-news-tundra-4-permafrost-loss-linked-to-arctic-sea-ice-loss/
http://climateprogress.org/2008/05/23/tundra-part-2-the-point-of-no-return/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/20/ncar-daidrought-under-global-warming-a-review/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/20/ncar-daidrought-under-global-warming-a-review/
http://www2.ucar.edu/sites/default/files/news/2010/2060-2069wOceanLabels.jpg
http://www2.ucar.edu/sites/default/files/news/2010/2060-2069wOceanLabels.jpg
http://www.atmos.umd.edu/~alfredo/bguan_final.pdf
http://climateprogress.org/2010/02/18/ocean-acidification-study-mass-extinction-of-marine-life-nature-geoscience/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/02/18/ocean-acidification-study-mass-extinction-of-marine-life-nature-geoscience/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/31/geological-society-acid-ocean-marine-lif/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/31/geological-society-acid-ocean-marine-lif/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/12/09/sea-level-rise-six-feet-three-times-faster-than-the-ipcc-estimat/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/12/09/sea-level-rise-six-feet-three-times-faster-than-the-ipcc-estimat/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/11/23/satellite-data-grace-east-antarctica-ice-sheet-losing-mass/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/11/23/satellite-data-grace-east-antarctica-ice-sheet-losing-mass/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/26/nature-dynamic-thinning-of-greenland-and-antarctic-ice-sheets-glacier/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/26/nature-dynamic-thinning-of-greenland-and-antarctic-ice-sheets-glacier/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/23/greenland-ice-sheet-collapse-global-warming-science/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/23/greenland-ice-sheet-collapse-global-warming-science/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/24/greenland-melting-noaa-2010-arctic-report-card/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/10/24/greenland-melting-noaa-2010-arctic-report-card/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/10/18/science-co2-levels-havent-been-this-high-for-15-million-years-when-it-was-5%c2%b0-to-10%c2%b0f-warmer-and-seas-were-75-to-120-feet-higher-we-have-shown-that-this-dramatic-rise-in-sea-level-i/
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[21] Image: http://climateprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/12/SLR-PNAS-

pic.gif 
[22] Coastal studies experts: ―For coastal management purposes, a [sea level] rise of 7 

feet (2 meters) should be utilized for planning major 

infrastructure‖:http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/14/sea-level-rise-planning-coastal-

infrastructure/ 
[23] Royal Society: ―There are very strong indications that the current rate of species 

extinctions far exceeds anything in the fossil 

record.‖:http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/09/royal-society-rate-of-species-

extinctions-far-exceeds-anything-in-the-fossil-recordo/ 
[24] Biological diversity in a changing 

world,: http://rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/365/1558.toc 

[25] Science: Drought drives decade-long decline in plant 

growth: http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/19/climate-science-nasa-drought-drives-

decade-long-decline-in-plant-growth/ 
[26] here: http://earlywarn.blogspot.com/2010/08/climate-alarmism-at-science-

magazine.html 
[27] slide 26 

here: http://www.globalcarbonproject.org/carbonbudget/08/files/GCP2009_Carbon

Budget2008.pdf 
[28] this 2009 Nature Geoscience 

article: http://www.nature.com/ngeo/journal/v2/n12/full/ngeo689.html 

[29] Beetle tree kill releases more carbon than 

fires: http://climateprogress.org/2008/04/25/nature-on-stunning-new-climate-

feedback-beetle-tree-kill-releases-more-carbon-than-fires/ 
[30] Nature review of 20 years of field studies finds soils emitting more CO2 as planet 

warms: http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/25/nature-soils-carbon-dioxided-

feedback-global-warming/ 
[31] Temperature sensitivity of soil carbon fractions in boreal forest 

soil: http://www.esajournals.org/doi/full/10.1890/09-0478.1 

[32] Soil contributes to climate warming more than 

expected‖: http://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?contentid=351875&lan=en 

[33] Global Warming: Future Temperatures Could Exceed Livable Limits, Researchers 

Find:http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/100504155413.htm 

[34] UK Met Office: Catastrophic climate change, 13-18°F over most of U.S. and 27°F in 

the Arctic, could happen in 50 years, but ―we do have time to stop it if we cut greenhouse 

gas emissions soon.‖: http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-

catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/ 
[35] 4°C and beyond: http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/programme.php 

[36] here: http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/audio/1-2betts.mp3 

[37] here: http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climatechange/news/latest/four-degrees.html 

[38] M.I.T. doubles its 2095 warming projection to 10°F — with 866 ppm and Arctic 

warming of 20°F: http://climateprogress.org/2009/05/20/mit-doubles-global-

warming-projections-2/ 

http://climateprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/12/SLR-PNAS-pic.gif
http://climateprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/12/SLR-PNAS-pic.gif
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/14/sea-level-rise-planning-coastal-infrastructure/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/14/sea-level-rise-planning-coastal-infrastructure/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/09/royal-society-rate-of-species-extinctions-far-exceeds-anything-in-the-fossil-recordo/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/09/royal-society-rate-of-species-extinctions-far-exceeds-anything-in-the-fossil-recordo/
http://rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/365/1558.toc
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/19/climate-science-nasa-drought-drives-decade-long-decline-in-plant-growth/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/08/19/climate-science-nasa-drought-drives-decade-long-decline-in-plant-growth/
http://earlywarn.blogspot.com/2010/08/climate-alarmism-at-science-magazine.html
http://earlywarn.blogspot.com/2010/08/climate-alarmism-at-science-magazine.html
http://www.globalcarbonproject.org/carbonbudget/08/files/GCP2009_CarbonBudget2008.pdf
http://www.globalcarbonproject.org/carbonbudget/08/files/GCP2009_CarbonBudget2008.pdf
http://www.nature.com/ngeo/journal/v2/n12/full/ngeo689.html
http://climateprogress.org/2008/04/25/nature-on-stunning-new-climate-feedback-beetle-tree-kill-releases-more-carbon-than-fires/
http://climateprogress.org/2008/04/25/nature-on-stunning-new-climate-feedback-beetle-tree-kill-releases-more-carbon-than-fires/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/25/nature-soils-carbon-dioxided-feedback-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/03/25/nature-soils-carbon-dioxided-feedback-global-warming/
http://www.esajournals.org/doi/full/10.1890/09-0478.1
http://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?contentid=351875&lan=en
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/100504155413.htm
http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/09/28/uk-met-office-catastrophic-climate-change-could-happen-with-50-years/
http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/programme.php
http://www.eci.ox.ac.uk/4degrees/audio/1-2betts.mp3
http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climatechange/news/latest/four-degrees.html
http://climateprogress.org/2009/05/20/mit-doubles-global-warming-projections-2/
http://climateprogress.org/2009/05/20/mit-doubles-global-warming-projections-2/
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[39] U.S. National Academy of Sciences labeled as ―settled facts‖ that ―the Earth system 

is warming and that much of this warming is very likely due to human 

activities.‖: http://climateprogress.org/2010/05/19/national-academy-of-sciences-

america%e2%80%99s-climate-choices-global-warming/ 
Click here to print.   

 

LINDAôS MASON COUNTY-FINDING ON DRINKING WATER --DOES 

THIS APPLY TO DISCHARGES INTO THE WATER TABLE BY 

BIOMASS?  CAUSTIC SODA FROM CLEANING PIPES? 

 
Interesting to note the lack of enforcment from the EPA 

The Environmental Working Group released a report Monday indicating that millions of 

Americans are regularly drinking hexavalent chromium, made famous in the film "Erin 

Brockovich" as a carcinogen, through their tap water. 

The group -- whose study was first reported in a story Sunday by the Washington Post's Lyndsey 

Layton -- tested water from 35 U.S. cities and found that samples from 31 cities contained 

hexavalent chromium. The highest concentrations were found in Norman, Okla.; Honolulu; and 

Riverside, Calif. The substance had been a widely used industrial chemical for decades and has 

evidently leached into the groundwater in many areas. 

[Related: Drilling ban follows concern over flammable water] 

The EWG report states: 

  

NOTE THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS STATEMENT!!!!!!!!! 

"Despite mounting evidence of the contaminant's toxic effects, the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) has not set a legal limit for chromium-6 in tap water and does not require water 

utilities to test for it. Hexavalent chromium is commonly discharged from steel and pulp mills as 

well as metal-plating and leather-tanning facilities. It can also pollute water through erosion of 

natural deposits. 

  

"The authoritative National Toxicology Program (NTP) of the U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services has said that chromium-6 in drinking water shows 'clear evidence of 

carcinogenic activity' in laboratory animals, increasing the risk of gastrointestinal tumors. Just 

last October, a draft review by the EPA similarly found that ingesting the chemical in tap water 

is 'likely to be carcinogenic to humans.' Other health risks associated with exposure include liver 

and kidney damage, anemia and ulcers." 

[Related: Leaking ice raises tricky climate issue] 

Drinking-water supplies all over the country are increasingly tainted by chemicals used in natural 

gas drilling. And Erin Brockovich, for her part, told the EWG that she's rather astonished to find 

that hexavalent chromium is still a prospective health threat in so many communities. 

[List: America's most polluted cities] 

"It is sometimes difficult to understand why I still have to warn the public about the presence of 

hexavalent chromium in drinking water 23 years after my colleagues and I first sounded the 

alarm," Brockovich told the EWG. "This report underscores, in fairly stark terms, the health risks 

that millions of Americans still face because of water contamination." 

http://climateprogress.org/2010/05/19/national-academy-of-sciences-america%e2%80%99s-climate-choices-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/05/19/national-academy-of-sciences-america%e2%80%99s-climate-choices-global-warming/
http://climateprogress.org/2010/11/15/year-in-climate-science-climategate/print/%20/%20Print
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=11tu9mvif/*http:/www.ewg.org/chromium6-in-tap-water/executive-summary
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=12mvbsrj7/*http:/www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/18/AR2010121802810.html
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=12mvbsrj7/*http:/www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/18/AR2010121802810.html
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=10n6fho5q/*http:/yhoo.it/9BAoOE
http://news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_thelookout/20101220/ts_yblog_thelookout/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical
http://news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_thelookout/20101220/ts_yblog_thelookout/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical
http://news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_thelookout/20101220/ts_yblog_thelookout/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=10ne32ila/*http:/yhoo.it/cYX5fu
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/news/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/*http:/news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_thelookout/20101116/us_yblog_thelookout/pittsburgh-city-council-votes-to-ban-natural-gas-drilling
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=128pd8u2i/*http:/www.cbsnews.com/video/watch/?id=7054210n&tag=related;photovideo
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=128pd8u2i/*http:/www.cbsnews.com/video/watch/?id=7054210n&tag=related;photovideo
http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=10nl2umpr/*http:/yhoo.it/bCvlCf
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The list of cities found to have hexavalent chromium in the municipal water supplies are as 

follows: 

 Honolulu, HI? Bend, OR? Sacramento, CA? San Jose, CA? Los Angeles, CA? Riverside, CA? 

Las Vegas, NV? Salt Lake City, UT? Scottsdale, AZ? Phoenix, AZ? Albuquerque, NM? 

Norman, OK? Omaha, NE? Madison, WI? Milwaukee, WI? Chicago, IL? Ann Arbor, MI? 

Louisville, KY? Cincinnati, OH? Buffalo, NY? Syracuse, NY? Pittsburgh, PA? Villanova, PA? 

Boston, MA? New Haven, CT? New York, NY? Bethesda, MD? Washington, DC? Atlanta, GA? 

Tallahassee, FL? Miami, F 

 

__._,_.___ 

 

Air pollution appears to foster diabetes Findings confirm 

previously published animal data By Janet Raloff Web 

edition : Monday, October 4th, 2010 Text Size  

A pair of new studies — one in the United States, another in Germany — reports strong evidence 

that diabetes rates climb with increasing air pollution in the form of of tiny airborne particles. 

―Although previous studies had hinted at this possibility, the data were mostly from small studies 

or from animals exposed to high levels of particulate matter,‖ notes Aruni Bhatnagar, a 

cardiovascular researcher at the University of Louisville in Kentucky who did not take part in 

either study. He says the new data provide important and more rigorous evidence that real-world 

pollution may be tampering with blood sugar control in a large and growing number of people. 

Both new studies focused on tiny airborne motes spewed primarily by traffic, coal-fired power 

plants and industrial boilers. 

The new findings are particularly disturbing when set against ―an exploding pandemic, if you 

will, of type 2 diabetes, particularly in urbanized areas around the world,‖ adds cardiologist 

Sanjay Rajagopalan of the Ohio State University College of Medicine in Columbus, who is also 

unaffiliated with either new study. ―The traditional explanation for this pandemic,‖ he says, ―has 

been changes in lifestyle — diet and exercise — and increasing obesity.‖ 

Particulate pollution is emerging as another potentially important candidate for causing obesity, 

he says, owing to its ability to trigger chronic, low-grade inflammation — initially in the lung but 

also in a host of other tissues, including fat. 

Last year, Rajagopalan‘s team published data from mice that for the first time demonstrated that 

fine particulate pollution can conspire with obesity to promote metabolic disease. The 

researchers exposed animals for half a year to what‘s known as PM-2.5, airborne particulate 

matter 2.5 micrometers in diameter or smaller. All the animals ate a high-fat diet and became 

obese. 

Compared with fat mice breathing clean, filtered air, those that inhaled high but real-world 

concentrations of PM-2.5 developed chronic inflammation, insulin resistance, a propensity to 

deposit their fat around the belly and a host of other prediabetic changes. The study‘s findings 

appeared in the Feb. 3 Circulation in 2009. 

The next step was to look for signs that PM-2.5 promotes diabetes in people, and the new studies 

tackle that question, Rajagopalan contends. 

http://us.rd.yahoo.com/dailynews/yblog_thelookout/ts_yblog_thelookout/storytext/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical/39215801/SIG=11vmg7gih/*http:/static.ewg.org/reports/2010/chrome6/html/findings.html
http://news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_thelookout/20101220/ts_yblog_thelookout/study-tap-water-in-31-cities-contains-cancer-causing-chemical
http://www.sciencenews.org/view/authored/id/18/name/Janet_Raloff
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For the U.S. study, John Pearson of Children‘s Hospital Boston and his coworkers compared 

Environmental Protection Agency measurements of fine particulates in counties across the nation 

against county-by-county diabetes prevalence numbers that had been collected by the federal 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 

They found that for every 10 micrograms per cubic meter increase in average PM-2.5, diabetes 

prevalence climbed — in absolute terms — by about 1.15 percent. (For instance, the incidence in 

a county whose average particulate concentration was 15 µg/m
3
 might be 7 percent of all adults, 

versus 5.85 percent in a county where the average PM-2.5 level was just 5 µg/m
3
.) The 

probability that the observed associations are due solely to chance is less than one in 1,000, 

Pearson‘s team reports in the October Diabetes Care. 

Even after accounting for a host of known diabetes risk factors including obesity, diet, exercise 

and a community‘s population density, air pollution‘s link to the disease held, Pearson says. To 

further test the link his team reran its analyses, taking out areas of the country with high average 

pollution readings or eliminating data for ethnic groups known to be at especially high diabetes 

risk. ―And no matter how we analyzed it, the association remained strong,‖ he says. 

In the second study, epidemiologist Wolfgang Rathmann of the German Diabetes Center in 

Düsseldorf and his colleagues tallied new cases of the metabolic disease between 1990 and 2006 

among 1,775 middle-age women. All were taking part in a study probing air pollution‘s links to 

lung disease, inflammation and aging. In all, 187 of the participants developed diabetes.  

Because PM-2.5 measurements were unavailable, the researchers used proximity to roads — 

where vehicles would be a major pollution source — as a proxy for exposure to fine particulates. 

Women who developed diabetes were more likely to have lived nearest to heavily trafficked 

roads, Rathmann reports.  

Compared to the 25 percent of women living farthest from busy roads, the relative risk of 

developing diabetes was 15 percent higher for the 25 percent of women living closest to major 

roadways. The findings appear in the September Environmental Health Perspectives. That 

diabetes risk associated with PM-2.5 in this study was similar to what Pearson‘s group measured 

in comparing the quarter of counties with the highest PM-2.5 values to the 25 percent of counties 

with the least fine-particulate pollution — about a 20 percent difference. 

―There is a growing body of literature suggesting that people with diabetes may be more 

susceptible to the harmful effects of air pollution,‖ notes Gregory Wellenius of Brown University 

in Providence, R.I. These new studies suggest this hypothesis is worth investigating further, he 

says. However, the epidemiologist cautions, while such studies are useful in generating 

hypotheses, they can‘t establish causation. He says additional studies with exposure values for 

individuals will be needed to confirm or refute these apparent links. 

The big U.S. analysis is particularly interesting, Bhatnagar says, because it‘s the first to show ―in 

such a large and comprehensive study that air pollution is associated with diabetes.‖ But it does 

not address a perplexing trend, he notes: From 1994 to 2004, U.S. particulate pollution fell 

somewhat, while the prevalence of diabetes increased by between 4 and 6 percent.  
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Other written comments (pdf) 
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Attachment C:  Petitions 

 

Petition to reject permit (140 signatures): 

 

TITLE:  SAVE OUR RURAL OREGON PETITION TO OREGON 

DEQ  TO NOT ISSUE ACDP PERMIT FOR KLAMATH 

BIOENERGY AT PROPOSED SITE 

 
 DATE:  DECEMBER 15,  2010 

 

 TO:   Mark Fisher, Permit writer 

 Email:  fisher.mark@deq.state.or.us 

 Phone: 866-863-6668 (toll free) 

 

FROM:   Save Our Rural Oregon 

 

BACKGROUND 
Save Our Rural Oregon (SORO) is a group of concerned Klamath Falls citizens who are 

concerned about pollution impacts on our neighborhood and on Klamath  Falls caused by the 

proposed Klamath BioEnergy Facility being proposed for location near Klamath Falls.  The 

facility, as proposed, would be along Highway 66 and approximately 1 mile west of the Collins 

Products Facility between Klamath Falls and Keno.  Klamath BioEnergy is now applying for and 

ACDP (Air Contamination Discharge permit) to be allowed to emit a number of  unhealthy 

and hazardous pollutants from the site which will blow directly into our neighborhood and to 

all of Klamath Falls.  We ask the Oregon DEQ to critically evaluate the application for us as we 

have outlined below 

 

PETITION REQUEST 

SORO recommends that the OREGON DEQ not issue Klamath BioEnergy an ACDP (Air 

Contamination Discharge permit) for the proposed site.  We would ask that the EPA and 

DEQ do their job of enforcing laws to protect us citizens and not promote the interests of 

industry without considering the impact on us citizens. 

 

JUSTIFICATION 
 

SORO has factual proof that pollutants emitted from the plant at the proposed site 

will drastically degrade the health and quality of life of nearby residents and 

residents of Klamath Falls.  

 

1)  The plant at this location is upwind from over 5,000 nearby residents which will result in 

prevailing winds carrying deadly pollutants from the plant, its chip piles, and trucks delivering 

mailto:fisher.mark@deq.state.or.us
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chips to the plant to make a direct hit on these residents in their lungs. Our meteorological data 

has been witnessed by residents along Hwy 66 who have lived here for from 40 years to 100 

years. (KBE‘s data is for only one year from the airport). We know how variable the winds are 

and how much of the year they will blow directly from the plant onto us.  We know about the 

inversions, fog and snow days which will trap the emissions from the plant in the wetlands and 

the basin around us. (We feel that the site is really in the nonattainment air quality area because 

of this and the fact it is only 1 mile outside the bad air area.) 

We have evaluated their emissions data and know it is very much under estimated when 

compared to similar sized plants.  This allows them to be declared only a minor polluter, not 

subject to more rigid air quality standards 

 

2)  The plant will be the major polluter in our neighborhood(in fact, SORO estimates that it 

will be the SECOND largest polluter in all of Klamath County.) 

 

3)  We know dispersion modeling engineering  principles that say that Biomass pollution  

creates the most deadly concentrations of pollutants when they are delivered at stack 

height before they have had time to disperse in the atmosphere.  It is noted that the majority 

of our residents live at or near stack height(in a zone slightly below stack height to a zone 

slightly above stack height).  Our pollution Tscreen analysis, made up by our  environmental 

engineer, using our topography shows what a direct hit the plant will make on our residents.  

Also, considering the demographics of our residents--we are earmarked as the most 

vulnerable type of population to become sick from this pollution.(The majority of our 

residents are older retired people and young families) We have research data that shows that 

there are no safe levels of PM2.5 Biomass emissions which recent studies have found(new 

science on air quality) and that truck PM2.5 pollution is the leading cause of heart attacks and 

strokes according to the a May 2010 American Heart association study) In some instances even 

one exposure of PM2.5 can be deadly. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

SORO has factual proof that the POLLUTION PROBLEMS caused by this 

site location are impossible to fix by any level of improved plant design 

because of prevailing winds, inversions, and topography. 

 

REFERENCES 
 

EPA STUDY REQUEST 

EVALUATION OF ACDP PERMIT (NESCO MODELING DATA) AND EMISSION 

COMPARISIONS OF OTHER COMPARABLE PLANTS 

ASC (Application for Site Certificate) draft evaluation 

BIOMASS HEALTH IMPACT FOR NEARBY SUBURBS 

MEDICAL RESEARCH by the American Lung Association and American Hearth Association 
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SIGNATURES 
 

Petition to extend comment period and relocate the plant (86 signatures): 

 

TITLE:  PETITION FOR A TIME EXTENSION OF ACDP 

COMMENT PERIOD for SORO 

 

DATE:  DECEMBER 15,  2010 

 

TO:   Mark Fisher, Permit writer 

 Email:  fisher.mark@deq.state.or.us 

 Phone: 866-863-6668 (toll free) 

 

FROM:   Save Our Rural Oregon 

 

PETITION REQUEST 

Save Our Rural Oregon (SORO) requests that the DEQ extend the citizens comment 

period against issuance of an ACDP(Air Contamination Discharge permit) to KLAMATH 

BIOENERGY for an appropriate length of time as outlined below 

 

JUSTIFICATION 

SORO has factual proof that the DEQ or ODOE made no notification of the ACDP 

public hearing or comment period to SORO.  The final draft of the application for 

the ACDP permit was dated Sept. 2010 and the ODOE or DEQ focal points(to 

whom SORO has sent 100‘s of emails) failed to notify us.  When I asked them 

about the lack of notification after I found out about the public hearing through the 

grapevine, they said: ―it is your responsibility to find out when important issues 

that affect you come up.   Our environmental engineer says the contrary about this: 

 
―The EPA and Oregon DEQ are supposed to make this information available to the public in a 

timely manner. If they do not, they can be forced to provide the public with more time to review 

the information.  The Oregon DEQ scheduling the public meeting and comment period when it is 

more difficult for folks to attend the meeting due to weather, holidays, etc. is not very 

cooperative or friendly to the public.‖ 

 

 

EXTENSION TIME LENGTH  

It is only fair that the DEQ give a three (3) month extenstion to SORO to make 

significant comments against the issuance of the permit.  This will mitigate and 

match the 3 months of our valuable research time that was lost due to the lack of 

notifications of the Public hearing and Comments period( Sept 2010 through 

mailto:fisher.mark@deq.state.or.us
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November 2010) 

 

WHAT USE WILL SORO MAKE OF THE ADDITIONAL TIME? 

 
1)  SORO will research and study laws on permitting, pollution impact and methods of 

calculating pollution estimates and make emission comparisons with other similar sized 

plants(NESCO has had a team of experts--PHD‘s working for almost a year to develop the 

emission estimates) 

 

2.  Allow us time to make many more significant and reliable comments they may make a 

difference in the evaluation decision. 

 

3)  Allow our environmental engineer time to run dispersion modeling software with our 

neighborhoods and site data under worst condition scenarios to see the real impact on us and the 

rest of Klamath Falls 

 

4)  Give us time to prove that the applicant‘s are applying for the wrong pollution permit--ACDP 

Permit is the wrong permit.  We will prove that they are a major polluter and need to apply for a 

PSD (Prevention of Significant deterioration of air quality) permit. (these incinerators are not a 

minor polluter) 

 

NOTE: 

SORO will continue to send in comments to the DEQ, ODOE and EPA past the December 

21
st
 comment period dead line, even if you donôt approve the comment period time 

extension.  Because it is our right as impacted citizens to ask you , the DEQ to do your job 

and protect us from pollution that will drastically impact our health and quality of life. 
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Attachment D:  List of people commenting on the draft permit 

 

Name Format 

Edith Mattingly Oral comments at hearing 

Jeffery E Davis Oral comments at hearing 

Fred Charks Oral comments at hearing 

Lloyd E. Davis     Oral comments at hearing 

Peter Colacino Oral comments at hearing 

Paul Fouch Oral comments at hearing 

L & M Sargent Oral comments at hearing 

Nancy Watkins Oral comments at hearing 

Kenneth Watkins Oral comments at hearing 

Pauletta Welker Oral comments at hearing 

Joyce Barrett Oral comments at hearing, pdf attachment to e-mail 

Robert and Arlene Akers e-mail 

Charles Cheryl Medill e-mail 

Vicki Strickland e-mail 

Leon Williams e-mail 

Eric Schreiner e-mail 

Catherine Cappel e-mail 

Carol Klepper e-mail 

YŜǾƛƴ hΩbŜƛƭ e-mail 

Cathleen Colacino e-mail 

Peter Colacino e-mail 

Edith and Daniel Mattingly Letter 

Kenneth Watkins Pdf attachment to e-mail 

John Rivers ς Klamath Falls Bioenergy Pdf attachment to e-mail 

Bruce Thompson ς Klamath Falls Bioenergy Pdf attachment to e-mail 

Paul Fauch ς SORO Oral comments at hearing, e-mail, letters, petitions 

 


