Manufacturers & Chemical Industry
Council of North Carolina

March 7, 2003

Ms. Marion Deerhake
2108 St. Mary’s Street
Raeigh, NC 27608

Subject: Proposa to Amend Hydrogen Sulfide AAL
Dear Ms. Deerhake:

At the February 2003 Air Qudity Committee meeting, you had the opportunity to hear
severd presentations concerning a proposd to revise the Acceptable Ambient Leve
(AAL) for hydrogen sulfide. Asyou will recdl, the existing AAL is 2100 ug/m3, and the
Science Advisory Board (SAB) has offered three options for revising the AAL, two of
which are a 1-hour AAL and two of which are 24-hour AAL’s. The three options are:
56 ug/m3 (1-hr), 33 ug/m3 (24-hr), and 120 ug/m3 (24-hr).

During my presentation to the Committee on behdf of the four members of the
Manufacturers and Chemical Industry Council of North Carolina (MCIC) who are
directly and significantly impacted by the proposdl, | referenced comments that MCIC
had received from severa sources that we consulted during our evauation of the SAB’s
conclusons aswell asthe overal impact of the EMC' s adoption of any one of the SAB’s
options. Attached are copies of two documents. Thefirg, titled “NCASI Comments on
the North Carolina Scientific Advisory Board on Toxic Air Pollutants Toxicity
Assessment for Hydrogen Sulfide”, was prepared by Dr. Vickie Tatum of NCAS (This
document also includes alist of the 11 studies that | referenced during my presentation).
Dr. Tatum isatoxicologist by education and training, is an expert in hydrogen sulfide
toxicology, and has studied hydrogen sulfide toxicology for more than a decade.

The second document, a memorandum addressed to my from Bruce A. Ddton, MD,
FACOEM, contains the comments and observations that Dr. Daton offered with respect
to hisreview of both the SAB’ s recommendations and a memorandum from Dr. Luanne
Williams concerning the hedth impacts costs associated with hydrogen sulfide exposure.
Dr. Ddton isthe Contract Medical Director for Weyerhaeuser Corporation and regularly
consults with Weyerhaeuser and other companies on medica issues associated with
occupational and environmental exposure to various contaminants.

During the February meeting, severd questions were asked concerning the reductionsin
hydrogen sulfide that would be realized under each of the AAL options offered by the
SAB, aswell as the cogt attendant to each option. Emission reductions that would be
necessary to comply with the 1-hour AAL of 56 ug/m3, aswell as the cogts to achieve
those reductions are currently known. Each of the companies worked for several months



to develop those cost etimates. However, it is not possible at this juncture, without
further detalled andysis of Ste emissons a each plant Site, to determine areasonably
religble estimate of cost for the other two AAL options.

What we do know at this point isthat both the emission reductions achieved and the
expenditures necessary to achieve those reductions will be dramatically different for the
pulp and paper sites, depending upon whether or not the wastewater collection and
treatment systems at those Sites are exempted from the air toxics rule. Thisis true because
the emissions from the wastewater treatment plants at pulp and paper facilities condtitute
such ahigh percentage of tota ste hydrogen sulfide emissons. In fact, the hydrogen
aulfide emissons from the pulp mill wastewater treetment systems congtitute such alarge
percentage of the overal plant Ste emissons that if those wastewater trestment plant
emissons are exempted, the paper mills may be able to comply with the hydrogen sulfide
AAL without any sgnificant expenditure of capitd. If wastewater trestment plant
emissions for the pulp and paper companies are not excluded, the costs to comply with
ether of the AAL options (1-hour or 24-hour) isthe same, and the technology
improvements necessary to comply would consist of abandoning the existing wastewater
lagoons at four of the five mill Stes and congtruction of ether activated dudge or high
purity oxygen (UNOX type) wastewater trestment systems (the exception is one mill
where activated dudge technology is aready employed — that mill would have to cover
al of the activated dudge system, collect the gases, and incinerate the gases elsewhere in
the mill). From an operation and maintenance standpoint the costs, though currently not
quantified, will be increased as the period over which complianceis measured is
diminished (more operationd flexibility with 24-hour AAL than with 1-hour AAL).

The sameisnot true for the phosphate mill. Plant point source emissions, rather than
wadtewater trestment plant emissions, make up the large percentage of the phosphate mill
emissons. Emisson reductions necessary to comply with the three AAL options are:

3.47 million pounds — 56 ug/m3; 3.36 million pounds — 33 ug/m3; and 3.29 million
pounds — 120 ug/m3. The cost to comply with the 24-hour AAL of 33 ug/m3is 13% less
than the cost to comply with the 1-hour AAL of 56 ug/m3. The cogt to comply with the
24-hour AAL of 120 ug/m3 is 53% less than the cost to comply with the 1-hour AAL of
56 ug/m3 and 46% less than the cost to comply with the 24-hour AAL of 33 ug/m3.

There has been consderable discussion about hydrogen sulfide emissions from hog

farms. We believe that there is no sgnificant difference between hydrogen sulfide
emissions from hog farms in North Carolinaand hog farmsin the midwest. However,
Divison of Air Qudity saff commented at the February meeting that there were mgjor
differences due to both pH and purple sulfur bacteria concentrations. If you so desire, we
can provide additiond information to support our postion that thereis no clear

digtinction between hog lagoon emissions of hydrogen sulfide in the midwest and in

North Carolina. We continue to believe that hydrogen sulfide emissons generated by
anima waste handling facilities condtitute approximately 85% of the total hydrogen

aulfide emissonsin North Carolina.



| recognize that the task before you is daunting. However, in light of the dozen or so
additiond amendmentsto air toxic AAL’ sthat the EMC will take up following the action
on hydrogen sulfide, and the precedent(s) that may be established by your actions on
hydrogen sulfide, | urge you to take your time and carefully consder not just the hedth
issues, but al of the economic and socid ramifications of your decison aswel. Asl

sad at the February meeting, the easiest course for the EMC to tekeisto smply defer to
the highly respected members of the SAB to make the decison onthe AAL. However, to
do so would be a tremendous disservice to the people of our state, and would be contrary
to the EMC'srole asthe sat€' s “risk manager”. Inthat role, as set out in Article 21,
Chapter 143-211 of the North Carolina Genera Statutes, you have the difficult task of
setting sandards that are “ designed to protect human hedlth, to prevent injury to plant

and animd life, to prevent damage to public and private property, to insure the continued
enjoyment of the naturd attractions of the State, to encourage the expansion of
employment opportunities, to provide a permanent foundation for healthy industrial
development and to secure for the people of North Carolina, now and in the future, the
beneficial uses of these great natural resources.” (emphasis added)

MCIC and its member companies stand ready to assst you in any way possble. Please

do not hesitate to call me (919-834-9459, ext 31) if you have questions or if | can be of
further assstance.

Sincerdly,

A. Preston Howard, Jr. P.E.
President

cc. Secretary Bill Ross
Mr. Keith Overcash



