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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Suite 300 Metro Square Building, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

291-6359

TO: Hennepin County Waste to Energy Project Commenters

FROM: Soild Waste Division

SUBJECT: Final Environmental Impact Statement Hennepin County,· Waste to Energy
Project

The EIS for the Hennepin County Resource Recovery project has been revised in
response to comments from many commentors. The Human Health Risk assessment in
the draft EIS (part I section 4.3) has been rewritten. The Human Health risk
section now includes the data from over 21 plants and provides a range of
possible risk and a community health risk assessment. The response to comments
(part III) has been revised to address the comments received from the public
concerning the draft of the final EIS (part III, dated May 1986). The material
included for committee review includes the sections of the draft final that
have been altered from the draft final ElS. The material includes a revised
table of contents for part III, sections 1, 2, and 3 of the final EIS (part
III) and the revised Human Health Risk assessment (part I, section 4.3).
Together with sections 4 and 5 of the draft final EIS (part III, sections 4,
5) it comprises the final EIS.

The EIS has been revised to accommodate the concerns expressed by commentors to
the greatest extent possible. The Minnesota Department of Health and the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency have been consulted concerning the content
and analysis of issues for the final EIS. The staff has not been able to
derive a health risk estimate of alternate solid waste management methods.
Data does not currently exist for the derivation of risk estimates from
composting or landfilling of waste. Commentors have pointed out areas where
additional response would be appropriate. The staff has included information
on a number of topics including potential disposal of ash and nature of ash
materials and additional information on potential alternatives. The
alternatives discussion does not detail the potential impacts of other
alternatives not included in the EIS scoping process due to a lack of data.

The Council staff has attempted to provide the most complete and objective
information concerning the proposed resource recovery project. The EIS is not
intended to be the definitive answer to all the technical questions surrounding
the proposed project. The discussion of what constitutes an adequate EIS is
covered in the Environmental Quality Board rules. The contents of the final
EIS has been carefully reviewed for accuracy and completeness. If you have any
questions regarding this document please call John Rafferty at 291-6459.
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4.3 HU}U\N HEALTH

The attached section, 4.3 Human Health Risk, is a replacement

for the original text in the Draft EIS. The original version

of the Human Health Risk section should be replaced with the

attached section.



4.3 HUMAN HEALTH

The section regarding human health has been significantly revised in response
to comments of the draft document. The section has been completely rewritten
and the original health risk section should be disregarded.

4.3.1 Introduction

The combustion of municipal solid waste has been found to result in the
emission of trace quantities of various heavy metals and organic materials.
Because of the potential toxicity of many of these compounds, it is important
that the emissions from facilities burning municipal refuse be evaluated to
define the risk to public health. This section addresses the emission of such
compounds, termed non criteria pollutants, from the proposed Hennepin County
refuse recovery facility and the potential for associated human health
effects. These compounds are identified as non-criteria pollutants since
specific standards have not been established by regulatory agencies such as the
U.S. EPA for emission.

A literature review was conducted to determine the compounds indentified in
resource recovery facility emissions. The compounds identified as present in
sufficiently high concentrations to potentially impact human health were
selected for further analysis. Facilities from North America and Europe were
identified as producing variable emissions results for determining the
potential environmental concentrations of the target pollutants. Routes of
exposure were evaluated and calculated for each compound to provide a daily
dose rate. The daily dose rate was evaluated to assess the incidence of
disease from exposure to pollutants. A community-based risk assessment is
provided to show the excess morbidity in the affected population.

4.3.2 Pollutants Evaluated

A comprehensive review of available literature on the subject of toxic
emissions from municipal refuse incinerators was conducted in an effort to
develop a data base of those chemicals and chemical categories most frequently
found in flue gas emissions from municipal waste incinerators. This includes
data contained in the open literature such as professional journals and
published reports. A bibliography of all the pertinent citations contained in
the literature review is provided. These data are believed to represent the
most up-to-date data set pertinent to flue gas emissions from these facilities
worldwide.

4.3.2.1 Comprehensive List of Toxic Emissions

A summary listing of the chemical categories and individual components is
provided in Table 4.3-1. This listing is comprised of those constituents which
have appeared most frequently in the open literature as components of flue gas
emissions from municipal refuse incineration systems. The section to follow
will focus on the selection of data from this data base for incorporation into
the project emissions inventory for use in this analysis.

4.3.2.2 Health Impact of Target Compounds

The target compound classes listed in Table 4.3-1 provide the basis for
determining the compound that will be evaluated in the health risk
~alculations. The following are brief profiles on the toxicity of compounds
which might be emitted from the facility (see Table 4.3-1). They are intended
to identify which emissions should be subjected to detailed risk analysis.
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TABLE 4.3-1

"TARGET" COMPOUND INVENTORY - NON-CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS

IDENTIFIED IN THE OPEN LITERATURE AS BEING CONTAINED IN FLUE GAS

EMISSIONS FROM THE INCINERATION OF MUNICIPAL REFUSE

(SEE BIBLIOGRAPHY FOR LITERATURE CITED)

Chlorinated Phenols
Dichlorophenols
Trichlorophenols
Tetrachlorophenols
Pentachlorophenol (PCP)

Chlorinated Benzenes
Pentachlorobenzene
Hexachlorobenzene
Dichlorobenzenes
Trichlorobenzenes
Tetrachlorobenzenes

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
Monochlorobiphenyls
Dichlorobiphenyls
Trichlorobiphenyls
Tetrachlorobiphenyls
Pentachlorobiphenyls
Hexachlorobiphenyls
Heptachlorobiphenyls
Octachlorobiphenyls
Nonachlorbiphenyls
Decachlorobiphenyl

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)
Chrysene
Benzo(a)pyrene
Benzo(2)pyrene
Benzo(a)anthracene
Coronene
Fluoranthene
Fluorene
Anthracene
Pyrene
Methylnaphthalene(s)
Biphenyl
Naphthalene
Acenaphthylene
Acenapthene
Phenanthrene
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene

Chlorinated Dibenzodioxins (PCDDs)
Monochlorodibenzodioxins
Dichlorodibenzodioxins
Trichlorodibenzodioxins

Chlorinated Dibenzodioxins (Cont.)
Tetrachlordibenzodioxins (TCDDs)
Pentachlorodibenzodioxins
Hexachlorodibenzodioxins
Heptachlorodibenzodioxins
Octachlorodibenzodioxin

Chlorinated Dibenzofurans (PCDF)
Monochlorodibenzofurans
Dichlorodibenzofurans
Trichlorpdibenzofurans
Tetrachlorodibenzofurans ,(TCDF)
Pentachlorodibenzofurans
Hexachlorodibenzofurans
Heptachlorodibenzofurans
Octachlorodibenzofuran

Metals
Antimony (Sb)
Beryllium (Be)
Lead (Pb)
Mercury (Hg)
Vanadium (V)
Manganese (Mn)
Molybdenum (Mo)
Tin (Sn)
Cadmium (Cd)
Chromium (Cr)
Copper (Cu)
Nickel (Ni)
Zinc (Zn)
Arsenic (As)
Selenium (Se)
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Arsenic: Arsenic is an irritant of the skin, mucous membranes, and GI tract.
Acute toxicity for ingestion results in vomiting, diarrhea, and cardiovascular
effects. Acute exposure to airborne arsenic, absorbed on particles, causes
conjunctivitis and pharyngitis. Chronic inhalation of arsenic has been
associated with pulmonary cancer in producers of arsenical pesticides and
smelter workers. Some studies have associated increased cancer risk with high
levels of arsenic in drinking water. Arsenic exists in more than one oxidation
state, and it appears that trivalent arsenic is more toxic than pentavalent
arsenic, while metallic arsenic is only minimally toxic. Total arsenic is
generally considered in risk assessments because analytical methods for
speciation are difficult and the species associated with carcinogenesis has not
been determined (USEPA, 1984a). Therefore, arsenic will be sUbjected to a
detailed risk analysis.

Beryllium: Beryllium produces toxic effects through all routes of exposure,
however the major health hazard is through inhalation. Occupational exposure
to beryllium produces lesions of the lungs, a chronic disease known as
berylliosis. Inhalation of elemental beryllium and certain beryllium­
containing compounds have been reported to cause cancer. in animals.
Carcinogenicity has not been demonstrated in man or animals exposed to
beryllium by ingestion. Cancer risk analysis of beryllium will only address
the inhalation route of exposure.

Cadmium: Cadmium is associated with both acute and chronic toxicity. Acute
doses by ingestion produce severe gastrointestinal signs including nausea,
vomiting, salivation and diarrhea. By the inhalation route, acute exposure is
associated with pulmonary edema while longer-term exposures are associated with
flu-like symptoms, and emphysema with fibrotic changes of lung tissue. By any
route cadmium affects the kidneys, blood, and possibly the cardiovascular,
reproductive, and skeletal system. Cadmium workers have been reported to be at
risk of prostrate and lung cancer. Because of these reports, the risk
assessment for cadmium will be based on carcinogenic potency. No carcinogenic
response to this compound has been observed with ingested doses (EPA, 1984), so
inhalation exposure alone will be analyzed.

Chlorinated benzenes: The chlorination of benzene can yield 12 different
compounds. It has been found that toxicity differs at least in potency, and
perhaps qualitatively, among individual members of this chemical class. Most
chlorinated benzenes appear to have effects on the reticuloendothelial and
hematopoetic systems, liver and kidneys. Only hexachlorobenzene has been
associated with carcinogenesis. EPA documents are inconsistent in their
opinion on whether sufficient data exists to analyze risk from long term
exposure to chlorinated benzenes, except for hexachlorobenzene. In the cases
where analysis has been performed (EPA, 1980), acceptable daily intakes (ADI)
were calculated at hundreds of ug/kg/day. Only hexachlorobenzene was subjected
to further analysis.

Chlorinated phenols: Toxicologic data is sufficient for detailed risk analysis
of 2,4,6-trichlorophenol and pentachlorophenol only. No other chlorinated
phenols will be subjected to a detailed risk analysis. The trichlorophenol is
an animal carcinogen, and pentachlorophenol is suggested to be a teratogen and
fetotoxic agent.

Chromium: Chromium dusts and chromic acid are extremely irritating and have
produced conjunctivitis, bronchitis, and dermatitis in humans occupationally
exposed. Kidney damage has been observed in experimental animals exposed to
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chromium salts. Chromium exists in three oxidation states (Cr+2, Cr+3, and
Cr+6), as elemental chromium metal, or alloyed with other metals. Trivalent
and hexavalent chromium are predominant. It is believed that hexavalent
chromium compounds are substantailly more toxic than trivalent compounds.
There is a good epidemiologic evidence that inhalation of certain Cr+6 are
carcinogenic. Carginogenicity has not been demonstrated in man or animals
exposed to chromium by routes other than inhalation. Thus, cancer risk
analysis of chromium will only address the inhalation route of exposure (USEPA,
1984).

Copper: Copper is of relatively low toxic potency. Inhalation of copper fume
is associated with pulmonary effects, but the concentrations required are
beyond those that would realistically be associated with the facility. Thus,
further risk analysis was not performed.

Lead: Lead has toxic effects on the blood, gastrointestinal'tract, central
nervous system and, after prolonged exposure, the kidneys. Peripheral nerves
are also affected by lead poisoning. Lead chromate is a suspect carcinogen,
but the data are inadequate to make a positive determination. Lead may be
absorbed via various routes so that total lead exposure must be considered in
the risk assessment.

Manganese: Inhalation of manganese fume is associated with pulmonary and
neurological effects, but the concentrations required are beyond those that
would realistically be associated with the facility. Chronic inhalation
exposure to low levels of manganese increase the prevalence of pneumonia and
bronchitis without the effect on the nervous system (EPA, 1983). Ingestion
exposure, except at high levels, is not associated with untoward effect,
probably because the element is poorly absorbed by the gastrointestinal tract.
Detailed risk analysis will focus only on inhalation exposure to manganese.

Mercury: Exposure to mercury in most forms is associated with a high degree of
toxicity. Acute exposures produce irritation of the respiratory and
gastrointestinal tracts. Elemental metallic mercury causes behavioral effects
and other nervous system damage. Inorganic mercury salts do not cross the
blood/brain barrier but will produce kidney damage. Divalent mercury is
sUbstantially more toxic in this regard than the monovalent form. Organic
mercury compounds reach the central nervous system easily, producing behavioral
and motor changes. Organic mercury can cross the placental barrier and cause
devastating and irreversible neurologic damage to the fetus. Therefore,
mercury will be subjected to a detailed risk analyses.

Nickel: Nickel toxicity is dependent on the form of nickel and its route of
exposure. Contact with nickel produces dermatitis. Additionally, a small
proportion of the population exhibits nickel allergy which is presumably like
other allergic reactions in not being dose dependent. The toxicity of nickel
by the oral route is low, partly because of intestinal absorption of nickel is
low. The main effect in oral ingestion appears to be gastric irritation.
Inhalation but not ingestion of certain nickel compounds is associated with
cancer of the respiratory tract. Common practice is to consider only
inhalation exposures in analysis of cancer risk. The inhalation pathway will
be considered in this analysis as well.

Polychlorinated biphenyls: Polychlorinated biphenyls possess essentially the
same toxic properties as the polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and dibenzofurans,
detailed of the dibenzodioxins and dibenzofurans. Polychlorinated biphenyls
will be subjected to a detailed risk analysis.
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Polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and dibenzofurans: Chlorinated dibenzodioxins
and dibenzofurans are considered together because they have identical toxic
properties. The potency of toxic effect is highly variant among the members of
the group, however. Mono through trichloro substitutions of dioxins and furans
will not be considered in the risk assessment because their toxicity is minimal
relative to higher chlorinated isomers in the class (EPA, 1985). The remaining
dioxin and furan isomers will be subjected to detailed risk analysis. Acute
human response to accidental dibenzodioxin exposure results in mucous membrane
and dermal irritation if the exposure is via inhalation. Regardless of
exposure route, the acute toxic signs are followed (within days to weeks) by
chloracne skin eruptions, hyperpigmentation of the skin, psychopathological
changes and other disorders. Equivalent signs are seen with lower-level
subacute to chronic exposure. Most experimental toxicologic study has centered
on 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro-p-dibenzodioxin (2,3,7,8 TCDD), which has been
demonstrated to be among the most potent animal toxins known. Animal data on
2,3,7,8 TCDD and other specific isomers of polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and
dibenzofurans yield results comparable to human observations, with the
exception of chloracne. Other animal studies indicated that the compounds are
potent teratogens, embryotoxins, and carcinogens, but these effects have not
been unequivocally observed in man.

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAR): This is a large group of compounds
grouped on the basis of chemical character (multiple aromatic rings). The
toxic actions of the members of the class are not equivalent in either a
qualitative or quantitative sense. PAH tend to have very low acute toxicity
(IARC, 1983). The health effect of major concern for PAH is cancer following
long-term exposure via any route, but this is a toxic property of only a
portion of the chemical class. Cancer risk analysis is further complicated by
variance in carcinogenic PAH will be subjected to risk analysis. These are
noted in Table 4.3-1.

Selenium: Selenium dust is an irritant to mucous membranes and the lungs.
Long term exposure by ingestion or inhalation in humans has been associated
with lassitude, dermatitis, halitosis, poor teeth and nails, hair loss, and
chronic gastrointestinal disease (Be1iles, 1978). There'is no compelling
evidence that selenium is carcinogenic. As the doses producing toxic effect
are well in excess of that realistically expected from the facility, and
because selenium at low levels is an essential nutrient, further risk analysis
will not be performed.

Tin: Tin is of relatively low toxic potency. Although long term inhalation
exposure to the metal is associated with pulmonary effects, the toxic
concentrations are well beyond those that would realistically be associated
with the facility (Stokinger, 1978). ThUS, further risk analysis will not be
performed.

Vanadium: The toxicity of vanadium is limited to pulmonary dysfuncton upon
inhalation of vanadium pentoxide in concentrations well in excess of those
which might be emitted at the facility (Stokinger, 1978). The metal will not
be subjected to detailed risk assessment.

Zinc: With the exception of some irritant salts (ZnC12) the metal is
without toxicity unless inhaled in high doses as a fume. Because of its
limited toxicity, and the fact that zinc is an essential nutrient at low
levels, this element will not be SUbjected to detailed risk analysis.
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In summary, ten compounds or compound groups have been selected for risk
analysis based on carcinogenicity. They are: arsenic, beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, hexachlorobenzene, nickel, polychlorinated biphenyls, polychlorinated
dibenzodioxins and dibenzofurans, carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons, and trichlorophenols. Four other compounds were determined to be
of concern due to other toxic effects. They are: pentachlorophenol, lead,
manganese, and mercury. Copper, tin, selenium, vanadium, and zinc have been
eliminated as emissions of concern, as have certain members of the compound
classes chlorinated benzenes, chlorinated phenols, and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons.

No data has been found on molydenum and antimony. Both compounds are nutrients
in true qualities and do not appear to be prevalent in the waste stream.

Potency slopes have been developed for the potentially carcinogenic emissions
identified above. An alternate revised home health impacts of low level
exposures is defined by the Acceptable Daily Intakes (ADI's) of compounds that
are not thought to be carcinogenic. The greater the potency slope for a
compound the more toxic the compound is felt to be. The lower the ADI for a
compound the more toxic the compound is felt to be. Table 4.3-2 provide the
listing of the compounds of interest and their associated potency slopes and
ADI's. More information on ADI's may be found in the U.S. EPA report "Summary
of Current and Acceptable Daily Intakes for Systemic Toxicants," May 1984. The
Bay Area Resource Recovery Facility Project Application for Certification,
Appendix J: Supplemental Environmental Information Health Risk Assessment,
1984, provides more details on the specific hazards of toxic pollutants.
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TABLE 4.3-2

Potency Slopes and ADI's*

For Target Resource Recovery

Pollutants

Pollutant

2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin(TCDD)
Hexachlorobenzene
Trichlorophenol
Total Polychlorinatedphenols (PCB's)
Arsenic
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Nickel
Polynuclear aromatichydrocarbons (PAH)

(as benzo(a)pyrene)
Pentachlorophenol
Antimnony
Lead
Manganese
Mercury
Copper
Tin
Selenium
Vanadium
Zinc

*UR - Under Review
!tADI - Acceptable Daily Intake

Potency Slope
mg/kg/day

156,000
1.67

.0199
4.34

15
2.6
6.1

41
1.15

11.5

ADI
mg/day

7.0

UR
0.15
1.5

2.1
0.29
UR*

.74
0.020

0.70

UR*

Source: USEPA
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4.3.3 Emissions Data Base

4.3.3.1 Data Selection Criteria

The data base of emissions from municipal incinerators was refined to select
data representative of potential emissions from the proposed facility. The
following four criteria were used in selecting the data for inclusion in the
analyses.

Municipal Waste Incineration

All facilites included in the data base burn exclusively municipal solid waste
in some form. Facilities which burn other fuels such as coal, would obviously
emit pollutants different from that for a waste burning facility; and would
therefore not be applicable to the proposed project.

Information Regarding Facility Operations

Combu~tion efficiency is a useful indicator to describe the results of the
burning process. Although it has not been conclusively demonstrated that there
is a one-to-one correlation between combustion efficiency and emissions of
dioxins and furans, it appears that "in most cases the combustion efficiency
has been high and emissions low." Dioxins from Scandinavian Waste Combustion
Plants, Thomas Oberg, Envrionmental Consultant as Studsvik AB, 5-611-82,
NyKoping, Sweden 98s). This paper suggests that some relationship may exist
between increased temperatures and reduced dioxin and furan emissions, although
this has not been conclusively proven.

Some information on the facility tested is essential to determine if the
reported test results are valid. If data such as the age of a facility is not
available, the emissions data should be excluded. For example, test data for a
facility built and designed using 1950's technology would not be expected to
operate as efficiently as a modern plant or an older plant which has been
significantly modified to incorporate the most recent combustion technology.
Plant operating data were obtained for location, incinerator type, capacity,
and technology utilized.

The study previously mentioned by Oberg indicates that "Evidently flue gas
emissions of chlorinated aromatics can be reduced both through improvements of
combustion, as well as by different flue gas cleaning systems. A first step to
reduce high emission should always be to improve combustion conditions since,
such measures are the most effective" (Oberg, Op Cit, p.3). Efficiency is
related to three operational parameters: time, temperature and turbulence.
Residence time and high temperatures result in a more complete burning of fuels
as evidenced by reduced emissions of CO. The mixing of air exposes increased
surface area thus allowing increased oxygen to react with otherwise unburnt
fuels.

The emissions tests referred to by Oberg were performed at two Swedish
incinerators with results indicating a reduction in CO emission from 1520 to
190 parts per million (ppm) with a consequent reduction in TCDD from 1500
nanograms per cubic meter (ng/m3) to 26 ng/m3). At the Avesta facility CO
was reduced from 100 ppm to 20 ppm and tCDD from 130 to 0.18 ng/m3•
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Pollution Control

Facilities included in the data base must have been equipped with some form of
pollution control device. Journal articles have indicated that both ESPs and
scrubber/baghouse pollution control devices can be effective in removing PCDD
and PCDF emissions. An article entitled "Joy/Niro Spray Dryer Absorption Flue
Gas Cleaning System" (J.R. Donnelly, Joy Manufacturing Coompany, Acid Gas
Dioxin Control Conference, Wash. D.C. p. 19 November, 1985), indicated that
initial measurements have shown high removal efficiencies (for dry scrubbers in
particular) for dioxins and furans.

In a report prepared by Floyd Hasselries, P.E., "Refuse Combustion and Effects
on Trace Organic Emissions," presented at the U.S. Conference of Mayors, Fifth
Annual Resource Recovery Conference, March 19-21, 1986, it is suggested that
well designed and optimally functioning incinerators operate with low CO
emissions and subsequently low emissions of dioxins and furans •. This article
suggests that dioxin and furan emissions are a function of operating
characteristics including: temperature, residence time, pollution control
eguipment and maintenance procedures. The proposed facility will be equipped
with a dry scrubber and bag hose pollution control system.

Data Quality Must be Verifiable

Each data set was examined in light of a number of quality control/quality
assurance criteria in an effort to establish reliability. If the data could
not be verified, they would not be utilized in the data base. The data quality
criteria in general conform to those adopted by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency for use with state-of-the-art flue gas monitoring concerning
sample location, sample duration and collection, instrument location, and
method blanks to name only a few (Harris, 1983; EPA 1985).

4.3.3.2 Facilities Included in Emissions Data Base for Dioxin and Furan
Emissions

Table 4.3-3 lists the facilities which were included in the data base for
development of an emissions rate for dioxins and furans from the proposed
project. Twenty-one facilities located in North America and Europe met the
primary selection criteria. Of that sample of acceptable data, four RDF
facilities were included. Since the emissions from the RDF burning facilities
varies for this small sample, but falls within the range of values for mass
burn plants, they were included with all other incineration facilities. It is
possible that waste composition (i.e., unprocessed MSW versus RDF) may affect
dioxin and furan emissions, but there is not evidence of such an effect in the
data.

Data from six Italian facilities were excluded form the data base due to a lack
of information pertaining to facility operations. The information available on
the results of the testing of the Italian facilities was reported in
Chemosphere Vol. II., No.9, pp. 859-856, 1982. Unfortunately, the article
does not provide any information on the type of facilites tested, their age,
operating temperature or pollution control devices. As a result it is not
apparent that these facilities are representative of a modern resource recovery
facility, and therefore, were excluded from the data base. The specific
facilities excluded include: five German facilities; Italy 1 through 6;
Sweden Eksjo; and two U.S. facilities.
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4.3.3.3 Facilities Included in the Emissions Data Base for Metals and Select
Organics

The selection criteria employed to select the facilities for inclusion in the
emissions data base for metals and selected organics were identical to those
employed for the dioxins and furans. The Compounds for which data was obtained
are:

Chlorinated Benzenes
Chlorinated Phenols
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH)
Arsenic
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Copper
Mercury
Lead
Manganese
Nickel
Selenium
Tin
Vanadium
Zinc

Table 4.4-4 lists the plants and metals emissions for six data sets from five
facilities. Due to the potential effect of RDF processing on metals emissions
RDF emissions results were not included on the data base. The Gallatin
facility included on the data base does do limited mechanical separation of
wastes. The emissions were included in the data base because the emissions
rate for the metals was generally above the highest value on the data set and
the facility is a mass burn facility rather than RDF. Further discussion of
the data as used in the health risk assessment may be found in section 4.3-5.
Tables 4.3-5, 4.3-6, 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 provide information on emissions for
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, chlorinated benzene emissions, chlorinated
phenol emission and polychlorinated biphenyl emissions respectively.
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TABLE 4.4-3

EMISSIONS DATA BASE USED IN DEIS
[-----------------PCDD EMISSIONS (ng/m3) ] [------------------PCDD EMISSIONS (ng/m3) ]

S

32.70 300.00 0.60 159.14 192.44

COUNTRY SITE RUN T3CDO T4cDO
Westchester, NY 2.11

Chicago, M.W.,Ill 12.61 6.27

2,3,7,8
T4CDO

0.21

4.33

PSCDO
2.11

H6CDO
2.88

16.33

H1CDO
4.10

7.57

D8CDO
6.57

2.53

p1l-P8
COD

11.76
T3CDF T1lCDF

22.20

89.67

P5CDF
12.95

n6CDF
13.39

62.00

D1CDF
7.78

7.47

D8CDF
0.28

P4-P8
CDl"

56.60

TOTAL
PCDD
PCDF

111.36

Hampton, VA. 46.00 309.25 980.38 659.75 493.25 128.50 2571.13 1992.40 1506.50 4308.88 886.25 534.63 31.13 1273.38 9844.50

USA, (Mayport) 1.61 3.51 21.03 21.63 24.68

Montreal, Canada

Quebec, Canada

0.06

4.06

0.06

14.65

0.09 0.10

15.46' 12.23

0.19

1.10

0.50

48.10

0.12

45.87

0.10

35.55

0.06 0.04 0.03 0.31 0.87

0.64 129.41 171.51

Refuse Derived Fuel Facilities

Swarau, Canada 168.00 713.85 686.15 298.46 229.23 2687.69 2560.17 2261.54 1063.08 193.85 53.85 6133.08 8820.11

0.41 132.61 112.65 103.12

199.80 339.00 168.00 13.53 787.98 1545.68

Albany, NY

Occ. Chern, NY

15.73

93.84 2.86 99.28 224.00

8.65 134.711

225.50 115.00 157.62

37.13 30.37 6.53 1.06

67.65

0.00 49.19 184.53

USA, (WAPFD) 38.00 9.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.00 312.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 312.00 0342.00

125.9 1104. 1

318.5 1296.5 1974.5

123.8 1212.3 2316.4

~

1
lJl
CO Belgium Beveren

Unknown

Italy Valandrara

3.6

30.0

126.9

2.4

6.5

215.0

199.1

35.0

119.0

366.0

87.5

136.5

266.3

125.0

177.5

257.6

678.0

16.00

156.0

389.0

33.0

198.5

250.3

35.0

269.0

314.2

41.5

354.5

215.1

40.0 111.5 429.1

Milan I

Milan II

Busto

Desio

Netherlands

15.3

0.2

0.8

0.6

2.0

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

804.3

113.0

33.0

75.0

819.7

113.2

33.0

75.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

584.3

90.9

411.5

584.3 1484.0

90.0 284.1

44.5 18.3

67.0 l J12.6

451.8 1527.2Zaandstad

Sweden Unknown

Avesta

Switzerland

Zurich

51.1

o

65.09

4.0

0.0

o

0.2

231.3

0.0

225.6

11.0

439.9

40.3

o

24.9

347.1

234.1

o

24.1

366.7

o

49.1

641.0

290.1

113.1

161.1

0.0

226

22.3

271.6

0.0

310.5

27.3

0.0

o

293.0

0.0

o

12.4

0.0

o

8.2

0.0

536.5

88.9

6111.0

827.2

202.0
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Tuble '1.3-5
(microgralOs/m3 )Polynuclear Aromatic lIydr'ocar'bons Emissions

Country Site Run Phenan Fluor Pyrene Napthal Accnaph Acenuph Flourenc Chr'ysenc UcnzoOd Denzo(a) Dibenza(a, Benzo(g, TOTAL REFERENCE
threne anthene ene thylenc thene CJ uoran Pyrcne h)anthr h,1)per

thane aeene y1ene
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
HASS BURN INCINERATORS
USA Chicago 1 2.00E-01 3.90E-02 9.20E-02 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.31E-Ol Haile

Northwest 1903
1902 2 1.10E-Ol 2.70E-02 9.10E-02 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.28E-Ol

3 3.lJOE-01 5.10E-02 7.70E-02 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA lJ.68E-Ol

USA Hampton 1.50E+02 1.10E+02 1.20E+02 6. 110£+02 2.20E+02 3.00E-Ol 1.30£-101 7.70E+00 9.')0IhOl 7. JIOE+OO lJ.30E+00 1.37E+03 lIaUc
Virginia 19011

1981J 2 2.20E+02 1.60E+02 2.30E+02 lJ.BOE+02 2.50£-102 3.00E+00 1.lJOE.Ol 1.20B-IOl 1. 68E+Ol 1. 20£+01 1. JIOE+83

3 1.30E+02 7.80E+Ol 8.lJOE+Ol 3.00+02 1.20E-I02 1.70E+00 O.OOE-IOO 7.00E100 0.68E+00 5.90E+00 1.38E+00 8.25E+02

lJ 2.50E+02 1.38E+02 1.60E+02 l.011B+83 3.30E+02 5. '/OE+OO 2.lJOE+01 1.70£+01 2. 301~+01 l.lJ8E+01 1.99E+03

5 2.00E+02 1.38E+02 1.lJOE+02 5.60E+02 1.80E+02 2.'IOE+00 1.50E+01 2.60E+01 2.70£+01 1.90E+01 1.lJOE-01 2. 50E+0 1 1.32E+03

REFUSE DERIVED FUEL FACILITES
t USA SHERIDAN AVE 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.35E+00 NA 1.11E+00 NA NA 3.lJ6E+00 NYSDEC
V1 ALBANY NY 1985
'" (Answers) 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3.96E-01 NA 2.50E-02 NA NA lJ.21E-01

3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1.92E-01 NA 5.80E-02 NA NA 2.lJ2E-Ol

lJ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA lJ.575-01 NA 1.31E-01 NA NA 5.88E-01

5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7.83E-01 NA 1.66E+00 NA NA 2.lJlJE+00

6 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2.53E_01 NA 5.86E-01 NA NA 8.39E-Ol



MASS BURN INCINERATORS

Ta ble 11. II-ll

METAL EMISSIONS (ug/g)

Country Site Run Ni Cr Cd Be As Pb Mn IIg Cu Se Sn v Zn REFERENCE ENVIR.

CONTROL

DEVICE

USA Gallatin

Tenn

4.8El 7.0EO 11.65E2 8. OEII 8.81'3 1.6783 4.9E3 2.1El 11.583 1. 98E3 1. 285

USA Alexandria 2.00E+02 4.90E+02 1.10E+03 NA 2.108+02 9.70E+0II 1.50E+03 NA 2.00E+03 2.30E+Ol 1.07E+Oll NA 1.20E+05 Greenberg Spray

VA 1978 Chamber

USA SWAC 01 1.78E+02 8.70E+02 1.90E+03 NA 3.10E+02 7.70E+Oll 1l.10E+02 NA 1.50E+03 3.908+01 1.08E+Oll NA 1.38E+05 Greenberg Cyclone

Hash. D.C. 1978 & ESPs

+:- USA Nicosia 7.98E+Ol 1.05E+02 1.50E+03 NA 2.00E+02 6.90E+Oll 2.70E+02 NA 1.70E+03 1l.90E+Ol 1.29E+04 NA 1.10E+05 Greenberg SprayI
0\

Chamber &0 Chicago

Scrubbing

Tower

USA Braintree NA NA 2.111E+03 NA 1.112E+02 1l.27E+04 NA 1.86E+02 1.15E+03 NA NA NA NA Golembiewski ESP

Braintree MA 1979

2 NA NA 1.01E+03 NA 1.06E+02 3.68E+Oli NA 1.68E+02 1.52E+03 NA NA NA NA

3 NA NA 1.25E+03 NA 1.86E+02 6.36E+Oll NA 9.'{3E+Ol 1.581'+03 NA NA NA NA

Italy Various 4.58E+02 1.10E+03 1l.40E+02 NA 1.10E+02 1.00E+Oll 1.12E+03 3.50E+Ol 1.70E+03 1.201'+01 2.80E+03 7.70E+Ol 4.351'+011 Gallorini ESP

1981

KP0031



Table 4.3-6

Chlorinated Benzene Emissions (micrograms/meter3)

County Site Run Di
chloro
benzene

Tri
chloro
benzene

tetra
chloro
benzene

penta
chloro
benzene

hexa
chloro
benzene

total
chloro
benzene

REFERENCE ENVIRONMENTAL
CONTROL DEVICI:

MASS BURN INCINERATORS

USA Chicago 1 NA 8.438 0.79 IIA 0.11 1.338 EPA Study EPA's
Northwest (560/5-83-004)

2 NA 8.457 0.63 NA 0.048 1.135 1983

3 NA 1.17 NA NA 0.26 1.43

USA Hampton 3 0.0032 0.361 1.985 4.745 1.435 8.529 4
Virginia
1983 5 0.654 1.181 1.503 5.5 2.02 10.858

7 4.41 19.06 28.66 39.41 11.33 102.87

USA Hampton
Virginia
1984 2

3

4

5

CAllADA Toronto NA 0.649 1.88 1.1 0.33 3.959 5
Ontario

2 NA 0.377 0.111 0.222 0.235 0.945

3 NA 0.651 2.19 2.19 0.574 5.685

REFUSE DERIVED FUEL FACILITIES

Canada Hamilton 1 54 Canada's ESPs
~.inistl'Y

Ontario 4 24.3 of the
Environment

5 7.7 1984

6 30.7

7 76.5

8 31

9 52.8

10 22.3

11 47.5

12 34.5

13 102.5

14 42.4

15 26.3
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TABLE 4.3-7

Chlorinated Phenol Emissions (ug/m3 )

County Site Run di
chloro
phenol

tri
chloro
phenol

tetra
chloro
phenol

penta
chloro
phenol

total
chloro
phenol

REFEREllCE ENRIRONHE1ITAL
CONTROL DEVICE

0.19 3.33 EPA Study ESPs

0.16 2.74 (568-5-83-004)

0.43 4.66

2.6 20.9 4

9.5 114.4

40.6 234.4

MASS BURN INCINERATORS

USA Chicago 0.24 1.4 1.5
Northwest

2 0.28 1.2 1.1

3 0.63 1.9 1.7

USA Hampton 3 NA 14.1 4.2
Virginia

1983 5 NA 73.4 31.5

7 NA 129·3 64.5

USf,. Har:pf;on
Virginia

1984 2

3

4

5

Canada Toronto NA 4.2 2.8
Ontario

2 NA 1.9 1.8

3 llA 0.53 2.2

REFUSE DERIVED FUEL FACILITIES

Canada Hamilton
Wentworth
Ontario 4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

1.5 8.5

1.5 5.2

1.1 3.83

41.7

2':1

72

36.6

48

39.7

48

74.9

32.2

96.5

102.5

4.0

85.9
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laDl.e 'l. j-tl

Polychlorinated Biphf Emissions

Chlorinated BiPhenyl (PCB) Emissions (ug/m3)

Country Site Run mono
chIoro

biphenyl

di
chloro

biphenyl

tri
chloro

biphenyl

tetra
chloro

biphenyl

penta
chloro

biphenyl

hexa
chloro

biphenyl

total
chloro

biphenyl

REFERENCE ENRIVONMENTAL
CONTROL DEVICE

MASS BURN INCINERATORS

REFUSE DRIVED FUEL FFACILITIES

USA Hampton
Virginia
1984

Canada Hamilton
Wentsorth
Ontario

f Canada Toronto
0\ Ontario
w

ESPs

ESPs

Canada's
Ministry
of the
Environment
1984

4

5

EPA Study
(568/5-83-004)

1983

0.0058 0.0076 0.0092 0.0023 NA 0.0249

0.006 0.0043 0.0015 0.001 NA 0.0128

0.04 0.036 0.013 0.0045 NA 0.0935

0.002 0.83 0.431 0.017 0.004 1.284

0.002 0.002 0.002 0.00.2 0.002 0.01

0.002 0.051 0.075 0.082 0.048 0.258

0.071 0.0005 0.0005 0.056 0.0005 0.129

0.7 0.13 0.025 0.001 0.013 1.849

0.2 0.32 0.061 0.011 0.007 0.799

0.52 0.081 0.018 0.019 0.026 0.894

0.3 0.06 0.002 0.0005 0.0005 0.454

0.029

0.08

NA

0.182

0.01

0.324

0.089

0.286

0.087

0.282

0.1

2.064

0.609

0.936

0.347

0.687

3

5

6

4

9

7

8

NA

2 NA

3 NA

3 NA

5 NA

7 NA

0.0005

2 0.18

3 0.2

4 0.23

5 0.091

2

13

11

15

12

10

14

Chicago
Northwest

Hampton
Virginia
1983

USA

USA



4.3.4 Health Risk Estimation

The estimation of health risks is an emerging field. The correct assumptions
for calculating health risk are the subject of considerable debate. The
following section details the underlying assumptions and calculations that have
produced the health risk estimates and presents the health risk estimates.

4.3.4.1 Definition of Cases

The EIS used four cases for estimating the health risk of the project the cases
presented are the best case, comparable case, average case and worst case. The
lack of verifiable data from a Blount facility with identical pollution control
technology prevents the discussion at the facility itself. In use of actual
data from Blount the EIS provides a range within which the health risk should
fall and presents the comparable case to provide the likely magnitude of risk
expected from the proposed Blount facility.

Average Case

The data is section 4.4.3 was used to calculate all of the cases. The data has
been collected primarily by the consultant and it has been reviewed by the
staff at the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. To calculate the average
case the individual data sets for each plant were used to calculate the average
value of compounds for the plant for each compound of interest. The average
values of compounds for each plant was used in all the cases presented. Data
set from the plants with acceptable data were used to estimate average case
emissions rates. In cases where data points were missing the average value was
calculated using only the worst case plants reporting data and averaged
accordingly.

Worst Case

The worst case estimate is based on the use of the worst, or highest emissions
for classes of compounds from plants on the data base. For all classes of
organic compounds the highest recorded values are those from the Hampton
facility. The emissions rates from Hampton are in excess of twenty times the
average emissions for dioxins and furans. A statistical analysis of the
standard deviations of emissions shows that the Hampton facility is two
standard deviations above the average. This places the Hampton facility
outside the 95 percent confidence interval for inclusion in the data base. In
a rigorous statistical treatment of the data, the plant appears to operate so
differently for the rest of the plants that it should not be included on the
data set. Most of the plants in the data base operate above 1500 F in the
secondary combustion zone of the furnace. The Hampton facility showed readings
as low as 750 F during testing for toxic organics emissions. There is a high
probability that the MPCA would not tolerate such poor operating conditions and
combustion control in the proposed facility. The data has been used for the
worst case'and it has been included in the average plant emissions to present a
more conservative assessment of potential health risks.

Metals values were taken from Gallatin Tenn. data. Many people have questioned
the use of Gallatin data due to the mechanical processing that is used on the
waste stream. The facility is a mass burn faciltiy and the impact of
mechanical separation does not appear to reduce the observed metals emission
rates. The emissions rate used for each of the potentially carcinogenic
metals is the highest for any facility leading to the worst case health risk.
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Best Case

The best case is derived from data Montreal, Canada and Nicosia (Chicago) for
dioxin equivalents and metals respectively. Other organic emissions rates are
derived from Chicago North West plant data. The data for metals represents to
lowest net impact from metals emissions when calculating the health risk by
multiplying the potency slope by the emissions rate and summing the risks. The
values for each metal, however, are not the lowest in the data set. For each
element evaluated at the Nicosia plant a lower emissions rate exists at another
facility in the data set. This provides a somewhat convervative assessment of
the best case health risk because the metals health risks dominate the best
case risk estimate. The use of the lowest emissions rate for each metal would
reduce the overall best case health risk presented by 45 per cent.

Comparable Case

The comparable case has been requested by the proposer to show the most likely
magnitude of risk from the proposed facility. HR Inc. consultant for Hennepin
County has worked co-operatively with Blount to develop information to assess
the plants in the data based on comparison to the proposed Hennepin County
Resource Recovery Facility. Much of the data from facilites in the data base
on the specifics of combustion control are proprietory and cannot be provided
to the authors of the EIS. Accordingly, the selection of the comparable case
has been made by HDR Inc. The EIS will present the comparable case but
justification for the selection of the Chicago Northwest plant cannot be
supported by the authors. The MPCA will need to receive proof for the
comparable case if it is to be used in the permitting process.

The plant identified as providing the comparable case is the Chicago Northwest
facility. Data for all organics will be used for data from the facility.
Metals data is not available for the Chicago Northwest facility so average
metals emissions will be used to evaluate the comparable case.

4.3.4.2 TCDD Equivalence Factors

Dioxin and furan exposure has becomes of increasing interest in assessing the
health risks related to resource recovery facilities. In 1977, the discovery
of PCDD absorbed on precipitated fly ash and in flue gas sample from waste
combustion, was reported by Olie and Hutzinger, Recent Developments in Mass
Spectrometry in Biochemistry and Medicine, Vol. 1, Plenum Publishing Company,
New York, 1978). Later other individuals confirmed these findings and reported
the occurrence of PCDFs.

Dioxin is a generic name given to a large number of isomers of chlorinated
compounds with a similar general molecular structure. These several compounds
exhibit different degrees of toxicity. Given the large number of dioxins and
furans, the concept of a toxic equivalence factor (TEF) was developed to
estimate the carcinogenic potential of those dioxins and furans for which no
conclusive carcinogenic data exists. The majority of toxicological data
currently available on dioxins and furans involves bioassays for acute
lethality, enzyme induction, cell receptor binding and pathological end
points. Different groups have proposed at least six methods for the
determination of TEFs. Three methods have been utilized in this EIS. These
include the U.S. EPA Chlorinated Dioxins Work Group method of November 1985,
the Swiss EPA approach and the California method which in a general way
represent the methods which would give a range of estimates of the toxic
equivalency of the various congeners. Table 4.3-9 shows the factors for
each of these methods.
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TABLE 4.3-9

TCDD EQUIVALENCE FACTORS

U.S. EPA 11/85 Swiss EPA California

2,3,7,8 TCDD 1

Other TCDD 0.01 0.001 0.00

2,3,7,8 PeCDD 0.5 0.1 1.0

Other PeCDD 0.005 0.1 0

2,3,7,8 HxCDD 0.04 0.1 0.03

Other HxCDD 0.004 0.1 0

2,3,7,8 HpCDD 0.001 0.01 0.03

Other HpCDD 0.00001 0.01 0

2,3,7,8 TCDF 0.1 O. 1 1.0

Other TCDF 0.001 0.1 0

2,3,7,8 PeCDF 0.1 O. 1 1.0

Other PeCDF 0.001 0.1 0

2,3,7,8 HxCDF 0.01 0.1 0.03

Other HxCDF 0.001 0.1 0

2,3,7,8 HpCDF 0.001 0.01 0.03

Other HpCDF 0.00001 0.01 0

Total 1. 77 2.05 4.12

Source: U.S. EPA 1985, CARB 1984 Dec. '85 - Calif.
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u.s. EPA 1985 - The U.S. EPA method used the relative potencies of 2,3,7,8
tetrachloro dibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) and 2,3,7,8 hexachloro dibenzo-p-dioxin
(HXCDD) obtained from carcinogenic studies as well as a variety of other
toxicity end points for other dibenzo-dioxin and dibenzo furan isomers. The
method limits the resolution in interpreting the data to generally orders of
magnitude.

Swiss EPA - The Swiss EPA uses data from AHH enzyme induction studies to
determine relative potencies. This method assumes equal potencies for all
isomers of a given group.

California - The California Department of Health Services recently published a
report outlining their criteria for determining TEFs. The method uses
carcinogenic potencies of 2,3,7,8 TCDD and 2,3,7,8 HXCDD which were obtained
from carcinogenic bioassays. It assumes zero potency for isomers not
chlorinated in the four lateral 2,3,7,8 positions.

The EIS will rely on the U.S. EPA TEF's for the calculation of various cases.
The Swiss EPA and California TEF's will be applied to the average case to
demonstrate the impact on health risk that selection of a TEF may have.

4.3.4.3 Dose Response Assessment

An assessment of potential chronic effects from the emissions at the facility
was undertaken. Review of the dispersion data and emission types for this
facility indicated that acceptable levels for minimizing long term effects
would be substantially below concentrations at which acute health effects might
be expected. Thus, no detailed dose-response assessment for short term health
effects was developed. Long term effects of potential emissions are placed in
one of two groups: cancer risk or other chronic effects.

Carcinogen Dose Response

The U.S. EPA Cancer Assessment Group (CAG) has estimated the upper bound (95%
confidence by a Chi square goodness of fit method) slope of a specialized dose
response model for approximately 50 carcinogens. Implicit in the models is the
assumption that there is no threshold for carcinogenic response. Only the
magnitude of risk can be calculated from the so-called "potency slopes".
There is no absolutely safe dose which can be compared to exposure levels.

CAG potency slopes were used to calculate risk. Cancer risk is the product of
the potency slope times the calculated lifetime daily dose. Because of the
small number of potency slopes available, certain allowances were made to
estimate cancer risk for all potential emissions at the proposed facility:

(a) Total trichlorophenols were used with a potency slope generated
specifically for 2,4,6-trichlorophenol.

(b) Total PCBs were used with a potency slope generated for a specific PCB
mixture, Aroclor 1254.

(c) Of the 12 PAH judged to have potential for emission from the facility,
only 4 are known or suspected carcinogens (ERT, 1984). Non­
carcinogenic PAH were eliminated from assessment and the total of
carcinogenic PAH was used with a potency slope generated for
benzo(a)pyrene.
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(d) Assumptions outlined by the Chorinated Dioxins Work Group (1985) were
used to calculate 2,3,7,8 TCDD "equivalents" from doses of other
polychlorinated dibenzodioxins and dibenzofurans. A further
assumption was that all positional isomers of polychlorinated
compounds have equal likelihood of forming. Thus, the proportion
of the total chlorinated dibenzodioxin or dibenzofuran class which is
chlorinated at positions 2,3,7 and 8 can be calculated. This is
necessity because the potency of 2,3,7,8 substituted compounds is
is much higher than other members of each class. The Work Group
equivalence factors (potency factors) and proportions of 2,3,7,8
substitution are shown in Table 4.3-6; 2,3,7,8 TCDD equivalent
doses were calculated for each receptor and are shown in Table 4.3-10.
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Table 4.3-10

2,3,7,8 TCDD Equivalence Factors

Compound

TCDD

2,3,7,8 Isomer
Proportion Potency Factor

o

Other Positional Isomers
Proportion Potency Factor

0.01

2,3,7,8-TCDD

PCDD

HxCDD

HpCDD

TCDF

PCDF

HxCDF

HpCDF

0 0

0.071 0.5 0.929 0.005

0.30 0.04 0.70 0.004

0.50 0.001 0.50 0.00001

0.026 0.1 0.974 0.001

0.072 0.1 0.928 0.001

0.252 0.01 0.748 0.0001

0.50 0.001 0.50 0.00001
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Other Long Term Effects

Acceptable daily intakes (ADI) were calculated for pentachlorophenol, lead,
manganese and mercury. The,ADI is the concentration below which no adverse
health effect would be expeccted.

ADIs for the four non-carcinogenic compounds which were determined are as
follows:

(a) Pentachlorophenol: The U.S. EPA (1980) has reviewed animal studies
indicating that ingestion of pentachlorophenol may be fetotoxic.
The EPA calculated that limitation of pentachlorophenol exposure to
0.03 mg/kg/day would protect humans from this potential toxicity.
This value will be used as an ADI in the present risk assessment:

Pentachlorophenol ADI = 0.03 mg/kg day.

(b) Lead: The acceptable daily intake for lead is difficult to calculate
because it must be set to prevent further effects rather than prevent
toxicity. The average blood lead level of an urban dweller in the
U.S. is near 17 ug/dl (EPA, 1985). This blood level has been
associated with subtle effects on enzymes and nervous system
function. Thus, while overt clinical signs of lead poisoning are not
prevalent in the population at large, little room has been left for
safety. For the purpose of this risk assessment, it is proposed that
a lead dose which produces no more than a 1% increase in blood lead be
set as the ADI. Extensive study has been made of the relation of lead
intake to increase in blood lead levels. The EPA has calculated that
1 ug/m3 increase in air lead concentration produces a 1.7 ug/dl
increase in blood lead. Similar comparisons have been made for
ingestion exposures and the increases have been found to have a
shallower slope. To be conservative, this risk analysis will use the
air calculations. Presuming the relation is linear, one would expect
0.17 ug/dl increase in blood lead from 0.1 ug lead/m3• This would
represent an increase of 1% over the average human blood lead level.
Applying standard breathing volume and weight assumptions to this
concentration:

Lead ADI = 0.1 ug/m3 x 20 m3day x 1/70 kg body weight
= 2.8 E-2 ug/kg day = 2.8 E-5 mg/kg day.

(c) Manganese: Several reports indicate that chronic low-level in­
halation exposure to manganese is associated with chronic bronchitis,
increased sensitivity to infection, and other subtle pulmonary effects
(see review in U.S. EPA, 1983). These appear to be the effects which
occur at the lowest dose. On the basis of animal dose response
experiments where the same toxic effect was observed, the U.S. EPA
(1983) calculated adjusted human equivalent exposure levels (HEELs) of
of 5-37 ub/m3• These values will be used for the calculation of
acceptable daily intake.

ADI = 37 ug/m3 x 20 m3/day x 1/70 kg x 1/1000
= 1.05 E-2 mg/kg/day.
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(d) Mercury: Because mercury types (organic, inorganic, elemental) are
known to intraconvert as the result of chemical and biological actions
in air and soil, a conservative approach in determining dose-response
is to choose the most toxic species of the element. Methylmercury
appears to be that species (U.S. EPA, 1984). Extensive study has been
made of the toxic effects of this compound in humans. The effect
occurring at the lowest dose seems to be paresthesia. This toxic
effect is noticed in approximately 8% of people receiving 3 ug
methylmercury/kg body weight day. For a dose of approximately .07
ug/kg/day, the response drops to 0.3% of the population. This is for
practical purposes the threshold dose. For this risk assessment, a
value ten-fold lower than the practical threshold will be used as an
acceptable daily intake:

Mercury ADI = 0.7 ug/kg
4
day x 1/10 = 0.07 ug/kg day

= 7.0 x 10- mg/kg day.

4.3.2.3 Exposure Assessment

The purpose of exposure assessment is to determine a dose of pollutant, usually
calculated as an average lifetime daily dose, which might reasonably be
attained by an individual residing near the facility. This value may then be
compared to an acceptable long-term daily intake for a non-carcinogenic
pollutant or used in the calculation of cancer risk for a carcinogenic
pollutant. The average lifetime daily dose is a function of the air and
soil/dust concentration of pollutant which is, in turn, dependent on climate
and distance factors (estimated by the dispersion model) and the length of time
of the exposure.

Selection of Receptors of Concern

Projected emissions for the facility were subjected to dispersion modeling
using EPA's RAM model, as previously described in subsection 3.2. Three
receptor sites in the dispersion model were chosen for exposure assessment.
Annual average ambient air concentrations of pollutants were noted at the
closest areas of permanent residence:

(a) The Stevens Square area located 2.0-2.4 km south of the Greyhound
site.

(b) The housing project located 0.6 to 0.7 km west of the Greyhound site.
The housing project is located immediately west of Interstate 94 along
Olson Memorial Highway.

(c) A neighborhood located 2.0 to 2.4 km north northwest of the Greyhound
site. This neighborhood is lcoated immediately northwest of the
intersection of W. Broadway and Interstate 94.

Ambient pollutant concentrations in these three neighborhoods form facility
related emissions were modeled to be of similar magnitude even though the
neighborhoods are in different directions and at different distances form the
Greyhound site.

For example, ambient pollutant concentrations in the Stevens Square area to the
south were predicted to be just slightly higher than in the housing project to
the west. Stevens Square is farther from the site than the housing project and
one might expect lower concentrations at the two locations are similar because
distance and prevailing wind directions compensate for one another.
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For purposes of quantifying the expected health risks, the impacts of the
facility will be essentially identical at any of the three receptors. The
numbers are slightly higher for the neighborhood located 2.0 to 2.4 km north
northwest of the Greyhound site. The analysis was therefore based on the
higher values predicted for that receptor. The public housing project to the
west of the facility is closer to the proposed project, however, and the risks
provided in this report are believed to be representative of anticipated risks
at that receptor.

The annual average ambient air concentrations were used to calculate exposures
using the methods described below. Ambient air concentrations of pollutanst at
the point of maxixum cogcentration are equal to the emissions rate in grams per
second times 3.53 x 10- seconds/meter3• Table 4.3-9 provides the emission
rates from the average case and the maximum average ambiet concentration for
each pollutant.

Determination of Exposure

Humans may be exposed to facility emissions via three routes: inhalation of
pollutants in ambient air; ingestion of soils onto which pollutants have
deposited; and dermal absorption of pollutants in air or soils. Calculations
indicated that the maximum average lifetime daily dose at any receptor would be
attained by a person breathing air containing emissions from the entire
operating life of the facility (assumed to be 30 years for purposes of this
analysis) and ingesting and contacting small amounts of soil containing
deposited pollutants for an entire human lifetime (assumed to be 70 years). It
is highly unlikely, however, that anyone would be exposed to continuous
emissions from the facility over 30 years. The following sections described
methods for determining inhalation and ingestion doses given this scenario.

Exposure by Inhalation

Inhalation exposures were estimated by noting the ambient air concentrations of
pollutants (in ug/m3) and assuming a 70 kg human, breathing 20 m3 air/day
was exposed. The daily air intake of pollutant in m/kg/day was calculated from
the following equation:

Ambient air
concentration x 20 m3/day x 1/70 kg x 1/1000 =
(in ug/m3)

daily dose (air)
(in mg/kg/day)

(1)

The equation makes the conservative assumption that the entire dose is
respirable. It must be noted that this is a daily dose not a lifetime daily
dose, because the facility will likely operate for only 30 years out of a
normal 70 year human lifespan. Individuals born during the operation of the
facility would be exposed for even shorter periods.

The simple calculation of daily dose (Equation 1) was not altered for compounds
being assessed for risk of non-carcinogenic chronic effects, because 30 years
is a reasonable exposure period in which to expect long term effects. However,
cancer risk assessment using the emthod of the EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group
(CAG) requires input of a lifetime daily dose. An accurate assessment of
cancer risk from exposures for a portion of a lifetime is further complicated
by the observation that risk is not linearly related to either length of
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TABLE 4.3-9

AMBIENT AIR CONCENTRATIONS

Average Annual Concentrations (ug/m~)

Comoound

Arsenic

Beryllium

Cadmium

Chromium

Nickel

Hexachlorobenzene

Trichlorophenol

Carcinogenic (PAH)

Total PCB's

2,3,7,8-TCDD Equivalents
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Emission
Rate

(g/sec)

4.3 E-4

1.26 E-5

2.96 E-3

1.33 E-3

3.41 E-4

1.43 E-4

2.47 E-4

4.14 E-4

3.02 E-5

1.25 E-6

Maximum

1.52 E-5

4.45 E-7

1.04 E-4

4.69 E-5

1.2 E-5

5.5 E-6

8.72 E-6

1.46 E-5

1.07 E-6

4.41 E-8



exposure or the period in an individual's life when the exposure takes place
(Crump and Howe, 1984). Doses early in life are more important than those
experienced later. Thus, the worst case situation for portion-of-lifetime
exposure in the case of the facility would be inhalation exposure in the first
30 years of life (this is identical to the scenario which was chosen to
maximize dose).

Using Crump and Howe's model for this situation, it can be calculated that
exposure to a carcinogen at same concentration, C, for the first 30 years of
life yields a cancer risk equivalent to a lifetime exposure at concentration
0.95C. (Contrast this to an expected risk equivalent to exposure to 30/70 C
for a lifetime, if the relation were linear over time.) The cancer risk
assessment therefore used a lifetime daily dose which was equal to 0.95 times
the daily dose calculated by Equation 1.

The calculation of the health risk of cancer in this section is based on the
greater potency of doses early in life. The annual risk assessed for any
compound is the annual risk calculated for the first 30 years of life
multiplied by the expected life span (70 years). The health risk assessment
presented is quite conservative based on the calculations in the section.

Soil Concentrations of Pollutants

The soil concentration of most of the organic compounds except dioxins and
furans is assumed to occur with no environmental degradation. Heavy metals
that accumulate in the soil are virtually insoluable. Based on the assumptions
the concentration of these pollutants on soil will show a lesser increase for
years 1 through 30 and remain constant after the operations at the proposed
facility terminate.

Making the conservative assumption that all of a pollutant is absorbed to
particles and using a deposition rate of 1.0 cm/sec (864 m/day, McMahon and
Denison, 1979), pollutant accumulation may be calculated as:

deposition (864 m/day) x pollutant concentration in air (ug/m3) =
pollutant accumulation (ug/m2 day) (2)

Further assuming that all deposition is onto the top 1 cm of soil:
deposition x pollutant concentration x l/depth of
deposition (1.01 m) =

pollutant accumulation (ug/m3 day) (3)

Finally, pollutant accumulation may be converted to units of mg pollutant/kg
soil day, if a soil density is known. Soil density was assumed to be 1.6
g/cm3• Integrating the function of a soil contaminant concentration
increasing linearly at the rate calculated from Equation 3 for 30 years
(facility operating life) followed by constant soil concentration for 40 years
(70 year human lifespan - facility operating life), and dividing this value by
70 years, a "constant" soil concentration may be calculated which would provide
and equivalent cumulative dose as the actual situation.
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Investigators have observed significant rates of environmental degradation of
dioxins and furans. The half life figure felt reasonable by investigators for
those compounds is 12 years (Kimbrough, 1984). The average soil concentration
for the dioxins and furans would be equal to:

+
40
r

/

a
70

x.=(x. 1)·942+C
~ ~-

C = annual soil deposition rate of pollutant
X30=Soil concentration of pollutant at year 30
t = years

The integration of this function give the value of 0.23 times the soil
concentration for constant soil accumulation rate discussed above. The soil
average concentration for environmental stable compounds equal 0.02097 times
the emission rate. For dioxins and furans the average soil concentration
equals 0.00482 times the emissions rate (grams/milogram). '

Ingestion dose

The ingestion dose for soil is based on the average soil concentration and the
assumptions that the average daily ingestion rate for soils is 100 mg/day and
gastrointestinal absorbtion of dioxins and furans is 30 percent of the material
ingested (Hart, 1982) (Kimbrough, 1984); absorption for all other pollutants is
assumed to be 100 percent.

Dermal dose

The dermal dose is based on the assumptions that the average daily contact with
soil is 0.27 grams per day and the absorption rate of all organics through the
skin is one percent of the organics present (Kimbrough, 1984).

4.3.4.7 Exposure, Dose and Risk

The assumptions detailed in the preceeding sections provide the basis of the
risk calculations. The ambient concentrations for the maximum pollutant impact
are based on the RAM comptor model as described in section 4.2. The RAM model
predicts ground level concentrations of pollutants. Other models exist that
can predict the effect of plant emissions on elevated receptors. An example of
such a model is Complex 1. The consultant responsible for modeling ambient air
concentrations has had experience with Complex 2 and other models. In using
the models they have found that maximum predicted impact is somewhat less
conservative than that predicted by RAM and in evaluating high rise air
intakes they are generally at street level or two stories above street level.
The MPCA has not had experience with Complex 1 and the consultant selected the
model most readily understood by the regulatory agency.

The risk for the best, average, comparable and worst cases has been presented
in tabuler form. The tables all provide a listing of the compounds, their
emission rates and the dose in mg 1 ng for inhalation, ingestion and dermal
absorption. Table 4.3-11 provides the best case, Table 4.3-12 provides the
comparable case, Table 4.3-12, provides the comparable case, Table 4.3-13
provides the average case, and Table 4.3-14 provides the worst case.
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Table 4.3-11
Best Case**

Emissions Inhalation Ingestion Dermal Potency Health
Rate g/s dose dose dose

mg/kg/day mg/kg/day mg/kg/day
2,3,7,8 TCDD 5.01 E-10 4.83 E-15 1.04 E-15 2.82 E-17 156000 9.20 E-10
Equivalents

Hexachloro- 1. 11 E-5 1. 07 E-10 3.3 E-10 8.96 E-12 1.67 7.45 E-10
benzene

Carcinogen PAH 2.76 E-5 2.66 E-10 8.27 E-10 2.23 E-11 11.5 1.28 E-8
(Benzo(a)pyrene

Total PCB's 3.98 E-6 3.84 E-11 1.19 E-10 3.23 E-12 4.34 6.97 E-10

Trichlorophenol 5.49 E-5 5.3 E-10 1.64 E-9 4.45 E-11 .0199 4.41 E-11

Arsenic 3.60 E-4 3.47 E-9 1.07 E-8 15 2.13 E-7

Beryllium 1.26E-5 1.22 E-10 2.6 1. 71 E-10

Cadmium 2.7 E-3 2.60 E-8 6.65 1. 73 E-7

Chromium 1.89 E-4 1.82 E-9 41 7.46 E-8

Nickel 1.4 1.35 E-9 1.15 1.44 E-9

Total 4.77 E-7

**Nicosia (Chicago) for metals
Chicago for organics, Montreal for dioxin
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TABLE 4.3-12

COMPARABLE CASE*

Compound Emissions Inhalation Ingestion Dermal Slope Health
Rate g/s dose dose dose

mg/kg/day mg/kg/day mg/kg/day
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2,3,7,8-TCDD 4.10 E-7 3.96 E-12 8.45 E-13 2.29 E-14 156000 7.45 E-7
Equivalents

Hexachloro- 1. 11 E-5 1.07 E-10 3.3 E-10 8.96 E-12 1.67 7.45 E-10
benzene

Carcinogenic 2.76 E-5 2.66 E-10 8.27 E-10 2.23 E-11 11.5 1.28 E-8
PAH
Total PCB's 3.98 E-6 3.84 E-11 1.19 E-10 3.23 E-12 4.34 6.97 E-10

Trichloro- 5.49 E-5 5.3 E-10 1. 64 E-9 4.45 E-11 .0199 4.41 E-11
phenol

Arsenic 4.3 E-4 4.15 E-9 1.28 E-8 15 2.54 E-7

Beryllium 1.26 E-5 1.22 E-10 2.6 1. 71 E-10

Cadmium 2.96 E-3 2.86 E-8 6.65 1.92 E-7

Chromium 1.33 E3 1.28 E-8 41 5.25 E-7

Nickel 3.41 E-4 3.29 E-9 1.15 3.78 E-9

Total 1.74 E-6
*Comparable case decision was made by HDR Inc. for the proposer. EIS authors
have not reviewed data from all facilities operations to determine the
comparable case.
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Table 4.3-13
Average Case ***

Emissions
Rate g/s

Inhalation
dose
mg/kg/day

Ingestion
dose
mg/kg/day

Dermal
dose
mg/kg/day

Risk

2,3,7,8 TCDD 1.25 E-6 1. 21 E-11 2.58 E-12 6.98 E-14 2.30 E-6
Equivalents

Hexachlorobenzene 1.43 E-4 1. 38 E-9 4.26 E-9 1. 15 E-10 9.61 E-9

Carcinogenic PAH 4.14 E-4 3.96 E-9 1.22 E-8 3.27 E-10 1.90 E-7
(Benzo(a)pyrene

Total PCB's 3.02 E-5 2.91 E-10 8.98 E-10 2.44 E-11 5.27 E-9

Trichlorophenol 2.47 E-4 2.38 E-9 7.34 E-9 1.99 E-10 1.97 E-10

Arsenic 4.3 E-4 4.15 E-9 1.28 E-8 2.54 E-7

Beryllium 1.26 E-5 1.22 E-10 1.71 E-10

Cadmium 2.96 E-3 2.86 E-8 1. 92 E-7

Chromium 1. 33 E-3 1.28 E-8 5.25 E-7

Nickel 3.41 E-4 3.29 E-09 3.78 E-9

Total 3.48 E-6

*** Average of 6 plants

Notes:
(1) Used 12 year 1/2 life, 100 mg/day, 30% absorption for dioxin other
organics assumed to have half life and 100% absorption only arsenic has a
carcinogenic impact from ingestion.

(2) Uses averages soil cover of .4 g/day 1% absorption; for organic only

(3) Based on the theory that the first 30 years account for 95% of the risk
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Table 4.3-14
Worst Case*

Emissions
Rate g/s

Inhalation
dose
mg/kg/day

Ingestion
dose
mg/kg/day

Dermal
dose
mg/kg/day

Risk

----------------------------------------------------------------------------
2,3,7,8 TCDD 7.76 E-6 7.49 E-11
Equivalents

Hexachloro- 3.9 E-4 3.76 E-09
benzene

Carcinogen PAH 1.1 E-3 9.74 E-07
(Benzo(a)pyrene

Total PCB's 9.85 E-5 4.68 E-10

Trichlorophenol 5.49 E-4 5.3 E-9

Arsenic 8-37 E-4 8.07-9

Beryllium 1.26 E-5 1.22 E-10

Cadmium 6.2 E-3 5.98 E-8

Chromium 2.1 E-3 2.03 E-8

Nickel 8. 1 E-4 7.81 E-9

Total

1.60 E-11 4.33 E-13 1. 42 E-5

1.16 E-8 3.14 E-10 2.62 E-8

3.01 E-6 8.17 E-8 4.66 E-5

1.44 E-9 3.91 E-11 8.45 E-9

1.64 E-8 4.45 E-10 9.45 E-10

2.49 E-8 4.95 E-07

1. 71 E-10

3.98 E-7

8.32 E-7

8.98 E-9

6.26 E-5

*Highest metal emission rate in data base
Hampton for dioxin and organics

Notes:
(1) Use 12 year 1/2 life, 100 mg/day, 30% absorption for dioxin other organics
assumed to have half life and 100% absorption. Only arsenic has a carcinogenic
impact form ingestion.

(2) Uses averages soil cover of .4 g/day, 1% absorption; for organics only

(3) Based on the theory that the first 30 years account for 95% of the risk
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The results of the risk estimate show a range of risk of an individual at the
maximum exposure of .05 to 6.3 in 100,000. As previously explained, the worst
case risk is derived from data that would not meet a statistical test for
inclusion in the data base. The average case of 0.35 in 100,000 for the
maximally exposed individual and 0.17 for the comparable case as suggested by
Hennepin Counties consultant provide the best basis evaluating potential
facility risks.

4.3.4.8 Community Based Health Risks

An analysis of community based health risk was conducted to estimate the
potential excess in cancer cases in the vicinity of the proposed facility. The
area of impact selected for analysis was a 10 mile radius of the facility.
One million four hundred thousand people live within the 10 mile zone. Another
880,000 people work within the 10 mile zone. The community base health risk
assessment accounts for exposure of the population and provides an estimate of
risk. To calcqlate the community risk, the output of the RAM air quality
model was employed to produce isopleths of pollutant ambient air
concentrations. The population and employment within each concentration zone
was obtained from an aggregate census data projected for the year 1990. The
exposure assessment for all individuals within a zone was assumed to be the
highest concentration within the zone all exposures are calculated as the
maximum ambient concentration in the zone. This provides approximately 10
percent higher results than if each individual exposure were assessed. People
living in the area are assumed to be subject to the entire 70 year exposure and
people working in an area are assessed 1/3 the dose. This is quite
conservative because it does not account for people who are adult at the time
the plant begins oepration or the reduced ingestion and dermal exposure for
people working in the area. The assessment is also conservative due to the
estimate that people work 365 days a year and the double count of risk for
people who live and work in the zone of influence. For someone who is 35 when
the plant begins operation and lives and works in the area, a maximum impact
will be assessed 1 and 1/3 life time risks when the actual risk would be 1/2 of
a life time risk. The total life time equivalent exposures equal 226,000.
This means the community based health risk is equal to 226,000 people being
exposed to the maximum concentrations for 70 years.

Using the average emissions case and calculating the population risk provides a
total cancer case incidence of 0.8 cases in a 70 year exposure. This means
that the plant is not expected to generate one additional cancer case in a
population who's cancer morbidity would be expected to generate in excess of
350,000 cancer cases.

4.3.4.9 Use of Alternate Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF's)

The use of alternate TEF's, of which there are known to be eight widely
recognized, provides significant variation in the assessment of cancer risk.
To allow for a comparison of potential health risks from alternate TEF's the
Swiss EPA and California TEF's have been used to calculate the health risk.
The TEF's have been used with the average isomers mix calculated for the
average case assessment. The total risk of interacting cancer from the
2,3,7,8, TCDD equivalents is 7.45 times as high for the Swiss, EPA TEF's and
3.74 traces as high for the California TEF's. Table 4.3-15 below shows the
cancer risk for 2,3,7,8 TCDD equivalents using the three TEF's and the
cumulative health risk estimate using the three TCDD risk estimates.
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Figure 3.4-1

HEALTH RISKS FROM PROPOSED HENNEPIN COUNTY

RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

105N 01 liiiiiiii~~iiiiiiiiiiiiii~~iiiiiiMiiiiiii~le~s======~

Rings indicate percent of maximum emissions from proposed mass-burn facility.
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Table 4.3-15
Alternate TEF Health Risks

TEF

USEPA

Swiss EPA

California

Relative to
USEPA

7.45

3.74

2,3,7,8-TCDD
Risk

2.3 E-6

1. 71 E-5

8.61 E-6
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Total Health
RISK

3.48 E-6

1. 8 E-5
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The use of the alternate methods of calculating 2,3,7,8 - TCDD health risk
increases the total risk estimate to or above the Minnesota Department of
Health advisory level of 1 in 100,000. The impact of the revised TEF's may be
applied to other cases presented in EIS by multiplying the risk of cancer from
2,3,7,8 TCDD equivalents by the ratios presented on table 4.3-15.

4.3.4.10 Allowable Daily Intakes (ADI's)

Several metals have been identified in the emissions data that are known to be
toxic yet are not known to be carcinogenic. The dose calculations are equal to
the doses for carcinogenic compound as a function of ambient concentration
except that metals are not readily absorbed through the skin. The daily doses
for the non-carcinogenic metals and the associated ADI's are presented on Table
4.3-16. The maximum impact for any substance was 15 percent of the ADI for
lead. All other substances present a daily dose of less than 1/10 of one
percent of the ADI.

4.3.5 Risk of Alternate Solid Waste Disposal

There are no known solutions for the disposal of solid waste that do not
present risk to the pUblic health. Landfilling may produce exposure to toxic
materials through groundwater contamination with heavy metals, toxic organics
and certain inorganic compounds such as nitrates and nitrites. Landfills also
release volatile organics to the air through venting of the fill material and
to the ground water through leachate in equal proportions. Exposure to toxic
materials through groundwater can be minimized by providing alternate sources
of drinking water or by removing contaminated groundwater from the site. The
exposure to landfill gas and the associated organic emissions is much more
difficult to control. Landfills emit small qualities of toxic organic
hydrocarbons. The USEPA has spent over 1.5 years investigating health risks
form these exposures. As of the time this EIS was written the U.S. EPA had not
formed a conclusive health risk assessment for landfills (David Susman, Nov.
1985).

The production of compost does not destroy most volatile or toxic organics.
The volatile organics are released to the atmosphere and the toxic organics
remain in the compost. The rate of exposure to toxic organics remain in the
compost. The rate of exposure to toxic organics from compost could be the same
magnitude of concern as ingestion of soils depending on the end use of the
compost. Many compost materials are provided to consumers with advisary
precautions for it's use. The advisories are intended to reduce the
the exposure of consumers to toxic metals and organics. The MPCA rules limit
the use and exposure of the public to certain classes of compost. Long term
exposure to toxics from compost has not been conducted. No studies have been
found while researching the EIS that provide a health risk assessment for
compost production and use.

Refuse-derived fuel combustion data has been included in the data used to
evaluate the proposed project. The data for RDF facilites does not show
significant variation in emissions rates of toxic materials. It is expected
that comprehensive analysis of RDF emissions will show the same level of health
risk as that identified for the proposed facility.
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Table 4.3-16
Metals Doses and ADI's

Metal
Average

Emissions rate
Daily
Dose
mg/day

ADI

mg/day

Percentage
of ADI

Copper 3.98 E-3 1•1 E-5

Mercury 3.10 E-3 8.5 E-6

Lead 1.1 E-1 3.0 E-4

Manganese 4.4 E-3 1.2 E-5

Selenium 5.2 E-5 1.4 E-7

Tin 1.5 E-2 4.1 E-5

Vanadium 1. 9 E-3 5.2 E-6

Zinc 1.9 E-1 5.24 E-4

Pentachloro- 7.1 E-4 1.94 E-6
phenol
Antimony No Data
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0.02

1. 96 E-3

.74

0.7

UR

2.1

0.29

0.04

15

1.6 E-3

2.0 E-5

9.2 E-5



4.3.6 Ash Characteristics

Several slopes have been conducted on the properties of ash from resource
recovery facilities. The results of Regio and Rigio (1982) are presented in
the section titled Solid Waste Section 4.1 of the draft document. The summary
of the study show that the levels of lead and cadmium are the only solutes
above the drinking water standards. The composite of fly ash and bottom ash
typical is twice the drinking water standard for cadmium and four times the
drinking water standard for lead (l/lOOth the EP toxicity limits) in E.P.
toxicity testing. The values for lead and cadmium from EP toxicity testing
range as high as 31 ng/l and 5.3 ng/l respectively which is in excess of the
standards for hazardous wastes. Only one plant, Saugus, Massachusettes, has
shown values of cadmium and lead above the EP toxicity limits.

Fly ash when not combined with bottom ash typically tests as hazardous for both
cadmium and lead. Fly ash is usually not a separate waste stream in plant
p~ocesses.

4.3.7 Quench Water

The ash from the processing of work is recovered in two ways. Fly ash is
recovered in economizer and pollution control devices and bottom ash is
quenched in a water tank and removed as a solid containing 10 percent
moisture. Periodically the 3000 gallon quench tank must be drained for
repairs. The proposer has stated that the two quench tanks will not be drained
more than 6 times in any year. It is expected that the actual number of times
that the quench tanks will be drained would be one or two times a year. The
maximum discharge of quench water would be 36,000 gallons or 136,000 liters.
Pollutant laden quench water from Toronto has shown a total concentration of
dioxins and furans of 1.57 microgram/l (Ozvacic et al 1985). The equivalents
of 2,3,7,8 TCDD using U.S. EPA TEF's and the average isomer mixture from the
data base would yield 17.6 ng/l equivalents of 2,3,7,8 TCDD. The discharge of
136,000 liters would equal 2.4 mg per year discharged from the source. If the
quench water were filtered the total 2,3,7,8 TCDD equivalents discharged would
be reduced to 0.1 mg/per year. If the raw quench water is discharged to the
sanitary sewer the 2,3,7,8 - TCDD equivalents concentration would be reduced by
a factor of one million. As a comparison the 2,3,7,8 - TCDD equivalents
released via the stack equal 39.4 grams per year.
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PREFACE

The Response to Comments constitutes the third volume of the Hennepin County
Resource Recovery Project Environmental Impact Statement. Its responses
provide additional information for many issues discussed in the Draft EIS.
In responding to comments, the Council and its consultants have re-analyzed or
performed additional analysis on some issues. Nevertheless, the findings in
the Response to Comments are sUbstantially similar to those of the Draft EIS.

In Sections 1 and 2 of this volume, responses are provided to the issues raised
by each individual or group during public meetings about the Draft EIS or
submitted to the Council in writing during the prescribed comment period.

In Section 3, topical responses (for example: Transportation, Health Risk,
Aesthetics) are provided where common issues were raised by several commentors.

Section 4 is a summary of the existing conditions, impacts and mitigating
measures contained in the Draft EIS (DEIS).

Section 5 is a compilation of written comments submitted to the Council about
the DEIS.

Following this Preface, there is an index for this volume, designed to provide
rapid access for responses to individual comments.





CONTENTS

1.0 Response to Public Hearing Comments •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
1.1 January 15, 1986, Hennepin County Government Center ••••••••••

1.1.1 Leslie Davis, Earth Protector, Inc ••••••••••••••••••••
1.1.2 Lee Allen Estrem, Citizens for a Better Environment •••
1.1.3 Peter Berglund, Resident, City of Minneapolis •••••••••
1.1.4 John Kline, Flying Cloud Drive-in, Eden Prairie •••••••

1-1-10
1-1
1-1
1-1
1-1
1-2

1.2 January 16, 1986, Edina Community Center ••••••••••••••••••••• 1-2
1.2.1 Gary Berg, City Planner, Brooklyn Park •••••••••••••••• 1-2
1.2.2 Phil Carlson, Dahlgren, Shardlow and Uban, Consultants 1-2
1.2.3 James Stuebner, President, Northland Development Co... 1-2
1.2.4 Leslie Davis, President, Earth Protector, Inc......... 1-3
1.2.5 Ellen Lavin, Mayor, City of Hopkins................... 1-3
1.2.6 Dr. Charles Gray, Vice President, Economoc Consulting

1.2.7
1.2.8
1.2.9
1.2.10
1.2.11

Services II ..

Sally Olson, State Representative, "District 4A ••••••••
John Morse, Minnesota State Planning Agency •••••••••••
Joe Budnick, Red Owl Food Stores ••••••••••••••••••••••
Gordon Hippen, Division President, Super Valu •••••••••
Bruce Lieberman, General Counsel, General Resource

1-4
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5

Corp. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1-5
1.2.12 John Fink, Country Club Markets....................... 1-6
1.2.13 Gary Knott, Knox Lumber............................... 1-6
1.2.14 Don Hagen, Owner, Town Terrace Apartments ••••••••••••• 1-6
1.2.15 Douglas Denny, President, Park Valley Association..... 1-7
1.2.16 Peter Patchin, Peter J. Patchin and Associates Inc.... 1-7
1.2.17 David Olson, President, Twin West Chamber of Commerce. 1-7
1.2.18 Ed Hanlon, President, Center City Development Corp.... 1-8
1.2.19 Sandy Edwards, President, Interlachen Park Homeowners

Association ••.•.•...••..•..•••••..•.•.•.••••••••.... 1-8
1.2.20 Rick Carlson, Westbrooke Condominiums and Townhome

Association......................................... 1-8
1.2.21 Ann Sturgis, Citizens for a Better Environment........ 1-9
1.2.21 Don Roesner, Vice President, Park Valley Neighborhood

Association......................................... 1-9
1.2.23 Steve Ruder, President, Park Ridge Neighborhood

Association.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1- 9
1.2.24 John Keefe, Hennepin County Board ••••••••••••••••••••• 1-9
1.2.25 Phyllis McQuaid, State Representative, District 44.... 1-9
1.2.26 Charles Dayton, Attorney Representing the City of

Hopkins......... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1-10
1.2.27 Lee Clark, Resident, City of Hopkins •••••••••••••••••• 1-10
1.2.28 Frank Snyder, Resident, City of Hopkins............... 1-10



2.17

of Heal th .

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.10
2.11
2.12
2.13
2.14
2.15
2.16

2.0 Res ponse to Written Comments ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Donald M. Fraser, City of Minneapolis ••••••••••••••••••••••••
James F. Miller, City Manager, City of Minnetonka ••••••••••••
Douglas L. Denny, President, Park Valley Association •••••••••
Bruce M. Goldstein, President, The Knollwood Association •••••
Mrs. H. A. Hansen, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••.••••••••••
Mrs. Jane Sellner, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••
Virginia C. Moll, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Virginia Butz, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Connie and Tim Conners, Residents, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••
Mrs. J. J. Keefe, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Neil N. Lapidus, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Barbara E. Smith, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Mrs. Ann Pickler, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Harriet L. Long, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
James Krautkremer, Mayor, Brooklyn Park ••••••••••••••••••••••
Leslie Davis, President, Earth Protector, Inc ••••••••••••••••
2.16.1 Alternatives .
2.16.2 Cancer Risk Assessment •••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••
2.16.3 Emissions Control ~ .
2.16.4 Ash Disposal •••••••.••..••.••...•••••••••••...•••....•
2.16.5 Bioaccumulation •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~

Hulic B. Ratterree, Manager, Technical Services, Blount
Energy Resource Corp •.•••..••••.••.••••.•..••.....••.••....

2.18 Dr. Robert A. Kreiger, Research Scientist, Minnesota Dept.

2.19 Thomas J. Kalitkowski, Executive Director, Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

2.19.1 Noise ....•........•...................................
2.19.2 Solid and Hazardous Waste •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

2.19.2.1 Hazardous Wastes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.19.2.2 Solid Waste .•.••.••....•••••.••.•...••.•....

2.20 C. E. Samluk, President, Lombard Properties Inc ••••••••••••••
2.21 Shirley Schmit, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.22 Edina (Northwest) Citizens Comments ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.23 James R. Alders and Pamela K. Graika, Northern States

Power Co •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.23.1 Alternatives .
2.23.2 Air Emissions and Noise •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.23.3 Landfill Abatement ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

2.24 Carl M. JUllie, City Manager, City of Eden Prairie •••••••••••
2.24.1 Westwood Site .

2.24.1.1 Air Quality .........•.......................
2. 24. 1• 2 Land Use .
2.24.1.3 Noise ....................•..................
2.24.1.4 Socioeconomics ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

2.24.2 Railroad Site .
2.25.2.1 Geology and Soils •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.2.2 Land Use and Zoning •••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.2.3 Transportation ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

2.25.3 Gresnhouse Site .........................•.............
2.25.3. 1 Surface Water •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.3.2 Socioeconomics ................•.............

2-1-25
2-1
2-1
2-2
2-2
2-2
2-3
2-3
2-3
2-3
2-4
2-4
2-4
2-4
2-5
2-5
2-5
2-5
2-6
2-6
2-6
2-6

2-7

2-7

2-7
2-7
2-8
2-8
2-9
2-11
2-11
2-11

2-12
2-12
2-13
2-13
2-13
2-13
2-13
2-13
2-14
2-14
2-14
2-14
2-14
2-14
2-14
2-15
2-15



2.25 Charles Dayton, Ellen Sampson, Attorneys, City of Hopkins ••••
2.25.1 Assumptions Underlying the EIS Process ••••••••••••••••
2.25.2 Treatment of the Transfer Station in Comparison with

the Burn Plant .....•................................
2.25.3 Response to Criticism of Earlier Drafts •••••••••••••••
2.25.4 Public Health Concerns ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.5 Specific Comments .

2.25.5.1 Description of the Site •••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.5.-2 Noise .
2.25.5.3 Value of Property •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.5.4 Cultural Resources and Aesthetics •••••••••••
2.25.5.5 Odor .
2•.25.5.6 Land Use and Zoning •••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.25.5.7· Traffic ....•.............................

2.26 Charles K. Dayton, Attorney, Representing the City of
Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••

2.27 Thomas Balcom, Review Coordinator, Department of Natural
Resources .

2.28 James H. Lindau, Mayor, City of Bloomington ••••••••••••••••••
2.28.1 Air Quality .
2.28.2 Surface water ••.•••..••••..•.•.•.••••.••..........•.•.
2.28.3 Transportation •..••...•..••...•..••.••...•.•••.•.....•
2.28.4 Noise .
2.28.5 Utilities .
2.28.6 Socioeconomics .
2.28.7 Ecological Resources ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.28.8 Solid Waste .

2.29 Gordon Wagner, City of Minneapolis •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.29. 1 Governmental Approvals ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.29.2 Affected Environment ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2.29.3 Environmental Impacts •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
2. 2c;J. 4 Human Health .
2.29.5 Transportation .
2.29.6 Aesthetics ......................•.....................
2.29.7 Alternatives .

2.30 Paul J. Mendell, West Side Citizens Organization (St. Paul) ••

2-15
2-15

2-15
2-15
2-16
2-16
2-16
2-16
2-16
2-17
2-17
2-17
2-17

2-17

2-18
2-19
2-19
2-19
2-20
2-20
2-20
2-20
2-20
2-20
2-21
2-22
2-22
2-22
2-23
2-23
2-23
2-23
2-25



Mi tigations .

. .

3-1-52
3-1
3-8
3-10
3-18
3-24
3-26
3-27
3-35
3-38
3-40
3-42
3-43
3-47
3-49
3-52

...

....

..
..

....

.............

..............

........

. .

Air Quality .
Indirect Source Air Pollution•••••••••••

Acceptable or Unacceptable Waste ••••••
Noise ..... 0 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••

Opportunity Cost •••••
Rodent and Vector Control at Transfer Stations.

3.1.2
Hu.man Health •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Property Values Adjacent to Facility Sites •••••••••••
Development Impacts of Facilities ••
Transportation Level of Service ••••
3.5.1 Level of Service ••••••••••••
3.5.2 General Transportation ••••••
Effect of the MPCA 1,000-Foot Rule.
Wastesheds •••••••••••

3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9
3.10
3.11
3.12

3.0 Topical Responses to Comments ••••••••••••••
3.1



............................................

Utilities .

4-1
4-1
4-1
4-1
4-2
4-3
4-4
4-4
4-5
4-5
4-8
4-9
4-10
4-10
4-10
4-11
4-16
4-16
4-17
4-18
4-31
4-31
4-32
4-32
4-41
4-41
4-42
4-43
4-50
4-50
4-51
4-52
4-60
4-60
4-61
4-62
4-69
4-69
4-69
4-70

...

...

....

.....

. .

. .
...................

. .

...................

. .......................

.........................................................

.............................

. .

3ite .

S1te .

31te .

Impacts ...................•............

Greyhound 8ite .
Pacific St. Site •...••...•••.•.•••..•••.•.•••..•.•••..

Greyhound 3ite .
Pacific St. Site .
Transfer Stations .

Transfer Stations ••••••••••••••••••

Transfer Stations ••••••••••••••••••••••

Greyhound Site ••••••••
Pacific St. Site••••••

Air Quality•.........•.......................................
4.2. 1 Greyhound Facility ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••
4.2.2 Pacific St. Site •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
4.2.3 Transfer Stations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Geology and Soils .. ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......•.........
4. 3. 1 Greyhound Site..................... • ••••••
4.3.2 Pacific St. Site •••••••
4.3.3 Transfer Stations .•••...••••••••...•.••..•........•...
3.3.4
3.3.5 Mitigative Measures •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Surface Water_o ••.•..••..•••..•..•••.....•.•..•••..•.•........
4.4.1 Greyhound Site ••••••••
4.4.2 Pacific St.
4.4.3 Transfer Stations ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Land Use ••••••••••••••

Noise •.••.••••••••••••.•••.•••.•••••••••••.•.••...•.....

·Transportation .
4.6.1 Greyhound Site •••••••••••••••••••••
4.6.2 Pacific St.
4.6.3

4.8.1
4.8.2
4.8.3 Transfer Stations .•..•.•.••..•••.•.••••.••.••••••....•
Socioeconomics .
4.9.1 Greyhound Site •.••••••••••••.••.•.••.••.•••.•••.•
4.9.2 Pacific St.
4.9.3 Transfer Stations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Aesthetics and Cultural Resources ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
4.10.1 Greyhound Site •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
4.10.2 Pacific St. Site ••••
4.10.3 Transfer Stations •••

Summary of Issues •••••
4.1 Introduction•••••
4.2

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.8

4.10

4.9

4.0



5.0 Text
5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6
5.7
5.8
5.9
5.10
5.11
5.12
5.13
5.14
5.15
5.16

5.17
5.18
5.19

5.20

5.21
5.22

5.23
5.24
5.25
5.26
5.27

5.28
5.29
5.30
5.31
5.32

of Written Connnents•.•...•.•...•...••..•.....•...•.•.........
Donald M. Fraser, City of Minneapolis ••••••••••••••••••••••••
James F. Miller, City Manager, City of Minnetonka••••••••••••
Douglas L. Denny, President, Park Valley Association •••••••••
Bruce M. Goldstein, President, The Knollwood Association •••••
Mrs. H. A. Hansen, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••
Virginia C. Moll, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Connie ahd Jim Connors, Residents, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••
Virginia Butz, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Barbara E. Smith, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Neil N. Lapidus, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Mr s. J. J. Kee fe, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Harriet L. Long, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Mrs. Ann Pickles, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Mrs. Jane Sellner, Resident, Hopkins •••••••••••••••••••••••••
James Krautkremer, Mayor, Brooklyn Park ••••••••••••••••••••••
Hulic B. Ratterree, Manager, Technical Services, Blount

Energy Resource Corp •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•
Leslie Davis, President, Earth Protecto~, Inc ••••••••••••••••
C. E. Samluk, President, Lombard Properties, Inc •••••••••••••
Thomas J.' Kalitkowski, Executive Director, Minnesota

Pollution Control Agency •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•
Dr. Robert A. Kreiger, Research Scientist, Minnesota Dept.

of Health '................•..........................
Edina (Northwest) Citizens •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
James R. Alders and Pamela K. Graika, North States Power

Company••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 .•••••• 0.0 ••••••••••

Shirley Schmit, Resident, Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Carl M. Jullie, City Manager, City of Eden Prairie •••••••••••
Charles Dayton, Ellen Sampson, Attorneys, City of Hopkins ••••
Charles Dayton, Attorney, City of Hopkins ••••••••••••••••••••
Thomas Balcom, Review Coordinator, Dept. of Natural

Resources .
James H. Lindau, Mayor, City of Bloomington ••••••••••••••••••
Gordon Wager, City of Minneapolis ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Warren Por ter, Hennep in Coun ty •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Peter J. Patchin, Valuation Consultant •••••••••••••••••••••••
Paul Mandell, st. Paul Wide Side Citizen's League ••••••••••••

1-51"
5-1
5-1
5-3
5-3
5-4
5-5
5-7
5-7
5-8
5-8
5-8
5-9
5-9
5-10
5-10

5-11
5-13
5-14

5-15

5-20
5-22

5-2
5-2'(
5-28
5-30
5-35

5-38
5-39
5-41
5-45
5-54
5-56



SECTION I

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS





1. RESPONSE TO PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

1.1 January 15, 1986, Hennepin County Government Center

1.1.1 Leslie Davis, President, Earth Protector, Inc.

Issues Raised: Mr. Davis asked about the size of particulates emitted from
the mass-burn facility and about their chemical composition. He expressed
concern that dioxins and furans would be created in stack gasses and that ash
from the facility could be hazardous. He expressed the opinion that other
methods of waste utilization are preferable since they would not generate air
pollution. He commented that insufficient information exists to consider
facility construction.

Responses: The nature and rate of pollutant emissions is included in the
DEIS. The calculations contained in the DEIS are conservative since they do
not take full credit for the effectiveness of air emission control systems.
Mr. Davis is correct in noting that additional information will be available· in
the future from state and national studies of emissions and risks associated
with resource recovery facilities. Further information on data used or
excluded from the analyses is included in the revised Human Health Section of
the draft EIS, section 4.3. Improvements in the information base over time may
lead to refinements in pollution controls, operating practices or other
mitigating measures which could be dealt with through either initial or
subsequent facility permit conditions. Hypothesized formation of dioxins on
post-combustion particulates has not been supported in empirical studies.
~garding alternate waste handling methods, the proposed project is part of a

domprehensive county plan for waste management which includes programs for
waste reduction, recycling and composting in addition to waste combustion.

Based upon the most current ash testing data from the Westchester Resource
Recovery Facility in New York, it is unlikely that the ash residue from the
proposed Hennepin County facility would be considered a hazardous material.
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency will require testing of the ash prior to
the disposal of the ash prior to the disposal of the ash in an approved
landfill.

1.1.2 Lee Allen Estrem, Citizens for a Better Environment

Issues Raised: Mr. Estrem questioned MPCA guidelines for em~ssion monitoring.
He also recommended that fly ash and bottom ash from the facility be handled as
separate waste streams in order to provide better management of potentially
hazardous components.

Responses: Fly ash and bottom ash are combined for many resource facilities as
a function of plant design. Both emissions monitoring and ash management are
areas which will be regulated by MPCA permit in accord with agency rules and
guidelines. Specific permit conditions are not appropriate for the EIS;
general mitigating measures are discussed which may ultimately be incorporated
as conditions in state and local approvals.

1.1.3 Peter Berglund, Resident, City of Minneapolis

Issue Raised: Mr. Berglund urged investigation of alternative technologies.
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Response: The Draft EIS includes discussion of both alternative combustion
technologies as well as general discussion of other waste management options.
The project is proposed to process only about 40 percent of the county's waste,
as one element of a solid waste system which includes recycling, waste
reduction and composting programs.

1.1.4 John Kline, Flying Cloud Drive-in Theater, Eden Prairie

Issue Raised: Mr. Kline asked how the proposed project would effect the Flying
Cloud Sanitary Landfill.

Response: As noted in the DEIS, ash, non-processible waste and other reject
materials would be landfilled. It cannot be determined at this time whether
these materials would be disposed of in any particular landfill currently
operating in the Twin Cities Area.

However, the volume of mixed municipal waste requiring land disposal will be
reduced as a result of the County's resource recovery program.

This will extend the life of existing landfills and reduce the size and number
of future landfills. In addition, aesthetic impacts to adjacent areas
resulting from landfill operations such as odors, blowing paper, truck traffic,
etc., will be reduced.

Other Comments

The public meeting transcript included comments and questions raised by others
attending the January 15 meeting. No other comments were raised which
substantively addressed issues discussed in the DEIS or included in the EIS
Scoping Decision.

1.2 January 16, 1986, Edina Community Center

1.2.1 Gary Berg, City Planner, Brooklyn Park

Issue Raised: Mr. Berg referenced a resolution adopted by the Brooklyn Park
City Council. The resolution is in opposition to the site and identifies
specific problems associated with it.

Response: See response to written comments, 2.15 on page 2-5.

1.2.2 Phil Carlson, Dahlgren, Shardlow and Uban, Consultants

Issue Raised: Mr. Carlson expressed concern that a transfer station at the
proposed Brooklyn Park site would have a negative impact on the Northland Park
development, west of the site.

Response: Potential impact of proposed facilities for adjacent and nearby
areas is discussed in the DEIS. Additional information has been developed on
site distance and aesthetic mitigation techniques for the Final EIS (see the
topical response Section 3.4).

1.2.3 James Stuebner, President, Northland Development Company
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Issues Raised: Mr. Stuebner provided written materials about Hennepin County's
process for identification and selection of proposed transfer station sites.
He provided information on the potential job development and tax base increase
from the Northland Development park.

Responses: Processes for site identification or final selection are not
germane to the EIS. The DEIS does identify possible alternatives to each of
the proposed facilities. Additional information, beyond that in the DEIS,
on potential impact on adjacent development was developed for the Final EIS.
Section 3.4 includes comments from developers in other parts of the country who
have had experience with nearby transfer stations.

1.2.4 Leslie Davis, President Earth Protector, Inc.

Issues Raised: Mr. Davis reiterated concerns about human health expressed at
the January 15 public meeting.

Responses: See' response above (1.1.1) and response to written comments
(2.16) on page 2-5.

1.2.5 Ellen Lavin, Mayor, City of Hopkins

Issues Raised: Mayor Lavin presented slides of the Minneapolis North Transfer
Station, expressing concerns that litter, external waste storage and uncovered
transfer vehicles would be serious problems should a transfer facility be
developed at the Hopkins site. She described land uses adjacent to the site
}nd provided a map similar to that in the DEIS. She noted that appropriate
representatives of food warehouses adjacent to and near the site had not been
contacted during preparation of the DEIS. She expressed concern that the DEIS
had not adequately addressed the potential impact, of a waste transfer station
on the nearby food warehouse businesses and that in a broader sense, the
economic impact of the transfer facility has not been adequately assessed.
Citing several issues (noise, transportation, land use) Mayor Lavin expressed
the view that different sites were treated unequally and that the DEIS
conclusions were not consistent throughout, noting several times during her
presentation that the DEIS sections on the Hopkins site were biased. Regarding
noise, Mayor Lavin questioned the location and type of receptor evaluated. She
questioned the assessment of impact of train traffic on vehicle congestion.
She noted that the possible impact of light rail proposals for the Hopkins area
was not addressed. She cited unequal treatment in discussions of Birch Island
and Buffer Parks. And she recommended that further analysis of the transporta­
tion costs for alternate facilities be done.

Responses: The presence of refuse on a transfer station tipping floor between
clean-up periods is characteristic of normal operations. Proposed tipping
areas would be fully enclosed. As noted in the DEIS project description, no
uncovered storage of refuse would be permitted, arid no waste is to be stored on­
site for more than four hours. Although employees of Hopkins food warehouse
businesses were contacted during preparation of the DEIS, the additional
parties suggested by Major Lavin have been contacted during development of
the Final EIS. Section 3 of this document contains additional analysis of the
ryotential impact of the transfer station sites on the hygiene of surrounding
and uses in the topical section. Additional discussion on the impact of

transfer facilities on development of adjacent lands is also included in
Section 3.4. Section 4 of this document provides a summary of the existing

1-3



conditions, impacts and mitigations associated with all proposed and alternate
facility sites, as described in the DEIS. The section illustrates the
comparability of issues and treatment for each site and also provides a
synopsis of the DEIS without the bulk of the original document. Noise
receptors selected for the Hopkins site are located in residential areas.
Since noise standards are more stringent for such landuses, residential
receptors are more indicative of noise sensitivity in the vicinity of the
Hopkins site than would be industrial landuses somewhat closer to the proposed
facility. The topical response on transportation in Section 3 compares vehicle
level of service on affected roadways, both with and without the proposed
project at all alternate sites. Level of service comparisons for the proposed
transfer station sites can be found in the DEIS. Section 3 also discusses
impact of train traffic on vehicle congestion. At present the development of
light rail transit for the Hopkins area is uncertain. Should such proposals
develop further, their impact analyses would be the appropriate place for
assessment of project interrelationships. Regarding comparison of recreation
facilities, Birch Island Park is predominantly a wildlife area while Buffer
Park is an active recreation facility with ball field and playground. The
noise analysis for the Buffer Park area concluded that no increased noise
levels would be noticeable, but also recognized that existing noise levels
exceed standards for this type of landuse. Transportation cost comparisons are
not included in either the Draft of Final EIS due to the potential number and
complexity of scenarios, depending on the final mix of transfer sites selected,
their respective sizes and wastesheds and on final selection of the combustion
facility site.

An assessment of train traffic impacts on vehicle congestion along Fifth Avenur
South is presented in Section 4 of the DEIS. The analysis was based on the
most accurate available information from railroad officials regarding the
frequency, duration and timing of train traffic crossing the affected
intersections in the site area.

1.2.6 Dr. Charles Gray, Vice President, Economic Consulting Services

Issues Raised: Dr. Gray presented a memorandum which discusses two factors
affecting land values--externalities and opportunity costs. Externalities are
the impacts a project has on neighboring lands which lead to cost impacts.
Common examples are noise and air pollution. Opportunity costs refer to
alternative uses of resources that may be more beneficial.

Responses: Both concepts, externalities and opportunity costs, apply to all of
the possible transfer station sites as they do for any development project.
Factors contributing to potential detrimental effects on nearby property are
noted in the DEIS. As Dr. Gray states in his memorandum, the difficulty is in
trying to quantify the effect precisely. A full cost-benefit analysis
comparing project costs against all other possible uses of each proposed and
alternative site is well beyond the scope of this EIS. A true net opportunity
cost is the value of a proposed site, less the cost of purchase and preparation
of an alternate site. Site preparation includes relocation of existing uses,
clearing of existing structures, and absorption of liability for potential
environmental cleanups of other unique costs of developing the alternate site.
Techniques used to resolve externality and opportunity costs conflicts include
site swap; surcharge, royalty, payment in lieu of taxes or other financial
compensation; and employment of mitigating measures such as landscaping, air
pollution controls, limits on hours of operation, etc.
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1,.2.7 Sally Olson, State Representative, District 4A

Issues Raised: Rep. Olson stressed that the Hopkins site violates MPCA
guidelines on location within 1,000 feet of residential landuse. She stated
that insufficient analysis was included in the DEIS on impact for food
warehouse businesses. She requested that further evaluation be done on impact
of the transfer station on the Hopkins downtown redevelopment area.

Responses: The MPCA uses a discretionary guideline of 1,000 feet separation
between residences and active landfill areas. The agency has no comparable
guidelines for transfer facilities. Further discussion of this topic is
included in Section 3.6. The findings of the registered hygienist retained
to evaluate hygiene concerns on and near the transfer facilities are included
in Section 3.9. Further discussion of the possible impacts for Hopkin's
redevelopment area and general impacts for adjacent properties is also to be
found in Section 3.4.

1.2.8 John Morse, Minneapolis State Planning Agency

Issue Raised: Mr. Morse requested analysis of the potential impact of the
proposed facility of the redevelopment area in Hopkins.

Response: Further assessment of this issue can be found in Section 3.4.

1.2.9 Joe BUdnick, Red Owl Food Stores

Issue Raised: Mr. Budnick expressed concerns that rodents carried in refuse
trucks would have a negative impact on the operation of the Red Owl Food
warehouse operation.

Response: The findings of the consultant retained to provide further
evaluation of hygiene impacts is included in Section 3.9.

1.2.10 Gordon Hippen, Division President, Super Valu

Issues Raised: Mr. Hippen voices concerns that transportation impacts,
rodents, dust and odor problems will have a much greater impact than the DEIS
suggests.

Responses: Similar comments were made by several speakers at this meeting.
Transportation impacts and consultant findings on hygiene issues represent
additional work on the issues (see Section 3.9). Litter is noted as a
common concern at transfer facilities currently in operation around the
country. In Section 3, the topical response on Mitigation includes information
on potential control measures.

1.2.11 Bruce Lieberman

Issues Raised: Mr. Lieberman expressed concern that the DEIS failed to
accurately assess the eXisting landuse and transportation system in the area of
the Hopkins site and that impacts of the proposed transfer station had not been
~ully addressed.

Responses: General Resource Corp. property is within an area which the DEIS
recognizes as being zoned General Industrial. The traffic that has developed
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in the area over time has grown, and the impacts of the current system are
described in the DEIS. Further description of traffic conditions with or
without the project are included in a topical response in Section 3.5, as
are additional comments about development impacts.

1.2.12 John Fink, County Club Markets

Concerns expressed by Mr. Fink included transportation impacts, rodents, dust
and odor problems. He felt that these factors would lead to greater impacts
than those identified in the DEIS. He was concerned that facility wash-down
water could contaminate the truck turning area next to the Country Club
warehouse dock.

Responses: As noted with similar comments above, the topical responses in
Section 3 provide further information about transportation, development and
hygiene (rodents). The topical sections on Mitigation describe potential dust,
litter and odor controls. Current literature indicates that off-site dust and
odor is primarily from truck traffic, that is dust reintrainment from heavy
truck traffic and diesel exhaust. Litter and dust control measures will be
required to avoid contamination of runoff. Exterior cleanup procedures for the
transfer facilities, as proposed, minimize the use of water. Runoff will be
controlled on-site with storm water discharged to the local storm drainage
system.

1.2.13 Gary Knott, Knox Lumber

Issues Raised: Mr. Knott expressed concern that the traffic on the section of
Fifth Av. S. between Co. Rd. 3 and Third St. S. would be severely impacted by
the proposed facility. He cited the area's accident level and expressed
concern about impact on access to the Knox Lumber business from Fifth Av. S.
He also voiced concerns about odors, litter and potential for the facility to
generate combustible gases.

Responses: Impact on traffic congestion is discussed in the DEIS. Section 3
of this document provides additional information about traffic conditions both
with or without the project. The congested level of service in the area could
be a major contributing factor for the increase in accidents noted by Mr.
Knott. Regular grounds policing is proposed for the project as part of its
litter control program. Other mitigating measures are described in the DEIS.
Waste is not to be stored on-site for longer that a four hour period, thus
precluding the potential for decomposition resulting in generation of
combustible gases or odors noticeable off-site.

1.2.14 Don Hagen, Owner, Town Terrace Apartments

Issues Raised: Mr. Hagen presented a petition signed by the 118 residents of
Town Terrace Apartments. Issues expressed included noise, truck eXhaust,
traffic congestion and impact of waste on nearby food warehouses. Other
comments made by Mr. Hagen did not deal with issues delineated in the DEIS or
pertinent to the EIS scope.

Responses: The DEIS addressed the noise and transportation impacts of concern
to the petitioners. These issues were reexamined for the Final EIS, with
additional discussion located in Section 3. There is no substantial change
from the findings of the DEIS. Traffic on the north side of Co. Rd. 3 at the
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10rner of Fifth Av. S. would not appear to be affected by the proposed
)acility. Discussion of hygiene impacts and adjacent food warehouses can also
be found in Section 3.9.

1.2.15 Douglas Denny, President, Park Valley Association

Issues Raised: Mr. Denney expressed concern about potential traffic, noise and
rodent impacts for the Park Valley residential area. He was concerned that
these impacts would contribute to limitation on development potential and to a
decline in property values.

Responses: The DEIS describes traffic and noise impacts associated with the
site. Noise receptors were selected to include residential areas in the
vicinity. As noted in the DEIS, Hennepin County intends to prohibit waste
vehicles from traversing the area to the south of the project site. The City
of Hopkins also has a broader authority to restrict truck traffic on Fifth
Av. S. The transfer facility would be visible from the Park Valley
neighborhood. As a mitigating measure, the county has committed to seeking
neighborhood assistance in selection of the building's exterior treatment.
Difficulties in gauging potential impacts on property values have been noted in
the DEIS and by several commentors. Included in Section 3 is input from
developers outside the Twin Cities, describing their experiences with transfer
stations. The City of Hopkins has presented an appraiser's assessment of
impacts. (See response below to P. Patchin, as well as response to written
comments in Section 2.) Further work on the potential for rodent impacts is
included in the topical response in Section 3.9.

)
'1.2.16 Peter Patchin, Peter J. Patchin and Associates, Inc.

Issues Raised: Mr. Patchin presented his findings on potential decline in
property values due to the proposed transfer station. His conclusion was that
both residential and commercial properties would decline in value, with impacts
most severe for the nearby food warehouses.

Responses: Mr. Patchin's work is consistent with comments from the Hopkin's
city assessor, which are included in the DEIS. Mr. Patchin's preliminary
assessment of impact for residential properties is a decline in value of 10
percent or less. A 10 percent difference in appraised value from one expert to
another is not uncommon. Mr. Patchin correctly notes that public perception of
noise, odor or other impacts has the greatest affect on values. Mr. Patchin
believes a severe decline in value, up to 50 percent, could result for light
industrial properties if food warehouse businesses were forced to close.
Neither the DEIS nor additional analysis for the Final EIS indicate serious
impacts for the food businesses. (See Section 3 for comments on development
impacts as well as on hygiene, Sections 3.4 and 3.9 respectively.)

1.2.17 David Olson, President, Twin West Chamber of Commerce

Issues Raised: Mr. Olson's comments dealt primarily with transportation
impacts, noting that the proposed facility would turn Hopkins into "a maze of
garbage trucks." He also expressed concern about the impact such congestion
·rould have on development.

I

Responses: An additional evaluation of transportation impacts of the facility
on the areas near Co. Rd. 3 and Fifth Av. S. does not show interference with
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northbound traffic on Fifth Av. from Co. Rd. 3. Under normal conditions, the
traffic analysis showed that during peak refuse delivery times, no more than
one truck would be stopped at the intersection of Co. Rd. 3 and Fifth Av. S.
during any traffic signal light cycle. Additional discussion of transportation
and development impacts can be found in Section 3.5.2.

1.2.18 Ed Hanlon, President, Center City Development Corp.

Issues Raised: Mr. Hanlon voiced the concern that transportation impacts from
the facility would disrupt business development in Hopkins. He noted that air
pollution, odor, litter and rodents would adversely impact the area surrounding
the site.

Responses: Substantial changes to conditions without the proposed project were
not found for noise or transportation in either the DEIS nor on reanalysis.
These concerns are common to many speakers and further discussion can be found
in Section 3. The findings of the consultant on hygiene impacts and
mitigating measures are also to be found in Section 3.9. Literature
describing off-site dust and odor for transfer stations indicates that dust is
attributable to reintrainment as is common for heavy duty vehicles; odor is
predominantly the result of diesel exhaust.

1.2.19 Sandy Edwards, President, Interlachen Park Homeowners Association

Issues Raised: Mr. Edwards asked for fuller assessment of air quality, surface
water, aesthetic, traffic, noise, rodent and property value impacts.

Responses: Off-site dust and odor impacts from transfer stations are generallJ
the result of dust reintrained by heavy trucks and diesel odors. Surface water
management from the site is expected to improve. The current site is virtually
entirely impervious surface. Should a transfer station be developed, a storm
water retention basin would be developed with controls to trap sediment and
oil. In Section 3 there is additional discussion of potential mitigating
controls for litter. Hennepin County has committed to seeking neighborhood
input for site landscaping and exterior building design. No significant
changes in noise and traffic impacts for future conditions have been found
either through the DEIS or in subsequent analysis for the Final EIS (See
Section 3.5.2). Hopkin's Assessor is cited in the DEIS as believing that the
facility could contribute to a decline in nearby residential property values.
Additional responses to this concern can be found in Section 2, in the response
to written comments from P. Patchin and more generally in Section 3.4.

Rodent and hygiene impacts from the proposed transfer station are discussed in
Section 3.9.

1.2.20 Rick Carlson, Westbrooke Condominiums and Townhome Association

Issue Raised: Mr. Carlson expressed concern that the area south of Seventh
St. S. would receive additional traffic from the proposed facility,
particularly during periods of traffic congestion.

Response: The background report prepared by HDR Inc., Environmental Technical
Report 11: Transportation, estimated additional daily traffic generated by
the transfer station. It shows a potential increase of 6 trucks and 8 cars in
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1990 and 14 trucks and 15 cars in the year 2000. Over a 10-hour day, the
additional traffic would be slightly in excess of one truck per hour. This
level of additional traffic would not be significant.

1.2.21 Ann Sturgis, Citizens for a Better Environment

Issues Raised: Ms. Sturgis repeated testimony presented on January 15 by Lee
Allen Estrem.

Responses: See response above to Mr. Estrem's comments.

1.2.22 Don Roesner, Vice President, Park Valley Neighborhood Association

Issues Raised: Mr. Roesner's concerns were for fuller assessment of noise
impacts and food sanitation aspects of the project.

Responses: Reassessment of noise impacts did not indicate greater impact from
that forecast in the DEIS. The report of the sanitarian retained to evaluate
hygiene aspects of the proposed facility is included in Section 3.

1.2.23 Steve Ruder, President, Park Ridge Neighborhood Association

Issues Raised: Mr. Ruder took issue with the findings of the DEIS and with the
bases for those findings.

Responses: The findings and conclusions found within the DEIS do not represent
\ersonal opinions or observations of the preparers. Noise, air quality,
Jraffic and other issues have been evaluated based on guidelines and standards
of the U.S. EPA, Dept. of Transportation and Department of Housing and Urban
Development as well as those of Minnesota's state agencies. The DEIS does not
make a value judgment on how good the Hopkins site may be. Rather, it
utilizes the standards and guidelines of various agencies to assess the
potential impacts of the proposed project and provide a professional assessment
of the significance of those impacts.

1.2.24 John Keefe, Hennepin County Board

Issues Raised: Commissioner Keefe commented on the county's selection process
and stressed the merits of several alternatives to the Hopkins site.

Responses: The process for selection of the proposed transfer station sites is
beyond the scope of this EIS. Section 4 includes a summary of the existing
conditions, impacts and mitigating measures appropriate for all proposed sites
and alternatives as discussed in the DEIS.

1.2.25 Phyllis McQuaid, State Representative, District 44

Issue Raised: Representative McQuaid expressed concern that the proposed
transfer station could adversely impact the food warehouse businesses and
residential neighborhoods near the facility.

~esponse: Section 3 includes the findings of the sanitarian retained to assess
ygiene impacts for the transfer station and its environs.
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1.2.26 Charles Dayton, Attorney Representing the City of Hopkins

Issues Raised: Mr. Dayton highlighted his extensive submittal of written
comments on the DEIS.

Responses: See response to written comments Sections 2.25 and 2.26.

1.2.27 Lee Clark, Resident, City of Hopkins

Issue Raised: Mr. Clark expressed concern that a transfer station would infect
food passing through nearby food warehouse. businesses.

Response: The consulting sanitarian's evaluation of rodent and hygiene
concerns is included in Section 3.9.

1.2.28 Frank Snyder, Resident, City of Hopkins

Issue Raised: Mr. Snyder expressed concern that increased truck traffic would
eliminate access to the SHARE health care facility.

,
Response: The SHARE facility is south of Seventh St. S. Hennepin Co. has
stated that truck traffic would not be allowed to enter the proposed transfer
station from the intersection of Co. Rd. 18 and Seventh St. S. Hence no
adverse impact for SHARE should be expected.

Other Comments

The public meeting transcript includes comments and questions raised by others
attending the January 16 meeting. No other comments were raised which
substantively addressed issues discussed in the DEIS or included in the EIS
Scoping Decision.
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SECTION II

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS





2. RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

Section 5 of this document contains copies of all substantive comments received
by the Council during the comment period on the DEIS. The full text of
comments in Section 5 is presented in the same order as the responses below.
In the responses to comments which follow, only a broad indication of the
commentors' full expression of concerns is given.

2.1 Donald M. Fraser, Mayor, City of Minneapolis

Mayor Fraser's letter highlights concern that the health risk from the proposed
facility may not accurately assess the true risk of a 1,000-ton-per-day waste­
to-energy facility in downtown Minneapolis.

Many other commentors expressed similar concerns. The Council and its
consultants have provided additional discussion and analysis of these issues in
the Human Health portion of Section 3.2 and the revised Human Health risk
analysis.

2.2 James F. Miller, City Manager, City of Minnetonka

Mr. Miller's comments pertained to the sections of the DEIS describing
alternative transfer station sites. He expressed a number of concerns
including transportation, safety, surface water quality and socioeconomics.
m~ese issues are addressed individually below.

Hennepin county intends to significantly upgrade the portion of County Rd. 67
that passes by all three of the alternate site locations in Eden Prairie. The
current county plans envision a right-hand turn lane at Indian Chief Rd. The
impacts on traffic from trucks entering the facility from westbound Co. Rd. 67
would be greatly diminished by the turn lane. Mitigation for the potential
traffic and safety concerns is included in the Final EIS in Section 3.5.
Analysis of increased traffic generated for the Greenhouse site has been
included in the Reuter environmental assessment worksheet (EAW). The
EAW analysis shows that the truck traffic will increase slightly along County
Rds. 3, 4 and 60, assuming delivery of waste collected in Minnetonka and Eden
Prairie. Since completion of the Reuter EAW in 1985, proposals have been put
forward for all waste processed by Reuter to be obtained from the eastern
portions of the county. Under such circumstances, a shift to waste delivery by
transfer vehicles rather than direct delivery from packer trucks would be
expected to lessen traffic impacts.

The location of the Eden Prairie sites would have the potential to affect
overall waste transportation costs for the county solid waste system. Cost
comparisons for the transportation of waste to alternative sites have not been
included due to potential number and complexity of scenarios depending on the
final mix of transfer ,sites selected, their respective sizes and wastesheds and
final site selection for the waste combustion facility.

An improved transportation system in the vicinity of the sites could make the
pa more attractive for development. The effects of the proposed facilities

v41 development has been investigated. The information is included in Section
3.4 as aotopical response on development impacts.

The Alternatives section of the DEIS did not explore mitigating measures,
although measures discussed for the proposed sites apply to most alternatives,
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for example, site planning and screening. Likewise, other mitigating measure
can reduce or eliminate potential problems of surface water quality degradatiol.
and public safety. The discussion of potential mitigating measures is
addressed in Section 4, which summarizes the existing conditions, impacts and
mitigations pertinent to all sites and alternates.

2.3 Douglas L. Denny, President, Park Valley Association

The comments received from the Park Valley Association expressed concern over
the potential traffic and noise of the proposed facility, as well as the impact
the proposed facility will have on the development potential and property
values in the vicinity of the Hopkins transfer station site.

The Council has obtained assistance in evaluating the potential impacts on
development that transfer stations may have. The views of developers contacted
from other parts of the country who have experienced transfer station location
nearby are included in Section 3.4. Comments from the City of Hopkins include
information on the potential for decrease in property values near the transfer
station site.

Traffic and noise data have been reevaluated for the Final ElS. Results of
this work are included in the topical discussion on Transportation in
Section 3. Noise impacts from the proposed facility have also been reexamined
for the Final ElS. The DElS findings were found to be indicative of noise
levels from the facility and other existing noise sources for receptors in
nearby areas.

2.4 Bruce M. Goldstein, President, The Knollwood Association

The concerns expressed involve transportation and transportation noise impacts,
and the effect of the proposed transfer station in Hopkins on property values
and economic activity.

Section 3 included discussion of impacts transfer station development has had
for developers contacted in other parts of the country. Comments from the City
of Hopkins also include estimates of the potential decline in property values
near the transfer station site.

Traffic and noise data have been reevaluated for the Final ElS. Results of
this work are included in the topical discussion on Transportation in Section
3. Noise impacts from the proposed facility have also been reexamined for the
Final ElS. The DElS findings were found to be indicative of the combined
impact from the facility and existing noise sources for receptors in
neighborhoods near the proposed transfer station.

2.5 Mrs. H. A. Hansen, Resident, Hopkins

Mrs. Hansen expressed concern that the impacts of traffic from the facility in
addition to the existing traffic would make it difficult for local residents to
travel in Hopkins.

Several responses in Section 1 to comments made during the January 16, 1986,
public meeting address specific potential congestion points in Hopkins. The
topical discussion of Transportation impacts in Section 3 provided further
information on traffic conditions that could be expected if the project were
built.
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~ Mrs. Jane Sellner, Resident, Hopkins

Mrs. Sellner expressed concern that the proposed transfer station would be
incompatible with the existing food businesses due to rodents and insects. She
also expressed concern that the transportation system would suffer from the
development of a transfer station in Hopkins.

Findings of the consulting sanitarian retained to evaluate vector (rodent and
insect) impacts from the proposed facility are included in Section 3.9.
Section 3 also includes discussion of transportation impacts at all of the
transfer station sites. Some additional discussion of transportation impacts
can also be found in Section 1 in responses to comments made during the January
16, 1986 public meeting.

2.7 Virginia C. Moll, Resident, Hopkins

Ms. Moll expressed concern that the EIS may not provide an accurate assessment
of the potential problems at the proposed Hopkins transfer station site.
Issues of particular concern were litter, noise, pests, traffic and property
values adjacent to the proposed site.

Additional analysis of potential impacts for the potential transter station
sites has been completed during preparation of the Final EIS.

The transportation impacts from development of the Hopkins site as a transfer
~~tion identified in the draft EIS. The Final EIS contains expanded
J~cussion of concerns over congestion, impact of train crossings, truck

traffic in residential areas and other topics in the responses in Section 1 and
also in the topical Transportation portion of Section 3.

The Council has obtained expert opinion concerning the potential for rodent and
insect problems to develop at the transfer sites. The work performed by
the registered hygienist is included in Section 3.9.

Noise impacts from proposed facilities were again reviewed for the Final EIS.
The discussion of combined noise impacts from the proposed Hopkins transfer
station with that of existing noise levels for nearby sensitive receptors can
be found in Section 3.12 •.

2.8 Virginia Butz, Resident, Hopkins

Ms. Butz expressed concern that the impacts from the facility would have a
negative impact on the property value of her home.

The City of Hopkins has submitted an estimate of potential decline in property
values near the transfer station site. The Council has investigated property
value impacts near other sites in close proximity to similar facilities. The
results of the work are included in Section 3.4.

2.9 Connie and Tim Conners, Residents, Hopkins

~ Conners expressed concern that the impacts from the facility would have a
uegative impact on the property value of their home.

The City of Hopkins has provided an estimate of potential decline in property
values near the transfer station site. Section 3 discusses experiences
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developers in other parts of the country have had areas near transfer stationp
similar to the proposed facility.

2.10 Mrs. J. J. Keefe, Resident, Hopkins

Mrs. Keefe expressed concern that the impacts from the facility would have a
negative impact on the property value of her home and would contaminate the
drinking water of the city.

The City of Hopkins has presented estimates of the potential decline in value
of property near the transfer station site. Findings of developers and
communities contacted by the Council where similar transfer facilities have
been built are included in Section 3.4. A review of transportation impacts
from development of the Hopkins site as well as expanded discussion of traffic
congestion, train crossings and truck traffic in residential areas has been
included in Section 3.5.

The water supply wells should not be impacted by the proposed facility. The
transfer station uses a minimum of water and all sanitary water is directed to
sanitary sewer.

2.11 Neil N. Lapidus, Resident, Hopkins

Mr. Lapidus' concerns involve transportation and transportation noise impacts,
and the effect of the proposed transfer station in Hopkins on property values
and economic activity.

Comments on the effects of similar facilities on nearby development were
solicited from a few communities and developers in other parts of the country.
Their views are included in Section 3.4.

Additional discussion of traffic congestion and other transportation impacts
has also been included in Section 3. Specific responses to possible congestion
concerns are also included in Section 1 in response to 00mments made during the
January 16, 1986 public meeting. The noise analysis completed for the EIS
included both potential facility impacts as well as that from existing sources,
and includes existing and future traffic.

2.12 Barbara E. Smith, Resident, Hopkins

Correspondence from Ms. Smith did not include comments specific to issues
evaluated in the DEIS or based on the EIS Scoping Decision.

2.13 Mrs. Ann Pickler, Resident, Hopkins

Mrs. Pickler's comments identified concerns over the issues of pUblic health
and economic development related to the transfer station.

The Council has obtained expert opinion concerning the potential for rodent and
insect problems to develop at the transfer sites. The work was completed by
a registered consulting sanitarian. His findings are incorporated in Section
3 of the Final EIS.

Section 3 also includes the views of communities and developers from other
communities who have experienced nearby construction of transfer stations
similar to the proposed facility.
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>14 Harriet L. Long, Resident, Hopkins

Ms. Long's concerns included the issues of odor and rodents from the proposed
transfer station in Hopkins. Rodent and hygiene impacts are discussed in
section 3.9. Literature describing off-site dust and odors historically
associated with transfer stations indicates that odors are predominantly the
result of diesel exhaust from vehicles using the facility rather than from
solid waste.

2.15 James Krautkremer, Mayor, Brooklyn Park

Mayor Krautkremer's letter conveys the resolution adopted by the Brooklyn Park
City Council noted earlier in Section 1. The resolution addresses the adequacy
of the DEIS discussions of floodplain and transportation impacts of the
proposed Brooklyn Park transfer station site.

Floodplain encroachment is an unavoidable impact of development on the Brooklyn
Park site. Since the floodplain area occupies the central portion of the site,
avoidance of the floodplain through site design is not feasible. Partial
mitigation of overall site drainage impacts may be achieved by grading unpaved
areas in the western portion of the site to promote natural drainage of runoff
toward the wetland flanking Shingle Creek.

Depending on site layout, floodplain encroachment could be a significant impact
at the Brooklyn Park site. Possible mitigating measures include grading to re-
rtablish floodplain capacity lost to development.

In preparation of the Final EIS, transportation impacts for the proposed
transfer station sites were reanalyzed. This work did not result in any change
in the forecast impacts for the Brooklyn Park site from those identified in the
DEIS.

No unique or scenic features were observed in the assessment of the flora and
fauna at the site which would require special protection.

2.16 Leslie Davis, President, Earth Protector, Inc.

Mr. Davis' concerns dealt with the following topics: Alternatives, Cancer Risk
Assessment, Emissions Control, Ash Disposal, and Bioaccumulation.

The discussion below addresses these concerns or indicates where additional
discussion of the topics can be found in the Final EIS.

2.16.1 Alternatives

The concern about alternatives has been addressed in part in EIS Scoping
Decision. It is also partially covered in the solid waste management section
of the DEIS. Exclusive of the transfer station component of Hennepin County's
system, the project and options assessed as alternatives to the proposed
project in this EIS are the use of mass burn or refuse-derived fuel processing
of waste at the Greyhound site or the Pacific St. site. It is understood that
~ese are not the only solid waste management options available to the county,

rtor are they the only solid waste management options under consideration by
Hennepin County. The project currently under environmental review is for a
facility and the ancillary transfer stations to collect Hennepin County waste
and process 1,000 tons per day of that waste in a resource recovery facility
which has the capability to co-generate electricity and to provide steam to



potential users in downtown Minneapolis. The project will process only 40
percent of the waste generated in the county. This project does not eliminat~

the need for other solid waste strategies that may include source separation,
waste reduction and composting. The proposed project is one element in the
County's comprehensive plan for abating the practice of land disposal of mixed
municipal solid waste. The alternatives presented in the EIS are those that
were determined reasonable for the project by the Council in the scoping
process •.

2.16.2 Cancer Risk Assessment

Mr. Davis conveyed an additional copy of the report by Commoner, et aI,
critiquing the Human Health analysis within the DEIS. Issues raised through
this report are common to several commentors. Further analysis of human health
risk has been completed for the Final EIS; this work is included in Section
3.2.

2.16.3 Emissions Control

The assumptions in the DEIS Human Health section did not include any factor for
control of dioxin (PCDD) and furan (PCDF) emissions for the flue gas stream.
The DEIS discussion of health impacts may be appropriately considered a
worst plausible case. Two papers have been submitted by other commentors that
discuss the relative efficiency of the proposed pollution control equipment for
the control of the PCDD and PCDF. The papers are titled "Reduction of Dioxins
by Spray Dryer Absorption from Incinerator Flue Gas" by Nielsen, et al., and
the "Bay Area Resource Recovery Facility Project Application for Certificatiol
Appendix J: Supplemental Environmental Information - Health Risk Assessment."
The papers indicate that the proposed type of air emissions controls for the
project may achieve up to 90 control of dioxin/furan emissions. Further
discussion may be found in Section 3.2 on page 3-10.

The information concerning the formation of PCDD and PCDF as the combustion
gases cool has been discussed by Commoner and Konheim in information provided
to the Council. The mechanism for formation of PCDD and PCDF is not clearly
understood. To estimate emissions from the proposed project, the EIS has
utilized monitored emissions from similar existing facilities--hence emissions
found actual stack samples, emissions found to be present irrespective of
hypothesized points of synthesis.

2.16.4 Ash Disposal

The Council acknowledges that some fly ashes from resource recovery facilities
have been found to be hazardous by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's
(EPA) extractable pollutant test, based on elevated levels of lead and
cadmium. Like most American resource recovery plants, fly ash and bottom ash
from the proposed project will be combined as a function of plant design. This
forms a single ash product that, in testing from other facilities, does not
constitute a hazardous waste. A discussion of ash handling and disposal is
provided in the responses addressed to MPCA comments.

2.16.5 Bioaccumulation

The comments concerning bioaccumulation and the potential synergism of PCDD and
other compounds are subjects that affect the potency slopes for the compounds.
U.S. EPA potency slopes were employed for the DEIS and Final EIS health risk
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)sessments. Further discussion of health risk and the effect of different
assumptions for potency may be found in Section 3.2.

2.17 Hulic B. Ratterree, Manager, Technical Services, Blount Energy Resource
Corp.

Mr. Ratterree transmitted additional information from Konheim which contains
very recent data on resource recovery dioxin emissions and also includes a
critique of the report from Commoner, et ale Mr. Ratterree provided greater
detail on the expected operating conditions of the proposed resource recovery
facility and noted that they are comparable to the Signal Westchester facility
in most respects.

In addition to the DEIS assessment of worst case health risk, the Final EIS
includes a reasonable case scenario for health risk which utilizes the recent
findings about Westchester emissions. This analysis is described in Section
3.2.

2.18 Dr. Robert A. Kreiger, Research Scientist, Minnesota Dept. of Health

Air quality and human health comments submitted by the Department of Health are
addressed in the topical responses in Section 3.

2.19 Thomas J. Kalitowski, Executive Director, Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency

119.1 Noise

The Minneapolis noise regulations have been discussed by HDR in their
Environmental Technical Report 4: Noise. The following passage is directly
from page 2-5 of the report.

The original Minneapolis noise ordinance preceded the state standards,
and it describes the violation criteria in a unique fashion. The
limitations are presented in table 2-7 (attached from HDR's work).
The ordinance prohibits noise that exceeds the ambient level by more
than 60 dBA and applies Category III limitations during all hours on
Sundays, and state and federal holidays.

This ordinance exempts sounds emanating from motor vehicles on traffic-ways of
the city and pile drivers, jackhammers and other construction equipment from
the above standards. However, it prohibits, as discussed before, the use of
construction equipment between the hours of 7 p.m. and 6 a.m. on weekdays or
during any hours on Saturdays, Sundays, and state and federal holidays except
under permit. It further states that no such equipment shall be operated at
any time if the sound level from operation exceeds 90 dBA.

The Council notes that that the agency feels that 3 dBA is perceptable where
the Council's consultant did not. It is clearly marginal and subject to
disagreement.

~ DEIS noise forecasts are based on comparison of sustained noise levels with
_~ate standards. The DEIS does not calculate the noise impact of the proposed
facility according to the Minneapolis noise standards.

The comment that significant noise impacts would be experienced on 20th Av. S.
is correct in that the truck traffic to the facility will travel 20th Av. S.
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Further discussion can be found in the topical response, Noise, in Section 3.

The background noise levels at the Hopkins transfer station reflect eXisting
traffic in the area. The traffic in the vicinity of the warehouses has been
evaluated in the DEIS.

Measures to mitigate noise noted in the agency's comments are included in
the topical response in Section 3, Mitigation.

2.19.2 Solid Waste and Hazardous Waste

2.19.2.1 Hazardous Wastes

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act hazardous wastes will not knowlingly be
accepted at the plant as described in the DEIS. Household quantities of
hazardous materials will be received at the transfer stations and the resource
recovery plant. The proposer's contractor will be responsible for the
operation of the plant. The company has not yet determined the measures that
will be undertaken to prevent the acceptance of hazardous materials. The
report titled "Management of Hazardous Wastes Generated by Households: A Report
on the Problem and Recommendations for Action" provides a discussion of the
materials that may be expected in a mixed municipal waste stream in the state
of Minnesota. There are real occupational hazards associated with the handling
of these materials in a resource recovery plant. Proper training will be
required of all facility workers to comply with OSHA and Minnesota Right-to­
Know regUlations. The proposer has stated that the inspection of all wastes
will occur at three points in the process. These inspection points are:
a) the transfer station tipping floor, b) the resource recovery facility
tipping floor, and c) the resource recovery facility pit area.

Since the proposed project utilizes mass burn rather that RDF technology,
problems associated with the shredding of waste material will not occur at the
facility. This will reduce the risk of explosion or uncontrolled'combustion of
the waste prior to processing.

The county has committed to the following guidelines for handling hazardous
materials in the HDR report titled "Hennepin County Large-Scale Energy
Recovery, Project Environmental Impact Analysis, Environmental Technical Report
2: Solid Waste." The guidelines are as follows:

- Hazardous wastes with flammable, reactive or explosive properties must be
separated prior to processing;

- Collected hazardous waste must be stored in accordance with MPCA rUles;

- If quantities or storage period falls within MPCA guidelines, an MPCA
facility permit will be required; and

- Collected hazardous waste must be disposed of or treated at licensed
hazardous waste management facilities.

The DEIS states that the combustion temperatures and residence time in the
incinerator would be high enough to destroy most organic compounds. A more
complete discussion of emissions may be found in the Air Quality and Human
Health sections of the DEIS and under these topic headings in Section 3.
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/19.2.2 Solid Waste

The MPCA expressed concern that Hennepin County does not have sufficient
disposal space for the ash and residuals. The Metropolitan Council is
responsible for solid waste planning in the region. As part of that planning
role, the Council has developed a landfill space development schedule to serve
the region including Hennepin County. The landfill development schedule
described in the DEIS is meant to ensure adequate land disposal capacity for
mixed municipal solid waste and residuals through the year 2000.

The worst case assumption would be that the ash would be determined to be
hazardous. Under this assumption, the material would need to be treated or
disposed as a hazardous waste. No facilities are currently available in the
state of Minnesota to dispose of hazardous wastes, so the material may require
shipment out of state for disposal. Out-of-state shipment of ashes would
reduce demand for existing or planned regional landfill capacity. The
assumption that the ash from the proposed project is hazardous is not
consistent with analyses of ash ,from existing resource recovery projects.

The MPCA has allowed other incinerator ashes from municipal waste to be .
disposed in sanitary landfills. The ashes disposed in this manner have met the
MPCA codisposal permit gUidelines. The ashes disposed are filled in separate
cells or as a final layer on top of existing fill material. The co-disposal
option could enable project ash to be disposed of at existing landfills in the
region. It is possible that during the life of the proposed facility that
~everal disposal facilities will be employed. The MPCA is expected to develop

lIes for the disposal of resource recovery facility ashes by the spring of
1987. The rules will likely be adopted prior to the time that the proposed
facility will begin operations. The proposer has committed to handling the ash
and residuals in accordance with the MPCA rules.

Hennepin County is currently in the process of developing an EIS on four
candidate landfill sites, identified through a process specified by the
Minnesota Waste Management Act to provide needed landfill capacity in the
region. If one of these four sites is developed, it would be a viable option
for ash disposal. Such a facility would likely be double-lined with leachate
collection systems and extensive monitoring networks to prevent, to the
greatest extent possible, groundwater contamination. The cost for development
and operation of such a facility would be reflected through a tipping fee of
about $28-$34 per ton of material disposed. The cost of existing sanitary
landfills is expected to rise to $27 per ton by 1990. The difference in cost
of the facilities appears to be modest at the time of this writing. The use of
lined or unlined landfills and other potential disposal options for the ash
will need to be approved by the MPCA. The cost of ash disposal will not impact
the long-term economic viability of the proposed resource recovery facility.
The county is contractually responsible to pay for ash and residual disposal.

The resource recovery facility will produce fly ash and bottom ash wastes or a
combination waste of fly and bottom ash. If the facility produces the former,
each type of ash will be tested under the direction of the MPCA to determine
whether it is hazardous within the meaning of MPCA rules. MPCA rules provide

iat a waste is hazardous if it exhibits ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity,
_Jxicity, extraction procedure toxicity or is an oxidizer, or if it meets the
additional criteria at Minn. Rules Ch. 7045.0129 (1984). If either ash is
determined to be hazardous, it would have to be treated or disposed of
according to MPCA's hazardous waste rules. No facilities are currently
available in the State of Minnesota to dispose of hazardous wastes.

?-Q



Accordingly, the material would have to be shipped out of state for disposal.
If either ash is determined to be non-hazardous, it would have to be disposed
of accoridng to MPCA's solid waste rules. The two options available would be
disposal in a landfill designed and operated exclusively for the disposal of
ash or co-disposed with mixed municipal waste in a mixed municipal waste
sanitary landfill. The former would be governed by MPCA's solid waste rUles,
Minn. Rules Ch. 7035 (1984). The latter would be governed by MPCA's guidelines
for codisposal, implemented pursuant to Minn. Rules Ch. 7035.1700(V)(4). Under
this option, ash would have to be disposed of in separate cells or as a final
layer atop existing fill material.

If the facility produces a combination of fly and bottom ash, its disposal
would be governed either by MPCA hazardous waste rules or solid waste rules,
depending upon the results of testing for hazardous wastes.

Whether the facility proposer will be entitled to evaluate and dispose of
facility ash as a combined waste stream or whether it will be obligated to test
and dispose of each type of ash separately will depend upon whether, in the
judgment of MPCA, the ash streams were combined as a result of facility design
and waste management plans rather than as a subterfuge for avoiding the
obligation to test individual wastes pursuant to Minn. Rules Ch. 7045.0215
(1984). If MPCA determines that the combined ash streams result from the
former, the proposer will be entitled to evaluate only the combined ash to
determine whether it is hazardous or not. If each type of ash is tested
separately, and one or the other is hazardous within the meaning of MPCA rUles,
the facility might be eligible to be treated as a totally enclosed treatment
facility, defined at Minn. Rules Ch. 7045.0020, subp. 92 (1984). In such a
case, combining the bottom and fly ash to produce a non-hazardous waste would
be permissible. Eligibility for status as a totally enclosed treatment
facility may not be available for all types of hazardous materials.

If any ash is determined to be hazardous, it likely will be shipped out of
state for disposal, until such time as a permitted hazardous waste disposal
facility exists within Minnesota. Under this scenario, no existing or planned
landfill capacity within the region or state would be used by this facility.
Out-of-state shipment of ash would reduce demand for existing or planned
regional landfill capacity. If the ash is not hazardous, its disposal will
utilize either existing or planned landfill capacity within the region or
state. In the Metropolitan Area the Metropolitan Council is responsible for
solid waste planning. As part of that planning role, the Council has developed
a landfill space development schedule to serve the region, including Hennepin
County. The landfill development schedule described in the Council's Solid
Waste Policy Plan and referenced in the DEIS provides adequate land disposal
capacity for mixed municipal solid waste and residuals such as ash through the
year 2000.

Hennepin County is currently preparing an EIS on four candidate landfill sites,
identified through a process specified by the Minnesota Waste Management Act,
to prOVide needed landfill capacity in the region. If one of these four sites
is developed, it would be a viable option for ash disposal. Such a facility
would likely be double-lined with leachate collection systems and extensive
monitoring networks to prevent, to the greatest extent possible, groundwater
contamination. The cost for development and operation of such a facility wou_
be reflected through a tipping fee of about $28-$34 per ton of material
disposed. The cost of eXisting sanitary landfills is expected to rise to $27
per ton by 1990. The difference in cost of the facilities appears to be modest
at the time of this writing. The use of lined or unlined landfills and other
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?tential disposal options for the ash will need to be approved by the MPCA.
~ne cost of ash disposal will not impact the long-term economic viability of
the proposed resource recovery facility. The county is contractually
responsible to pay for ash and residual disposal.

The proposer cannot determine at this time the exact characteristics of ash
that may be produced at the resource recovery facility. The proposer provided
a discussion of the possible composition of ash and residuals in the HDR
document "Hennepin County Large-Scale Energy Recovery, Project Environmental
Impact Analysis, Environmental Technical Report 2: Solid Waste" on pages 2-16
through 2-19. This information suggests that the combined bottom and fly ash
is generally an acceptable material for codisposal in existing landfills. The
report also notes that the MPCA has not yet finalized its new rules governing
disposal of incinerator residue.

2.20 C. E. Samluk, President, Lombard Properties Inc.

Mr. Samluk's concerns identified the potential impacts of noise and odor.

The impacts for the Dataserv Building due to noise will be the result of the
facility operations at the northwestern corner of the current Hennepin County,
Hopkins Department of Tranportation site. The county has stated that the truck
traffic from the proposed facility will not be allowed to traverse Second Av.
S. The City of Hopkins also has authority to prevent truck traffic on Second
Av. S. The proposed project would increase the noise level at the
n~taserv bUilding by 1 dBA. This is not a perceptible increase. The closest

Ite analyzed for the DEIS is approximately 400 feet closer to the proposed
facility than the Dataserv building. Existing noise levels at the closer
receptor are 62 dBA for L50 and 66 dBA forL10. With the proposed project,
noise forecasts are 63 dBA and 67 dBA for L50 and L10 respectively. These
noise levels are lower that the applicable state standards for an office
building (65 dBA and 70 dBA for L50 and L10 respectively).

Odor is an issue raised by several commentors. There is additional discussion
of potential impacts and mitigation in Section 3.1 on page 3-1.

2.21 Shirley Schmit, Resident, Hopkins

Ms. Schmit's comments addressed transportation, noise, litter and rodent
impacts.

Responses to many common transportation issues are included in Section 3,
Transportation. The noise impacts have been again reviewed for the Final
EIS using Housing and Urban Development Agency standards. The conclusions
originally drawn concerning noise impacts and existing conditions remain
unchanged. For the Final EIS, a registered sanitarian from the University of
Minnesota was retained to evaluate the potential impacts of litter and rodents
in the area of the transfer station. The findings of his work are presented in
Section 3.9.

2.22 Edina (Northwest) Citizens Comments

_.)e comments addressed transportation, noise, litter and rodent impacts, and
public notice procedures.

Estimates of level of service for roadways with and without the project are
included in Section 3, Transportation, as further discussion of other common



transportation issues. Noise impacts have been reviewed for the FEIS in
accordance with Housing and Urban Development Agency standards. The
conclusions drawn in the DEIS concerning noise impacts and existing
conditions are unchanged. For the Final EIS, a registered sanitarian from the
University of Minnesota was retained to evaluate the potential impacts of
litter and rodents in the area of the transfer station. The findings of his
work are presented in Section 3.9 on page 3-57.

The Council placed a public notice of EIS preparation in the Environmental
Quality Board Monitor and the Minneapolis Star and Tribune. Notices of
public meetings on the DEIS also appeared in both of those publications. The
Council strives to inform the pUblic of projects that have an impact on
residents in the area. A news release on availability of the DEIS was also
circulated to the local press. The Council has examined five alternatives to
the proposed Hopkins transfer station site. The discussion of alternatives ,is
contained in Part 2 of the DEIS.

2.23 James R. Alders and Pamela K. Graika, Northern States Power Co.

2.23.1 Alternatives

The alternatives identified in the scoping decision document are those deemed
reasonable as options to the project. The proposed project is for a 1,000-ton­
per-day facility to accept and combust, or process and combust municipal solid
waste at the Greyhound site. The project is intended to co-generate
electricity and to be located near potential downtown Minneapolis steam
markets. The identified alternatives are reasonable to achieve these purpose~

The cost figures mentioned in the comments from NSP include only the processing
plant and do not include the combustion facility. The figures used in the
alternatives section of the DEIS include the cost of a dedicated boiler for
refuse-derived fuel (RDF) on the project site as required by the proposer. The
figures presented in NSp'comments on costs for the proposed Anoka County
facility include the costs of modifying boilers to accept RDF. The projected
cost for processing the waste for the Anoka County project is $12 to $14 per
ton higher than the projected cost of processing waste at the proposed
facility. The cost estimates provided in the alternatives section do not
appear unreasonable for the project.

The thermal efficiency for the mass burn technology is lower than the power
plant boilers cited in NSP comments. The cost of those boilers and the
maintenance and operation of those boilers is also higher. The total net cost
of the system appears to be the best criteria for evaluation of total system

. efficiency. Blount engineers have stated that the generator would be down no
more than 7 days per year and 21 days every four to five years.

NSP commented on alternate sites for the project. The sites suggested by NSP
do not conform to the project concept as developed by Hennepin County, and
these alternatives were not found reasonable during the course of the EIS
scoping process. The proposed resource recovery facility would process only
about 40 percent of the average daily waste generated in the county. Other
projects will need to be developed to accommodate the remainder, approx~mately

1400 tons per day. Reuter, Inc. has received an exclusion to process up to 4
tons daily. The alternatives suggested by NSP could be considered among
options available for the county's consideration as projects in addition to the
project evaluated by this EIS.
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~123.2 Air Emissions and Noise

NSP comments about emissions from both mass burn and RDF facilities are
accurate. Data can be found to support the position that either technology
will have lower emissions. The comparisons of the newest facilities for either
technology show much lower pollutant emissions per ton of waste processed than
facilities constructed prior to 1980. There does not appear to be sufficient
justification to state which technology emits lower pollution levels. This is
consistent with the text of the DEIS.

The noise generated by the pollution control equipment and combustion control
equipment is the major source and would be roughly the same for either RDF or
mass burn facilities. Overall noise at a site is highly dependent on existing
noise levels. The effect of a facility in a quiet meadow is equal to the
facility impact, whereas the effect of a facility on the noise in an urban
industrial area will be that of the existing noise and the facility noise.
Because noise is measured in a logarithmic scale system, a doubling of noise
accounts for only a three-decibel increase. The sensitivity of the human ear
is such that the same three-decibel increase is just barely noticeable. Noise
impacts at any given site are not directly related to the impacts of the same
facility at another location.

2.23.3 Landfill Abatement

NSP has noted that RDF technology can lead to greater landfill abatement.
While this can be true under certain circumstances, it is dependent on the

)11 range of operations proposed for the facilities. The salvage of materials
may be accomplished at RDF facilities, but the material value is often much
less than source separated material, and markets may not be readily available
for recycled materials produced at RDF plants. The ash content of RDF is lower
than mass burned material, but unless substantial ancillary systems, such as co­
composting, are added to the RDF processes, the reject stream is much greater
so that the total material potentially landfilled from RDF facilities can
besomewhat higher.

2.24 Carl M. JUllie, City Manager, City of Eden Prairie

Mr. Jullie conveyed very specific comments about passages in the DEIS.
The responses below address the concerns topically in the same order as they
appear in the text of the letter sent to the Council.

2.24.1 Westwood Site

2.24.1.1 Air Quality

The transfer stations observed in the warmer months of 1985 during preparation
of the DEIS did not emit noticeable odor beyond site boundaries. Rapid
transfer of waste proposed for the ·planned facilities, supports the expectation
that off-site waste odors will not be noticeable. Literature on the issue
indicates that off-site odors from similar transfer facilities are primarily
attributable to diesel exhaust from incoming and outgoing truck traffic.

24.1.2 Land Use

The DEIS notes in the section on Permits and Reviews that the county
hasstatutory authority to override local zoning with the approval of the
Council.
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2.24.1.3 Noise

The L50 and L10 noise standards are currently in effect. A violation of
either standard is considered a violation. The MPCA proposes to use the Leg
measurement in draft rules. Since the existing rules may change, the Councl1
provided this information for reference.

2.24.1.4 Socioeconomics

Evaluation of property values or need for business relocation was not under­
taken for alternate transfer station sites in the DEIS. The Council reviewed
existing data for the sites where it existed and provided that information in
the DEIS. The Westwood site mentioned was not under construction when the DEIS
was written. The document reflects the conditions that existed at that time.
Agencies that use the EIS will need to do additional investigation prior to
permitting decisions to ensure that information on existing conditions is
updated to refect changes in local environments. All of the sites are located
in rapidly developing areas and the environment near many sites is changing
markedly.

Neither the DEIS nor Final EIS have included cost comparisons for
transportation of waste to alternate sites due to the potential number and
complexity of scenarios, depending on the final mix of sites selected, their
respective sizes and wastesheds, as well as final site selection for the
resource recovery facility.

2.24.2 Railroad Site

2.24.2.1 Geology and Soils

The question of cost for site cleanup at the Railroad site has been raised by
the DEIS. The statement was included to alert agencies that the topic requires
additional investigation. Identification of the responsible parties for a
potential site cleanup would be made by ,the MPCA.

2.24.2.2 Land Use and Zoning

The letter attached states " ••• if a choice must be be made to pursue
consideration of an alternate transfer station site in Eden Prairie." The
Council notes that the city is not trying to encourage the location of a
transfer station in Eden Prairie. However, the following sentence appears in
the same paragraph: "A transfer station would appear to blend in well with
existing land uses; in fact, the new construction would probably enhance the
area." The tone of the DEIS comments do not appear to mislead the reader
concerning impact of development of the Railroad site.

2.24.2.3 Transportation

The rail lines passing the Eden Prairie sites are the same as those passing the
Hopkins transfer station site. The impacts from the rail traffic would be the
same as those in Hopkins. (See additional discussion in Section 3.5 •

•Greenhouse Site
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2.24.3.1 Surface Water

The watershed district is responsible for approving the floodplain
restoration. However, a grading permit should also be obtained from the city.

2.24.3.2 Socioeconomics

The cost figures for the facility are in 1985 dollars.

2.25 Charles Dayton, Ellen Sampson, Attorneys, City of Hopkins

The commentor provided very specific comments that will be addressed topically
below.

2.25.1 Assumptions Underlying the ElS Process

The Council has the responsibility of providing a complete and accurate
assessment of the environmental impacts of the proposed facilities within the
bounds of information that can be reasonably made available during the
period prescribed for ElS preparation by EQB rules. The Council does not
currently have a position related to the proposed project or any of the sites.
The statements from the cities commenting on the proposed sites and their
alternatives have been included in Section 5 of the Final ElS. The information
eXisting and produced by the proposer is more voluminous for the designated
sites than the alternate transfer station sites. The level of effort and
analysis has been reviewed and additional analysis has been done on the
"/9rnate sites for both the DElS and the Final ElS to provide a

"easonablycomparable level of information for each site.

2.25.2 Treatment of the Transfer Station in Comparison with the Burn Plant

The proposer has provided a great deal of information about the layout and
operations of the proposed resource recovery facility. Comparable detailis not
yet available for the proposed transfer facilities. The Council cannot provide
specifics of construction and operation that have not been provided by the
proposer.

2.25.3 Response to Criticism of Earlier Drafts

The earlier drafts seen by the City of Hopkins were written by several
persons. The information contained in the DElS released for public review
reflects the consensus of the authors related to the City of Hopkins'
concerns. The purpose of periodic meetings with city staff and other
interested parties during preparation of the draft was to enable identification
issues of concern, to verify information in hand, and to articulate differences
of opinion and resolve them where possible.

Neither the DElS nor Final ElS include comparisons for cost of transportation
of waste to alternate transfer station sites due to the potential number and
complexity of scenarios depending on the final mix of sites selected, their
respective wastesheds and on final site selection for the resource recovery
f~cility.

)
~oise is the issue most frequently cited by commentors on the DElS. Many
persons believe that noise from the facility will be discernable and
intrusive. MPCA comments, however, agree with the DElS findings that the noise
increase will not be noticeable. The assumption from the commentors has been
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that the DEIS considers the current violation of the noise standard to be
acceptable. The EIS does not evaluate the acceptability of the current noise
levels nor has the Council taken any particular position with regard to this
issue. The DEIS recognizes that the area is currently in violation of MPCA
noise standards.

2.25.4 Public Health Concerns

Conditions at the North Minneapolis transfer station were presented by Mayor
Lavin during the January 16, 1986, pUblic meeting. See responses in Section 1.

The issue of hygiene of the food warehouse facilities adjacent to the facility
has been investigated by a registered sanitarian from the University of
Minnesota. His analysis of this impact is provided in Section 3.9.

Proper facility venting has been used to prevent odor and litter impacts at
other facilities and are discussed as mitigating measures for the proposed
facili ties.

The operations at a landfill allow long-term storage of waste in an
uncontrolled environment. The consultant who prepared the DEIS has also
prepared a discussion of conditions inside a resource recovery facility. The
document prepared by Environmental Research and Technology entitled "Potential
In-plant Pollution for the Ramsey/Washington County Waste-to-Energy Facility"
is hereby referenced for a description of potential in-plant airborne
contaminants for a proposed mass burn facility in Lake Elmo.

Specific procedures on how unacceptable wastes will be determined have not be,
provided by the proposer. This is an area that will require careful attention
in the future when operating procedures for the facility are defined, in
interaction with waste haulers, and it is expected, also during preparation and
review of the facility permit application. Further discussion of Unacceptable
Waste can be found in Section 3.

2.25.5 Specific Comments

2.25.5.1 Description of the Site

Dr. Gray's comments are addressed in the responses to public hearing comments
in Section 1.

2.25.5.2 Noise

The term "insignificant" is used to explain a 2 dBA increase in sound
intensity. This is a standard definition in Housing and Urban Development
manuals referenced in the DEIS. The commentor may wish to review the source
documentation for a complete and accurate description of noise analysis.

The impact of a facility on the noise environment are directly related to the
current noise levels in an area. An industrial area such as that of the food
warehouse area in Hopkins produces higher levels of noise than other land
uses. The transfer station will produce impacts similar to existing land uses.

2.25.5.3 Value of Property

The topical response in Section 3.4 provides parcel identification numbers and
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)985 assessed properties.

2.25.5.4 Cultural Resources and Aesthetics

The transfer station will be much taller than the surrounding buildings. This
does not mean that the appearance of the structure need be unpleasant. The
county has not yet selected an exterior treatment for the proposed Hopkins
transfer station. Landscaping will be planted to improve site aesthetics and
to conceal the refuse trucks that would be at the proposed site. The county
has indicated that it would work with the City and its residents to aid in the
developing a suitable exterior for the facility.

The MPCA guideline for 1,000-foot separations between active landfills and
residential areas is just that, a guideline. The MPCA does not have regulation
prohibiting the construction of transfer stations within 1,000 feet of a
residential area. Further discussion of this issue is included in Section 3.

2.25.5.5 Odor

The county has not provided the Council with specific information concerning
mitigating measures to be utilized to control odor. As noted in earlier
responses, rapid transfer of waste is a measure which will lessen potential for
off-site odor. The waste will be diverted from the site if for some reason
normal transfer operations are not maintained.

~,25.5.6 Land Use and Zoning
!

The precise topics of concern are property value and food sanitation. The food
sanitation question is addressed above in the response to this commentor's
concerns (2.25.4). The issue of property value is related to perceptions as
discussed in Mr. Patchen's comments. The operations of the proposed facility
and aesthetics of the facility have the greatest potential for impact on
property values.

2.25.5.7 Traffic

The relative congestion in St. Louis Park is related to the length of the turn
lanes to the site. The queuing room on County Rd. 3 helps to mitigate the
impacts of increased traffic. The topical response to comments in Section
3, Transportation, provides additional discussion.

The Final EIS has provided additional information as requested by the commentor
about many topics. However, this additional information and analysis does not
lead to significant modification of the DEIS findings.

2.26 Charles K. Dayton, Attorney, Representing the City of Hopkins

The commentor stated that the project was not described in sufficient detail.
From the DEIS, the public is able to identify the purpose, size, scope, setting
and geography of the proposed facility in considerable detail. The anticipated
phases of development cannot be determined from the document. The DEIS states

~ the facility will take 9-12 months to be constructed. The impacts of
uvrtstruction and operation are provided. The timing of construction and
potential expansion of facilities is not addressed. The timing of the project
is not known to have a major impact on the environmental impacts described in
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the DEIS. The EIS describes existing conditions and potential impacts at the
time of its writing. Subsequent to the EIS, various public bodies will be
considering actions to approve or permit the proposed or alternate projects.
These reviews provide opportunity to recognize and consider additional
information that may be available in the future but which was not reasonably
available for this EIS. Sufficient information has been provided to assess the
potential impacts of the facilities.

The commentor suggested that the Council did not give sufficient weight to the
1,OOO-foot MPCA guideline for separation of solid waste facilities from
residential areas. This discretionary MPCA guideline relates to distance
between residential landuses and active landfill areas. A discussion of the
impact of close adherence to a 1,OOO-foot separation guideline is provided in
Section 3.6. The commentor expressed concern that the DEIS did not
sufficiently examine the potential impact on food businesses closely enough.
The issue of hygiene of the food warehouse facilities adjacent to the facility
has been investigated by a registered sanitarian from the University of
Minnesota. His comments related to this issue are provided in the topical
response in Section 3.9.

The commentor expressed concern that insufficient information had been
developed to provide an assessment of the impact of the proposed facility on
development in Hopkins. Council staff has spoken to developers that are
working in areas where transfer stations have been located. The developers
chosen are not currently pursuing projects in the state of Minnesota and have
no apparent bias in opinion about this project. The discussion of their
experience with development impacts and property value impacts is located in
the topical response in Section 3.4. The level of analysis for the proposed
sites is equivalent to analysis performed on the alternate sites. Differences
in the extent of discussion are a result of data supplied by the proposer.

The commentor expressed concern that the analysis of alternatives was cursory
in comparison to the proposed sites. The Council has made a concerted effort
to give due consideration to all of the sites described in the DEIS. The
information existing for the proposed sites is more extensive than for
the alternate sites. See also response above in this section, 2.25.1.

Dr. Gray provided information on the question of opportunity cost. The
discussion and response to his comments are provided in Section 1 and also
in topical responses in Section 3.8.

2.27 Thomas Balcom, Review Coordinator, Department of Natural Resources

The Brooklyn Park East transfer station site and alternatives are located
adjacent to the Shingle Creek floodplain, a protected wetland. Construction on
the Brooklyn Park East site would require fill. Balcom recommends that if this
site is selected, a maximum level of mitigation be implemented. Measures
suggested include avoiding construction on the floodplain and routing storm
water through a retention basin during and after construction.

Analysis completed by staff of the Council Parks and Natural Resources DivisjA~

points to a need for reorientation of the building and access roads to avoid
construction in the floodplain/wetland. The current proposal contradicts the
Metropolitan Council's policy of not allowing fill in a wetland for commercial
or industrial purposes.
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lhe transfer station layout has been designed to avoid filling or other direct
disturbance to the wetland plant community along the west edge of the site.
Construction of the proposed facility will, however, require that the central
portion of the site within the 100 year floodplain is filled; alternative site
layouts which completely avoid this area are not feasible. To the extent
possible, natural drainage toward the west will be maintained by final grading
of the site; however, some floodplain en~roachment is an unavoidable impact of
the proposed project. All mitigation measures which are practicable will be
employed both during and after construction to minimize this impact.

The mitigating measures discussed in the ElS process provide information for
agencies to condition permits for facilities. The discussion of mitigating
measures is not intended to be a gauge of the proposers intent to employ the
measures.

2.28 James H. Lindau, Mayor, City of Bloomington

The commentor expressed concerns in many areas. The response to comments will
follow the comments provided topically.

2.28.1 Air Quality

The DElS discussed the potential for odors at all of the transfer station
sites. The proposed facilities are not expected to be a source of odor. The
draft suggests that the refuse trucks arriving at the plant may be a source of

jors. The magnitude of this problem is unknown. The DElS states that this
~pact may be minimized by encouraging rapid tipping of trucks at the facility

and preventing on-site queuing of vehicles during operations. The county has
not provided specifics of the air pollution controls, if any, that are to be
used at the proposed facilities. The permitting agencies are encouraged to
give this subject special attention during the permitting process. Literature
reviewed on this subject indicates that for properly operated transfer
facilities, off-site odors are most influenced by diesel exhaust from incoming
and outgoing truck traffic.

The indirect sources of air pollution include truck-generated dust and vehicle­
related emissions of carbon monoxide. The need for an indirect source analysis
is predicated on the number of vehicle trips that a proposed facility will
generate. The number of trips generated by the proposed facility is one-tenth
the number needed to be considered in an indirect source analysis. The topic
of indirect source impacts is discussed further under the Air Quality heading
in Section 3.

2.28.2 Surface Water

The DElS does not consider total volumes of runoff that will be directed to the
storm sewer and, hence, to the watershed. The runoff from the Bloomington East
site should actually decrease due to the net reduction of impervious surface at
the facility compared to existing conditions. While initial runoff quality
may be lower than the existing runoff due to the difference in the traffic on
site, mitigating measures such as baffles, sedimentation basins or skimmers

~d lead to a net improvement. The quality of the runoff from the proposed
!~cility has not been quantified. The county has committed to site policing to
prevent the escape of litter from the facility. The site cleanup procedures
should help to ensure that the watershed will be protected from solid waste
contamination. The watershed volume has not been calculated in preparation of
the ElS.
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2.28.3 Transportation

The DEIS included the transportation system improvements that were pending in
the vicinity of the proposed sites. Proposed, but unscheduled, improvements
were not considered in the analysis. The impacts on the level of service of a
facility would be more adversely impacted by the existing conditions than it
would if the intersection around the facility were upgraded. The improvement
in the intersection of W. 98th ·st. and James Av. S. is a mitigating measure
identified in the DEIS.

2.28.4 Noise

The noise level assumed at the facility included the effect of the truck
movements near the receptors. The City of Bloomington has a long history of
addressing noise concerns. It is true that noise from refuse trucks in a
residential area will increase the noise level significantly. The effect of
the transfer station on the area in which the site exists will have the
predicted impact due to the existing noise at the receptors. The Council has
noted that the existing noise levels are above standards and that the noise
levels will increase at the receptors in the vicinity of the proposed facility.

2.28.5 Utilities

The facility is expected to use a street sweeping type of process to clean the
floors of the facility. The process is not expected to generate industrial
waste water from the facility. The water use for sanitary services would
generate an average flow of only one gallon per minute.

2.28.6 Socioeconomics

The commentor expressed concern that insufficient information had been
developed to provide an assessment of the impact of the proposed facility on
development in Bloomington. For the Final EIS, developers have been contacted
that are working in areas where transfer stations have been located. The
developers chosen are not currently pursuing projects in the state of Minnesota
so do not hold any bias in opinions about the proposed projects. The
discussion of the potential development impacts and property value impacts is
located in Section 3.4. It is the Council's understanding that the former
Donaldson Co. property is under commercial development with full knowledge of
the proposed Bloomington transfer station. The developer has spoken to
Hennepin County staff according to Mr. Warren Porter, Hennepin County.

2.28.7 Ecological Resources

The DEIS did not predict the loadings on the watershed and the Minnesota River,
the ultimate receiving water body. The mitigations section identified storm
water holding ponds and in-line baffles to prevent sediment and oil from
traveling off-site. These measures, if employed, should improve the quality of
runoff to exceed the existing site runoff quality. The total concentration of
contaminants that would result from the 5 acre site is not currently known. No
unique ecological resources are known at sites.

2.28.8 Solid Waste

The county has not yet determined the precise measures that will be undertaken
to prevent the acceptance of hazardous materials. The report entitled

2-20



{'Management of Hazardous Wastes Generated by Households: A Report on the
Problem and Recommendations for Action" provides a discussion of the materials
that may be expected in a mixed municipal waste stream in th~ state of
Minnesota. There are real occupational hazards associated with the handling of
these materials in a resource recovery plant. Proper training will be required
of all facility workers to comply with OSHA and Minnesota Right-to-Know
regUlations. The county will be required in the permitting process to identify
specific measures and methods to handle hazardous materials.

The commentor expressed concern that the analysis of alternatives was cursory
in comparison to the proposed sites. The Council has made a concerted effort
to give due consideration to all of the sites described in the DEIS. The
information existing for the proposed sites is more extensive than for the
alternate sites. Section 4 of this document has been incorporated to prOVide
greater ease of comparison of existing conditions, impacts and mitigation for
the various sites.

2.29 Gordon Wagner, City of Minneapolis

The commentor expressed concern about alternatives to the resource recovery
facility.

The project proposer has stated that the facility will generate steam and
electricity. The alternate site selected for evaluation was considered to be
adapt~ble to steam generation for either downtown Minneapolis or the NSP
~tverside power plant. The proposer has not indicated that the cogeneration

Jpect of the project has been dropped. Alternatives analyzed for the EIS
are those identified during extensive consideration during the scoping process
at those reasonably available.

The commentor suggested that the stack should be constructed such that samples
of the stack gases could be taken at the top of the stack due to the possible
formation of dioxins in the stack beyond the pollution control equipment.

The suggestion may not be necessary or beneficial for the following reasons:

1. The effects of wind at the top of a stack normally make it impossible to
obtain a representative sample; and

2. The exit gas temperatures are well below the temperatures necessary to
promote dioxin synthesis. The analysis of stack gases is typically done
between 4 and 10 stack diameters above the inlet to the stack. This should
be acceptable in this case. In any event, the selection of sampling points
and frequency will be resolved in the permit application process.

The county has not yet determined that the ashes from the material will present
any special hazards to the employees at the plant. The contractor will need to
test the waste materials generated at the plant and determine the correct
handling measures.

The county has not yet determined the measures that will be undertaken to
pent the acceptance of hazardous materials. The report entitled "Management

u~ Hazardous Wastes Generated by Households: A Report on the Problem and
Recommendations for Action" provides a discussion of the ~aterials that may be
expected in a mixed municipal waste stream in the state of Minnesota. There
are real occupational hazards associated with the handling of these materials
in a resource recovery plant. Proper training will be required of all facility
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workers to comply with OSHA and Minnesota Right-to-Know regulations. The
county will be required in the permitting process to identify specific measures
and methods to handle hazardous materials. The identification of unacceptable
waste is addressed in a topical response in Section 3.11.

The issue of litter control and site sanitation has been addressed in Section
3.9.

2.29.1 Governmental Approvals

Mr. Wagner stated that the city has review authority that was not listed in the
governmental approvals section.

The DEIS includes an oversight in not noting the environmental review
prOVision of the City of Minneapolis Zoning Ordinance.

The Council does not know how research currently being oonducted at the MPCA
will affect the permitting of the resource recovery facility. The time frame
for completion of the study is March of 1987. This is after the projected time
frame required for the EIS. The MPCA is currently revising their rUles,
including those for resource recovery facilities. The rules are not expected
to be adopted until the summer of 1987.

2.29.2 Affected Environment

The DEIS incorrectly stated the traffic directions in downtown Minneapolis.
This has been noted in the topical Transportation response in Section 3.

2.29.3 Environmental Impacts

The MPCA typically requires periodic testing for stack emissions and wastes to
be disposed. The frequency varies depending on the specific material. The
MPCA will apply its best judgment to the permitting process.

The issue of just how much mixed municipal solid waste would go into a landfill
has concerned the Council for some time.

The issue the commentor is most interested in is that of landfill space
utilization. Landfills continue to compact and decompose for up to eight
years. The ultimate space occupied by refuse is much less then the initially
compacted mixed refuse at the facility. Several studies have been conducted in
other areas of the country. The studies by the New York Environmental
Facilities Corporation and the Citizens for a Better Environment estimate a
compaction ratio of 2.7 and 2.8 from material received at the gate.

Regionally, the information is somewhat more SUbjective. The Council looked at
three landfills to see the gate yards of waste that were disposed compared to
the volume filled. The landfills selected were Pine Bend, Flying Cloud and
Burnsville. These landfills were selected because they are in various
locations and accept varied waste streams. The compaction ratios were:

1. 3.8 for Pine Bend
2. 2.5 for Flying Cloud
3. .85 for Burnsville

The average compaction of the landfills is a ratio of 2.5. This is much lower
than the data from other areas. The record-keeping for the volumes of waste
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~eceived is questionable, as is the actual space that has been filled.

Once ash is landfilled, little additional settling or compaction will occur.
When mixed waste is landfilled, over time, decomposition, settling and
compaction further reduce the space occupied. For example, if 1,000 tons of
mixed waste were landfilled each day in a modern landfill, 565 acre feet of
.space would be occupied at the end of one year. At the end of 10 years, about
4,400 acre feet would be occupied. If no further activity occurred for another
20 years, settling and decomposition have a significant effect, with final
capacity occupied reduced to less than 2,000 acre feet. Alternatively, if the
same 1,000 tons per day of mixed waste is processed at a mass burn facility, at
the end of one year, ash and other reject materials would occupy about 93 acre
feet of landfill capacity. At the end of ten years operation, about 900 acre
feet of capacity would be required for ash and rejects. If no further activity
occurred for another 20 years, the ash and rejects would still occupy about 900
acre feet.

2.29.4 Human Health

The issues related to human health are addressed at length in the topical
response in Section 3.2.

2.29.5 Tr.ansportation

Issues related to transportation impacts of the proposed facility and the
ransfer station are addressed in Section 3.2.

2.29.6 Aesthetics

The commentor expressed concern that the exterior treatment of the building may
be inappropriate. The concerns of the city will be addressed by the zoning and
bUilding permit discussions with the city zoning commission. If the county is
unable to obtain the necessary permission from the city, the county will need
to request Council approval to override the city's authority.

The concern about alternatives has been addressed in part in the scoping
decision document and the solid waste management section of the DEIS. The
project and the alternatives under consideration as options to the proposed
project are the use of mass burn or RDF processing of waste at the Greyhound
site or the Pacific St. site. It is understood that these are not the only
solid waste management options available to the county, nor are they the only
solid waste management options under consideration by Hennepin County. The
project currently under environmental review is for a facility and the
accompanying transfer stations to collect Hennepin County waste and process
1,000 tons per day of that waste in a resource recovery facility which has the
capability to co-generate and electricity and to provide steam to potential
users in downtown Minneapolis. The project will process only 40 percent of the
waste generated in the county. This project does not eliminate the need for
other solid waste strategies that may include source separation, waste
reduction and composting.

~.7 Alternatives

Recycling, composting (including co-composting) and RDF incineration are
options which could achieve all or part of the landfill abatement objectives of
the proposed resource recovery system. (RDF alternative is discussed in Part
II, Section 3.0.)
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With respect to low-technology alternatives of recycling and composting/co­
composting, if implemented on sUfficiently large scales, they could achieve all
or part of the landfill abatement to be achieved by the proposed resource
recovery facility. Since the proposed facility would handle only 40 percent of
Hennepin County's waste, increases in levels of recycling and composting/co­
composting likely could not achieve all of the landfill abatement to be
achieved by the proposed facility.

Implementation of larger-scale recycling would have the following beneficial
impacts: facilitation of source separation of household hazardous wastes out of
the mixed waste stream; reduction in the depletion of certain natural
resources; energy conservation in industries using recyclables; extension of
equipment life for firms engaged in resource and/or energy recovery; impetus to
the development of new or expanded markets for recovered materials through the
development of reliable supplies in substantial volumes; increased public
awareness of waste generator responsibility with respect to waste generation
and disposal.

Recycling can be implemented through source separation by waste generators
either on a curbside pickup or drop-off center basis. Recycling also can be
implemented by operators of resource recovery facilities at the front end of
resource recovery facility operation. Implementation of source separation
recycling may result in increased collection and/or transportation costs above
and beyond the collection and transportation costs of landfilling the same
materials. Recycling at the front end of a resource recovery facility
operation will result in certain capital and operating costs above and beyond
those which the facility would incur without recycling. If recycling is
implemented through the use of intermediate processing facilitites, which
function to aggregate quantities of source separated material and to process
such materials into marketable forms (crushing, baling, etc.), the capital and
operating costs of such facilities must be added to the collection and
transportation costs of recycling by source separation.

Costs incurred as a result of recycling activity are offset to the extent that
the recovered materials are successfully marketed for use or reuse. Solid
Waste Market Identification and Expansion Report (Metropolitan Council
publication No. 522-86-030, Feb. 5, 1986) identifies local markets for
recyclable materials and describes local market conditions.

Whether recycling makes economic sense depends upon a comparison of the total
collection, transportation and disposal costs of recycling methods, landfilling
and resource recovery (mass burn or RDF production). For one view that
curbside recycling costs less per ton than landfilling or recycling done at a
resource recovery facility, see letter from Thomas J. Kalitowski (MPCA) to
Donald M. Fraser (City of Minneapolis), dated April 9, 1986.

Whether recycling activities should be undertaken only if they are economically
self-supporting or whether they should be prOVided as a public service is an
underlying issue. In any event, there is a finite limit to the amount of
recyclable material to be extracted from the mixed waste stream. The
Metropolitan Council estimates that 100 percent of the glass, metal, high­
grade office paper, corrugated cardboard, yard waste and wood in the mixed
waste stream amounts to 36 percent of the region's mixed waste stream.

Composting/co-composting of mixed municipal waste would have the following
beneficial impacts: improved soil quality where compost is used as a soil
amendment (assuming compost use is new and is not displacing current soil
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amendment use); reduction in the use of chemical fertilizer (to the extent the
compost contains available nitrogen); reduced costs to public agencies to
maintain highway rights-of-way, public parks and grounds (assuming that the
compost would be available at no charge or a charge less than equivalently
used materials).

Costs of composting may be recovered by successful marketing of compost for
use. Currently no market exists for solid waste compost. The usefulness of
compost varies with the quality of the end product. Compost derived from mixed
municipal waste may contain organic or other contaminants as well as pieces of
non-degradable plastic, metal and/or glass. Compost derived exclusively from
yard waste (grass clippings and leaves) does not have these drawbacks.
Composting of 100 percent of the yard waste entering the region's mixed waste
stream would result in a 9 percent reduction in waste generated for disposal.

Co-composting of mixed solid waste with sewage sludge is an alternative solid
waste management method. The potential of large-scale sewage sludge co­
composting with mixed solid waste to reduce the need for landfill disposal was
analyzed in The Potential for Large-Scale Sewage Composting and Co-composting
in the Metropolitan Area (Metropolitan Council pUblication No. 12-84-033, March
1984).

Residential backyard composting results in few, if any additional costs over
landfilling. Implementation of municipal yard waste composting facilities
results in certain collection, capital and operating costs. Large-scale
)omposting results in collection, capital and operating costs, as well as land

use impacts associated with large scale operations. Yard waste represents only
9 percent of the total solid waste stream.

2.30 Paul J. Mandell, West Side Citizens Organization (St. Paul)

Mr. Mandell expressed concern that the forecast health risk from the plant may
not be accurate. He questioned the methods used to assess potential air
pollution impacts and questioned the process through which the site was
selected.

The commentor's health risk concerns were articulated by several others. The
estimate of health risk and identification of how it would vary if different
key assumptions were altered is included in Section 3, 3.2 Human Health.

Both the DEIS and the topical response, 3.1 Air Pollution in this document
describe the ground level impacts of the proposed facility for particulates and
other criteria pollutants. The basis for model selection and input data is
also described. '

Assessment of the process used for project selection is inappropriate for any
EIS. The EIS is required to identify project impacts and to evaluate
reasonable project alternatives.





SECTION III

TOPICAL SPECIFIC RESPONSE TO COMMENTS





;.1 Air Quality

3.1.1 Comments

The responses in this section address specific comments expressed by the MPCA
in a letter to Mr. Paul Smith dated Jan. 30, 1986.

1. The MPCA has asked that it be indicated on pages 2-2 and 2-5 of the
DEIS that the applicable MPCA air quality permit for the project is an
air emission facility permit (not an air emission facility installa­
tion/operating permit as named in the DEIS). The. installation and
operational phases of the air quality facilities are now covered under
a single permit.

The proposed facility facility will incorporate a fabric filter device
as part of the-air quality control system which will be able to meet
the 0.01/gr/dscf for particulate emissions; however, the present state
and federal particulate emission limitations do not require this
degree of control.

2. The MPCA has made the comment that although the ~ew Brighton Waste
Energy Systems proposal was given an exclusion as described in the
DEIS, the proposal was denied a special use permit by the New Brighton
City Council in December of 1985. (This exclusion was revoked in
early 1986.)

3. The MPCA has asked for a discussion regarding the DEIS comment that
state-of-the-art boiler design and operation would be used to
optimally reduce the concentrations of NOx ' CO and HC.

Although paragraph 5 of the DEIS Section 4.2.3.1, page 4-16 discusses
state-of-the-art boiler design and operation, specific credit for such
measures were not taken in the air quality modeling. If credit for design
and operational features were taken, emissions of NOx ' CO and HC could
be reduced by as much as 30 percent.

4. The MPCA has requested discussion of the redesignation of the area for
S02 and CO from nonattainment to attainment.

The proposed project site is within an area currently classified as
nonattainment for TSP, S02 and CO concentrations. The EPA applies
stringent barriers to construction in nonattainment areas for new
sources which will emit over .100 tons per year of a criteria pollutant
for which the area is designated nonattainment.

The MPCA has applied for redesignation of the Twin Cities Metropolitan
Area to attainment for S02 and CO. The EPA is expected to approve
the provisions or timing of permitting for the facility.
Redesignation for CO is expected in 1986.

5. The MPCA has requested. that page 3-13 of the DEIS should have an
addition to the second condition regarding waiver of the PSD program
analysis. The text should read "existing air quality in the source
impact area is below the de minimis levels and PSD increments and
National Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are not threatened."
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6. The MPCA has requested documentation that NESHAPS do not apply to the
design or operation of the resource recovery facility (page 3-19 of
the DEIS).

Emission standards have been promulgated in 40 CFR 61 for several
pollutants. The NESHAP to date do not apply specifically to the
proposed resource recovery facility. The NESHAP for beryllium, for
instance, (40 CFR 61, Subpart C) applies only to incinerators which
process "material contaminated with beryllium and/or beryllium
compounds used or generated during any process or operation performed
by a source subject to this subpart." The proposed facility is not
scheduled to accept beryllium or any other hazardous wastes. In
addition, it is not a generator of hazardous wastes. An attached
memo, Figure 1, from the Director of the U.S. EPA Division of
Stationary Source Enforcement, dated JUly 1979, confirms the
conclusion that resource recovery facilities are exempt.

7. The MPCA has noted that the air quality ,modeling input data for
certain sources is sUbject to change.

It is recognized that the Real Time Air Model (RAM) air quality
modeling input data for several specific sources is sUbject to change
(page 4-16 of Section 4.2.3.2 of the DEIS). The modeling that was
undertaken in the DEIS is, however, believed to be conservative and
represent worst case conditions. The MPCA has indicated that the
final revisions to the data base are not available, and would likely
be relatively minor (telephone communication with Dennis Becker, MPCA,
March, 1986). Changes (yet to be finalzed) in modeling input data for
the largest sources: GAF facility, the FMC Northern Ordinance Plant
and the Northern States Power Co. Riverside plant and for the
numerous smaller sources modeled; if minor as anticipated, would not
significantly alter the study conclusions regarding compliance with
all applicable ambient standards. Further analysis will be required
for facility permitting. MPCA will have an opportunity to incorporate
additional information available during its permit review. The
modeling inputs used when the DEIS was prepared were appropriate at
the time. It is recognized that they are subject to future change.
The changes, however, have not been finalized and, therefore, are not
available for inclusion in the FEIS.

8. The MPCA has indicated that the monitored S02 concentrations (see
page 4-24 and 4-26 of the DEIS) used for the PSD analysis may be not
representative of the absolute worst case background S02
concentrations. The background concentrations are acknowledged by the
MPCA, in a letter to Mr. Paul Smith dated Jan. 30, 1986, as however,
appropriate for use in the DEIS air quality modeling analysis.

9. The MPCA has requested information on the auxiliary burners.

The auxiliary burners described on page 1-6 of the DEIS will be
designed at 20 percent heat input. They will be fired by either
natural gas or oil.

10. The MPCA has asked for clarification regarding the S02 removal
efficiency of about 70 percent shown in the DEIS.
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The S02 removal efficiency of 70 percent shown in Table 4.2-1, page
4-15, is that proposed by the contractor. Although the scrubbers are
designed to remove as much as 90 percent, for purposes of analysis a
worst case removal efficiency of 70 percent was utilized. The impacts
of the project would not be significant at the stated 70 percent
removal efficiency and would be even less at the design removal
efficiency. If the applicant operated the dry scrubbing system at 90
percent rather than 70 percent removal efficiency, S02 uncontrolled
emissions would be reduced by about 66 percent to less than 100 tons
per year, making it a minor source.

The MPCA has indicated that a 90 percent removal rate would result in
the facility being a minor source of S02'

The contractor has not made a commitment to guarantee a 90 percent
removal efficiency for the spray dryer scrubber. Although the
scrubber's design removal efficiency is stated at 90 percent,
manufacturers are generally r~luctant to guarantee actual removals as
high as the design specifications. Removal efficiency is a function
of maintenance procedures, operating temperature and operating
practice. Considerable costs could be incurred to consistently
maintain operations at the 90 percent level. The DEIS discussion of
S02 impacts is representative of the impacts from the project as
proposed with the 70 percent removal efficiency. .

Requiring maintenance of a spray dryer scrubber efficiency of 90
percent is a potential mitigating measure. This would result in the
project being a minor, not a major, source of S02' Rather than
expected emissions of 176 TPY of S02 with a 71 percent removal
efficiency, S02 uncontrolled emissions would be expected to be
reduced by 66 percent to about 60 tons per year at 90 percent removal
efficiency.

11. The MPCA has commented on the use in the DElS of a particulate matter
emission rate of 0.01 gdscf.

The estimated particulate matter emission rate for the proposed
project is currently being revised by the contractor (telephone
communication, Blount, March, 1986) to 0.02 grains/dry standard cubic
foot (dscf) corrected to 12 percent CO2 as part of the contractual
arrangement between Hennepin County and Blount. As part of the
contract commitment with Hennepin County, the vendor will be
responsible for meeting this emissions limitation. The contract
agreement is the justification for using such an emissions rate.

The proposed facility will incorporate a fabric filter device as part
of the air quality control system which will be able to meet the 0.01
gr/dscf for particulate emissions; however, the present state and
federal particulate emission limitations do not require this degree of
control.

12. The MPCA has requested information on the NlTEP Testing Program in
Ontario, Canada.

The National Incinerator Testing and Evaluation Program (NlTEP) pilot
project in Flakt, Ontario, uses dry scrubber and baghouse control
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

October 24, 1985

Mr. Anthony Colella
Meteorologist
ERT
696 virginia Road
Concord, Massachusetts 01742

Dear Mr. Colella:

In response to your letter of October 11, 1985, and subsequent
telephone conversations with me, here are my comments for you and
David Shea about HDR's Hennepin County Large Scale Energy
Recovery project analysis to date:

Format.

1. The format chosen for presentation is unusual, but not
improper. You may wish to simply summarize the background
and total carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations in parts per
million in one paragraph.

2. If you can obtain a list of assumptions used as input values
for the modelling, please include it in your write-up. These
would normally include vehicle mix, ambient temperature,
stability class, wind speed, wind direction et ale

7th and Hennepin Monitor.

Conversations I've held with Hennepin County and the City of
Minneapolis lead me to conclude that traffic should not increase
significantly by the 7th and Hennepin monitor. Trucks from the
South Minneapolis transfer station will in most cases use Trunk
Highway (TH) 55, which is Hiaw~tha Avenue. They will exit TH 55,
and take a westbound ramp onto 1-94 which originates around 19th
street, continuing to the Olson Memorial Highway (TH 55) .- 7th
street exit of 1-94. They thus will bypass downtown 7th Street,
(which is also signed as TH 55 at that point). Therefore, the
previous hotspot at 7th and Hennepin is not expected to be
affected, so no additional indirect source analysis by it must be
done.

Phone: _

1935 West County Road 82, Roseville, Minnesota 55113·2785
Regional Offices • Duluth/Brainerd/Detroit Lakes/Marshall/Rochester

Equal Opportunity Employer

~@
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Mr~ Anthony Colella
October 24, 1985
page Two

Other Potential CO problems.

This project is not expected to interfere with already
implemented strategies in the 7-county metropolitan area's
Transportation Control Plan. This project is also not expected
to create any additional CO hotspots. Some minor traffic
problems are in a relatively open area, and Gan be remedied
through geometric and/or signalization changes, but should not
cause a violation of CO standards in any event. Therefore, I do
not expect the project to endanger in any way the u.S. EPA's
potential redesignation of most of the seven-county area, nor its
proposed approval of the Snelling and University signalization
project.

If you have additional questions or need further guidance, please
call me at 612/296-7723.

Sincerely,

A ~
';22 /.

-/uz~~v;A f, 1-?d1'
Susanne M. pelly, AICP /
Senior Transportation planner
Division of Air Quality

SMp:vmm9.56

cc: John seltz
Bradley Beckham
C. Marlene voita
Deborah pile
David Shea
Mike O'Brien
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asked ~~etnar th~ ea~m Wberyllium containing waste", as defined
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technology. Applicable emissions test data is not available to the
public yet from the facility (telephone conversation with Mr. Finkel­
stein, Program Engineer, Ontario Ministry of Environment, March 17,
1986). In addition to the lack of published test data for the
facility (published results expected to be available in late 1986),
the NITEP dry scrubber application may not prove to be sUfficiently
comparable to the proposed dry scrubber system to allow for a
meaningful analysis. The plant size is one-tenth the size of the
proposed project and the dry scrubber is being experimented ~ith to
assess a range of operating conditions rather than optimal operation.

3.1.2 Indirect Source Air Quality Analysis

1. The MPCA has requested a discussion of the future location of the
Greyhound bus storage facility.

A discussion of the future location of the Greyhound bus storage
facility and its impact on parking and traffic at its new location
would be more appropriately addressed in an environmental review for
that facility. As yet, a proposed site for the facility has not been
identified.

2. The MPCA in its letter of Jan. 10, 1986, responding to the DEIS
indicated that the carbon monoxide air quality monitor located at the
7th st. and Hennepin Av. "hot spot" has been moved to the north side
of Hennepin Av. and is now serving as a background monitor (Section
4.2.7, page 4-33). The data from this new monitor location has not
yet met EPA's acceptance criteria.

3. The MPCA has expressed concern regarding traffic signal timing and
operating conditions at Olson Memorial Hwy. and 7th St. N.

The transportation section of the DEIS discusses the operation at
Olson Memorial Hwy. and 7th St. N. in great detail (see Section
4.7.2.3). Traffic backups were not observed at this intersection in
1985 when traffic counts were conducted. The capacity analysis
undertaken for the expected future level of service, projects
acceptable conditions (B/C) in 1989 upon project completion. At this
operating level, significant traffic backups would not be expected to
occur, particularly given the traffic signal synchronization at this
intersection.

4. The MPCA has suggested that "a correction should be made in the Final
EIS regarding the Hennepin Av. and 1st Av. N. one-way pair. An error
was noted at page 3-92 of the DEIS. Hennepin Av. is eastbound, not
westbound; 1st Av. N. is westbound."

5. The MPCA requested in its letter of Jan. 30, 1986, that traffic
leaving the facilities.be included in the analyses.

The DEIS contains a roadway capacity analysis for traffic both going
to and leaving the proposed facilities. Although possibly not stated
clearly enough in the DEIS, traffic leaving each of the proposed
facilities was included in the LOS analyses. The traffic analyses did
not indicate that construction of the projects would produce
significant congestion or localized hot spots.
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6. The MPCA has indicated the need to discuss roadway improvements in the
FEIS.

It is recognized that planned roadway/safety improvements are a
dynamic process. The City of Minneapolis is finalizing its plans for
changes in 7th St. N. traffic, among other potential changes. The
city of Bloomington is considering channelization improvements at
Girard and Humboldt Avs. S. All of the communities involved must
continuously consider the need for changes in roadway operations. The
DEIS evaluated future traffic conditions on the eXisting roadway
network. Any improvements to these roadways would improve future
operations. As a result, the analyses provided in the DEIS represent
worst case conservative future conditions.

The DEIS addressed the intersection of W. 98th St. and James Av.
The analysis indicated no potential major deficiencies in roadway
operations (LOS C/D operations) (see Section 4.7.3.3, page 4-127 of
the DEIS). MPCA staff have expressed concern about the safety of this
unsignaled intersection. At present it does not appear a signal is
warranted; however, further study upon project completion is advisable
to determine if signalization is warranted in the future.

7. Attached as Figure 2 is a letter from the MPCA dated Oct. 24, 1985,
indicating the limited effort required tp address impacts on air
quality from project traffic (indirect source analysis). Section
4.2.7, page 4-33 of the DEIS begins the discussion of Indirect Source
Impacts.
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3.2 Human Health

~nis section provides responses to the specific comments expressed by the MPCA,
,ennepin County, the Minnesota Department of Health, and the city of

Minneapolis. Where these responses also address similar issues raised by
others, the individual responses to public or written comments (Sections 1 and
2) also reference the information below.

1. The City of Minneapolis has questioned the selection of the plants included
or excluded in the data base used for estimating the project's expected
rate of PCDD and PCDF emissions (see Section 4.3 of DEIS beginning on page
4-48) •

The data base used in the revised Human Health section includes nearly all
of the plants sited in the CBNS report. The plants found in the CBNS
report that were not included on the EIS data base are discussed in the
Human Health Section.

2. The CBNS report prepared for the city of Minneapolis has questioned the
emissions data base provided in the DEIS. It recommends the use of an
emission rate of 5,775 ng/m3 for PCDD and PCDF.

One of the facilities in the data base of 20 used in the CBNS report,
Italian 2, shows an emissions rate of 56.460 ng/m3• Nothing is known
about the operating conditions of the -facility. Without this information,
it is not appropriate to use the data. Excluding the single plant, the
dioxin and furan emissions rate drops to 3100 ng/m3• The use of the
expanded data base in the revised Human Health Section should address the
concern that an inappropriate emissions rate has been determined from
limited data.

3. The City of Minneapolis has concluded that the RDF plants should have been
included in the Hennepin DEIS analysis.

RDF plants have been included in the data base for the revised Human Health
Section.

4. The City of Minneapolis has asked for clarification regarding the selection
of facilities equipped with ESPs for use in the emissions data base.

The revised Human Health Section included facilities with pollution control
technology employed at the facility. The data base includes a variety of
pollution control devices. It is expected that the dry scrubber/baghouse
proposed for the Hennepin County resource recovery facility will reduce

'toxic air emissions.

A recent report for the Bay Area Resource Recovery Facility indicates that
"information has demonstrated that the use of a spray dryer can lead to
significant reductions in emission of PCDDs and PCDFs up to 99+ percent"
(Krag-Nielson, et al., 1985). Two articles presented at the 1985 Acid Gas
and Dioxin Control for Waste-to-Energy Facilities Conference discuss
scrubber removal efficiencies. One article presented at the conference,
"Joy/Niro Spray Dryer Absorption Flue Gas Cleaning System," by Joy
Manufacturing Co., indicated high removal efficiencies for PCDD and PCDF
emissions. A second article, "Reduction of Dioxins and Furans," by
Nielsen, et al., shows PCDD and PCDF removal efficiencies in excess of 90
percent for scrubber-baghouse systems.
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5. The City of Minneapolis is concerned about the DEIS assertion that the
planned operations represent "combustion conditions which should result in
more complete combustion (less emissions) than the facilities included in
the data base."

It is agreed that this assertion is yet to be proven since the facility is
not operational. Data is available, however, for a comparable facility
operated by Westchester Resco (New York) which was recently tested. The
data shows significantly lower emissions of PCDD and PCDF for this modern
facility than for other facilities tested previously (about 90 percent
lower). If credit had been taken in the DEIS for the increased operating
temperatures, health risks could be as much as 90 percent lower or 0.1 per
100,000 for the worst plausible case. It should be noted, however, that
the DEIS analysis did not quantitatively reduce the estimated emissions
rate for asserted increased temperatures. The analysis provided did not
correct or adjust emissions for the proposed 1,8000 F. temperatures and a
secured residence time. It was only stated that the proposed 1,8000 F.
temperatures would likely result in reduced emissions.

6. The City of Minneapolis has questioned the inclusion of a Montreal facility
in the DEIS data base. The Montreal facility's emissions are known to be
significantly lower than other facilities tested.

Data was included for a Montreal plant which showed considerably lower
emissions than other facilities. The City of Minneapolis has questioned
the use of data from this facility based upon their phone conversation with
Mr. Raymond Klicues of the Ontario Ministry of Environment. No specific
reason for rejection of the data base was provided by Mr. Klicues other
than the fact that the results are lower than other facilities tested at
that time. Recently, test results have become available for a Westchester­
Resco facility which are comparable to those for Montreal. The consultant
who prepared the DEIS spoke directly to the individual responsible for the
presentation of the results of the testing program at the Montreal, Quebec,
plant. Ms. Lucie Boisjoly, who prepared the report documenting the
results, indicated that although the emissions rates are very low she has
no reason to believe there would be problems with the use of such data.
Telephone discussions on Mar. 17, 1986, were made with Mr. Finkelstein (a
colleague of Mr. Klicues), a program engineer with the Ontario Ministry of
Environment. Mr. Finkelstein was aware of the testing carried on at the
Des Carriers facility in Montreal and indicated he was familiar with the
report prepared. He indicated that the results of the testing were
significantly lower than those for any other comparable facility. As a
result, he questioned the use of the testing data base. The ministry has
reviewed the testing procedures and results and was not able to discover
any deficiencies in the data. He and Mr. Klicues, however, questioned the
test results because they were low, even though they had no scientific
basis to discredit the testing program.

A report entitled "Measurement of Emissions of PCDD and of PCDF from the
Des Carriers Incinerator in Montreal" (December 1984) is available and was
reviewed. This report documents the results of the testing at the Montreal
facility. There are no disclaimers in that report recommending that the
data not be used. In addition, the discussions with the Ministry of
Environment did not reveal any apparent deficiencies in the testing or
results other than the fact that the "numbers appear to be low." As a
result, ERT has included the results in the emissions data base because the
published testing met all of the selection criteria described in the DEIS.
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7. The City of Minneapolis has indicated that PCDDs and PCDFs may act as
cancer promoters, sharply increasing the cancer-inducing potency of other
environmental agents.

There is no conclusive scientific evidence that this is the case. The
source of this assertion, the CBNS report, does not provide conclusive
research to support this claim. In addition, there is not as yet any
agreed-upon method for quantifying the increased risk from suspected cancer
promoters such as PCDDs and PCDFs. There are several toxic equivalency
factors and potency slopes recommended by various agencies to be used in
risk assessments. These include methods suggested by the U.S. EPA, Swiss
EPA, California, Ontario and Eadon. The possible methods result in
significantly different results, as much as 32 times higher for the Ontario
method.

8. The DEIS utilized a procedure for computing toxic equivalence factors
(TEF's) prepared by the U.S. EPA Work Group. The City of Minneapolis has
recommended use of an alternative method, such as a Swiss EPA procedure,
because it would yield more conservative results.

The revised Human Health Section presents four cases, the best case, the
worst case, the average case and the comparable case. These cases are used
to define the limits of the risk posed by the facility by varying the
emissions data. The use of alternate TEF's has been conducted for the
average case to show the relative magnitude of impact altering the TEF's
would have on the determination of health risk.

9. It is agreed that exposure to PCDD and PCDF through ingestion and dermal
contact is a new and speculative field as expressed by the City of
Minneapolis. The City of Minneapolis has commented that only three
assessments are known to have been attempted: by Hart, by CBNS and in the
Hennepin DEIS. The Hennepin DEIS was cited by the city as using the least
conservative assumptions of the three regarding ingestion.

In the process of researching health risk assessments for the revised Human
Health Section, numerous studies have been identified that characterize the
health risk from dermal exposure and ingestion of toxic organics. The
assumptions used in the revised Human Health Section reflect the consensus
of current thinking on the subject. Many of the assumptions, including
dermal exposure to 0.5 grams of soil per day and an average ingestion of
100 mg of soil per day are more in keeping with comments received regarding
the EIS. Other assumptions used include the use of a 12 year half life in
soil (Kimbrough, 1984) and 30 percent gastrointestinal absorption (Posiger
and Shlatter, 1980).

10. The City of Minneapolis suggests that the DEIS inappropriately compared
project risks to everyday risks. Rather, the project risks should have
been compared to similar methods of trash disposal.

Although the value of comparing mass burn risk estimate values to those for
other disposal techniques is recognized to have merit, no comprehensive
estimate of reliable risks was made for the other options due to lack of
detailed data on fUll-scale operations. The alternatives considered in the
DEIS were those identified in the scoping meetings prior to preparation of
this report. There are risks associated with the landfilling of municipal
solid waste including: the health risk associated with groundwater drinking
water contamination from landfill leachate, the risk from gaseous emissions

3-12



from landfills, and the risk from direct contact with solid waste. Health
risk assessments for landfill operations are difficult to estimate because
of the number of variables influencing the risk determination. In
addition, the risks would vary from site to site depending on geologic,
soil and other conditions specific to a given location. As a result, it is
difficult to compare the risks of alternative technologies due to site
specific differences in environmental conditions. In addition, experts
such as David Sussman, U.S. EPA, have stated that no reliable health risk
assessment has _yet been performed on landfills (Acid Gas and Dioxin
Conference, Nov. 25, 1985). The assumption that alternate methods of solid
waste disposal pose a reduced health risk is unwarranted without scientific
evidence.

It should be noted that full-scale operations have been proven feasible for
the mass burn technology and for RDF. Large-scale alternative methods for
the processing of wastes (on the order of 1,000 TPD or more) in an amount
capable of addressing Hennepin County's needs are not known to have been
technically or economically proven for other technologies such as
composting, total recycling, or mechanical separation and recycling.

11. The Minnesota Department of Health has questioned the use of RAM modeling
and the meteorological data obtained from the airport.

The RAM model is an appropriate model for use in the air quality and health
assessment analyses. Its use was discussed with and agreed to by the
MPCA. The meteorological data used is also recommended by the MPCA and is
the only reliable and comprehensive data base relevant to the area. A full
set of reliable meteorological data is not available for downtown
Minneapolis. The use of the model, however, is appropriate in an urban
setting and adjusts for conditions specific to urban environments.
Conditions associated with the downtown Minneapolis environment are
accounted for by the use of the urban version of RAM and the utilization of
multiple years of meteorological data which incorporates differences in
meteorological conditions.

12. Section 4.2 of the DEIS addresses the health effects of the criteria
pollutants. The Minnesota Department of Health has requested a discussion
of health effects attributed to criteria pollutants.

The NAAQS standards are designed to provide a conservative level of
protection for the public health. The NAAQS was addressed in the air
quality section. Expected violations of standards were not found. Since
the standards were established to provide protection for sensitive portions
of the public, it can be assumed that there is not a significant risk from
project emissions of criteria pollutants. For the Hennepin County
facility, for S02 the highest facility impacts are less than 3 percent of
background concentrations. Total 802 concentrations will be less than 90
percent of relevant standards. A report titled "The Bay Area Resource
Recovery Facility" (for a 3,000 TPD RDF facility) has also demonstrated
that the maximally exposed individual (at the point of maximum exposure to
risk from air emissions from that resource recovery facility) is not at
risk to the criteria pollutants.

13. The Minnesota Department of Health (Jan. 21, 1986, letter to John W.
Rafferty, Metropolitan Council staff, from Dr. Robert A. Kreiger, Minneso
Department of Health) has requested that an estimation of the toxic effects
of substances such as antimony and selenium be included in the risk
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assessment. The DEIS risk assessment provides an estimate of the worst
plausible toxic effects associated with the project. The substances
presented in the test are those addressed in similar risk assessments for
which data on emissions is available. Compounds such as antimony and
selenium were not included due to a lack of data on emissions from resource
recovery facilities. Reliable data on such emissions was not available for
the plants included in the data base and, therefore, could not be included
in the DEIS. The potencies of these compounds for quantities anticipated
in plant emissions presents a health risk of less than 1 percent of the
PCDD and PCDF emissions.

14. The Minnesota Department of Health has commented that the DEIS did not
address sensitive receptors such as schools, hospitals, etc.

As part of the land use analysis in the DEIS, such sensitive receptors
within about one mile of the site were identified. The DEIS human health
assessment did mention and identify these sensitive receptors but selected
receptors to be used in the health risk assessment which were closest to
the plant or at the point of maximum exposure to project emissions.

The DEIS could provide risk estimates for churches, schools, etc., in the
area, but the risks would be far less than the receptor chosen, which
represents maximum exposure to project emissions. Environmental Technical
Report 7, Air Quality, shows that air quality impacts decrease rapidly with
distance (see Figures 4-1 and 4-2).

At the maximally exposed receptors it was assumed that sensitive receptors
would be sUbjected to constant exposure for their entire life (that is, 24
hours per day for 70 years assuming continuous vigorous exercise).

15. The Minnesota Department of Health indicates that community-based risks and
population estimates were not prepared and utilized in the DEIS.

\
The revised Human Health Section provides a comprehensive estimate of
community-based health risks from the proposed facility.

16. The Minnesota Department of Health requested clarification regarding dermal
absorption.

The revised Human Health Section provides clarification of the assumptions
used in the calculation of the dermal dose of toxic organics.

17. The Minnesota Department of Health has indicated that "the slope for nickel
should be rechecked, since CAG announced a modification of nickel risk
assessment last month." The Department of Health also indicated the use
of a slope of 2.6 for beryllium and 6.1 for cadmium.

The revised Human Health Section employs the most recent potency slopes.

18. The Minnesota Department of Health questioned the use of the TCDD
equivalents shown in the DEIS. The Minnesota Department of Health attached
to its letter dated Jan. 21, 1986, appropriate data to be used.

The revised Human Health Section employes the latest known TCDD
equivalents as generated by the U.S. EPA.
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19. The Minnesota Department of Health commented that community risk was not
originally presented in the DEIS.

The revised Human Health Section provides a comprehensive, community-based
health risk assessment.

20. The Minnesota Department of Health and the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency stated that the individual risks of various substances should be
summed to present a cumulative health risk.

The revised Human Health Section sums the risk to present a cumulative
health risk.

21. The MPCA has commented that the emissions data base is representative of an
average of several dissimilar facilities rather than any particular
facility. The MPCA has asked for data specific to the Widmer-Ernst
combustion technology.

Comprehensive data on PCDD and PCDF emissions which meets the criteria for
inclusion in the DEIS data base from facilities using the Widmer-Ernst
technology is not available. One reason for this is that there are not any
facilities operational in the U.S. at this time. Although it would be
helpful to include Widmer-Ernst-designed facilities emissions data, such
information is not available for inclusion. The Council requested such
data early on in the DEIS process. Data was provided by the contractor in
a report prepared by Transemantics (with accompanying data) for a Widner
and Ernst boiler in Europe. That report did not provide documentation
sufficient to meet the criteria established in the DEIS for data
inclusion. Although the dioxin emissions were in the low range for
resource recovery facilities, it was felt that the dioxin data did not ha\
sufficient documentation to allow its use in the DEIS. The emissions from
the Widner and Ernst facility are presumably similar to those from the
Chicago Northwest plant i,ncluded in the DEIS data base (letter to Mr. John
Rafferty, Metropolitan Council staff from Mr. Hulic Ratterree of Blount,
dated Jan. 29, 1986).

The discussion of the comparable case in the revised Human Health Section
is intended to present the risk felt to be most similar to the proposed
facililty by the contractor.

22. There are several operating incinerators with the combination of dry
scrubber and baghouse for air pollution control equipment as indicated by
the MPCA. One particular facility mentioned by the MPCA is known as NITEP.

The data for the NITEP project would be for a pilot-level operation. The
Ontario Ministry of Environment (Finkelstein, Mar. 17, 1986) was contacted
regarding the availability of test data. Test data is not yet available
for the Flakt, Ontario, facility (expected to be released in late 1986).

Data from other operating plants with dry scrubber and baghouse pollution
control equipment is included in the data used for the revised Human Health
Section.

23. The MPCA has indicated that the variability of the emissions data base in
the DEIS is large.
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This is primarily due to the fact that testing of resource recovery
facilities for dioxin and furan emissions has been standardized for only a
few years. The data base for comprehensively tested facilities is small.
This results in a small sample size which contributes to the variability in
the emissions rates, as well as the variation in age, type and size of
facility. The revised Human Health Section uses a much broader universe of
data sets. The variation in the data base is not significantly less than
the data from the three plants identified in the DEIS. A discussion of
data variability and confidence limits is presented in the revised Human
Health Section.

24. Commentors asked for information regarding health risks from exposure to
noise or other potential project impacts.

,The water quality section addresses the issue of risks from degradation of
water quality. Implicit in the DEIS is the assumption that if existing
rules or standards are not violated, then risks are acceptable. The noise
section, for example, discusses project impacts relative to promulgated
standards which are by definition those established to protect the human
health. Only significant increases above standards were recognized to have
a health impact.

25. Dermal absorption of hazardous substances as stated in the DEIS represents
only a relatively small portion of the overall risk of contracting cancer.
Risk from skin absorption has been shown in a California report (Bay
Resource Recovery Facility Project) to present as much as two orders of
magnitude less risk than via inhalation or ingestion. It does not
represent a primary pathway.

An analysis of dermal absorption has been included in the revised Human
Health Section.

26. The MPCA has indicated that there is considerable debate as to the
appropriate toxic equivalency factor to use in a risk assessment and the
potential risk in extrapolating from animals to humans.

It is recognized that there is an inherent risk in extrapolating
carcinogenicity data for animals to humans and from high doses to low
doses. It was not the purpose of the DEIS to minimize the uncertainties
involved in such extrapolations. However, since controlled human testing
is socially unacceptable, the scientific community has recognized the need
for such extrapolations. In a strict sense, human carcinogenicity can only
be determined from studies on humans. Lacking data on human populations,
cancer risks are estimated based on bioassays for carcinogenicity in
mammals. At least six accepted methods for the determination of toxic
equivalency factors have been recommended. They differ by as much as 32
times. The DEIS analysis elected to utilize the U.S. EPA method.
Subsequent discussions with the MPCA and Minnesota Department of Health
staffs have acknowledged the acceptability of U.S. EPA TEFs for this type
of analysis.

The revised Human Health Section demonstrates the impact of using alternate
TEF's to calculate the health risk of average case. The alternate TEF's
employed are the Swiss EPA and the California sets.
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27. Hennepin County has commented that the use of the Hampton 1982 data for
organics is inappropriate. They assert the high emissions were due to
severe overloading of the furnace.

The information available for the test measurements does not indicate
serious problems with the facility during the testing summarized in
Appendix D of the DEIS. It is recognized, however, that the Hampton, Va.,
emissions of PCDD and PCDF are higher than those for other facilities such
as Chicago Northeast and that operations at the Hamption facility have been
questioned by many reviewers. Some commentors have expressed the view that
the data for Hampton are suspect due to operational difficulties during
testing (that is, low temperatures).

28. Hennepin County has indicated that the risk from the facility should be
placed in the perspective of the current background lifetime cancer risk
which is approximately one in four.

29. Hennepin County generally has indicated that the risk assessment in the
DEIS is overly conservative ,because it is based upon generic emissions data.

The FEIS has attempted to undertake a risk assessment for a comparable
facility based on available verifiable monitoring data.

The revised Human Health Section provides the data necessary for the review
of the comparable case.
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3.3 Property Values Adjacent to Facility Sites

everal commentors express concern that the property values of land adjacent to
the transfer stations stated on the draft EIS did not identify specific
parcels. The information that follows identifies the parcels of land Cited in
the DEISand provides relevant market value and tax information.

The data was collected in July of 1985 for the land adjacent to the proposed
sites and in November 1985 for land adjacent to the alternate sites. This
information has been provided on tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 to allow for a more
informed assessment of socioeconomic impacts that may be caused by the
development of the sites under consideration.
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TAX FIGURES

Assessed
I.D. No. Street Address Market Value Total Tax

Greyhound Site

22-029-24-32-0025 501 Royalston Av. N. $2,310,000 $107,129.08

22-029-24-31-0036 661 Fifth Av. N. $1,150,000 $ 53,589.82
(incl. $749.05
spec. tax)

22-029-24-31-0037 401 Seventh St. N. $ 507,000 $ 24,013.20
(incl. $285.48
spec. tax)

Bloomington East

16-027-24-24~0024 9611 James Av. S. $ 522,800 $ 22,747.62

16-027-24-13-0002 9601 Humboldt Av. S. $ 394,200 $ 17,053.86
(incl. $1350 14)

16-027-24-21-0007 9530 James Av. S. $ 165,100 $ 6,534.58

Brooklyn Park East

30-119-21-44-0006 6901 Winnetka Avo N. $ 848,500 $ 43,274.62
(incl. $3,803.62)

29-119-21-33-0007 7040 Winnetka Av. N. $ 75,000 $ 3,937.60
(incl. $2,962.14
spec. tax)

30-119-21-41-0005 7211 Winnetka Av. N. $ 64,100 $ 2,942.96
(incl. $1,005.79
spec. tax)

Hopkins DOT"

25-117-22-12-0011 250 Fifth Av. s. $1,779,400 $ 75,132.97

25-117-22-14-0009 501 Fifth Av. S. $ 63,300 $ 508.56

25-117-22-13-0020 501 Sixth Av. S. $ 9,811 $ 431. 98

Minneapolis South

36-029-24-33-0032 2825 Cedar Avo S. $ 110,000 $ 4,168.48

36-029-24-34-0020 2835 - 21st Avo S. $ 20,000 $ 234.30
(incl. $64.04
spec. tax)

36-029-24-33-0012 2814 - 21st Av. S. $ 15,500 $ 490.78
(incl. $18.43
spec. tax)

3.20.86 3-19
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Assessed
Market Value Market Value General Tax Specials Tax Total Tax

WESTWOOD

6201 Bury Dr.
03-116-22-21-0008 $126,000 $ 50,400 $ 5,392.28 $39,141.24 $45,139.52

6300 Bury Dr.
03-116-22-21-0009 $ 50,400 $ 20,160 $ 2,156.91 $ 9,043.25 $11,200.16

6250 Bury Dr.
03-116-22-21-0010 $118,000 $ 11,200 $ 1,611.68 $ 1,611.68

6200 Bury Dr.
03-116-22-21-0011 $ 50,400 $ 20,160 $ 2,156.90 $ 9,642.68 $11,199.58

No Address--City of Eden Prairie
03-116-22-21-0012

No Address--8950 Eden Prairie Rd.
03-116-22-21-0013

w
I ADJACENT

N
0

13953 - 62nd St. W.
031-116-22-21-0001 $155,100 $ 51,693 $ 6,172.51 $ 4,659.43 $10,832.00

RAILROAD SITE

Property ID not on file
031-162-22-20-0002

*6401 Industrial Dr.
03-116-22-22-0023 $ 200 $ 80 $ 8.53 $ 928.39 $ 936.92

*6401 Industrial Dr.
03-116-22-22-0033 $122,500 $ 43,615 $ 4,612.11 $ 8,015.61 $12,148.44

ADJACENT

6330 Industrial Dr.
03-116-22-22-0013 $ 81,100 $ 35,131 $ 3,758.65 $ 1,171.15 $ 5,529.80

*5605 County Rd. 4
03-116-22-22-0020 $ 200 $ 80 $ 8.54 $ 196.18 $ 805.32

*18930 Lotus View Dr.
03-116-22-22-0030 $342,200 $138,146 $14,180.25 $ 4,068.81 $18,849.06

*Not all the addresses are property addresses



Assessed
Market Value Mar;{'St Value General Tax Specials Tax Total Tax

1-494 AND NICOLLET

194 - 79th St. w.
03-027-24-21-0009 $ 35,300 $ 9,884 $ 1,0111.84 $ 1,041.84

170 - 79th St. w.
03-027-24-21-0010 $136,500 $ 58,695 $ 6,186.96 $ 6,186.96

7848 Nicollet Av. S.
03-027-24-21-0011 $217,800 . $ 93,654 $ 9,871.94 $ 9,871.94

111 - 78th St. w.
03-027-24-21-0017 $625,000 $259,750 $27,379.92 $ 41.72 $27,421.64

190 - 79th St. w.
03-027-24-21-0018 $422,700 $181,761 $19,159.20 $ 54.86 $19,214.06

ADJACENT

213 - 78th St. w.
03-027-24-21-0008 $295,300 $117,979 $12,436.00 $12,436.00

w 51 - 79th St. W.·I
03-027-24-21-0012 $ 95,900 $ 32,237 $ 3,398.04 $ 3,398.04N

I-'

101 - 79th St. w.
03-027-24-21-0015 $570,500 $236,315 $24,909.66 $24,909.66

7900 Nicollet Av. S.
03-027-24-21-0016 $ 84,100 $ 36,163 $ 3,811.88 $ 3,811.88

7800 Pleasant Av. S.
03-027-24-21-0019 $897,900 $386,097 $40,698.00 $40,698.00

SOLIDIFICATION INC.

73115 Winnetka Av. N.
30-119-21-41-0001 $153,000 $ 112,8110 $ 4,623.811 $1,345.38 $ 5,969.22

ADJACENT

No Address
30-119-21-41-0002 $ 11,000 $ 4,400 $ 474.90 $ 474.90

7225 Winnetka
30-119-21-41-0003 $538,500 $222,555 $24,076.60 $4,029.72 $28,106.32

7211 Winnetka
30-119-21-41-0005 $ 611,100 $ 17,948 $ 1,937.17 $1,005.79 $ 2,942.96

1.21.86
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Assessed
Market Value Market Value General' Specials Tax Total Tax

PYROFAX

3755 Louisiana Av. S.
17-117-21-q3-0057 $515,000 $206,000 $21,q95.68 $7,1138.22 $28,933.90

3700 Monitor St.
17-117-21-q3-0062 $ 12,000 $ 3,360 $ 353.85 $ 102.91 $ q56.76

ADJACENT

7201 Walker St.
17-117-21-q3-0055

$39,861.86$3,990.6Q$35,871.22$3QO,590$813,000

17-117-21-q3-0056, 57, 58, 60, 61--Property ID not on file.

7115 W. Lake St.
17-117-21-Q3-0059

7051 W. Lake st.
17-117-21-Q3-0063 $ 28,000 $ 12,OQo $ 1,268.05 $ 561.13 $ 1,829.18

W
J

N
N

GOLDEN AUTO

7003 W. Lake St.
17-117-21-Q3-0001 $19Q,000 $ 7Q,Q20 $ 7,837.97 $5,051.51 $12,889.48

ADJACENT

7102 W. Lake St.
17-117-21-43-0002 $ Q9,600 $ 21,328 $ 2,2Q6.26 $ Q98.Q6

110Q W. Lake St.
17-111-21-113-0003 $ 26,000 $ 1,280 $ 766.14 $ 706.69

AIRPORT SOUTHWEST

6600 Mpls./St. Paul
International Airport

36-028-24-33-0001

6600 Hpls./St. Paul
International Airport

36-028-2Q-33-0002

1920 - 18th St. E.
36-028-2Q-33-0003

ADJACENT

36-028-211-33-0000, Q, 10--Property In not on file



Allsessed
Market Value Market Value General Tax Speoials Tax Total Tax

GREENHOUSE

13621 County Rd. 67
03-116-22-22-0005 $2211,800 $ 72,086 $ 7,703.9'1 $ 7,053.911

12825 Cedar Av. S.
03-116-22-22-0006 • 2,200 $ 880 $ 93. 118 $ Itll.7'1 $ 138.22

ADJACENT (00011 not In file)

w
I

N
W

14101 - 62nd St. W.
03-116-22-22-0007

6285 Indian Chief Rd.
04-116-22-11-0003

12825 Cedar Av. S.
04-116-22-11-0005

ADJACENT

04-116-22-11-0002

Hennepin County--Owner
04-116-22-11-0001\

$158,500

$264,000

$ 3,000

$ 59,155

$ 92,670

$ 1,200

$ 6,328.99

$ 9,898.13

$ 5,742.97

$ 116.91

$12,071.96

$10,065.04

$ 128.36

$ 222.52

O'I-116-22-11-0006--Property 10 not on file

NATIONAL LEAD

3717 Louillinnn Av. S.
17-117-21-44-0003

ADJACENT

3639 Hampshire Av. S.
17-117-21-44-0002

3801 Monitor St.
17-117-21-44-0004

$230,000 $ 89,900 $12,568.28

INot all the addresses are property addresses



3.4 Development Impaot of Waste Faoilities

The Metropolitan Counoil undertook a study to assess the development impaot and
)roperty value impaot of landfills on surrounding land use entitled

"Reoommendations for Dealing with Adverse Impaots of Solid Waste Faoilities,
Final Report to the Legislative Commission on Waste Management, October 1983,
Publioation 12-83-053." The report shows that value impaots due to waste
faoilities oannot be well dooumented. The potential for waste faoilities to
impaot property value oan be mitigated. The mitigating measures may be found
on page 3-61 of this FEIS seotion. The oompatibility of the various proposed
land uses with transfer stations and resouroe recovery faoilities has been
disoussed with individuals in Millbury and North Andover, Mass. Both of the
oities cited have an operating transfer station or resouroe recovery faoility.

James F. Fitzpatriok agreed to disouss the development of a mixed municipal
waste transfer station with Counoil staff. Mr. Fitzpatriok is a real estate
agent and developer, and former member of the zoning oommission in the oity of
Millbury, Mass. In an analysis of the residential neighborhood looated 650
feet from the transfer station oonducted by Fitzpatrick after the faoility
opened, the rate of inorease in property values did not differ from that of the
oity as a whole. The property values adjacent to the transfer station are
above average for the oity as a whole. In addition, no disoernible impaot on
property value had been noted by residents in the area surrounding the site.
The true impaot of the faoility could not be aocurately estimated due to the
lower than average turnover of property in the affeoted neighborhood. Mr.
Fitzpatriok eohoed Mr. Patohen's oonoern (appraiser for Hopkins) that peroeived
impacts oould have had a major effeot on property values. The oity planner,
Alan J. Gordon from Millbury, stated that oarefully evaluating oitizen oonoerns

nd monitoring the permit oonditions by the oity have essentially eliminated
.averse reaction to the facility. Residents did oomplain during the

oonstruction phase of the project. The noise impaots from construction of the
faoility generated numerous oalls from residents during hours when construotion
aotivity w~s forbidden.

Mr. Fitzpatriok stated that siting of the facility increased the level of
interest in an adjaoent light industrial park. The improvement and extension
of utilities reduced the development oost for businesses in the industrial
park. The traffic improvement (addition of a turn lane for right-hand turns)
eliminated the potential impacts of greatest oonoern to adjaoent commercial
establishments. The faoility is looated on Hwy. 20, a state highway at an
unsignalized interseotion.

Alan J. Gordon, planner, City of Millbury, stated that an appeal of a lawsuit
by an adjaoent oompany was still pending. The company in question is an optios
manufaoturer, whioh is very sensitive to vibration. The oompany olaims that
the transfer station aotivity has affeoted produot rejeot rates.

Joseph W. MoCarthy, Operations Manager, Signal Environmental Ino., stated that
no oomplaints had been reoeived from adjaoent oommeroial or residential
property owners in North Andover, Mass. The North Andover resouroe reoovery
faoility is located on land abutting Bell Laboratories division of AT&T Ino.
Local authorities have not notified the faoility of any resident-sponsored
oomplaints.

~y of North Andover staff have examined the existing faoilities and
uetermined that potential nuisanoe impaots oan be mitigated by rigorous
enforoement of permit oonditions. The lack of perceived nuisanoe impaots for
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the existing facility has virtually eliminated development and property value
impacts of the facility. No lawsuits are currently pending in North Andover,
nor have any been brought against the company operating the facility.

The potential for impacts on property value and economic development does
exist. The estimate by Peter A. Patchen of a 10 percent decrease in
residential property value is possible if the facility's potential impacts are
not addressed and mitigated. The effect on commercial property should be less
severe than the impacts on residential property. The potential to displace
existing businesses due to the impacts of solid waste facilities has not been
realized elsewhere in similar land use settings. The specific issue of rodent
and vector impacts is on page 3-57 of this section. The impacts of waste
transfer stations on food warehouse businesses have not been analyzed due to
the lack of a suitable example to cite.
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3.5 Transportation

The Council has undertaken additional analysis of transportation levels of
~ervice on roadways adjacent to the alternate transfer station sites. Many
commentors expressed concern that direct comparison of transportation impacts
could not be made by examination of information in the DEIS. The attached
figures show major roadways near the alternate sites identified in the DEIS
and level of service for those roadways projected for 1990.
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3.5.1 Level of Service

The 1990 level of service on different highways was obtained by computing the
volume/capacity ratios. The 1990 traffic volumes were obtained by
interpolating between 1984 and 2000 volumes. The additional traffic generated
by the transfer stations was manually assigned to the adjacent highways and the
revised level of service was computed as before.

The 1990 level of service at the alternate transfer station sites does not
decline at any site due to traffic generated by the addition of a transfer
station (Steve Alderson, Metropolitan Council staff). The figures, attached,
should provide information necessary in comparison of alternatives to the
proposed sites.

Levels of service (LOS) are a measure of the quality of traffic flow based on
physical conditions, vehicular volumes and eXisting traffic control.

They are expressed as letter values, as shown on the attached figures, ranging
from level "A," stable flow, to level "F," the point at which vehicular volumes
exceed the theoretical maximum amount of traffic that can pass through the
intersection. Level "E" is traffic flow at maximum capacity. Level "c" is
considered average flow.
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3.5.2 General Transportation Comments

The responses in this section address specific comments expressed by the City
of Minneapolis in a memo dated Janluary 14, 1986 and Hennepin County as dated
January 30, 1986.

1. The City of Minneapolis traffic engineer states that the capacity
calculations provided in the DEIS in general are correct. The City Traffic
Engineer, however, considers the intersection of Olson Memorial Highway and
7th St. N. to be operating at Level of Service "c" not "B" as stated in the
Draft EIS (see page 4-112 of the Uraft EIS).

The capacity calculations provided in the Draft EIS indicate an overall
Level of Service B operation at this intersection in the PM with a Level of
Service BIC in the AM. There may be certain instances as noted by the City
Traffic Engineer during peak hours of the year when the intersection
operates at LOS "c" operations. LOS "C" operations, however, are
considered acceptable for urban signalized intersections (Highway Capacity
Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 1985). Sections
3.6.1.1 and 4.7.2.3 of the DEIS provide detailed discussions of roadway
operating conditions with and without the proposed resource recovery
facility at the Greyhound site.

2. The City of Minneapolis has indicated that specific attention must be
directed towards analysis of the intersection of E. 28th St. and Hiawatha
Av. Concerns were expressed about right turning vehicles on Hiawatha
southbound and left turning vehicles on Hiawatha northbound (see discussion
in Section 4.7.6 of the DEIS which begins on page 4-169).

It is recognized that preliminary engineering changes are being developed
for the upgrading of Hiawatha Avenue. The applicant will need to continue
to follow up on discussions regarding proposed improvements. The analysis
provided in the Draft EIS indicated an expected Level of Service BIC
operation with the transfer station (unchanged from existing conditions).
This is an acceptable operation. The specific improvements mentioned by
the City could significantly enhance operations at this intersection
thereby improving the level of service. If the additional right and left
turn capacity on Hiawatha Avenue were provided per the preliminary
engineering upgrading plans, Level of Service would be better than that
predicted in the DEIS with the transfer station. Sections 3.6.5 and 4.7.6
of the Draft provide further details regarding traffic operations at the
Minneapolis transfer station site.

3. Hennepin County has requested information on truck traffic flows if
particular transfer stations are reduced in size (page 2-2).

In the event that a transfer station were reduced in size, say by 50
percent, transfer and packer trucks would need to utilize the nearest
alternate transfer station. Associated with the use of an alternative
transfer station would be a resultant increase in truck traffic at that
location. For example, if the Hopkins transfer station were reduced in
size, much of the incoming truck traffic would likely shift to the proposed
Bloomington transfer station. A reduction in traffic at the Hopkins site
would therefore result in a consequent similar increase at the Bloomington
transfer station.
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The transfer stations as proposed are significantly larger than necessary
to handle the expected tonnage. The facilities were oversized in order to
minimize traffic impacts to the surrounding neighborhood by more
efficiently handling the peak truck volumes. The impact of reducing size
(capacity), if vehicles continued to go the closest facility, would be
longer queuing lines and increased traffic congestion on access roads
leading to the facility. Associated impacts would include increased noise
and vehicle air emissions in the immediate Vicinity of the site.

4. Hennepin County has indicated that known improvement projects identified in
municipality's transportation comprehensive plan should be included in the
analysis.

Known projects such as the construction of a future interchange at Boone
Av. and the extension of 73rd Av. near the Brooklyn Park East Transfer
Station were discussed in Section 5~6 (page 5-8) of the DEIS. Each of the
communities analyzed has specific plans for roadways within its
boundaries. The projects are in various stages of con~ideration, approval
or rejection. The transportation analysis was primarily based on known
existing roadway conditions. This results in a conservative analysis which
provides worst case transportation impacts. Proposed improvements which
might be constructed by the time the facilities are operational would be
designed to reduce congestion at the intersections analyzed thus resulting
in less impacts than expected under existing conditions.

The DEIS discusses proposed roadway improvements such as the Boone Av.
interchange. Additional improvements such as those anticipated for
Hiawatha Avenue in Minneapolis would further minimize any potential traffic
concerns from the project. The DEIS as presented therefore provides an
indication of the maximum expected project impacts.

5. Hennepin County has requested traffic data for the intersection of w. 98th
St. and Old Shakopee Rd.

The DEIS provides traffic data for the intersection of W. 98th, Old
Shakopee and Humboldt Av. in Appendix E. The traffic volumes for all of
the intersections described in Section 4.7.3 (beginning on page 4-115),
Bloomington East transfer section are provided in Appendix E to Part I.
The worksheets in Appendix E should be referred to for details of the
capacity analyses undertaken.

6. It was requested by Hennepin County that the FEIS discuss the consideration
of total vehicular delay as the criterion for sign~lization of
intersections.

Comments from ERT, Inc. note that the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices should be considered in determining if a traffic signal is required
at an intersection. Total vehicular delay is not, however, the sole
criterion for determining the merits of traffic signalization. There are
several warrants which should be considered in any analysis. These
include, but are not limited to, minimum vehicular volumes and accident
experience. Consideration should be given to signalizing any intersection
experiencing an unusual amount of accidents, delay, or traffic demand, to
name only several considerations. The DEIS utilized the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices in the analysis where appropriate. Section 5.6 of
the DEIS (page 5-8) reiterates that signalization could be considered (but
is not necessarily required) for several intersections, based on a
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preliminary review of operating conditions. The purpose of the DEIS was to
identify potential problem areas and reasonably available mitigating
measures--not to suggest final design solutions.

7. Hennepin County has commented on the extent of delay from train operations
in Hopkins.

The DEIS states that the coal trains could include as many as 125 cars
(7500 feet long). At an assumed average speed of 20 miles per hour (Teske,
1985), a 125 foot coal train would take about 4 1/2 minutes to cross 5th
Av. In addition, time must be allocated to the activation and deactivation
of crossing protection on 5th Av. Assuming a minute for actuation of the
at-grade crossing protection results in delays of at least 6 1/2 minutes (4
1/2 minutes for the train, 1 minute to activate the signal before train
arrival, 1 minute to deactivate after train passing). Additional time
would be required for the-diminishing of the automobile queue on 5th Av.
this could result in an additional 1/2 to one minute delay to certain
vehicles. Based on the analysis, it is not ~nreasonable to expect delays
of between 5 to 10 minutes per train (see Section 4.7.5.3, page 4-158).

The DEIS states that it is possible that three trains could block the
crossing for up to 10 minutes each during peak periods. Although it is
unlikely that this would occur, since the coal trains operate on an
unscheduled basis, such a situation is possible (Teske, 1985). The DEIS is
not indicating that this would happen on a daily basis. The DEIS merely
acknowledges the potential for such an event to occur and its likely
impacts.

8. Concern has been expressed by the City of Minneapolis regarding the
potential for refuse trucks to back up onto 6th Av. N. at the Greyhound
site.

The design of the proposed facility allows for the queuing of seven refuse
vehicles (350 feet) before the scales. In addition, space is available
beyond the scales for an additional ten refuse vehicles. Further,
approximately 20 refuse vehicles could be accommodated on site while still
maintaining one direction of travel on the site access road.

If necessary, an additional 25 to 30 vehicles could be accommodated in the
truck turning and tipping hall area. It is not expected that more than 30
refuse vehicles would arrive during any given hour and be delayed at the
facility. In the event refuse vehicles were unable to utilize the
facility, the guard positioned at the guard house turn turn away individual
drivers. As a result of the available storage capacity for refuse vehicles
and the ability of the guard house to meter traffic flow, vehicle queuing
onto 6th Av. N. would not occur.
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3.6 MPCA 1,000-Foot Separation Guideline

During the DEIS comment period, concern was expressed that the MPCA guidelines
Jere not being followed with respect to a 1,000-foot separation between waste
facilities and residential land uses.

The specific language that addresses the 1,000-foot separation is found in
Minn. Stat. 116.07, subd. 4.

7035.1600 PROHIBITED AREAS FOR LANDFILL SITES

The fill and trench areas of sanitary landfill sites are prohibited
within the following areas, as existing at the time of receipt of the
permit application by the agency:

A. 1,000 feet from the normal high water mark of a lake, pond, or
flowage.

B. 300 feet from a stream.
C. A regional floodplain (100-year flood).
D. Wetlands.
E. Within 1,000 feet of the nearest edge of the right-of-way of any

state, federal, or interstate highway or of the boundary of a
public park or of an occupied dwelling. Permission may be granted
under this sUbsection, without these distance requirements, at the
discretion of the director, taking into consideration such factors
as noise, dust, litter, and other aesthetic and environmental
considerations.

F. Locations considered hazardous because of the proximity of
airports.

G. An area which is unsuitable because of reasons of topography,
geology, hydrology, or soils.

The statute above applies to sanitary landfill sites, and not to intermediate
processing facilities or transfer stations. Additionally, the 1,000-foot
separation is a guideline that is administered at the discretion of, the
director. Further, the guideline includes this 1,000-foot separation not only
from occupied dwellings, but also from the right-of-way of any state, federal
or interstate highways, or of the boundary of a public park.

If this guideline was strictly applied to the facilities proposed in the
Hennepin County EIS, none of the transfer stations, the mass burn facility
itself, nor any of the alternative sites would be acceptable. If the guideline
was applied only with respect to occupied dwellings within 1,000 feet of a
facility, 11 of the 15 designated or alternate sites would be unacceptable.

The following table illustrates which sites are within 1,000 feet of occupied
dwellings, state, federal or interestate highways, and public parks.
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HENNEPIN COUNTY PROJECT

Designated and Alternative Sites Within 1,000 Feet of:

State, Federal or
Site Occupied Dwelling Interstate Hwy. Public Park

Greyhound No Yes No
Bloomington East Yes Yes No
Brooklyn Park East Yes Yes Yes
Hopkins Yes No Yes
Minneapolis South Yes Yes No
73rd and Winnetka Yes Yes Yes
Westwood Yes No No
Railroad Yes No No
Greenhouse Yes No No
National Lead Yes Yes No
Pyrofax No Yes No
Airport Southwest Yes Yes No
1-494 and Nicollet Yes Yes No
Freeway Landfill No Yes No
Pacific St. No Yes No

If the MPCA landfill guideline were strictly adhered to in siting decisions for
Hennepin County's proposed transfer stations and the Greyhound facility, all
proposed sites would be unacceptable.

The current draft of the proposed MPCA solid waste rules do not specify a
mandatory separation distance for resource recovery facilities to surrounding
land uses.
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3.7 Wastesheds

in order to provide an estimate of the actual waste volumes (and resultant
traffic) to the facility and transfer stations, wastesheds were delineated for
each proposed site designated by Hennepin County.

The method for determining these wastesheds consisted of using Metropolitan
Council computer models of travel times from traffic analysis zones. This
model provides the projected travel in 1990 (including road improvements
scheduled for completion) from anyone zone to all other zones. After plotting
the travel times from each zone, generalized lines were then drawn along zone
boundaries. The resulting wastesheds show which zones' waste would be expected
to go to each facility (based on travel time). See Map.

The total volume of waste projected to be received by each facility was then
calculated. (These figures are based on total waste generated within Hennepin
County and do not include other waste exclusions or exemptions.) The 1990
estimated population, households, and commercial and industrial employment data
was available by zone. By applying waste generation rates for each type of
generator, a total estimate of waste generated was developed for each zone.
These figures were then aggregated to determine total waste amounts that will
be received by each of' the transfer stations and by the facility. The table
below shows the.estimated annual average daily waste to be received at each
facility.

Facility

Greyhound Resource Recovery Facility
Bloomington East Transfer Station
Brooklyn Park East Transfer Station
Hopkins Transfer Station
Minneapolis South Transfer Station

Tons per Day

690
540
525
745
545

The estimates above of the amounts of waste to be received at each facility are
based on all of the county's waste being delivered to these facilities.
Although the facilities will be designed with adequate capacity to accommodate
these volulmes, the anticipated operating levels are considerably lower. The
lower operating levels are anticipated due to other resource recovery projects,
both within and outside the county, source separation/recycling projects and
composting programs.

Because these other projects and programs are still in the developmental stage,
precise determination of waste volumes to be delivered from the generator to a
particular facility is not feasible at this time.
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3.8 Opportunity Cost

Dr. Gray's memorandum discusses two factors affecting land values:
externalities and opportunity costs. Externalities are the costs generated by
the project that affect neighboring properties. Common examples are noise and
air pollution. Opportunity costs refer to alternative uses of resources that
may be more beneficial.

Both concepts apply to the transfer stations as to any development project.
The DEIS acknowledges the potential for some detrimental effects on the value
of nearby property on page 4-226. As Dr. Gray states in his memo, the
difficulty is trying to quantify this effect precisely.

Ideally, opportunity costs should also be considered in a thorough cost-benefit
analysis. Conceptually this includes an evaluation of all alternative uses of
the project site. Again the difficulty of this analysis precluded its being
included for the Hopkins site or any of the other sites in the EIS.

A city can artificially adjust the value of property by changes in zoning or by
issuance of variances for development inconsistent with zoning. The true
opportunity cost of the parcel to the city would be the value of the parcel
less the cost of purchase and site preparation of an alternate site for the
proposed facility. Site preparation would include relocation of existing uses,
clearing the property and absorption of liability for any potential
environmental clean-ups or other unique costs of developing an alternate site.
Techniques used to resolve externality or opportunity cost conflicts include
site swap, payment in lieu of taxes, use of mitigating measures, restriction on
purs or type of operation, amoung other choices.
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3.9 Rodent and Vector Control at Transfer Stations

The Council retained Mr. Kent A Rees, a registered sanitarian, to examine th~

potential impacts of rats, litter, and insects in the vicinity. His report,
which is attached, concludes that with proper controls, the transfer stations
would not contribute to rodent populations.

,In order to support a vector population, an area must provide a suitable
habitat containing the essential elements of food, water and harborage. Unless
all of these vital factors are present, a rodent population cannot be
sustained. The transfer station facilities will be designed and operated so
that they will not provide a suitable habitat for rodents.

Solid waste will not be stored at the facility, but will instead be
continuously cycyled through and removed; thus preventing a usable food supply
or haborage area. All spilled debris inside o~ outside the building will be
removed on a daily basis. The grounds of the facility will be landscaped with
vegetation that does not offer concealment or potential burrowing areas, and
will be maintained regularly.

Rodents which enter the facility in loads of rubbish will be transferred
directly to transfer trailers and removed to the resource recovery facility or
landfill along with the waste. A system of tamperproof rodenticide bait
stations will be installed on the premises to control any individuals that
escape into the facility during transfer of waste loads.
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I'I/Jrch 13. 1986

John Rafferty
Senior Environmental Planner
1"1etropoIHan Council
300 t"1etro Square Bui lding
St. Paul, ~1N 55101

Dear 1"1r. Rafferty:

Concerning the Hennepin County Resource Recovery Project, f'ou
indicated that citizens have concern that suct"l a facility would be ;.1

source of vermin (rats) for the neighboltlOOd. At any given time eacl", city
block has a certain capacity to support rats. This capacity is related to
the availability to food, harborage, living space and ott1er vital roclent
requirements. Permanent control of the vital factors (food, water or
harborage) will result in control of a rodent populatlon.

In the draft environmental impact statement on page 1-11. is the only
reference I noted regarding vector control. In this section it states, odor
and vector control will be incorporated into the c1esi9n of tf1e tipping area
and the combustion system and various operational controls. As I did not
note any other reference througl10ut the draft environrnent impact
staternent relating to environmental factors that will contr'ol vermin, tl1e
following items are recommended for incorporation into nods ResoufTe
Recovery Project. p

One of the principle means of preventing a vermin problem is to provide
an environment that controls the vital factors (fOOli, water or harl)ora~le).

In tl1e area of harborage control, the design and maintenance of tt1e grounds
is very important. Landscaping materials around the grounds shoulli be ot"
the type which can be easily maintained on a regUlar basis. There S!10U]li
be no opportunity or location where weeLis or heavy brush could provilie
concea lment of rodent burrows. All grass areas '3110uld be mowe,j at
regUlar intervals so as to control the growth of vegetation.

Conifer type shrubbery or trees and brushy vegetation are type'3 of
landscaping materials that can provide concealment for a roclent
population. It is suggested that for landscaping materials, use deciduous
trees of the non-flowering and fruit bearing type in planning the esthetic3
of the transfer stations.



A perimeter fence sl)ould be installed around the entir'e transfer
station. The fence should be of the type tl)at not only provi(jes security
but will also collect and hold any windblown debris. One of the principle
problems with all fences is controlling tr,e vegetation at the ver'y base of
the fence. Vegetation can be controlled by one of two means. An area, one
foot on both sides of the fence can be treated on an annual basis with a

\

herbicide which will pr~vent the growth of all noxious weeds and grassE's
A.pplications of these chemicals would need to be applied on an annual
basis and possibly more frequently. An altemative WOUlll be to provide (J

concrete or asphalt strip one foot on botl) sides of t~)e fence which woul(j
exconclude all vegetative growth. This would allow lawn care (mowing) up

to the edge of the fenc ing.

All llriveway and parking areas s!)oulli be !)ell'll surfaced and sloped to
areas catch basins. The proper drainage and removal of all water' f,'orr) tlte
premise will eliminate this factor that could aid in supporting a vermin
population. The catch basins and llrains should if possible be designed so
that rodents may not use them for harborage areas or for a source of
water. There are instances where sewers have a resident. population of
vermin. If such a condition presently exists then control flaps can be
placed in discharge lines before connection to the muncipal sewer system
Such a control device can control rats from migrating int.o a building or
onto a property from the muncipal sewer. .

The sanitation of the parking and drive areas should be maintained on a
regUlar basis. These areas should be swept at regUlar intervals to remove
all dirt, debris and other materials that may be derosited on U'le paved
surfaces by the transportation vehicles. »This can be facilitated by the use
of a self-propelled or portable type street sweeper. The frequency for
cleaning the hard surfaced areas will depend upon the amount of (jeLJris
that may accumulate. It may be necessary to conduct a cleaning operation
on a dai Iy basis or maybe even more frequent Iy. Dur ing per iods of snow
accumulation the snow shOUld be removed from U'le premise. Large pi les of
snow tend not only to accumulate debris but can also provide an insulated
winter harborage area for rodents.

To facilitate the sanitation and maintenance of t.he grounds on a year
round basis it will be necessary to have adequate ligl'lting in all areas of
the prem ise. .

On page 3-21 reference is made to the prevai Iing winds. The bui lding
placement should take into accounts these Winds so as not to create a
wind tunnel effect around and through the transfer station wl)ich would
increase the wind blown materials which could serve as an attractant for
rodents. The wind blown materia Is will aIso increase the time for
maintaining the grounds in an acceptable sanitary condition. 3-45



Inside the transfer station all spi lIed debris should be removed on a
dai Iy basis. By providing dai ly sani tat ion, both ins ide and outside of trle
building, the vital facto!' of food can be controlled.

By controlling the potential harborage areas along with the foOti anti
water avai labi li ty for the rodents, tl-le transfer station shoullj not at trac t.
provide or be a source of rodents to the community. One of the important
features in control I ing the environmental fac tors is the impact that peop 1e
may have when not adequately perform ing their prescribed dut ies and
functions.

In the event that a rodent should be collected with the rubbish from
some other location in the metro area, a continuous ongOing prograrn of
strategically place bait stations should be placed on the oremise, Bait
stations could be placed on the interior of tile building in an area that
would not be SUbject to damage by movement of vet1icles, Bait stations
should also be placed immediately outside tile building and arounc! the
perimeter of the property. All bait stations for the placement of
rodenticides must be of the type that is childproof and are securely
positioned so that they can not be moved or tampered Witrl by anyl)ody
except a contracted licensed pest control operator. The bait stations
should be monitored on a monthly basis and a written report filed noting
activity or lack of activity. The placement 0' rodenticides SllOU]ti be
viewed as only a suppliment to the basic environmental factors and srlould
not be Viewed as the princip Ie contro lIed procedure.

As I stated at the beginning, each city block ha'3 a certain capacity to
support rats. With the proper application of environmental controls and a
conscientious attention to the daily sanitation, the transfer station should
not contribute to a rodent populat ion.

Sincerely,

~~T~/~~L
I<ent A. Rees
Environrnental Healtl1
Consultant
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3.10 Mitigations

Commentors expressed concern that the mitigation measures identified in the
DEIS were insufficient to guide decision makers to a full range of measures
reducing the impacts of the proposed facilities. The topics identified by
commentors were measures to mitigate noise, aesthetics, litter, traffic and
sulfur dioxide emissions.

The comments addressed to the traffic issue relate to the proposed Hopkins
facility in particular. Mitigating measures for the proposed Hopkins site are
described on pages 5-9 of the DEIS. The measures include posting the route,
designing the entrance to prevent access from the south and fining haulers for
traversing the route south of the site. The City of Hopkins also has authority
to prevent vehicles from using 5th St. So. Noise in the neighborhood adjacent
is greatly influenced by the current level of truck traffic on 5th st. So. The
effect of limiting truck traffic on 5th St. So. would reduce the existing noise
levels to the point that the area south of 5th St. So. and east of 6th Av.
would attain MPCA noise standards.

Traffic-related concerns for the Bloomington East and Minneapolis South sites
are discussed in the transportation section of the topical response to comments
of this section.

Noise, aesthetics and litter concerns are part of a larger issue on site layout
and construction. The proposed sites do not have finalized site layouts. The
placement of the facility on the site as well as the architectural treatment
can have a significant impact to alleviate noise, aesthetics and litter prob­
lems. The following is a list of design considerations for mitigating adver r

impacts. The mitigating measures are addressed by adverse impact altered.

Noise impacts can be mitigated for transfer stations by:

1. Placement of the truck opening away from the sensitive noise receptors.

2. Attaching a noise baffle to the opening of the tipping floor to absorb
noise energy.

3. Placement of a berm between the tipping floor door and sensitive noise
receptors.

4. Soundproofing the building to reduce noise transmission.

Each of the measures cited will reduce the facility noise impact by approxi­
mately 50 percent. Impact of any combination of these measures can be
evaluated for any site based on the methodology employed in the DEIS.

Aesthetic impacts can be mitigated for transfer station facilities by:

1. The choice of a compatible exterior treatment for the bUilding and
buildings that support operations, i.e. scale house.

2. The use of berms and/or vegetation to screen on-site operations from
sensitive views.

3. Screening the truck opening from the public view.

3-47



The last two mitigating measures are also effective for noise control. The
screening of doors can also help to alleviate the nuisance of wind-blown debris
pr litter.

Litter impact can be mitigated for transfer stations by the following means:

1. Regular policing of the grounds during operations.

2. Installation of fencing near areas where wind blown debris will be
generated. To remain effective, the fencing must be cleaned daily and
maintained.

3. Screen doors from prevailing winds to eliminate wind on the tipping
floor.

4. Remove any refuse on the floor of the transfer trailer pit after each
trailer is removed.

The waste-to-energy facility will not violate air quality standards for any of
the criteria pollutants. The facility would be considered a major new source
for sulfur dioxide and carbon monoxide. The pollutant of greatest concern from
a permitting standpoint is sulfur dioxide. No major new sources of S02 can
be constructed in accordance with a USEPA ban because no State Implementation
Plan is currently in force in a designated nonattainment area. The Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency is currently in the process of obtaining a
redesignation to attainment for the majority of the Twin Cities area, including
the proposed Greyhound site. Prior to the approval of the redesignation by
'~SEPA, the MPCA cannot issue a permit for a major new source. The MPCA
Jommented that if emissions from the facility can be reduced to less than 100
tons per year of S02' then the facility could be permitted as a minor
source. The mitigation measures that may be applied to this situation are:

1. Improving the maintenance on the dry scrubber to achieve an 83 percent
efficiency; or,

2. Reduce the amount of refuse combusted at the facility to 560 tons per
day.

Either of these measures would make the proposed facility a minor source for
S02' MPCA commented that USEPA uses a lower SO? generation rate for
combustion of mixed municiple waste and that thls factor should be used when
calculating S02 emissions. The proposed contractor, Blount Energy Resources
Corp., has had experience with refuse combustion and provided the S02
emissions factor used in the DEIS. Due to the lack of firm available data
concerning a S02 emissions rate, it seems most appropriate to use the con­
servative estimate supplied by Blount for the EIS.
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3.11 Acceptable and Unacceptable Wastes

The plants operated by the Signal-Resco Co. have had experience in determinil
wastes deemed to be unacceptable to the facilities. Major concerns lie with
processing of infectious wastes, handling of hazardous materials or explosive
wastes, and worker exposure to radioactive materials. Joseph W. McCarthy of
Signal Environmental Systems, Inc., has provided a list of wastes found to be
both acceptable and unacceptable at the North Andover, Mass., facility. The
list is attached for reference. The list of acceptable and unacceptable wastes
for Hennepin County will need to be developed by the county and its
contractors. Specific mechanisms for screening wastes will also be developed
by the resourec recovery facility operator. Special attention can be given to
this topic in permitting and approval decisions.

The Solid Waste Designation Ordinance for Hennepin County outlines the
responsibilities of the County, the Operator and the Haulers with respect to
the delivery of Unacceptable Wastes at the resource recovery facility and
transfer stations. "Unacceptable Waste" is defined in Subsection 17 of the
Ordinance as follows:

(a) Unacceptable Waste at Transfer Stations: Unacceptable Waste at the
transfer stations includes, but is not limited to, hazardous waste as definied
in Minnesota Statutes, Section 116.06, subd. 13 (1984), as amended, and the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 6903 (5); hazardous waste of
any kind or nature, such as explosives, radioactive materials, cleaning fluids,
crankcase oils, cutting oils, paints, acids, caustics, poisons, drugs, or other
material that would be likely to pose a threat to health or public safety, or
cause injury to or adversely affect the operation of the transfer stations;
pathological and biological wastes; ashes, foundry sand; sanitary sewage and
other highly diluted water-carried materials or substances; all sludges,
including sewage sludge and septic and cesspool pumpouts; human and animal
remains; auto hulks and other motor vehicles, including such major motor
vehicle parts as transmissions, rear-ends, springs and fenders; agricultural
and farm machinery and equipment; liquid wastes; large quantities of non­
burnable demolition debris; street sweepings; mining waste; construction
debris, trees, agricultural waste and tires in excess of the quantities allowed
as Acceptable Waste; and waste which was generated outside of the County
unless accepted by the County pursuant to Section IV, Subsection 8.

(b) Unacceptable Waste at the Greyhound Facility: Unacceptable Waste at the
Greyhound Facility includes Unacceptable Waste at Transfer Stations, and in
addition thereto, the following: incinerator residue, human waste, automobile
and small vehicle tires to the extent the air emission criteria applicable to
the Greyhound Facility are violated by their combustion, marine vessels and
major parts thereof, transformers, trees and lumber more than six feet long or
one foot in diameter, nonburnable construction material, demolition or other
construction debris, any materials which if processed at the Greyhound Facility
would cause the bottom ash produced at the Greyhound Facility to be classified
as hazardous waste, and waste which was generated outside of the County unless
accepted by the County pursuant to Section IV, Subsection 8.

As established in the Designation Ordinance, the County has the right to
inspect all vehicles delivering waste to the facilities and to reject any loans
containing unacceptable substances. Haulers are prohibited from delivering
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unacceptable wastes to either transfer stations or resource recovery facilities
~nd are liable for all costs of removal and disposal of such wastes if
delivered.

Screening waste for any toxic or hazardous substances will be done at two
locations in the waste delivery system. The transfer stations will provide an
initial inspection of waste delivered by haulers. As waste is dumped at th~

transfer station, employees of the station will be inspecting the waste and
removing white goods and other waste or metals that cannot be processed at the
resource recovery facility. If any toxic or hazardous waste is found, the
hauler delivering the waste will be responsible for the proper handling and
disposal of waste. If the hauler cannot be identified, the station operators
will remove the waste to an isolated storage area until a licensed hauler picks
up and disposes of the waste in the prescribed manner.

If toxic or hazardous materials are delivered to the resource recovery
facility, the above procedures would also take place. The RDF facility
will have a tipping floor where all waste will be dumped for inspection and
handling. There are also other inspection points along the various conveyors
with the process. The mass burn facility will utilize a pit to receive wastes
and the crane operator will have inspection responsibilities for unacceptable
wastes.

The following general gUidelines will be followed as were outlined in the
Ramsey/Washington Waste-to-Energy Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities Area, March 1985):

Hazardous wastes with flammable, reactive or explosive properties must be
separated prior to processing.

o Collected hazardous waste must be stored in accordance with MPCA rules;

o If quantities or storage period fall within MPCA guidelines, an MPCA
facility permit will be required; and

o Collected hazardous waste must be disposed of or treated at licensed
hazardous waste management facilities.
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Acceptable Waste:

Household garbage, trash, rubbish, refuse

Includes: beds, mattresses, sofas, refrigerators, washing
machines, bicycles, leaves, twigs~ branches (only 1 ft.
diameter bundles or individual branches 6 feet long), tree
trunk sections ( 6 feet long and 1 foot diameter), baby
carriages, occasional auto tires.

Commercial and light industrial waste •..'

Unacceptable Waste:

Pathological and biological waste, oil sludge, large
concentrations of plastics, tires, wire and cable, cesspool or
other human waste, human and animal remains, '-large automobile and
vehicular parts (transmissions, rear ~nds, springs, .fenders,

.motorcycles ;" .snowrnobi,les) ','~€'railers', .agricultural equipment,
marine vessels, farm and other large machinery, tree logs and
wood greater than six (6) feet in length and six (6) inches in
diameter, tree stumps greater than twelve (12) inches in .
diameter,' liquid wastes, non-burnable construction material
and/or demolition debris, wallboard, sheetrock, asbestos or
asbestos products, explosives (including ammunition and
fireaxms), chemicals (including empty containers thereof),
radioactive materials, hazardous refuse of any kind (includes
empty containers), cleaning fluids, flammables, petroleum
products (including drained oil), cutting oils, paints, acids,
caustics, pesticides, insecticides, poisons, drugs.

Any matdrials that would be likely to cause the facility to
violate an air or water quality effluent standard or to pose a
threat to health or safety or which may cause damage to or
adversely affect the operation of the facility.

.
;.
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3.12 Noise Comments

1. The MPCA has requested an explanation of the derivation of the City of
Minneapolis Noise Standards.

Table 3.7-6, page 3-129 of the DEIS provides a listing of the City of
Minneapolis noise limitation standards. The noise standards shown in
Table 4.8-3, page 4-193 of the DEIS are merely excerpted from the City
Noise Ordinance. There was not any calculation for the EIS of new or
revised noise standards.

2. The MPCA has noted that significant noise impacts will occur on 20th
Av.

It is recognized that an increase in noise levels of 5 dBA will occur
on 20th Av. S. from truck traffic accessing the Minneapolis transfer
station. A correction should be made to page 4-211 of the Draft EIS
noting this increase in noise levels.

3. Truck traffic in. Hopkins is not expected to result in significant
increases in noise levels. The MPCA has expressed concern as to
whether or not truck traffic from food distribution warehouses was
included in the noise assessment.

The noise assessment was prepared based on actual traffic counts taken in
Hopkins in 1985. These traffic counts include all truck traffic from food
1istribution warehouses and any other sources in the area on the days the
Jounts were taken. The analyses in DEIS Section 4.8 for all locations were
based on actual counts taken in 1985. These traffic counts specifically
classified vehicles by truck and automobile. Thus truck data is available for
the hours when counts were taken and was utilized in the noise assessment. In
general, truck traffic represented less than 5 percent of total vehicular
volumes through the intersections counted. Food warehouse truck traffic was
included in both the noise and traffic analyses for Hopkins (Sections 4.8 and
4.7).

4. The MPCA has requested information about mitigating measures from the
induced draft fans at the facility.

Fans can be of two types; these are variable speed fans or fan banks
that allow individual units to be shut-off when not in use. Either
arrangement will reduce the noise impact of the equipment when not
operating at maximum capacity. Other plant site mitigations may be
found in the mitigations discussion, Section 3.10.
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SECTION IV

SUMMARY OF ISSUES





4. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this summary is to provide ease of comparison of issues for the
proposed project and ~ts alternatives. For a detailed discussion of pertinent
information with respect to a specific topic, the reader should consult the
appropriate sections of the EIS.

4.2 Air Quality

4.2.1 Greyhound Facility

4.2.1.1 EXisting Conditions

Currently the Greyhound site is located in an urban area classified by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a nonattainment area for sulfur
dioxide (S02)' CO and TSP. Based on several years' monitored compliance with
standards, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has requested that the
Metropolitan Area be redesignated to attainment for S02 (except for the Pine
Bend area) and CO (except for the intersection of Snelling and University in
st. Paul). This action is now under review by the EPA.

4.2.1.2 Impacts

Total construction time at the Greyhound site will be about 34 months. Thp
majority of mobile source and fugitive particulate emissions will be durin he
two to three months of earth-moving activities.

The results of modeling for the facility indicate that operations will not have
a significant impact on ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide and
particulates. The projected facility emissions for carbon monoxide exceed 100
tons per year. The facility will be considered a major new source of CO.
Major new sources can only be constructed in nonattainment areas where offsets
have been provided. A redesignation to attainment by the EPA will allow for
the construction of the facility under prevention of significant deterioration
rules.

S02 emissions projected for the proposed facility exceed 100 tons per year.
The Twin Cities Metropolitan Area is currently designated non attainment for
S02' The state does not have an approved state implementation plan for
S02' so offset trading does not apply. As stated earlier, the MPCA is in
the process of requesting redesignation to attainment for S02 in an area that
includes the facility site. A major new source permit m~y be granted after the
EPA approves the redesignation request.

Modeling of CO impacts from vehicle traffic to and from the site indicate that
no "hot spot" will be created and that CO concentrations will be below
Minnesota and federal standards.

The human health aspects of the proposed waste-to-energy facility have been
assessed in the draft EIS. Due to a lack of reliable data on a facility
substantially similar to the proposed facility, alternate data to evaluat~

health risks was developed. The list of compounds evaluated from a health risk
standpoint is provided in Table 4.3-1 of the DEIS and includes dioxins, furans
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and heavy metals. The results of modeling predict the ground level concentra­
tions of the toxic materials. Routes of exposure were evaluated for each
compound of interest to predict a dose rate for the toxics. The dose rate was
multiplied by the EPA potency slopes to provide a hazard characterization
risk. Table 4.3-9 presents the risk of cancer and other health impacts for the
toxics present in waste to energy emissions. The health risk projected for the
plant is 0.9 ·in 100,000. The MPCA guideline for acceptable environmental risks
is 1 in 100,000. This topic is addressed in detail in the topical responses to
comments on page 3-10.

4.2.1.3 Mitigative Measures

Control of fugitive dust during construction can be accomplished by measures
such as occasional watering and minimizing the length of time bare earth is
exposed. The MPCA conventionally requires appropriate dust controls as part of
its permit for facility construction.

The minimal potential for ice buildup on Sixth Av. N. could be mitigated by the
application of sand or, at a higher cost, the installation of a wet/dry cooling
tower.

4.2.2 Pacific St. Site

4.2.2.1 Existing Conditions

This site is approximately 1.5 miles north of the proposed Greyhound site,
thus altering the location of maximum plant impacts. The basic contextual
discussion of the facility's impacts and local air quality is described in
Section 4.2 of the DEIS.

Use of the alternate Pacific St. site for the facility would shift the maximum
S02 impact away from the downtown hot spot to the GAF hot spot in North
Minneapolis. The maximum one-hour impact of the proposed facility in the GAF
hot spot would be 25 ug/m3• This would be an increase of 4 percent from 620
ug/m3 to 645 ug/m3 in the impacted area. Although this does represent a
degradation of air quality in the vicinity of the site, it represents a very
small incremental increase toward the 1,300 ug/m3 standard. Results of the
24-hour and annual modeling analysis show similar levels of impact on air
quality in the vicinity of the site. In all cases, the analysis shows ambient
air quality effects well below Minnesota and federal standards.

A Pacific St. facility would generate 150 refuse truck arrivals in excess of
the 50 currently traveling to the site. The additional truck traffic to the
site would further congest traffic at Broadway and Washington Avs. It is
anticipated that the' carbon monoxide levels generated by the traffic on
Broadway and Washington Avs. would not exceed the levels identified in Table
4.2-14.

The background CO concentrations used for the Greyhound site are very
conservative if applied to the Pacific St. site due to the strong influence of
other central business district emission sources at Greyhound.

,nce there would be no difference in pollutant emissions, the human health
~mpact of emissions from a Pacific St. site would not differ from those
identified for the Greyhound site.
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4.2.3 Transfer Stations

4.2.3.1 Designated and Alternative Sites

4.2.3.1.1 EXisting Conditions

MPCA monitoring and/or modeling shows that all transfer station sites attain
primary ambient air quality standards. Given lower urban densities at the
transfer station sites, predicted concentrations of primary air quality
pollutants are believed to be well below those in the Minneapolis central
business district.

4.2.3.1.2 Impacts

Transfer station construction is anticipated to take 7-12 months, with the
first 2-3 months being primarily earth-moving activities. During this period,
fugitive particulates as well as mobile source emissions will occur.

Emissions from facility operations will not significantly contribute to
ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide and particulates. In the transfer
facility and elsewhere on site near truck queing areas, odors may be noticeable

4.2.3.1.3 Mitigations

Control of fugitive dust during construction can be accomplished by measures
such as occasional watering and minimizing the length of time bare earth is
exposed. The MPCA conventionally requires appropriate dust controls as par~ of
its permit for facility construction. To control possible odors at the
transfer stations, reoderant should be applied. In addition, fans and filters
could be installed to create negative air pressure and force odiferous air
through these filters.
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4.3 Geology and Soils

4.3.1 Greyhound Site

4.3.1.1 Existing Conditions

Soil borings and laboratory analysis show soils on the site are contaminated in
the vicinity of petroleum product storage tanks at the southeast end of the bus
garage. The contamination extends underneath much of the southern portion of
the building and eastward into the neighboring Insty-Print parking lot.
Diesel fuel is present in a soil zone at or near the water table. Braun
Engineering estimates. that slightly over 5,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil
exists on the site.

Since soil on site is contaminated, it is likely that groundwater in the area
has been affected. Groundwater samples have not been collected and analyzed.
Depth to groundwater is 4 to 15 feet below ground level.

Active faults, steep slopes and floodways do not exist on or adjacent to the
site, and no other geologic hazards have been identified.

4.3.1.2 Impacts

Site preparation would require demolition and removal of an existing bus garage
and railroad spur.

The excavation and removal of the contaminated on-site soils may be necessary
before construction of the proposed facility. Soil removal and replacement
would have a positive impact on the soil and water quality in the site area.

Excavation, grading and filling of the surficial soils would occur in areas
where structures and paved surfaces will be placed. Uncontaminated soil
excavated during construction would be reused on site to the greatest extent
practical. Demolition debris would require disposal at MPCA-permitted
facilities.

Dewatering may be necessary during construction due to shallow groundwater
depths on the site. It is most likely that the water will be discharged to the
sewer system. A Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) permit would
be required. Dewatering would temporarily depress the local water table.

4.3.1.3 Mitigations

During construction a variety of measures could be employed to minimize
temporary changes in rates of erosion and runoff caused by disruption of
naturally compacted soils and vegetation. These measures include:

- Periodic wetting and mulching of unvegetated and uncompacted areas to
reduce blowing dust, soil erosion and runoff;

- Prompt revegetation of disturbed areas; and

- Construction of temporary detention ponds to interrupt runoff.

Conventionally, MPCA permits for construction specify appropriate contols.
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4.3.2 Pacific st. Site

4.3.2.1 Existing Conditions

The site is characterized by clay-loam soils that are poorly drained. Depth to
groundwater is typically 10 feet in areas with this soil type. During the wet
season, the groundwater may be 1 to 3 feet below surface for a period of up to
go days. Depth to bedrock is not known for this site.

4.3.2.2 Impacts

Some excavation, grading and filling of the surficial soils would occur in
areas where structures and paved surfaces will be placed. The near-surface
native soils have already been disturbed by previous development of the site,
so the impact of construction of the new facility would be minimal. Soils
excavated during construction would be reused on site to the greatest extent
practical.

Due to shallow groundwater depths, dewatering may be necessary during
construction. It is most likely that the water will be discharged to the sewer
system. A DNR permit would be required. Dewatering would temporarily depress
the local water table.

4.3.2.3 Mitigations

During construction a variety of measures could be employed to mlnlmlze
temporary changes in rates of erosion and runoff caused by disruption of
naturally compacted soils and vegetation. These measures include:

- Periodic wetting and mulching of unvegetated and uncompacted areas to
reduce blowing dust, soil erosion and runoff;

- Prompt revegetation of disturbed areas; and

- Construction of temporary detention ponds to interrupt runoff.

Conventionally, MPCA permits for construction specify appropriate controls.

4.3.3 Transfer Stations

4.3.3.1 Existing Conditions

4.3.3.1.1 Bloomington East

Bloomington East is a previously disturbed site with about 40 percent of the
site now covered by bUildings or pavement. The remainder is a gravel
vehicle storage yard. Groundwater is 30 to 38 feet below grade. No geologic
hazards are known to exist on this site.

4.3.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

The northwest and southwest portions of the site are occupied by DNR-protected
wetlands. A two-story house is located in the southeast corner of the sit
The remaining site area is vacant and covered with grasses and trees.
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Groundwater was encountered during soil borings at depths ranging from 6 to
14.5 feet below ground surface. Water table elevations, based on data from the
boring logs are irregular; no clear pattern of groundwater flow is evident.

This site is located just east of Shingle Creek and overlaps the Shingle Creek
floodway and flood fringe. The northwest and southwest corners of the site, as
well as the elliptical depression extending east-west across the center of the
site, lie within the 100-year and 500-year floodplain of the creek.
Approximately 25 percent of the proposed site is in the floodway.

No other geologic hazards, such as active faults, sinkholes or steep slopes,
are known to exist on or adjacent to the site.

4.3.3.1.3 Hopkins

The site is currently used for the storage of Hennepin County Department of
Transportation equipment and highway construction materials. Portions of a
nonoperating bituminous batch plant facility still exist on the site.

A perched water table may exist along the western edge of the site in a coarse­
grained alluvial sand which overlies a relatively impervious layer of glacial
till. Evidence for this is from observed abrupt changes in water table
elevations on the site. Water was encountered in three of the western-most
soil borings at a depth of 11-20 feet. The only other boring to intersect the
water table was the deepest one drilled, located in the center of the site.
This boring encountered groundwater at a depth of 34 feet.

No active faults, sinkholes, steep slopes, floodways or other geologic hazards
are known to exist on or adjacent to the site.

4.3.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

The site is occupied by an eXisting solid waste transfer station. Nearly all
of the ground surface is covered with buildings or pavement.

The water table was penetrated by one soil boring on the site at a depth of
34.5 feet. The groundwater encountered lies just above relatively impervious
glacial till, and therefore might be indicative of perched conditions.

No geologic hazards, such as active faults, steep slopes or floodplains, are
known to exist on the site.

4.3.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka Av.

Most of the site is developed as a vehicle salvage yard, with"the westerly 2.5
acres vacant grassland. West of the site is the floodplain of Shingle Creek.

No geologic hazards, such as active faults, sinkholes or steep slopes, are
known to exist on the site.

4.3.3.1.6 Westwood

iThe site is covered predominantly by coarse, sandy loam soils. A portion of
the southern edge of the proposed site is marshy soil and wetland. The entire
site has been cleared, graded and prepared for construction. The soils on site
are adequate to support low-profile industrial development including a transfer
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station. The depth to bedrock averages 180 feet on the site. Groundwater has
a minimum depth of 20 feet below grade and averages 30 feet below grade. Th r

"

are no known wells or other geological hazards known to be on the site.

4.3.3.1.7 Railroad

All of the site has been disturbed by the eXisting land use. The site is
covered by cut and fill soils that currently support very little vegetation.
The on-site soils will support the construction of a transfer station. Depth
to groundwater is a minimum of 20 feet below the surface and averages 30 feet
over much of the area.

The site is used for an asphalt manufacturing plant and so involving the
extensive handling of petroleum distillates. No soil contamination from
production processes was observed on site; however, more extensive site
investigation could lead to different findings. Contamination would not
preclude the use of this site as a transfer station, although the development
costs could be affected.

4.3.3.1.8 Greenhouse

All of the site has been disturbed by earlier construction. The subsoils are
sandy clay and glacial till. The site supports structures and equipment
similar to that needed for a transfer station. Depth to groundwater averages
30 feet. Seasonal variations of flow in Nine-Mile Creek will cause the
groundwater elevation to rise in the spring. There are two known wells on the
site. One served an abandoned single-family house and the other served the
western set of greenhouses while they were in operation. Site development
require closure of the eXisting wells in accordance with Department of Healtu
regulations.

4.3.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

This site contains significant contamination of soils and groundwater from a
lead smelting facility previously located on site. The site is on the federal
and state list of permanent priorities (SuperfUnd). Remedial work is currently
under way. In the fUture, the MPCA may place limitations on types of
construction allowed on this site, although the consent order entered into by
National Lead states it is not intended to preclude new construction and
development.

4.3.3.1.10 Pyrofax

This site is west of and adjacent to the National Lead/Golden Auto site
(above). The potential exists for lead-contaminate~ dust to be present on th~

Pyrofax site. The near-surface native soils on the site have been disturbed by
previous development.

Pyrofax manufactured acetylene and buried containers of a byproduct (calcium
hydroxide) on this site. Although this action was approved by the state in
1960, it is possible that these containers will have to be removed before new
construction is allowed.
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4.3.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

This is an undisturbed site that has been part of the airport's property since
about 1920. The site is well drained, nearly level and contains no known
geologic hazards.

4.3.3.1.12 I-494 and Nicollet

This site has been disturbed and is mostly covered by eXisting buildings and
pavement. Demolition of these buildings would be necessary prior to
construction of a transfer station. No geologic hazards are known to exist on
this site.

4.3.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

The Freeway Landfill site is a five-acre portion located on the northeast
corner of the existing landfill. The site contains refUse and fill from
previous landfill operations. Special considerations for engineering and
permitting the site would be required.

Leachate from the existing landfill may contaminate groundwater and surface
w~r.

4.3.4 Impacts

No potential negative impacts on geology or groundwater are identified
for the following sites: Bloomington East, Hopkins, Minneapolis South,
Westwood, Railroad, Greenhouse, Airport Southwest, or I-494 and Nicollet.

The discussion below summarizes the nature of possible impacts on geology or
groundwter for the remaining six sites.

4.3.4.1 Brooklyn Park East

Approximately 25 percent of the land surface within the site planned for
development is within the Shingle Creek 100-year floodplain. Some construction
in the floodplain would occur requiring approvals from the city of Brooklyn
Park and the state of Minnesota DNR.

4.3.4.2 73rd and Winnetka

Some native soils and vegetation would be disturbed.

4.3.4.3 National Lead/Golden Auto

Lead contamination exists on this site and current conditions pose a health
risk from ingestion and groundwater contamination.

4.3.4.4 Pyrofax

This site is adjacent to National Lead (above) and may contain lead dust and
silt fraction. Health risks from ingestion and groundwater contamination may
be present. Calcium hydroxide buried on this site may affect groundwater
quality.
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4.3.4.5 Freeway Landfill

Its use as a landfill presents construction problems. Groundwater monitoring
shows evidence of contamination from landfill leachate.

4.3.5 Mitigative Measures

Development of the resource recovery facility and transfer stations is not
expected to result in significant long-term impacts to geologic or hydrologic
resources. Potential impacts identified are the removal of contaminated soils
at the Greyhound site and a potential need for site dewatering during
construction. Eventual removal of contaminated soils at the Greyhound site
would represent an improvement over existing conditions.

Construction practices could be employed to minimize temporary changes in rates
of erosion and runoff caused by disruption of naturally compacted soils and
vegetation. These practices include:

- Periodic wetting and mulching of unvegetated and uncompacted areas to
reduce blowing dust, soil erosion and runoff;

- Prompt revegetation of disturbed areas; and

- Construction of temporary detention ponds to interrupt runoff.
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4.4 Surface Water

4.4.1 Greyhound Site

4.4.1.1 Existing Conditions

There are no designated wetlands or surface water bodies (lakes, ponds, streams
or other flowages) on or adjacent to the site.

The site has runoff characteristics representative of impervious surfaces, as
most of the site is either developed (parking, service roads and buildings) or
consists of soils which are poorly drained. Various catch basins located at or
near the site collect rainfall runoff from the area and convey it through a 36­
inch concrete storm sewer which flows westerly along Sixth Av.

Vehicular activity generated by the Insty-Print and Greyhound facilities
contributes particulate and organic materials that degrade surface runoff
quality.

4.4.1.2 Impacts

The facility would replace eXisting industrial developments. The amount
of impervious surface would decline with redevelopment of the site. All solid
waste on site will be in enclosed vehicles or contained within the facility.
Litter will be collected and the facility swept daily.

Storm water runoff from paved portions of the site will be directed to a
retention pond to trap oil and sediment, then released to the municipal storm
sewer system.

4.4.1.3 Mitigation Measures

The utilization of in-line baffled concrete drop box structures to contain
contaminated liqUids would reduce the likelihood of petroleum contamination
during operations.

4.4.2 Pacific St. Site

4.4.2.1 EXisting Conditions

The site is adjacent to the Mississippi River. Runoff from the facility will
be directed to a storm sewer and would not directly impact the river. The site
is currently covered by a very high level of impervious surface. Demolition of
existing structures, and construction and land'scaping of the facility would
reduce the amount of impervious surface and mitigate runoff currently generated
on site. Site operation and maintenance conditions preventing release of waste
material to the environment are summarized in the previous discussions
regarding the Greyhound site.
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4.4.3 Transfer Stations

4.4.3.1 Existing Conditions

4.4.3.1.1 Bloomington East

Approximately 40 percent of the site 'consists of impervious surfaces (buildings
and pavement). Drainage from the site is served by an 18-inch reinforced
concrete storm sewer located on W. 96th st.

4.4.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

The proposed facility would be situated along the east side of the Shingle
Creek conservancy district which is mostly Type 3 wetland. This marsh area
contains the floodway and flood fringe of the Shingle Creek 100-year floodplain,

Although the majority of this floodplain area is located on the western part
of the site, there is a portion of floodplain that encroaches and projects
eastward toward the center of the site. This flood area represents
approximately 25 percent of land surface within the site proposed for
development. Storm water runoff from the existing site drains overland toward
the lowland in the central portion of the site, then drains west to discharge
to Shingle Creek.

A 78-inch concrete storm sewer runs underground along the northern edge of the
site and drains Winnetka Av. and parts of U.S. Hwy. 169 east of the site. Flow
is conveyed about 850 feet, from Winnetka Av. to an outfall and drainage d:l '').
that continues for another 550 feet to discharge into Shingle Creek.

4.4.3.1.3 Hopkins

Storm water for the Hopkins DOT site is presently collected and handled by a
settling/holding pond, located in the southwest corner of the DOT property and
south of the proposed transfer station site.

Overland runoff from the site travels westerly and southerly to enter the
holding/settling pond. Part of the site was once utilized for bituminous batch
plant facilities, portions of which still exist. The purpose of the
holding/settling pond is to contain storm water runoff to separate potential
contaminants. Oil or grease are removed by skimming the pond surface, and
sediments settle out during the retention process.

4.4.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

This is the site of an existing transfer station with typically urban drainage
characteristics. Nearly 100 percent of this site is impervious area which
drains rainfall runoff easterly onto 20th Av. S.

storm water runoff quality at this site can be affected by activities taking
place both on and off the site boundaries, primarily vehicular-related
pollution as well as common litter.
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4.4.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka Av.

The site is adjacent to the Shingle Creek conservancy district, which is mostly
Type 3 wetland. There is no floodplain or flood fringe on the site. Runoff
from the site drains to Shingle Creek.

4.4.3.1.6 Westwood

The southern edges of the site are in the floodplain of the northern branch of
Nine-Mile Creek which flows through a residential area into Bryant Lake
Regional Park less than one mile away.

4.4.3.1.7 Railroad

'Site soils are compacted and the site has a high percentage of impervious
surface. Runoff from the site flows toward the Nine-Mile Creek floodplain area
south of the site.

4.4.3.1.8 Greenhouse

A small portion of the site falls within the shoreline setback of Birch Island
Lake to the southwest of the site. The eastern boundary of the site is the
center line of the north fork of Nine-Mile Creek. At some time since 1954, the
floodplain associated with Nine-Mile Creek had been illegally filled to a
present one-to-one slope.

4.4.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

Marshy areas exist approximately 1,000 feet to the south and southwest of the
'site. A pond is located approximately 500 feet to the northwest of the site.

Storm water runoff from the site would be directed toward the southwest to a
municipal storm sewer located under Monitor Av. From the collection point(s)
along Monitor Av., storm water flows northwest and joins other storm sewer
lines at W. Lake St.

4.4.3.1.10 Pyrofax

Marshy areas exist approximately 700 feet to the south and southwest of the
site. A pond is located approximately 800 feet to the northwest of the site.

The site is located within the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District. It is also
within the boundaries of a secondary floodway district (100-year flood zone) as
defined in St. Louis Park ordinances. In areas such as this, the city has
several construction criteria and conditions that,must be met before issuing
permits allowing construction.

Runoff is collected by municipal storm sewers located beneath Monitor Av.
and/or Louisiana Av. Storm water flows northward to connect with storm sewer
lines beneath W. Lake St.
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4.4.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

Surface water drainage for the Airport Southwest site is toward the south an~

southeast. A high-capacity storm sewer, 10 feet wide by 7.5 feet high, was
constructed in 1968 to convey storm water from this area to the Minnesota
River. It flows parallel to 1-494 until it crosses beneath the freeway and
eventually discharges into the Minnesota River.

4.4.3.1.12 1-494 and Nicollet

The 1-494 and Nicollet Av. site is primarily buildings and pavement, although
some unpaved areas serve as roads and vehicle parking. The site is nearly
level. Storm sewers located in the immediate vicinity of the site carry
surface water runoff to natural and manmade ponding areas.

4.4.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

The existing landfill has been designed to facilitate storm water flow off site.

4.4.3.2 Impacts

4.4.3.2.1 Bloomington East

Development of the site would result in an increase in sodded and landscaped
areas in conjunction with a reduction in building roof area. This would offset
the runoff impact of any increased paved impervious areas. As a reSUlt, the
proposed site development would yield runoff volumes which are slightly low~~

than existing runoff volumes.

Storm runoff from the site will be collected by a 10-inch storm sewer and
discharged into the municipal storm sewer on 96th St. W. Sanitary waste will
be conveyed by a 4-inch sanitary sewer to discharge to a 48-inch municipal
sanitary sewer on 96th st.

4.4.3.2.2 Brooklyn Park East

Construction and operation of the proposed transfer station would increase
runoff volumes and alter drainage patterns on the site. Approximately 30
percent of the site would be occupied by impervious surfaces such as buildings
and pavement. It is anticipated that runoff will be collected by catch basins
and either diverted to the eXisting municipal storm sewer north of the site, or
discharged directly to Shingle Creek.

Approximately 25 percent of the land surface within the site planned for
development is within the Shingle Creek 100-year floodplain. Some construction
in the floodplain will occur. It would be necessary to obtain approval from
the city of Brooklyn Park and the state of Minnesota DNR for this activity.

4.4.3.2.3 Hopkins

Construction at this site would occur in a previously developed area.
Replacement of the existing highly compacted, poorly drained gravel-filled area
with structures would result in only a slight increase in site runoff.
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During operation, surface runoff will be routed through the eXisting
holding/settling pond, then to the eXisting municipal storm sewer system.
Surface water impacts from contact with stored waste materials are not expected
to occur since the tipping and storage areas will be fully enclosed. Although
the probability of oil and contaminated liquid spillage from trucks is slight,
this can occur.

4.4.3.2.4 Minneapolis South

The existing transfer station site is virtually 100 percent oDcupied by
impervious surfaces such as buildings and pavement. Any landscaping for the
proposed transfer station would result in a reduction in site runoff.

Drainage from the 1.5-acre site will continue to be collected by the catch
basin north of the site on 20th Av. S. and enter the municipal storm sewer
system.

4.4.3.2.5 73rd and Winnetka

Because of the permeability of the soil west of the site, coupled with the
filtration characteristics of the natural vegetation present, minimal impact on
the volume and quality of stormwater runoff from this site is anticipated.

Runoff from the developed portion of the site will be collected and diverted by
a storm sewer that will discharge directly into Shingle Greek. Surface water
impacts related to contact with stored waste materials would not occur because
the tipping and storage areas will be fully enclosed. Wastewater generated by
the facility (approximately 100 gallons per day) will be discharged to the
municipal sanitary sewer for treatment.

4.4.3.2.6 Westwood

Construction of a facility on this previously undeveloped site would increase
the amount of impervious surface, and increase the volume of runoff from the
site. In addition, with a reduction in the national vegetation to slow and
filter site runoff, the potential exists for negative impacts on water quality
entering Nine-Mile Creek.

4.4.3.2.7 Railroad

The construction of a transfer station at this site would reduce the amount of
impervious surface from the existing conditions. With the landscaping
anticipated, both the quantity and quality of surface water runoff should
improve. Negative impacts on water quality at this site are not anticipated.

4.4.3.2.8 Greenhouse

Construction of a transfer station may reduce the amount of impervious surface
currently at this site. As a result, there may be a net decrease in surface
water runoff. No negative impacts on surface water are anticipated.
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4.4.3.2.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

Development of a transfer station at this site will result in less impervio~_

surface than now exists. With the rehabilitation of this site together with
anticipated landscaping, the surface water runoff is expected to be of better
quality and lower volume than at present. No negative impacts from runoff are
anticipated.

4.4.3.2.10 Pyrofax

Construction of a transfer station would result in an increase in impervious
surface compared to existing conditions. There is potential for increased
runoff to the marsh area south and southwest of the site. Given the existing
storm water facilities in the area of the site, no negative i~pacts are
anticipated.

4.4.3.2.11 Airport Southwest

Construction of a transfer station at this site would increase the impervious
surface area and increase runoff. This increased runoff would be directed to
an eXisting high-capacity storm sewer that parallels I-494 and eventually
discharges into the Minnesota River. Although surface runoff volumes would
increase, adverse impacts attributable to the quality of this runoff are not
expected.

4.4.3.2.12 I-494 and Nicollet

The construction of a transfer station on this site may reduce the amount ~

impervious surface from the present conditions. The volume of runoff from this
site may be somewhat less than currently emanate from this site, and the
quality of runoff is not anticipated to have a negative impact on surface water
quality.

4.4.3.2.13 Freeway Landfill

This site is currently well drained. Construction of a transfer station would
not alter drainage patterns, quantities or surface water runoff quality. No
negative impacts are anticipated.

4.4.3.3 Mitigation Measures

Development of some of the sites would result in increased runoff. All sites
have the potential to degrade runoff quality.

During construction., immediate' revegetation of the sites would mlnlmlze erosion
and temporary impacts on water quality. At the Brooklyn Park and 73rd and
Winnetka sites in particular, runoff patterns to the west should be
maintained. A detention pond during construction would minimize project
impacts. Site layouts which minimize encroachment on the flood fringe or the
100-year floodplain could significantly lessen project impacts.

For sites where detention basins are feasible, in-line baffled concrete drop
box structures could be employed to reduce contaminants in storm water rur '1".

Construction of the facilities on other sites or the decision not to construct
at all could eliminate potential impacts.
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4.5 Land Use

4.5.1 Greyhound Site

4.5.1.1 Existing Conditions

The site covers approximately 14.6 acres. A Greyhound bus garage, an Insty­
Print commercial building, a railroad spur, a large parking area and a small
abandoned storage building occupy the site.

On the east, the site is bounded by Fifth St. N. and the 10-story Hillcrest
Development Bldg. The first block south of the site is used primarily for
parking. Railroad tracks and Trucking, Inc., a large transportation facility,
are to the southeast. Further south (approximately one-half mile) are
commercial and business activities that make up the Minneapolis Downtown
District.

The site is bounded on the west by a number of light industrial and commercial
land uses including Northwest Automatic Products Corp., the Paper Depot,
Columbia Venetian Blind Co., Firestone Tire Service and Gamble Robinson Co.

In general, the area north of the site (within one-half mile) contains office
space, warehouses, metal scrap yards, some commercial renovations and some
older, deteriorating bUildings. The Blaine School, two churches and some
residential apartments and units are located about one-half mile north. The
site is separated generally from downtown and residential areas of the city by
1-94, Olson Memorial Hwy., Burlington Northern rail line and U.S. Hwy. 52
transportation corridors.

The proposed facility site is zoned M2-4, limited manufacturing. M2-4
permitted land uses include those uses permitted in M1-1 to M1-4 districts
which are delineated in Table 4.5-1. In addition, motor freight terminals,
rail freight not including switching and classification yards, repair shops and
roundhouses, and municipal animal pounds are permitted in M2-4 district.
Conditional industrial uses which are permitted include those conditional uses
permitted in M-1, as well as areas for dumping or disposal of refuse or trash.
M-1 conditional uses include, but are not limited to (City of Minneapolis,
1984):

- Airports;
- Air, railroad and water freight terminals;
- Automobile testing ground;
- Municipal sewage treatment plants;
- Planned manufacturing developments.

4.5.1 .2 . Impacts

The facility would not be consistent with the light industrial classification
assigned to the site area in the city's comprehensive plan. It is not small in
size nor contained within a single structure; would require major
transportation facilities; and would generate truck traffic.
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The proposed facility, nevertheless, would be consistent with the more gener~l

goals and policies of the comprehensive plan. This policy plan supports
efforts to use solid waste as a fuel to provide heat to large areas downtown
via a hot-water grid system. Facility-generated proposed steam could be used
to supplement the city's district heating system •.

The facility is allowed under the city's zoning ordinance, and as a conditional
use it is permitted in the M-2 limited manufacturing district in which the site
is located. Conditional uses within the M-2 district include areas for dumping
or disposal of refuse or trash.

4.5.1.3 Mitigation Measures

Each city's zoning ordinance generally fails to specifically address resource
recovery or transfer station facilities. In some respects, this is a direct
result of the fact that the resource recovery technology is relatively new in
this region.

A resource recovery facility at the Greyhound site is not expressly permitted
in the Minneapolis zoning ordinance. Minn. Stat. 473.823, subd. 5, provides
for county override of local zoning subject to Metropolitan Council approval
for such a use under its special use provisions.

Change in location eliminates impacts at the site but shifts the same and/or
different impacts elsewhere.

4.5.2 Pacific St.

4.5.2.1 Existing Conditions

The site is currently zoned M3-2 by the city of Minneapolis. The zoning and
Minneapolis land use plan designate the fUture use of the site as light
industrial. The area to the west and north of the site is used predominantly
for warehouse operations. The nearest occupied residence is over 1,600 feet
west on the west side of I-94.

4.5.2.2 Impacts

The presence of a noise barrier wall would prevent any adverse and visual
effects from the site. Adjacent businesses would be buffered by the Soo rail
line and 28th Av. N. The zoning and land use is not fully compatible with the
surrounding land use; however, the facility would not be expected to have an
adverse impact on the surrounding land use.

4.5.2.3 Mitigation Measures

Mitigative measures for the Greyhound site (above) are also applicable to the
Pacific St. site.
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4.5.3 Transfer Stations

4.5.3.1 EXisting Conditions

4.5.3.1.1 Bloomington East

The site is located in an area of warehouses, commercial development and light
manufacturing that is the central industrial area of the James Av. municipal
development district. The Bloomington Comprehensive Plan indicates that
continued development in the industrial area bounded by 92nd st., I-35W, 98th
st., and Penn Av. is expected. This area encompasses the proposed site and its
environs.

The site is a five-acre parcel of land, presently occupied by two private
businesses: Jose Inc. and Conveyor Inc., which are held under common
ownership. The site also abuts private lands owned by the Donaldson Co.
Donaldson Co. structures adjacent to the proposed site include almost 50,000
square feet of office and research and development facilities. These house an
acoustical facility where mufflers, air filters and air intake devices for
heavy-duty trucks are tested. Donaldson Co. plans for future growth north of
its existing facilities.

Additional land uses north of the site include Polytech D & WPlastics that is
200 feet from the proposed site boundaries, and Holiday Inn that is to the
northest. John Deere is an industrially oriented business located in the
center of a large parcel of land across the street from the proposed site.
Other businesses in the city include Larson Truck Industries, ITT Grinnel,
Printed Circuits, Inc., Strout Plastics and Delden. There are two private
residences in this industrial area on 94th st. and James Av. S. (less than one­
half mile northwest of the proposed site). The 1-35 freeway is one block to
the east.

The proposed site is zoned 1-2, special limited industry, as are surrounding
properties less than one-half mile from the facility to the north and west. A
small area south of the site is zoned 1-3, general industrial.

Lands on the
is a zone in
encouraged.
zoned lands.

other side of the interstate are zoned commercial business. This
which orderly development in an older business area is
Across the railway, 1,50d feet south of the site, are residential

4.5.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

The Brooklyn Park East transfer station site is in the southwest corner of the
city in one of its larger industrial areas. The site is undeveloped except for
one residence located in the southeast corner of the parcel. One-fourth of the
parcel is within the Shingle Creek flood fringe. This 13-acre site is bounded
by Shingle Creek and the Shingle Creek conservancy district to the northwest;
Winnetka Av. and U.S. 169 to the east; and a small industrial zone and 1-94 to
the south. A substantial amount of land around the site is vacant, but new
industrial and commercial expansion is occurring throughout the area.

The city's zoning ordinance (City of Brooklyn Park, 1974) is consistent with
the comprehensive plan. The proposed site is zoned 1-1.
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Outside storage and all operations in the I-1 zone must be enclosed within a y

appropriate structure. Conditional uses in this zone include airports,
concrete block plants and wash plants. This I-1 zone encompasses not only the
proposed site but also lands 200 to 300 feet to the north and south. Lands to
the north of the I-1 district are zoned I-2, general industrial.

The Hopkins transfer station site is in the northwest corner of a 41-acre
parcel currently used by the Hennepin County Dept. of Transportation (DOT) for
storage and maintenance of vehicles, equipment and construction materials. The
actual site area is five acres.

The transfer station. site contains a former asphalt plant, aggregate stockpiles
and culvert storage area. The 1990 comprehensive plan for the city (City of
Hopkins, 1980) identifies future land use for the site as industrial.

The five-acre transfer station site is bordered by industrial land. Whereas
existing and proposed industrial land uses extend beyond the DOT parcel to the
west and north, residential single-family areas border the DOT parcel to the
south and east. These lands include the Park Valley residential neighborhood
about 600 feet south of the site and residential neighborhoods in Edina east of
County Rd. 18. There is also a small community park, Buffer Park, on Fifth
Av. S. less than 700 feet from the proposed facility.

The parcel of land west of the site is slated for industrial growth in the
city's master plan. Developable vacant land comprises less than 10 percent
the area of the city. Vacant lands are being developed at a rapid pace and are
deemed significant for the increase in employ~ent base which they bring.

Areas northeast and west and a small area north of the site contain industrial
warehouses and businesses, including lumberyards, building suppliers, general
contractors, mill working, trucking terminals and maintenance shops.
Additionally, the Super Valu food chain warehouses are 750 feet and 1 ,000 feet
from the site. The Red Owl and Country Club distributors are 2,400 and 100
feet, respectively, from the site boundary. Further north of this small
industrial area are railroad tracks and County Rd. 4. Beyond there are high­
density residential neighborhoods. Finally, the Hopkins downtown redevelopment
district extends to County Rd. 3, approximately three-fourths mile from the
proposed site.

The proposed site is zoned I-2, general industrial district (City of Hopkins,
1977). Lands west of the site are zoned I-1, industrial.

The area south of the DOT parcel, across Fifth St. S., is zoned single-family,
high-density residential (R-1-B) and limited business (B-1).

4.5.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

The 1.5-acre Minneapolis South transfer station site is west of Hiawatha Av.,
east of Cedar Av. S., and north of Lake st. on 20th Av. S. and E. 29th Sts. At
present, the site is occupied by a solid waste transfer station that has br ~

modified from an old incinerator.
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The site is located in the southwest corner of an area designated as heavy
industrial in the Minneapolis Plan for the 1980's (City of Minneapolis, 1982).
Heavy industrial areas are those which typically require large sites; open
storage; close proximity to major transportation corridors; a large work force;
and which generate substantial traffic. This heavy industrial zone includes
lands to the north and east.

The site is bordered on the west and south by Pioneers and Soldiers Cemetery
On the block east of the site, there is a mix of residential, business and
manufacturing uses. There are about eight occupied residences on Lyman Av.,
approximately one-eighth mile from the proposed site. Businesses located in
this area and in the area north and northeast of the site include Stewart
Chemical Inc., American Aluminum Foundry, Master Sandblasting, Dalsin and Son,
Inc., Bituminous Roadway, and South Foundry Co.

The site is zoned M-3, general manufacturing (City of Minneapolis, 1984). Uses
permitted in this zone include any uses permitted in M-1 and M-2 zones, as well
as any production, processing, cleaning, servicing, testing, repair and storage
of materials, goods or products which conform to performance standards
enumerated in the city zoning code. Lands east and north of the site are zoned
manufacturing and business. The cemetery to the south of the site is zoned R­
6, a general residential district. Within one-half mile of the proposed site
are the Corcoran School, the Irving School and approximately eight churches.
Approximately one-half mile northwest of the site are Deaconess Hospital,
Phillips Junior High School, a church and an additional school.

4.5.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka

The 73rd Av. N. and Winnetka Av. site is located in one of the larger indus­
trial areas of Brooklyn Park. Approximately 5 acres of the 7.5-acre site are
developed as a vehicle salvage operation with a house used as an office.
Across Winnetka from the site is the Minneapolis Independent Epistolic Lutheran
Church.· A substantial amount of land surrounding the site is vacant; however,
new industrial and commercial development is occurring throughout this area of
the city.

Adjacent on the west of the site is the Shingle Creek conservancy district
designated for fUture use as parkland. Adjacent northwest of the site is
Shingle Creek Park.

The city's comprehensive plan shows the western one-half of the site as planned
for public/quasipublic use while the eastern one-half is planned for industrial
use. The zoning for the area, from the conservancy district (park) zone on the
west to Hwy. 169 on the east and for about three-eighths of a mile north and
south of the site, is 1-2 general industrial. Permitted uses in this zone
include builder and contractor yards, sand and gravel sales, and bus or truck
storage and maintenance. Conditional uses include junkyards, steam or diesel
power plants, and truck terminals.

There are several residences within the industrial and business zoned districts
along Winnetka Av. near the site, as well as a church on industrially zoned
land across from the site. The facility would be consistent with the city's
comprehensive plan, zoning, and other existing industrial land uses in the
vicinity. Residential lands to the southeast would be buffered from the
facility.
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The site is located within a general industrial-zoned district 1-2.
Conditional land uses allowed within the 1-2 district are far
than other commercial or industrial zoning in Brooklyn Park.
with characteristics similar to a transfer station. Based on
office's interpretation of the zoning ordinance, the proposed
suitable in a heavy industrial zone (Gary Berg, 1985).

3.5.3.1.6 Westwood

more encompas~ ~

They include u ~

the city planning
facility is

The site is zoned 1-2 PRK. This zoning signifies that the area is an
industrial park with lot sizes of two acres minimum. The city of Eden Prairie
land use regulations state the purpose of the industrial park designation is~

1. To establish and maintain high standard? of site planning, architecture,
and landscape design that will create an environment attractive to the most
discriminating industries and research and development establishments
seeking sites in the Metropolitan Area.

2. To provide and ensure the continuity of locations for industries that can
operate on small sites with minimum mutual adverse impact.

The site is bounded to the west and north by other parcels that are largely
undeveloped. To the south the adjoining zoning is for multifamily
residential. Land use 400 feet to the east is multifamily residential.

A two-story office/warehouse structure is currently under construction on the
site.

40503.1.7 Railroad

The site is a 7.5-acre parcel currently being used by Midwest Asphalt, Inc.
The site is bounded on the east and west by elevated bed rail lines. A general
industrial area is to the north and a floodplain area borders to the south
across Edenvale Blvd.

The site is zoned I-GEN by the city of Eden Prairie.

The special purpose of the I-general industrial district is to provide
locations where industries that desire larger sites and outside storage can
operate with minimum restriction and without adverse effect on other uses.

The use of the site for a transfer station is fully compatible with the zoning
classification. A land use on a parcel 500 feet to the north along Industrial
Dr. is being used as a refuse company's office, which includes repair
facilities and outside storage of refuse trucks. Other facilities between the
site and qounty Rd. 67 have outside storage of trucks and equipment. The city
of Eden Prairie has stated:

The railroad yard is superior from a zoning standpoint: its I-general
classification is the type suited for a transfer station. A transfer
station may be a more optimal use for this site compared with the
existing land uses. Current land uses do not reflect an efficient use
of this land. These uses include towed auto storage, roofing, natural
gas storage and asphalt production. A transfer station would appear
to blend well with the existing uses; in fact, the new construction
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would probably enhance the area. This area is relatively isolated and
well screened from nearby lands and roadways. A transfer station in
the railroad yard is more consistent with the goals and objectives of
the city for land use and economic development.

4.5.3.1.8 Greenhouse

The site is comprised of three parcels of land totaling 11.5 acres. The site
is bounded on the east by the north branch of Nine-Mile Creek. To the south
lies an elevated bed rail line. To the north and west lie property owned by
Hennepin County. A school building lies on the property to the west. The
school building is currently occupied by Christian Day Elementary School.
Property to the southwest of the site is wetland and public land used for
recreational purposes. The site is currently proposed for redevelopment from
the existing gr-eenhouse operations to a refuse-derived fuel processing plant by
Reu te r , Inc •

The site is zoned I-2 PRK. This zoning signifies that the area is an
industrial park with lot sizes of two acres minimum~ The city of Eden Prair~e

land use regulations state the purpose of the industrial park designation is:

1. To establish and maintain high standards of site planning, architecture and
landscape design that will create an environment attractive to the most
discriminating industries and research and development establishments
seeking sites in the Metropolitan Area.

2. To provide and ensure the continuity of locations for industries that can
operate on small sites with minimal mutual adverse impact.

3.5.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

The National Lead/Golden Auto Parts site is located in an industrial area of
St. Louis Park. Existing land uses in the area include Qlality Auto Body,
which leases the Golden Auto portion of the site. Adjacent land uses are: a
Northern States Power Co. substation, Strand Manufacturing Co. and Sports
Wheels. North of the site across Hwy. 7 are an automobile service station,
advertising agency, animal hospital and welding supply company. West of the
site is vacant industrial land formerly used by a bottle gas com~any. On the
far northwest corner of this vacant seven-acre parcel is the Cardinal Glass Co.

The St. Louis Park comprehensive plan, adopted by the city in March 1985, shows
this area as planned for general industrial use. According to the plan,
general industrial uses cover a wide range of manufacturing, warehousing and
general business operations. This includes industrial uses which are
characterized by substantial nuisance characteristics such as noise, odor,
vibrations and traffic.

Zoning of this property is I-1 industrial. This is the heaviest of three
industrial zoning districts in the city. This I-1 district allows a wide
variety of industrial and business uses, including those with potential
nuisance impacts. These nuisance uses are regulated by requiring a special
permit. This district also has the least restrictive regulations governing lot
coverage and setbacks (St. Louis Park Comprehensive Plan, 1982).
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Although the city has planned and zoned this area for industrial use, the
city's Hwy. 7 corridor development plan anticipates industrial uses will
generally be of an industrial office complex type (Thibault, 1985).

4.5.3.1.10 Pyrofax

The Pyrofax site is located in st. Louis Park, south of Hwy. 7 between Monitor
Av. and Louisiana Av. This seven-acre site was previously used for manufacture
and distribution of bottle gases. According to available information, Pyrofax
ceased production in 1959. All buildings were removed in the mid-1960s.
Remnants of the foundation are still in evidence. North of this site is the
cardinal Glass Co.

The St. Louis Park Comprehensive Plan, adopted by the city in March 1985, shows
this "area as planned for general industrial use. According to the plan,
general industrial uses cover a wide range of manufacturing, warehousing and
general business operations. This includes industrial uses which are
characterized by substantial nuisance characteristics such as noise, odor,
vibrations and traffic.

Zoning of this property is 1-1 industrial. This is the heaviest of three
industrial zoning districts in the city. This 1-1 district allows a wide
variety of industrial and business uses, including those with potential
nuisance impacts. These nuisance uses are regulated by requiring a special
permit. This district also has the least restrictive regulations governing lot
coverage and setbacks (st. Louis Park Comprehensive Plan, 1982).

In August 1985, the city adopted a redevelopment plan for a corridor along
Hwy. 7. This redevelopment plan will use tax increment financing to encourage
the location of new businesses in this older part of the city. The Pyrofax
site is located within this redevelopment corridor. Although still planned for
industrial use, the redevelopment plan states that: "The plan does not include
uses such as, but not limited to, automotive service station, auto repair,
billboards, outdoor sales, adult uses, car wash, drive-in restaurants,
automobile repair, contractor's yards or heavy industrial use."

4.5.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

The Airport Southwest site has been located within the airport property since
1920. Although the airport has undergone major changes in the last 65 years,
the subject site has changed very little. East of the site is an MTC bus
garage. This facility was built about 1978. North of the site is Rich Acres
golf course. Northeast of the site is vacant airport, or Metropolitan Airports
Commission property.

West of Cedar Av. (Hwy. 77) existing land uses in the vicinity of this site
along Cedar are apartments, and some commercial uses along the intersection of
1-494 and Cedar Avo The area south of 1-494 from the site is mixed service
commercial, primarily motels and restaurants. Also in this area is the
Metropolitan Sports Center used for professional hockey and other events.
Adjacent to the sports center is the former Metropolitan Stadium site.
Previously used for professional baseball, football and concerts, the area is
currently planned for extensive commercial/office development. The propoc
development has included approximately 10.5 million square feet of space for
800 commercial shops; 1 million square feet of indoor recreation; a 0.5 million
square foot convention center; 2 million square feet of hotel space; 2 million
square feet of office space.
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4.5.3.1.12 1-494 and Nicollet

The 1-494 and Nicollet Av. site is located in the city of Bloomington west of
Nicollet Av., between 78th St. W. and 79th St. W. (see Figure 4.9-1). It is
approximately seven acres in size and is an active industrial area of the
city. Presently, the site encompasses approximately 10 existing businesses
consolidated within six structures, and includes a vacant 1.6-acre parcel. The
surrounding land uses in the area are all industrial and are shown in the
Bloomington comprehensive ,plan as remaining in industrial uses.

This area is zoned 1-3 general industrial. This is the heaviest industrial
zone in the city. Uses in this district include:

- ManUfacturing
- Public and public utility uses

Warehous ing
- Repairing, rebuilding and painting of vehicles, machinery and equipmen~

- Retail sales or heavy equipment
- Junk yard disposal business
- Truck and/or trailer rental

Transfer stations are not specifically listed, but conditional uses have been
granted by the city for similar uses (that is, aluminum recycling business). A
transfer station would be a public use as indicated in the zoning ordinance.

4.5.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

The proposed Freeway Landfill site is an alternate site for the proposed
Bloomington transfer station. The site is approximately two miles south of the
Bloomington site and is located in Burnsville in Dakota County. The site is a
200-acre parcel that has been used as a sanitary landfill by R. B. McGowan and
Inc. The site is bounded on the north by the Minnesota River and an
approximately 5-acre general industrial parcel. The site is bounded on the
south by a low marshy area. Further to the south and adjacent to the west lie
active gravel pits. The east side of the site has a drainage swa1e about 100
feet wide, and I-35W lies beyond the swa1e.

The site and most adjacent land is zoned for general industrial use. The
zoning of the site is compatible with the construction of a transfer station.
The land surrounding the site is vacant or used for mining and general
industrial uses. The construction of a transfer station on the site would be
compatible with existing land uses. The nearest sensitive land use is a
residential area over one mile from the site. The owner of the site has
expressed a willingness to allow the development of a transfer station.

4.5.3.2 Impacts

4.5.3.2.1 Bloomington East

The proposed site is occupied by a low-profile building which would have to be
removed, displacing its two occupants, Hose Inc. and Conveyor Inc. The entire
five-acre site would be dedicated to the proposed transfer station and access
roads. This would preclude development of other industrial and commercial
properties on the site.
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The existing nature of the site and adjacent lands is commercial and light
manufacturing. The proposed transfer station has been perceived by the cits
Bloomington and some selected industries (Sharlin, 1985) as having the
potential to adversely affect abutting and nearby land uses. The city (City of
Bloomington, May 1984) has indicated that a great deal of industrial land being
held in reserve for corporate expansion would be negatively impacted by the
proposed facility. Further, the Donaldson Co. facility adjacent to the site,
which functions as a research facility for acoustical testing of mUfflers, air
filters and air intake devices, has objected to the proposed facility on the
grounds that expansion of company facilities would be hindered, and that an
increase in ambient noise levels brought on by the increase in truck traffic
could cause difficult problems (Jim ,Martin, Donaldson Co., May 1984).

With the exception of Donaldson Company's expansion on facility-dedicated
lands, these land use conflicts may be only perceived as problems. Increased
truck volumes woo.ld not significantly impact roadways. Noise generated by
facility operations would exceed ambient standards but, given existing noise
levels, the increases will be barely perceptible and not significant.

other existing land uses in the area would be buffered from the facility. John
Deere, across the street, is centered on a large parcel of land and is set back
from the proposed facility. Physical distance, about 600 feet, and other
industrial uses including rail activity, would separate the facility from the
Holiday Inn and residential properties. These land uses exist in an industrial
area which is already representative of a noisy urban setting.

The site of the proposed transfer station is zoned I-2. Permitted uses inc' 1e
compounding, processing and packaging of products and materials, as well as
public utility uses. Transfer station facilities are not expressly listed, but
conditional uses have been granted by the city for similar uses (that is, an
aluminum recycling business). The transfer station would be a public use as
indicated in the zoning ordinance.

4.5.3.2.2 Brooklyn Park East

The site is at present largely undeveloped. The site's land use would be
altered once the facility is constructed. Construction of the facility would
also result in the displacement of one home on the southeast corner of the
parcel.

There are several residences within the industrial and business zoned districts
along Winnetka Av. near the site, as well as a residence on industrially zoned
land across from the site. The residences are not fully compatible with the
industrial uses in the area. The facility would, however, be consistent with
other industrial land uses in the vicinity. Residential lands to the southeast
would be separated from the facility; however, increased traffic on nearby
roadways woo.ld result.

The Northland Industrial Park is located one-half mile west of the site. This
development will be separated from the site by the Shingle Creek conservancy
district. Nonetheless, some potential perceived land use conflicts have been
identified by the owners of the industrial park (Stuebner, December 1983).
Northland has contended that the location of the facility on any of the me
access roads, adjacent to or in the proximity of the park, would constitutb a
devaluation of valuable commercial land. Further, the transfer station
facility would be visible from Northland.
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The proposed land use is not a permitted or conditional use under the city of
Brooklyn Park's present zoning ordinance. The site is located within a
limited industrial-zoned district 1-1. A transfer station would not be a
permitted use, as indicated in Section 4.5.3. Moreover, conditional land ~ses

within 1-1 are limited and do not include facilities of the nature proposed.
In contrast, conditional land uses allowed within the 1-2 district are far more
encompassing. They include uses with characteristics similar to a transfer
station. Based on the City Planning Office's interpretation of the zoning
ordinance, the proposed facility is more suitable in a heavy industrial zone
than it is for the light industrial zone in which it is proposed to be located
(Gary Berg, 1985).

A portion of the site is located within the floodway fr inge of Shingle Creek.
Floodway fringe is defined as that portion of the floodplain outside of the
floodway. A solid waste transfer station and associated entrance and exit
roads are not expressly permitted or conditional uses in a flood fringe.

4.5.3.2.3 . Hopkins

The total project area would encompass five acres in the northwest corner of a
parcel currently used by Hennepin County DOT for storage and maintenance of
vehicles. The current DOT activities and other nearby industrial land uses
create substantial truck traffic.

The immediate borders of the site are occupied by industrial and vacant lands
comprising an industrial corridor running northeast-southwest through the
center of Hopkins. The Country Club Food Warehouse and Super Valu Perishables
Warehouses are within about 100 and 750 feet, respectively, west of the
proposed facility. A proposed multi-housing development would be 750 feet
southwest of the site. Single- and multifamily residences are about 800 feet
north of the proposed site. Although food warehouses are within close vicinity
of the site, there is no current evidence of municipal waste from transfer
stations affecting food handling at food warehouses. The proposed use, like
the warehousing activities, would also generate considerable truck traffic.
The community has expressed concern regarding the impact of the facility on
these land uses including residences to the south of the site (Pepin, Dayton,
Herman, Graham & Getts, 1985).

Additional land use concerns expressed by the community are:

- The proposed site is adjacent to the Hopkins Downtown Redevelopment area.
The city contends redevelopment efforts in the area could be impacted.

- The site is in close proximity to residential properties and violates the
1,000-foot separation from residential uses (MPCA guidelines).

The guideline referred to by the city is the 1,000-foot separation found in
MPCA rules adopted pursuant to authority established at Minn. Stat. 116.07,
subd. 4: Minn. Rules Ch. 7035.1600, Prohibited Areas for Landfill Sites.

The rule above applies to sanitary landfill sites, and not to intermediate
processing facilities or transfer stations.

For a more complete discussion of this issue, see Section 3.11 of this summary.
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There are intervening land uses between the downtown redevelopment area and ~he

proposed site. These include County Rd. 3 which is heavily trafficked and
railroad tracks. There is a physical separation of approximately 1 ,000 feet
between these potentially incompatible land uses. Further, the proposed
transfer station would not encroach upon CBD lands. There are, ,however, plans
to potentially expand the CBD development district across County Rd. 3 (Rapp,
1985). These factors suggest that, due to separation distances of 1,000 feet
or more, the project would not impact adjacent land uses.

The transfer station site is about 800 feet from a high-density residential
area to the north, and within about 700 feet of a residential area to the
south. There are additional plans to develop office and residential uses to
the west and southwest (Rapp, 1985). Adverse land use impacts to these
residential areas due to implementation of the transfer station may be more
perceived than real. Both residential areas are separated from the proposed
site by intervening land uses including the already developed county DOT site.
The city of Hopkins has, however, indicated concern about future development
potential of nearby property if a transfer station is located in Hopkins (Rapp,
1985).

Further, there is no evidence of existing transfer facilities generating
impacts due to odors, rodents or litter on the nearby neighborhoods. These
factors would mitigate against significant adverse impacts to residential
neighborhoods.

The site's I-2 industrial zoning classification provides for junk yards and
public utility structures as conditional uses, but has no mention of trans'
stations. The proposed transfer station has a public use purpose (will be
owned and operated by a public entity, the county). As a public use, the
project appears to be consistent with other conditional uses. An
interpretation of whether the site would be an allowed conditional use,
however, has not yet been made by the city of Hopkins (Carrigan, 1985).

The proposed site would be a public industrial use and is slated for industrial
development in the city's comprehensive plan. The designation does not
distinguish between heavy and light industrial use. The proposed project is
both a governmental (public use) and industrial use. One relevant industrial
policy of the plan is that:

Standards for new industrial development will be upgraded and existing
industrial developments will be encouraged to upgrade the existing image
through removal or screening of unsightly outside storage, improved
building maintenance and screening of major parking lots from neighboring
areas, etc.

The transfer' station's compatibility with the Hopkins land use plan is
contingent upon bUffering and screening from nearby residential areas. The
transfer station activities wou Id not include ou tside open air storage of
refuse. The city of Hopkins will ultimately review the proposed transfer
station and determine its consistency with the comprehensive plan and zoning
ordinance.
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1-2.
more encompassing
They include uses
the city planning
facility is

4.5.3.2.4 Minneapolis South

The site is currently used as a 200-300 ton per day solid waste transfer
station by the city. The existing facility would have to be demolished and a
new transfer facility built. The proposed land use would be consistent with
the existing usage of the site. Although greater traffic volumes would be
associated with an expanded facility, these volumes would not create traffic
problems which would significantly affect surrounding land uses.

A solid waste transfer station is consistent with the heavy industrial
designation of the site in the Minneapolis COmprehensive Plan for the 80's.
Similarly, a transfer station is consistent with the site's zoning
classification of M-3, general manufacturing.

4.5.3.2.5 73rd and Winnetka

Most of the site is at present used as a vehicle salvage business. The site's
land use will be altered once the facility is constructed. Construction of the
facility will result in the displacement of the existing salvage business.

There are several residences within the industrial and business zoned districts
along Winnetka Av. near the site, as well as a church on industrially zoned
land across from the site. The facility would be consistent with the city's
comprehensive plan, zoning and other existing industrial land uses in the
vicinity. Residential lands to the southeast would be buffered from the
facility.

New industrial and commercial expansion is occurring on undeveloped lands.
These lands are slated for industrial growth in the city's comprehensive plan
update. The proposed industrial land use would be consistent with the
comprehensive plan, insofar as an industrial use is proposed.

The site is, located within a general industrial-zoned district
Conditional land uses allowed within the 1-2 district are far
than other commercial or industrial zoning in Brooklyn Park.
with characteristics similar to a transfer station. Based on
office's interpretation of the zoning ordinance, the proposed
suitable in a heavy industrial zone (Gary Berg, 1985).

4.5.3.2.6 Westwood

The volume of truck traffic coupled with transfer station equipment operation
do not correspond to the standards set forth by the city for the zoning
classification of industrial park.

The city of Eden Prairie has stated that use of the site as a transfer station
is incompatible with zoning. The city believes the inconsistent ~and use may
inhibit development of the adjoining parcels as detailed in the city's master
plan.

The site is currently under construction of a two-story office/warehouse
structure. The development of the site as a transfer station would require the
removal of the structure.
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4.5.3.2.7 Railroad

The use of this site for a transfer station appears to be consistent with the
city's land use plan and zoning regulations. However, the use of the site as a
transfer station would involve relocating existing business. This relocation
would involve locating a site that would be acceptable to both the displaced
business and the community in which it would be located.

4.5.3.2.8 Greenhouse

The city of Eden Prairie feels that the Greenhouse site is inconsistent with
zoning regulations.

The site is located only 200 feet away from an elementary school. Four hundred
feet to the southwest lies Birch Island Park, a passive recreation area which
has a large expanse of wetland habitat. Camp Indian Chief has been established
adjacent to the site on the southwest. The traffic and noise generated by a
transfer station would be incompatible with adjacent land use.

4.5.3.2.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

In August 1985, the city adopted a redevelopment plan for a corridor along
Hwy. 7. This redevelopment plan will use tax increment financing to encourage
the location of new businesses in this older part of the city. The National
Lead/Golden Auto site is located within this redevelopment corridor. Although
still planned for industrial use, the redevelopment plan states that: "The plan
does not include uses such as, but not limited to, au tornotive service stati'
auto repair, billboards, ou tdoor sales, adult uses, car wash, drive-in
restaurants, automobile repair, contractor's yards or heavy industrial use."

Major components of the proposed transfer station are an entrance/exit road,
external scale facility with incoming and outgoing scales, a tipping area, an
office, a parking area and truck storage area. This site currently has several
structures associated with the former National Lead operation. In addition,
the existing Quality Auto Body business may have to be relocated and the
existing structures removed, depending on site configuration. County staff
have indicated that a transfer station could not be designed to operate
correctly on the National Lead property alone (Porter, 1985).

4.5.3.2.10 Pyrofax

With the exception of the permanent foundations on the property, the site is
vacant industrial land.

Although the city has planned and zoned this area for industrial use, the Hwy.
7 corridor redevelopment plan anticipates industrial development to be
industrial office space (Thibault, 1985).

4.5.3.2.11 Airport Southwest

A transfer station at this site may impact airport operations of runway 4-22
which is planned to be extended toward the southwest. This extension would
bring the clear-zone (an area in which all structures are prohibited) to
adjacent to the transfer station itself. The transfer station may also have a
slight impact on multifamily residences approximately 300 feet west of the site
across Cedar Av.
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Acquisition of this property for use as a transfer station may not be
possible. A metropolitan county does not have explicit authority to condemn
public property for transfer station purposes; it has only general condemnation
authority for such purposes.

The Metropolitan Airports Commission has gone on record as stating that
adequate space is not available on Minneapolis-st. Paul International Airport
for development of a solid waste transfer station by Hennepin County.

4.5.3.2.12 Freeway Landfill

A transfer station at the Freeway site would be compatible with local planning
and zoning. The location of this site in a county other than the proposer's
(Hennepin) may pose problems. A metropolitan county may designate a transfer
station outside the county. Although there is authority to support the
conclusion that metropolitan counties may condemn property for solid waste
purposes outside county boundaries, such authority is not absolutely clear. If
a metropolitan county does acquire the land outside the county for a transfer
station site, it would have to be constructed and operated consistent with
applicable local regulations. Implementation of a transfer station and a
designation ordinance outside the county may pose practical difficulties
(Metropolitan Council Legal Dept., 1985).

4.5.3.3 Mitigation Measures

Resource recovery transfer station facilities are not expressly listed as
conditional uses in the Bloomington, Brooklyn Park or Hopkins zoning
ordinances. Uses similar in nature are, however, allowed as conditional uses.
The zoning ordinances could be modified to expressly allow such facilities as
conditional uses or permitted uses in industrial zones.

Construction of the facilities would be generally consistent with land use and
comprehensive plans. Each municipal plan shows a future industrial use
recommended for the various sites. Mitigation measures such as amendments to
the plans would not be necessary or appropriate.

Incompatibility with other land uses (whether perceived or real) is sometimes
attributable to the visual impact of one land use on another. Potential visual
impacts and mitigation measures are discussed more fully in the aesthethics and
cultural resources sections of this summary, and the DEIS.

4-30



4.6 Transportation

4.6.1 Greyhound Site

4.6.1.1 Existing Conditions

Access to the site is via I-94, Hwy. 55 (Olson memorial Hwy.) and Seventh
st. N. (Figure 4.6-2). Primary access from the north and south is by I-94 to
Olson Memorial Hwy. to the site.

Access from the west is primarily via Olson Memorial Hwy. to Sixth Av. N. to
the site. From the east access is generally from Hennepin Av. to either
Fifth st. N. or Seventh st. N., then to Sixth Av. N. Seventh St. N. is a major
arterial providing a connection to the south and east and downtown Minneapolis.

Using procedures defined in the Highway Capacity Manual, 1965, and
Transportation Research Board Circular 212, capacity analyses were performed
for the intersections previously described. Although traffic volumes through
several of the key intersections (particularly Seventh st. N. at Olson Memorial
Hwy.) are large, all of the intersections operate at LOS B or better during
both peak hour periods. This corresponds to very good operations Ivith some
short delays.

4.6.1.2 Impacts

Shown below is the projected level of service for 1989, with and without the
project.

Intersection

Olson Memorial Hwy. at
Seventh st. N.

MTC Garage Access at Olson
Memorial Hwy./Sixth Av. N.

Sixth Av. N. at Fifth st. N.

Hennepin Av. at Seventh st.

4.6.1.3 Mitigation

1989 Levels
of Service

Without Project

B

B

B/C

B

1989 Levels
of Service

With Project

B/C

B

B/C

B

The transportation analysis indicated no significant degradation in traffic
operations from the Greyhound site. There could be a potential for conflict
between site traffic and buses when both have green lights to enter Sixth Av.
N. This conflict would be mitigated by using separate signal phasing to allow
traffic to leave the MTC garage.

4-31



4.6.2 Pacific St.

4.6.2.1 Existing Conditions

Access to the site would be either 26th Av. N. or 28th Av. N. Local
deliveries from the north or south would use Washington Av. or Second St. N.
Trucks arriving from longer distances would probably use 1-94 and exit at
Broadway (20th) Av. N. An exit from 1-94 to Dowling Av. (38th) could serve as
an alternate route.

Generally, these roadways operate at a level of service (LOS) C. The exception
is Broadway Av. at Washington Av., which currently operates at LOS D.

All roadbeds in the area of this site appear to be of adequate design to
accommodate anticipated truck traffic. There are no substantial grades in the
vicinity of this site that would interfere with traffic to the facility.

4.6.2.2 Impacts

Most of the traffic generated by development of the Pacific st. site would be
concentrated in the Broadway-Washington Av. area. This is one of the most
congested intersections in that part of Minneapolis.

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1989, both with and without development at
the Pacific st. site.

Intersection

Lowry Av. N. at
Washington Av. N.

Broadway Av. N. at
Washington Av. N.

1-94 at Broadway Av. N.

1-94 at Lowry Av. N.

4.6.2.3 Mitigations

1989 Levels
of Service

Without Project

C

D

C

C

1989 Levels
of Service

With Project

C

D

C

C

Mitigation is not called for due to project impact since no changes in LOS are
forecast. Planned roadway improvements such as reopening of the Lowry Bridge
may improve LOS in the future.

4.6.3 Transfer Stations

4.6.3.1 EXisting Conditions

4.6.3.1.1 Bloomington East

Access to the site is via interchanges from I-35W to W. 94th st. or,
alternatively W. 98th St. Access from W. 94th St. is primarily via James Av.
to W. 96th st. Access from W. 98th St. is via Humboldt or James to W. 96th
st. These intersections currently operate at LOS B or better.

4-32



4.6.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

Access to this site is from Hwy. 169 to 73rd Av. N. Intersections analyzed
were Hwy. 169 and 73rd Av. N.; W. Broadway and 68th Av. N.; and Hwy 169 and W.
Broadway. The intersection of W. Broadway and 68th Av. N. currently operates
at LOS B; the intersection of Hwy 169 and 73rd Av. N. operates at LOS C; and
the intersection of Hwy 169 and Broadway operates at LOS D.

4.6.3.1.3 Hopkins

Access to this site from the north and south is County Rd. 18 to County Rd. 3
to Fifth Av. S. to Third st. Access from the east and west is County Rd. 3 to
Fifth Av. S.

The intersection of Fifth Av. S. and County Rd. 3 currently operates at LOS
B/C. The intersection of Fifth Av. S. at Third st. currently operates at LOS
AlB. Finally, the intersection of Sixth Av. and Fifth st. (southwest of the
site) currently operates at LOS B.

4.6.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

Access to the site is from Hiawatha Av. to E. 28th St., Cedar Av. to E. 28th
st., and E. 28th st. to 20th Av. S. The intersection of Hiawatha Av. at E.
28th St. currently operates at LOS B; the intersection of Cedar Av. and E. 28th
st. currently operates at LOS B/C; and the intersection of E. 28th st. and 20th
Av. S. operates at LOS A.

4.6.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka

Access to the 73rd Av. N. and Winnetka Av. site will be primarily from Hwy. 169
to 73rd Av. N. Once 73rd Av. N. is extended to Boone Av. N. (planned for
completion in 1986), some traffic would be expected on 73rd from Boone Av.

The intersection of Hwy. 169 and 73rd Av. N. functions at LOS "c" operations
during both the morning and evening peak hours. This represents acceptable
operating conditions with average delay to traffic.

4.6.3.1.6 Westwood

Access to the site is via Hwy. 67 with the majority of traffic originating to
the east of the site. Prior to project completion, improvements to the section
of County Rd. 62 between County Rd. 18 and 1-494 adjoining County Rd. 66 will
be completed. Existing LOS along Hwy. 67 is LOS C.

4.6.3.1.7 Railroad

Transportation access to the site will also benefit from roadway improvements
of County Rd. 67 as detailed in the discussion above for the Westwood site.
The transportation efficiency will be similar for the Railroad site as
described for the Westwood site.
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4.6.3.1.8 Greenhouse

The transportation access to the facility would be predominantly from the east,
and the general level of vehicle traffic on major access routes would be the
same as those described in the Westwood discussion (above). The completion of
the upgraded four-lane divided highway on County Rd. 67 will necessitate the
development of left-turn lanes on the current County Rd. 67 which will be
frontage road for westbound traffic. Hwy. 67 currently operates at LOS C.
The sight distance Hwy. 67 and Indian Chief Rd. is only 200 feet, about half
that deemed safe with 45 mph traffic.

4.6.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

Primary access to this site will be from Hwy. 7 to Hampshire Av. for the
majority of traffic. Access from the north and south would be provided by
Hwy. 100. A full cloverleaf interchange with Hwy. 100 and Hwy. 7 is
approximately one mile east of the site. Additional access from the south
would be from Louisiana Av. to W. Lake St., then easterly to Hampshire Av. A
second alternate route from the south would be from Louisiana Av. to an
extension of Hampshire Av. intersecting with Louisiana Av. This extension is
proposed in the city's Hwy. 7 corridor redevelopment plan, and no date for
completion of the Hampshire Av. extension is given. Hwy. 7 currently operates
at LOS C, while Hwy. 100 to the east operates at LOS E and experiences major
delays.

4.6.3.1.10 Pyrofax

Access to this site will be from Hwy. 7 via Lake St. to Monitor Av. In all
other respects, existing conditions 'are the same as those described above for
National Lead.

4.6.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

Access to the Airport Southwest site would be provided almost exclusively by
24th Av. S. to a frontage road parallel to 1-494 and Cedar Av. (Hwy. 77). An
additional access is possible by traffic exiting from northbound Cedar Av. at
68th st., and then negotiating a hairpin turn onto the frontage road southbound
to the site. Traffic from the north could come down Cedar Av.; exit at 63rd
St.; drive southbound on the frontage road named Cedar Av.; turn left onto 66th
st.; turn right onto the frontage road on the airport side of Cedar Av.; and
proceed to the site. The indirect nature of this route coupled with the number
of turns to be negotiated make use of this route improbable. The existing LOS
along Cedar Av. is LOS C. 1-494 has eXisting LOS C east of Cedar Av. and LOS D
west of Cedar Av.

4.6.3.1.12 1-494 and Nicollet

Access to the 1-494 and Nicollet Av. site would either be provided by an
interchange with 1-494 and Nicollet Av., or by the interchange of Lyndale Av.
and 1-494.
The current LOS along Lyndale Av. is LOS C. 1-494 operates at LOS E west of
Lyndale Av., and LOS D east of Nicollet. Nicollet Av. has an existing LOS E
and experiences major delays.
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·4.6.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

T.ransportation access to the site will be via I-35W to the exit ~t Black Dog
Rd. The site and roadways currently serve the operation of a landfill that
receives approximately 20 packer trucks per day. I-35W has an existing LOS D
south of the Minnesota River (near the site), and a LOS E north of the river.

4.6.3.2 Impacts

4.6.3.2.1 Bloomington East

Generally, the level of service anticipated in the -vicinity of the transfer
station is expected to decline slightly from projected LOS without this
facility, as shown by the table below. Only at 98th and Girard would decline
in service be markedly noticeable.

1989 Levels 1989 Levels
of Service of Service

Intersection Without Project With Project

W. 94th at James B B

W. 96th at James AlB AlB

W. 98th at James B B/C

Freeway at 94th B B/C

98th at Girard C C/D

4.6.3.2.2 Brooklyn Park East

Of the three intersections proximate to the proposed transfer station, two will
not change in LOS condition from the 1989 baseline condition. Only W. Broadway
at 68th Av. N. is expected to experience a slight decline in LOS. However, a
projected LOS of B/C represents an acceptable level of service.

Intersection

W. Broadway at 68th Av. N.

Hwy. 169 at 73rd Av. N.

Hwy. 169 at Broadway

4.6.3.2.3 Hopkins

1989 Levels
of Service

Without Project

B

D

E

1989 Levels
of Service

With Project

B/C

D

E

Of the three intersections proximate to the proposed transfer station, two will
not significantly change in LOS condition from the 1989 baseline scenario.
Only at Fifth Av. and Third st. will a slight decrease in level of service
occur.

4-35



1989 Levels 1989 Levels
of Service of Service

Intersection Without Project With Project

Fifth Av. at County Rd. 3 C C

Fifth Av. at Third St. AlB B

Sixth Av. at Fifth St. B B

During the train blockage, the intersections of County Rd. 3 and Fifth st. and
Sixth Av. would operate at LOS E conditions. As previously mentioned, delays
of as much as 10 minutes per vehicle could be experienced by commuters and
others.

4.6.3.2.4 Minneapolis South

Of the three intersections proximate to the proposed transfer station, two will
not change in LOS condition from the 1989 baseline condition. Only at B. 28th
St. and Cedar Av. will a slight decrease in capacity occur. While the LOS
condition B/C in the morning peak hour will remain unchanged, the evening peak
hour will change from a LOS B/C condition to LOS C condition, which represents
acceptable operating conditions with average traffic delays. Train operations
in the area are not expected to impact level of service.

1989 Levels 1989 Levels
of Service of Service

Intersection Without Project With Project

E. 28th st. at 20th Av. S. A A

E. 28th st. at Hiawatha Av. B/C B/C

E. 28th St. at Cedar Av. B C

4.6.3.2.5 73rd and Winnetka

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1989, both without the project and with
the project. No change in LOS is shown.

1989 Levels 1989 Levels
of Service of Service

Roadway Without Project With Project

Hwy. 169 at 73rd Av. N. D D

1-94 West of Hwy. 169 D D

1-94 east of Hwy. 169 E E
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4.6.3.2.6 Westwood

Hwy. 67 is scheduled to be upgraded to a four-lane divided highway with right­
hand turn lanes in 1990, the first year of resource recovery facility
operation. Traffic is expected to nearly double from 4,750 vehicle trips in
1980 to 9,800 vehicle trips in 1990. The current section of County Rd. 67 will
be retained to serve as a frontage road for the industrial area in which the
site lies. The effects of construction of the roadway may induce very heavy
congestion during the first year the resource recovery facility is open.

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

Roadway

1-494

County Rd. 67

4.6.3.2.7 Railroad

1990 Levels
of Service

Without Project

C

C

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

C

C

Access to the site may be adversely impacted by the presence of two at-grade
railroad crossings to the east and west of Industrial Dr. on the current County
Rd. 67. Traffic delays to the facility may occur in response to the at-grade
rail lines.

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

Roadway

1-494

County Rd. 67

4.6.3.2.8 'Greenhouse

1990 Levels
of Service

Without Project

C

C

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

C

C

The site plan shows that Indian Chief Rd. will be the location of the right­
hand turn lane. The truck traffic will pass the northeast corner of a private
elementary school. Peak truck traffic will correspond to the peak trip
generation periods for the elementary school.

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

Roadway

1-494

County Rd. 67
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Without Project

C

C

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

C
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4.6.3.2.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project. No change in LOS is shown except for Louisiana south of Hwy. 7.

1990 Levels
of Service

Roadway Without Project

Hwy. 100 south of Hwy. 7 E

Hwy. 100 north of Hwy. 7 E

Hwy. 7 at Louisiana Av. C

Louisiana Av. sou th of Hwy. 7 C

4.6.3.2.10 Pyrofax

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

E

E

C

C

Since no right-turn lane is planned for northbound Louisiana Av. onto the
Hampshire Av. extension, and because both existing and projected LOS is poor,
some delays and potential accident hazards may occur.

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

Roadway

Hwy. 100 south of Hwy. 7

Hwy. 100 north of Hwy. 7

Hwy. 7 at Louisiana Av.

Louisiana Av. south of Hwy. 7

4.6.3.2.11 Airport Southwest

1990 Levels
of Service

Without Project

E

E

C

\ C

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

E

E

C

C

Shown be low is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

1990 Levels 1990 Levels
of Service of Service

Roadway Without Project With Project

1-494 west of Cedar Av. D D

1-494 east of Cedar Av. C C

Cedar Av. north of 1-494 C C

Cedar Av. sou th of 1-494 C C
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4.6.3.2.12 1-494 and Nicollet

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

Roadway

1-494 east of Nicollet Av.

1-494 west of Lyndale Av.

Nicollet Av. south of 1-494

Lyndale Av. south of 1-494

4.6.3.2.13 Freeway Landfill

1990 Levels
of Service

Without Project

D

E

E

C

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

D

E

E

C

Shown below is the projected LOS for 1990, both without the project and with
the project.

1990 Levels
of Service

Roadway Without Project

1-35W north of Minnesota River E

I-35W south of Minnesota River D

4.6.3.3 Mitigations

1990 Levels
of Service

With Project

E

D

The transportation analysis indicated no significant degradation in traffic
operations at the Greyhound site. Potential conflict between site traffic and
buses when both have green lights to enter Sixth Av. N. could be mitigated by
using separate signal phasing to allow traffic to leave the MTC garage.

The intersections in the immediate vicinity of the Bloomington East site are of
concern. Even without development of the transfer station, delays will occur
at the intersections of W. 98th st. and Jones Av.; W. 98th st. and Girard Av.;
and W. 98th st. and Old Shakopee Rd. Upgrading signalization and changes in
signal cycle phasing can be considered to improve level of service.

Two intersections at the Brooklyn Park East transfer station are projected to
operate below desirable standards in 1989 even without development of the
project facilities. These intersections are the stop sign-controlled
intersection of Hwy. 169 and 73rd Av. and the signal-controlled intersection of
W. Broadway and Hwy. 169. Signalization of Hwy. 169 at 73rd and change in the
signal phasing at W. Broadway and Hwy. 169 may mitigate future potential
capacity problems. In addition, the construction of a fUture interchange at
Boone Av. and the extension of 73rd Av. (slated to design construction within
the year) will serve to reduce traffic. It is expected that traffic will bp.
reduced at the intersection of W. Broadway and Hwy. 169, thereby improving
operating conditions. Removal of vegetation at this intersection and proper
signing on the northbound leg of W. Broadway would provide additional safety
improvements at this intersection.
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Traffic operations at all intersections analyzed near the Hopkins site .would be
acceptable in 1989. storage for refuse vehicles on site could be provided for
trucks delayed by trains blocking Fifth Av. The Hennepin County designation
ordinance prohibits access to the facility via Second Av. S. Measures to
prevent access could be:

1. Posting of the route by city of Hopkins to prohibit truck traffic;

2. Prohibition and fining of haulers using the route by the county;

4. Design of entrance to prohibit access from the south; and

4. Spot-checking by county to insure the route is not util~zed.
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4.7 Noise

4.7.1 Greyhound Site

4.7.1.1 Existing Conditions

The proposed location for the resource recovery facility is on the northern
edge of downtown Minneapolis and within an area of industrial, commercial and
institu tional land uses.

The most sensitive noise receptors in the area of the site are the Metropolitan
Transit Commission (MTC) building and the Insty-Print building. Other
potentially impacted facilities include the commercial buildings west of
Seventh st. N., the Hillcrest Development Bldg. (formerly Honeywell) east of
Fifth St. N., and the Butler Square Bldg.

Noise measurements were conducted at the locations described in Table 4.7-7 and
illustrated in Figure 4.7-1 of the EIS.

The lowest noise levels were obtained on Sunday morning (LSO = 50 dBA and
L10 = 56 dBA) and the highest (L50 = 65 dBA and L10 = 75 dBA) during a
weekday morning. These noise levels are representative of a high traffic
volume urban area.

Noise measurements performed at the commercial and industrial receptors
(classification NAC-2) were near, but not in exceedance of, MPCA standards.

The intersection of 10th Av. N. and Fifth St. N. could be classified as NAC-I
due to its residential character (apartment building). The daytime standards
for NAC-1 are 60 and 65 dBA for the L50 and L10 , respectively, and SO and
55 dBA for the LSO and L10 nighttime values. The highest monitored daytime
levels are 62 and 67 dBA for the L50 and L10 metrics, which clearly exceed
standards. Similarly, the nighttime monitored values of 57 and 61 dBA for the
L50 and L10 also exceed standards. This area would be classified as a
noisy urban setting.

Table 4.7-8 (p. 3-133 of the EIS) shows that noise levels in the project area
are relatively high. They are consistent with noise levels observed in highly
developed urban areas. Noise standards are currently being exceeded at the
residential receptor GH2. The most likely reason for this is the proximity of
the receptor to heavy industrial and manufacturing activities. The result is a
considerable amount of noise in the project area from many industrial,
commercial and institutional sources.

4.7.1.2 Impacts

Existing measured noise levels at the closest receptors (which are generally
office and manufacturing land uses), do not exceed MPCA standards. At the
closest residence, existing daytime and nighttime standards are currently
exceeded by up to 7 dBA (LSO ) nighttime. The facility would not" increase
noise levels at this receptor. Noise level increases from the facility at
most other receptors would be less than 3 dBA, which is an imperceptible
increase. Predicted noise levels will be below standards. At the MTC
building, noise levels in the evening would increase by as much as 10 dBA and
would be perceptible.
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Existing and predicted future traffic noise levels are within appropriate
proposed MPCA standards (78 dBA for Leq ). Increases in noise levels from
truck traffic would be 4 dBA or less. Increases in noise levels at Sixth Av.
N. would be 4 dBA, barely perceptible. At all other receptors the increases
would be less than 3 dBA and are considered to be imperceptible.

4.7.1.3 Mitigations

The primary impact during construction of the proposed resource recovery
facility would occur from additional traffic caused by commuting workers,
trucks and the operation of construction equipment. The impacts of,
construction operations could be lessened by restricting the hours of
construction activities, for example, the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.
Construction equipment could also be required to employ mufflers and sound
reducing devices. Vibratory pile drivers if employed would reduce noise levels.

Mitigation measures designed to reduce noise impacts during facility operations
include:

- Application of acoustic materials to stationary equipment.
- Use of variable speed ID fans.
- Silencers on all steam and air vents.
- Use of air intake filters/mufflers for compressors.
- Application of mufflers in vehicles and other motorized equipment.

4.7.2 Pacific st. Site

4.7.2.1 EXisting Conditions

The eXisting daytime noise on site is 64 dBA for L50 , 61 dBA for L10 , and
65 dBA for Leq • The site is located entirely in an area that would be
considered commercial in nature. The applicable noise standards in the
vicinity of the site are 65 dBA for L50 , 70 dBA for L10' and 68 dBA for
Leq • The site is currently within the existing and proposed MPCA noise
standards for the commercial area that abuts the site.

4.7.2.2 Impacts

For a residential area west of the site, the facility will have little impact.
Noise after development of the facility will be 53 dBA for LSO ' 56 dBA for
L10 , and 54 dBA for Leq • The background noise levels generated by the
freeway adjacent to the residential area are near or exceed the noise
standards. The impact of the project would not be measurable at the nearest
residential receptor.

The transportation impacts of the noise generated at the facility along Second
St. N. may be as great as 5 dBA. With background levels, the noise adjacent to
the roadway will be very close but should not exceed noise standards.

4.7.2.3 Mitigations

Techniques used to mitigate, or minimize adverse impacts at the Greyhound site
(see above) would also be applicable to the Pacific st. site.
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4.7.3 Transfer Stations

4.7.3.1 Existing Conditions

4.7.3.1.1 Bloomington East

The closest sensitive receptors to this site are the Donaldson Co. te'st track
just west of the proposed site (where new vehicle mufflers are tested) and
residences on the west side of Penn Av. There are also two houses on the
corner of 94th st. and James Av. that are owned by Donaldson Co., and there is
a Holiday Inn within view to the east-northeast (at approximately 800 feet from
the center of the site).

Noise measurements conducted in the vicinity of the site show this area to be
generally above MPCA standards for NAC-1 classifications. Of the five
locations in this classification monitored, four exceed daytime standards and
three exceed nighttime standards. Oply the area near 96th and Humboldt Av. S.
is in compliance with both daytime and nighttime standards. Monitoring done at
the Donaldson Co. (NAC-2) shows the area to be below standards for this
classification.

4.7.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

The closest noise-sensitive receptors to this site are a home north of the
site, and a home and two churches across Winnetka Av. There is also an office
complex under construction west of the site across Shingle Creek.

The site and the new office complex are separated by a large expanse (about
1,000 feet) of lightly wooded, grassy floodplain. The area between the site
and the home to the north is lightly wooded.

Five areas near this site were monitored for current noise levels. Four of the
areas correspond to NAC-1 classification. Of these four areas, only the
residential area along 68th Av. N. (near I-94 and Hwy. 169) had measurements
that exceed both the daytime and nighttime standards. The other three areas
are within daytime standards, but the nighttime standards are exceeded at all
three locations. The fifth area monitored was on the northeast corner of the
site and corresponds to the NAC-3 (industrial) classification. This location
showed noise levels to be well within MPCA standards.

4.7.3.1.3 Hopkins

The closest noise-sensitive receptors to this site are residences and a park
south of Fifth st. S. (about 700 feet from the site), and apartment buildings
north of County Rd. 3 (the closest being 800 feet from the site).

The site is separated from the residences on the north side of County Rd. 3 by
vacant land, a railroad track, Third st. S. and County Rd. 3 itself; and from
the residences and park south of Fifth St. S. by DOT property.

Noise monitoring was done at four locations near the site. All of these
locations are classified NAC-1. Thre~ are residential land uses, and the
fourth location is a ball field south of Fifth st. S.
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In general, existing noise levels at all receptors in the area exceed both
eXisting and proposed MPCA standards. The monitored values are representative
of a very noisy urban environment. The primary sources of noise are County
Rd. 18, an abundance of industrial activities in the area, and truck traffic
associated with these industrial land uses.

4.7.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

The closest noise-sensitive receptors to this site are the residences located
one block east of the site on 21st Av. S. and the Pioneers and Soldiers
Cemetery south and west of the site.

Three noise monitoring locations, corresponding to NAC-1 (residential)
classification, wei"e used to determine existing noise levels in the area of the
site. Two locations currently exceed nighttime standards. Daytime noise at
all locations equals, or exceeds, both current and proposed MPCA standards.
The primary sources of noise are traffic and industrial ·activity.

4.7.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka

The closest noise-sensitive receptors in the area are a home south of the site.,
and a home and two churches across Winnetka Av. There is also an office
complex under construction west of the site across Shingle Creek.

Tests show that MPCA noise standards of 60 dBA for LSO and 65 dBA for L10
(both daytime standards) were met with readings of 58 dBA,and 61 dBA,
respectively. The proposed MPCA standard of 63 Leq was also met with an
average reading of 60 dBA.

4.7.3.1.6 Westwood

The Westwood industrial site is located 500 feet from the closest sensitive
(residential) receptor to the east of the site. The applicable noise standards
are those corresponding to residential areas. The current state daytline
standards and the proposed standard for the receptor are 60 dBA for L50 , 65
dBA for L10 and 63 dBA for Leq • Currently, the noise level at the site
is 50 dBA for L50 , 60 dBA for L10 and 55 dBA for Leq as determined by
screening level monitoring.

4.7.3.1.7 Railroad

Background noise generation for the Railroad site was measured at the Christian
Day School facility approximately 1,400 feet to the northwest of the site. The
background noise levels include industrial activity as well as transportation
noise along County Rd. 67. The monitoring site was the closest used in the
screening level monitoring. The closest sensitive receptor is 800 feet
southeast of the site. The noise generated by the existing facility on the
site cannot be factored out of the monitoring data. This will provide a
conservative estimate of noise existing at the residential receptor. The
background levels at the site dUr"ing peak traffic periods are estimated to be
57 for L50 , 61 for L10 , and 59 for Leq • The applicable daytime standards
~or the residential area are 60 for L50 , 65,for L10 , and 63 for Leq •

;'om the information above, it is clear that the area is currently meeting
daytime noise standards.
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4.7.3.1.8 Greenhouse

The Greenhouse site is located 200 feet from the closest sensitive receptor vO

the west of the site. The applicable noise standards are those corresponding
to residential areas. The current state daytime standards and the proposed
standard for the receptor are 60 dBA for L50 , 65 dBA for L10 , and 63 dBA
for Leq • Currently, the noise level at the site from screening level noise
monitoring is 46 dBA for L50 , 56 dBA for L10 , and 53 dBA for Le •
Existing noise levels are well within both existing and propose3 MPCA standard~

4.7.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

The first location of the test for this site was a residential house near the
intersection of Colorado Av. and Oxford st. This residence is approximately
1,000 f~et southeast of the site. This area is consistent with a NAC-1
classification. Monitoring results at this test location show that the MPCA
daytime standards of 60 dBA for L50 and 65 dBA for L10 were met by readings
of 53 dBA,and 61 dBA, respectively. In addition, the MPCA proposed standard
for Leq during daytime of 63 dBA was met with readings of 60 dBA in
midmorning and 59 dBA during the 5 p.m. rush hour.

A second monitoring site was located approximately 1,800 feet west of the site
using a residential house as the noise-sensitive receptor. Results show that
the MPCA daytime standard was met for L50 and L10• Readings were 55 dBA
and 59 dBA, respectively. The proposed MPCA standard of 63 dBA for daytime
Leq was also met by reading averaging 57 dBA.

4.7.3.1.10 Pyrofax

The first location of the test for this site was a residential house near the
intersection of Colorado Av. and Oxford St. This residence is approximately
1,500 feet southeast of the site. This area is consistent with a NAC-1
classification. Monitoring results at this test location show that the MPCA
daytime and nighttime standards of 60 dBA for L50 and 65 dBA for L10 were
met by readings of 53 dBA and 61 dBA, respectively. In addition, the MPCA
proposed standard for Leq during daytime of 63 dBA was met with readings of
60 dBA in midmorning and 59 dBA during the 5 p.m. rush hour.

A second monitoring site was located approximately 1,300 feet west of the site
using a residential house as the noise-sensitive receptor. Results show that
the MPCA daytime and nighttime standard was met for L~O and L10• Readings
were 55 dBA and 59 dBA, respectively. The proposed MPCA standard of 63 dBA fo
dayt~~e Leq was also met by reading averaging 57 dBA.

4.7.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

The test location was an apartment building across Cedar Av. from the site nea
the intersection of 18th Av. S. and 76th st. This area is a NAC-1 classifica­
tion with MPCA standards of 65 dBA for L50 , 60 dBA for L58, and 63 dBA for
Le for daytime noise.·· The test site is approximately 30 feet west of the
A1~port Southwest site. Readings show that vehicle traffic on Hwy. 77 couplec
with jet aircraft noise exceed all of these standards. In addition, the LgO
reading (used to determine "background" noise since it represents the Ie 0)
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noise exceeded 90 percent of the time) was 66 dBA. Although not part of the
regulations, this background noise level provides an indication of the qUietest
sound levels at a given location.

Existing noise levels exceed the MPCA residential daytime (NAC-1) standards.

4.7.3.1.12 1-494 and Nicollet

The location of the test for this site was a local park near the intersection
of 80th Av. E. and First Av. S. This park is approximately 1,000 feet
southeast of the site. This area is consistent with a NAC-2 classification.
Monitoring results at this test location show that the MPCA daytime standards
of 65 dBA for L50 and 70 dBA for L10 were met by readings of 57 dBA and 62
dBA, respectively. In addition, the MPCA proposed standard for Leq during
daytime of 68 dBA was met with readings of 60 dBA in the morning rush hour.

4.7.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

The site is located in an industrial area. The closest sensitive
receptors for noise are located in excess of one mile from the site. No
noise monitoring was conducted on site.

4.7.3.2 Impacts

Noise Generation

In analyzing the potential noise impacts of a transfer station, the noise
generated at such a facility was obtained. The noise generation used was for a
1,100-ton-per-day transfer station and RDF facility near Baltimore, Md.
Since the figur.es used include noise from shredders, conveyor belts and other
equipment not used in facilities that are only transfer stations, the figures
provide a conservative (worst case) estimate.

4.7.3.2.1 Bloomington East

MPCA and city of Bloomington noise criteria are presented in Table 4.8-6.
Predicted project noise levels from the transfer station alone (excluding
eXisting noise levels) are in compliance with these regulations. At all
receptors, fUture combined noise levels would equal or exceed MPCA standards.
The increases due to the project would be 5 dBA or less. These increases would
be barely perceptible and would occur during daylight hours. Increases in
noise levels of 3 dBA or less are considered to be imperceptible.

The primary truck access routes to the transfer station generally avoid
residential areas. Traffic noise levels including facility traffic would
exceed commercial zone noise standards (Leg = 68 dBA) at certain receptors.
At these receptors the increase due to facllity truck noise would be 5 dBA or
less, which is barely perceptible.

4.7.3.2.2 Brooklyn Park East

Operational noise level increases would be in the range of 0 to 5 dBA maximum.
\eration of the facility would result in a barely perceptible noise increase

~~ the closest receptors. Nighttime noise levels would not be increased.
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Increased traffic noise (of 4 dBA to 5 dBA) may be perceptible. The increapA~

will only occur during daylight hours. Construction impacts would be short
term in na hire.

4.7.3.2.3 Hopkins

Existing noise levels exceed the MPCA residential daytime (NAC-1) standard at
every monitoring location. The project increases at all receptors are 3 dBA 0

less. A 3 dBA or less increase would be imperceptible.

Projected operational and traffic noise increases result in generally small
increases above eXisting levels (on the order of 3 dBA or less). The resultin
noise environment is not expected to be perceived as different from the
existing noise environment. Noise standards are currently exceeded at all
receptors. No perceptible increase in noise levels would occur.

The city of Hopkins has indicated it believes that truck traffic might access
the facility by Second Av. S. even if that road were posted to prohibit truck
traffic (Rapp, 1985). Assuming that trucks would access from Second Av. S."
noise levels would be increased by an additional 3 dBA at receptors HDA, HDC
and HD4 (Section 3.7, DEIS). Under these conditions, noise levels at these
receptors would exceed standards and would increase over baseline levels by as
much as 7 dBA, a perceptible increase.

4.7.3.2.4 Minneapolis South

Existing noise levels at all receptors monitored in the vicinity of the
Minneapolis South transfer station site equal or exceed MPCA daytime,
residential (NAC-1) standards. Addition of the facility would increase
levels by 5 dBA or less. These increases would be barely perceptible.
levels would continue to exceed standards.

noise
Noise

Projected noise level increases at the residential area east of the site, as
well as at the boundary of Pioneer and Soldiers Cemetery, would be 5 dBA or
less. This increase would be barely perceptible. At the residential area
along Cedar Av. to the west, noise levels will not increase due to the project

4.7.3.2.5 73rd and Winnetka

'Although some additional noise at the transfer station is expected, it is
anticipated that noise levels would remain below MPCA limits. Operational
noise level increases would be in the range of Q to 5 dBA. Operation of the
facility may result in a perceptible noise increase.

4.7.3.2.6 Westwood

Facility operations alone would produce the following noise impacts at the moe
sensitive receptors: 62 dBA for L50 , 64 dBA for L10 and 65 dBA for Leq •
The impact of the facility alone would exceed the proposed MPCA noise standarc
(63 dBA for Leq ). The cumulative impact of the development of the site as a
transfer station would be 62 dBA for L50 , 65.5 dBA for L10 , and 65 dBA for
Leq • The impact of operating the facility on the Westwood site would be l-r)

exceed the current L10 noise standard, and it would also exceed the propd
Leq noise standard. Given the undeveloped nature of this industrial park
area, the impact on the residential area would be perceived as a doubling of
the noise at the residential area to the east of the site.

4-47



The'transportation impacts of the noise generated at the facility along County
Rd. 67 may be as great as 5 dBA. With background levels, the noise adjacent to
the roadway will be very close but should not exceed noise standards.

4.7.3.2.7 Railroad

The facility will slightly increase noise levels in the residential area. The
calculated noise generation for the facility at a distance of 800 feet
including the effect of the raised bed rail line is 59 for L50 , 56 for L10 ,
and 57 for Leq • Adding these noise levels to the background yields 60 for
L50 , 57 for L10 , and 61 for Leq • The elevation of noise level does not
exceed noise standards for the site. The 2 dBA rise in noise level is below
the threshold of perception.

The transportation impacts of the noise generated at the facility along County
Rd. 67 may be as great as 5 dBA. With background levels, the noise adjacent to
the roadway will be very close but should not exceed noise standards.

4.7.3.2.8 Greenhouse

The impact of facility operations alone would produce the following noise
impacts: 65 dBA for L50 , 67 dBA for L10 , and 68 dBA for Leq • The impact
of the facility alone would exceed both the current and proposed noise
standards. The cumulative impact of the development of the site as a transfer
station would be. 65 dBA for L50 , 67 dBA for L10 and 68 dBA for LeQ • Due
to the quiet nature of the surrounding area (existing levels of aoout 52 dBA),
the impact on the elementary school would be perceived as two-and-one-half

)times the noise currently at the site. .

The transportation impacts of the noise generated at the facility along County
Rd. 67 may be as great as 5 dBA. With background levels the noise adjacent to
the roadway will be very close but should not exceed noise standards.

4.7.3.2.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

Due to the distance to sensitive receptors and buffering aspects of existing
conditions near the site, increases in noise levels at these receptors would
be imperceptible (less than 3 dBA).

4.7.3.2.10 Pyrofax

Due to the distance to sensitive receptors and buffering aspects of existing
conditions near the site, increases in noise levels at these receptors would
be imperceptible (less than 3 dBA).

4.7.3.2.11 Airport Southwest

Readings near the site show that vehicle traffic on Hwy. 77 coupled with jet
aircraft noise exceed all existing and proposed MPCA standards. In addition,
the L90 reading (used to determine "background" noise since it represents the
level of noise exceeded 90 percent of the time) was 66 dBA. Although not part
of the regulations, this background noise level provides an indication of the

(west sound levels at a given location.

Since the existing noise levels at this location are so high, any additional
noise from a transfer station at this site would be imperceptible.
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4.7.3.2.12 1-494 and Nicollet

Due to the distance to sensitive receptors and buffering aspects of existing
conditions near the site, increases in noise levels at these receptors would
be imperceptible.

4.7.3.2.13 Freeway Landfill

The closest sensitive receptors for noise are located in excess of one mile
from the site. The attenuation of on-site noise from the site would reduce th
facility impact from approximately 70 dBA for LSO and Leq to less than 35
dBA at the receptor. Thirty-five dBA is much lower than the average urban
residential noise level of 55 dBA in the region. The site would not have a
measurable impact on noise at sensitive receptors.

4.7.3.3 Mitigations

Several mitigation measures could be employ~d to reduce noise generated by the
transfer stations. All vehicles accessing the facilities could be required tc
have adequate mufflers. Plant equipment should incorporate mufflers and
inSUlating material to reduce noise levels to a minimum. In addition,
designated truck routes should be specified to avoid residential
neighborhoods. For example, truck traffic could be restricted from the use of
Second Av. S. in Hopkins. Additional mitigative measures are discussed in thE
specific response to comments.



4.8 Utilit ies

4.8.1 Greyhound Site

4.8.1.1 Existing Conditions

Near the site, there is a 12-inch municipal water main that is buried along
Sixth Av. N., and an 8-inch main is located on Fifth st. N. An 8-inch water
line enters the existing Greyhound building.

Fire protection is provided by seven fire hydrants that are on three sides of
the site. There are no fire hydrants to the southeast of the site along the
railroad tracks. There are two hydrants along the northeast side of the site
near the intersection of Fifth Av. N.; two to the north along Sixth Av. N.; one
at Hoag and Sixth Av. S.; and two to the southwest along Seventh st. N. (HDR,
1985) •

Originally, the city's sewer system was built to carry both storm water runoff
and sewage; now, more than 50 percent of the .city has separated sewers. A 15­
inch sanitary sewer is located on Fifth Av. N. A 36-inch concrete storm drain
bisects the site.

The electric utility serving the site area, NSP, has an eXisting 13.8-kV, three­
phase overhead line on Sixth Av. N. The line is on the south side of the
street from Seventh to Sixth St. and on the north side of the street from Sixth
to Fifth st. There is customer service to one building on the site (HDR,

)1985). There are natural gas lines buried on Sixth Av. N. and Seventh Av. N.
bordering the site. The site is not served by the Minneapolis Energy Center
District heating system. The closest steam line to this site is located in
Sixth st. S. between Hennepin Av. and Nicollet Mall. The telephone utility,
Northwestern Bell, has a buried customer service line entering the site from
Sixth Av. N.

4.8.1 .2 Impac ts

The facility will require water for the following purposes: cooling water,
boiler makeup, plant water, domestic use and fire protection. Circu lation
water will be needed to offset cooling tower blowdown, cooling tower drift and
evaporation losses. Plant water is used for washdown and other auxiliary
purposes. Boiler makeup would be required for boiler blowdown.

On the average, approximately 864,000 gallons per day (gpd) of water will be
required. Peak water demand will not vary significantly.

A 1,400-linear foot, 10-inch main would be installed to loop the facility with
the existing city water mains buried along Sixth Av. N. and Fifth St. N. Six­
inch and 8-inch mains to connect the residue storage and processing buildings
would also be installed.

Fire protection water requirements will be established by insurance carriers of
the facility and by the city of Minneapolis. Based on Blount's proposal, fire
nrotection requirements would be 1,000 gallons per minute (gpm). Fire flow

)uld be supplied from the city system. A 10-inch loop design will provide
'\ ,000 gpm flow for a period of three hours, or 180,000 gallons for fire
pro teet ion.
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Wastewater will result from boiler blowdown, plant use, domestic waste and
cooling tower blowdown. All of this wastewater will be discharged to the
sanitary sewer. Average and peak flow to the sanitary sewer will be 80 gpm ~nl

200 gpm, respectively. Peak flows would occur only a small percentage of the
time. The average facility wastewater flows of 117,250 gpd would equal
approximately 3 percent of the remaining capacity allocated to the city of
Minneapolis by the Metropolitan Waste Control Commission.

A 36-inch diameter storm sewer that serves the eXisting site will be rerouted
to Sixth Av. N. and Fifth st. N. and increased to a 42-inch diameter. The
rerouted storm sewer will tie into the existing manhole at Sixth St. N. and
Sixth Av. N. Flow from the site would be discharged into a proposed storm
drainage tunnel located south of the existing railroad tracks. This tunnel is
in the preliminary planning stages.

The waste-to-energy facility will require electric service to supply a reliabl
source of power to plant auxiliaries. The service will be approximately 3,000
KVa. The resource recovery facility will produce 40 MW of electric power for
sale to NSP through a 13.8-KV under-ground interconnection to the utility's
Alrich substation. Electric conductors will be installed underground to
prevent any adverse visual impact. The facility will thus result in a net
increase in electrical production. NSP h~s available capacity to provide the
needed electrical requirements.

The facility will generate 200,000 pounds per hour of steam at a pressure of
300 psig, which would be available for export. A 12-inch steam line would be
required. Although a market for steam has not been negotiated, the prefer i
alternative is a steam line connection to the MEC steam line on the north le
of Seventh St. S. between Hennepin Av. and Nicollet Mall.

4.8.1.3 Mitigations

No significant impacts requiring mitigation were identified.

4.8.2 Pacific st.

4.8.2.1 Existing Conditions

The utility requirements for the facility are described for the Greyhound site
(above). The facility will require a 10-inch water main to service the water
needs. The necessary facilities are available on Second St. and may be
extended to the facility. The facility will require an 8-inch service line
connected to the sewer system at 26th Av. N.

The runoff from the site is currently going to storm sewers on site. The
project would decrease demand on the existing storm sewer service.

4.8.2.2 Impacts

The waste-to-energy facility will require electric service to supply a reliab:
source of power to plant auxiliaries. The service will be approximately 3,00(
KVa. The resource recovery facility will produce 40 MW of electric power for
sale to NSP through a 13.8-KV underground interconnection. Electric con tOl

will be installed underground to prevent any adverse visual impact.
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The facility would generate 200,000 pounds per hour of steam at a pressure of
300 psig, which would be available for export. A 12-inch steam line would be
required. Although a market for steam has not been negotiated, the preferred
alternative is a steam line connection to the MEC steam line on the north side
of Seventh st. S. between Hennepin Av. and Nicollet Mall. The cost for
construction of the steam line would be approximately $15,777,000.

4.8.2.3 Mitigations

No significant impacts requir ing mitigation were identified.

4.8.3 Transfer Stations

4.8.3.1 EXisting Conditions

4.8.3.1.1 Bloomington East

An8-inch cast iron water main is located on W. 96th st. There is also a 6­
inch water line at the property line of the proposed site at the intersection
of Girard Av·. S. and W. 96th St. The static pressure is 65 psi and the
residual pressure is 41 psi at a flow of 7,090 gpm, measured at W. 94th St. and
Pennsylvania Av. S. (HDR,1985).

A 24-inch ductile main serves eXisting fire hydrants along W. 96th between
Girard Av. S. and the west frontage road. The fire hydrant at Freemont Av. S.,
north of W. 96th st., is connected to this line. Other fire hydrants are
,located at Irving Av. S., Humboldt Av. S. and Girard Av. S.
I .

A 48-inch reinforced concrete sanitary sewer is located 30 feet south of the
north right-of-way for W. 96th st. There is also a 6-inch sewer service
stubbed to the property line of the proposed site at Humboldt Av. N. and W.
96th st.

Bloomington's storm and sanitary sewers are separated. Bloomington's storm
water drainage system consists of ponding or holding areas and manmade and
natural drainage ways (Bloomington Comprehensive Plan, 1980). An existing 18­
inch reinforced concrete storm sewer is located on W. 96th St. The storm sewer
flows to the east and ties into a manhole in the west frontage road of I-35W.

Electrical service in Bloomington is provided by NSP. NSP maintains a grounded
midpoint delta transformer bank on the property, with a 50/100-kVA pole-mounted
cluster. A 13.9-kV overhead line is adjacent to the property on W. 96th st.

Northwestern Bell maintains a buried underground cable at the northwest corner
of W. 96th St. and Humboldt Av. S., adjacent to the site with a service line
into the site proper. A 2-inch, 60-psi natural gas line is also buried on W.
96th st.

4.8.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

An 8-inch ductile iron municipal water main is buried in the right-of-way of
Winnetka Av. N., and a 12-inch water main is located in a 20-foot easement

jmediately south of the proposed site.

The two closest fire hydrants to the site are located at the southern property
line and Winnetka Circle, 120 feet from Winnetka Av. N., and 150 feet north of
the southern site boundary at Winnetka Av. N. (HDR, 1985).
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An existing 8-inch sanitary sewer is located in Winnetka Av. N., 10 feet e[
of the 8-inch water line. A 10-inch sanitary sewer is located in the same ~v~

foot easement as the 12-inch water main. The 8-inch sewer ties into the 10­
inch sewer at a manhole 2 feet west of the center line of the Winnetka Av. N.
right-of-way (HDR, 1985).

A system of storm sewer laterals, subtrunks and trunk lines serves this portio
of Brooklyn Park. An 18-inch storm sewer begins approximately 600 feet south
of the southern site boundary and flows north towards the site. The line ties
into a 48-inch storm sewer which, in turn, ties into a 78-inch storm sewer.

There are two gas mains in Winnetka Av. N~: a 12-inch, 175-psi line located 19
feet west of the east right-of-way, and a 2-inch, 60-psi line located 13 feet
east of the 12-inch line (HDR, 1985).

NSP maintains a 13.8-kV, three-phase overhead line on the west side of Winnetk
Av. N. adjacent to the east side of the site, but there are no customer servic
lines into the property. Northwestern Bell has a partial overhead cable syste
on the west side of Winnetka Av. N., changing to an underground system adjacen
to the east side of the project site; however, there is no customer phone
service on the site property (HDR, 1985).

4.8.3.1.3 Hopkins

A 16-inch ductile water main is located north of the site in Third St. S., anc
a 6-inch cast iron water main is buried in Sixth Av. S. west of the site.
There is one fire hydrant along Sixth Av. S., approximate ly 140 feet nor t. f
the southern site boundary. The static pressure is 70 psi, and the residual
pressure is 69 psi at a flow at 4,475 gpm measured at a fire hydrant at the
northeast corner of the site. At the southwest corner of the site, the static
pressure is 75 psi and the residual pressure is 70 psi, at a flow of 2,306 gpn
(HDR, 1985).

Storm and sanitary sewers in Hopkins are separated. Storm sewers discharge
into Minnehaha Creek and Nine-Mile Creek. A sanitary sewer manhole, connectec
to an 8-inch sanitary sewer line, is located approximately 25 feet south of tr
sou thern boundary of the Hopkins DOT site.

There is an existing NSP 13.8-kV, three-phase overhead line on the north side
of Third St. S. from Fifth Av. and a tapped single-phase line south on the ea:
side of Sixth Av. These lines are adjacent, but not within, the property
bounds. There is a 13.8-kV, three-phase overhead service into the property, I

a pole-mounted cluster transformer bank adjacent to an existing bUilding on tl
site (HDR, 1985).

4.8.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

The municipal water supply system presently serves the eXisting transfer
station building.

Water is provided through a 6-inch line on 20th Av. S. There are fire hydran
at the corner of 20th Av. S. and E. 29th st., and approximately 80 feet itt
of the nor thern property line on 20th Av. S. There is no fire protec tioL.
system at the existing solid waste transfer facility (HDR, 1985).
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A 12-inch clay sanitary sewer pipe serves the site from the 'corner of E. 29th
Av. and 20th Av. S. Storm water runoff from the site is collected by the catch
basins in 20th Av. S., approximately 180 feet to the north of the northern
property line (HDR, 1985).

NSP has an existing overhead three-phase, 13.8-kV primary line on the east side
of 19th Av., adjacent to the site. There is customer service into the property
in the northwest quadrant of the site. The 1-1/4-inch gas building service is
tied into the 8-inch, 175-psi steel main in E. 29th st. (HDR, 1985).

The telephone utility, Northwestern Bell, has a buried underground cable on the
west side of 20th Av. S. which ties into the property at the southeast quadrant
(HDR, 1985).

4.8.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka

An '8-inch ductile iron municipal water main is buried in the right-of-way of
Winnetka Av. N.

An existing 8-inch sanitary sewer is located in Winnetka Av. N. This sewer
line flows south approximately 2,000 feet to a 10-inch subtrunk line that flows
in a westerly direction. The subtrunk connects to an interceptor line just
west of Shingle Creek.

A system of storm water laterals, subtrunks and trunk lines serves this portion
of Brooklyn Park. A catch basin located approximately 80 feet south of the
site connects an 18-inch pipe with a 78-inch concrete storm sewer. This 78­
linch sewer directs storm water runoff west until it discharges into Shingle
Creek (Len the, 1985).

There are two gas mains in Winnetka Av. N.: a 12-inch, 175-psi line located 19
feet west of the east right-of-way, and a 2-inch, 60-psi line located 13 feet
east of the 12-inch line (HDR,1985).

NSP maintains a 13.8-kV, 3-phase overhead line on the west side of Winnetka
Av'. N. adjacent to the east side of the site. Northwestern Bell provides
telephone service on the west side of Winnetka Av. N.

4.8.3.1.6 Westwood

A 6-inch water service line for domestic water and fire protection to the
building will be provided. The bUilding water service line would tie into the
city water main in Bury Dr. This line is adequate for facility water
requirements. The transfer station's water demand represents an insignificant
percentage (less than 1 percent) of the average daily municipal water demand.

The facility wastewater discharge would be 100 gpd. A 4-inch sanitary sewer
line from the building to the existing sanitary sewer in Bury Dr. at the
northern border of the site would be required.

The development of the site and paved area would result in a 25-year, one-hour
storm flow of 6.3 cfs. An 8-inch diameter storm sewer would be required to

lovide the necessary drainage.
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The building would require a connected load of approximately 25 Kva, which 0~

adequately be provided by the existing 13.8-Kv line. Since this site is al
eXisting commercial/industrial area, the eXisting NSP electric distribution
system will accommodate building requirements with only minor on-site changes
and no required off-site changes.

Low-pressure natural gas from Minnegasco would be required for the facility ani
would likely be provided from their three-inch, 60-psi line on Bury Dr. The
facility will require telephone service, which would be provided to the
building by Northwestern Bell.

4.8.3.1.7 Railroad

A 6-inch water service ~ine for domestic water and fire protection to the
building would be provided. The building water service line would tie into th
city water main in Industrial Dr. This line is adequate for facility water
requirements. The transfer station's water demand represents an insignificant
percentage (less than 1 percent) of the average daily municipal water demand.

The facility wastewater discharge would be 100 gpd. A 4-inch sanitary sewer
line from the bUilding to the eXisting sanitary sewer in Industrial Dr. at the
northern border of the site will be required.

The development of the site and paved area would result in a 25-year, one-hour
storm flow of 9.5 cfs. A 10-inch diameter storm sewer would be required to
provide the necessary drainage. Catch or sedimentation basins would be
required for water discharged to Nine-Mile Creek.

The building would require a connected load of approximate 25 Kva, which can
adequately be provided by the existing 13.8-Kv line. Since this site is an
existing commercial/industrial area, the existing NSP electric distribution
system would accommodate building requirements with only minor on-site change~

and no required off-site changes.

Low-pressure natural gas from Minnegasco would be required for the facility aT
would likely be provided from their three-inch, 60-psi line on Industrial Dr.
The facility will require telephone service, which would be provided to the
bUilding by Northwestern Bell.

4.8.3.1.8 Greenhouse

All necessary on-site utilities are present as described in the Westwood
discussion (above). MUnicipal services and utilities must be extended to the
exact location of the facility.

4.8.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

Currently, water is supplied to the site by a water line located beneath
Hampshire Av. along the eastern boundary of the site. This supply line is
connected to a 12-inch water main located beneath West Lake St.

Sanitary sewer service in the city is provided by a local collection system
that connects to four metropolitan interceptors owned and operated by tt
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission. One of these interceptors is loca~ed

beneath W. Lake st. on the north side of the site. Local sewage collection
pipes are located beneath both Hampshire Av. on the east, and Monitor Av. on
the west.
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storm water runoff from the site would be collected by a storm sewer line
located beneath Monitor Av. This line is' part of the local collection system
that serves most of the city. Storm water is collected and directed to a
system of ponding areas that provide temporary storage until discharged at
various points within the city and allowed to leave the city.

Natural gas, electrical and telephone services are provided throughout the city
of st. Louis Park. Investigations indicated capacities adequate to serve the
requirements of a transfer station at this site.

4.8.3.1.10 Pyrofax

Currently, water is supplied to the site by a water line located beneath
Hampshire Av. along the eastern boundary of the site. This supply line is
connected to a 12-inch water main located beneath W. Lake st.

Sanitary sewer service in the city is provided by a local collection system
that connects to four metropolitan interceptors owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission. One of these interceptors is located
beneath W. Lake St. on the north side of the site. Local sewage collection
pipes are located beneath both Hampshire Av. on the east, and Monitor Av. on
the west.

Storm water runoff from the site would be collected by a storm sewer line
located beneath Monitor Av. This line is part of the local collection system
~hat serves most of the city. Storm water is collected and directed to a
system of ponding areas that provide temporary storage until discharged at
various points within the city and allowed to leave the city.

Natural gas, electrical and telephone services are provided throughout the city
of St. Louis Park and appear to have capacities adequate to serve the
requirements of a transfer station at this site.

4.8.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

The only utility currently provided at the Airport Southwest site is storm
sewers. A high-capacity storm sewer, 10 feet high by 7.5 feet wide, carries
storm water runoff parallel to I-494 and eventually discharges into the
Minnesota River.

All other utilities (that is, sanitary sewer, water supply, electrical service,
natural gas and telephone service) are provided to the Metropolitan Transit
Commission garage adjacent to the east of the site. Available information
indicates that these services, with capacities sufficient for transfer station
operations, could be extended to serve this site.

4.8.3.1.12 I-494 and Nicollet

The water distribution network consists of storage reservoirs and various sized
distribution mains. Distribution mains literally surround the site, as they
are located south of I-494; beneath Nicollet Av.; beneath 80th st. W.; and

peath Lyndale Av.
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Although central sanitary sewer service is provided throughout Bloomington,
some on-site systems remain, including this site. A trunk sewer line is
available at 79th St. W. with adequate capacity to serve the 100 gallons pe.
day generated by a transfer station.

storm drainage in this area is provided by storm sewers which carry runoff to
natural or manmade ponding areas. Adequate storm draining facilities exist at
the site.

Electrical service to the site would be provided by the Northern State Power
Company's Wilson substation located just to the east of the site.

Minnegasco's Dakota station has natural gas mains running beneath both Lyndale
Av. and Nicollet Av. Natural gas service appears available and adequate at th
site.

4.8.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

City sewer and water services are located at the southeastern edge of the
site. Connections and site development would be required to extend services t
the transfer station. The transfer station's water demand represents an
insignificant percentage (less than 1 percent) of the average daily municipal
water demand.

The facility wastewater discharge will be 100 gpd. A four-inch sanitary sewer
line from the building to the existing sanitary sewer at the sou theast corner
of the site will be required.

The building would require a connected load of approximately 25 Kva, which car.
adequately be provided by the existing 13.8-Kv line. Since this site is an
existing commercial/industrial area, the eXisting NSP electric distribution
system will accommodate bUilding requirements with only minor on-site changes
and no required off-site changes.

Low-pressure natural gas would be required for the facility and would likely t
prOVided by propane storage on site. The facility would require telephone
service, which would be provided to the building by Northwestern Bell.

4.8.3.2 Impacts

4.8.3.2.1 All Transfer Stations

The water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, gas, fire protection, electric and
telephone service requirements for all the transfer stations will be similar.
A facility consisting of a tipping area, load-out area, and minimal office
space and toilet facilities will require the following utility capacities:

- 2-inch domestic water service (35 gpm peak flow--500 gpd total).
- 4-inch sanitary sewer (25 gpm--100-gpd total).
- 10-inch storm sewer (1.92 cfs--862 gpm).
- 6-inch fire protection service (850 gpm).
- 1-1/4-inch low-pressure gas service or smaller, depending on final buildi\

heating reqUirements.
- 100-ampere, 120/240-volt, single-phase (assuming a connected load of JSS

than 25 kVA--in excess of 50-kVA, three-phase service will be required).
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4.8.3.2.2 Bloomington East

Except as noted below, all existing utility services are provided at the site
and are adequate to meet the needs of a transfer station.

The facility would require a connected load of 25 KVa, which can be provided by
100-ampere, 120/240-volt single-phase service. NSP had adequate capacity to
provide this 25-KVa load. The eXisting on-site electrical service will be
replaced with more compatible service to meet facility demand. The primary
13.8-Kv line adjacent to the property will be adequate to carry the required
load.

Low-pressure natural gas service will be required for the facility. Minnegasco
has an existing 2~inch, 60-psi natural gas service line buried along W. 96th
st. and would provide gas service to the bUilding. Required telephone service
would be provided by Northwestern Bell.

4.8.3.2.3 Brooklyn Park East

Except as noted below, all existing utility services are provided at the site
and are adequate to meet the needs of a transfer st~tion.

The new building and paved area would result in a 25-year, one-hour, 2.4-inch
storm flow of 12.5 cfs. A 10-inch diameter storm sewer would be required. Two
options exist for storm drainage. The first alternative entails connecting a
facility storm sewer to the existing 78-inch storm sewer which has an invert
,elevation of 866.20. Alternatively, site storm runoff may be collected and
)then independently discharged into Shingle Creek. The proposed building
location's eXisting grade of 875 would allow gravity flow of the storm water to
the Shingle Creek outfall at an invert elevation of 871 feet. In addition to
the storm drainage line, two catch basins would be constructed.

The facility would require a connected load of approximately 25 KVa, which can
adequately be provided by the existing overhead 13.8-Kv line. An overhead or
underground service into the site would have to be installed and would be
provided by NSP. NSP h~s adequate capacity to provide the service.

Low-pressure natural gas service would be required for the facility. Natural
gas service would be from either the 12-inch, 175-psi or the 2-inch, 60-psi gas
mains on Winnetka Av. N. to the facility. A one- or two-line overhead or
underground telephone service could be provided to the site. Although there is
an underground cable system adjacent to the east side of the project site,
there is at present no customer phone service to the site proper.

4.8.3.2.4 Hopkins

Except as noted below, all existing utility services are provided at the site
and are adequate to meet the needs of a transfer station.

The building would require a connected load of approximately 25 Kva, which can
adequately be provided by the existing 13.8-Kv line. Since this site is an
eXisting commercial/industrial area, the existing NSP electr ic distr ibu tion

{stem has adequate capacity to accommodate bUilding require~ents with only
"linor on-site changes and no required off-site changes.
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Low-presSure natural gas from Minnegasco would be required for the facility qr
would likely be provided from their 3-inch, 60-psi line on Third Av. S. T;
existing 1-inch line on site would not accommodate the proposed facility's
load, and would have to be relocated to permit excavation and construction of
new buildings and loads. The facility would require telephone service which
would be provided to the building by Northwestern Bell.

4.8.3.2.5 Minneapolis South

The site presently is used by the city as a solid waste transfer station, and
the existing sewer and water lines are adequate to serve the proposed project'
domestic and sanitary sewer needs. Further, the present site is nearly 100
percent covered by buildings and pavement, and no increase in site runoff or
storm water handling system requirements are anticipated. Rather, a slight
decrease in runoff is expected. The present facility does not have an
automatic fire protection system, and thus the proposed station would require
new 6-inch water main for fire protection. The 6-inch main in 20th Av. S. is
adequate to provide this service.

The present NSP distribution system will accommodate any feasible building
facility requirement with minor on-site changes and no required off-site
changes. TelephQne service exists at the site and may require minor
modifications which would be performed by Northwestern Bell.

4.8.3.2.6 Alternativ~ Transfer Station Sites

Of the nine sites included in the E1S as alternative lqcations for transf
stations, only two (National Lead/Golden Au to, and 1-494 and Nicollet) hav ~ a
necessary services provided to the site itself. The remaining seven sites
would require relatively short extensions of utilities. Typically the servici
are available along roads near or adjacent to the sites.

4.8.3.3 Mitigations

No significant impacts requiring mitigation were identified.

To minimize impacts on Nine-Mile Creek, a sedimentation basin is recommended
at the Railroad site.
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4.9 Socioeconomics

,4.9.1 Greyhound Site

4.9.1.1 Existing Conditions

The Greyhound site is located in an older, fully developed commercial,and
industrial area of the city. The EIS discusses eXisting socioeconomic
conditions such as housing, employment, population, community sevices, property
values and taxing authorities. Of these, property values and tax losses may be
the areas most affected by the facility. Currently, the total assessed value
of the Greyhound site is $978,850. Property tax revenues are currently
$134,721 annually.

4.9.1.2 Impacts

New employment opportunities would be created by the construction and
operational phases of the facility. A preliminary estimate of the construction
labor force for the resource recovery facility is an average of 130 persons
with a possible peak of 210 persons. Approximately $26 million of the
project's $70 million capital cost would be paid for labor during
construction. During plant operations, about 45 persons would be employed at
the Greyhound site.

Concern has been expressed that the proposed facility could adversely affect
the property values of industrial and commercial properties adjacent to the
site, due to perceived potential facility nuisance impacts such as: noise,
odors, traffic and appearance. This issue of property values is dependent upon
many factors external to facility operation (such as interest rates) which
could affect the market for and value of property in the area. These other
factors cou ld modify or ou tweigh any negative impacts of the proposed facility.

Opinions expressed by the Minneapolis City Assessor's Office concerning the
resource recovery facility (Bernier, Minneapolis City Assessor's Office, County
of Hennepin, 1985) are that the development would have no impact, or possibly
even a positive impact, on property values. The assessor's office felt that
any possible adverse effects would be due primarily to a perceived negative
image of resource recovery facilities.

Concern has been expressed regarding the impact of the facilities on adjacent
property values. No conclusive evidence exists to categorically show that
resource recovery facilities reduce the value of adjacent properties.

Taxing authorities that include the Greyhound site within their jurisdiction
would experience a net tax gain as a result of development of the resource
recovery facility. The operator of the facility will lease the site land from
the county and will pay property taxes on the leased real property of the site
(County of Hennepin, July 27, 1985).

The total annual property tax revenues from the Greyhound site would increase
from $134,721 at present (County of Hennepin, July 2, 1985), to approximately
$955,000 (payable in 1991). Because the total assessed value of the site would

1,SO increase--from $978,850 (County of Hennepin, July 2, 1985) to
)proximately $8,775,000 (Evenson-Dodge, Inc., September 1985)--this tax gain

would be spread among all the taxing authorities. The entire Twin Cities
Metropolitan Area would benefit from the increased tax revenues collected
through the area-wide fiscal disparities rate.
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Present annual residential collection and disposal ranges from $78 to $115
household. Annual residential collection and disposal fees without the
proposed system are expected to reach $84 to $121 per household by 1990.
Residential solid waste fees could be increased further to $97 to $134 per
household as a result of new MPCA regulatory and design requirements on
landfills.

Potential markets for the energy produced by the resource recovery facility
have been identified as NSP for electricity, and the Minneapolis Energy Center
the Metropolitan Medical Center and the Soo Line Railroad for steam (HDR, June
18, 1985). At present, no agreements have been finalized with any of these
parties.

4.9.1.3 Mitigations

The county could allow a private party to develop the sites (own and operate),
thereby being subject to pay property taxes. Development of all the sites
represents lost opportunity costs to utilize the sites for other purposes.
Estimates and discussion of lost opportunity costs are discussed in Part 3,
Response to Comments.

4.9.2 Pacific St.

4.9.2.1 Existing Conditions

The proposed facility would be located almost one-fourth of a mile away frnm
any substantial residential development. Impacts to the general populati ~l

to housing in the census tract in which the proposed facility would be locate<
are not anticipated.

The current assessed value of the Pacific st. site is $1,712,400.

4.9.2.2 Impacts

New employment opportunities would be created by the construction (as many as
210 employees) and operation (45 employees) phases of the resource recovery
facility.

The use of the site as a resource recovery facility represents a heavier
industrial use than the existing uses. The facility may enhance the industri
area in which it sits. The construction of the resource recovery facility on
the site may improve property values in the area. The production of steam
could attract new industry to redevelop the area, improving the general
industrial area.

The Pacific st. site contains one parcel under construction with an assessed
value of $1,712,400 (County of Hennepin, July 2, 1985; property tax records).
The taxing authorities of jurisdiction would lose $165,213.13 annually (1985
assessments) in revenues as a result of county purchase of the parcels.
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4.9.2.3 Mitigations

The county could allow a private party to develop the sites (own and operate),
thereby being subject to pay property taxes. Development of all the sites
represents lost opportunity costs to utilize the sites for other purposes.
Estimates and discussion of lost opportunity costs are discussed in Part 3,
Response to Comments.

4.9.3 Transfer Stations

4.9.3.1 Existing Conditions

The response to comments section (Part 3) discusses additional investigation
and analysis of the potential impact of a transfer station on property values
near a site, as well as the lost opportunity cost for a tax exempt transfer
station.

4.9.3.1.1 Bloomington East

The proposed transfer station would be located within a light industrial and
commercial area. The closest residential lands are 1,500 feet south of the
site. As a result, displacement of the area's population and housing should
not occur.

The parcel of land within the Bloomington East transfer station site is
privately held and thus contributes to the taxing authorities of jurisdiction.
pnce purchased by the county for construction of a transfer station, the parcel
~ould not be subject to property tax.

The current assessed value of Bloomington East property currently under
industrial use is $269,898.

4.9.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East

The proposed facility would be located almost half a mile away from any
substantial residential development. The facility would result in the
displacement of one home. Impacts, however, to the general population and to
housing in the census tract in which the proposed facility would be located are
not anticipated.

The Brooklyn Park East site contains three parcels (one residential, two vacant
industrial zoned lots) with a combined assessed value of $110,700 (County of
Hennepin, July 2, 1985; property tax records).

4.9.3.1.3 Hopkins

The proposed facility would be located in the middle of a narrow industrial
corridor. While there are industrial and commercial lands surrounding the site
to the west, north and northeast, there are significant residential lands in
close proximity (700 to 1,000 feet) to the south and east. This neighborhood
is characterized by a slightly higher income and median home value than the
city as a whole. It is not anticipated that the facility would result in

)splacement of any. homes or persons.
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The Hopkins DOT site is publicly held and is thus not assessed for property
taxes. Development of the transfer station would not alter the tax exempt
status of the parcels, and the taxing authorities with jurisdiction would
neither gain nor lose revenues.

4.9.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

The proposed facility would be located in a relatively populated
which is generally lower in income than the city as an average.
are a limited number of residential properties adjacent to or in
vicinity of the site.

census tracts
However, ther
the immediate

Parcels within the Minneapolis South transfer station site are publicly held
and thus are not assessed for property taxes. Development of the tranfer
station would not alter the tax exempt status of the parcels, and taxing
authorities would neither gain nor lose revenues.

4.9.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka

Structures on the' site are a house used as an office, and buildings used for
the vehicle salvage business currently in operation. South of the site is a
relatively new truck repair business.

The assessed market value of land parcels at the proposed transfer station sit
is $47,240.

4.9.3.1.6 Westwood

The proposed facility would be located almost half a mile away from any
substantial residential development. Impacts to the general population and tc
housing in the census tract in which the proposed facility would be located ar
not anticipated.

The Westwood site contains one parcel currently under construction with an
assessed value of $50,400.

4.9.3.1.7 Railroad

The proposed facility would be located almost one-fourth of a mile away from
any substantial residential development. Impacts to the general popu lation al
to housing in the census tract in which the proposed facility would be locate(
are not anticipated.

The Railroad site contains one developed parcel with an assessed value of
$122,700.

4.9.3.1.8 Greenhouse

The proposed facility would be located almost half a mile away from any
substantial residential development. Impacts to the general population and t,
housing in the census tract in which the proposed facility would be located a
not anticipated.

The Greenhouse site contains three parcels with an assessed value of $2L JOG
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4.9.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

The National Lead/Golden Auto site is located in an industrial area of the city
of st. Louis Park. Surrounding land uses in the area include: an NSP
substation, a manufacturing company, an automobile service station and a
welding supply company. Immediately west of the site is a vacant industrial
property. South and east of the site are elevated railroads that screen the
site from residential areas.

The National Lead site contains two parcels with an assessed value of $164,320.

4.9.3.1.10 Pyrofax

The Pyrofax site is located in an industrial area of the city of St. Louis
Park. Nearby land uses in the area include: an NSP substation, a manufacturing
company, an automobile service station and a welding supply company.
Foundations of the previous business (Pyrofax) remain. South and east of the
site are elevated railroads that screen the site from residential areas.

The Pyrofax site contains two parcels with an assessed value of $209,360.

4.9.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

There are no records of assessed values for parcels within the Airport site
since it is tax exempt land.

4.9.3.1.12 1-494 and Nicollet

The 1-494 and Nicollet Av. site and surrounding area has been used as a
commercial and industrial site for some time.

This site contains five parcels with an assessed value of $603,744.

4.9.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

The facility is zoned industrial and will be taxed at a very low rate
associated with vacant land after the landfill closes. Little capacity remains
at the landfill and it is expected to close in the near future.

4.9.3.2 Impacts

The facility, due to its proximity and current use, is not expected to have
an impact on the socioeconomics of Burnsville.

4.9.3.2.1 Bloomington East

The effect of the proposed industrial facility on nearby property values cannot
be completely predicted.

The proposed transfer station would be located in an area where there is a mix
of office, industrial and commercial businesses. There has been little recent
development activity in this area and little turnover of properties on which to

)se speculation of the sensitivity of market values in the area. High demand
_jr both commercial and heavy industrial properties is focused elsewhere in the
city. The Bloomington assessor's office stated that there were too many
variables to completely assess the impact of the facility on property values,
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and that impacts could range from none to negative. A private appraiser
supported this statement of uncertainty as to what property value impacts r. 1

be, but did reflect that the proposed facility might negatively affect
property. However, he stressed that impacts would be dependent upon the volum
of truck traffic, distance separation and buffers between the facility and
nearby properties, and the facility design, volume and hours of operation.

The current assessed value of the Bloomington East parcel, currently under
industrial use, is $269,898. Taxing authorities would lose $28,450 annually
(1985 assessments) in revenues as a result of the county's purchase of the
parcel.

The revenue loss of $6,480 through the area-wide fiscal disparities tax would
be shared by all counties in the seven-county Twin Cities Metropolitan Area
(Minn. stat. 1984).

4.9.3.2.2 Brooklyn Park East

The effect of an industrial facility on nearby property values cannot be
completely predicted. The proposed facility would be located in an area of
industrial and commercial expansion slated for industrial growth. As a result
of demand for industrial property, development of industrial tracts and
industrial property values within Brooklyn Park has been increasing in recent
years (Brooklyn Park Assessor's Offices, 1985). Both the city assessor's
office and a private appraiser were contacted regarding their views of the
proposed transfer station on property values. Neither would offer any
definitive conclusions. However, the private appraiser did feel that
compliance with city zoning requirements (regarding nuisance impacts such
odor, noise, etc.) could preclude impacts to neighboring properties, such as
Northland Industrial Park. The proposed site, while inconsistent with its
zoning designation of light industrial, would, if properly designed and
operated, comply with nuisance standards and standards regarding landscaping
and setback requirements. The private appraiser also indicated that the effe<
of the proposed facility on the property values of adjacent industrial and
commercial lands would be influenced by supply and demand relationships
( Or lang, 1985).

The taxing authorities of jurisdiction would lose $11,949 annually (1985
assessments) in revenues as a result of county purchase of the parcels.

The three parcels also have a combined debt of $6,727 for special assessments
levied by the city; however, the city would require payment of this amount at
the time of the ownership transfer. The parcels are undeveloped and are not
subject to the area-wide fiscal disparities tax.

4.9.3.2.3 Hopkins

The Hopkins City Assessor's Office (Renne, 1985) has expressed an opinion tha
property values would decline as a result of implementation of the proposed
transfer station, given its proximity to residential neighborhoods and new
development. The assessor's office also indicated that property values for
specialized industrial properties, that is, food warehouses, would also be
affec ted. A decline in property values of at least 5 percent for both l' VI

estimated by the assessor's office.
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A private appraiser (Johnson, 1985) stated that heavy atypical traffic usually
impacts property values and can result in eventual blighting of an area. This
appraiser indicated that traffic may be the most bothersome aspect of the
facility. Similarly, the city of Hopkins attorney and the Hopkins Main Street
Project have voiced similar concerns about decreased values resulting from
facility traffic.

The Hopkins DOT site is publicly held and is thus not assessed for property
taxes. Development of the transfer station would not alter the tax exempt
status of the parcels, and the taxing authorities with jurisdiction wcu1d
neither gain nor lose revenues.

4.9.3.2.4 Minneapo lis South

The proposed structure could be less visible than the existing one. Contruc­
tion of a new transfer station on this site, however, would only result in the
replacement of an aging facility with a more modern structure. Therefore, its
impact should be positive.

4.9.3.2.5 73rd and Winnetka

The assessed value of parcels of land at this site if $47,240. Total tax loss
if this site were to be developed as public land (transfer station) would be
approximately $6,444.

4.9.3.2.6 Westwood

;he effect of an industrial facility on nearby property values cannot be
completely predicted. The proposed facility would be located in an area of
industrial and commercial expansion slated for industrial growth. As a result
of demand for industrial property, development of industrial tracts and
industrial property values within Eden Prairie has been increasing in recent
years (Metropolitan Council, 1984). A private appraiser did feel that
compliance with city zoning requirements (regarding nuisance impacts such as
odor, noise, etc.) could preclude impacts to neighboring properties in Brooklyn
Park. Eden Prairie is experiencing similar growth in commercial and industrial
activity. The proposed site, while inconsistent with its zoning designation of
light industrial, would, if properly designed and operated, comply with
nuisance standards and standards regarding landscaping and setback
requirements. The private appraiser also indicated that the effect of the
proposed facility on the property values of adjacent industrial and commercial
lands would be influenced by supply and demand relationships.

The Westwood industrial site contains one parcel under construction with an
assessed value of $50,400 (County of Hennepin, July 2, 1985; property tax
records). The taxing authorities of jurisdiction would lose $5,392.28 annually
(1985 assessments) in revenues as a result of county purchase of the parcels.

4.9.3.2.7 Railroad

The use of the site as a transfer station represents a lighter industrial use
than the existing asphalt plant. The city of Eden Prairie has stated that it
~y enhance the industrial area in which the facility is 10tated. The con­
)~uction of the transfer station on the site may improve property values in

the area.
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The Railroad site contains one developed parcel with an assessed value of
$122,700 (County of Hennepin, July 2, 1985; property tax records). The ta:
authorities of jurisdiction woold lose $4,672 ..77 annually (1985 assessments) i
revenues as a result of county purchase of the parcels.

4.9.3.2.8 Greenhouse

The effect of an industrial facility on nearby property values cannot be
completely predicted. The proposed facility would be located in a mature area
of industrial and commercial development. As a result of demand for industria
property, development of industrial tracts and industrial property values
within Eden Prairie has been increasing in recent years (Metropolitan COuncil,
1984). A private appraiser did feel that compliance with city zoning
requirements (regarding nuisance impacts such as odor, noise, etc.) could
preclude impacts to neighboring properties in Brooklyn Park. The proposed
site, while inconsistent with its zoning designation of light industrial,
would, if properly designed and operated, comply with nuisance standards and
standards regarding landscaping and setback requirements. The private
appraiser also indicated that the effect of the proposed facility on the
property values of adjacent industrial and commercial lands would be influencE
by supply and demand relationships.

The Greenhouse site contains three parcels with an assessed value of $227,000
(County of Hennepin, July 2, 1985; property tax records). The taxing
authorities of jurisdiction woold lose $7,979.42 annually (1985 assessments) !
revenues as a result of county purchase of the parcels.

4.9.3.2.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

The National Lead/Golden Auto site is subject to the following taxing
authorities: Hennepin COunty, the city of st. Louis Park, Independent School
District 283 and the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District. Property tax losses
if this site were to develop as a transfer station (public land) would be
approximately $25,457.

4.9.3.2.10 Pyrofax

The Pyrofax site is subject to the following taxing authorities: Hennepin
County, the city of St. Louis Park, Independent School District 283 and the
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District. Total tax losses, should this site devel,
as a county-owned transfer station, would be approximately $29,390.

4.9.3.2.11 Airport Southwest

The Airport Southwest site is publicly held and is not assessed for property
taxes. Development of a transfer station at this site would not alter the ta
exempt status, and the taxing authorities with jurisdiction would neither gai
nor lose revenues.

4.9.3.2.12 I-494 and Nicollet

The parcels of land within the I-494 and Nicollet Av. site are privately ~elc

and thus contribute to the taxing authorities of jurisdiction. Once pUl l.SE
by the county for the construction of a transfer station, the parcels would r
be subject to property tax.
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The current assessed value of the parcels currently under industrial use is
$603,744. Taxing authorities would lose $63,737 annually (1985 assessments) in
revenues as a result of the county's purchase of the parcel.

4.9.3.2.13 Freeway Landfill

The facility is zoned industrial and will be taxed at a very low rate
associated with vacant land after the landfill closes (anticipated closure is
December 1985).' The facility, due to its proximity and current use, is not
expected to have an impact on the socioeconomics of Burnsville.

4.9.3.3 Mitigations

Operation of the transfer stations by the county would reduce real estate tax
payments at the Bloomington East, Brooklyn Park, 73rd and Winnetka, Westwood,
Railroad, Greenhouse, National Lead, Pyro fax , and 1-494 and Nicollet sites and,
to some extent, the Freeway Landfill site.

Concern has been expressed regarding the impact of the facilities on adjacent
property values. No conclusive evidence exists to categorically show that
resource recovery facilities reduce the value of adjacent properties. However,
if the facilities were not constructed, the potential for changes in property
values from transfer station facilities would be eliminated.

The county could allow a private party to develop the sites (own and operate),
thereby being subject to pay property taxes. Developers could also utilize the
publicly owned sites, such as the Hopkins site, for profit-making purposes (if
lche county would sell the land). Development of all the sites represents lost
opportunity costs to utilize the sites for other purposes. The city of Hopkins
has provided an estimate of the opportunity cost developing the site at
$925,000 (estimated market value of property). Estimates for other sites have
not been provided. (See Part 3, Response to COmments, for additional analysis
and discussion.)
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4.10 Aesthetics and Cultural Resources

4.10.1 Greyhound Site

4.10.1.1 Existing Conditions

The views from nearby land uses of the site, including the MTC facility, reveal
a Greyhound bus terminal garage in various stages of repair. Much of the site
consists of broken concrete and paved areas with grass, weeds and shrubs
growing throughout the site. An abandoned storage shed is present on the west
side of the site. A railroad repair track and double track main line can be
seen at the southern boundary of the site. From Sixth Av. N., the downtown
business district, including many multistory office towers, can be viewed.
The site is out of character with more modern or rehabilitated bUildings such
as MTC and Butler Square Buildings surrounding it.

4.10.1.2 Impacts

Given the previously disturbed nature of this industrial site and the lack of
properties on site of archaeological value, the proposed resource recovery
facility would not impact any archaeological or historic properties on site.

The proposed facility would consist of buildings and a stack 213 feet tall.
The 213-foot stack would be visible from surrounding land uses. It would be
visible from downtown locations with unobstructed views. The remaining
buildings would be of modern design and consistent with other modern adjacent
structures such as the MTC garage.

4.10.1.3 Mitigations

Impacts on visual aesthetics could be eliminated by not constructing any of th
facilities (see Part 2, Section 1.0 of the EIS). In addition, impacts can be
minimized at all of the facilities by several strategies. These include:

- Extensive landscaping and ornamental tree/shrub plantings.
- Use of aesthetically pleasing architectural treatments. This could involv

establishment of community-based committees to have impact into the desigr
of the facilities.

- Exterior finishings compatible with adjacent structures.
- Landscaping utilized to block views of the facilities.
- Buildings sited as far as possible from adjacent structures to preserve a

buffer zone.
- Efforts made to preserve eXisting natural vegetation to the extent possib:

4.10.2 Pacific st. Site

4.10.2.1 Existing Conditions

This site is located in an industrial area and is currently occupied by eight
businesses including Minneapolis Gas Co., Heron Cement Co., and Williams Stee
and Hardware, Inc. The Minneapolis North transfer station is also located on
the site.
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4.10.2.2 Impacts

With the possible exception of the stack (213 feet high), no impact on the
aesthetics of this industrial area is anticipated.

4.10.2.3 Mitigations

The mitigative measures included in the Greyhound site summary (above) apply to
the Pacific St. site as well.

4.10.3 Transfer Stations

4.10.3.1 Existing Conditions

4.10.3.1.1 Bloomington East

The site for the proposed Bloomington East transfer station is a partially'
developed industrial parcel of land surrounded by light industrial and
commercial uses. Structures on site house the operations of Hose, Inc., and
Conveyors, Inc.

The site itself
storage areas.
areas near the
typical of the

is occupied by a single bUilding with a parking lot and vehicle
Large cylinders of industrial materials are stored in open

building. The area has no special scenic qualities and is
industrial nature of the area.

4.10.3.1.2 Brooklyn Park East
I
There are no structures of historic, architectural, cultural or engineering
sigaificance on site. One 20th century residence is located in the southeast
corner of the site.

The area within the site boundary is undeveloped and vegetated with thick
stands of trees and undergrowth. A steel frame building under construction
adjacent to the site has a limited view of the area proposed for development.
There are other commercial and industrial activities adjacent to the site, as
well as approximately six residences.

4.10.3.1.3 Hopkins

The Hopkins DOT transfer station site is in the northwest corner of a 41-acre
parcel currently used by the Hennepin County Department of Transportation for
storage and maintenance of vehicles, equipment and construction materials.

The dominant features of the site are several vertical and horizontal storage
containers and several transmission lines and parked trucks. Trucks and .
storage containers are owned by the Hennepin County DOT and stored on the site
to support the county's highway construction and maintenance activities. The
site contains a building and considerable parking and exposed soil and piles
(sand and salt). A perimeter chain-link fence with visual screening, shrubs
and vegetation surrounds the site, prOViding some screening of existing site
structures, storage piles, equipment and other activities. The present visual
?ndition of the site holds no aesthetically pleasing features and has no
pecial scenic qualities.
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4.10.3.1.4 Minneapolis South

The site is presently used as a solid waste transfer station (converted from an
incinerator). It is bounded on two sides by industrial and commercial
buildings built mostly of concrete and masonry. The Pioneers and Soldiers
Cemetery with large stands of mature trees borders the site on the south and
west. The general area is industrial. The southern part of the western view
is well screened by the trees in the cemetery. Residences one block east of
the site are separated from the facility by other commercial and industrial
uses.

The dominant visual features of the site are the transfer station structures
and a chimney (not now used) from the old incinerator. Ground-level
development in the vicinity consists of mostly parking and storage facilities,
city streets and railroad tracks. Because of the substantial industrial
development, the site has no special scenic qualities.

4.10.3.1.5 73rd and Winnetka

Structures on the site are a house used as an office, and buildings used for
a vehicle salvage business. South of the site is a relatively new truck repair
business. Since most of the site has been previously disturbed, there are no
structures of historic, architectural, cultural or engineering significance.

4.10.3.1.6 Westwood

\The site is bounded to the west and north by other industrial parcels that are
'largely undeveloped.' South of the site is multifamily residential. Land use
400 feet to the east is multifamily residential. One-half mile south of the
site is Forest Hills Elementary School.

A two-story office/warehouse structure is currently under construction on the
site.

4.10.3.1.7 Railroad

On this 7.5-acre parcel an asphalt plant is operated by Midwest Asphalt, Inc.
The site is bounded on the east and west by elevated bed rail lines. A general
industrial area is to the north and a floodplain area borders to the south
across Edenvale Blvd.

4.10.3.1.8 Greenhouse

The site is bounded on the east by the north branch of Nine-Mile Creek. To the
south lies an elevated bed rail line, and beyond that to the south lies the
railroad site (see Part 1, Section 4.4 of the EIS). To the north and west lie
property owned by Hennepin County. A school building lies on the property to
the west. The school building is currently occupied by a Christian Day
Elementary School. P~operty to the southwest of the site is wetland and public
land used for recreational purposes. The site is currently proposed for
redevelopment from the existing greenhouse operations to a refUse-derived fUel
nrocessing plant by Reuter, Inc.
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4.10.3.1.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

The National Lead/Golden Auto site is located in an industrial area of the cit
of St. Louis Park. Surrounding land uses in the area include: an NSP
sUbstation, a manufacturing company, an automobile service station and a
welding supply company. Immediately west of the site is a vacant industrial
property. South and east of the site are elevated railroads that screen the
site from residential areas.

The National Lead portion of the site contains several concrete buildings
dating back to 1940 or earlier, currently in various stages of disrepair and
collapse. The 4.5-acre Golden Auto site is currently being used as an
automobile wrecking and used parts business by Quality Auto Body.

4.10.3.1.10 Pyrofax

The Pyrofax site is located in an industrial area of the city of st. Louis
Park. Nearby land uses in the area include: an NSP substation, a manufacturir
company, an automobile service station and a welding supply compnay.
Foundations of the previous business (Pyrofax) remain. South and east of the
site are elevated railroads that screen the site from residential areas.

4.10.3.1.11 Airport Southwest

The Airport Southwest site is located within the airport property. East of tr
site is an MTC bus garage. This facility was built about 1978. North of the
site is Rich Acres golf course. Northeast of the site is vacant airport,
MAC proper'ty.

West of Cedar Av. (Hwy. 77) existing land uses in the vicinity of this site
along Cedar are apartments, and some commercial uses along tne intersection oj
I-494 and Cedar Av. The area south of I-494 from the site is mixed service
commercial, primarily motels and restaurants.

4.10.3.1.12 I-494 and Nicollet

The I-494 and Nicollet Av. site and surrounding area have been used as a com­
mercial and industrial site for some time. The city's comprehensive plan sho\
this area as "urban without vegetation." The site has been previously dis­
turbed for development and the moving of material during construction of I-49 J

4.10.3.1.13 Freeway Landfill

The site itself is a mature landfill nearing closure. MAch of the site has
been revegetated. The land surrounding the site is vacant or used for mining
and general industrial.

4.10.3.2 Impacts

The construction of a transfer station on the site would be compatible with
existing land uses in the area. The nearest sensitive land use is a
residential area over one mile from the site.
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4.10.3.2.1 Bloomington East

Visual conditions would change from the existing situation as a result of
transfer station development. The transfer station would replace the existing
structure and be of approximately the same size and configuration. The
transfer station would stand about 35 feet above the truck access ramp. The
facility would be visible from other adjacent land uses as would truck
traffic. The proposed facility, however, would be visually compatible with the
surrounding existing industrial buildings' uses.

4.10.3.2.2 Brooklyn Park East

The visual character of this site would change from present conditions as a
result of transfer station development. The site is screened by stands of
mature trees, interrupting the view from the west. The site is visible from an
office park development to the northwest of the site. Other sensitive
receptors in the area would include the residential uses along Winnetka Av. to
the east of the site. Although their view of the facility woul~ be partially
screened by vegetation, they would view most of the truck traffic to the
facility. The site is essentially vacant at present. Development on the site
would be considered by itself a visual impact. This particular location is
screened, considerably reducing visual impacts. A transfer station 35 feet
above the truck access ramp built at this site would have a visual impact on
the area. The facility does not appear to conflict, however, with the
surrounding industrial development.

U.10.3.2.3 Hopkins
I

The building of a transfer station about 35 feet above the truck access ramp
would be visible to area residents. Existing views would not be significantly
interrupted by the proposed structure. The present views are of industrial
properties and highways. The facility itself would be consistent with other
industrial buildings in the area, although somewhat taller. The eXisting
visual characteristics of the site area are primarily industrial and commercial
in nature and are not unique or unusual. The present view of the county
storage facility would not be significantly altered by the introduction of
another industrial structure on the site. Sensitive receptors considered were
the apartment buildings along County Rd. 3 to the north and the residential
area to the south. The remaining views of the site are from industrial and
commercial properties. Much of the truck traffic at the facility would be
visible, especially to residents to the north and south. All access is
proposed to be via Hwy. 18 to County Rd. 4. The facility will be industrial
like other buildings in the area. The change of visual conditions posed by the
transfer station would not significantly alter the industrial character and
view of the area. The transfer station on the DOT site would, however, be
visible to residential neighbors to the south and the north because of its
height above other nearby industrial structures.

The future transfer station would be one of the first structures viewed upon
entering Hopkins. The city of Hopkins has expressed concerns about visual
impacts (Rapp, 1985).
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4.10.3.2.4 Minneapolis South

Development of a new transfer station would not significantly alter the visual
impact on the neighborhood. The present transfer station at the site includin
the chimney would be removed and replaced by a more modern facility. The
proposed facility would be of lower profile (does not involve a stack). It
would be consistent with its current use and with the surrounding commercial
and industrial development.

Truck traffic to the facility would be screened by the adjacent development.
The 'structure just north of the facility would screen out the view of traffic,
while trees on the cemetery to the south will block views from that angle. Th
proposed structure could be less visible than the existing one. Construction
of a new transfer station on this site, however, would only result in the
replacement of an aging facility with a more modern structure. Therefore, its
impact shou ld be positive.

4.10.3.2.5 73rd and Winnetka

The visual character of this site would change from present conditions as a
result of transfer station development. The site is visible from an office
park development to the west of the site. Other sensitive receptors in the
area would include the residential uses along Winnetka Av. to the east of the
site. Although their view of the facility would be partially screened by
vegetation, they would view some of the truck traffic to the facility. The
site is currently used for vehicle salvage. Development of a transfer station
does not appear to conflict with surrounding industrial development.

4.10.3.2.6 Westwood

the west and north by other industrial parcels that arE
South of the site is multifamily residential. Land use

is multifamily residential. One-half mile sou th of the
Elementary School.

The site is bounded to
large ly und eve loped.
400 feet to the east
site is Forest Hills

A two-story office/warehouse is currently under construction on the site. ThE
development of the site as a transfer station would require the removal of thE
structure.

4.10.3.2.7 Railroad

The land use on a parcel 500 feet to the north along Industrial Dr. is being
used as a refuse company's office, which includes repair facilities and outsic
storage of refuse trucks. Other facilities between the site and County Rd. 6'
have outside storage of trucks and equipment. The city of Eden Prairie has
stated:

The railroad yard is superior from a zoning standpoint: its I-general
classification is the type suited for a transfer station. A transfer
station may be a more optimal use of this site compared with the eXisting
land uses. Current land uses do not reflect an efficient use of this
land. These uses include towed auto storage, roofing, natural gas s ag
and asphalt production. A transfer station would appear to blend well wi
the eXisting uses; in fact, the new construction would probably enhance t
area. This area is relatively isolated and well screened from nearby Ian
and roadways.
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4.10.3.2.8 Greenhouse

The site is located only 200 feet away from an elementary school. Four hundred
feet to the southwest lies Birch Island Park, a passive recreation area which
has a large expanse of wetland habitat. Camp Indian Chief has been established
adjacent to the site on ,the southwest. The building will be visible to these
areas and traffic may be disruptive.

4.10.3.2.9 National Lead/Golden Auto

The eXisting Golden Auto salvage yard and the remains of the National Lead
smelting facility would be replaced by the transfer station. This facility
would generate more truck traffic than is present now. The new facility in
this industrial area would replace those older facilities currently on site.
Screening of the site is provided o~ the south and east by elevated railroad
beds.

4.10.3.2.10 Pyrofax

This site, although previously developed, is now vacant land with random grass
and plant growth. Some evidence of foundations still exists. Although a
large structure would replace this vacant site, the surrounding area is
developed in similar industrial uses. In addition, this building would be
visible by traffic along Louisiana Av. west of site.

I
14.10.3.2.11 Airport Southwest

Although a large structure will occupy a vacant site, the building of a
transfer station at this location would not significantly alter the present
visual conditions. No quality visual paths are interrupted by the proposed
structure, only the views of the airport. The facility itself could not be
considered a visual disadvantage over present conditions.

Sensitive receptors to be considered are the apartment buildings along Cedar
Av. to the northwest and west. The remaining views of the site are from
industrial and commercial properties. Much of the truck traffic at the
facility would be visible, especially to residents to the nor thwest and west.
Architecturally, the facility appears to be compatible with the industrial
visual character of the area. The change of visual conditions posed by the
transfer station may not likely be considered to improve on the existing
situation, but it is not likely to degrade the aesthetics either. The
development of a transfer station on the airport site will not adversely affect
the visual aesthetics of the area.

4.10.3.2.12 I-494 and Nicollet

The eXisting industrial businesses currently operating at this site would have
to be relocated. The buildings currently occupying this site would be
demolished and replaced by the transfer station. Due to the industrial nature
of this site and surrounding area, no adverse visual impact is anticipated.
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4.10.3.2.13 Freeway Landfill

The land surrounding the site is vacant or used for mining and general
industrial. The construction of a transfer station on the site would be
compatible with existing land uses in the area. The nearest sensitive land USE

is a residential area over one mile from the site. No adverse visual impact i~

antic ipated.

4.10.3.3 Mitigations

Impacts on visual aesthetics for any individual site could be eliminated by
constructing the facilities elsewhere (see Part 2, Section 1.0 of the DEIS).
In addition, impacts can be minimized at any of the sites by several
strategies. These include:

- Extensive landscaping and ornamental tree/shrub plantings.
- Use of aesthetically pleasing architectural treatments. This could involvi

establishment of community-based committees to have linpact into the design
of the facilities.

- Exterior finishings compatible with adjacent structures.
~ Landscaping to block views of the facilities.
- Buildings sited as far as possible from adjacent structures to

preserve a buffer zone.
- Efforts made to preserve natural vegetation to the extent

possible.
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WRITTEN COMMENTS





MAYOR DONAlD~M" FRASER January 31, 1986

January 29, 1986
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Ms. Sandra S. Gardebring, Chair
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
Seventh and Robert Streets
st. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Ms. Gardebring:

The following are the City of Minnetonka's comments concerni~g
the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Hennepln
County Resource Recovery Project, particularly the transfer
station site alternatives. I do not wish to comment on where
the appropriate site may be, rather, to express concern over
the potential selection of any of the Eden Prairie sites.

previously, when the County was considering two locat~0t;s in
Minnetonka on the north side of County Road 67 we identlfled a
number of salient reasons why neither was acceptable. Sever",l
apply to the proposed Eden Prairie sites as well.

First, the city has a number of generic concerns related to all
sites, inclUding:

Ms. Sandra Gal'debri ng, Chair
Metropolitan Council
300 Metl'o Square 8ui lding
7th & Rubert Streets
St, Paul, MN 55101

Oear 11s, Ga,"debring:

I\s you al'e al-Iare, t.he Cll:y of Minneapolis recently hired the Center for the Biology of
Natural Systel\ls (CBNS) to do an In<!eperident analysis of the Metropolitan Council's draft
EIS on thl' proposed mass burn facility. Our City Council has submitted a copy of their
report to your staff as part of our official City response to the draft £IS. I am writing
to undersca,'e our interest in a careful review of that report as part of the Metropolitan
Council's final EIS process.

I all' distul'bed by the 28-fold dHfe,"ence in cancer risk assessments described in the draft
EIS VS, CBNS reports, and I am concerned about the environmental, legal and economic
implications of committing significant public investment towards a technology that is not
yet fully understood, and for which regulatory safeguards are not yet in place.

It may be the case that the draft EIS cancer risk assessment is accurate. 1I0wever, the
,'egul atrll'y work currently under'way at the federa 1 and state level s appears to demonstrate
that the draft EIS dioxin !'isk of 9.3 cases per million lies perilously close to existing
guide! ines of the Enviromlll'ntal Protection Agency, the Minnesota Department of Health, and
the Pollution Control Agency. Clearly, this Is not a project where time pressures should
prevent a thlJr'ough review of the questions Involved.

I feel confident that your Council staff will have the expertise lacking in City goverment
to ,'espond to all of the methodological and technical issues raised in the CnNS report.

Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter.

(I l.
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AccesS. These sites are convenient to several County
Roads as well as Interstate 494. However, the city
believes that if any of these sites are developed for
the transfer station, access should be limited to the
Interchange with 1494 and Baker Road. This would
permit vehicles to travel County Road 67 (the
Crosstown) to the site. through what is basically a
non-residential area. If, however, if the County were
to pormi t nceonn n long county Rond 4 (Edt'n Prn i ri"
Road), County Road 3 (Exceldor noulevaro), or County
Rond 60 (nnker R02l0), well dt'vc]oprd rCAidcntlnl ar<'nA
would be impacted in each instance. The City believes,
therefore that only the access along County Road 67
from the' Baker Road interchange with 1494 should be
considered.
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Sandra Gardebring
Page Two

2. Coun.k-1'.J::Qperty.... The city is concerned that the
construction of a solid waste transfer station in this
corridor could adversely affect the future
redevelopment of Hennepin County's Glen Lake
facilities. While the city is not aware of any
definitive plans that the County has for this property,
it has previous.lY "expressed interest in selling the
property and proposals for multi-family development
have been discussed. with an amenity such as Glen Lake
in the immediate proximity, and now the certain
extension of the Crosstown past the property, it is
certai n that it will become increasi ngly valuable in
the future. If there are other equally satisfactory or
better sites availAble, it seems unwise for the County
to locate a solid waste transfer station facility on
these sites.

3. Location. When the location of the proposed resource
recovery- facility at Seventh Street Rnd Sixth Avenue
North in Minneapolis is considered it would seem
desirable to locate transfer stations between it and
m;:tjor popUlation (refuse contribution) areas. Locating
a facility on any of the sites along County Road 67 in
Eden Prairie, where much of the refuse would be coming
from the east, or from the north and east, ancl which
then would require transportion east again, does not
appear to be prudent.

4. IrS! ffl£.... It is understood that the ci ty of Eden
Prairie has given site plan approval to a refuse
derived funl (RDP) processing facility on one of the
three si tes (Greonhouse) being considered for a
transfer station. Although it is understood that this
r"clllty w111 be nmnllor thnn tho ono conte-mplatod in
Minneapolis, nevertheless it would seem that there is a
potential for conflict between the refuse packers that
will be trying, to access the RDF facility and the
transfer station~ More importantly, however, the City
is concerned th"t having a resource recovery facility
and transfer station in close proximity to each other
wi 11 exacerbate ,the traffic concerns oxprE'ssed above.
Likewise, thin Oity is concerned that hilvinq two such
fncllitleg so nehr to ench other could cr',ate ndversQ
lrnpilCtn on reEl I clbnti ... l neighborhoods as well.

Sandra Gardebring
Page Three

In addition to the general concerns expr-essed above, the draft
Environmental Impact Statement finds several apparently serious
reservations about the Westwood and Greenhouse sites in
partiCUlar. For example, Section 4.3.2.3 SURFACE WATER states:
"The construction of a facility on site that greatly increases
the amount of impervious surface will have a negative impact on
the surface water quality of Nine Mile Creek." This is of
major concern to the City. Nine Mile Creek is a valuable
watershed flowing into the Bryant Lake Regional Park. Not only
does it seem imprUdent to jeopardize the environmental
qualities of the creek and the lake, but such a use could have
nega tive consequences for future recreational development of
the corridor.

Concerning the Greenhouse site, Section 4.5.2.4 LAND USE AND
ZONING and 4.5.2.5 TRANSPORTATION, when read togeth er , amount
to whnt is perhaps the most serious reservation for any of the
sites in that area. It is noted that this site is within 200
feet of an elementary school, and yet in the following section
it is observed that "safety of children with the peak refuse
truck volumes is an impact whose severity has not been
assensed." This suggests that there are potentia lly
signi f icant safety hazards to area residents, hazards which
could be easily avoided by the selection of a more appropriate
site. Likewise, as mentioned, it appears that the use of this
site may already be preclUded by recent actions of the City of
Eden Prairie.

The city believes that Hennepin county has exercised good
judgement in the analysis of alternative sites throughout th is
process and further believes that the conclusions in the draft
Environment Impact Statement corroborate previous findings th"t
siteR in this location nrc less desirrthle, nnd in SOhle CAr-es
prenent \1ntnitigatable conce-rns. The city appreciilt ...n th!'
opportunity to comment on this important matter, and will
gladly supply any additional information to assist you in your
review.

Sincerely,

/)

"-) /1'/1 L::; r\.~ "j)/~~ ((-;1.)
.:1nme8 F.Miller
City WlI1nger

cc: Mayor and Members of the City council
Warren K. Porter
Carl Julie
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J:1l111 ra Uardebring, Chair
Eptrorolitan Council
), U ['le tro ~quure Building
7th & ~obcrt Street
c,L. Ltul, I'ill 55101

,:,": lroiJOscd GarbaGe Transfer Station of lIennipen County
"I t,) in HOi·kins.

LJ(';tl' !:s. Gardebrinll:

de l.he residents of fark Valley, are very strongly opposed to
thc Location of a waste tranofer station so close to our
tlcl,·i,borhood. Further, we feel that the ]']!8 is in need of more
cvaLuation concerning the following points:

.,. .Inconsistent with surrounding area, particularly food ware­
houaCB and residential development.

1 t1,~ reaoed noine levels will be unacceptable. Noise level' is
already too high.

.,. Truck traffic is already a problem - this will increase the problem.

, 'J'he -railroad crossing at 5th & County Road 1/3 already creates
traffic congestion and delays - this will make a bad situation worse •
., : t (',.orty values -"ill be reduce,\. - concerned about los in;; valuable
t·lY.: Il·:.;_~e.

, ~ln:t1to'Nn busLncfls' image vlill be negatively affected due to influx
o!' ;·... lrbae;e trucks on the main access route through the city.

,,·;.,in, ';Ie are most conccrned about the Imi·act this facility will
11'1':" ','II our nclfohbol'hood, our horncn, an,i the '}u",1\.t,1 of life in

"',. , L I. te'! •

~
Dcu~l~~ L. Denny
• r'?,;i'lent, ,ark Valley l,ssociation
~32 jth Ave. So.
dO;..l:iTJ.3, Li: 5~3,13

:J33 - 1014

,~c: ';raie; ,{a1'1'
ho!ckins Cl ty hanager

i

:1

January 23, 1986

Ms. Sandra Gardebring
METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
300 Metro Square Building
7th & Robert Streets
St. Paul, MN 55101

RE: PROPOSED GARBAGE TRANSFER STATION OF HENNEPIN
COUNTY SITE IN HOPKINS

Dear Ms. G~rdebring:

I am the President of the Kno11wood Association, a neighbor­
hood residents group in Hopkins. As you study appropriate
sites for the Garbage Transfer Station, we strongly urge you
not to choose the land you are considering in Hopkins for
the following reasons:

1. Garbage trucks would be forced to use the main access
route through the City of Hopkins. Needless to say the
downtown businesses would be negatively impacted.

2. Property values in Hopkins would be reduced eroding the
tax base.

3. We have a railway crossing at 5th & County Road '3 which
is heavily congested and causes long delays. This will
exasperate the situation.

4. The noise level in this area is already intolerably
high. This will make things significantly worse.

5. Hopkins is a mega for truck traffic now with it's
unusqal1y high count of industrial companies. This will
significantly increase the problem. '



Page Two
MD. Sandra nnrdehrlng
January 23, 1986

In summary, with all the residential development and high
number of food warehouses in the surrounding area, the
Hopkins site would not be suitable for the Garbage Transfer
station. We hope you will agree and choose a more
appropriate location.

We appreciate your reading this letter and hearing our
views.

sincerely,

--TTJF:--R or-r,wooo M,SOCIATIOH

-~-'-=---~-"'\~------
Bruce M. Go~d t"ln
President

BMG/vlp



Metropoliton Counci I
Slmdra S. Gardebring, Chair
300 Metro Square Bldg.
7th and Robert Streets
Sl. PaUl, Mn. 55101

To Ms. Gardebrlng and all other members of the Metropolitan Council:

SUbJect: Publ1c t1eetlng regarding the proposed Hopkins site for II Solid
Waste Trllnsfer Stlltion, conducted by the tletropolitan Council, Thurs.,
Jlln. 16, lit 7 pm at the Edina Community Center.

The purpose of this letter Is to not only convey to you my opposit ion to
locoting the proposed Solid Wllste Transfer Stotion immediotely Ildjllcent
to the Pork Volley Residentiol Areo, locotion of my home, but to olso
comment on the process of the Jon. 16 meeting ond significont points
brought forth during the informotion presentotlons.

It hilS long been my perception thllt It Is the responsibility of members of
II governmentlll body, when they ore involved in moking criticlll decisions,
to Ilttend public meellngs they hllve scheduled lind to Ilttend with open
minds lind II great sense of responsibility to all of the parties involved. In
my six years as a reporter ond news editor for the former Hopkins and Eden
Prairie Sun Newspapers and 13 years as Communications Coordinator for
Hopkins Publ1c Schools, I have never witnessed a public meeting/hearing
In which a minority (in this cose only two of 16 members) of the
governing body ottended the meeting. I do oppreciote the attendonce of
Council Members Joan Cllmpbell ond Josephine D. Nunn. I am very concerned
obout the Ilbsence of the other 14 members of the Council. Do they not
cllre?

V-Ie in Hopkins core. \\Ie in Park Volley Cfire very much. There is litlle
doubt thot locotlng the Stlltlon within 700 feel. of our single (omily home
neighborhood will hove II significant impocl. on our property volues, on our
environment, on our very Quo1ity of life.

When we moved 1.0 our home lit 604 5th Ave. S., deer Imd pheasont roomed
into our yords. \\Ie expected chonges - ond we hove e~:perienced mMy
chonges.

- rnore-



nwtr 0 cOllnell - odd one

\"ie ne'/er dreamed we would hove os many as 305 unsanfte;ry, nolsy, rodent
(lnd insect-ridden gorboge trucks rolllng lnto our llreo each doy of the
week. Ito/e never dreomed we would h6ve II fllClllty such llS tile proposed
solid Y'laste station located wflhin the sight, sound and smeil of our
single fOloily residentilllllrell, much less dlrectlYllcross the street. We
flever dre,'J/lied 0 governing body could be so lndHferent to the helllth and
'NPlfore of the citizens of the /1etrorolitlltlllreO lltld the LIpper Midwest
t.hl1t it would even consider loclll1ng a facility such llS the proposed In the
ilii/llf,rjiotp 01 PII of lIu PP mojo,.· food -:I/pp1l(ll!'>

';1/1 r'I\1 pnch of !lnU hos tll'lvAn bohlnd II sllflitollol) truck. NOKt lime, I
'NflUld os~ you to toke notice of the debris hllnglng out the bock, or even the
oppn b1lck of the truck. Surely you hove inspected the site from all sides
ond seen t.hot Countr y Club worehouse Is not one llnd one-hlllf blocl:s llWllY
liS pI inted In the ~lInneorolls Stnr nnd lrlbune. It is directly Ilcross the
';11 enl .. II stones throw - wHh doors open throughoullhe dny lor londlng
and IIttlood!n(j tru(k~. Surf;>ly you hnve seen lhnt Supor Vnlu olHl Rod Owl
(nod w1lrehouses ore hilt 0 shorl dlslonce from lhe Hopkins DOT sHe ond
elB!ly within the nmge of rodents and flying Insects.

Sill plq YflU hove token time to ohserve at the Intersection of County ROlld
( olHI ~;UI ,'WI). SO. tlie tl of fie congestion not only when 0 It oln pllsses, bul
'when the lights are out of operotlon, When there Is lltlllccident, and yes
e'Jen Just ot normol trofflc hours. Surely you hove token the time to see
Ihe olliount of truck troffle Super Volu alone generates between Its two
1I10ln focllitles. lhe~e fllc1l1t1es are locoted ol eoch end of the some
rnorhymj whleh services the proposed srotion site.

r;urrliJ IjOU hllve sturllf'o the orchltect's rendition of lhe IncllHy ond
11,,1 ifPd UIOt there Is 0 slgnHlcont grode Into the slotlon. Can you
irnoglne the sound gl'neroled by a henvy laden truck grindIng up thot gr1lde
I'vertj rew minutes, occoslonolly one after the other, during the 12 hour
,1m(

It. Is tntolly lnconcelvot,le to me thot you would consider the Horklns DOT
lond r,~ 0 vllJble site origlnolly, Illuch less give further considerollon to
I.hls site Clfter the Inlormllllon given ol the meeting on the drClfl EIS
L~lnll'rnent, but than a~lllin how mony of you heord It?

- more -

metro council - odd two

I llsk eoch of you, os members of II Council oprointed to serve the entire
Metropolttlln llreo, to do your own re~;eorch on this very critico! issue
-tlnd to give this mlltter the unbiased, responsible consideration it
worrllnts.

Thank you for taking your time to read this.

Sincerely,

U .. ~~t.~
vir;j. 11011 (firs. Dole c.>
60,1 5th Ave. S.
Hopklns,11n. 55343

Phone - 938-2878

Post President, Pork Vlllley Homeowner's Association
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January 20, 19E5

would apPr"clate ifquontionA
t

lind Wo"I,(! you would contnct rna In tlt1pproctllto if y . IQ avant you hnv(! any furth"r

at your noxt meeting. ou would 1I0le m
y pet'aonnl opposition

be IInnccoptnhlo. I hoi 1nnd a I e .vo tho notea
tty lIr.rf\nnn duf' '·0 H

lovel unnccel.tnble. ' .10 t.ruck" In

'fho increaaed no18e level will
lev!!l 18 curreutly htRh "'1<1\1 h
tho noIghhorhoml wou III make tl~at

7'lall7'l. t0I'I"",
221 Oo"wood ~Dn;J

Hopkin,. Mlnna,ol.. 558411

Property vn lu"a will bo red dthe tax base will b uce. I bell"vo my property values, hence
e adv"rsely affected by thl0 transferD station.

own town bunIness"s Images will bof gnrbnge trucka 011 lho mnL 0 negntlvely nfr"ct."rt duo ton nccooo routeo through tbe city. the influx

Ma. Snndra Gardohring, Chnir
300 Metro Square Building Metropolitan Council

7th & Robart Stroota
St. Paul, Minnosota 55101

RE: The proposed garbage transfer st tia on of Hennepin County site

Dear Sandra Gardebring, in Hopkins

This letter shall sorVe n8 a 1 tt
gnrbago trnnsfor stto nt 5th A

0 or of oppoaition rogardlng th!!
to the trans for stlltion tn'lI kViollno South nnd Coullty Rond J I proposedop ns for the following renson;: nm opposod

I boUeve that the tr f

d

surrolunding area, pnrt:::l::lystatt,ion {WOUld be inconsistent
eve opment. Ie ood warehoueea with theand residential

Vary truly yours,

:l~U::I'~~~/tuJ

NNL:bw

\J1
I

C/:)

Salu,day JulV 27.1985 Cooper High Bohool
491h ond Wlnn.lka A..... North "', Ill~,ti'~ I.,\:,~



Dear Madam/

Ln
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~-~-~--~

- ---MallrOpJ::L"tllr""",••v-__~~~ ~ _

300 Metlo Squnre Building --'-'-;'-~-----.-,--~~

7th and Rboert 5~a '
St Paul Min. 55~Ol

J:E: proposed garbil~e trandfer
etation lIennep....n Countu
!lite in Hopkins,

I am Elpropertyowner at the above Addreee
for the PS1\t 11 yeRre. I definitely objoct
to eucha transfor tation in Hopkins. This
ia a Iving pereone commumity- no factories
no Dumps and NONE to be instituted HERE.
In 1930 and early 1940 I lived ne Qr Clinton
Iowa and hey had n gorbar;Elburninr. flits
in Cojton In on tho anet oadge of the
Miseil'leippe rivor- end the olnen of burning
garbage woe ueffned \'1 11 people ibhl1t
livod in the north - nouth enst and wee
of th'plnno withlnr, 4 miles- deponding on
which way the ~ind wee from. Even emell

, tlohip:h he: ven when you \'1 J'ere accroee from
it in Illinois ••

I oek you to refrain frm establishing
aucll II plllc nayvIhera nil el'r Hopkins ••

Farmere nor r.linton Iowa ueed th !lehod
onTheir form land and Boon had more

RAT! ehn..,nthoy ~:nntd to p.ee..
"tpIHl llso ddv(~·3 p;rovesry cm ina
from tie location.

~OROET !lbout it/
Yours ~zy /kJ/I,
~Jerry'n)ifr

Harriet Long reaidont Lc..¥Jl'~!~
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RESOLUTION #1986- 40

RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO HENNEPIN COUNTY
LOCATING A GARBAGE TRANSFER SITE AT

70TH & WINNETKA AVENUES NORTH

WHEREAS, the City of Brooklyn Park has been notified that
one of four garbage transfer sites to be located in Hennepin
County is to be located near 70th & Winnetka Avenues North, and

WHEREAS, the Metropol itan Counci 1 has prepared a draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and has brought the draft
BIS to a public hearing to determine adequacy! and

WIIEREAS, the Brooklyn Park city staff has reviewed the draft
EIS and has determined that adequate protection to flora and
fauna have not been addressed, percentage of fill in the flood
plain, and impact on an unsignaled 70th Avenue and T.H. 169
intersection have not been adequately addressed; and

WHEREAS, early opposition from surrounding communities;
based on "anticipated" pUblic outcry, saw their sites being
dropped from the available inventory in favor of a more expedient
site but one with highly sensitive wetland features:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the
City of Brooklyn Park challenges the adequacy of the draft EIS;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of
Brooklyn Park is opposed to the location of a garbage transfer
site known as the Brooklyn Park East locati~n.

The foregoing resolution was introduced by Councilmember Slack and
dUly seconded by Councilmember Engh.
The following voted in favor of the resolution: Krautkremer, Engh,
Mnrshall, Slack, Pearson, Dix and Gustnfson.
'I'he following voted against: None.
The following were absent: None.
Whereupon the resolution was adopted.

ADOPTED: JANUARY 27, 1986

UTKRE~IER, ~IAYOR

#1986-40



CERTIFICATE

STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN
CITY OF BROOKLYN PARK

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Clerk of
the City of Brooklyn Park, Minnesota, hereby certify that the above
resol~tion is a true and correct copy of the resolution as adopted by
the Clty council of the City of I3rooklyn Park on January 27, 1986.

WITNESS my hand officially as such Clerk and the corporate seal
of the City this 28th day of January, 1986.

(SEI\L)

#1986-40

Mr. John Rafferty
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
St. Paul, Minnesota . 55101

January 29, 1986

Dear Mr. Rafferty:

Carolyn Konneim of Konheim and Ketcham has reviewed the Hennepin
Comity Resource Recovery Project Draft Environmental Statement,
Publication No. 12-85-15513 and the Commoner, et al. Final Report to
the City of Minneapolis, dated January 17, 1986.

We offer these comments for your consideration with the following
Addendum, dated January 28, 1986, which was received verbally from
Carolyn Konhelm.

"In the attached comments, I assumed the risk level of 260
per million referred to the Commoner, et al. projection of
270 per ·mllllon, resulting from the existing concentration of
PCDD/PCOF In human tissue samples In a recent widely
disseminated paper.l

Upon receiving today the January 17, 1986 Final Report by
Commoner, et al to the City of Minneapolis, I note that 260
per million is indeed a calculated risk level for the proposed
Hennepin County Facility. While I have not had time to
review the methodology of the calculations, my explanations
In the attached comments for a risk factor of less than 9.3 In
one million are likely to remain applicable".

~t~IY4dJv _

Hulic B. Ratterree
Manager, Technical Services

cc: J. i\rd, BERC
L. Hands, BEl
W. Porter, Hennepin County
M. Wollschlager, HDR

HI3R/jam

B. Commoner, et al., "Environmental Levels and Health Effects
of PCOO's and PCOF's with addendum," November 25, 1985.
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Hennep12 ~ounty Resource Recovery Facility

Comment to Graft Environmental Impact Stateme~t

5)

3)

High velocity secondary air injection.

Continuous monitoring of oxygen to maintain oxygen concentrations
above 7%.

Continuous monitoring of carbon monoxide with feedback to maintain CO
concentrations less than 100 ppm 00 a 4 day moving average.

State of the art spray dryer scrubbing system that will cool heavy
organics including dibenzodloxios sufficiently for these materials to
be absorbed onto particles •

State of the art ~aghouse operating at less than 2BO°F with excellent
fine particle collection efficiency for collection of condensed orga-
nic matter Including dibenzodloxins.

While data is sparce on the source and treatment of these emissions from
resource recovery,facilitles, the above 6 Improvements over current facili­
ties should reduce emissions to significantly less than the Blount emission
factors presented above.

2)

6)

4)

Health Assessment Sectic~ 4.3

810unt uses a tetrachloro dibenzodloxin (TCDD) emission factor for the
Hennepin County Resource Recovery Facility of 5.4 x 10-B lbs/ton while the
Draft EIS uses a TCDD emission factor of 1,64 x 10-6 lbs/ton which is 30
times higher than the Blount factor.

For 2',3,7.,B TCDD,'Blount uses an emission factor of 3.2 x 10-9 lbs/ton while
the draft EIS states an emission factor of 6.06 x 10-B• This Is 19 times
higher than the Blount factor.

Blount emission factors are conservative. They are based on emissions
obtained by other somewhat similar facilities currently in operation. These
facilities, however, do not have the following traits that the Hennepin
County facility will have. These traits should contribute to actual
emissions lower than the Blount emission factors.

1) Two second retention time above IBOO°F after secondary air injection.

We offer the attached comments for your consideration.

Yours truly,

cc: J. Ard, BERC
L lIands, BIOI
W. Parler, Hennepin County
M. Wollschlager, IIDR

IInR/]am

Hullc B. Ratterree
Manager, Technical Services

Blount has received the lIennepln County Resource Recovery Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Publication No, 12-8.5-15.5B,
prepared by the Metropolitan Council.

Dear Mr. Rafferty:

January 29, 1986

Mr. John Rafferty
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
St. Palll, Minnesota .55101

lJ1
I

........
N

Even If emissions were only equivalent to the Blount emission factors, total
equivalent 2,3,7,B TCDD ambient concentrations should be a factor of approxi­
mately 20 less. This would result in a lifetime hazard characterization risk
associated with 2,3,7,B TCDD equivalents of approximately 5 x 10-7•

lMH/sms

j

:j
I,

II



Mr. John RaCferty
Senior Environmental Planner
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
St. Paul, MN 55101

Page 2, Hennepin County Garbage aurner OEIS, 1/29/86

(CBNS) as our rebuttal to the 9.3 cancers per million of exposed popUlation indicated

in the OEIS. In order to avoid the DUELING CONSULTANT SYNDROME, we submit this report

to the record primarily to point out the glaring differences in various theories. The

• RE:

January 29, 1986

Comments on Hennepin County Garbage Burning Incinerator Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (OEIS).

CBNS study theorizes 260 cancers per million people exposed while the OEIS theorizes

Even if the CBNS study were discredited by 95% or even tqtally thrown out as

evidence, the 9.3 would certainly be suspect knowing that the trigger for problems

1.

2.

Dear Mr. Rafferty,

Earth protectors' interest in the above referenced project is to protect the

air, land, and water resources of our state and nation from contamination and misuse.

The chief criticisms of the OEIS relate to what the consultants did not do, as

well as to what they did do. By failing to undertake other analyses and by failing

to provide complete interpretation of factual data, the OEIS is skewed in the direction

of incineration in downtown Minnsapolis.

1I,:rRRNIITIVES - 'rho DEIS only mnntions alternatives to inoineration but doee

not compare. The OEIS must desoribe and compare the costs of the propoeed system,

inclUding its operation and maintenance, with alternative systems that include waste

reduction, recycling, composting, and reprocessing for reuse. Further, the comparison

should include human health impacts and environmental impacts from these systems. The

publication we provided Metropolitan Council entitled, To Burn Or Not To Burn by the

Environmental Defense Fund, shows that alternatives to incineration are economical And

viable.

CMICER RISK lISSESSMENT - The greatest threat to human health posed by burning

garbage may be the increased riSk of cancer to the exposed popUlation. The OEIS in

estimating a maximum cancer incidence rate of 9.3 per million people exposed, carefully

eliminated information that would not support this number. We eubmit for the record,

the att.~ched stUdy recently completed by the Center For The Biology of Natural Systems

.1
'I

with the project is 10.1. We suggest that the OEIS sought evidence to support the

numbers they needed to propel the project forward rather than research the evidence

and publish the complete picture. The U.S. Surgeon General has noted, "No level of

exposure to a chemical carcinogen should be considered toxicologically insignificant

for man. For carcinogenic agents a safe level for man cannot be established by the

application of our present knOWledge."

3. EMISSION CONTROL - The OEIS failed to supply factual evidence that the dry

ecrubber and baghouse emission control equipment proposed would be effective in

preventing dioxin emissions. One of your reference documents is a paper presented to

the lIir Pollution Control Association in Detroit, Michigan, June 1985, by Or. Barry

Commoner, entitled The Origins And Methods Of Controlling Polychlorinated oibenzo-p-

Dioxin And Oibenzofuran Emissions From MSW Incinerators. This paper offers the theory

that dioxins and their friends are formed after the control equipment as the emissions

cool down. In addition, it offers the possibility that combustion temperature is only

relevant to the possible destruction of precursors that form dioxins. Information

obtained during a conversation I had with the California lIir Resources Board (C~RBI on

January 14, 1986, indicated that preliminary studies from a Japanese incinerator will

support the fact that combustion temperatures of 18000 F will not destroy sufficient

numbers of precursors and higher temperatures begin to cause NOx formations and stress

on the equipment. Chlorinated plastics burned with lignin (wood products) have a

more

l11f1 Plymonth RnildlnCl. Mtnl1nnlloll~. Mtl1nn~oln. 55~02 fi1::><175·0::>0::>

synergistic relationship which is not clearly understood at this time.

113f1 Plymouth Bllilding. Mlnnn"llolls. Minnn"ol". 55~02 612·175·0202
more



ear~h .p~tector·
Page 3, lIennepin County Garbage B,,:ner OEIS, 1/29/86

4. lISII CREJITION liS II RESULT OF INCINERlITION - There is :'it-Ue do"bt that the fly

ash from garbage incinerators is hazardous and if this pr~ject is allowed to go forward

this ash will be buried. There is universal agreement that if you bury hazardous

materials in water rich Minnesota, the leaching toxins will surely contaminate water in

time. We will not comment on the absurdity of diluting fly ash with bottom ash from

incinerators to render the fly ash acceptable for burial because we are confident that

anyone that pursues that line of thinking in Minnesota will certainly be unemployed.

LOt-.''lBARD P)\OPI3RTII3S INC.

January 29, 1986

Mr. John Rafferty
Sr. Planner
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Buil di n9
St. Paul, MN 55101

Exer.utlv(lOllices
c?5 r out1h AVPflUO South
Suilt" 1550
MtllnC"opolls, Mumesoln 55415
612/343-0250

llANO DEll VEREO

We should not be manufacturing hazardous matsrials in order to dispose of garbege.

5. BIOllCCUMULATION - When the potential exposure to dioxin, acid gasses, enriched

metals, and other garbage incinerator emissions is added to present exposures to these

emissions, and other carcinogenic compounds, additional biological questions need to

be asked. Will this additional exposure coupled with present exposures exacerbate the

cancer risk? Is there an additive ~ synergistic effect between dioxin and other

Ln carcinogenic agents? If so, how will this additional environmental insult increase the
I

~ risks?

IN CONCLUS~ON - The OEIS for the lIennepin county ~ncinerator does a disservice to

the decision-making process by leaving the impreesion that the facility has been shown

to be safe. In fact, the OEIS analyeis is neither complete nor quantitatively or

qualitatively precise. Consequently, to the extent that the DEIS skews the thinking of

the public or decision-makere into believing that the burning of garbage is a sound,

environmentally safe practice, the OEIS has clouded the iseue and made the decieion-

making process more difficult.

Yours For II Cleaner Earth

LD/wo

Enclosure, CBNS Report

1138 Plymouth f3uildln~, MlnrlP.nnolls, MlnnnsolR, 55-102 612·375,0202

RE: Hennepin County Waste Station
lIopkins, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Rafferty:

On behalf of Property Investments I, a partnership managed by lombard
Properties, Inc., is the fee owner of property adjacent to the IIl'nnepin
County selected site for the above referenced waste station. Our
property I s the Oataserv Bull di'ng, 509 Second Avenue South, localed
south of the flennepln County pI"operty and west of lIighway 180

We would like to go on record to oppose the location of the waste
station on the Hennepin County site, Hopkins, Minnesota. We are not in
agreement with the EIS Report, and we feel that the potential traffic,
noise and odor problems are not clearly represented in the EnvIronmental
Impact Study.

We would appreciate of being kept apprised of future events surrounding
this issue. If you have a malling list, please forward all future
notices and Infolomation to the attention of f4s. ,Judith Bright, at the
offices of lombard Properties, Inc.

Yours truly, j
(·U.(.~~ -:. /

Co E: ~alllL;:::':?' -, .< ( y--.
President

CES:cjb

cc: Cloalg Rapp, City r,1anager
Senator PhyllIs McQuaid

AlllIlMI ..,. JA~tl:~ ~ll·II/\~I>:-:... )0: l~ S'- ':'\~. I.I~II f1:ll 1:·:I.\lHHlrllll·-·,
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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Janual'y 30, 1986

Mr. Paul Smith
Project r~anager/Senlor Environmental

Planner
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
7th &Robert Streets
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff has reviewed the draft
environmental Impact statement (EIS) for the Hennepin County Resource Recovery
Project to be constructed In downtown Minneapolis. The staff has comments to
offer on revisions which need to be made to the air quality, noise, and solid
and hazardous waste sections of the document for Incorporation into the final
EIS for the project.

Alr~~

The following air quality comments are divided Into three areas: 1) general air
quality concerns, 2) Issues associated with criteria air pollutants. and 3)
issues associated with the non-criteria air pollutants, i.e., the health risk
assessment.

-General Air Quality Concerns

On page 1-6 of the draft EIS It Is stated that the combustion chamber will be
equipped wHh auxll lary burners for plant start-up and to aid In maintaining a
temperature of IBOO'r In the combustion chamber, at lower operating levels. The
final EIS should contain a description of the rated heat Input of the auxiliary
burners In relation to the total rated heat Input of the Incinerator and a
description of the aUXiliary fuel to be burned.

In Tables 2-1 and 2-3 of the draft EIS, on pages 2-2 and 2-5, respectively, the
MPCA air quality permit should be listed as an air emission facility permit
not as an air emission facility Installation/operating permit or air quality
Installation permit. The Installation and operational phases of air quality
facilities are now covered under one permit.

It Is stated on page 3-6 In section 3.1.6.2 of the draft EIS. that the Hew
Brighton Waste Energy Systems proposal was given an exclusion from lIennepin

Phono:_2!lii::13Q1_
1935 West County Road 02, Roseville. Minnesota 55113-2785

Regional Offices· ouhlth/Bralnerd/OolroU lakes/Marshnl1/Rochcsier

Equnl Opportunity Employer

......@
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County's waste flow designation plan. It should be noted In the final EIS
that the Waste Energy Systems proposal was denied a special use permit by the
Hew Brighton City Council in December of 1985.

In paragraph 5 of page 4-16 of the draft EIS It Is stated that "state-of-the-art
boiler design and operation ~ould be used to optimally reduce the concentrations
of nHrogen oxides, carbon monoxide. and hydrocarbons." The final EIS should
contain a discussion expanding on and supporting this statement.

-Criteria Air pollutant Issues

The proposed project will be located in a nonattalnment area for total suspended
particulate, sulfur dioxide (S02) and carbon monoxide (CO) emissions. The
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) emission offset Interpretative ruling
precludes the construction in nonattainment areas of new sources which will emit
over 100 tons per year of a criteria air pollutant for which the area Is
designated nonattainment. The proposed incinerator will emit over 100 tons per
year of S02 and over 100 tons per year of CO. ThUS, the project cannot be
constructed until the area is redesignated as attaining the ambient air quality
standards for these pollutants by the EPA or the proposed S02 and CO emissions
for the facility are reduced to less than 100 tons per year.

The MPCA has applied for redesignatlon of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area S02
and CO nonattainment areas to attainment. The EPA Is expected to approve the
request for CO redeslgnatlon In mld-1986 (this timing should not affect the
construction schedule for the- proposed Greyhound facll ity) and to approve the
request for S02 redeslgnatlon in early 1987. When these redeslgnatio~s are
approved. the project would not be subject to nonattalnment review for these
pollutants or to the construction ban, but would be reviewed under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) or attainment area rules. The
proposed facility would be a significant source of CO and S02 emissions under
the PSD rules and best available control technology (8ACT) would have to be
applied for control of air pollutants.

On the other hand, the construction ban does not apply to the facility If less
than 100 tons per year of S02 or CO were to be emitted. To achieve this reduc­
tion in S02 emissions, the facility's air pollution control equipment would have
to be run at a higher S02 removal efficiency (greater than 70%) than Is com­
mitted to In the draft EIS. It appears that the higher removal efficiency Is
possible for the facility based on the design S02 removal efficiency for the dry
scrubber of 90% (see our comment below).

On page 3-13 of the draft EIS, it is stated that waiver of the PSD program
ambient air quality analysis can occur under two major condHlons. Add "and PSD
Increments and National Ambient Air QualHy Standards (NAAQS) are not threatened"
to the second condition.

The particulate matter emission rate for the proposed project Is estimated at
0.01 grains/dry standard cubic foot (dscf) corrected to 12% C02 (refer to page
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3-19 of the draft £IS). This estimate Is one-eighth of the new source perfor­
mance standard for particulate matter from Incinerators. The final EIS should
contain a discussion justifying this low particulate emission rate or a higher
emIssion rate should be used for the proposed facility. Available data from
mass burn incinerators using the propo~ed technology should be used for this
justification.

On page 3-19, it is stated that, to date, National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) do not apply to the design or operation of
resource recovery facIlIties. The basis for exemption of these facilities
should be fully cited In the final £IS.

The spray dryer desIgn removal efficiencies for S02 and hydrochloric acid (HC1)
are gIven as 90% and 95%, respectively, on page 4-14 of the draft EIS. In Table
4.2-1 (page 4-15), the removal effIciency used for S02 is about 70% (much less
than 90%). If the proposer operated the dry scrubbing system at a 90% removal
rate for SP2 the estimated emIssions would be less than 100 tons per year and
the proposed facility would be a minor not a major source of S02 emissions under
the emIssion offset InterpretatIve ruling. The final EIS should contain a
discussion about the feasibility of the 90% removal efficiency rate from an eco­
nomIc and technical standpoint.

Dry scruhhlng systems have been used to control air emissions from coaf fired
boIlers. It is our understanding that there Is at least one mass burn Incinera­
tor, the National Incinerator Testing and Evaluation Program (NITEP) pilot project
In FlaH, Ontario which utilizes a dry scrubber and baghouse. IIny current

Ln applIcatIon of dry scrubbing for municipal solid waste (MSW) incineration,
~ (Including this Canadian plant or any European plants), should he described and
0' any experience/data obtained from these facilities discussed In the final EIS.

In addition, the characteristics of MSW ash should be compared to coal ash.
This dIscussIon should highlight any dl fferences with regard to S02 removal
effIciencies of the baghouse filter cakes from the two types of facilities. For
example, the alkaline pH of a coal ash filter cake helps to remove S02 In the
baghouse filter: Comparison of the pl1 of the filter cakes for the two types of
ashes may be useful for evaluating their S02 removal efflclencfes. Moreover,
S02 removal efficiency Is affected by the concentration of S02 In the flue gas;
a lower removal efficiency is expected with lower Incoming S02 concentrations.
The fInal EIS should contain a discussion on the effect of S02 flue gas con­
centration on S02 removal efficiency for the project.

lit page 4-16 of section 4.2.3.2 of the draft EIS, major S02 background sources
for the project are discussed. It should he noted that the Real Time Air Model
(RIIM) air quality modell Ing Input data for the GIIF facll ity, the FMC
Not·thr.-n Ordinance plant and the Northern States Power Company (NSP)
Riverside plant Is subject to change. Please cnntact DennIs Becker of the
Division of Air Quality at 296-7396 for the most recent modelling data for
the Minneapolis-St. Paul area when preparing the final EIS for the project.

In sections 4.2.4.4, 4.2.6.2 and 4.2.6.3 at pages 4-24 and 4-26, It should be
noted that the monitored background S02 concentrations used for the PSD analyses

'--
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are probably not representative of 'worst-case' or 'hot spot' background S02 con­
centrations In downtown Minneapolis. However, they are adequate for use In the
air quality modelling analysis.

The staff also has some comments to offer with regard to factors affecting the
ambient air qualIty impact of traffic due to the project. The following trafflc/
roadway issues should be discussed In the final EIS:

I} The final EIS shOUld contain a discussion about the future location of the
Greyhound bus storage facility and its Impact on parking and traffic at its
new location.

2} The final EIS should contain a more detailed discussion about the carbon
monoxide ambient air quality monitor located at the Seventh Street and
Hennepin Avenue 'hot spot'. This monitor has been moved to the north side
of Hennepin Avenue and is now serving as a background monitor. The data
from this new monitor location has not yet met EPA's acceptance criteria.
This Information should be noted in the final EIS.

3) The final EIS should contain a discussion about traffic signal timing at
the Olson Memorial Highway (TH 55) and Seventh Street North Intersection.
It Is Important to discuss whether the signal Is timed to Seventh Street
North or to TH 55. If the traffic signal at Olson Memorial Highway is
synchronized with Seventh Street North traffic, traffic backups could be
experienced.

4} II correction should be made In the final E1S regarding the Hennepin
Avenue and First Avenue North one-way pair. An error was noted at page
3-92 of the draft EIS. Hennepin Avenue Is eastbound, not westbound;
First Avenue North is westbound.

5} The draft EIS contains a roadway traffic capacity (level of service "LOS")
analysis for traffic going to the proposed facilities. The final EIS
should also contain a LOS analysis for traffic 1eav~ng each of the proposed
project sites. Traffic leaving the sites may back up at metered freeway
entrances. The staff Is concerned that traffic congestion could occur at
1-35W In Bloomington at the Bloomington East transfer station, for example,
and that localized 'hot spots' may be created near this site.

6) The final EIS should contain a discussion ahout planned roadway/safety
Improvements or proposed changes In traffic flow In the project area.
The City of Minneapolis has not yet finalized Its plans for changes In
Seventh Street North traffic and the City of Bloomington Is planning to
make channelization improvements at Girard and Humboldt Avenues South. The
staff Is also concerned about the potential for serious accidents at 98th
Street and James Avenue South near the Bloomington East transfer station.
Traffic safety measures such as signalization may be warranted for this
location with the project. The final EIS should also contain a discussion
regarding the Impact of the Bloomington East transfer station traffic on
this Intersection.
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-Non-Criteria Air Pollutant Issues - The Health Risk Assessment

The Office of Planning and Review, and Division of Air Qual1ty staff have
reviewed the human health section (Section 4.3, pages 4-48 through 4-79, and
Appendix D) of the draft EIS. This section and appendix contain the health risk
assessment conducted for the project. Our comments relate to the health risk
assessments conducted for the chlorInated dlbenzo-p-dloxlns (PCDD's) and diben­
zofurans (PCDF's) and for the metals emissions from the proposed faclllty, and
contaIn our staffs' recommendatIons for an expanded health risk assessment
for Inclusion in the final EIS for the project.

-Chlorinated Dlbenzo-p-dioxlns (PCDD's) and Dlbenzofurans (PCDF's).

The staff bell eves that the emission factor and, therefore, the health risk
assessment analysis for 2,3,7,8 TCDD Is based on Insufficlent, and possibly
unrepresentatIve, data. This concern Is of particular Importance because the
health risk assessment result of a 9.27 X 10-6 Increase in Incidence of cancer
per 100,000 people for the 2,3,7,8 TCDD equivalents (Table 4.3-9) Is very close
to the Minnesota Health Department's significance threshold of 1 X 10-5, and
because of the proposed location of the plant In the downtown Minneapolis area.

First. our staff Is concerned about the representativeness of the data used
for calculating the emissIon factors for PCDD's and PCDF's from the facfllty.
In partIcular, the staff Is concerned that only a minimal amount of data was
used to develop the emissIon factors for 2,3,7,8 TCDD; stack emissIon tests
from only one facIlIty during one test period were used for the analysis.
Specifically, data from the Northwest Resource Recovery Unit located near
Chicago, which has air pollution control equIpment consisting of an
electrostatIc precipItator (ESP), was used for this analysis. The risk
assessment for the PCOO's and PCOF's In the final EIS should be based on all
data currently available from faclllties similar to that being proposed.
ThIs dilta should be obtaIned from facilitIes with similar combustion systems
(partIcularly those using the Widmer-Ernst combustIon technology) and, If
possible, from facllitfes using sImilar air pollution control equipment (In
particular, the dry scrubher and baghouse comblnatlon). In addition, all
sources of data and calculatIons used for these analyses, Including data
caveats, must be presented In the final EIS.

The MPCII staff understands that there are at least two operatIng Inclnerators
with the combination of dry scrubber and baghouse for air pollution control
equipment. These are the NITEP project, the Canadian pilot project In Flakt,
Ontdrlo, and the Bay Area Resource Recovery project In California, a refuse­
derived fuel (ROF) facility. Any data meetIng quality control criteria which
can be obtained from these facilities, and any European facllitles using
these combustion ~nd control technologies, should be used for the health risk
assessment In the final EIS. If a decision Is made not to utilize this data,
the final EIS should contain a dIscussion justIfying Its exclusion.

.'
J.;

"'I

~I
~1
;'
1
i.,

.j

:1

;!
.~

Second, the staff believes that the variability of the data useG for the devel­
opment of the dioxin and furan emissIon factors is too large. r~ Is
Impossible to characterize these emission factors as "worst-case" or even as
typical due to the following factors:

1) The standard deviation of the values used is greater than the derived
emission factors (Appendix 0 of the draft EIS).

2) While 2,3,7,8 TCOD comprises 3.7% of total TCDD emissions used for risk
characterizatIon, it accounted for 65% of the total TCOD at the Northwest
facility.

3) If one were to calculate 2,3,7,8 TCDD emissions using the probability metho­
dology used for the rest of the PCDD/PCDF family, the emission factor would
be increased by 20%.

4) If one were to apply the percentage of 2,3,7,8 TCDD to total TCOD at the
Northwest facility to the average TCDD concentration derived from all five
facIlities contained in the data set, emissions of 2,3,7,8 TCDD would be
Increased by a factor of 15.

lin expanded data base is needed for calculatIon of the dIoxin and furan
emission factors In the final EIS. With an expanded data base, the con­
fidence level of the analysis could be increased. For all cases, the con­
fidence level of the analy~ls should be provided in the final EIS.

-Metals Emissions Analysis

The metals emIssions data was derived from only one facility, the SWRC facility
In Washington, D.C. However, our staff has reviewed several documents which
contain metal emissions data from the Gallatin, Tennessee mass burn facility.
The metals data from the Gallatin facility should be included and evaluated
in the final EIS or justification presented for Its exclusion. In general,
an expanded metals emissions data base is needed for the health risk assessment
In the final EIS.

-Need for an Expanded Ilealth Risk Assessment

The staff is recommending that the follOWing elements, In addition to that
discussed above for the PCDD and PCDF and metals analyses, be included In
the health risk assessment for the project.

1. Because of the uncertainty in plant operating efficiency and in emissions
control effic'iency, we are proposing that a two scenario risk assessment
approach be conducted consisting of:

a) The most reasonable case, which would describe what the assessment con­
siders to be the most reasonable expected risk to both maximally
exposed individuals and the communIty as a whole, I.e., based on the
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proposed facilities emission factors and emission control effIcien­
cies, and expected population, residency turnover, absorption and
retention factors, and

b) The worst plausible case, which would describe the exposure of a
maximally exposed Individual and the community as a whole,
occurring under less than optionally expecte4 facility operating
conditions and pollution removal efficiencies, l.e., based upon
emission factors and removal efficiencies which Would occur if the
f,'Clllty mal functioned for a short period of time, and less than
nonnal popUlation turnover.

2. A study addressing the population of the Impacted area should be
included. An analysis of the county population and labor fnrce, and
community patterns would allow an estimation of the size of the popUlation
potentially affected by the proposed facility.

3. Sensitive receptors or facilities of high value to the community should be
11.,ted and their location speet fled. Parks, schools, swhmning pools,
shopping centers, community centers, hospitals. convalescent homes, housing
for the elderly and day care centers should be Included in this analysis.

4. The cancer bur"den of the exposed population as well as the corresponding
rl5k to the average Individual should he Identified in the final EIS.
lodlvldua1 rl5k is defined as the probability of cancer induction due
to i nd Ivi dua 1 exposure. as opposed to commun Ity ri sk, which Is the
increas!!d incidence of cancer In the community due to the pattern of
exposure experl enced by the community.

5. Other existing facilities within the identified project Impact area
may also be contributing sources of pollution. The health risk
assessment should contain a discussion about all sources contributing to
health risk within the area.

6. A di5cusslon about criteria air pollutants should be Included in the health
risk assessment. The health effects of criteria pollutants should be addressed.

7. Non-cancer health effects from non-criteria emissions should be discussed in
detail. Where there are existing standards, rules or guidelines, e.g.,
ambient water quality criteria, drinking water standards, acceptable
dally Intakes, and threshold limit values, th!!y should be sped fled.

8. The magnltudP. of human exposure to emitted contaminants Is calculated via
two !!xposure routes, Inhalation and Ing!!stlon. The average lifetime
dally dose Is not only a function of all' and soil/dust !!xposure but is also
a function of dermal absorption. Even If It Is assumed that the exposure
du!! to d!!rma1 ahsorptlon poses no risk, a rationale should be provld!!d for
not including it In the total exposure assessment.
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9. The Individual cancer hazard characterization riSKS listed In Table
4.3-9 should b~ added together to obtain a cumulative risk for the
project.

In general, as discussed above for the PCDr and PCDD and metals analyses, an
expand!!d data baS!! is n!!ed~d for th~ h!!a1th risk assessment to lend more
credibility to conclusions associated with the Impact of the proposed facility.
B!!caus~ of the Importance associated with MSW Incineration and dioxin and
furan"emlsslons, a more Inclusive treatment of this subject would be
appropriate.

Nol se Impacts

In general, there does not appear to be significant adverse operational noise Impacts
due to the proposed resource recovery facility or due to the Brooklyn Park and
lIopklns' transfer stations. Construction noise Impacts may be a problem
at the Greyhound facility a~d this Issue should be discussed In greater detail
In the final EIS. Noise standards for the City of Minneapolis are listed In Table
4.8-3, on page 4-193 of the draft EIS. 1I0wev~r, It Is unclear how these
standards were calculated. Please contact David Kl'lso of the Division of Air
Quality at 296-7372 to explain the basis for th!!se calculations. The final
EIS should contain these calculations.

Significant noise impacts (the MPCA considers a 3 dnA Increase In LIO noise
l!!v!!ls as perc~ptlble) will occur at the Minneapolis South transf!!r station du!!
to the operation of the station and, at the Minneapolis South and
Bloomington East transfer stations and possibly, the 1I0pkins transfer station,
due to packer truck traffic associated with these facilities. An error was
not~d at page 4-211 of the draft EIS, where it Is stated that the only signifi­
cant noise Increase at the Minneapolis South transfer station, will be due to
truck traffic on 28th Street East. Truck traffic on 20th Avenue South will also
result In a significant Increase in noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors.
1n addition, the staff believes that traffic cong!!stlon and possibly a signifi­
cant noise Impact may occur due to packer truck traffic from the proposed
lIopklns transfer station. Three major food distribution warehouses are located
in the project area and It Is our understanding that the truck traffic from
these warehouses was not I~cluded In the noise analyses for the proposed facil­
ity. The final EIS should contain an evaluation of the noise impacts due to
all truck traffic In the project area.

Th!! final EIS should contain a discussion regarding any proposed noise mitiga­
tion measures such as adjustjng the opening and closing times of the transfer
stations and the Greyhound facility for delivery of MSW. This noise mitigation
measure is being proposed for the Bloomington East transfer station, and should
be effective In reducing adverse noise impacts at nearby receptors.

Solid and lIazardous Waste

Staff comm~nts for the solid and hazardous waste section concern the acceptance
of household hazardous waste at the proposed facll tty, methods to be used for
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disposal of ash from the facility. and the proposed facility's impact
sanitary landfills currently receiving lIennepln County's sollel waste,

The flnal EIS should contaIn a more detailed discussion regarding household
hazardou~ wastes to be burned at the facility. Section 4.1.2.2 of the draft E1S
does nnt list household hazardous wastes as being acceptable or unacceptable
at lhe resource recovery facility and transfer stations. 1I0wever, it Is
clear that these wastes will be accepted because of the dffffculty of
excludfng them. Any sfgnlflcant fmpacts assocfated wfth the handlfng or
burnIng of household hazardous wastes should be dfscussed fn the ffnal EIS.

The final EIS should also contain a more detailed discussion about landfill
sites to be used for ash disposal and for the disposal of wastes bypassing
the facility during downtime. Concerns whIch should be discussed include:

1) The final EIS should contain a discussion identifying the landfills to
be used for the disposal of the project's process resfdue and bypass
waste. The capacftles of these landfills, the fmpact of the project on
the regional landFIll system, and the need for new land capacity should
be fdentf fled for a ten year dfsposa1 perIod.

2) The final ETS should contain a discussfon sped fying the type of land­
fills to be utilIzed for the ash and the bypass waste from the project,
whe ther they will be 11 ned or un11 ned, segrega ted or unsegrega ted. The
possibIlity of using the ash as the final layer over exIsting solid
wa~te at the landfIll. before fInal cover. should also be discussed.

3) The requirements for using lined versus unlined landfills for ash disposal
should be discussed. The economfc Impacts of these two alternatives
should also be discussed.

Finally as a potentfal responsible governmental unft (RGU) for the project
under the Minnesota Envfronmental Quality Board (EQR) rules due to the air
pollution category. the agency staff would lfke two weeks for revfew of the
air quality. traFfic and nofse areas of the preliminary draft of the final
EIS before the final changes are made to that document. Please contact
Marlene Volta, the environmental revfew coordinator for the project. at
296-7796. in advance of the MPCA's receipt of the preliminary draft of the
final EIS to facilitate our agency's review of that document.
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Thank you for the opportunfty to review the draft EIS. If you have any
questions concernfng. these comments. please contact Ms. Vofta.

~~J&dL
Thomas J. Kalitowski
Executfve Dfrector

TJK:ja1

cc: Mr. Gregg Downing. Environmental Quality Board
Mr. Rob Krieger, Minnesota Department of lIealth
Or. Velma Charles-Shannon, Office of Planning and Review
Mr. Ahto Nlemioja, Division of Air Quality
tiro David Bordson, Dlvfslon of Air Quality
Ms. Susanne Pelly, Division of Air Quality
Mr. David Kelso, Division of Air Quality
Mr. Ken Podpeskar, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste
Mr. Don Kyser, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste
Mr. Lou Chamberlain, Division of Air Quality
Mr. Erfc J. Kflberg. Offfce of Planning and Review
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or opemtlon, Cl\pllclt,y, wllote type. etc.). In general. the level of
1I1I,'e,'l;l\lnty he,'e 1n 0(' 01p;n1rlcnnt. pllhUc hOI\Uh concern, since hoth of I.he
r'lll'r~:11nl1 ('lnnnf'n In 'l110nt.lon l'Olttltln (~'\l'plnop;('nlf': cmnpounrln. Hnl.IOIull f')(rtIn­
111,,1.1011 nr Lit" mfll.r'I'lni provlll"<) '["'1I1n to Ule ('ollel11nlon thnt tit" ","Innlonn
(·v!llllnl.lnll wnn IWl1IITTt'I,·"I, Lo mnl1fll ('x p('(:tml rnt"'Lnl nne1 p.h"lcH'ttlltl.rd ot'f?Hllf"
"ml :\:~ IOlln I'tHO t.he pt'op()n~d f',LP I 11 Ly.

,January 21, 19116- '2 -Mr. .Tohn Rafferty,

3. CrIteria Pollutants: No helllth eHects aUri buted to erfl.el'l n
pollut,nntn nrc dlncusned. IIlthoup;h It in a popular misconception thl\t thene
efl'eet;s ar(' not nlp;nll'ic"nL at leve]n ",,'''!.lnp; NI':IHllll'[" criterln }"v"1"
cont,l\tn nn econom1" connlderat1.on I\S well "n hOlllth effect component.n.
Ij'hcrcforc, n section (lcmonntrnt:fng Lhnt the mnxlou\lly exposed Jndiv1dunl
In not nt rlAk from criterin pollutnnts ShOlllil he produced.

'1. 1lfi7:nrr! IInnennmcnt: ~'hln ne('t.ion nhnl1Jr! rel/lte I\n I\cel1rl\t.c ont.1lMt.lon
of l~h(~ toxtc cffnl'l.n ~xJ)("cl.(·d frnm l.hC' ntlhnl.ntH':f"n 1d('~nt.fflt"'n in 1.1 It'

emln·nlonn inventory. ]n goncrl\l, thls oect.lon In bol.h wel\k nnil tnncCllrate.
Fot" ('xnmp]c. compol1T1n" nrC' mlnn1np: from thin ltnt thnt nrc prcl1rmt fn Lho!1("
producen for other n1 milar ('nell! tien (e, g, antImony). Other prohlems
Include inl\ccuracy of the data base (for example, the mutap;enl c "nd
t.erntogenic propert.tes of neleni urn nre not mentioned), and n Inck of a
rC"frrcnPo0 frnrn0work. AlH nl1mhf'rn nhonJo 1If" fn(']11(i~n for f'nrh ("ompnunn. \lh ....n
ponn IhIe. t.o provl,le Il cOtlll'l\rl non to ('xI,,'el."d r!oflflp;e from l.h" "tnl nn [on
nnHt·('f'!. 'I'h(" t n rC1I"1fl.'1 I. , nn pt·C'"rn1.f'(l (lo('n not nrlf'flllrtf.r-Jy f\1ltnn.rl7.f" t.hf'
dO"IlI11eni.er! toxic el'1'ectn 11I'0dtlced hy t.he ,'xl'('('l.e,1 emlnsionn.

2. IItr 'i'oxtcs Dieperntor. ;,orlel: r"""r'lllnp; 1.0 t.i:~ ;wo,le,," r;"n,"'lpUon, the
HAM model wno uncd to cn i. i.infltc nLm:,f\ ~lll'l" I co d lnpei~n I on of t.lic TWOpoftpd n f t·

toxieo emlnnlons. lin pnrt 0(' tr.:n mollel1np; proN'on, wll:rl np""il. wlnil
(Ht·C'~I.lon, ntrnnnrhCl'l~ nt,n;li11t.y. tlnel I.PllIpp,",d,uf"r- nt'C' the vt1.1l1 p."1.nllnrl. ..'t"n
uned in caleulntlnp; nlnp",'sion. Yet t.hen" ilat.1\ w"re deriv,,,1 I','orn t.he 1\11'­
port, nnd nn fnr nWIlY fin f1t. Clol1d~ I\nynnf' fnrnflinr w1t.h thC" "('nnyon" wind
eff'el'lto tn downt.own Mlnnf'l\pollo woulil '1u('ntlon t.he ""l"vnnce 01' I\trpnl't data
on wlnclnp("("'ll, r1't'~cti0n, or n.t.mnnphC"fofr nl.nbt11t.y t.o nownr.0wn r-oml1 Lfonr..
Ijl('lIIpcrnLul'C fA we]l c)op.IIJRenLccJ t.o vru'Y ",'1.\01('011 l.hr.one locnLJonn nn we.ll.

,lHnee nll of the hel\lth efrect pro.1nct.lonn llcpenrl upon the selection of nn
nppl'oprinte diopernion model, 1t would ho he] prul to have more 1nl'o"lrull, Ion
regardinp; tents of flllM's nb1lit,y to succongfully model a complex envi ronment
like the downtown nren. In particull\r, nomc error levels would he. helpful,
inrl1eI\t.1ng how RIIM comp"red to other modnln (Complex 1, MI"J'EH) bancd on
aecj;or averaging rl\ther thl\n stendy stnt.e Gl\unn Ian d Istrihut.! ann, ~'he mn,jor
pol:ent.lal fl\ult wUh HIIM woulll h" thl\t l.h" r"""pl:ors will he 1nl'lu('nr:e,) hy
('ronn-wlnd dintl\llce fl'orn the pllllll" e,,,,!.,,,'J j "". which In Id,'nl.l 1'1 ed h,Y n
atl\ndnrd wind direcl.1on. fllnce the rent of I.he hel\Ith effect nnnennlll"ni.
depends upon the dispersion model u!led, some meanure of the reliability or
RIIM to assene the downtown area is needed, as well as local downtown mel.eor­
ological measurements for use in the modeling process,-----

,JlUlllflt'y :'1. 19116
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M,'. ,Iohn flnfrf'l'ty
: ~1'1I1 ilt" li:nv I t'ntHllf"1I1.f11 1'lnll11r"t'
r·!l·l.,'opnll !.nu l:nlllll~ 11
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AlI"i.lte,' pol nl. of <'Onl'ern rep;n,',IIIlp; the emlne Iann dal.lt hllne rnlal;f''' to the
1)',(' of !tavel·n.p;c" ernfnn:foJl rntp.fi for t.he flatn prc!1cntC'd in 'l'nhlc JI.3-]. 'Jlhc
Lext dnf':1 not. cxpln.fn how thenn "nvcrnp;cg ll were cnleuln.tcd. F.xmnlnntton
n f' Lhp t'nnp:('~n I nV\llv(~d, howrovC'l'", l~ndA to the r.onr-!llA Ion t.hrtt nn "nVp.I·flp;C"
I'nl' f;lI(~h dnt.n. ltI!1.kt':l vet',y 11 tt l~ n('tlne. '('he rnllp;cA rCJ10rtnrl for Inl n I mum find
Inn X Iltunn vn 111"'~ V1l.t''y hy ? t,o () lop; fft~ I·,orn, f1r-pend I np; upon t~h(~ C'hC'ml cnl
(·11l:1~\. No ,netllod or IlVf~t·tl",lnp; ntllllbcra wi Lh such n w:lc1e vflrtnnec woulel hnve
mud, J1V,l.he.ru,I.I,,"l vll1 I,ll I.y, II more n"n"lble flpproltch would he 1.0 p,'ovlde
dilL" hn~~d on mOrit, l'f>nnonnhlc ennc, nnd ,",orAt pln.usnhlc cnGe. Conl."flHt.Jng
U"",,, two (,lIIlnslon mode" wonl<j he more informntive thnn the Iltt.('lIIpt I\t
flvPl'nglng emIssion nlngcR.

5. gxponurc Anocnnmcnt: 'l'h1s !";cct.1on cantnfn!"! n. numhcr of dcflC"fC'twfef'\
and lrregull\rit1es, so only the general onen wIll be menl.1oned, nn linl.en
below:
fl. nelect.ion pror:cnr. for rc~crl:or n1t.f'!:l Ir. not. C']C'nr (no nchooln,

honpftnls, nllmlng hotlles pr'enenl. In t.1t" 10 mile radtu" nrollnn
t.he plnnl:7)

h. wornt probahle emlnnions cn"e not modd..d

an equ3" opportunHy employer



c. no populntion estimates were prepared - how Dl!1ny people are affected?
r 'tor sites are supposl'Q to he population concentration centers.

ere these determined wit.hout recourse to census Qata?

d. the cOImnutlnp: pnpulntfon WnR ignol'ed. gxponurc flSBCfte1nCnt. conrdnt.s of
eVflluatinp; resIdent workern, cOlllllluters into the zone during work hours,
r'('~ldent.s wcwktup; elRewherl', nnd rcnldentn that do not work nnywhere.

", no ap;e distrJlmt.ion for the Impnet zone population was provided.

Dermal Absorption was also Ignored in t.he EIS sectton on health effect.s,
and should be included to complete the exposure assessment sec

6. Risk Assessment: For the sake of brevity, the prob::'E"'~ with this
section are listed below:

a. The table listing the CAG pot...'l1cy slopes is not correct; t.he slope
for beryllium is 2.6, cadmium is 6.1 (EPA AUGUST, 1985)

The slope for nickel should be rechecked, since CAG announced a
modIfication of nickel risk assessment lnst month

V1
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All of t.hese fact.ors are required to identify the populat.!on at risk, to
nc.cl'rklin if spec lal risk catagories apply to the study population, and to
Jdent! fy "sensitive receptor" st tes in the community of particular value.
'I'he exposure assessment provided failed to accomplish these ohjectives.

Anot.her part. of the expos\ll'e asseRsment that needs some additional
re,;olution is .the discussion on routes of exposure. 'I'he formula for
inhnlntion is conventlonnl nnd rensonnhle, hut the ingestion model presented
dnr,; not conform to othel's prorluced for similllr situations (e.g. Kimhrough
on dioxin inp;estion). Met.llln nnd orgnnics nre not equnlly distributed in
all pm·ttcle size,;, and fine· pm'ticle enrichmentmuRt playa part in the
pnrticle diRt.rihut.lon relat.ed inp;estion model. Other factorR, such as
el1"ml<:'al hnlf-life in Roil, solar decomposition rates, and Ri7,e dependent
,kpos Ition rates pIny nn impot't;nnt role in modelinp; particle ingestion
do"es. It. shonld also be st.l·essed that the amount of soil ineented by an
Ind I vIrlunl Is Inreely nee dependent, with children aged 2-3 ingesting 10 g
of ';011 per dny, "ompnred to an adult rate of 0.1 g per day. An average
of II.li5 g/d is use,l t.o estimnte soil ingestion averages for children. This
is where a compet.ent exposure assessment is necessary, particularly age
d Istl'1butions.

D"lly Ingestion (!1,/d = %populatIon <5 yrs. old X (l1.!15 g/d)
+ %popUlation >5 yrs. old X (0.10 g/d)

'1'1 It- Inp;cst.lon rate aVCl'nge une,l in the F.TS (0.05 g/d) in not an appropriate
f'lr~l11'" to usc t.o ""tlmnte at'rtl doses nttdbuted to t.he expected facllHy
('lIIlss10ns. Smnll "hil,It'en IngeRt 90 timen the average uned in the proposal,
n'lt1 the populnl.loll age dlst.rlhlltion was not IdentifIed in the EIS. It Is
I.h",·cf'ore not possIble to proJect if small children are at higher than
eslln.tted rIsk for' oral exposure to emlssion particles. 'l'his should be
lJettcr resolved In the proposnl.

f\. TnO!"C npt"oprtnt.e formula woul(l he:

where:
111 dnlly Inp;,-,:I.lon do"e from soil
CI amount or chemical rl<,poslted In solI available for Inr;cst.lon
~;l mnollnt of solI tngcntcll per dny

CJ = (l.lili X tl/2X Deptl/soil density
1.1/2 pollutant hnlf-lil'e Irt soH (se"'onds)
DePt = deposlt.ion rate for pollutant (mg/m2/yr)

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Commuter rIsks are not estimated, nor included in the process of eval­
uating health effect impacts

The TCDD equivalents presented in Tables ~.3-6, ~.3-7 are not derIved
by a method that can be discerned. The numbers do not correlate with
the most recent EPA estimntions, or with the CDHS. Example tables are
provided as extracted from a risk assessment produced for the Bay Area
Resource Recovery ProJect. This discrepancy should be resolved hefore
risk assessment for these compounds can be realistically addressed.

Contributing SoUrce risk is not addressed. It is Imperative that the
background levels for carcinogenIc substances be determIned In order
to assure that construction and operation of this facility will not
pose a threat to public health·by addine emissions that boost ambient
levels beyond an acceptable risk. The same type of analysIs should
be done for the criteria pollutants, using the additive level (proposed
emissIons + ambient levels) to jUdge the acceptability of the project
emission levels .

No estimation of cOllllllunIty risk is presented. ThIs is particularly
important for a project sited in an area of high population densIty.
For example, an individual risk of 1 X 10-5 in a popUlation at risk
of 500,000 would produce 5 cancer cases due to the project. If the
project was sited in 11 rurnl nren, with n population Itt risk of 5,000,
no CaSeS would be expected. This niti ng dependent factor should
receive cnrcful cons:ldcrnt1on in G~1('ct1ng n location for t.he pr·opo!>('c1

facility, and should hnve impnct in t.he risk assessment process for
the proposed downtown site.

The overall risk of the project is the sum of the individual risks.
If one hypothetically accepts the risk assessment as it is presented,
the sum risks attributed to project emissions exceed the accept.able
risk~vel dctermined by the Minn0sota Dep~rtment of Health (I X 10-5 ).
The uncertaintIes associated with t.he suhmitted risk assessment are
tod lnrge to predict If the ne"e,;snry modiflcntions would Incrense
or reduce thIs estlmnt.e of cumulnt1ve IndIvidual rIsk.
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6. RIsk IIssessment (cont.)
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January 28, 1986

f(. No risk nssennment. was ncvcloped for t}:e n!Jh nnd solid wnnte i.hat.
will be produced by tho fnl'nity. 'l'hin io a mnjor ove,.sIght, sInce
Rueh nnt('rlnl "nl hnv" to he diRpoRe" of In Rome mllnner, pro"al11y
hy lawlflll. In order to fully evalullte the health related impllcts
of t.he P"opoRed project., .. comprehensive risk assessment of the
residual ash should be provided.

Metropolitan Council

Re: Proposed site of Hennepin County Waste Transfer
Station on Hennepin County Highway grounds at
3rd and 5th Streets in Hopkins.

lJ1
I
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h. The final, t.able in this section eompares cancer inddence to dellth
from other causes. Since the risk assessment models for increased
cases of cancer, and not death, the validity of these comparisons
IR qUlOstlorml1lc. Compl1l"lnon of cancel' incidence from other sources
would be mol''' appropriate, if such a comparIson tnhle is required.
II l'ompnrlnon of t"lnk untng other m"thodn of doment.Ic wIlste trelltmellt
woul,l be of l''lrtil'ular vnlue here (e.g. risk from proposed project vs.
risk of living on perimeter of a landflll).

7. Sumrnn.l·y: 1'he health effects section of the Hennepin County Resource
Recovery Facili ty Draft F:nvironmental Impact St.atement requires extensive
mod t flcation before arealistic evaluat ton of the expect.ed health impacts
can be determined. Use of an unneeessari"Ly restrIct1ve emisRion data hase,
obsolete toxIcity data and incomplete risk assessment. processes preclude
any abtlity to determtne health rIoks associated wIth the proposed pro,lect.
The consultant responsihle for t.hIs section of the Em is referred to a
doe"ment prepnr",l hy Systems IIppl1cat1ons, Inc. entitled "Ilny IIrea Resource
Hecovcry I·'actlity Pro,lect, IIppendlx J: Supplemental F:nvironmental
1nfo1'lII1ltion - HeaHh !llsk IInseBsment" as an example of competent risk
n~lscssrncnt methodology.

Sincerely,

J37#~~
Dr. !lohert A. Krelp;er
RenC'nr"h Selent,Iot.
Health !lisk Asoessment

BAI(:lIo

AI.Lnelun('ut.s

Members of the Council,

We, the undersigned citizens of the northwest corner
of Edina, live in an area immediately west of the
above mentioned proposed site. Measurements from
the Hopkins Engineering place the middle of Adams
Ave. (the second row of houses west of County Road
18) at 1400 ft. west of the east boundary of the
proposed site.

We ask that you request that Hennepin County place
this proposed station at a site (possibly in St.
Louis Park) which would not be so close to residential
and food-processing areas.

We join the citizens of Hopkins in noting that the
Environmental Impact Study is either vague or discounts
the impact of additional noise, traffic, dust odor and
possible vermin to the area. With relatively narrow
roads and two sets of railroad tracks for an acknowledged
700 to 900 truck trips a day to cross over, it is clear
to us that the roads will be pushed to well over their
capacity and,despite assurances to the contrary, impa­
tient drivers will use routes through the neighboring
residential areas, severely Impncting our neighborhood.

With no official notice to the residents of the area
and only a two day notice in a local paper for the Jan­
uary 16 hearing we have had only the testimony of others
at the hearing and the information we have been able to
glean from telephone calls to local officials on which
to base our objections. It seems clear that the E.I.S.
is deRign"d to obscure or ignor", rnther than clnrify,
potential problems.

This is not just a case of "not in my back yard", but
one of a permanent facility negatively impacting the
community for years to come. There are alternatives
and they have been ignored for the quick and "cheap"
solution.
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1. The applicant demonstrates that it made its best efforts to
obtain sufficient emission offsets and that such efforts
were unStlccessful;

Paul Smith
Metropolitan Council
Metro Square Rullding
700 Robert Street
St Paul, Minnesota 55101

Interpretative Ruling for Non-attainment Areas.
not describe how these conditions will be met.
understanding that Resource Recovery facilities
from the emission offsets only if:

Section 4 does
It is our
may be exempted

V1
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HENNEPIN COUNTY RF:SOURCF: IH:COVERY PROJF:CT F:IS

Northern States Power offers the following comments and questions
for. your consideration in preparing the final F:nvironmontat Im­
pact Statement for the proposed Hennepin County Resource Recovery
project.

Our. comments gonerally f/ll1 Into two areae1 air 'qual I ty impacts
and rogulation, and alternative technology and sites to the
IH·()po~c(1 act ion t

Section 3.2.1.3 Non-attainment Area Regulations states, "The
proposed facility is located in a NA arBa for s02, 02 and TSP••
!lpc.,use S02, ()2 and CO emissions are both estimatod to be greater
than 100 tons por year, non-attainment review requirements for
SU2 and CO will apply to the facility, unless the requested
redes ignat ion of the area for S02 and/or CO is approved by EPA."
II is our undorstanding that EPA approval of redosignatlon to
.,Italnmf>nl statns for CO may be granto<l this summer., howovor, the
.Iroa will remain non-attalnmont for S02 for at loast a yoar.
As stated on pago 4-24, the analysis of air quality Impacts Is
"undor the assumption that tho redosignation of the R02 and CO
n.m-attalmont status to attainment may be approved by the F:PA
prior to submissIon of the permit applications, a PSD modeling
"n,'lysls will be performod." The'pages which follow wcro based
on that assumption. Since the Rtate Implementation Plan (SIP)
has not beon approved, modoling hased on numbers In tho SIP are
not necessarily valid. Rased on NSP's experience and guidance
Erom EPA, theso cr.itlcal assumptions do not appear vallrl. We
bel ieve the issue requires closer scrutiny in the final RIS.

Since the assumptions may be invalid, requirements for alternative
caROS should be clearly addressod in the RIS. Section 3.2.1.3
also states the four requirements for compliance with F:PI\'s Offset

2. The applicant has secured all avail~hle emission offsets, and

3. The applicant will continue to seek the necessary emission
offsets and apply them when they become available
(40 CFR Part 51 Appendix S).

There Is no mention in the EIS that offsets have been sought.
Although NSP would be a logical source for offsets, we have not
been contacted about their use. In addition, EPA has placed a no
construction ban on non-attainment areas and MPCA staff have told
NSP that if we wish to build In this area we would need offsets -­
yet the Hennepin County EIS does not discuss this at all. These
apparent conflicts need to be clarified.

Section 4.2.3.1 states the following: "Typically, mass burn
produces lower levels of chlorine, sulfur and trace elements than
RDF which is a concentrated form oE plastics and paper refuse.
Thus, the emissions of sulfur, chlorine and certain trace elements
are lower from mass burn than from RDF facilities (CARR, March
1980)."

In the Washington/Ramsey 'Waste-to-F:nergy F:IS, the Metropolitan
Council said, "It Is generally believed that most types of air
emissions Erom ROF fired hoilers are less ohjectionalhe than those
from mass-burn fired boilers. Processing to concentrate organic
materials of uniEorm size is believed to contribute to more com­
plete combustion. Existing boilers used for RDF combustion
typically achieve more complete material decomposition because
they are designed to more precisely meter fuel and oxygen than
incinerators are." There is no evidence to show that emissions
from RDF facilities are higher. The reference to CARB 1980 is an
outdated source. Tables 3 and 4 (Attachment I) are taken Erom CJ\RB
May 1984. However, it is known that the potential for emissions
of Dioxins from mass burn facilities are greater. Testing at NSP's
Red Wing Plant detected no dioxin while burning RDF at a minimum
detectable concentration of .001 ug/m 3 •
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Pil<JO 4-14 indicate'! II R02 romoval efficiency of 90~, yot the
fullowlng page shows uncontrolled eml'!sions of 587 TP! and
conteolled emlsRion'! of 176 TPY which appeaes to be only 70
percent r.-emoval.

AIRo, on page 4-24, It state'! "Theee ace no othoe soueces located
in the Minneapolis-St Paul /leea which will consume PSIJ Inceements.
• • Thoeefoee, tho PSIJ Inceoment consumption analysis was based
Rolely on concnnteiltlons caused by the peoposod·soueces S02
crnls~ions.t1

Tho flest statement is Inaccueate -- NSP is planning to consteuct
il new souece in the aeeil, a steam and electeicity cogeneeatoe in
WaRhlngton County. Also, we do not believe the second statement
is allowed by EPA eegulations -- no one souece may consume all of
the PSIJ inceemont.

AVAI r.ABI LITY
~--------,--

Section 1.1.2 Peocoss lJosceiption states "The county illso intends
to peoduce steilm foe dlstelhutlon to downtown Minneapolis usees."
We believe decision makees should be given up-to-date infoemation
in the final Ers conceening progress in securing those maekets.
Sill.O of st'~am to downtown customers was Hennepin County's original
jURtlflc"tion I'or the Greyhound sito. If the sale does not mat­
or:l;lilzc, furtlllle justification for site sclection shoul,l he
q I v"'n •

rln p"'),, 1-'1 F:n"r'lY Production and' Rxport the following st"tements
ace made: "During turbine outage, steilm produced by the hailers
will be eeduced In peessuee and cooled In a steam desuperheating
station, and then condensed in a bypass condenser, thus permitting
the bollees to eemain on-line and eefuse to be peocessed. Turbine
'J"neeation wi 11 be of 11 design which would allow the peoduction
ilmJ sale of stoam to downtown maekets." ThUS, during tuebine
outaqe, the energy feom the MSW is essentially wasted.

section l.l.5 Facility Avnilabllity and Reliability does not
dl"cu"" tho l1v<lllilbillty ;lOel reliability of the tuebine-geneeator.
Although it st"tos that Rhutdown of the turbine generator will not
,,[foct the facilities' boilee availability, the discussion should
address alteenative methods of utilization of this energy. The
pUlpose of the f"cility is not just waste reduction but also
ee"ouece eecoveey. These are, in oue view, Significant negative
impacts associated with mass-burn technology and the Geeyhound
site situation, "nd should be examined thoroughly.

Northern Slales Power Company

Paul Smith
January 29, 1986
Page 4

In response to the scoping EAW last May, NSP presented infoema­
tion concerning alternatives to the peoposed peoject. While the
council severely limited the scope of the EIS, NSP continues to
believe that a meaningfUl discussion of alternatives is lacking
and should be included in the final EIS.

The Capital Cost section In Pact II. Alternatives, Sec 3.2, on
page 3-3, gives an extremely broad eange of potential capital
cost figures for RDF technology making it impossible to make
meaningful comparisons with other technologies. The final EIS
for the Washington/Ramsey Waste-to-Eneegy Project reports on page
16 that, "Cost of existing plants were identified and typical
costs of 1,000 ton-pee-day facilltlos weea cst1Jnateel as follows.
mass-burn--$50 to $75 million: RDF with existing boilers--$20
millionl and co-compost--$15 to $50 million. ryrolyslR plants nn
a 1,000 ton-per-day scale do not appear to be practical: costs
for a 100 ton-per-day system weeeestimated at $2 to $4 million."

In the Thermal Rfficiency section, RDF is chaeacterized as exper­
imental. We do not believe that to be the case. The facilities
that NSP has patterned its RDF proposals after have a sound
operating track record of several yeaes. NRP's proposals include
tho utilization of the fuel produce,1 at highly efficient powoe
plant boilers. Very little is said about availability of RIJF
processing. Within an ROF facility theee is complete redundancy
of systems. Therefore, at any given processing site availability
is expected to be 95 percent. NSP is also making the necessaey
modifications at several existing boilers so that fuel utiliza­
tion is expected to be 100 percent.

On page 3-4, with eegard to aie emissions, the EIS states, "It Is
generally believed that most types of air emissions from RDF
fired boilers ace no more objectionable than those feom mass-buen
fired boilers."

In the Washington/Ramsey Waste-to~Eneegy Ers, the Metropolitan
council said, "It is generally believed that most types of aie
emissions from RDF fired boilers are less objectionable than
those from mass-burn fired boilers. Processing to concentrate
oeganic materials of unifoem size is believed to contribute to
more complete combustion. Existing boilers used for RIJF combus­
tion typically achieve more complete material decomposition



This is quoted material.

In summary, the Washington Ramsey EIS found the following advan­
t"ges and disadvantages associated with RDF:

On page 3-5 of the F.nvironmontal Concerns section, a parentheti­
cal remark is made tbat noise impacts tend to be greater for RDF.
NSP Is not aware of any justifldatlon for the remark. Again, the
W""hlngton/Ramsey Waste-to-Energy EIR found that, "Overall, noise
levels in the site vicinity will not be affected by construction
or operation of the proposed facility."

Northern Stales Power Company

process is superior to mass-burn and comparable to that of
pyrolysis (an as yet unproven technology). There are soveral
vendors with the expertise to develop and operate and RDF
facility in a reliable and cost-effective manner. Environ­
mental impacts appear to be very similar to those of mass-burn
facilitlos. The savings In capital cost and Increased
flexibility are deemed to be the major advantages."

Di~~da~~~~ - RDF plants require extensive fuel preparation
equipment, which is both costly to buy and to operate. RDF
boilers experience loss of material and heat value in precom­
bustion and combustion processes. Additional costs are
incurred if the RDF is transported off-site for incineration.
In the past, there has been some question regarding the reli­
ability of RDF processes. This disadvantage appears to have
been addressed and it is believed that reliable operations are
being and can be achieved."

Paul Smith
January 29, 1986
Page 6

Northern Stales Power Company
Jilnuary 29, 19R6
Pag r ~

because they are designed to more pr.ecisely meter fuel and oxygen
than inclner<1tors arc. Other enviror:montal concerns such as
noise, traffic, and materials handling risks are known to exist.
These concerns ilppeil r to bo of tbe oillne order of magn i tudo as
those associated with similar size mass-burn facilities." While
both statements are true, we believe the latter is more accurate
.,n<.1 lnEor-matlvn.

"Ad,:!:~~~<:!9.~~ - RDF installations shred, then classify waste
into combustible and noncombustible fractions. Ily classifying
materials beforo incineration, the noncombustibles can be
S('pilrilted Into distinct frnctlons nuch as ferrolls metals,
aluminum and glass. These classifiod fractions will be
relatively pure compared to mass-burn inciner,~tor residue and,
therfore, will contribute to higher salvage and heating
values.

The RDF has a lower ash content, a higher heating value, and a
sligbtly lower moisture content than unprocessed refuse (mass­
burn). It can be further treated to form a fluff, a powder, or
brilJu..,ttes. The RDF can be Inclnerilted on-site or transpnrted
to nn existing [ossil-fuel facility and can be burned by
it"elf, or as a fuel supplement to coal Or oil. The potential
for flexibility is one of the major advantages of the RDF
process.

Metals, glass, pilper and plastics can be removed from the solid
waste stream for recovery and resale. The prepared fuel is
compact and can he tran"ported for incineration off-sito. RDF
plants typically have a lower capital cost and comparahle oper­
ating costs wlH!n cnmpared to othor similar sized alternative
processiug plilnts.

Sev0ral facilltl..,s are opnrational in the n.R. and hilvo opera­
ted very reliilhly for a numhor of years. Although some concern
ha" been expre"sol! re'lanlln'1 maintenance of these facil ities,
It is believed that most of the major technical problems have
been resolved. with respoct to thermal efficiency, the RDF

AltE!!:.!!'!.!:.!:.v..~ Sit~~

As part of proposals to Hennepin County, NSP offered several
waste processing alternatives which included alternative sites to
the Greyhound site. NSP continues to believe that those propo­
sals constitute reasonable alternatives within the meaninq of the
Environmental Policy Act. ~

specifically, NSP offered to build an RDF processing facility at
the freeway landfill site. Depending on the desires of Hennepin
County and other neighboring counties, the facility could be built
with one, two, or three processing lines. With each added line
tho facility is capable of processing approximately 500 tons more
MSW per day. The fuel could be utilized at several existing
boilers in the NSP system, but principally at the Black Dog power
plant approximately two miles away. The Freeway RDF facility
could serve Hennepin County alone or a combination of Hennepin
County, Dakota County, and others. The discussion of the~Freeway

landfill site in Sec 4.10 of the alternatives volume character­
izes the site and surroundings.

Another alternative is to divert waste to a facility proposed In
Elk River, Minnesota. NSP, UPA, and Anoka County have agreed to
build at least a 5UO ton-per-day facility in Elk River. The
project can be expanded to include MSW from Hennepin County. The
utilities and Anoka county are currently seeking participation
from surrounding counties. The processing cost per ton of MSW is
reduced with larger commitments of waste.



Northern Sioies Power Compony

Paul smith
January 29, 1986
Page 7

Further description of the Anoka County RDF project and the pro­
posod site can be found in the attached Environmental Assessment
Worksheet prepared by MPCA (Attachment II).

Tho third alternative presented is a combination of the first
tw(). Ilennepin County waste could be split between the Folk River
projo .... t .,n<l the Froeway Project. With such a "ystem In place,
the Metropolltaion region would have an efficient system of
~esource recovery.

Anyone of these proposals would eliminate the need for a new
facility, new air emIssion source in downtown Minneapolis, and
other associated impacts.

I '~'~ /'
;;?77"j~ / -(/k-

P K Gralka, dminlstrator
Plant Permits (, Compliance

ah

Attachments

J R Alders, Administrator
Routing and Siting
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cc: Gordv Wanner - City of Mpls
Er ic' Ki J''''HI - MPCA
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~ Railroad Site

.2.1 Air~ As described in the comments on the Westwood
Industria~lte, the likelihood of seasonal variations for the presence
of odors should be identified •

CITY OffiCES f 0%0 EDEN PRAIRIE OOAD f EDEN PRAIRIE. MN 553~,12~ng I TELEPHONE (812) 931·2282

December 19, 1985

Thomas R. Caswell
Metropolitan Council

Page Two
December 19, 1985

l.11
I

N
00

Thomas R. Caswell
Environmental Planner
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
Seventh and Robert Streets
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Mr. Caswell:

The City of Ede~ Prairie has had an opportunity to review the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Hennepin County Resource Recovery
Project. The City welcomes the opportunity to comment on the document.
Conments on the DEIS will focus on the portion addressing alternate sites in
Eden Prairie for the proposed 1I0pkins transfer station.

~ Westwood Industrial Site

~l Air ~ality The DEIS asserts that a transfer station should
not be a source of odor to surrounding neighborhoods. Is this an average
condition or an absolute one? The City's experience with odors from the
Flying Cloud Sanitary Landfill demonstrates that odor problems vary with
seasons, and are prevalent during hot and relatively humid weather. The
likelihood of such season variations at a transfer station should be
identified.

.2.3 Surface Water The City believes the analysis of negative impacts
to surface water qua I fty Is adequate.

.2.4 Land Use and Zoning The City believes the analysis relating to
the intent and requirements of Its zoning regulations Is accurate. It
should be noted that lIennepin County may appeal the City's determination
of consistency to the Metropolitan Council for any of the three sites
addressed in the DEIS.

.2.6 Noise Noise Impacts from a transfer station would, as noted, be
signiHca~prohably greater than other uses Intended within the
industrial park. Which noise standards take precedence: the L(50) and
L(10),or the L(eq)?

.2.7 Utilities In order to provide a fire sprinkling system within the
bUf1ding,-an eight-inch water main may need to be extended.

•2.8 Socioeconomics Some economic analysis needs to be done to provide
comparlson;-e-fllier:'-iHrcct or indirect, with the costs of a tr'ansfer station
in IIopklns. Itl this particular case, the cost of relocating a business
and demolishing a brand-new structure should be estimated. The cost of
additional travel to this location, and Its impact on waste generators'
collection and disposal costs, should also be calculated.

. 2.9 Aesthetics and Cultural Resources See comments above relating 'to
4.3.2.4.

•2.2 Geology and Soils While the narrative mentions the possibility of
existing soil contamination and subsequent effect on development costs, it
should also Identify responsibilities and liabilities of past, current, and
future owners of the property.

.2.4 Land Use and Zoning The City believes the analysis relating to the
Intent and requirements of Its zoning regUlations is accurate. The quote
of the City's position that ."The railroad yard is superior from a zoning
standpoint" is taken out of context. The site Is superior compared to the
other two sites identified In Eden Prairie. It Is not the City's position
that a transfer station Is a superior use at this site, especially when other
sites not in the City are available for-5uch a use.

.2.5 Transportation A time and frequency study of rail traffic needs to
be conducted. Data made available to the City show that each rail line
has 10 rail operations per day, with five occurring during the day and five
at night. Delays at the at-grade crossings appear to be Infrequent and
marginal.

.2.6 Noise Which noise standards take precedence: the L(50) and L(10),
or theL(eiiJ1

.2.7 Utilities The City concurs with the assertion of negative impact on
Nine-Mile Creek water quality with storm runoff from this site.

.2.8 Socioeconomics Some economic analysis needs to be done to provide
comparison, either direct or indirect, with the costs of a transfer station
In Hopkins. In this particular case, the cost of relocating an existing
business and demolishing existing structures should be identified. The
financial risk and liability posed by ownership of possibly contaminated
soils and groundwater need to be determined. The cost of additional travel
to this location, and Its impact on waste generators' collection and disposal
costs, should also be calculated •

.2.9 Aesthetics and Cultural Resources See comments above relating to
4.4.2.4. -

~ Greenhouse Site

.2.1 Air~ As described in the co~nents on the other sites, the
llfeTThooa-of seasonal variations for the presence of odors should be
Identified •

.2.3 Surface Water The responsible unit of government for enforcement
of removTngl1TTI-to restore the floodplain s~ould be Identified.

.2.4 La~ Use and Ioning The City believes the analysis relating to the
Intent and requirements of its zoning regulations is accurate .



-~------~ ~--~~~---~--~~----- ---------;'276~--NoIse NoiselmPaCfs from a transfer station would, as noted, be
significant - probably greater than those which would occur from a dROF
proposed by Reuter, Inc. Which noise standards precedence: the l(50)
and L(10), or the l(eq) •

•2.8 Socioeconomics Some economic analysis needs to he done to provide
comparison, either direct or indirect, with the costs of a transfer station
In Hopkins. In this particular case, the cost of purchasing private
property and demolition of existing bulldings should be estimated. The risks
and exposure to a lawsuit filed by Reuter, Inc. for possible delays In
construction and interference with Its comnerce should be determined. The
cost of additional travel to this location, and Its Impact on waste generators'
colleLtlon and disposal costs, should also be calculated.

The last paragraph of Section 1.1.1 of the OEIS estimates the costs of the
recovery system (mass facility and transfer statlons)to be $32 to $42 per ton.
These figures should be Identified as the value of the dollar In 1985, In 1990,
or wha tever year Is correct.

Pll'ase contact me or Craig Oawson, Assistant to the City Manager. at 937-2262 If
you have any questions or desire further clal'lrlcatlon.

Sincerely,

CU\\N~RIIIRIE,.

Carl J. 'Jffi °e
City Manager
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that alt.ernatives be analyzed in the EIS even though the City
maintained that the initial site selection process und·ertaken
by the County was flawed and even though the Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and the Minnesota Environmental
Quality Board regulations legally require an analysis of
reasonable alternatives.

TO: Environmental Resources Committee

F1t0l1: Charles K. Dayton
Ellen G. Sampson

DATE: January 14, 1986

RE: Draft Envi ronmental Impact statement Dealing wi th the
Hennepin County Resource Recovery Project

Once a list of alternatives to be stUdied was included in
the scoping document, the City has continued to·express concern
about the thoroughness of the analysis of those al ternatives.
Cour ts have repeatedly emphasized that, "All reasonable
al ternatives must receive 'a rigorous expiration and objective
evaluation,'. The performance of this duty requires
substantive good faith consideration of alternatives 'to the
fullest extent possible,' a very high standard." Calvert
Cliffs coordinating committee, Inc. v. U.S. Atomic Energy
commission, 449 F.2d 1109, 1114 D.C. cir. 1971, cited in Ltbbey
Rod and Gun club v. Poteet; 12 E.R.C. 1343 (D.C. Mont. 1978 •

\Jl
I
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INTRODUCTION

Our law firm represents the city of Hopkins with respect
to the siting of a three hopper waste transfer facility on the
"<'nnepin County Department of Transportation site in Hopkins.
As you are all aware, the City is extremely concerned that the
location of this facility as proposed will have a material
det rimental envi ronmental effect upon development in the City
of Hopkins and nurrounding land uses. The City has raised its
conc~rns both during the process which resulted in the
formulation of a scoplng document and during the process which
has resulted in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
which is before you for consideration at this time. The city's
concerns with respect to the draft EIS are of two types: some
involve procedural concerns and general issues with regard to
the draft EIS while others are specific and deal with actual
language in the draft document which is before you. The
purpose of this memorandum is to address both types of concerns.

I. GENERAL AND PROCEDURAL CONCERNS

A. CRITIQUE OF ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE EIS PROCESS

In the city's opinion, the underlying theme during the
scoping and EIS process has been In essence to validate a
decision already made by the County with regard to the
selection of the Hopkins site. The City was required to spend
considerable time ensuring that the scoping document required

The City remains dissatisfied with much of the analysis
contained in the discussion of alternative sites. Generally,
it is extremely difficult to compare the selected site - with
alternative sites. Objections to the alternative sites such as
the proximity of adjacent land uses are merely stated as likely
possibilities While objections to the selected site in Hopkins
are mentioned often as concerns raised by the Ci ty and then
analyzed away. Before accepting objections to alternative
sites as valid, analysis should be done. Specific references
to portion~ of the draft EIS will be made at a later stage in
this memorandum •.

il. ·TREATMENT OF TRANSFER STATION IN COMPARISON WITH
TREATMENT GIVEN TO BURN PLANT

The draft EIS provides considerable detail about the
construction and operation of the burn facility itself in
Sections 1.1.2, et. seq. In sections 1.2, et. seq., however
only a very general description is provided of· transfer
stations. It is extremely difficult to evaluate environmental
impact~ unless more specific details are provided. In section
5.11.4 dealing with mitigation, the draft EIS states that
"pollution control measures such as carbon filtering, wash
down, bag houses, and deodorant sprays could be incorporated
into the design to remove odors and airborn contaminants.
Acoustical materials incorporated into the design layout could
be considered." This statement seems to acknowledge that odors
airborne contaminants and noise are a result of the operation
of transfer stations. Yet at other places in the draft EIS
such as in Section 4.2.9.2 the document states that "the
proposed Hennepin County transfer stations would be designed to

-2-



---. ---···--·~---·~---cc;nt:a:Cn--,)(f,:;;;-withi;:;-~--;8iiit~e-~bb~tI;ii-il~dl-;i~n~g~s~~a~~nd to mi n im i ze pa ck e r
truck queueing." Does this mean that the mitigation items

-<;'rred t.O ahove wotrld be incorporat.ed int.o ;-.he dC'ni'}n of a
,nfer station? If that is correct, why e;re they discussed

t..·.-"er mitigation. These quest.ions can be reso)v"d only if more
dOltail is provid"d about the dosign and operation of transfer
stations. since such detail is provided about the burn
facility, it remains unclear as to why the treatment of
transfer stations is less thorough.

C. RESPONSE TO CRITICISM OF EARLIER DRAFTS

The Metropolitan Council staff has been cooperative with
the City of nopkins in providing notice of and the opportunity
to attend meetings. We have met with the staff of the Council,
with representatives of the conSUltant retained by the council,
and with representatives of Hennepin County on several
occasions to raise our concerns as the document was drafted.
Our concerns have focused in general on adverse impacts to
Hopkins if the transfer station is built. In particular, the
issues of traffic, noise, odor, pollution of Nine Mile Creek,
negative impact on the surrounding uses (in partiCUlar the
residential neighborhoods and the food industries), lost
opportunity cost to the City and harm to the City's downtown
redevelopment goals have been stressed.

Specific comments regarding current treatment of those
issues in the document before you appear below. The City
objects to the way some of our earlier concerns have been
treated. In earlier versions of the document, odor was
downplayed as a problem at the Hopkins site while odor was
mentioned as a possible significant problem at certain of the
aiternative sit.es, particularly those in Eden Prairie. When
the City pointed out that if odor is a problem in one place it
in a problem in another place, the later versions of the .draft
EIS inclUding the one before you use the same language dealing
with odor at all the sites. This language concludes that odor
will not be a problem without any convincing explanation of how
that can be ensured.

An ear lier version of the draft found that selecting an
Bnen Prairie alternative would increase transportation costs.
Hopkins agreed that that was the case and also pointed out that
selecting a st._ Louis Park site would decrease transportation
costs. Documentation is available which illustrates that
transportation costs would be decreased if a site in st. Louis
rack wece to be chosen instead of the Hopkins site. Instead of
continuing to deal with the isnue of transportation costs which
in certainly a valid concern when choosing a site for a
transfer station, all mention of transportation costs has been
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dropped from the current d;:;cument. Th'IS a maJ'" [acror wn1cn
would make a St. Louis Par;; alternative site pI able to the
Hopkins site has been removed from active constd" ~_ion.

The document spenils considerable t.ime discussing noise.
It admits that the Hopkins site is currently out of compliance
with MPCA noise gUidelines. It concludes, therefore, that the
additional noise of'a transfer station will not be a
detrimental impact. In other words, the site is so noisy
already that a little more noise is insignificant. Noise,
however, is found to be a potentially serious problem at the
alternative sites in Eden Prairie even though certain of these
slt.es are a1 ready marked for industr ial development and will
most assuredly become more noisy. .

D. PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERNS

Section 1.2.3 of the draft EIS contains some very general
statements under the heading of a discussion of environmental
controls. It says that since "no processing of waste occurs
these facilities do not generate air pollutants other than some
dust and ot.her" airborn particulate matter from waste handling
and emissions from traffic in and out of the facility." The
potential for emissions is apparently to be controlled by
having an enclosed building and by requiring refuse vehicles to
be covered. The section does not address the three hopper

'openings in the floor of the proposed transfer station; it does
not consider that these openings will create a "chimney" effect
and result in a constant flow of air through the building with
the potential of picking up odors and airborn pollutants which
are then discharged into the air of the surrounding
environment. Observation of the Minneapolis Pacific street
transfer station makes it clear that the doors are never closed
during operations and that the hopper opening itself has no
provision for bei.ng closed. At the Pacific Street transfer
station, trailers are covered with screens which permit. the
escape of odors and pollutants. Some uncovered vehicles were
also observed •

In Section 4.6.5 of the draft. EIS statements are made to
the effect that there is no evidence that the transfer stat.ion
will have a negative impact on either the nearby residential
neighborhoods nor on the food manUfacturing and warehousing
industries which abut the proposed site. It does not appear,
however, that any concerted effort was made to assess the
environmental affect on any of these adjacent uses. While
specific studies may not be available to assess the effect on
the proximity of food handling indust.ries to t.ransfer stations
this may well be because such a facility has never before been
constructed within 70 feet of a food manUfacturing and
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warehousing facilit.y and because it is highly unli kely that
such a businnss would construct a new facility so close to an
existing transfer stationl

In Section '4.1.2.2, et. seq. of the draft EIS a d~scussion

of acceptable and unaccept.ahle waste appears. This discussion
is essentially focused on the burn facility not on the transfer
st.a t.ion. In Section 4.1. 2.4 for example, the draft EIS notes
that "Specific procedures regarding the segregation and removal
of hazardous wast.e at the transfer stations have not been
developed by the county. The County's processing agreement
does specify. general procedures for the recovery facili ty. "
The City of Hopkins has raised t.he issue of human waste being
brought. t.o the transfer station specifically in t.he form of
disposable diapers. The Cit.y was told that the problem had
been addressed. It. is not, however, mentioned in the Hennepin
county ordinance nor in the draft EIS.

I,iterature relating t.O these concerns is available. The
Environment.al Protection Agency has a pUblication entitled,
Municipal Solid Waste: Land Disposal, which provides
considerable informat.ion on this topic. It.is significant that
a transfer station receives waste from a garbage truck much in
the same way as it. would if the truck were delivering waste to
a landful1. Information about waste being delivered to
landfills should be considered if similar information is not
avnilable about. transfer stations themselves. The waste will
~e dumped ont.o t.he floor and then eit.her pushed into a
recE'iving hopper' or dropped int.o a trailer. It may indeed be
pf.led on the floor unt.il some ot.her disposal arrangements can
be made. Pictures of piles of trash at the Pacific street
st.ation illust.rate this procedure. While the wast.e is being
handled, contaminant.s are exposed to the environment and could
bn a source of contaminat.ion which would affect human health.
A t.raining course manual, sanit.ary Landfill principles
pUblished by the U.s. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare also relates to the handling of refuse at transfer
stations much as it would at sanitary landfills. It points out
I'hat flies, mO!Jquit.os, rats, birds and other animals can be
att.racted to t.he exposed waste.

The draft. EIS notes in section 4.1.2.2 that, "Refuse
veh icles wi th 10ilds of unacceptable waste should be det.ected
prior to entering the tipping areas." How this will be don~ is
nol- clcnr. 'l'be clocumnnt admit.s that some lInaccepl'able wast.e
will be delivered to the t.ransfer station and transferred to
thc' recovery plant. This is apparently regarded as an
accept.able risk. The draft also concludes that unilcceptable
wnstes that are isolated may be temporarily stored at t.ransfer
stations although no discussion of how this will be done is
included. -
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The City of Hopkins wishes to reiterate t.hat. the problems
of a public health ,.ature may well be resolvable at transfer
stations in some partiCUlar locations. The concern with this
partiCUlar site is that when a site is wit.hi;; 700 feet. of
residential facilities and wit.hin 70 feet of (ood warehousing
and manUfacturing facilities such problems are serious and the
potential for harm is so great that the site is environmentally
unacceptable.

II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS

A. DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE

In Sect.ion 3.5.4, the draft EIS describes the Hopkins
site and notes that, "The parcel of land west of the site is
slated for indust.rial growth in the City's' mast.er plan.
Developable vacant land comprises less than 10% of the area o(
the City. Vacant lands are being developed at a rapid pace and
are deemed significant for the increase in employment base
which they bring." At the same time that the document includes
this language, it is unwilling to view the loss of the transfer
station site as a significant loss to the City of Hopkins.

It is true that since the County already owns the land,
the County will not have added out-of-pocket cost.s or
relocation costs for current users. It is not true, however,
that no costs are involved in the use of this land for this
partiCUlar purpose. If the County no longer needs this portion
of the site for Department of Transportation purposes, it would
be available for anot.her use. If it were not County land, it.
would have been included in the City development district.
since the county no longer needs it., it should be put t.o t.he
highest possible use. Thus, the cost to the count.y of using
this land is the price for which it could be sold to another
buyer. A memorandum from Dr. Charles M. Grey, a professor of
economics at St. Thomas College and a consultant with Economic
conSUlting Services is attached which provides more detail on
this' point.

B. NOISE

In Section 3.7.4.1 titled Sensitive Recept.ors, the draft.
EIS identifies the residences and parks sout.h of Fifth St.reE't
South as sensitive receptors. It. is unwilling to conclude that
the businesses are also sensitive receptors despite the fact
that non-residential buildings are sit.ed as sensitive receptors
when in a discussion of noise at t.he Greyhound site in
3.7.1.1. In Section 4.8.5.1, the draft EIS concludes t.hat a
transfer stat.ion operation is expected to increase existing
noise levels by 3 dBA or less and that traffic increase
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of 2 dnA or less. Both of these increases are considered to be
in,,'~nificant. In Section 4.8.6.2, the dr!!:tt EIS concludes
th 'peration of a transfer st,aHon' at the Minneapo:,~s south
sL Jill result in a noise increase of 5 cBl\ or leB5 The 5
dBA-figure appears again in 4.8.3.1 which 'oeals wH.h ::oise at
the Bloomington East Transfer Station., With regardtc traffic
at the Bloomington East station an increase as much as 5 dBA is
also predicted. Traffic at the Brooklyn Park East Transfer
Station is expected to increase noise by 4-5 dBA according to
figures in 4.8.4.1. The 5 dBA figure appears again in an
analysis of noise at t.he alt,ernative sites. It appears in
4.3.2.6 dealing with noise at the Westwood industrial site as
well as in 4.4.2.6 dealing with the railroad alternative Bite,
and in 4.5.2.6 dealing with the greenhouse alternative site.
H is unclear why the oth"r sites appear to be more affected by
noise than the Hopkins site.

C. VALUE OF THE PROPERTY

In Section 3.9.5, the draft provides a table which lists
assessed market value for parcels adjacent to the Hopkins
si te. Since these parcels are not identified or given a size,
It i9 impossLhle to det.ermine how to compare the dollars and
with what sites.

D. CULTURE RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS

In Section 3.10.4.2, ,the draft EIS basically concludes
that the construction of the transfer station will not be
aesthetically detrimental to the city of Hopkins. It finds
that, "The present visual condition of t.he site holds no
aesthetically pleasing features and has no special scenic
'1l1<~IHiC'E"" Th" cit,y asserts ,that the transfer station will be
the tallest building in the area and will be immediately
vlglbll' to residents who live less t.han 1,000 feet from the
site and to those entering downtown Hopkins. No amount of
bllffering will conceal the site effectively. Inability to
conceal the site is especially significant since the selection
of the Hopkins site violates MPCA guidelines which suggest that
such facilities be sited at least 1,000 feet from any
residential areas. There are two residential areas well within
1,000 feet of the selected site in Hopkins. In Section
4.11.5.2, the draft EIS admits the sensitive receptors which it
ilefines as re91dents will see the facility. In Section 5.9,
dealing with mitigation, the draft EIS suggests landscaping as
an aesthetic improvement. Clearly this will not be adequate to
conceal such a high facility.
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In Section 4.2.9.2, the draft EIS concludes , "In t.he
immediate vicinity of the t,ransfer stations howev~-. the):"e may
be some odor from waste and packer trucks if vehicles are in
line waiting to unload. However, this impact would probably be
minor because the Hennepin County Transfer Stations are
designed to process all waste on a daily basis."

This language appears in the odor sections for the
proposed transfer station site and for the alternatives as
well. It does not explain how the transfer stations will be
designed to avoid the odor problem nor does it discuss wha t
will happen if there is a breakdown and waste cannot be
processed on a daily basis. The section on odor goes on to
point out that no odor complaints have been received as a
result of the Minneapolis south transfer station. No effort is
made to identify the location and size of that transfer station
and to compare it with the location and size of the proposed
new transfer stations, partiCUlarly the one in Hopkins Which is
so close to residential areas and food industries and Which is
to be a three hopper station •

F. LAND USE AND ZONING

In Section 4.6.5, the draft EIS points out that the
Country ClUb food warehouse and super Value perishable
warehouses are within about 100 and 750 feet respectively west
of the proposed facility. It also states that single family
and multi-family residences are both 750 and 800 feet from this
proposed site. It then goes on to conclude that, "Although
food warehouses are within close vicinity of the site, there is
no current evidence of municipal waste and transfer stations
affecting food h~ndling or food warehouses." There is no
evidence however to show that food warehousing and garbage
transfer stations exist comfortably together in any other
location. The food companies involved are strongly opposed to
the transfer station. Maintaining a high level of sanitation
is critical to their operation and such a close location of a
garbage transfer facility is in direct contravention, of that
goal.

The draft EIS concludes that, "Adverse land use impacts to
these residental areas due to implementation of a transfer
station may be more perceived than real." The draft also says
that, "There is no evidence of existing transfer facilities
generating impacts due to odors, rodents or litter on the
nearby neighborhoods."
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The EIS does not state whether there is evidence that
transfer stations do nol' generate those kinds of im;:>acts or
whether there is really nothing on the topic available. The
city of Hopkins is extremely concerned that this is an
inappropriate and incompatible use for this parcel of land. In
its analysis of the alternative sites in Eden prairie, the EIS
includes without criticism a comment by the City of Eden
Prairie that the use of the Westwood industrial site is
incompatible with zoning. In its discussion of the Greenhouse
alternative site in'section 4.5.2.4, the draft EIS also quotes
the conclusion of the City of Eden Prairie that the use of this
site is inconsistent with zoning regUlations. In addition; the
draft concludes that "the traffic and noise would be
incompatible with adjacent land use." The decision Beems to be
based on a statement that the proposed site is 200 feet away
from an elementary school and 400 feet from a park. The
Hopkins site is less than 1000 feet from the closest
residential areas and sensitive food industries through which
ao.. of the food sold in the Twin Cities passes. Yet this is
not deemed by the authors of the draft EIS of significant
importance with regard to the Hopkins site.

G. TRAFFIC

A detailed analysis in Section 4.7.5.3 of the draft EIS
concludes that levels of service will be acceptable at the
Hopkins site when the transfer station is built in spite of
increases in traffic. It concludes that that will be the case
even if a train delays the garbage trucks 10 minutes. The city
remains seriously concerned about the introduction of all these
additional trucks to a site which already has considerable
truck traffic and about the impact of trains, partiCUlarly
unscheduled trains.

The draft EIS uses its analysis to mute these concerns yet
without an equivalent analysis of traffic at the st. Louis Park
site it concludes in Section 4.6.2.5 that, "Some congestion
westbound on lIighway 7 may occur as a result of vehicles
waiting to turn left onto Louisiana Avenue.", In section
4.5.2.5 the draft EIS concludes that since the transfer station
traffic would peak at the same time as schaal bus traffic, this
would negatively impact service. Once again no analysis is
provided to support this opinion.

II. PROPERTY VALUES

In Section 4.2.5, the draft EIS concludes that, "The
neighborhood (Which abuts the transfer station) is
characterized by a slightly higher income and median home value
than the City as a whole." It then goes on to conclude that

-9-

the impact on property values of the transfer station is not
clear. There is, however, evidence to show that siting
landfills does impact negatively on property values. Increases
in pollution and noise also have negative impacts. It seems
highly likely that a significant residential area in the City
of Hopkins will be adversely effected by the transfer station.

CONCLUSION

For these reasons the City of Hopkins is asking that
significant changes be made in the draft EIS before the
Metropolitan Council reviews it for adequacy. The City thinks
that each of the general concerns regarding the process and
assumptions underlying the EIS process and each of the specific
comments with respect to the draft itself need to be addressed
before the adequacy of the document can be reviewed. This will
require much more specific information about the proposed
transfer stations, a more detailed analysis of the alternative
sites, and a more thorough review of probable environmental
impacts at the Hopkins site.

-10-



If the RGU determines that the Environmental Impact
Statement is not aequate, it has 60 days in Which to prepare an
adequate EIS.
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(c) was prepared in cOffi?liance with the pr
Act in subparts 4410.u200 to 4410.7800.

'ures of the

STATEMENT BY CHARLES K. DAYTON, ATTORNEY AT LAW,
REPRESEN'l'ING 'filE CITY OF nOPKINS

PREPARED FOR SUBMISSION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE OF THE METROPOLITAN COUNCIL A THE PUBLIC

HEARING ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PREPARED TO ADDRESS A PROPOSAL TO CONSTRUCT A RESOURCE

RECOVERY FACI LI'fY AND TRANSFER STATION IN IlENNEPIN COUNTY

JANUARY 16, 1986

V1
I

W
V1

IN'flWDUCTION

Minnesota Rules Chapter 4410.4400 provides that ,the
Metropolitan Council is the responsible governmental unit (RGU)
for supervising the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement when a solid waste facility is to be built in the
seven county Metropolitan lIrea. lis part of that process, the
Env i ronmental Resources Committee has been i nvol ved with the
preparation of an EAW, a scoping document and now the draft
Environmental Impact Statement. 'l'onight you have heard
representatives of the City of Hopkins, individuals who live
and work in Hopkins and others explain why the siting of a
garbage transfer station in Hopkins is inappropriate. We are
a"king you t,o require that certain revisions be made to the
draft EIS before the Council reviews the final version of the
ElS. 1

Minnesota Rules 54410.228, SUbpart 1 requires the RGU to
"dC'termine the adequacy of the final EIS." According to
Subpart 4 of Minesota Rule 4410.228, the final E~vironmental

Impact Statement shall be found adequate by the RGU if it:

(a) addresses the issues raised in scoping so that all
issues for which information can be reasonably obtained have
been analyzed;

(b) provicles responses to the substant i ve comments
r"ceived during the draft EIS review concerning issues raised
in scoping; and

ARGUMENT

The materials prepared by the City of Hopkins for
SUbmission during this hearing, and the materials provided by
the Hopkins residents and businesses who have also
participated, illustrate the ways in which the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 'has failed adequately to
address issues raised by the City of Hopkins throughout the
process.

The city maintains that the siting of a garbage transfer
station in Hopkins is likely to create pollution, impairment or
destruction as defined by Minnesota Statutes 116B, the
Minnesota Environmental Rights Act (MERA). This statute
requires that where there is a showing of a likelihood of
pollution, impairment or destruction, it is necessary for the
proposer of the project to show that there is "no feasible and
prudent alternative ••• and economic considerations alone shall
not constitute a defense "A SUbstantially identical
standard applies in the statute, under which the Council will
consider the certifice of need application for landfills.

Hennepin' County has made a decision based essentially on
cost. It has chosen in proposing the Hopkins site to identify
a si te which it owns. It is this factor which has oven idden
all other concerns in contravention of Minnesota Statutes
116B. 04.

In summary, our partiCUlar concerns are as follows:

1. The draft ErS does not describe the pr0t.0sed
construction of the transfer st.ations in SUfficient detal to
ena Ie the ubI c to dent f the ur ose of the ro ect ts
s ze, scope, env ronmental sett ng, geograph c locat on, and
anticipated phases of development" as required by Minnesota
Rules 44l0.2300(e). In many places, the draft EIS asserts that
problems will be overcome by desi<Jn, yet no information is
provided as to what kind of design or how it will overcome the
problems. In other areas, the document suggests that certain
kinds of filters and other control devices may be used to
mitigate potential problems such as odors without indicating
Whether such items will be required or will be incorporated
into the design.

-2-



2. The draft EIS does no.L..s.ive sufficient. weight to the
MPCA uidcTrno-whICJI~C8ta-thnt such facIIItles be at lenst
!LOOO feet. remove rom res ent a areas. In t.h sease, not
oniy is the proposed site between 150 and BOD feet from a
variety of residential environments, but it is less than 10
feet from highly sensit.ive food warehousing and manufacturing
industries. The introduction of even one mouse into a food
warehouse is of major significance' when one considers that 80
percent of the Twin cities residents purchase the food which
comes through these three warehouses. The' draft EIS ignores
t.he fact that rodents will travel· in . garbage packer' ·trucks.
Rodents can leave the trucks waiting in line o~ can leave the
t.ransfer facility once t.he garbage ,is ·dumped. The draft,ers of
the EIS claim there is no evidence I" food 'manufacturers' and
warehouses cannot co-exist with the: transfer station. They
present no positive evidence and they sought no input from the
businesses to see if there were concerns.,.;::: ' ..:; ~ ..

3. The draft with
Ie i timate concern of Ho kins for its
redevelopment. The as an act ve redevelopment d str ct
and many individuals and groups are ;involved in downtown
redevelopment plans. If this parcel of land were not owned by
the county, it would be included in the redevelopment district
which abuts the parcel. The city's plan is to rejuvenate and
improve downtown Hopk ins. Much ". work has already been
accomplished. New development· is planned and sited. The
transfer facility will adversely affect those plans.

For example, the draft EIS minimizes the noise generated
by the facility because of the existing background, but the
city's goal is to come into compliance with MPCA noise'
standards not to sanction uses which bring it further out of
compliance. ! I._

In discussing aesthetics, the draft EIS t.alks about
bUffering without addressing the reality of the situation. The
t.ransfer station will be the tallest structure in the area. It
wllL be visible from the residences; :from apart.ment. buildings
and from the road. No amount of shrubs .or bUffering will hide
it.

4. Analysis of' the alternatives is cursory compared to
the analySIS gIven to the selected site. ThIs Is a crucIal
issue as the city has repeatedly stated that Hennepin County
selected only sites zoned industrial while ignoring the fact
that adverse impa~ts could be worse in industrial areas than in
arcas with someot.her zoning classificat.ion • Moreover, the
county gave inordinate priority to finding a site Which it
owned, even though the power of condemnation is readily
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available to the county for the assembly of anot~cr site where
the environmental impact would be less serious, and even though
the cost to the county of using its own land is the
'opportunity cost·, i.e. the amount for which the land could be
sold.

Gi ven the way the document is prepared it is extremely
difficult even to compare alternative sites with a selected
site. It would be much easier to determine which sites have
the most advantages and disadvantages if material dealing with
topics such as aesthetics, noise, property values, etc. were
placed together, either in the document itself or in some sort
of summary format. As it. is, one geeds to sift through many
hundreds of pages before getting to the information. on the
alternatives and in order to see how the alternatives are
treated in comparison with a selected site, it is necessary to
mOVe back and forth from baseline data to expected impact data
to alternative site data. This diffiCUlty is important because
a discussion of alternatives is the heart of the entire proc~ss

which surrounds the development of an Environmental Impact
statement.

Unless there is a d"tailed analysis of alternatives the
conclusions and decisions of an agency appear to be detached
from and unrelated to environment.al concerns. Monroe County.,
Conversation Counsel v. Volpe, 4 ERC 1888 (2nd cir. 1912)._.
Also g1 ven the standard which appears in t.he Minnesota _;'.
Environmental Rights Act and in the statutes dealing with the ,.
granting of certificates of need by the Metropolitan Council,.
the ability to compare the environmental impacts of . '
alternatives is absolutely essential. The discussion of the
alternatives included in this draft of the EIS is superficial
and incomplete. It accepts possible problems without doing the
requisite analysis to determine whether they are actual
problems or not. It gives credence to conclusions. drawn by
local units of government when it _does not give the same:
credence to similar conclusions drawn by the City of Hopkins.
Information provided OQ the alternatives is insufficient to
make it possible to compare pot.cntial environmental impacts at
the selected sites with potential environmental impacts at the
alternative sites.

CONCLUSION

The ci ty wishes to stress again that it. is' not opposed to
the gerieral concept of a resource conversion facility such as
the one proposed at the Greyhound site in Minneapolis, nor does
it find inappropriate the general concept of bringing refuse to
a number of t.ransfer facilities for reshipment to downtown.
The city is convinced, however, that the site selected by
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Her'Olepin County --. thin Hopkins for a transfer station is
en-~lronmentally 3ing to the City of Hopkins. The tone of
t.he draft EIS is reinforce a questionable decision made "'y
the County rather than to do a thorough analysis of the
selected sit.e and t.he alternatives in an effort to determine
whether an alternative would be less environmentally damaging.
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STATE OF

1NJ[g~©1f~

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURClES
BOX /0, 500 LAFAYETTE ROAD • Sf. PAUL, MINNESOTA • 55146

OHR INfORMA lION
(611) 296-6157

January 31, 1986

Mr. raul Smith
Metropolitan Council
300 Metro Square Building
Seventh and Rohert Streets
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

RE: HENNEPIN COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY PROJECT - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Sll\lHfENT (EIS)

Dear Mr. Smith:

The Department of Natural Resources (ONR) has reviewed the above-referenced
document and we offer the followin!! comments for your consideration.

Our primary concern with this proJect is that the Brooklyn Park East transfer
station site and alternative are located in at'eas that could be adversely
impacted hy the project. As described in the ElS, hoth of these sites are
adjacent to the marshy floodplain of Shingle Creek, which is a protected
wetland. The preferred site appears to require fill into the floodplain area.

The Shingle Creek area is zoned as a conservancy district and designated for
future park development. It currently provides good habitat for a variety
,JlldlHe spl'c1es. The EIS describes the measures that would he allpl led to
protect tIll' marsh and creek from Mlverse storlllwater runoff and water quality
impacts. lie recommenct that, If another morE' envlronment8lly suitahle
altl'rnative sHe cannot he found, that a maximum level of mitigation be
implemented at the site. Such measures would include avoiding floodplnin
construction and routing stormwater through a retention basin during and after
consh·uetlon. The facility should he adequately screened from view to the west
and a ,,"rrer area of natural undisturhed vegetation should be retained on'the
WI'S tCl'n border 0 f the site.

AN EaUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Thank you for the opportunity to conlllent on this project.

Sincerely,

~<ve~
Thon1a s W. Ba I com
Environmental Review Coordinator

HIIl/DB:jl

c: Kathleen Wallace
Earl Huher
Wayne Edgerton
Gregg Downing - EQR
Wanen Porter - Hennepin Co. Dept. of

Environment and Energy

er 21'3



Mllnlclpnl Building. 2215 Wosl Old Shakopoo Iload. Bloomington. Mlnnosota 55431. (612) 8815611

James It
MayOI'

John Go Pidgeon
Manoget

January 28, 1986

Sandra Gardchrfng, Chair
MetropolItan Council
300 Metro Sqlla,oc Building
7th &Robert Strects
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

REO: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Hennepin County Resource Recovery Project - Comments

Dear Ms. Gardebrin9:

The City Council of the City of Bloomington, at Its Monday, January 27, .
1986, meeting, reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) for
the Hennepin County Resource Recovery Project. The OEIS includes the
proposed BloomIngton East Transfer Station, located in the area of West
96th Street and James Avenue South, and alternative sites identified as
Airport Southwest, 1-494 and Nicollet, and Freeway landfill. The City of
Bloomington is presenting the following comments on the adequacy of the
responses contained In the OEIS.

U1 The City has slgnl ficant concerns with regard to the quality of information
I and the lack of Indepth analysis related to the proposed Bloomington East

w Transfer Station In the following areas: air quality, surface water,
~ transportation, noise, utilities, socio-economlcs, ecological resources,

and solid waste.

~~~ITY. Details on the air quality of the affected environment
are not included in the DEiS. No analysis is provided on operational or
transportation-related aIr quality Impacts. The generation or impact of
odors in the immediate or adjoining areas is incomplete as micro-climate
factors and wind distrlhutlon effects are not considered. The OEIS
contains no modellng of air quality impacts and no evaluation of air
quality conditions In relationship to transportation and operational
factors at the proposed sIte.

SURFACE WATER. The OEIS does not include a surface water analysis that
takes into consIderatIon total watershed volumes and pollutant
concentrations and loadings. As the drainage for the arca is the
Minnesota River and thc National Wlldl He Refuge, consideration of
surface water Impacts related to storm evcnts and facility maintenance
Is of major importance. The possibility and effect of mixed municipal
waste or unacceptable wastes enterIng the storm drainage system Is not
considered in the OEIS.

AN AT nnMAT1V[ ACT10N/[QUAL Opf'OnTUNITY EMPLOYER
If'lt>cornmunlcatlofls bovico for the Ooal; (612) 887·9677

Sandra Gardebring, Chair
January 28, 1986
Page Two

TRANSPORTATION. ·The transportation sections of the OEIS should include
additional analyses and a recommendation on designated routes related
to the point of collection origin. Inadequate consideration is given
to intersection movements and needed improvements at West 98th Street
and James Avenue South. Intersection movements at Humboldt Avenue
South and Girard Avenue South at West 98th Street should reflect
roadway improvement plans. The OEIS Is overly optimistic of levels of
service at intersections in the area given additional land use
development and the expansion of existing facilities at higher
densities. If, as the OEIS suggests, SOX of trips will be from a
northeasterly direction, then 1-35W and its interchanges will be
Impacted during peak periods. It may be difficult to maintain a level
of service "c" or better in the affected area.

NOISE. It is not clear whether the OEIS noise prediction of the
"facility alone" includes calculations of the vehicles servicing the
facility. If not, the net impact of noise generated by the building
"alone" might be imperceptible. Such a conclusion is implausible when
one considers the noise impact, particulatly in the l-IO metric, caused
by garbage trucks servicing the facility. Adding additional noise from
garbage trucks (the number two noise nuisance source In citizen
complaints registered in Bloomington for the last four years) In an
area where existing levels currently exceed State environmental
regulations would hardly seem to be "imperceptible". A closer
description of what will result Is an increase in the peak noise levels
for sensitive receivers along the traffic routes for the facility and,
thus, an increase in the time of exposure over the State limit and an
increase in total noise in an area already over the NAC-I limit. The
net effect of the proposal upon noise pollution is to further
contribute to noise impacts in an area where existing noise exceeds
State standards.

UTILITIES. The DEIS does not provide thorough Information on sanitary
sewer flow projections for the proposed facility. It Is emphasized
that waste transfer is a dry process and water use will be generally
limited to employee drinking and sanitary facilities. Water use will
also be an aspect of facility maintena~ce and general sanitation. The
collection and disposal of this wastewater is not discussed. An
evaluation of sanitary sewer flows on the City's collection system
should be included.

SOCIO-ECONOMICS. The OEIS does not evaluate the impact of the location
of the facility upon growth and development in Bloomington's Central
Industrial Area. This area was designated as a municipal development
district by the City Council, and a development program was adopted for
planned Industrial development. Considerable public Investment has
been made to provide a basis for continued industrial development.
Loss of tax base, jobs and economic benefits in the Central Industrial
Area that could result from the location of the facility should be
analyzed.
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Sandra Gardebrlng, Chair
January 2B, 19B6
Page :hree

E~QLOGICAL RESOURCES. The DEIS does not assess Impacts on ecological
resources that would be related to surface water drainage. The DEIS
does not Identify drainage characteristics, concentrations and loadings
and the effect of the drainage on the Minnesota River and Minnesota
Valley National Wildlife Refuge ecology. Of particular concern Is the
possibility of acceptable or unacceptable wastes entering the drainage
system.

SOLID WASTE. The handling of processlble and nonprocesslble wastes Is
not spec Hied for the proposed 8100ml ngton facility. No procedures are
described for the handling of hazardous wastes If they are found
deposited at· the transfer facility. General sanitation and rodent
control needs are not IdentifIed.

The !lEIS section dealing with mitigatIon that would reasonably eliminate or
minimize any adverse environmental, economic, employment or soclologlcal
effects provides no mitigative measures for impacts that are specific to
the Oloomlngton East slt~. Given the above comments on the adequacy of the
DEIS responses, revisions should result In more site-specific and area
Impacts that should be mitIgated. The OEIS should be revised to Include
necessary mitl gat Ive measures for the proposed trans fer sta tion facll ity
location and Its alternatives prior to proceeding with the preparation of
the final ElS.

The analysis and evaluation of site alternatives to the Bloomington East
facility should be expanded and additional documentation should be
provided. For instance, In the consideration of the Freeway Landfill site,
reference Is made to soil conditions not being able to support development
and the possible displacement of sensitIve wildlife species that would
result from noise Impacts, but little or no documentation Is provided.

The !lEIS, In consIderIng the proposed Oloomlngton East Transfer Statl!)n and
alternatives, Is generally Incomplete and provides Inadequate responses to
many of the Issues contained In the scoplng document. The City recommends
that revisions be prepared for several OEIS sections that focus on the
Bloomington East Transfer Station and Its alternatives. In order to allow
for a comprehensive evaluatIon of environmental effects associated with the
development of a facility, adequate responses and sufficient information
should be provided.

Sincerely,

/) / I./.
,<...../,-7 ,.' .- ~- ~;;/--"'ry _)"l'f't'l,or; ". ~- __

C James II. LIndau
Mayor

RSf"h
cc: Dale Ackmann

Vern Genzllnger
luther Nelson
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COMMENTS. DUAFT HIS, REHNEPIN COUNTY
RESOURCE RECOVERY .PROJECT

~~e~oJect Deflnltlon/ Alternatives
The project, as described Is clearly an electrical generation plant. Wl}lIe
adaptAtion for district heating steam distribution potentials Is' suggested
In the EIS and while the County's contract with the vendor Is structured
to be able to add provisions for steam distribution, It Is clear that the
facility set for construction Is and may Indeed remain, (only) an electrical
generating plant.

As stated in the City's scoping remarks on the EAW, alternative outlying
locations which: 0, did not reqnlre Shipping waste to the relatively
congested center of the City and 2), did not complicate (or be complicated
by) emissions there, would be far less environmentally troublesome for
electrical generation. Given electricity as the only energy output of the
facility at hand, we can only repeat the logic that consideration of an
allernlltive, non-central-clty locatlon should be developed, evaluated and
presented.

Since the stack Itself Is a very likely place for the forma tlon of dioxins
and dlbenzofurans, accurate measures of actual toxle emissions ean only
be determined by sampling gasses at the top of the stack. Stack design
should accommodate an air sampling port at the top of the stack and
access to it.

While the document ties its description of operations to the physical
facilltY,the nature of those operations justify treating such subjects as
employee safety unique to this plant. What provisions will be made for
the adequate safety training of employees who wlIl be maintaining fly
ash pollution control equipment which wlIl probably contain toxic
concentrations of dioxins, dlbenzofurans and other toxic chemicals (such
as used baghouse bags)?

Another area of operations concern throughout siting discussions hns been
operational provisions for policing the site for litter and general exterior
plant and grounds mAintenance. Such matters take on unique significance
since the public will lmdoubtedly, and incorrectly, view the plant as a
government-run facility.

For treatment of those Alternatives selected for evalvatlon, see below.

Governmental Aeerovals
Appllc!lble CIty Ordinances In Air Quality and Noise governing operations
are not listed. An Environmental Review provision Is Included In our
Zoning Ordinance, to be conducted prior to Issuance of building permits.

Conditions attached to city pf'rmlttlng can be enforced, under state law,
if approved by the Metropolitan Council (Clt._)

PUsnt

Plant

Plant

P!ant

Plant

. It Is not clear whether the electrical pr:lductlon, sale and/or partiCUlar
method of connection (e.g. using any City right of way) would Involve
this project with City franchise authority.

Etrected Environment
The draft's diSCUSSion of surrounding land use (p. 3-73) cites the general
Industrial character of the site. It does not recognize however, that
conversion of former warehouses for other uses inclUding some housing,
has occurred - - principally east of the site.

The descrIption of the street network serving the plant (p. 3-92) Incorrectly
Implies that eastbo,md /lennepin Avenue at 7th Street North now has an
exclusive left turn lane.

Though the capacity calculations for the street system are acknowledged
as correct, the City Traffic Engineer considers the intersection of Olson
/lighway at 7th Street North to be operating at a level of service "e"
not higher as stated, given the (60/40) signal split required.

Environmental !meacts
,Permit processes (p. 4-6) describe testing for toxicity of ash for disposal.

Will there be prevision for periodic testing of recovered materials (p. 4­
7) (i.e. ferrous metals) and for used baghouse bags for dioxins and other
toxics.

Regarding expectations for reduction in needed landfill capacity (p. 4-8),
the basis for the relative volume difference involved are not clear.
According to the Environmental Defense Fund'S report To Burn or Not
To Burn (1985), incineration plants reduce the relative volumeof garbage
by only 21 % "Although Incineration significantly re!luces the volume of
the material to be landfilled - to less than 10% of the original volume
- ordinary garbage also undergoes volume compression due to compaction
after it its landfilled. The relative volume reduction factor - Incinerated
garbage vensus ordinary landfilled garbage is 21911." (p. 5)

Human ResUh
Minneapolis contracted with the Center for the Biology of National Systems
for an idepcndent analysis of human health issues in the EtS. The
comments below are based on that report. The full report was submitted
separately to Metropolitan Council staff.

The City of Minneapolis has no jUdgement on the validity of the CBNS
critique or conclusions. The report was commissioned by the City, and
Is presented to the Metropolitan Council, In the interest of providing a
full range of analysis in this most difficult and important area of the EIS.

1. Data Base Selected for Fstimating Exeected PCDD/PCDF Emission
Concentration.
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a) The procedures llsf'd In the EIS to establish a data base for estimating
the expected rnte of peDD/PCD EmissIon arc called Into question for
the following reasons:

(ll The chief criterion used to select plants for Inel:JSlon In the
data base (operation In North AmerIca) Is questionable. No evidence
Is presented In the available literature that PCDD/PCDF emissions
are affected by the dIfference In the waste used as fuel between
European and North American facilities.
(2) No basis Is given for excluding ROF plants from the data base.

b) The Ers concludes that a data base derived from ESP-equipped facilities
provides a "conservative" (I.e. higher) estImate of emission rllte than that
expected In the proposed Incinerator, becllnse the serubber-baghouse
control system to be uSl'd In the Connty's faellity wlli be more effective
than lin ESP. However tests of the scrubbr.r/baghoILse control system at
the Tsushlna, Japlln Incinerator Indicate It was not an effective control
system for dioxins. Tests show thut as much as 1 times more PCOO/Pr.OF
left the system than entered It. --
c) The EIS conclusion that the planned operating temperature of 1800
F represents "•.•combustlon conditions which should result In more complete
combusion (that Is, less emissions)" than the facilities Included in the data
base Is uncertain. Anlllysis of dlltll from IncInerator tests shows
PC~O/PCOl' emissions Which are not, In fact, reduced by operating
Incmerators at elevated furnace temperatures.

2. Determination ot Emission Factors tor PCDD/PCDF. The PCDD/PCDF
emission factors computed In the EIS underestimate the emissIon
concentration expected from the proposed facllJty. Reasons are as follows:
a) The usc of a highly selected data base by the EIS.
b) The method tlSl!d by the EIS to cOlnpute the average emission
concentration from such a selected data base biases the results from the
incinerator with the greatesti1i:iiiiber of runs, I.e. the Montreal plant.
c) Tests results for the Montreal plant were as much as 1,000 times
lower thnn the other ther values In the EIS data base. yet these values
represent nenrly half of the results used to compute the average emission
concentration. Furthermore. Mr. Raymond l{/feues, Program Engineer in
the agency which conducted the tests on the Montreal plllnt the Ontario
Ministry of the EnvIronment, has reportedly concluded tha't the results
are not "sufficiently reliable to be used In making risk assessments"
because he believes the values are the result of some unexplained artifact.

3. lIazard Identification
Of the blologlcnl activities exhibited by PCDDs and rCDFs, the only one
that appears to be relevant to n risk assessment - at thc environmental
levels expected from Incinerator emissions - Is cancer Induction. 1I0wever.
the statement In the EIS that PCODs and PCDFs are "potent carcinogens"
mny not fUlly characterize the actions of these compounds In cancer
induction.

There Is evidence to support the view that PCDDs and PCDFs increase
cancer incidence In animal experiments not because they are carcinogens,
but becllllse they act ns cancer "promoters" - that Is, they sharply
increase the cnncer-Induclng potency of other environmental agr.nts. This
effect app"nrs to be rille to the capabilily of PCODs and PCDFs to
powr.rfully stimulate the nctivity of the AlIII enzymes that chemically
convert a nllmber of sub.stances thllt occur In the environment Into aqtlve

carcinogens. This concept is important in a risk assessment because It
provides a basis for conslo"ring the erred of all th" ",,,Uve PCDDs and
PCDFs.

4. Computation of 2,3,1,8-TCDD Toxic Equivalence Factors (TEF)
The procedure for computing toxic equivalence factors (TEF) proposed by
the U.S. EPA Work Group, whieh is used in the EIS, is only one of a total
of six different procedures that have been recognized by various
environmental agencies, inclUding U.S. EPA. The different procedures
yield widely varying results. The EPA Work Group (1985) procedure yields
the lowest TEF's. The highest TEFs are those proposed by the Ontario
Ministry of the Environment and the California Department of lIealth
Services (COliS). In other words, if the EPA TEFs are used to convert
a PCOD/PCl1F emission concentmtion Into 2,3,1,8-TCDD equlvatents, the
resultant estimate of cancer-inducing activity will be very much smaller
than that yielded by a computation based on the CONS or Ontario TEFs.

The adoption by the EIS, from among the available methods, of a method
for computing the cancer-enhanciug activity of the different PCDD/PCOF
homologues which yields by far the lowest values is a matter of concern
In a risk assessment for the following reason:
a} The method used In the EIS - the EPA Work Group (1985) method
- Is In draft form and does not at this stage represent EPA policy.

b) It appears that the TEFs proposed by the EPA Work Group do not
represent current knowledge of the relative AHH activating capabilities
(refer to 13 above) of the different PCDDs and PCDFs, and by Inference
their relative effects on cancer incidence. The procedure adopted by
the EPA Work Group may understimate the cancer-Inducing potency of a
number of the PCDns and PCDFs that occur in incinerator emissions,
especially the la tter.

5. Exposure Assessment
Evaluation of exposure to PC DO and PCOF through Ingestion and dermal
contact with soil or dust contaminated with partiCUlates emitted trom
Incinerators Is a new and speculative field. Besides the model developed
in the EIS, only two other such assessments are known to have been
attempted - by Hnrt and by CBNS.

The EIS model Is Incomplete, compnred with the Hart and CBNS models,
In two primary respects: First, it only examines Ingestion of soil
contaminated with incinerator particulates, ignoring that Indoor dust will
probably have higher eoneentrtions of PCDD/PCOF than soil. Secondly,
it assumes a low amount of combined soil and dust ingestion, 50 mg/day.
lIart uses 100 and 410 mg/day respectively (with 30% or 80%
bioavailability), the latter based on the work of Kimbrough of the Center
for Disease Can trol.

6. Cancer Risk
The procedures used to assess the significance of the cancer risk represent
an inappropriate, albeit fairly common, conception of risk assessment.

The appropriate WRy of assessing the significance of the cnncer risk dlle
to the proposed incinerator in accordance with the National Environmental
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Accordingly, the EIS Cails to provide the decisIon-making a62ncles with
a proper means of eV!lluating the signifIcance of the comp;,ied cancer
risk from the proposed Hennepin County Incinerator. By comparing this
risk with "everyday" risks that arc very much larger, the EIS reduces Its
significance. The rl~ks from alternative trash technologies are likely to
be at least as low as thllt computed for the proposed Incinerator (and
probably less), so tha t a proper comparison would tend to enhance the
significance of the computed Incinerator risk.

7. CBNS Risk Assessment
The Center for the Biology of Natural Systems, risk assessment leads to
an expectation of 260 additional cases of cancer per million people exposed
over a 70-year lifetime compared to the 9.3 per 10 III ion as computed In
the EIS, (28 times greater than the EIS computation).

8. PCDD/PCDF Concentration of Fly Ash
Fly ash should be tested as a hazardous substance and committed to a
Class I landfill. If It is mixed with bottom ash (which contains almost
no PCDD/jCDF), the PCDD/PCDF in the fly ash is sufficiently diluted so
that the mixture may be classified as "non-hazardous." This manuever
does not, however, mitigate thc environmental hazard, because, In the
absence of studies regarding lhe mobility In landfills of PCDD/PCDF
adsorbed on fly ash, there are no assurances that toxic concentrations
will not occur in leachates.

As regnrrlq Lllnd Use bllpncts, the draft does correctly list (p. 4-90)
specific Inconsistencies for district compatibility. interestingly, It
compares the conflicts Involved for the Land Use Plan with the consistency
a district heating plant could have for other elements of the Plan. As
noted at the outset of these remarks, the plant as described does not,
and may not, inelude district heating steam output, however.

As regards traffic impllcts, it has been the City's position throughout all
siting discussions that agreemeat concerning operatIons at rush hour will
be necessnry to optimize trafflc flow. While such assur!lact"'s have becn
informally recievcd from the County, those assurances will need to be
implemented with Its vendor.

It is absolutely essl'ntlnl thnt sufficient quelng cnpnclty for pnck"r and
trnnsfer trucks be assured on site, a matter not addressed In the draft.

Specific attention must be directed toward provisions for traffic using
the intersection of E. 28th Street and Hiawatha Ave. Detailed modifications
may be necessary: (Fig. 4. 7-4~-53)

Southbound on lliawntha to Westbound 28th Street
(acute, tight right turn for transf\lr trucks to be contained)

Northbound on lIiawlltha to Westbound 28th Street
(a left turn arrow phase may be needed)
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:\10Sl Importantly. the draft does not recognize the preliminary engineering
being developed for upgrading lIiawatha Avenue. C' ''lation has been
Inltlated, but follow-up will be required.

The description of projected water service (p. 4-212) suggest a looping
system. The method described would be permitted only under certain
conditions. Because the water supply is sufficient and available, specific
coordination with Water Department officials can be expected to provide
an acceptable design for the service. .

As regards, Aesthetics and Cultural Resources Impacts (p. 4-228), the red
striped white metal panel plant as proposed, would not blend in color or
materials with the (warm, earth tone brick) of predominant surrounding
buildings, nor with the nearby historic district of similar characteristics.
A comm ittee has therefore been established to secure mOdifications for
more acceptable exterior treament and site plan Oandscaping). While
those discussions are very prom ising, assurance of an acceptable design
unfortunately cannot be expected by Hearing time. Agreement on an
acceptable exterior material has been achieved however, with favorable
prospects of committment to its use by the County and the Company.

Part 2, Alternative Considerations
The No-build Alternatives (p. I-I, p. 1-4) do not follow NEPA requirements
with respect to intensive policy committment toward recycling, inclUding
compostlng and co-composting In the public discussions, Including those
on the EA W, it has been apparent that there is a great need for pUblic
and decision-maker information on the contribution (in varying degrees of
committment) that recycling, composting co-composting could make to the
landfill problem. Understanding of the magnitUde of the problems and
opportunities, costs and cost savings, and resource and environmental
health dcgradatlon comparisons would seem to require treatment of this
subject as 8 No Build alternative in the DEIS.

In the sketch form in which they are presented and analyzed (p. 3-1 p. 3­
5), the basis for choice of .\1ass Burn technology is not evident over RDF,
recycling, co-composting,composting; or a mix of RDF and non-burn
a1ternatures.

Drainage (p. 4-5) at Pacific Street could be directed to storm sewers, but
this will require careful design. since the site adjoins the Mississippi
River. The Land Use discussion ignores the concerted re-development
efforts (principally west lind south of the site) to enhance the area as a
light Industrial park. The transportation discussion (p. 4-60) does not
present a worst case. Which would involve the congestion/backup that
occurs with a rail grade crossing at 26th Avenue N. The discussion on
Aesthetics (p. 4-8) ignores the conflicts which have arisen over river
shoreline encroachment and the extension of river vista improvement that
characterized debate on the West Riverbank site.
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In grnerAI. selection of the PAcific Street site seems to have been Intended
to heighten acceptance o! the Greyhound Site. The most Interesting
contrast of Alternatives, {or polley and technical evaluation prior to
decision making, could be achieved by considering a suburban power
generation plant. Variations on technology and size could then have been
presented most productively for review.



HENNEPIN COUNTY O.E.:.S. REVIEW ANu C~MMENTS

Page 1-6 - First paragraph: "Blount" should be changed to "Blount Energy
Resource Corporation".

Part
General

IIENNk~ COUNTY O. E. 1.S. REV IEli! AND COMMENTS

Air Quality/lluman Health

land Use and Zoning

Transportation Part 2

Utilities

Socioeconomics and Aesthetics

Geology, Hydrology, Terrestrial Ecology, and Cultural Resources

Alternatives

Section 2.2,. page 2-2: For each transfer statton a statement should be added

as to where truck traffic may go if that particular transfer station is

reduced in size by 50% (e.g. to other transfer station, if so specify; or to
landff11 ).

Section 3.2, page 3-3; Costs cited for pyrolysis plants should not be

Included because they are not comparable to costs cited for cogeneration as

they are not complete systems inclUding boilers or turbine generators.

Section. 4.10.2.2, page 4-66; second paragraph, second sentence states .....

the tlse of piles for support of the structure (is) practicable," however

this statement disregards potential negative effects on downward leachate

flow, corroshfty, and whether. this would be permitted by the MPCA.

- I -



Comments on Section 4.3 -- Human Health

Hennepin County Resource Recovery Project fIR

General Comments

The analysis performed in this section can be legitimately described as a

worst-case analysis of the health impacts associated with the operation of

existing solid waste incineration facilities but It does not provide

adequate information on"health risks which may be related to the Hennepin

County Resource Recovery Project. The document does not appear to be

sUffl~lent for informed decision making. Unfortunately, decision makers who

are not experienced in dealing with health risk assessment usually want to

examine the results of such an analysis in a similar manner to the analysis

for compliance with criteria pollutants. This is not generally appropriate

for risk assessment, as the uncertainties involved in the analysis are much

greater than simply the uncertainties in emission rate and model1ng accuracy

that are so important to the evaluation of compliance with standards.

Much more detailed quantitative discussion of the magnitude of uncertainties

involved in quantitative risk assessment based on a multisource data base

needs to be included In the document. This should Include, but not be

limited to: emission estimates, exposure assumptions, dispersion modeling

and carcinogenic potency. Of these issues, the ones most profoundly

affecting the quantitatiNe risk estimates are the emissions and the

carcinogenic potency. No attempt was made in this report to evaluate the

Hennepin project based on the Individual merits of the project. The

analysis Is, In effect, a risk assessment for a generic 1000 ton/day waste

incinerator. T~is produces extremely misleading results. A health risk

assessment should be done which provides a reasonable estimate of potential
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health risks which may result from th~ ~roposed facility. The following

comments and attached documents provide information which can be used to

produce such an assessment. Comments are also provided on ways to improve

the present risk assessment pertaining to existing facilities. The County

asserts that the present assessment, even if revised to incorporate

recommended improvements, is only representative of an assortment of

existing facilities whith are substantially differen~ than the facility

being proposed. Such an assessment should only be used for purposes of

comparison to a risk assessment which reflects the "characteristics of the

proposed facility.

Regarding the type of approach used in the existing analysis, involving

averaging of emissions data from various existing sources without regard to

facility design, more explanation is necessary on the reliability and

probability of assumptions made.

The parameter that leads to the greatest amount of uncertainty in a

quantitative riSk assessment is the carcinogenic potency of a given

subtance. The assumptions inherent in extrapolating carcinogenicity from

animals to humans and from high doses to low doses is not discussed anywhere

in the document. The uncertainties associated with CAG's use of body

surface extrapolations as well as the use of liver tumors observed in the

Kociba study to develop the 2, 3, 7, a-TCDD potency slopes are additional

factors leading to uncertal~ty, and overestimates of riSk (note: many

toxicologists believe that a threshold exists for liver tumors). In

developing risk estimates for the mixture of PCDDs and PDCFs there are many

more assumptions that have to be made since there is no animal data for most

isomers of reDo and none for PDCF. The bottom line is that the carcinogenic

- 3 -



may overestimate the cancer risk by several orders of

magn!' .~. An overestimate of this magnitude is magnified by the

consh__ ~tly conservative assumptions on emissions and exposure used in this

risk assessmfnt. The effects of multiplication of errors, sometimes

referred to as the "oiling up of conservative assumptions", is not discussed

anywhere in this document. Such discussion is essential in order to provide

indication of the extreme conservatism of the analys15.

The bottom line i~ that a decision maker who reads this report will look at

the quantitative risk estimates and think that he is looking at a set of

"best estimates" rather than the extremely conservative numbers that they

really are. It is true that the report mentions the use of upper 95 percent

confidence limit potency slopes as producing an estimated risk that is not

l1kely to be exceeded. However, combining this with an upp~r 95 percent

exposure assumption and a conservative emission rate, etc., actually leads

to a result which is more accurately characterized as a probability of one

'f in one hundred thousand that the maximum exposed individual will have a risk
.I>
~ as high as one in one hundred thousand of contracting cancer from facility

emissions. This needs to be brought out in such an anlysis so that the

numbers are placed in proper perspective.

SpecifIc Comments

Page 4-49, paragraph 2: The reason for ignoring foreign data is not

adequately supported. Emissions of organic pollutants has not been clearly

shown to be related to waste composition therefore this is a questionable

basis for excluding such data. Screening of data based on design and

operation criteria is a more appropriate approach.

- 4 -
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52ction 4.3.2.4

The paragraph entitled "Certainty of the Estimates" suggests t:iat the risk

might be considerably lower based up~n Blount data. This statement supports

the case for use of more representative data instead of a statistical

summary of all data regardless of design, operation, control equipment, etc.

Recent data on PCDDs and PCDFs, includin9 isomer-specific analysis, is

available from West Germany. (See attached VKS Paper - Dioxins in Waste

Disposal). This paper includes data from a Widmer &Ernst facility in

Bielefeld West Germany. This is data more representative of the proposed

facility which uses Widmer &Ernst technology.

Pages 4-50, 51: No reason is given for the selection of these substances 'for

analysis. There is much more detail given in this table than ·is reflected

by the.subsequent analysis. For example, the chlorophenols are broken down

into the d1 - through penta isomers. Health risks were only evaluated for

PCP. The emissions of substances that are not evaluated for health risks

should not be included in this table.

Page 4-57: Again, this table has considerably more detail than is

appropriate 9iven the health risk analysis that is performed later in the

report.

Page 4-54: Use of the Hampton 1982 data for organics is inappropriate. High

emissions were measured during this period due to severe overloading of the

furnace (well beyond the rated capacity) which led to insufficient oxygen

and inadequate burn-out. The Hennepin County facility is subject to

operational limits which restrict the amount of fuel processed to the design

capacity. This will preclude the adverse opperational conditions

encountered at Hampton. (See attached EpA paper from Donald Barnes on

- 5 -



H~mpton). The table should contaIn a descriptIon of the pollutIon control

systems used at each of these facIlities in additIon to t~e measured control

effIcIencIes of partIculate matter.

Page 4-59. paragraph 2: The decISion to use the Washington D.C. SWRC

facilIty for trace metal emissions Is questionable. The SWRC facility is

not a modern resource recovery facility, it is an Incinerator for solid

waste volume reduction consisting of sIx small incineration furnaces

equipped with mechanical collectors and ESPs. An excellent data set for

trace metals exists for the GallatIn, Tenn. resource recovery facilIty wIth

a baghouse for particulate control. The Gallatin data contains both

controlled and uncontrolled emissions as well as the distrIbution of trace

metals by particle size. This would allow an evaluation of the

effectIveness of a baghouse In controllIng volatile condensibles as well as

non-volatile trace metal emIssIons. (See paper attached by Jeffrey Hahn­

Cooper Engineers - Air EmissIon measurement of MSW combustion).
V1
I
~ Even If the SWRC data were appropriate for use in the riSk assessment, the

way the data were used is totally Incorrect. The use of the average

emissIon rates plus two standard deviatIons may be appropriate for an

evaluatIon of acute health effects, however, the main focus of this rIsk

assessment Is on chronIc exposure. Therefore, it is the mean emission rate

that should be· used. The rate used In the assessment is only relevant to

maxImum short term emissions not long term emissions. Since the SWRC

facIlIty employs ESP's with lower removal efficiency as compared to a

baghouse, the mean concentration of the SWRC emission data would be a very

conservative set of emission estimates for a conservative risk assessment.
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Page 4-61: The hazard jdentificatio~ section needs additional explanation.

A statement should be made at the be"j~ning of the section that explains

that most of the health effects descrIbed have occured in an occupational

settIng or are as a result of animal studies in which the dose applied was

intended to be significant enough to cause observable health effects. This

needs to be said since subsequent analysis shows that the exposure resulting

from facility emissions' is much smaller than would be reqUired to produce

the health effects described in the hazard identification section.

Page 4-65, paragraph 1: The criteria for elimination of tin, copper, etc. as

pollutant emissions of concern was not stated. Reasons should be included.

Page 4-65, last paragraph: The other assumptions inherrent in the analysis

of carcinogens should be included. Primarily, this includes the assumption

that all of the carcinogenic trace metals emitted were assumed to be of the

carcinogenic form (e.g, all chromiUm assumed to be Cr(VI». This Is an

additional factor in the conservative nature·of this analysis.

Page 4-66, 2nd section: The evaluation of noncancer health effects should be

expanded. Acceptable Daily Intake values exist for a number of substances

other than the four considered including sOme of the carcinogenic trace

metals and vanadium. (See Environmental Technical Report 8'- Human Health

HDR Techserv, Inc., 1985).

Page 4-73, paragraph 2: No mention In this section is made regarding the

assumption of complete absorption of all inhaled substances (it is mentioned

that 100 percent of inhaled substances are assumed to be respirable). The

assumption of complete absorption is acceptable for a conservative risk

assessment, but this needs to be clearly stated.
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4-74, paragraph 3: Nothing is stated regarding thp assumption of peDD

half-' In so11 (Which has been estimated to be from 1/2 to 12 years).

The assumption made in this risk assessment was apparently that the half­

life is infinite. This should be stated and the conservative effect on the

analysis quantified. Abetter approach would be to use a half life value in

the analysis (one year). Data is available to support this. (See ETR-8,

HDR Techserv, 1985)

Page 4-74, paragraph 5: The assumption of a deposition velocity of 1.0

em/sec is much too conservative. This is particularly the case for peDDs

and PCDFs, which are, as earlier stated in the report, emitted primarily in

the gaseous phase. The trace metal emissions will probably have a mass

median diameter of less than 5 microns because of the efficiency of control

particles in the bsghouse. A deposition velocityt of .01 em/sec is

recommended. (See ETR-B, HDR Techserv. 1985). There is no mention of an

assumption of perfect reflection, which produces some double-counting of

pollutant exposure in the soil and in the air. This needs to be stated and

the health risk effect quantified:

Page 4-75, paragraph 6: It needs to be clarified that the risk of 0.9 per

100,000 was calculated for a hypothetical maximum exposed Individual (i.e.,

one who is born on the day that the facility begins operation and lives in

spot of maximum facility impact continuously for 30 years). The assumptions

used in the approach taken result in a health risk result which is only

relevant to a very small (and In reality Imaginary) portion of the

population. The effect of this assumption more than doubles an already

conservative risk factor - this should be stated. It would be more

appropriate to estimate risk for the average individual In the area taking
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into account age distribution, competing risks, the cancer h.~ ..:.y period,

population mobility, etc.

Page 4-70, paragraph I, 2:.Additional information should be given to put the

risks into perspective. As a minimum this should include the current

background lifetime cancer risk from all causes, which is approximately 1 in

4.

An analysis should be done which factors in design and operat~ona1

characteristics of the proposed facility. This should be done in place of

the existing approach used in the D.E.l.S. At a minimum such an analysis

should be Included in addition to the approach taken for purposes of

comparison. The decision-makers should be given an indication of how the

actual emissions from the facility might differ from the emissions assumed

in the present analysis. For the dioxins, the results of Niro Atomizer's

experiments with the control efficiency of a dry scrubber/baghouse system

Should be presented to give an indication of the potential benefits of this

system compared to those facilities used for developing the emission rates

used in the analysis .whlch lack such controls. See attachments - Reduction

of Dioxins and Furanes by Spray Dryer Absorption from In~inerator Flue Gas

and Joy/Niro Spray Dryer Absorption Flue Gas Cleaning System.

Page 4-57, paragraph 1: The first sentence of the first bullet is stated

correctly, however, the Niro Atomizer paper would indicate that the effect

of the dry scrubber may reduce the gas phase organic fraction substantially.

Based on this information the second statement is probably not accurate.

The third bullet states that the additional control afforded by the use of a

baghouse.• instead of an ESP, was not factored into the analysis. The

potential for additional control through use of a baghouse should have been

_ 0 _



In this section. In particular, this intersection has been identified as a

evaluated by using a range of size distributions. problem area and yet· the traffic volumes are seemingly not available to

ascertain the magnitude and nature of this problem. (Section 4.7.3)
Section 4.3.1.3

facilities including extensive documentation of operating conditions is

Transportation

your use in revising the health risk assessment.

Adequate information is available to support this type of approach. A

variety of materials are being submitted with these comments to provide you

with such data. In addition, more recent test data on more comparable

4. Railroad operations as reported in the EIS differ significantly with

the Transportation ETR discussion. In the ETR it was assumed that one, 100­

car train would block Fifth Avenue (Hopkins Site) for four minutes during

the peak hour. The EIS (page 4-160) states that it is possible for three

100-car trains to block Fifth Avenue for 3D minutes (10 min/train). A

review of the Hennepin County DOT study of this location corrobo;ates the

ETR analysis. This EIS analysis should be reviewed for accuracy and revised

to reflect actual conditions.

Devices signal warrants. This manual should be referenced. and used to

evaluate the need for a signal.

3. As was discussed on page 3-12 of the ETR, the recommendation for

signalization of a particular intersection should consider total vehicular

delay and only be made after a thorough study of existing geometries,

volumes and traffic progression from nearby signals. Quite often

unsignalized intersections operate at lOS C or worse during peak periods and

yet total vehicular delay Is less than would be realized if a signal were

installed. The most common method of determining the need for a signal is

to evaluate the intersection based on the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control

\

\
r
i
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Such information will be supplied as it is acqUired for

The EIS Document neither discusses, nor Includes In Its analysis,1.

The use of emissions data from facilities known to be unlike the pronosed

facility are of little useful value. The Hennepin County facility will have

specific design combustion parameters and have a maximum operating capacity.

Emissions data from fac~lities known to have been operated at excess

capacity .and at reduced temperatures are not representative of the Hennepin

County fad lily. I n the case of trace metal emi ss Ions, more appropriate

emission factors should have been used. The potential benefits of the use

of a dry scrubber/baghouse pollution control system, such as that being

proposed for the project should have been quantified.

V1
I
~ becoming available.

improvement projects Identified In each munlclpality's Transportation

Improvement Plan,. As a minimum, those projects that will be completed by

Opening Day should be considered In all capacity analyses.

5. In Section 5.6 - Tran sportation Mitigations, reference is made to

"Jones Avenue." I believe this should be "James Avenue". (Page 5-8)

2. The transportation discussion concerning the Bloomington East sHe

makes frequent reference to the intersection of W. 98th Street and Old

Shakopee Road, however, this road Is never Identified on any of the figures

- 1(l -
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a customer phone servfce

Constructfon is to begfn on part

servfce buildfng complex

Thfs should be noted on pages 3-'

- 1? -

Change second sentence to: The ffre hydrant at

the South sf de of West 96th Street.

Donaldson Company has sold 16 acres of land 8 acres of whfch was used

should

(Page 5..8)

land Use

1.

as a test track for nof~e testing, located dja acent to the Bloomfngton sfte.
The sale is to Marffeld Belgrade Yaffe Co.

of the site fn February of an office and

(Mlnneapolfs Tribune, January 14, 1986).

74, 4-91. and 4-94.

Utilfties Revfew Paqes 3-151 to 3-154

Page 3-151, 4th paragraph.' Ch t 9ange 0: D-fnch sanftary sewer fs located on
Fifth~ North.

Page 3-152, para h 2 Cgrap : hange Pennsylvania Avenue South to~ Avenue
S-outh.

Page 3-152, paragraph 3:

Fremont Avenue South and

Page 3-153, 3.8.3 last paragraph, ffrst sentence _ change to read: •• 0

site. there fs t___"-,-,,-..::o,,,n~e cus orner servfce l.!!!! into the property.

Change the last sentence to read site, there fs

line into the property to serve the resfdence.

Page 3-154. 3rd paragraph: Change to: ••• to an existing buflding south of
the site.
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Review of Pages 4-212 through 4-217 - Utilities

Page 4-212. 4.9.2. 3rd paragraph celete: for a period of :hree hours, or

180,000 gallons for fire protection.

Page 4-214. 3rd paragraph. rewrite as follows: ••• will be rerouted to

Sixth Avenue North and Fifth Street North. (delete the remaining part of

this sentence).

The rerouted storm sewer will tie Into the existing manholes at Sixth Street

North and SIxth Avenue North and at the raIlroad tracks. The exIsting

elevations would be maIntained with a flow from the southeast to the

northwest and the dIscharge from the proposed pond would tie into a manhole

in this line at Sixth Avenue North and FIfth Street North. If plans proceed

with the proposed storm drainage tunnel the 36 inch storm sewer should flow

from the Northwest catchbasin in Sixth Avenue North and Sixth Street North

to the southeast side of the site near the existing manhole then cross under

~ the railroad tracks. The discharge from the pond will stIll tie into the
\JI
~proposed man hole at Sixth Avenue North and Fifth Street North but the

invert will be lower.

Next paragraph: Revise sentence: The facility will thus result in a net

increase in electrical production capacity.

Also move the last sentence to fIrst sentence of the same paragraph.

Page 4-216. 4.9.5: Hopkins in 6th line change to Third Street South.

Socioeconomics/Aesthetics - Comments

Page 3-155: 1980 Estimate Should be 1990 estimate.
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Page 4-218: 38 wil] be employed at Greyhound operations. ~ 45.

Page 4-228: Aesthetics. Greyhound site: Fails to make the point of the new

development and urban landscaping that would be a considerable upgrading for

the area. A statement should be included that the County. BERe and the City

of Minneapolis have formed a committee to deal with aesthetic and

architectural matters. This could be put in the mitigations section.

Comments - Geology, Hydrology, Terrestrial Ecology, Cultural Resources

Page 3-43, Paragraph 1. The sIte is not 0.3 miles north of Bassett Creek as
!

stated. Is is approximately 1/4 mile south-southeast of the Bassett Creek

Tunnel, an underground conduit that drains to the MississippI River.

U.S.G.S. Topo maps would be helpful to indicate site locations. well log

locations. or cross-section locations.

Page 4-237 through 4-240. general: First statement says facn ity "will have

no adverse affect on biological resources". Air emission levels are all

below limIts for potential negative impact. Therefore. the ensuing 3-1/2

page discussion. of the potential effects of air pollutants on sensitive

species such as "tomatoes and navel oranges" is irrelevant and misleading.

It only serves to confuse the reader and make an issue out of a non-issue.

Entire section can be condensed to one paragraph.

Page 5-7 Section 5.4. general: Table of Contents indicates this section

addresses "Water Quality and Ecological Resources"; however. terrestrial

ecology is not mentioned here or in any other section of Mitigations .

Page 5-7. Section 5.4. Paragraph 2 and 3: Contains contradictory statements.

Paragraph 2 states that restricting construction to areas outside the flood

- 14 -
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"infeasible", then in paragraph 3 suggests this as a mItigation

measureo

Page 5<;;, Section 5.10, general: Section is titled "Aesthetics and Cultural

Resources"; however, cultural resources are not mentioned here or anywhere

else in Mitigations •

Part 2 - Alternatives

Page 1-3: Greyhound (1.2.2): Environmental 1mpact~, under nO-build, the lack

of a 213 foot stack is deemed a posItive impact, but fails to stress the

lack of site upgrading and landscaping as a result of no-build, which would

be a negative impact.

Section 3.2, page 3-3; The cost data - especially operating cost data is

completely incorrect as has been previously pointed out. Accurate data is

avallabh from the Hennepin County Proposal Evaluations, HDR Techserv, 1985.
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Patchin
& Associates, Inc.

Valualion Consullnnls

I,UOl) Nicollet Court. Suite 240. lIurnsvilie. Minnesota 55337 (612) 435-5999 The Proposed Facility (Continued)

The facility will have a total height of about 50 ft. and therefore
should be visible throughout most of the neighborhood.

Gentlemen:

At your request I "have completed a preliminary study of the proba­
ble value impacts of placing a solid waste transfer station at 6th
Avenue South and 3rq street South in Hopkins, Minnesota.

Ref: Study of Value Impact
on Neighborhood
Solid Waste Transfer station
Hopkins, Minnesota

V1
I

V1
+:-

January 16, 1986

city of Hopkins
1010 South 1st Street
Hopkins, Minnesota 55343

Attn: craig Rapp
city Manager

A summary of my findings are as follows:

Single Family Resiaential
Multiple ramily Residential
Light Industrial

minus
minus
minus

10%
6%

15% - 50%

The major access route to and from the site will be via county Road
N3 at 5th Avenue South. Licensed haulers will be restricted from
using access from County Road N18 via 5th Street South. This re­
striction will be a mitigating factor when considering value dam­
ages to the remainder of the neighborhood.

The Neighborhood

The neighborhood is a mixture of commercial, light industrial and
residential uses. Neighborhood boundaries would be County Road NIB
on the East; the properties fronting on the north side of county
Road #3 on the North; 11th Avenue South to the West; and 8th Street
South on the South.

The major access routes to the neighborhood are via County Road #3
at 5th Avenue South and County Road NIB at 7th Street South. Ex­
isting traffic counts are approximately 22,000 vehicles per day on
county Road #3;, 3,000 on 5th and 6th Avenues South, South of
county Road N3; and 3,000 per day on 5th Street South.

The area lying south of 5th Street is single family residential. A
brief review of our comparable sale files showed 9 sales of homes
in this area during 19B5 at a range of $5B,900 to $Bl,OOO, with the
average price at $74,000.

The area lying on the north frontage of county Road #3 is dominated
by medium sized apartment buildings.

A discussion of the fnctors considered, are as follows:

1~e proposed facility is a solid waste transfer station with a de­
s19n capacity of 1,200 tons per day and an anticipated operating­
level of about 600 tons per day. Traffic generated is anticipated
to be 120 packer trucks per day (in and out) plus about 35 transfer
truck trips per day.

The area lying to the west is developed along a light industrial
nature. The two primary occupants are the Super Value food pro­
cessing and warehouse operation and the country Club food ware­
house.

~~~ses of Value Decline

Any time inharmonious elements are introduced into a neighborhood
the possibility of value declines exist. In this particular case,
the primary problem appears to be the introduction of a heavy in­
dustrial use alongside of residential and light industrial uses.

The causes of value decline may be from unpleasant view, odors,
dust, contamination, traffic and noise. In my experience of ap­
praising numerous heavy industrial properties, I have found that

P,-'It:,J Patchin & A""oci:tlc... Inl.'.
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Causes of Value Decli,,~ (ContInued)

although there may be tho bost of intentions, there aro technologi­
cal limits to the control of noise, odor, contomination and ro­
dents. Seldom, if ever, are such measures 100% effective.

Perhaps the most important factor in vaiue estimation is pUblic ac­
ceptance. If tho pUblic porceives something to be a nogative in­
nU('I1CO in a neighborhood, the result is usually II nogative value
l~'~ct. It mnkeo little ditforonce if the pUblic percnption is
rIght or wrong, from n tochnical standpoint. If n negative influ­
ence is perceived, n valun decline results, rogardleos of the tech­
nical facts. Needless to say, the public perception of a garbage
handling facility is bound to be negative.

On a functional basis, the proposed facility may be compared to a
large grain elevator. If one of these facilities is obnerved at
harvest time, one will find problems with truck traffic, noise,
dust control and rodent control in spite of the use of the best
equipment to prevent such problems. In the case of the proposed
facility however, "harvest timo" will be year round.

1~e impact upon this area is estimated at a negative 10%. In other
situations, the impact could be far worse, however in this case,
mitigating factors were tho lower value levels in the neighborhood
and the restriction of truck traffic along 5th Street South.

The impact on these properties is estimated at a negative 6%. It
h."1 boen my ('xpnrlel1ce that rontal rates aro little effected by
negative influences as alrel\dy describ~d. However, turnover and
vilcancy riltns are very definitely effected by such influences. An
increase of 1% in vacancy rate typically results in a 2% value de­
cline. Based upon my experience with other apartment buildings
that have negative influences, an increase of 3% in the vacancy
rate appears to be very possible.

1~e specific causes of value decline in this case would be pUblic
perception "nd unpleasant view. The factors of extra traffic and
noise would be very secondary in this case and have only a minor
effect.

P.:tl'r J. P:I1t:hin & AS'iodalcs. Inc.

I
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Light Industrial

The liqht industrial properties in question are u~ed for food pro­
cessing and/or warehousing. These facilities arc both under the
il1!.pection and supervision of the U. S. Food & Drug Administration
(F.D.A.). If either of theBe racilitieo ahould be con,pelled to re­
locate the negative value impact would be severe.

The Super Value facility is very large, consisting of approximately
117,000 S.F. of gross floor area. Approximately 80% of this space
is in the form of special purpose temperature or environment rooms.
If this facility could no longer be used for food processing and/or
storage, the value impact would be severe, most likely in the range
of 40% to 50%.

The country Club facility is more of a food warehouse operation and
is not such a special purpose facility, as is Super Value. The
value decline in this case would probably be in the range of 15­
20%.

At this point, I could not render a more detailed opinion of value
without a great deal of investigation, research and study.

The opinions expressed herein, are intended to be preliminary indi­
cations of value only, and may not be construed as final opinions
of value.

Peter J. Patchin, M.A.I, A.S.A.
President
Member, American Institute of

Real Estate Appraisers
senior Member, American
society of Appraisers

PJP/cw

Attachment: Qualifications



WEST 5.32
SIDE
CITIZENS
ORGANIZATION

To: Johll Il;l forty • ',lotn'pollrllil Couilcil
f ..."a: Wc"t 51,10 CAtholls OI:glllllzoUolI-HnlllrwullClllt COlIlllIUoo
lkatu: JOUWlllY 30, 1986

lie: 1'lIhUe eoolllCllt 011 l'a'ollOso,1 IIcIlIlCI'III County llosourco RocollolY­
MlIlllcll'1l1 Solid I~osto luciuoi"laloa'

Ito oro ouo of St. l'mal'lI 17 Cltt"ZOIl PorUcll.ot!oll lJ1st"'CI~, 10000tod 011
lho Itost 51,10 of St. \'oul (lIccross tbo rivor frota dowlltu~n). !~o cOllsMor tbot wo
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RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY TECHNOLOGY COMPARISON

COMPARABLE CASE FOR HEALTH RISK ANALYSIS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The proposed Hennepin County Resource Recovery facility incorporates

several design and operational features which will promote complete and

efficient combustion; minimize organic compound emissions and control a

variety of potential pollutant emissions both organic and inorganic. Due to

the use of state-of-the-art combustion and emission control features there

are no identical facilities in the United States or Europe. However, there

are facilities on which substantial amounts of organic emissions data are

available which have some similar features. Such facilities include the

'~icago Northwest and Westchester County facilities in Illinois and New York

for which complete emissions data (including PCDDs, PCDFs, PAHs, etc.) are

available. There are also facilities which are quite different in design

and operation which have been tested for organic compound emissions. The

Hampton, Virginia facility has been used as a worst case for organic

compound emissions and health risk purposes for the Hennepin County ElS.

The emissions test data for Hampton shows that it is far above most other

solid waste combustion facilities on which data is available.

This discussion will describe design and operational characteristics of

the Hampton and Chicago Northwest facilities in comparison to the proposed

Blount/Hennepin County facility to outline what similarities and differences

exist relative to combustion and emissions characteristics. Chicago

N rthwest is considered to be comparable in many respects to the proposed

~ ount/Hennepin facility. The Westchester County, New York facility also
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has many similarities to the proposed Blount/Hennepin County facility;

however, in order to be conservative in selecting a comparable facility

Chicago Northwest has been selected as a reasonably conservative comparable

case. Chicago Northwest PCDD, PCDF-organic compound emissions are about

twice the emission rates tested at Westchester. In addition, much of the

design and operational data on the Westchester facility is protected. as

proprietary data by the Vendor (Signal RESCO) and is; therefore, not

available for publication.

Specific design, emission and operational data is set out below on the

Hampton, Chicago Northwest and Blount/Hennepin facilities. Comparitive data

is presented in Table 1 for these facilities. The following overview

summarizes some of the major factors related to organic compound emissions

from these facilities.

1.1 Hampton Refuse-Fired Steam Generating Facility, Hampton, Virginia

1.1.1 Design Characteristics

The Hampton facility is a mass burn combustion facility consisting of

two 100 TPD design capacity combustion units. The facility is owned by the

federal government, supplies steam to a federal facility and is operated by

the City of Hampton, Virginia. The facility has inclined Detroit Stoker

reciprocating grates, waterwall boilers and electrostatic precipitators for

emission control. Required particulate control is .08 gr/dscf at 12% C02.

Each boiler has a design capacity of 27,500 lbs/hr of steam. The facility

commenced commercial operation in 1980.

The facility combustion air system distributes underfire air up through

the grates and overfire air through the ports iocated at the front, back and

1-2



Table 1

FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS COMPARISON

Design Combustion
Unit Capacity

Average Waste
Throughput

Combustion Air
Overfire
Underfire

Overfire Ports ­
Height Above Grate

Furnace Temperature
(oF) Design

Operating

Residence Time

Emissions - CO
THC

Emission Control

Hampton

100 TPD

120-140 TPD

30%
70%

1-5 ft

1,650
1.,150-1,700

Approx. 1 second
(from flame front
to furnace ex it)

100-3,000 ppm
0-300 ppm

ESP - .08 grjdscf

Chicago N.W.

450 TPD

370-400 TPD

20%
80%

7-15 ft

1,810
NA

1-2 seconds
(in combustion zone)

70-110 ppm
<2 ppm

ESP - .05 grjdscf

Blount-Henn. Co.

600 TPD

500 TPD

45%
55%

13 ft

1,868
1,868

Approx. 2.5 sec.
I @> 1,8680 F
Approx 3.5 sec.

@> 1,8000 F

<170 ppm
0.1-12 ppm

Dry Scrubber + Baghouse
TSP - .02 grjdscf
S02 - 80-90%
HCL - removal



along the sides of the furnace. Overfire air ports vary from I-foot above

the grate to 5 feet above the grate. Combustion air design ratios are 70%

underfire air and 30% overfire air. No data is available on combustion air

proportions during testirig. The facility did not origina1ly have combustion

air preheaters, but these where added subsequent to the emissions testing

discussed herein.

The desi gn operating temperatures (at full capacity) for the Hampton

combustion units is approximate}y 2300 of at the grates, 1650 of (average)

in the furnace and 540 of at the economizer exit (Clark Kenith, Inc.,

"Hampton, Vi rgi ni a Experi ence," November 1983; II Assessment of Emi ss ions of

Specific Compounds from a Resource Recovery Municipal Incinerator," Midwest

Research Institute report for U.S. EPA, November 1983).

While no specific data is available on flue gas residence time in the

furnace, data provided in the Clark-Kenith experience document (see above

reference) indicates a velocity in the furnace of below 20 fps~ The top of

the furnace chamber is approximately 30 feet abov~ the grate; therefore, at

design capacity operation flue gas residence time in the furnace after

injection of overfire air would be about one second.

1.1.2 Facility Operations/Emissions Testing

The Hampton facility was originally designed to burn 100 TPD per unit

and produce 27,500 lbs/hr of steam per boiler. During the first three years

of operation the facility operated well above these design levels. The

facility processed 219,246 tons of waste from November 1, 1980 to

October 31, 1983. During this period total facility availability was about

84.9%; therefore, the average rate of waste combustion during operation was
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39 TPD which is 20% over design capacity. At times the facility processed

waste well above this average level. During December 1981 the facility

averaged 275 TPD of waste during that month and was operating 97% of the

time; therefore, it was operating at 40% above its design capacity for that

month (Clark Kenith "Hampton Operating Experience, November 1983). The

emissions testing done for EPA at Hampton by MRI was conducted during 1983.

From November 1982 through October 1983 the plant processed 82,237 tons of

waste. Assuming it operated at its average availability (84.9%) during this

one year period then the facility averaged about 270 TPD when operating;

therefore, it consistently operated at 35% above design capacity.

The facility testing performed by MRI included both emissions testing.
and ash testing. Facility operating temperatures and steam production were

'ecorded during the testing periods. Emissions testing included total
I

hydrocarbons (THC), carbon monoxide (CO), carbon dioxide (C02), oxygen (02),

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polychlorinated dibenzodioxins (PCDDs),

mono-octa chlorinated, and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) mono-octa

chlorinated.

Furnace temperature was measured with a thermocouple inserted into the

furnace wall. Readings taken of furnace temperature during the five days of

testing ranged from about 1200 of to 1700 of. Most readings were between

1300 of to 1500 of (see attached figures).

Carbon monoxide levels ranged from 100 ppm to 3000 ppm. During

sampling periods CO levels were:

Day 1 ­
Day 1 ­
Day 3 ­
Day 4 ­
Day 5 -

1120 ppm
1230 ppm
888 ppm

1451 ppm
965 ppm
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The test results show a great fluctuation in CO levels during the 5-day

testing period with CO levels well over 500 ppm most of the time.

High CO levels indicate incomplete combustion in the furnace. These

same combustion conditions likely contribute to the relatively high levels

of complex organic hydrocarbon emissions detected at the facility.

Total hydrocarbon (THe) emissions were recorded as high as 300 ppm

during the testing. The average during the test period was about 56 ppm.

Oxygen and C02 levels in the flue gas were also quite variable, 02

ranged from 2 to 14%, C02 levels ranged from 6 to 16% (MRI report).

Another indication of incomplete combustion can be seen from the ash

test data. Composite samples of fly ash and bottom ash were collected

during the testing period and analyzed~ The ash analysis shows relatively

high levels of volatiles and carbon especially in the fly ash (MRI report,

Table 18). Bottom ash volatiles' and carbon ranged from 2.15% (by weight,

dry) to 12.2%. Fly ash volatiles and carbon were about 20 to 21% (by

weight, dry). Btu content of bottom ash was 720 to 950 Btu/lb. Fly ash Btu

content was 1823 to 1914 Btu/lb. Such characteristics are indicative of

relatively high levels of incompletely burned materials (soot) especially in

the fly ash.

Subsequent to emissions testing done at the Hampton facility, facility

operations have been changed to reduce waste charging rates to levels closer

to the design capacity of the units. In addition, combustion air preheaters

have been added to improve waste combustion (telephone conversation with

plant engineers, May 21, 1986).

1-5



-- .to. .to....
~ .to. .to. .to.

~ 32,000 .to. .to. .to.
~

..2
L:.,

.to.
S
0
~
In

30,000

29.000

28,000

27,000
1,300 1,400 1.500 1.600 1,700 1,800 1,900 2.000

Clock Time (h)

Figure 6. Operating temperatures and steam flows recorded during
flue gas sampling - day 1.

29



14 Hampton - 1983
12

- 10 A.t ....
e .... A· a A A..... ...."0 A A, AI A
'a .6 A A A A• A A
~

A A
A A A..: 4 A A A

A

2

g 00
0 00 0

0
o 0 0 0

~ 0 0 0..
0 0 0 0

0

Cb 0 0Q

a 0 0

"" o 0a
\.I

-=•
~...

!
~

2.500..
9

i 2.000 III
4il III

e III
0 It fI
"" 1.500a
\.I III III III III

III III•GIl CD 41
ell III III III III

III III III •
~

-e..
.;:,.
a
"";; 200:!l
~
~

l..
100

A

AAol-__Ol....~__~~':'"A__-:-~A~A;...ol......::':'-':A~__~~A__-:-~__--:-...J
1.300 1.400 1.500 1,000 l.iOO 1.800 1.900 2.COO

Cloek n.... (h)

Figure 7. Combustion gas analysis results from continuous
monitoring during flue gas sampling - day 1.

30



Hampton - 1983

o

o
o

o

00

o
o

o
o

o

o

• •

o

ESP Outlet Tempe~t~re

• •• • •••••••••

o

Furnace Temperature 0
o

o

• •

o
o

• • ••

o 0

28,000.

29,000

1;700

1,600

1,500

1,400--Y-
o...... 1,300
~
::l

"§
41
0-
S
<)
I-

600

500

4C()

36,000

35,000

34,000

--= 33,000
~..
.Q

:::. 32,000
~

..2
u..

31,000Sc
.!
VI

30,000

27, 000 l-_..l-_...l-_-l.._-..I.__l...-_J..-_..J---:'-:-J....:--~-:--~:-:-~

0700 0800 0900 1000

Figure 8. Operating temperatures and steam flows recorded
during flue gas sampling - day 2.

31



Hampton - 1983
14

12

10 ..
! .&.
~

8 4 ... A
~

CI A,.,
AA 4·0 AA A 4

~
6 4

• 4 AAA

~ 444 A
4

4 4
A A

4A 44A
2

A

0
0 00 0 0°0

! 000
000° ° 0..

0 0 0 0:= 00 0•0 0 0 0 0 0Q 0
~ 00-e

00
\,J

~..
::!.....

e
~..
."
'; • •0 • • •• 0a ••::!
a .. •-e 1,jOO • •0

\,J •
~ •
5 1,000 .. " .- •••
~ •
; • .- •... .. .. •
~ •I

JOO
e...
~

g
-"'• 200ve
."

<1 <1
~
"'; ~A <1

,! <1A
100

0700 oaoo 0900 1000 1100 1200 IJOO I~o Ijoo 1600
Cl..... Tim.. (h)

1700 1800

Figure 9. Combustion gas analysis results from continuous
monitoring during flue gas sampling - day 2.

32



Hampton - 1983

0 Furnace Temperature

o 0 o 0 0
0 0 0

0

0
o 0...... 0

u.. 0
0
""- 0 0
~ 0::l

E
1,200<II

0c.
E
~

1,100

ES P Outlet Temperature
600 .. .. .. .. .. .... .. .. .. .. .... .... .. .. .... ..
500

... .
400

36,000

35,000 AI.

34,000 AI. AI.

"':' 33,000 AI. AI. AI. AI. AI. AI.

~ AI. AI. AI...
..Q

:::. 32,000
~

..2
u..

31,000 AI.E
0
1!
VI

30,000 AI.

29,000
AI. AI.
-l. oJ,

28,000 2,100 7,000

27,000
0700 0800 0900 1000

Figure 10. Operating temperatures and steam flows recorded
during flue gas sampling - day 3.

33



14[
12

2

'A

A 4

Hampton - 1983

! 000 0

· o 0 0 0 0 0..,
0 0 0 00... 0.. 0

00
0 00Q

0
0

. 8
00

0 cP 0 0 00

"" 0<; 0I.J

c: 0 0 0·~· 7..
6 I 0

!
3,000

. 2,.500..,...... ••..
~ •3 • •
~.. III IIII.J III •..

-. •S • • •
~ - -•• • •• •i • • e.· •.. e ·0··
~ • • III• III

! .::.

8
~' .::... 200y
g .::...,
~
-;
'0 .::. .::....

100 .::.

.::. .::.
'::'.::..t.

.t.<l. .::. .::. .::.

0 I 4 I
.::. 4

0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 i<lQO
ClocJc Tim. (h )

Figure 11. Combustion gas analysis results from continuous
monitoring during flue gas sampling - day 3.

34



Hampton - 1983

1,700 0 0
00

o 0 0
0

1,600 o 0 0 0

0 0 Furnac:e Temperature
1,500 o 0 '0 0

0

1,400--u..
0-- 1,300
~
::le

1,2000
Q,.

e
4)....

1,100

ESP Outlet Temperature .. .. .... .. .. .. • .... .. .. .. ....
500

.. ..
400

36,000

35,000 ...

34,000 ...
A

-:- 33,000 A A A ... A ... A ... A A A ...
~
~

:::. 32,000 ... ... A
~
0

u..
31,000 Ae

CI
.!
V'I

30,000

29,000

28,000

27,000
0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800

Cloc:k Time (h)

Figure 12. Operating temperatures and steam flows recorded
during flue gas sampling - day 4.

35



14

t12

10 •

6

Hampton - 1983

2

41

•• •

•
III •

o
o

e e

00

00

•••

•III

•

o
00

00 00
00

e· e.
.,
•

o

-..•••

e

e

JOO
t
~

g
....a 200g
."

~
']
Q

po

100

I~OO 1600 1700 1800

Figure 13. Combustion gas analysis results from continuous
monitoring during flue gas sampling - day 4.

36



Hampton - 1983

Furnace Temperature 0 0
0

0 0000
0

0 0 0 0
1,400 0 0

--- 0
Y- O
0..... 1,300
! 0
;,

"@
1,200C)

0-
E
III....

1,100

600 ESP Outlet Temoerature

• • • •• • • • • • •500 • • • • • • • '" ~

400

36,000

3.5 ,000

34,000

"':' 33,000

~
..::l
:::. 32,000
~

~
Y-

E 31,000
a
~
V'I

30,000
At.

29,000 At. At.

28,000 At. A

27,000 '--_......_--l.__.A.-_-I-_---''--_..l.-_--''-__'---_-'-_--'-_--''

0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800
Clock Time (h)

Figure 14. Operating temperatures and stearn flows recorded
during flue gas sampling - day 5.

37



1.0

12

10
! A=0 ...<II
>. ...
d ...

6 •i .....
~ •
~ .. • •

Hampton - 1983

0 0 0 0
! 0 cPO

0
0

000 0
::2 0 0

0
0. 0 00 0 0

0
0 0

Q 0 co
g 0 0 0... 0a
\J

C•
~
0..
e
! •41'

0

~
0
g
::; •g ..... •a • •\J

= • • •s • • 41 • •CD

~ • 0 •.-; o· 0 e... - "~
41 ••• I0

AOO

Joo
e ~...;:
8... ~a 200".;
~
-;
Q..

100 ~

~ ~ ~

0700 0800 0900 1000 i 100 Izoo 1.100 10100
Cloc:ic TIm. ( h )

~

Figure 15. Combustion gas analysis results from continuous
monitoring during flue gas sampling - day 5.

38



1.2 Chicago Northwest Facility

1.2.1 Design Characteristics

The Chicago Northwest facility consists of four mass burn units each

having a design capacity of 450 TPD. Toial plant capacity is rated at

1600 TPD, one unit is primarily a backup unit. The facility has waterwall

boilers and inclined Martin reverse reciprocating gr.ates. The facility is

owned and operated by the City of chicago. The facility supplies steam to a

nearby Brach Candy Company. Each boiler has a steam capacity of

110,000 lbs/hr. The facility was placed in operation in 1.970. The average

annual waste throughput is 1100 TPD.

Particulate emissions are controlled by electrostatic precipitators.

)TSP permit limit is .05 gr/dscf at 12% C02.

The Chicago Northwest combustion facility units are designed to

introduce combustion air upward through the grates and overfire air into the

furnace from air ports in the front and back walls of the furnace. Overfire

air ports are 12 to 15 feet above the front of the grate and 7 to 8 feet

above the rear of the grate. The units are designed to use 67,200 scfm of

underfire air and 16,800 scfm of overfire air. Combustion air proportions

are; therefore, 80% underfire air and 20% overfire air. The Chicago

Northwest boilers have five passes. The normal temperature profile for the

units are:

Furnace - Combustion Zone
Furnace - Exit
Convector - Inlet
Convector - Outlet
Economizer - Exit
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The temperatures recorded during the May 1980 testing were from a

thermocouple located at the inlet to the second boiler pass; therefore, the

temperature data recorded is considerably lower than temperatures in the

combustion zone since this point is downstream from the combustion zone.

Temperature recorded from the sensor during the testing period (May 4­

19, 1980) ranged from a daily mean of 1096 of to 1209 of. The mean

temperature recorded 'for the entire testing period was 1160 of with a

standard deviation of 41.5 of (EPA report, Tables 2-3, 2-4). The mean steam

production rate for Unit No.2 was about 100,000 lbs/hr with a standard

deviation of about 4000 lbs/hr.

1.2.2 Emissions/Operating Data

The Chicago Northwest emissions and facility operation data discussed

herein was collected during May 1980 and is contained in an EPA report

(Comprehensive Assessment of the Specific Compounds Present in Combustion

Processes, Volume 1, Pilot Study of Combustion Emissions Variability, U.S.

EPA, June 1983). Testing was done by Midwest Research Institute, Research

Triangle Institute, Southwest Research Institute and Gulf South Research

Institute. Data collection included steam flow, combustion air flow,

combustion air temperature, furnace temperature and weekly waste processed.

Emission data includes 02' C02' CO and THC, Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs,

DI-Penta)" polychlorinated aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), poly-chlorinated

dibenzodioxins PCDDs (tri-octa) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs ­

tri-octa).

Waste feed rates in the above reports were approximations since there

was no way to directly weigh the waste fed into individual units. During
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)the four week period from April 28 to May 25, 1980 total waste processed was

estimated to be about 33,500 tons (EPA - Table 21). This gives an average

of 8387 TPW. Three units were operating during this time period and the

fourth unit did not process any waste. Therefore, the average waste

consumption for the three units is 400 TPD.

There was some downtime for the three operating units so actual
o

consumption was somewhat higher. Unit No.2 was the unit tested during this

period. Total hours of downtime for Unit No.2 was 73 hours of a possible

672 hours in the 4-week period (EPA, Appendix B, Table 2-8). Therefore,

Unit No.2 was available 89% of the time over the 4-week period of testing.

The average waste processed per unit divided by the availability of Unit No.

2 gives a waste processing rate of a little less than 450 TPD during the

actual operating hours.

Estimates of waste processed by Unit No.2 during tests, May 3 to

May 17, resulted in a mean value of 17,200 kg/hr (EPA report, Table 63).

This is equivalent to a 454 TPD rate. This indicates that Unit No.2 was

operating at or near its design capacity during the period in which it was

tested. This correlates with the mean steam production data for Unit No.2

mentioned above (100,000 lbs/hr) which is slightly less than the design

rating of 110,000 lbs/hr.

Gas composition was monitored during the emissions testing from

May 4 to May 19. The CO readings for May 4 to May 8 were determined to be

high due to excessive instrument drift (EPA report - Table 19). The CO

readings were affected by dessicant exhaustion. After replacing the

,dessicant CO levels dropped to well under 100 ppm. A new CO analyzer was

subsequently installed due to drift and balance problems. The CO levels
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recorded during periods of testing in which the CO analyzer was functioning

properly were generally under .100 ppm. Oxygen readings ranged from 7.9 to

11.8% with most values falling between 8 to 10%. C02 levels ranged from 7.2

to 10.7% with most values between 9 and 10.5%. Total hydrocarbon levels

were all under 2 ppm (EPA report, Table 19).

This data demonstrates that the Chicago Northwest Unit No.2 was

functioning at or near its design capacity during this testing program. The

data indicates stable operating conditions since temperature and flue gas

compositiQn data remained within fairly narrow ranges. The low CO and THC

levels demonstrate that combustion was well controlled, efficient and

complete.
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TABLE 20. MEANS OF THE MEANS FOR PROCESS DATA, ALL TEST DAYS,
CHICAGO NW INCINERATOR, ,BOILER NO. 2a

jl

fl

Parameter

I
feam flow rate (lbs/hr)
i Disc recorder
! Chart recorder
I Digital integrator
I
I '
~eam pressure (psig)
I
eedwater flow rate (lbs/hr)
! Chart recorder
I Digital integrator
i
~edwater temperature (OF)
I '

I
~mbustion air flow rate (ft3/hr)
I Chart recorder
I Digital integrator
I
jomp" ~F-ion air temperature (OF)
I II .
I.D. fans pressure (inches H20)

,.D. fans pressure (inches H20)

lurnace draft (inches H20)

I
furnace temperature (OF)
I
I

f From Appendix B.

Flue gas test duration
, 24-hr process data process data

Standard Standard
Mean deviation Mean deviation

99,000 4,500 .. 100,000 8,100
103,000 4,500 104,000 8,300
99,000 3,600 100,000 10,300

282 4 287 2

99,000 4,800 101,000 8,400
97,000 5,400 100,000 . ,11,000

221 1 221 1

79',000 2,000 78,000 2,700
72,000 2,600 70,000 2,200

663 21 673 23

2.6 0.2 2.5 0.3

14.1 0.4 14.1 0.6

0.23 0.06 0.22 0.8

1,160 42 1,198 67

fl
,L'.•• '

~~.•
l_
.rn'. .
\',

•
•

46

III
.~



JABLE 19. DA II.Y DATA SUtIIlAR 1f.S rliR HUE GAS IfEASUREIlENTS, ClIlCAGO NORTlI\lf.ST INCINf.RATOR, BOII.ER NO. 2

_Gas c~~osltl~ Stack
b IsokineticDate Test Sampling ~'!'ele vo!!!~_ O2 CO2 CO TUC temperature Holec-ular Holsture Velocity Gas Clow rate(1980) No. location DSCr DSCH 1- OX I'pm pl,m ·r wf'ight 1 H/sec 'ACHI---iisCfH DSCIIH- OX

Inlet NorthC 256.84 7.27 11.2 7.4 172d < 2 459.41 28.26 11.56 20.17
III ,400 56 ,SOil 1,600 90.82

SoUlhe 135.20 3.83 11.2 1.4 172 < 2 444.88 28.52 9.51 21.21 19.245-4 Outlet North 311.86 9.00 11.3 1.1 156 < 2 432.16 28.33 1/.56 36.40
102,200 51,830 1,468 94.61

South 324.14 9.20 11.3 1.1 156 < 2 451. 21 28 .. 41 10.81 39.33 . 91.96

Inlet North e 408.46 11.57 9.6 10.1 159 < 2 459.04 28.53 12.24 20.62 104,300 51,300 1,453 96.25
South 319.18 10.14 9.6 10.1 159 < 2 445.78 28.56 12.03 18.42 98.325-6 2 Outlet North 418.43 11.85 10.4 9.5 171 < 2 442.00 28.45 12.41 38.21 106,400 55,310 1,566 98.85
SouthB 451.89 12.91 10.4 9.5 171 < 2 451.04 29.58 2.95 40.60 93.23

Inlet North· 324.36 9.19 9.4 9.8 185 < 2 445.55 28.34 13.43 19.90 110,900 54,930 1,555 98.17
South 400.66 11.34 9.4 9.8 185 < i 431.46 28.36 13.26 21.23 91.115-1 3 Outlet North 403.32 11.42 9.4 9.1 189 < 2 459.04 28.39 12.86 36.70 102,000 49,780 1,410 100.75
South 407.07 11.53 9.4 9.7 189 < 2 451.78 28.41 12.75 38.87 96.29

Inlet North 331.52 9.39 9.9 9.5 142 < 2 445.36 28.57 11.27 19.34 ,"05,600 52,770 1,494 100.22
South

h 370.83 10.50 9.9 9.5 142 < 2 460.60 28.50 11.85 19.96 97.28
5-8 4 Outlet North 427.50 12. II 10.4 8.9 169 < 2 454.20 28.82 8.60 38.39 108,100 54,430 1,541 96.59

South 457.50 12.96 10.4 8.9 169 < 2 464.32 28.47 1/.60 41.69 100.04

.p-
Inlet North~ 342.70 9.77 1.9 10.5 61 < 2 423.77 28.30 14.14 17.71

93,900 45,870 1,299 99.85.p- SouthJ 367.81 10.42 i.9 10.5 61 < 2 460.80 28.20 14.94 11.31 101.905-9 5 Outlet Norlh 37 I. 55 10.52 8.1 10.1 59 < 2 449.64 28.17 15.46 32.99 88,400 42,770 1,211 105.57
South 383.75 10.87 8. i 10.7 59 < 2 437. 76 28.24 14.89 32.48 107.99

Inlet Nortb 320.56 9.08 8.8 10.3 < 2 452.59 28.31 13.62 18.12
96,530 46,250 i,310 108.82

South
k 341.61 9.84 8.8 10.3 < 2 457.63 28.34 13.83 11.86 105.615-10 Ii Oullet North 367.91 10.42 9.4 9.1 < 2 448.92 28.50 li.94 35.43

49,320 1,391 98.61
South 412.06 11.67 9.4 9.1 < 2 452.28 28.33 13.40 39.50 101,200

96.51

Inlet Norlb 344.80 9.16 9.8 9.0 < 2 463.29 28.19 13.86 19.12
1,367 100.85

SouLb 378.50 10.72 9.8 9.0 < 2 462.48 28.15 14.24 18.51 101.000 48,280 100.825-11
Outlet Northm 299.62 8.49 9.8 9.5 < 2 462.53 28.31 12.91 38.99 99.20

Southm 459.63 13.02 9.8 9.5 < 2 441.41 28.30 13.52 38.13 103,900 50,470 1,429 102.22

Inlet Nortb 316.55 8.96 8.7 9.1 < 2 456.24 28.40 12.51 17.58 98,830 47,970 1,358 98.95
South 373.03 10.56 8.7 9.1 < 2 468.33 28.38 12.79 19.11 94.935-12 8 Outlet North 376.48 10.66 10.4 9.0 < 2 4/.2.84 28.41 12.21 36.73 102,500 50,800 1,438 102.67
South 391. 17 Ii .08 10.4 9.0 < 2 452.88 28.42 12.08 39.17 100.42

lulet North 308.73 8.74 9.7 9.6 < 2 465.61 28.19 14.51 16.42 92,240 43,330 1,227 105.23
South 364.16 10.31 9.7 9.6 < 2 468.65 28.19 14.52 11.82 102. II5-13 9 Dull et North 366.28 10.37 9.1 9.8 < 2 457.16 28.25 14.10 36.85

49,060 1,389 104.01
South 388.73 11.01 9.1 9.8 < 2 453.52 28.20 14.54 39.39 102,900

102.82

Inlet North 338.45 9.59 10.2 9.4 111
0

< 2 465.43 28.29 13.60 18.05
95,870 46,760 1,324 102.87

South 376.86 10.67 10.2 9.4 III < 2 458.88 28.27 13.75 17.67 102.615-15 10 Outlet Northn 377 .44 10.69 9.6 9.7 98 < 2 459.56 28.88 8.89 35.47 102.40
SouLh 396.28 11.22 9.6 9.1 98 < 2 463.68 28.24 14.22 38.49 99,850 49,810 i,410 106.30

(continued)



TABLE ,continued)

Date
(1980)

Teat
No.

Sampling
location

Gas compod t1ona
~Ie vol!!~ O2 CO2 CO TIIC

DSCf DSCI1 1 1 ppm ppm

Stack
temperature

of
Jlolecular "olstur,; Veloclly
velRhl' 1 ftlsec

. -_.-.- -----.----------, .. '
Isokinellc

rat.e
1.

Inlet North 353.83 10.02 11.1 8.5 880 < 2 465.32 28.49 11.15 18.19 99,300 49,200 101.23
South 351.30 10.12 II.I 8.5 88 < 2 461.61 28.42 11.69 18.22 1,395 93.06

5-16 II Outlet North 404.61 11.46 1.1.8 1.9 98 < 2 455.12 28.35 I I. 79 38.83 104.09
South 416.58 11.80 11.8 7.9 98 < 2 460.24 28.38 11.59 40.83 117,500 58,310 1,t'51 101.62

InletP North 324.92 9.20 10.3 10.0 80 < 2 414.80 28.27 13.47 11.25 91,430 43,540 1,233
97.56

5-11 12 South 331.75 9.40 10.3 10.0 80 < 2 415.00 28.31 13.10 16.85 102.20
OutletP 218.81 6.20 10.1 9.0 84 < 2 451.00 2B.16 14.38 39.27 106,000 51,350 1,454 103.01

Inlet North
5_-18 13 South q

Outlet 219.36 6.20 10.1 9.2 102 r 463.00 28.25 13.91 44.31 119,800 51,360 . 1,624 92.45

(:
North

5-19 14 Inlet South q

Outlet 240.61 6.81 12.1· 1.2 304 r 465.60 28.36 0.65 44.53 120,200 59,140 1,615 98.36

a Average during test period.

b Sum of the North and South train measurements.

c Test vas run for 350 min. Test vas discontinued because of unsuccessful leak checks after filter replacement.
.J>-
VI d Iligh due to excessive instrument drift.

e Test ran for only 193 min due to plant shut dovn because.of a boiler leak.

f Only 21 of the required 24 pointa vere traversed.

g Test quality vas poor due to crack in the probe.

h Lov mol~ture obtained because of cracked prob~.

I Sampling time Increased from 20 to 25 min per point after 180 min. Test quality waa good.

j Sampling time Increaaed from 20 to 25 min per point after 261 min. Teat quality vaa good.

k Teat vas halted one point from completion due to stormy vater. Test quality vas 800d.

I Analyzer taken off line (~ee d).

m Due to excessive leak rate in the north tracer, 601 of the .ample val collected vlth th.. soulh tracec, 401 vlth the north.

n Probe val found vIth a cracked tip. Baled on 8.91 moisture Venu. 121 moisture for the other tests. It VaS d.. termined that only the last 10 points
vere traversed vith the broken probe. Test quality vas faIr.

o Results.! 101 due to drift.

p ·Inlet QA test, outlet 1st day cadmium test.

q Inlet sample not required for cadmium test.

r TIIC data not requl red for cadmium tesl.



2.0 COMPARABLE CASE DISCUSSIONS

2.1 Hampton Va.

The Hampton, Virginia combustion units are much smaller than either

Chicago Northwest or the Hennepin County facility. The two Hampton units

are designed to combust 100 TPD of waste each, whereas Chicago units are

• designed for 450 TPD and the Hennepin County units are designed for 600 TPD.

Combustion conditions within small units such as Hampton are more

susceptible to disruption due to overloading and high moisture waste due to

the smaller furnace volume and waste quantities present in the furnace.

This is particularly true when combustion air and other combustion controls

are manual as in the case of the Hampton facility. Operating data on the

Hampton facility shows that the facility was consistently operated well

above its design capacigy during the first three years of operation. This

was the same period in which emissions of complex organics (PCDDs and

PCDFs, PAH, etc.) were tested. The facility was operated 20 to 40+ percent

above design levels. Overloading of waste combustion facilities tends to

restrict air flow up through the grate and waste, lower temperature due to

quenching of flame and incomplete combustion, decrease residence time of

gases in furnace due to combusting more waste in the same furnace volume and

result in incomplete burnout of waste due to larger waste volume passing

through the unit within a similar time period.

These effects are clearly evident in the test results from Hampton (MRI

report 1983). High levels of CO and hydrocarbons are evident, fluctuating

furnace temperatures are evident with most values in the 1300-15000 F range

(below design values) and high levels of carbon and volatiles (combustibles)

are evident in the ash test data.
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This is further substantiated by the fact that a combustion air

preheating system was added to the facility subsequent to the emissions

tests and the level of operation was reduced to levels closer to design

values.

The facility has both underfire and overfire combustion air systems.

No data was collected on the proportion of underfire versus overfire air

used during the testing. The location of the overfire air ports (1-5 feet

above the grate) results in overfire air being injected into the furnace at

a relatively low level rather than near the flame front .. Injection of

unheated combustion air at this point likely contributes to the lower

furnace temperature and may not be as effective in complete oxidation of

flue gases as injection at furnace levels which are near the flame front.

Combustion controls at the Hampton facility are manual. The parameters

which are monitored are steam production rate and furnace temperature.

Furnace temperature is used to adjust the grate operation (speed). Steam

production rate is used to adjust the ram feeders which control the rate of

waste feed into the units. Combustion air flows are controlled by manual

dampers which are set at certain points for normal operation and adjusted

manually if necessary. This type of control system is oriented toward

maintaining a desired level of steam production. The level of combustion

efficiency and burnout are not an integral part of such a system. This is

evident from the facility data during testing which shows steam production

was generally maintained well above design levels (27,500 lbs/hr) despite

great variations in combustion conditions, CO and hydrocarbon levels.

The emissions control system at Hampton consists of two electrostatic

precipitators. The emissions limit required for the facility is .08
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grains/dscf at 12% C02. No particulate or opacity readings were taken

during testing of the facility. No pollutant control is required other than

particulates.

2.2 Chicago Northwest

The Chicago Northwest facility consists of four combustion units with a

capacity rating of 450 TPD per unit. The facility is normally operated

using three units with one unit on standby. Therefore, this facility is

much closer to the size of the proposed Hennepin County facility (two units. .

at 600 TPD design capacity each). The Chicago facility is operated at

levels at or below design capacity. Annual average throughput is 1100 TPD,

waste throughput during testing estimated at 400-450 TPD for Unit No.2.

Therefore, the emissions test results for Chicago Northwest are indicative

of emissions and conditions of a facility that is operating within design

specifications in contrast to the Hampton facility.

The Chicago Northwest facility utilizes Martin inclined reverse

reciprocating grates. The grate bars move against the flow of waste through

the furnace to produce greater agitation and mixing of burning waste on the

grates. Combustion air is fed into separate compartments under the grates

(underfire air) and is injected at varying levels (7-15 feet) over the grate

through overfire air ports. Underfire air is controlled in relation to the

combustion needs and conditions on different areas 'of the grate. The

proposed Hennepin County facility also has separate underfire air

compartments to provide combustion air needed to different combustion zones

on the grates.
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Injection of overfire air at levels from 7-15 feet above the grate

provides for more effective combustion and oxidation of substances in the

flue gas. Proportions of combustion air, overfire vs. underfire, were not

determined during the testing at Chicago. Total combustion air flow and

flue gas flow measured during testing appear to be consistent with design

values. Design values for overfire and underfire air are 16,800 scfm and

67,200 scfm respectively which is about 20% overfire and 80% underfire. The

proposed Hennepin County facility combustion air proportions are about 45%

overfire and 55% underfire. Therefore, the higher proportion of overfire

air should promote complete combustion of flue gases as well or better than

the Chicago facility. The temperature profile in the Chicago Northwest

furnace and boiler is similar but slightly lower than the proposed Hennepin

County facility. Residence time in the Chicago Northwest furnace is

estimated at 1-2 seconds which is similar but slightly less than the design

values for the Hennepin County facility (approximately 3.5 seconds).

Combustion air flow temperature (inlet to second boiler pass), percent

oxygen, steam flow, and combustion air pressure (underfire air compartments)

are monitored in the Chicago facility control room. Adjustments are manual

and done as needed.

The effective combustion conditions at the Chicago Northwest facility

are evident from the test data. CO levels were genera11y under 100 ppm,

total hydrocarbons were consistently under 2 ppm, temperature in the boiler

remained very stable (11600 F plus or minus 420 F), oxygen and C02 content of

flue gas remained within fairly narrow ranges (02 - 8-11%, C02 - 8-10%).
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Emissions of PCDDs, PCDFs and other complex organics were far less at

the Chicago facility than those at Hampton. (Chicago PCDD+PCDF = 2% of

Hampton levels).

Emissions control for the Chicago facility consists of four electro­

static precipitators. Particulate emissions are required to be less than

.05 grains/dscf at 12% C02. The Hennepin County facility will have dry

scrubbers and baghouSe for emissions control which will provide greater

particulate control (less than .02 grains/dscf at 12% C02) and will control

other pollutants (S02' HCL) which .are not subject to control at Chicago

Northwest. Recent data on dry scrubbers (Nielsen, Moeller &Rasmussen ­

1985) indicates potential substantial removal for gas phase PCDDs &PCDFs

based on initial emissions testing of Niro Atomizer scrubber systems on a

European solid waste combustion facility.

This difference in emission control equipment is a major difference

between the Chicago Northwest and Hennepin County facilities.

2.3 Hennepin County (Blount) Facility

The Hennepin County facility provided by Blount Energy Resources Co.

will utilize Widmer &Ernst combustion technology. The facility will have

two units designed to handle 600 TPD each of solid waste having a Btu

content of 3800 to 5200 Btu/lb. Annual average throughput is limited by law

to 1000 TPD; therefore, the units will operate at or under their design

capacity. This prevents the potential of facility operation above design

capacity as in the case of the Hampton, Virginia facility. The facility

will operate 24 hours/day, 7 days per week except for maintenance periods

necessary to maintain optimum operation. The facility is designed to
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J~generate steam and electricity depending on energy market conditions. The

facility will operate at a level of 1000 TPD on an annual average producing

energy which will be sold to a utility (electrical energy) or steam heating

systems in downtown Minneapolis. This allows continuous stable operations

since electricity can always be sold whether steam is sold or not. It also

creates a substantial incentive for efficient and complete combustion

because waste throughput is limited. In order to derive maximum revenue the

facility must extract as much energy as possible from the solid waste which

means it must be efficiently and completely combusted.

The facility will have Widmer &Ernst horizontal, double motion

overthrust grates. These grates provide a controlled movement of waste

through the furnace plus agitation and mixing of waste for good burnout.

iSee detailed facility description.) Combustion air is introduced under the

grate through 4 chambers and is coordinated with grate speed to optimize

combustion needs for the drying, ignition, combustion and post combustion

zones. Underfire air can be preheated as necessary relative to moisture

content of waste.

Flame temperature in the furnace will be over 20000 F and total

residence time at temperatures in excess of l8000 F will be about 3.5 seconds

at design conditions. Overfire air is injected well above the grate to

provide optimum turbulence and oxidation of flue gases. In addition, the

furnace chamber is designed with a "vortex nose 'l which promotes turbulence

in the combustion zone. Combustion air proportions at nominal conditions

are approximately 45% overfire and 55% underfire. Automatic combustion

controls are provided which optimize combustion conditions (See detailed

project descriptions).
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The effjcient combustion and complete burnout achievable in Blount

(Widmer &Ernst) facilities is further supported by ash analyses of combined

bottom and flyash from W&E facilities in Europe. Ash samples were

analyzed from facilities in Sweden and Switzerland. (Nytest Environmental,

1985). These ash samples were tested for combustible content which averaged

3.65% by weight. This is much lower than tests of Hampton ash in which

carbon and volatile content (combustibles) ranged from 2.15% to 12.2% by

weight (bottom ash) and 19-22% by weight (flyash). A weighted average of

fly and bottom ash assuming 90% bottom ash arid 10% flyash gives a composite

weighted average of 8.5% by weight combustibles (carbon &volatiles) as

compared to the 3.65% combustibles for the W&E ash. No ash test data was

available from Chicago Northwest; however, data is available from the

Westchester, New York facility which shows a composite average of

combustibles (volatiles &carbon) of approximately 5%. The Btu content of

the Westchester ash averaged about 120 Btu/lb as compared to a composite

weighted average for Hampton of 940 Btu/lb.

The emission control system will include both dry scrubbers and

baghouses to provide high levels of control of particulates, S02 and HCL.

Recent data supports the theory that the reduced temperature of flue gas and

the increased particle quantity due to reagent injection also operate to

remove complex organics from the flue gas. While this effect appears to be

well founded no credit is taken in the analysis of organic compound

emissions. The Chicago Northwest facility is proposed as a conservative but

comparable case for organic compound emissions. It does not have all of the

design features of the Blount facility to minimize organic compound

emissions but it is representative of a large modern energy recovery

facility which achieves efficient combustion. It is much more comparable
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jrom an operation and design standpoint than the Hampton facility used as a

worst case for organic emissions in the EIS. The Hampton facility was

operated well above its design levels, had a much lower furnace temperature,

lower injection of overfire air, much smaller furnace volume, much shorter

residence time and much less effective emissions controls.

Therefore, in trying to evaluate potential organic emissions and health

risks the Chicago Northwest facility constitutes a reasonably conservative

comparable facility relative to the proposed Hennepin County facility.
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