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THE PROCEEDING

Moderator: I would ask you, as our notice stated, when we ask
for public comments to limit your comments to no more than five
minutes. Please, when you approach the mike, we have a court
recorder here taking this down, please give your name. If

it's a little bit difficult like mines is, Scarbrough, spell

it for them, it won't take long and then who you are represent-
ing. If you're just representing yourself, that's fine, but

let them know who it is so we can get it correct on the record.
I will keep the record open for written comments or written
statements until March 11th. First, we will have presentations
from staff people in our EPA Office of Solid Waste. At the end
of their presentation, we will take public comments, discussions,
questions, whatever you have on that particular item. At the ap-
pointed time, as shown in the agenda, that discussion will be
terminated and we will go on to the next agenda item. At the
end... the last item on the agenda is state program development,
at the end of that we'll take comments, questions, whatever you
want to say about any portion of the Act, at that time. We

have microphones, we have asked that you please move to the
microphone when you get ready to speak. If there's someone
there, fall in behind them, wait your turn, and I'll try to ask
you to speak on a first come first serve basis. We are making
copies of the transcript. Each person that filled out one of

those forms as you came in here or brought with you to fill-out



and turn in as you leave, well, you will get a copy of the
transcript in the mail. It will probably take us six or eight
weeks or so to get that thing reproduced and mailed back out,
but you will get that. If you know other people who are
interested in it, and they want a copy, please have them con-
tact our office, our Regional Office here in Atlanta. We'll

be happy to send them a copy, we'll have plenty of them. I
think... if you don't know our address, it's 345 Courtland
Street, Atlanta 30308, and a telephone call will do just as
well, it's (404) 881-3016. You see on your agenda, a welcome
by Mr. Jack Ravan, Regional Administrator of Region IV, he's
unable to be with us tonight. We have with us, Mr. Asa Foster,
he's the Director of the Hazardous Material Division, and he'll

welcome you from out of town to Atlanta.

Speaker Asa B. Foster: Thank you, Jim. I think you're slipping.

Some of you were at the meeting last week that we had on Toxic
Substances, and I didn't allow any smoking in the room. So, I

think it's good that we are segregated. There's a lot of things
happening in EPA and many of you are aware. We're talking about

one of the exciting things tonight, this new Act that we have.

And we also have the Toxic Substances Act which we had a public
meeting on last week, and.... President Carter has nominated as

the new Administrator, Douglas Costell; the new Deputy Administrator,
Barbara Blum. 1I'd like to tell you a little bit about these people,
so that you... just for your information. Douglas Costell has been

a member of the transition team under President Carter's leader-



ship there. From July of '75 until 1977, the first of the

year, he was the Assistant Director for Natural Resources

and Commerce in the Congressional Budget Office. From about
March '73 until July 1975, he was Commissioner of the
Connecticut Department of Environ@ﬁ@tal Protection, and for
about a year and a half prior to that he was Deputy Commissioner
for the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection. He
has a lot of experience. He has a long list of other experience
that I won't go into, but the point I wanted to make is that he
has a lot of experience in environmental protection. I'm not
sure exactly of the way the Connecticut department is organized,
I think it's very similar to many of our states here in Region IV
in that you have your air and water and solid waste all wrapped
up in on€organization. Barbara Blum is from here in Atlanta.
She's a native of Kansas. She has been a very active individual
in consumer affairs; been very effective in working with the
legislature, various legislative bodies. She's been a very
active environmentalist. I saw some of my friends here that

use to... I use to be acquainted with who was in the water pro-
gram and I remember that Barbara was very active along the
Chattahoochee River. So, we have the new leadership coming

into EPA, we have the new legislation we're charged with the
responsibility of administering, and, I look forward to a lot

of exciting things happening. Tonight, we want to give you

some information about the new Act. Public Law 94-580 which
you have a copy of. The Act states that public participation

in the development, revision, implementation and portions of



any regulation, guidelines, information or program under the
Act shall be provided for. It shall be encouraged and
assisted by the Administrator and the gtates, That's what
we're here tonight for is to give you gome information and

get your feed-back. I think that this is becoming more and
more recognized. I think particularly by the Congress as the
thing that we should do, and that we must do. I think you
will find that Congress intende%or land disposal to be regu-
lated and a lot of our value resources, re-used. This new

Act will have far-reaching influence on the social and
economic issues, ranging from the attitudes of the individual
citizen and consumer to how we extract, manufacture and market
products to such complex issues as depletion allowances and
international trade policies. We at EPA intend to take public
information and public participation that's required for this
Act, seriously. We want your input. I realize that tonight
you will be receiving a lot of information4 you may not be
able to provide us with your comments; you may wish to send
them in later to Mr. Scarbrough and I would ask that you would
do that. Many of you are from out-of-town and I want to wel-
come you to Atlanta. I usedto be very close friends with the
Commissioners of Public Works who has resigned. I understand
Mr. Scarbrough knows some of the people down there at City Hall,
and I've asked him that if any of you get a parking ticket or
anything, to go with you down to City Hall and get his friend
and go over with you to traffic court and hold your hand while

you pay your ticket. So, we can do that service for your....



Question: (Unidentified SPeaker) What happens if you get

mugged, Asa?

Speaker Foster: Pardon?

Question: (Same Speaker) What happens if you get mugged?

Speaker Foster: If you get mugged, I don't know, don't come

to me.... (Laughter) But it's good to have you here tonight
and if you decide tonight that you want to come back in the
morning, we'll have a sort of a re-run in the morning, and

I'm sure that all the speakers will be a little better imbursed
with their subject and you might get a little better treat in
the morning. So, if you want to come back tomorrow, you're

certainly welcomed to do that and to participate at that time...

uestion: (Unidentified speaker) How long will the discussion

last in the morning?

Speaker Foster: I believe it's scheduled until about noon...

Moderator: We'll have to get out of this room at about 1:00P.M,

No later than 1:00P.M.

Speaker Foster: Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you, Asa. Since I didn't introduce myself in

the beginning, my name is Jim Scarbrough and I'm with the Solid



Waste Program in the Regional Office, here. What I'd like

to do now is that I'11 run over briefly a summary of some

of the things that are in the Act. Then, we'll get into our
presentations, which will be quite short, because we are not
here to tell you; we're here for you to tell us, and please
keep that in mind. We want to hear from you. We did hand
out, out there on the table as you came in, copies of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). If you look
over in front of that, Congress has given us some words of
wisdom there that they had in mind in drafting this Act and
passing it and offering it up to the President for signature
to make it Law. Looking there closely you will see that the
objectivesof this Act are the protection of public health;
protect the environment; conserve valuable material resources
and conserve energy resources. You say, well, it sounds real
good, you know, if everybody would be for that. I don't
think there's anybody here that wouldn't be for that. But
then you get into the question of how shall we do that. How
will you do it. How will government; how will state govern-
ment, federal government, local government, industry. How
will we do that. And, in their wisdom they did write down
some things for us as to how they think it should be done

and that's our charge to carry out their purposes and their
intent as they have written in this Law. They said that what
we should do is give technical and financial assistance to

state and local government, manpower development. And this



Law will prohibit future open dumping. It will require us to
convert or close existing open-dumps. It will require us to
regulate hazardous waste. It requires EPA as an agency to
publish guidelines for solid waste management. It requires

us to do certain things in research and development. It
requires us to do demonstration projects. Those of you that
are familiar with our program in the past know that we have
been active in this area, but it requires us to go even further,
to demonstrate resource recovery on a larger scale and indeed
on a smaller scale, and on a scale that small communities can
use. It mandates that the ;ederal, state and local government
and industry partnership in material-and energy recovery be
carried out to it's fullest extent. Those of you that have
gas for your heat in your house in the last month or so have
come to realize that's not something that we can consider
casually. It may not always be here. We may have to seek
other sources. Here is a source that has potential. This is
what Congress told us even before the gas shortage. It requires
public participation, and this is very important as expressed
by the Act. Now, basically, this Act as I read it sitting in
the Regional Office, has two main thrusts in it. The first
being Sub-Title C which is the hazardous waste regulatory pro-
gram and as I read it, it seems to me that it's intended by
Congress for this regulatory program to be run by the state
government. Whether or not you agree really doesn't matter.
But, if you would read Section 3006 under Sub-Title C, I think

you'll see where I get that sort of thinking from. The other



thrust is state and local planning, that's found in Sub-Title
D, along with that goes the prohibition of open dumping and
all disposal, except hazardous waste disposal, being required
at a resource recovery facility, center or land-£fill or dis-
posed of in an otherwise environmentally sound manner. In
addition to that, in supporting that as part of the foundation
is relatively small compared to some of our other grant pro-
grams. A relatively small rural assistance grant program
with an authorization there of some twenty-five million dollars
a year, nation-wide. And, if you read closely there you will
find that this grant assistance is intended for towns of

less than five-thousand population and counties with a popu-
lation of less than ten-thousand or less than twenty people
per square mile, Now, if you look a little further you will
see a landmark piece of legislation in Sub-Title F. And, it
has to do with federal facilities, and it basically says that
if you have a land-£fill on your federal property, whoever you
may be, U. S. Army or the Marine Corp, or the U. S. Forestry
Service Department, it really doesn't make any difference, but
is says that you have to get a state permit. And, it doesn't
say that you go over and ask them what is required for a state
permit, you do it without the paperwork, you have to do the
whole thing. Generally speaking, that basically covers this
Act and I'd like to leave you with that short summary and get
right on into the public participation part. With us tonight,
we have as I said earlier, staff people from the Office of

Solid Waste and if you read the Act, you will see that this is



the Office that's charged with carrying out this Act by the
Congress. We have with us first of all to speak to training,
public information, public participation scheduled Mr. Thomas
Williams. Tom is unable to be with us, he has the flu and
substituting ably for him is %%rri Wyer, on my right. And,
j%érri will give us the presentation there. It's going to be
five minutes or so and upon conclusion of that, we want you
to please speak to us about what you think about public
participation, training, public information. And then, at the
appropriate time, we'll ask that you cease the public discuss-
ion on that part and we'll go on to the next part, hazardous

G
waste., derri.

e
Speaker Jerri Wyer: Thank you, Jim.

The RCRA contains an unusually complete array
of provisions which could bring about a high degree of public
understanding and participation. Taken together, these various
provisions make it clear that the Congress understood that it
is impossible for the public to participate, meaningfully,
unless the government first produces valid, scientific, and
technical data and then produces and publishes the information
in such a way that everyone may have real access to it. Only
in this way can the public really have a reasonable chance of
influencing the social, economic and political changes which
the Law will bring about. I have some slides here, I'd 1like to

show... can you dim the lights, Jim? (Pause)

Moderator: Yes. (Pause)
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Speaker Wyer: Now, this is fine. In Section 8003, the
Administrator of EPA is required to develop, collect, evaluate
and coordinate information on nine key elements which are
crucial to the Act's purposes. The Administrator is not only

to implement a program for the rapid dissemination of this
information, but he's also to develop and implement educational
programs to promote citizen understanding. This makes it quite
clear that the information called for is not to be developed

for the exclusive use of those, who, for one reason or another
may be considered experts in the field. Moreover, the Admin-
istrator is asked to coordinate his actions and to cooperate
to the maximum extent possible, with state and local authorities
and to establish and maintain a central reference library for
virtually all the kinds of information involved in the solid
wastes management for the use of state and local governments,
industry and the public. Just who is the public? To ensure
that the public participation process does not become lop-sided,
we felt it was necessary to identify major categories of interest
groups who represent the public at large. Under RCRA we regard
these to include consumer, environmental and neighborhood
groups; trade, manufacturing and labor representatives; public
health, scientific and professional societies; and, governmental
and university associations. This spectrum of categories of
representative groups will be altered and supplemented as
necessary, if in the course of implementing the Act it appears
desirable to do so. Section 7004A of RCRA states that any per-

son may partition the Administrator for the promulgation, amend-
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ment or repeal of any regulation under this Act. Section 7004B
calls for full public participation in the development, revision
and/or enforcement of any regulation, guidelines, information or
program under this Act. Secondly, it states that the Administra-
tor in cooperation with the states shall develop and publish minimum
guidelines for public participation and such processes. Section
7002A states that any person may commence civil action on his own
behalf against any other person, including the United States,

who is alleged to be in violation of this Act or against the
Administrator is there is an alleged failure by him to perform
any act or duty under the Act. What are some of the available
public participation techniques? The many techniques which can
be used to involve the public in government actions fall into
three major categories. One, to ensure that appropriate public
meetings, hearings, conferences and workshops and so forth

are held throughout the Country, and that they are planned and
held in accordance with the unfolding of the Act's key provis-
ions. Two, the use of advisory committees and review groups
which may meet periodically, but which will also be called upon
to review and comment upon major programs, regulations and plans
no matter when these occur and no matter whether a specific
meeting is convened or not. The third public participation
technique is the development of educational programs so that

the public has an opportunity to become aware of the signifi-
cance of the technical data base and the issues which emerge

from it. Effective public educational programs depends on the
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use of all appropriate communcation tools and media. These
include publications, slides, films, exhibits and other
graphics; media programs, including public service television
and radio announcements and releases to daily and professional
press and public education projects carried out by service

and civic organizations with EPA technical and financial assist-
ance. What does the Law say about manpower development? Section
7007A and B authorizes the Administrator of EPA to make grants
and/or contracts with any eligible organization for training
persons for occupations involving the management, supervision,
design, operational or maintenance of the solid waste disposal
and resource recovery equipment and facilities, or to train
instructors. Eligible organizations means the state, or any
state agency, a municipality or educational institution capable
of effectively carrying out a project. Section 7007C states
that the Administrator shall make a complete investigation and
study to determine the need for additional trained state and
local personnel to carry out plans assisted under this Act and
to determine means of using existing training programs to
training such personnel and to determine the extent and nature
of obstacles to employment and occupational advancement in the
solid waste disposal and resource recovery field. The Administ-
rator is required to report the results of such investigation
and study to the President and Congress. In view of the man-
power limitation, and many time-mandated provisions of the Act,

it is not likely that the training activity or the manpower
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training will be begun during this fiscal year. That concludes
my presentation. I'll try to answer your questions if you have

any on what I have said.

Moderator: Thank you,%’erri. I'd like to open the floor up

now for comments and questions. Whatever you have aimed toward
training, public information, and public participation, those
portions of the Act. If you would like to speak, you will please
move to the microphone. There's a little switch right here that
I discovered, turns that thing on, makes it work. So you will
need to turn them on when you get up there. I think they're

all turned off, now.

Question: (Unidentified Speaker} Jack, do you want us to

make individual presentations on each section, or just wait and

Moderator: If you have a general presentation that doesn't
apply itself with the assemblance to a particular portion of
the agenda as we have it 1laid out, if you'd like to wait until
the end, then we'll take general presentations on anything you
want to give us. (Pause) Here's one right here, Moses, or

that one back there.

Question: In regards to the.... Excuse me, I'm Moses McCall

from the State of Georgia. In regards to the public participation
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portions of the Act. I think the efforts thus far have been
pretty good and I would commend EPA on that part of the imple-
mentation of the Act. I have to get in my gig, you know. No
longer are we seeing the faceless or nameless bureaucrats up
on the Potomac. There was a publication last Thursday in the

Federal Register of individuals who are working on specific

guidelines, regulations, etc. in conjunction with the imple-
mentation of the Act. I would urge that we have timely dissemin-
ation of any guidelines, regulations, etc. which might come out
of EPA to the various interested parties. And, I would also

urge that these things be dated so that we can keep up with

what came out when, that's caused us some problems in the past.

We have gotten some un-dated ones which didn't make a lot of
sense. In terms of training, there's no specific authorization
for training, but I would urge that as we build up state programs
and as EPA buildsup the federal program there's going to definitely
be a need for training authorization or training professional per-

sonnel in solid waste management. I hope this will be considered.

Speaker Wyer: Notice, we are... as a matter of fact, we're
detailing from the Atlanta Regional Office, here... coming here,

e
and will be coming in next Monday, To help us try and deter-
mine what the manpower development needs are. And, wWe will be
here for a period of two months, and hopefully, during that time

we may come up with some actual efforts.
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Question: (Same Speaker) Good. Thank you.

Moderator: Thank you, Moses. Do we have anybody else who

would like to make a statement, ask a question? (Pause) I

ask you not to throw rotten oranges or anything like that.

Okay, with that, we'll move on. We have with us fromthe Hazard-
ous Waste Division, Walt Kovalick. Walt's the Chief of the
Guidelines Branch of the Hazardous Waste Division, the Office

of Solid Waste in Washington, Walt, you want to use

that mike over there?

Speaker Walter W. Kovalick: Several of us are going to work

from down here to try and make it a little easier for you to
confront us with questions, if that's the right word. Ah-
Aderri was telling you about the process of involving all of

you and those who live in many of the other regions that we're
carrying on public meetings in. We're in the process of develop-
ing guidelines, regulations and information. Not only as Asa
said are we doing a repeat performance in the morning, we're
simo-casting because there's a similar meeting going on right
now in New York City, in our Region II. So, I hope it's clear
that this is the first step among many steps to let you all

know exactly what we're doing in the process of developing this
Law. I'm to talk to you about Sub-Title C, which is the 3000
series of the Law, and it's the regulatory portion. 1I'd like to
make a few philosophical points and then move in quickly to

summarize the sections, and then still leave enough time to dis-
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cuss them as we go along. You may want to stop me when I do
get through with the individual sections. Anyway, the first
part you should note if you had a chance to look at that
section is that Section 3001 is the keystone for the entire
Sub-Title C, that is where EPA is asked to define what is a
hazardous waste. And that particular section then creates the
umbrella, or as it's sometimes termed, the net which will be
thrown out over what we call hazardous waste and then either
through state programs and/or if necessary, a federal program,
Ehose wastes will be controlled from craddle to grave using
the regulations and standards that are contained in the rest
of the 3001 series. And, I'll be talking about those, indivi-
dually. So, the work that we do and the input that we get on
the definitional section are very critical to the way the rest
of the sections operate and the way it is implemented. The
second broad point I wanted to make is that Sub-Title C con-
tains a set of national standards, a set of national minimum
standards for generators of waste. National minimum standards
for those people who transport wastes... hazardous waste, we're
talking about, those that are defined earlier on in the Sub-
Title. And then, national standards for those who operate
storage, treatment and disposal facilities. Meaning not

just land disposal, but we're talking about generation
facilities for hazardous wastes, chemical treatment facilities,
biological treatment and other kinds of land application

other than just burial. So, it's a very broad gauge cover-

age of minimum national standards. The third broad
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overview point is that it is the intent of Congress, certainly
in the history of the legislation, it is our implementation
intent that the states take over this program and operate it.
And we're making every possible effort, as I will explain in

a moment, in the development of the state guidelines section,
to see that fhat happens. So, this is to be after the model

of the S%g;::Drinking Nater Act which EPA also administers that,
if the states wish to, they shall take over the program,as
opposed to some of our earlier environmental models where it
wasn't at all clear that EPA was in any hurry to turn over the
programs. The last point I wanted to make was that the Law,

as we understands it would not allow us to go back at old dis-
posal problems except in the case of there being an imminent
hazard from that situation. In other words, wastes that are
already disposed of, the standards that I am going to be dis-
cussing would not allow us to go back at them other than for
imminent hazard purposes. So, we're starting fresh with the
development of the regulations. Let me now run through the
sections to give you a little more specifics and then I'll,
hopefully, have more than enough time for questions. /- why
don't we use the slides. As I just mentioned, the definition
is the critical starting point. You'll see eighteen months
repeated each time I show you a slide, there are seven or eight
of these. And so, all of the work that we're doing which
commenced October 21st when the Act passedythrough ##&- April of
'78 are aimed at turning out the best possible product, that is,

in terms of regulations that we can all live with and still pro-
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vide the kind of environmental protection that this problem
needs. Section 3001 calls on us to do three things. One is
to identify criteria which Congress gave us) some suggestions
or criteria that might be used to identify hazardous waste.
Now, the first thing we have to do is chose the criteria.
Things like flammability, corrosivity, explosivity, toxicity,
both chronic and accute, bio-concentration, and a variety of
factors that you might not normally consider in your thinking
about what defines a hazardous waste. I also call your atten-
tion to the definition of solid waste in the Law, which
includes semi-solids; liquids; sludges; and, slurries. So
Congress, in its wisdom, has re-defined solids as a semi-
solid; liquid; sludges; and, slurries, slush, ah- whatever.
So, we're talking about those things that have qualities in
terms of criteria that's used to be identified as hazardous.
Then, using those criteria, we then identify hazardous waste,
that's Part B of that section. To carry my example of flamm-
ability one step further, we would... assuming we chose
flammability, we'd have to pick a standardized test which are...
in that particular case, there are several available which are
generally agreed upon by government and industry as effective
tests for flammability. And, it would be a matter of choosing

a flash-point to use in that standard test. So, choosing the
flash-point would be choosing the criteria; and, running the
standardized test would be applying the criteria of flammability
to identifying the waste. The third thing we have to do in this
section is issue a list and there are a variety of options for
issuing a list. It could be a list of things- list of wastes,

excuse me, that flunked the list. In other words, those things that
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failed these standardized tests that we were just discussing
under identification. That's been one approach. Another
approach could be a list of things that we do not have the
technology or where-with-all now to devise a reasonably

priced test and yet we all agree... meaning industry, govern-
ment, labor, environmental groups, that we have a significangt
problem. For example, waste contaminated with PCBs might well
be considered to be in concensus as a hazardous waste and yet
it's not easy to devise a simple, economic test for waste con-
taminated with PCBs, and therefore, they might be listed on the
list just because they are important, but not because they meet
any flammability, corrosivity or other toxicity requirement.
They happen to be a problem because they bio-accumulate, to
which there is no simple test. Another idea for a list has been
the possibility of a list of industrial outputs, in terms of
waste outputs, that might be a concern. For example, if

there were a concensus that those who are in the business of
manufacturing asbestos brake linings had waste that because of
the asbestos contents were of concern, then waste from that
industry category might be on the list. So, all I'm trying to
explain is that we have not reached any decisions on what the
1ist should be, but to offer you some of the perspectives on
how diverse the list could be. Most of you, when you think

of the lists that are familiar with some of our environmental
programs, probably think of the Section 311 Water Pollution
Spill List, and that's a simple list of substances which you

know whether or not you've spilled, and therefore, know whether
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or not you need to comply with the regulation. But, we're

talking about... not about substances when we talk about hazard-
ous waste, but mixtures, green slimes, and i?ALAlﬂjéx this
word—was _indistinguishabte) that are not easily identified. So,

you can see that this is quite a bit more complex, and as I

pointed out at the beginning, the definition is then what

governs the rest of the regulations. There are three sets of
national standards that I mentioned, the first, that I'll run
through quickly. For generators, there are only three subjects
that we are instructed to write regulations on. We cannot write
regulations that affect the way you generate waste. That is

the process that you use to generate waste. We can only write
regulations on... for record-keeping and reporting requirements
regarding the hazardous wastes that we defined earlier; or, on
labelling of containers; or... and/or, I should say, on hazardous
waste manifest systems, which is a term that Congress included.
It, basically, is a paper system that tracks those industrial
wastes that leave a facility until their ultimate point of
disposal, so that hopefully, the %tate government is knowledge-
able that the waste did indeed arrive at the disposal facility
and was properly disposed at a permitted disposal facility.

So, it's kind of a tie that makes sure that the waste that was
generated which fall under this category reach their ultimate
destination. The second national standard relates to transporters.
There is no limitation there on the... there are some suggestions

for regulation, including record-keeping, labelling and compliance
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with this same manifest system. That is, the transportor

would maintain copies with him as he delivers the waste to the
disposal facility or wherever he's taking it, that is permitted.
You notice that we are aware, as I'm sure those of you who are
here, that are in the transportation business know that the
Department of Transportation is in the transportation regulat-

ion business. We have began ou? discussions with the Office

of Hazardous Material Operations and we've expressed our desire

to try to make these regulations as compatible as we possibly

can. As a matter of fact, identical, hopefully, given they

have a transportation protection mandate and we have an environ-
mental protection mandate. The last set of national standards
that I mentioned applies to those that own and operate facilities.
Again, I don't mean just land disposal sites, I mean incinerators,
chemicals fixation-type processes, biological treatment facilities
and others. These again would be standards affecting record-
keeping; reporting; and the manifest system which I mentioned
earlier; monitoring; the right to inspect maintenance and
operational and contingency plans in case of accident. But,
there's a broad group of items that could be covered in the
national standards affecting facility operators. Now, these
particular facilities, the ones that we call hazardous waste treatment
facilities have one more set of requirements. That is, they

must obtain a permit. None of the other contingencies... not

the transportors and not the generators, they do not have to

get a permit. But, the hazardous waste facility operators
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do have to have a permit. So, when we discuss the permit pro-
gram under Section 3005, it only affects those who are in the
business of treating, storing and disposing of waste. Now,

if you are a generator of waste and you also operate a storage
treatment or a disposal facility, then you would need a permit,
also. The idea of permits... this is not a permit program for
truckers, this is not a permit program to generate waste. This
is a permit program for those who treat, store and dispose of
waste. Ah- you see there basically that a permit is required
and Congress has wisely included a provision for interim permits
for those of you who were involved with obtaining water pollut-
ion permits are aware that we had quite a work over-load and
quite a frenzy in trying to issue those permits and this Law
provides for those firms who need a permit... who were in
business on the 21st of October in 1976, which is when the

Law was signed, and who have notified EPA or the state, which

I will explain in a moment and who have applied for a permit,
who have done those three things, if you're in that category,
you have a permit. 1In other words, this is a load-leveling,
work-leveling opportunity for us at EPA(ggdthe regions who will
be issuing the permits or the states to take the most important
permits, first. So that you will not be operating without a
permit during this time that EPA is cranking up, or the states,
to issue permits. Section 3006, I'll just cover momentarily, is
the section where we devise guidelines for what an authorized

state program is and this is the part of the Law where we are
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working with state governments to try and design a compatible
program. The Law does include three requirements which we
will have to design with these guidelines. One is the state
programs be equivalent to the federal programs....

AAt&SA? AAC(:R¢4‘
uestion: (Uaidentified-Speaker) Substantially.

Speaker Kovalick: Substantially equivalent. That they be con-

sistent with other state programs. Some of you may be aware
that Ohio recently published a study that they shipped waste...
industry in Ohio shipped waste to thirteen other states. So,
there's quite a commerce in hazardous waste between and among
states. And finally, that there by adequate enforcement of

the provision that relate to Sub-Title C. There is also a
provision for interim authorization, so that states can meet
this full-authorization over a period of time and that's also
included in the Section. One of the sections- skipping to
3010, that is least noticed, but I think has one of the evident
set of ramifications, as we read it in that it affects those
who generate, those who transport, those who store, treat and
dispose of hazardous waste, this is a notification section
where witﬁh three months after the hazardous waste that I dis-
cussed earlier are defined. Each of these entities will have
to notify the state in which they're located, or EPA. It

says EPA thexe4 it should be state or EPA, that they are in
fact in this business, handli;é hazardous waste. So, this is

a way... ah- a registration, if you will, so that there is an
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awareness of where the generators, transportors and storers,
treaters and disposﬁ%% of waste are located. It also, as you
recall, provides a way for us to do this load-leveling or
work-leveling on how many permits we've processed. If you've
notified EPA under this section, if you were in business in
October and if you've applied for a permit, then you have a
permit until official action is taken on your permit. So, this
is the section that provides us with a cushion, and also pro-
vides the operators with a cushion so that they are not outside
the Law. That last significant section is one related to assist-
ance to states and there are provisions for grant funds to
support state hazardous waste programs, both to develop them

and for their implementation. There's an allocated formula
that's based on the nature of the problem. It has a three
factors in it, and this, of course, is a function of the actual
appropriation when we get down to the last analysis. But,

there is a separate authorization here for state hazardous

waste programs. That's what I wanted to cover and very briefly,
it's a lot of information to run through very quickly. And, if
you've had a chance to look at the fact sheets or glance through

the Law, perhaps you have some initial questions or comments.

Moderator: Thank you, Walt. If you'd like to speak, just move
to the mike and we'll get to you just right after the other.
Yes sir?

EUSUN S i
Question: John Goinsv The question I have with this hazard-

0u§'waste, what about heavy metal), etc. that might be found in

domestic sewage, would that be covered?
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Speaker Kovalick: It's... it's possible. We intend to run,

you know, these standardized tests which we're trying to
development over time on a variety of wastes. And, as you
know... probably better than I, there are a number of
communities where well over ninety percent of waste water
treatment plants are municipally-owned and industrially-
owned, in some cases, well over ninety percent are from
industrial sources. So, it's not possible that such slu L?ﬁ.

dyes .
some such slusﬁes could be hazardous waste. But, we're just

starting out.

Question: Moses McCall from Georgia. Ah- the question I
have, Walt, is granted I know you'll be listing the wastes
specified under Clean Air and the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act as hazardous, but do you envision a strict 1list-
ing of the other wastes as hazardous, or a decisiontry

approach to determine which wastes are hazardous?

Speaker Kovalick: I'm not sure about the first part. One

of the early drafts to this legislation as you probably know
better than I, did have that requirement, that we count

those things that are called hazardous in the Clean Air Act,
asbestos, berillium mercury and vinyl chloride, and the things
that are identified as hazardous in the Water Act. But that's
not in there, statutorh{gily. So, we'll see if they meet the
'¢re-l—appreach; the so-called decisionz;; approach, meaning
that you run some of the least expensive and therefore the
easiest tests, first. Like those for physical properties,

corrosivity, explosivity and so forth, and then, move on to
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the more difficult tests to see which wastes might, gquwete,
“flunk the tests.” I think it's fair to point out, I'm talking
as if this is all industrial program}that ideological wastes
may well and might well be called hazardous wastes. Which
means that we're affecting hospitals, clinics, veterinarian
plants and so forth, as well as some radioactive wastes .-—
those that are not regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission or 5&%%{ the low-level kind, radiant in a watch
and the ah- those kinds of wastes that are a result of that
process. So, we expect that all of them will be affected
by some kind of decision approach. And, hopefully, the
least expensive tests will be the ones you do first. Flash
tests, something like that, and moving on to the more com-
plicated tests, so that the cost is minimized. We intend

to ask, in the Federal Register, for comments as to who

should bear that costg, I might add. Whether it's obvious
to you or not as to whether the generator of wastes should
bear the cost for running the tests on his wastes. And, we

will be asking that question for comments.

Moderator: I'd like to ask- we do have some people here

from some of our stateg programs, Moﬁé as well as some others
and I'd like to ask you, how do you think this standard that
we've developed with your help, do you think that will affect
whether or not the states take over the program? I'd like

to hear some of you on that.
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Question: 1 4 Jim, I could probably

answer that very briefly....

Moderator: Would you move to the mike, please, and give your
name. We're not asking for a commitment, all we're asking

for is participation.

. : . PF ”LL:A/L;C
Question: I understand. My name is Ben Druse from Florida. oot
I believe that the answer to your question depends entirely
on the nature of the guidelines that you produced as to
whether or not we can live with it and whether or not you are
pre-empting some of the existing programs that we already
have. So, I believe that we can't answer that particular
question at this point in time. While I'm up here I might
ask Walter, what kind of rampart are you establishing with

NPDES and the Water Quality boys when you get into industrial

wastes and discharge permit aspects?

Speaker Kovalick: Well, we've got the suggestions, as a

matter of fact that all of those infamous guidelines and
documents that was developed over the past few years for
controlling waste water discharge. There is a lot of inform-
ation there about the contents of the sludges that you create.
So, that was brought up as a very good point as a way to get
data about things that might well be considered hazardous,

the heavy metals, to the point that this gentleman brought

up over here....
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Question: (Unidentified Speaker) That's a good point.

Speaker Kovalick: I know you're from a state... and several

states in this Region have a fairly large agricultural pro-
duction, hopefully, if it rains, and there is the question
of whether pesticide-related wastes, specifically pesticide
containers which some argue are never empty. That is if
you turn a five gallon pail or drum upside-down it is never
really empty unless it is appropriately rinsed. So, I hope
that as we think about what is a hazardous waste, we not
ignore the farm community and the fact that some of those
kinds of wastes can be even worse than some of the ones
that we might normally throw into the hazardous waste pot

to begin with.

Question: (Mr. Druse) Well, we're wrestling with that
DaDE
particular problem in Daye County right at the moment. Hope

we come up with some answers pretty soon. Thank you.
Moderator: Yes sir?

Question: Tom Tiesler from Tennessee. 1'd like just to
respond to that. 1I'd like to respond a little bit later

to some of the other- I guess, a general overview. I'd

say yes it's going to make a difference to the states whether
they take the program or not. Depending on the ways, parti-
cularly if the states don't have an input in determining

what is a hazardous waste. If, in fact, the states are
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given a program that they don't feel like they could live
with or implement, that's so strict or so ridiculous guide-
lines, I know in Tennessee that probably they would say well
let's let the Feds have it. So, I think that it is very
important that the states have an input into formulating
how the hazardous wastes are determined and how the list

is made up. So, I would say yes for Tennessee, anyway,

Speaker Kovalick: I wanted to- when I said this is the first

step I wanted to maybe elaborate to speak to Tom's point.

We are planning some seventy-five or eighty smaller versions

of this meeting along individual sections of the Law. Seven

or eight sections on seven or eight meetings around the Country
on 3001 and likewise through the other sections. And, we
intend to see that the Regions, of course- our regional offices
will be participating and organizing these meetings and one

of the necessary participants in such meetings, of course,

are the states. So, I- that's one way in which we intend to

be out discussing where we are at the moment in defining
hazardous wastes, as well as, the other regulations. These

are six states who are working with us now, primarily on

the states guideline portions of the Law. But, you should

feel free, if you are representing a state to contact us
direct. As Moses noted, all the names and addresses and

phone numbers of people working on the regulation was in the

Federal Register last Thursday. Or, through the regional
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office right here in Atlanta to find out what's going on.
We've tried an experimental program in the last week to
have a weekly phone call with our regional offices to try
and brief them as best we can on where we are on any given
section. So, they should be quite knowledgeable on how

we're doing.

Moderator: Yes sir, go right ahead. i HEP"H
- ’Pc,n(f'\‘ ¢
Qmpre P

My

Question: I'm Jack McMillan,from Jackson, Mississippi.

In response to Jim's question about the determining whether
the states will take on the responsibility, two factors
that we have looked at. Are these guidelines and regul-
ations going to be designed to where it would be econo-
mically feasible fwar us to afford this type of pypogram?

I can look at some of the guidelines and manggement of the
land-fill operations where it's dispo§2¥rof by land. It
would be totally out of the ability of state and local
governments to finance such systems. And, another thing
that's very important of mineg, is the federal government
going to continue to support the financing of the state
program? The Law calls for two years of authorizations
here and it would call for a new Act to support our program
from hereon. Possibly, if the money runSout, we could turn
it back over to EPA to operate. There's a couple of quest-
ions that I want to ask in regards to the liabilities of

the management of the wastes. Have you given any thought in
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this area of the transfer of ownership from the generator to
the transportor to disposal or treatment facility, and by the
fact of transfering ownership does this release the liability

of those individuals that had ownership before hand?

Speaker Kovalick: Yes, that's a good question. Our experience

to-date in those- there are a couple of states that some of you
may know, where this program and the basic frame-work that I've
outlined 1is already in operation. And, the manifest system
that I've mentioned goes a long way towards so-called trans-
fering the liability. However, we also are aware of experiences
whereas a person is affected by a bad disposal practice, the
Courts have seen fit to go way back all the way in the chain
through the transportor back to the generator. So, I think

any generator who feels that he's going to be able to write-
off his 1liability permanently, forever, he's being perhaps

a little n%é%e. On the other hand, if the permit system is
well-run for that facility and if that facility has being

doing everything possible, hopefully under state permit, to
meet the requirements, it would be very difficult, I think,

for a reasonable man, which is what we count on judges to be,
to go back in the chain at the generator because the facility
was meeting the basic requirements.

Question: (Same Speaker) Ah- you're talking about in time

to come in the management of this waste will there be any

special care or guidelines written for disposal or treatment

facilities?
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Speaker Kovalick: Yes, I breezed by that one.on the bottom

-

lines on that one slide,which had too many words on them, was
regulations regarding ownership and continuance of operation.
We spent some time studying that in-house. Some of you may
be aware that Oregon has a requirement that the land on
which such facilities be built be deep into the state and a
fund be set-up during the life of the operation of the site
where contributions are made with each load of waste. So
that in the end when the operation is closed in twenty or
thirty years, there is a fund whose interest can pay for the
monitoringand so-called long-term care of that facility.

So we definitely have an instruction in the Law to figure
out a way to address that problem. I'm just- I tossed out
the Oregon model because that's one that's working now, and
you could inquire of them about it. I mean, if you read one
of the permits for an Oregon facility, it has the require-

bo the Strre

ment that the land be Dfepep (this word was—indistinguish-
able) and that there be a fee for every load that comes in

to the facility.

Question: (Same Speaker) One other question, I know that

some of you must be charged with the writing of the regulations
or charting on working papers. Do you have any working papers
that have been developed and would be available to the states

<

for study at this point?

Speaker Kovalick: As you heard from President Carter's Press

Conference this morning, we're all going to have to start sign-
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ing our regulations. 5o not only are we busy writing them,
but we have to figure out how many thousand# signatures we
can get on the bottom. We are going to have available, in

mid-March, using the Federal Register which is the daily

newspaper of the %gderal government, a list of questions
that we have come up with based on thinking about each of
these seven or so sections that I've discussed this morn-
ing. So, the notice that Moses McCall mentioned last
Thursday is listed the names and addresses so you'll know
who to get in touch with} Who the person is who would sign
such a regulation when we get all done. But the material
that we're trying to get out in March is not a proposal.

We are many, many months, like August and September, from
proposing a set of regulations. And, I think that's what's
different about implementing this Law from our Air and Water
Acts. We are g:f gathering information at this point, and
the notice that I'm commenting about, hopefully, we'll make

in the Federal Register in mid-March may contain as many as

five or six dozen questions that we have, such as the one

on what makes sense for long-term care and continuéty, that
the gentleman just raised. So, that's where we are at the
moment, and ah- that should be out very shortly. And then,
starting after we get the data back from asking those quest-
ions we would start having the kinds of drafts that Moses
McCall referred to that should be circulated. And, we intend
to use an advisory committee system, which represents a
variety of interest groups. We intend to use one of the major

interests groups that the Association of State and Territorial
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Solid Waste Management Officials, which is a long name, but

ah- they circulate drafts between and among the states, too.
Z

So, we hope to use a variety of review groups, as well as

the kind... the eighty meetings or the seventy meetings that

I was discussing earlier to try and get input on what we

might write.

Question: I'm Jerry P§rkins from the North Carolina Solid
Waste Program. I would have to echo pretty much what the
other States have indicated as far as the ah- meeting the
;ederal requirements. In addition to that, I want to say
that- you know, if the requirements were more than our
legislature would be willing to go along with, or more than
we could afford on a mass basis in terms of a grant, then

we too would probably say okay, you asked for it. I do

have a specific question for Walt. No doubt, in terms of
special waste handling and handling of hazardous waste, pri-
vate-enterprise will play a major part. Besides meeting our
water quality and air quality standards, will there be other
requirements that will qualify the different categories of
treatment and disposers? In other words, if a facility
claims to be a de-toxifying facility, will it be eligible?
Ah- considerations that will help qualify him so that we
will know the difference between a jack-leg and one that will

be certified by EPA.

Speaker Kovalick: If you're... I think you're asking me

whether the.... Let me take an example, I will try this.
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As some of you may know, the Air Pollution regulations that
exists at the national-level for incinerators only cover
two subjects, at the moment, particulate matter and
sulfur-oxides. Well, the kinds of incinerators that burn
the kinds of waste we're talking about, exotic, organic
compounds, those two regulations would not provide suffi-
cient control and so one of the issues we're trying to
wrestle with in EPA, generally, meaning the air programs
and the solid waste offices. How do we deal with the pro-
blem of burning exotic, organic compounds where public
health is not being protected in this so-called de-toxi-
cation or destruction facility. So the answer to your
question is yes, we're going to have to be more wide-
ranging. Now, I don't know whether there's going to be
admission standards or ambient standards or technology
base standards, or the Law says, performance standards.
So, we're trying to understand better what flexibility that
provides. When you're burning some of these very toxic
organic compounds, I know I would, and I'm sure you would
if you lived next door, want to be assured that there

were more requirements being laid on that incinerator than

just particulate matter and sulfur-oxide.

uestion: (Same Speaker) Thank you.

Moderator: Do we have anyone from industry that would like

to address that problem for us? About whether or not they
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think that the states should, in fact, take over the hazard-

ous waste regulatory program... about the consulting community?

Yes sir?

Question: Elmer Cleveland, EPA here in Atlanta, Georgia.
Walt, I'd like to ask you a question, if you've been into
discussions on when does a hazardous material, or a by-product
through the process of using hazardous material become a
waste? Lots of this stuff is stored for maybe later use.

What's ah- what's your feelings on that?

Speaker Kovalick: You're one of us, aren't you Elmer! And

you're asking all the easy questions! Well, I don't know,

is the answer to your question. If you think about the

Law and the word storage permtts; which is one of the require-

ments for sterege permits, the question thaﬁ)when is a wasteg

a waste,becomes very important. We do not have a position on

that, we're going to be asking for a lot of input because at

a meeting we had to discuss..+ that got into {géf point, the

chemical industry pointed out... semecne—peinted out- that tégL s

ghemicat industry has a large group of intermediate chemicals

that they often produce as a so-called by-product of whatever

the main product is, and oftentimes they store that by-product

for, as you pointed out, future use. Then you run across the
“n O

problem that if you call that by-product a raw material, -but

7
thenr that raw material is affecting ground water, or is evapor-
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ating into the air and g?fecting the environment, it would
seem that this Law would want us to be regulating it. And so,
there's that one extreme where it's difficult to draw a line,
and then we are aware of a huge mountain of asbestos;philings
that have resulted fromiﬁanufacturing process in Pennsylvania.
oy re sitting on the land, children are playing in it and
tumbling in it, or were. And those kinds of wasteswe want to
be sure are in the permitted program. So, trying to draw this
line in the grey area between by-product and true waste is
quite obviously very hard. We haven't yet, as a matter of facty
we've just started, but I think it's important for those of you
who might not have thought about that to do so, because if you
are in industry it makes a difference., I think it's fairly
simple that As8&570s wasp~s {this werse was indistinguishable)

. . Hazawoous ARENR ] ) )
peeptre are in this asserand it gets harder in radioactiveyj but

when we move into chemicals, that—eh~ it gets a lot more compli-

cated.

Question: —5144 \Spﬁfﬁ(%@[QaQ (Speakers—name—was—not
-audiab¥e)y. I1'm with the North Carolina Solid Waste Management
Program. Two comments I'd like to make and one is this.

First, I'd like to congratulate the writer of the Act for putting
public health back where is belongs in Solid Waste Management.
For the last ten years or so we have gotten totally away from

the public health aspect of solid waste management. And I see
again here we're coming back. I think this is a step in the

right direction. Another thing that I think is most important,
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and I think it should be brought out again, that you're not
going to put out just a list of hazardous material., Because
we can take most of the heavy metals, or most anything else,
it depends upon the quantity you have and the strength you
have to make it hatch. And I think this is ah- very import-
ant. If you say to industry they may have a platium sludge
that has less heavy metals in it than our sludges coming from
our municipal treatment systems, yet, we look much harder on
industry as they have the platium sludge, than we would look
on the great quantities of waste. So, I am hoping that
you'll take into consideration the small operator that may
generate a few hundred pounds a month and it may be, ah- not
put him in the same category just because he has a certain
amount of heavy metals in it, as you would the generator

that generates great quantities of it.

Speaker Kovalick: I'm glad you also brought that point out

for... as a thought piece, for those who are here. The quest-
ion of whether there should be some exemptions under the
generator, storage... generator, transporter and storage treat-
ment disposal regs has been raised a number of times. You
might be surprised to know that,our December public meeting

in Washington, a representative of the waste o0il re-refining
industry offered testimony that he was absolutely certain

that waste used lubricating oils ought to be a hazardous

waste and that was his testimony. As you may know, that's
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collective of every gas station in the Cﬂﬁntry. So, obviously,
there has to be some kind of equitable line drawn around what
are facilities that would be affected by this Law and those
that are not, based on the public health criteria that you
peinted out is in the Law. So, it could be very far-reaching

and that's why we're out here trying to meet these goals,

Moderator: We have time for one more, if anyone would care
to comment. If not, the next topic we'll look into is land
disposal. We have with us to give you a short presentation
on that, Mr. Truitt DeGeare. Also of the Washington Office

of Solid Waste. Tru%tt's the Chief of the Land Protection
the Systen
Branch in Asc-ls.ta.n.r.se Management Division. Truﬁtt.

. on s
Speaker Tru’tt DeGeare: I'm going to speak .to” the activities

for land disposal of non-hazardous solid waste as discussed
by the Law, RCRA in Section 1008 and Sub-Title D. Can you
hear me in the back? Thank you. RCRA contains important new
definitions. A requirement for the Administrator of EPA to
promulgate regulations containing criteria for determining
which facility shall be classified as sanitary land-fills

and which shall be classified as open-dumps. The requirements
that the Administrator publish an inventory of all of the dis-
posal facilities in the United States which are open-dumps,
and a requirement that the Administrator publish suggested
guidelines including a description of levels of performance

to protect ground-waters from leakage. The implications and
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requirements for state and local governments will be discussed
later under state and local program development provisions.
RCRA defines open-dump and sanitary land-fill as the only

two types of solid waste disposal facilities. They will be
distinguished by the criteria to be promulgated under Section
4004. RCRA adds clarity by defining disposal and solid waste.
These are relatively broad definitions in specifying the
activities which encompass in the terms solid waste disposal.
Disposal is defined to mean the discharge, deposit, injection,
dumping, spilling, leaking or placing of any solid waste or
hazardous waste into or on any land or water. So-ghat such
solid waste or hazardous waste or any constituent thereof

may enter the environment or be emmitted into the air or
discharged into waters. Solid waste means any garbage,
refuse, sludge from a waste treatment plant, water supply
treatment plant or air pollution control facility and other
discarded material, and that being solid, liquid, semi-solid
or contain gasﬁbus material resulting from industrial, com-
mercial, mining and agricultural operations and from
community activities. That does not include solid or desolved
material in domestic sewage or solid and desolved material

in irrigation return flows or industrial discharges which

are point sources subject to permits under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act or particular nuclear materials as
defined by the Atomic Energy Act. As I said earlier, the
statutory definitions of sanitary land-fills and open-dumps

refer to Section 4004 of the Law. That section is called
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Criteria for Sanitary Land-Fills. Sanitary land-fills required
for all disposals. This section requires the Administrator

to promulgate regulations containing criteria for determining
which facility shall be classified as open-dumps and which
shall be classified as sanitary land-fill. At minimum, the
criteria shall provide for the facility may be classified as

a sanitary land-fill and not an open-éump only if there is

no reasonable probability of adverse effect on health or the
environment from disposal of waste at the facility. An import-
ant aspect of the implﬁhentation of this Law then is further
interpretation of what constitutes no reasonable probability
and what constitutes adverse effects on health and the
environment. Development of this criter& will be particularly
difficult for ground-water protection, because of technological
uncertainties and the general lack of ground-water protection
policies. The regulation containing these criteria is due by
October 21st of this year, after consultation with the states,
notice, and public hearings. We've considered that it's
appropriate for the criteria to be performance rather than
operations-oriented. The intent of promulgation of this cri-
teria is not to provide for a £ederal regulatory system for
sanitary land-fills, but to establish criteria for use by the
state solid waste management programs. Section 4004B requires
each state plan to prohibit the establishment of open-dumps,
and to contain a requirement that all solid waste within the
%tate be disposed of in sanitary land-fills unless it is
utilized for resource recovery. And finally, Section 4004C

indicates that the state prohibition on open-dumping shall
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take affect six months after the date of promulgation of

the criteria or on the date of approval of the state plan
whichever is later. Not later than one year after promul-
gation of the criteria for sanitary land-fills and open-
f&ﬁmps, the Administrator shall publish an inventory of all
disposal facilities in the United States which are open-
dumps. Section 4005 also prohibits open-dumping when

useable alternatives are available. If such alternatives

are not available, the state plan shall establish a timetable
or schedule for compliance, which specifies remedial measures
including an enforceable sequence of actions or operations
leading to compliance with the prohibition on open-dumping
within a reasonable timetable not to exceed five years from
the date of publication of the inventory. If the state plan
is not being undertaken, the citizen suit provisio; of Sect-
ion 7002 provides recourse to a grieved party. Section 1008,
Solid Waste Management Information and Guidelines, requires
the Administrator to publish in one year, guidelines which
provides a technical and economic description of the level

of performance that can be obtained by various available
solid waste management practices. Areas to be addressed by
the guidelines include methods and degrees of control that
provide a minimum for protection of public health and welfare,
protection of the quality of ground-water and surface-waters
from leakage, protection of the quality of surface water from
run-off through compliance with absolute limitations under
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, protection of ambiﬁﬁt

air quality through compliance with new source performance
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standards of air quality implementation plans under the Clean
Air Act, disease infection control, safety and esthetics.
Guidelines are viewed as being intended as descriptive rather
than prescriptive and to suggest alternatives for dealing with
concerns raised in the criteria being promulgated under
Section 4004., Section 1008C from this guidelines provision
requires minimum criteria to be used by the state to define
open-dumping of solid waste as prohibited unger Sub-Title D.
The response to Section 1008 which calls for guidelines on

a variety of unspecified subject areas, the Agency intends,
first, to up-date our current land-disposal guidelines and
initiate slush disposal guidelines. We will also be carrying
out a process for determing which other guidelines shall be
developed and what priority sequence. With regards to imple-
menting that program, we are soliciting your input to guide
us in what you see as the most important areas for develop-

ment of these guidelines.

Moderator: Thank you Trugtt. Do we have any comments?

B/ Stececnnn
Question: (Note: Twopeople—spesking at the fime. the questioner

was giving his name; therefore, name was indistinguishable).
...from North Carolina, again. Have you taken into considerat-

ion demolition, construction, land disposal or tree and land-

scaping waste?

Speaker DeGeare: We haven't yet. We haven't really acted on

either the criteria or the guidelines. That's a reasonable
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concern. One alternative with regards to the guidelines activity
is to get a separate guidelines dealing with various types of

waste. For example, one guidelines would deal with land disposal
of municipal waste water treatment plant, sludges, another could

deal with demolition waste or tree and brush clearing waste.

Question: (Same Speaker) One of the definitions that I saw

in the pamphlet was that if it was not a sanitary land-fill,

it was a dump. Do you anticipate different types of guidelines
for a sanitary land-fill that receives the participal waste
from the municipalities from the different places, and a
different set of regulations for a site that was just receiv-
ing tree and landscaping or demolition waste. Do you antici-

pate the two?

Speaker DeGeare: With regards to the guidelines, that is under

consideration, and if you have feelings as to whether that
should be the way we go, them we would like to hear suggestions.
With regards to the criteria, the Law does provide for various
classification of disposal sites and sanitary land-fills. That

is an alternative that we could build it.

Question: (Same Speaker) One other comment. I think that the
potential for problems lies very much in these two definitions.
I've heard the definition of sanitary land-fills from some people
that were supposed to know. They say that a cigarette-butt if it
drops to the ground it's a dump. We've got to look at this,

and I'm sure this is going to be most difficult to set-up a set



45
of regulations from California to North Carolina, and I do plead
with you to take the local people into consideration when you

look at this criteria.

Speaker DeGeare: So you would suggest differing criteria based

on the types of wastes being disposed of?

Question: (Same Speaker) I certainly would. I do not think
that we can possibly.... For instance, you have a munici-
pality that goes into the area of reconstruction when you're
tearing down twenty blocks and getting demolition waste, or you
have land-clearance if you are clearing fifty lots. I see no
reason for daily cover, I see no reason for taking up the type
of land-£fill space that we would acquire for géggicipal waste
and filling it up with this type of waste that we could use
marginal land-owned, and not take up our good, planned sanitary
land-fill. So, I do think there's a place for the two sets

of guidelines. Not necessarily daily cover on the tree and
landscaping waste, but a cover enough to prevent fire, to...
this type of thing. I do think it's very much:;iace for two

sets of regulations.

Speaker DeGeare: Okay. Thank you. This is one of several

areas of concern that we have had already in trying to con-
sider what we should look to in terms of a criteria. And that
is, what types of wastes would be covered by a criteria and in
what form the criteria would be. Would they be specific for’

different types of wastes, or should we try a broader, general
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criteria that would be applicable to all types of wastes. Just

to, maybe give you a little more food for thought.

uestion: Moses McCall from Georgia. I strongly reiterate
what Bill just said. I think there's definitely going to have
to be some sort of classification system, so that we can, you
know- handle these wastes according to the type of waste we're
dealing with. And, I also think that if EPA approaches the
subject of open-dump as being something where there's abso-
lutely zero discharge, that's completely unrealistic. Because
we're going to have to assess the fact that there is going to
be discharge, either into the ground-water, you know, to a
minimal extent or whatever. But, there is going to have to
be maximum flexibility that we can apply at the state and

local-level, if we're going to be able to live with the Act.

Moderator: Thank you. Do we have anyone here from a municipal
or other local government? We'd like very much to hear their
feelings on that particular question that Mr. Strickland just
addressed. Yes sir.

. D. TRy R
Question: John Haiter from the Solid Waste Management, State
of Georgia. I'm speaking now for local representatives who've
called today and so I'll pass this on to you. This is from
Don Hackney in Savannah and he expressed somewhat of the same
opinion that's already been expressed, except, I think, he

goes a little further. And his comments involved making the
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requirements at least general enough that they could be adopted
to varying areas of, not only the COuntry, but of the state.

For instance, he would prefer that we not set a definite standard
as to the depth of ground-water below the lowest depth of trench
or filling. In other words, say five feet because solids leak
out of Georgia, over Florida, it's impossible for some of these
areas to meet this. So, I think his general comment was that

we adopt standards which are general enough, or which could be
varying for different areas of the C@Quntry, rather than adopt-
ing one strict standard for the whole COuntry. The comment I
wanted to make is, at least in Region IV, I think you're
familiar, in our work plan you've indicated that we're to
address pits, ponds and lagoons. My question is will these

be definiéd as a sanitary land-fill or open-dump or another
method of disposal? 1I'm not sure exactly where they fit into

the Law.

Moderator: What we're trying to do here, John, is to seek
your advise on that particular question. If you have a feeling

on that, we'll certainly be glad to hear it.

Question: (Same Speaker} Well, I think our concern, number
one, is that they've completely been left out of all previous
regulations. At least in Georgia pits, ponds and lagoons fall
into what we call no-man's land. Water quality claims them

when they want to. We claim them when we want to. And when
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neither one of us want them we just claim that it's the other
one's responsibility. So, to do an inventory of this would
require a tremendous amount of effort, above, say an inventory
of municipal waste sites which we could give you tomorrow to
go into pits, ponds and lagoons, this is ah- enough to hold
the ball-game which we have absolutely no information on.
Water Quality, I'm sure would have more than we would. So it
may take a cooperative effort between the water and land pro-

grams.

Moderator: If I understood you correctly, you are suggesting

that they should, in fact, be included?

Question: (Same Speaker) Certainly. I think they should be
included in one or the other programs. Either air or land or
water, because, right now they sort of wonder around from one
program to another and really don't have a home. So, I would
certainly recommend that they be included. But I'm not sure
whether the definition of sanitary land-fill will be broad

enough to include a pit, pond or lagoon.

Question: (Unidentified Speaker) John brought up a good point
about pits, ponds and lagoons. They should be included, but
where is the quest. Right now the Safe Drinking Water Act and
the proposed sub-service injection regs are proposing to cover
them. And in the proposed regs they do require that an inventory

be made by the state within twelve months of the potential affect
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on ground-water. So, if they're going to be covered there, then
they sure as hell ought to be left alone in this Act. You
know, let's cover them in one place, but let's don't overlap.
But, I think EPA in this respect needs to get its Act together
and decide where they want to cover it and how they want to do
it and not impose on the State that you do an inventory under
the guise of the Safe Drinking Water Act and then turn right
around and within twelve months have to include an inventory

under RCRA.

Speaker DeGeare: The states that are being certified under the

Safe Drinking Water Act and they not all are, are being charged
to do a survey, not an inventory of pits, ponds and lagoons.

It is my understanding that the regulations proposed to-date
under the Safe Drinking Water Act will not apply to pits, ponds
and lagoons. But, directly to underground injections in a
facility where the depth is greater than the surface diameter
of the injection point. The emphasis I put at the beginning

of my discussion on the broad new definition of solid waste

and disposal was intentional in that disposal by a statutory
definition in term does include almost any placement of a

waste material on or into the land. We are striving to avoid
duplication. But we too recognize that pits, ponds and lagoons
have, for too long a time, fallen into a no-mans land in terms
of control, and alse in terms of & no wmens land if yeu want to
try teo use irimking water—to (this word was indis-
tinguishable) dn-the vicinity ef sueh & facility. So we have
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great concern for those. And ah- as to whether they would be
sanitary land-fills or open-dumps, I feel that pits, ponds

and lagoons could then be operated in a manner which will not
provide an adverse effect on the environment or public health.
And, depending on how we define what an adverse effect is,

they could then be acceptable disposal methods, i.e. a sanitary
land-fill or an unacceptable method, i.e. a dump, and open-

dump, and thereby be prohibited.

Speaker Kovalick: I just wanted to add to that that we are

proceeding at the moment, that those pits, ponds and lagoons
that receive a hazardous waste will require permit under
Section 3005. I Must point out that RCRA has a broader
coverage than the drinking water act in that, we're concerned
about the facility, regardléss of‘whether it is located near
drinking water sources. So ah- if a hazardous waste in oppose
to a non-hazardous waste is involved, and if it goes to what
we are calling, pits, ponds and lagoons which may either end
up to be a storage or disposal facility, we don't know which,
it will be covered in a regulatory manner under this Sub-Title
C, as opposed to a survey as ig’standardg now in drinking

water regulations.

Moderator: Yes sir, go right ahead.

! HPRD
Question: Simmons from the Resource Recovery C@uncil in
Florida. I'm also a local government-official. I would point

out, maybe the Florida experience will help you on this. I don't
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that it will, but our experience on this trash problem, we've

adopted strict guidelines that said that all of this would

go into a land-fill. After a number of hearings in the
(this word was indistinguishable) support, and

a number of other support, we have had to amend our guidelines.

Put a separate set of regulations for the building materials

and the waste, the yard waste, because certainly in Florida

we have a great deal of yard waste in tropical Florida. That's

a bigger problem for us in South Florida than it is in garbage.

And, I would say to you that I think this will be an area that

I would encourage you to look into and I certainly encourage

the flexibility, because even in Florida we have found that

our itate's... in our state, we have great diversity on what

are gable problems froé/North to South, and I'm sure as you

go around the Country, you'll find many differences. And we

would ask that you take those into consideration when develop-

ing your guidelines.

Question: (Unidentified Speaker) I have a question for- on
the hazardous waste. Is there any method that you've set-up
to work with the Food and Drug Administration as far as some
of these waste materials that have been attempted to be used,
like some which have been banned by Food and Drug, that are

presently discharged to pits, ponds and lagoons?

Speaker Kovalick: You're obviously thinking of some specific

example that I'm....
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Question: (Same Speaker) About the paper industry.

Speaker Kovalick: Oh. Well, let me just say that we've asked

representatives of Food and Drug and the other £edera1 agencies
e
to sit with us on our working group, where we are devising the
various regulations on various sections. So, they'll be
o NaTewa ) .
represented along with ¥iﬂaﬂcrzf Institu€ of Environmental
Health Statistics. So, we're going to try and get at that

issue.
uestion: (Same Speaker) Thank you.
SL1ol Yy

Moderator: Yes sir, go right ahead. 1I'd like to say that if
there's someone else that wants to speak, if you'll just move
right on to the microphone, it'll save us time waiting for you

. )
to get there (ioN§tguA y
sof 5P

(&

Question: Clark Gregory, Solid Waste Researcher. I'm having
trouble finding the provision for land application of the waste,
besides open-dump or sanitary land-fill. Such as land appli-

cation of process refuse for soil improvement. Now, does that

exclude in this Act?

Speaker DeGeare: It's ah.... Another closely related concern

we have is for the land surrounding the municipal waste-water
treatment plants. Our concern is this, you put it on the land
which dispose of waste material for solid waste disposal. The

Law provides for sanitary landfills and open-dumps. The latter
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are prohibited. Therefore the criteria must address the land-
spreading process of solid waste or municipal waste-water
treatment plant sludge. Therefore, an acceptable means of
spreading that on land would have to not pose an adverse
effect on the environment or public health. So, the criteria

is going to have to deal with that, somehow....

Question: (Same Speaker) 1 hope not....

Speaker DeGeare: I hope it will be done very appropriately.

Question: (Same Speaker)} I hope you'll do it in the reason-
able manner, and not be too strict on what you call, hazardous
and ah- discouraging folks from doing this very beneficial

process.

Yuestion: (Unidentified Speaker) Tru%%t, I've got one quest-
ion I wanted to ask in relation to monitoring the movement of
leakage into the ground-water tables. Your regulations are
going to require that all facilities be monitored, or are you
going to leave that criteria up to the local agency that is

controlling solid waste programs within a state?

Speaker DeGeare: There are appropriately periods of concern

with regards of monitoring. One is guidelines. For example,
our guidelines could or could not specify where the river is
suggested monitoring programs. So, that's one area of concern.

At this point in time, and I don't know where we're going to
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be going. We'd like your feelings on that. We could deal
with that in the guidelines. With regards to the criteria
which are going to be the basis for the inventory, and
therefore, the basis for determidﬁ which sites will be closed
down. There has to be some means of evaluating the sites.
So, if we have ground-water, there has to be some means of
determining whether the criteria are being met. That would
require some kind of monitoring. We haven't, thus far, dealt
with that, and if you have suggestions on that we would

appreciate it.

Question: (Same Speaker) The second intent of this criteria
that would be applicable to different area of the United States.
What would apply to desert area of the mid-west wouldn't apply
to the more humid areas of the southeast, or the northeast,
either one. There - plenty ways... the geological situations
are much different to different areas. I've often wondered

how you could apply criteria to the State of Mississippi and

to Arizona that would fit both situations.

Speaker DeGeare: One means, and this is just aK- thought

I have had, and it doesn't- doesn't in any way relate to
what we are doing or will be doing, because we haven't
decided on it, is to ah- suggest criteria that are rather
broadened in regards to ground-water protection. That is,
the criteria might say the site will not impair the present

or planned future use of ground-water resources. Then, that
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bends the issue of someone having to determine, one, what the
current use of this ground-water resource is, and what the
planned future would be, as opposed to another alternative
which would be to specify a sampling technique and a sampling
point to determine what is, Teally, a way to the disposal site.
If you have suggestions on which type of approach or something
in-between, you would like to see or you think would be more

acceptable, please let us know.

Moderator: Do we have anyone else who would like to speak to
land disposal before we move on? (Pause)} The next item we
have on the agenda is resource conservation and recovery and
overall technical assistance. We have with us from our Office
of Solid Waste Staff in Washington, Tom Canfield. Tom is the
Chief of the Waste é;;duction and Guidelines Branch in the

Resource Recovery Division of our Office of Solid Waste. Tom.

Speaker Thomas Canfield: I think we are gathered here, tonight,...

I think we are gathered here, tonight, to talk about the RCRA,
and so far we haven't talked about resource conservation, or
resource recovery, at all. And, this is the name of the Act
we're talking about, and I will admit to being very bias. But
I think, and my perspective is that it was Congress' first
priority in this Act. The predecessor Act, and this was called
The Resource Recovery Act, and Congress titled this one, The

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. Basically, I feel that
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resource conservation and resource recovery are a little harder
for people, Congress to set a legislative policy., It's a lot
easier for Congress and EPA to deal with a regulatory program.
And, Congress did establish a regulatory program for all of land
disposal, with a very specific concern about the sub-set of
waste called hazardous waste. And, I really think that in the
long-term, Congress is still looking for a switch in our... a
change in the way we generate and dispose of waste, and will be
looking much harder in the future toward resource recovery and
resource conservation. The land disposal program, the tougher
standards that we're having for all land disposal are going

to mean that the cheap options are going to be closed, and

that we will be encouraging, just because of that economic
incentive, we will be encouraging resource recovery in the
future. Before I go into the slides I'd like to talk a little
bit about what EPA does now, or has done in resource recovery
and resource conservation. And our efforts have been on focus-
ing on reducing waste and re-cycling waste, which result in

less waste to be disposed of. We think this means in turn, less
pressure to find new, bigger land disposal sites in marginal
areas, marginal means environmental areas, that tend to create
ground-water hazards. So resource conservation and recovery

do have a charge to public health and environmental pro-
tection. But there's three things that we've been doing in EPA
that this Act really, basically emphasizes. The first one is
that EPA try to get aid to states and cities to help them imple-
ment resource recovery systems. We evaluate and promote techno-

logy of resource recovery systems. We focus on evaluation of
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what we call high technology or black-box technology, if you
will, and low technology or almost no technology systems such

as source-separation of waste. These are separated waste at

the household that are then re-cycled as materials. And the
third thing that we've been doing is that we focus on waste
reduction and the target that the things we've been doing most

on is beverage container guidelines that we have applied to
<gederal facilities which requires a deposit on beverage containers
sold at federal facilities. We've conducted general studies on
waste geéeration and in trends on waste generation. So, I'd like
to go through the Act and try to tie-in sections of the Act a
little more specifically to these three general areas that we've
concentrated on. (Pause) First of all, the resource conservat-
ion and resource recovery provisions are tied in a number of
sections. It's not a nice, neat sub-title as we've seen in the
hazardous waste,that's seen pretty much in the land disposal
area. It's included in the guideline section. EPA can write
guidelines. These guidelines can include resource recovery and
resource conservation. The area that emphasizes Aid, the first
major area is in Section 2003, which calls for resource recovery
and conservation panels. I'll dwell on that a little bit later.
Sub-Title D does include the fact that EPA may- must give guid-
ance to %;ates on resource recovery and resource conservation
programs; it also allows money to go to local communities for
resource recovery and resource conservation services. There

are a number of information dissemination and evaluation sections

that allow us to do evaluations of technology and resource
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systems. I'd first like to focus on Section 2003, the Resource
Recovery and Conservation Panels. The important thing here is
that the title says it's resource recovery and resource conser-
vation panels, but the language clearly indicates that it cuts
across all portions of the Act, including hazardous waste and
solid waste... of the solid waste management problems. Basically,
it's the types of things that we... to give you a sense of the
types of things that we've done before in the resource recovery
area, for instance, we have really worked with cities on fin-
ancial, marketing kinds of problems. And, I'11 go into that a
little bit more. But, the point here is that this is... the
panels, we do not envision, are meant to compete with normal
city consultants, the normal ways cities contract with consult-
ants. The panels are to be made up of a number of different
groups that give to get aid to cities. This is a little motre
detailed. The team... the Law says the teams are going to
include technical, marketing, financial and institutional kinds
of skills. These are primarily the way we have in the past
described the aid we've given to cities on resource recovery,
and the Act calls for teams composed of EPA people, private
consultants and p&%%imatching, meaning one-on-one relationships
with a county official, for instance, who has a particular...
he has already faced this problem, with another county official
who is facing a similar problem, now. And the aid is to go
from EPA or from the panels to state and local governments upon
request. The Act mandates that twenty percent of the authorization,

of the general authorization of this Act be devoted to resource
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recovery and conservation panels. Sub-Title D I mentioned before
does mandate that EPA give guidance to states to have programs
in resource recovery and resource conservation. It also re-
quires efforts by gtates to help develop and implement local
plans. Section 4068 allows EPA to give financial aid to states
Z
and local agencies for resource recovery and a broad range of
services including resource conservation services for imple-
mentation programs. Section 6002 is the specific section
devoted to resource recovery and resource conservation. This
section primarily makes mandatory a guideline that EPA has
already published. We've already issued a non-mandatory guide-
line for procurement by the £edera1 government for the maximum
amount of re-cycled material. This section makes that mandatory
after input from the National Bureau of Standards, within two
years. EPA had already issued another guideline for the federal
government to encourage energy recovery systems. It requires
that certain size facilities must consider energy recovery
or materials recovery resource recovery systems. This section
of the Law requires that agencies of a certain size consider
waste-to-energy systems. This also applies to people who con-
tract or sell to the government. The third guideline that we
have issued that does fall under this section, also basically,
is a guideline that EPA had written to... for the ﬁederal
government in requiring source-separation of waste for office
buildings, separation of high grade office paper and a few
cases in military bases where there were residences on those

bases, separation of news-print... newspapers for recovery.
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The biggest point about this section is that we really feel
that it's... the gederal government procurement is really

a lever for gtate action, for municipal cities, to follow

up on this if it's really going to have an impact on resource
recovery. The next big section or portion of the Law that
focuses on resource recovery is a group of studies in Section
8002. This section requires eleven special studies. Eight
are listed here, and these studies... the ones that we kind

of think are probably the most important, right now, maybe

I'd better give a better explanation of them. The priority
study is a study to determine priorities for research and
development on resource recovery, The small-scale, low tech-
nology study is to give more emphasis on the kind of techno-
logy of resource recovery that could be applicable to small
communities. The words, front-end separation means a study

of the source-separation by the house-holder of waste and the
relationship of source-separation of waste to large-scale
energy and materials recovery. We have conducted studies that
conclude that basically source-separations are compatible with
large-scale rescovery systems. But this is another study of
that same topic. The resource recovery facility study really
is to estimate economic impediments to large-scale recovery
systems. The major... a major study that we're going to focus
on in that section is a study calls for a resource conservat-
ion committee. This is a cabinet-level committee, consisting
of EPA and six other- heads of six other agencies, chaired by

EPA, and it lists a wide-range of incentives that we are to
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make, compose a study and report to Congress in two years. We're
supposed to issue six~month reports every six months. Congress
has considered incentives for resource conservation and re-cycling
in the past. And they're asking here for a major study to examine
all the ones that they have considered, and others they have not
really looked into, I guess, and to make recommendations to them.
Our plans now are to focus really on post-consumer municipal
solid waste, but we have not finalized those plans. And we will
probably focus on the kinds of incentives that Congress has con-
sidered in most recent past. Such as, a dollar per ton, cash

or tax subsidy for each ton of material re-cycled, and investment
tax credit or acceleration of depreciation for middle equipment
used for re-cycling, a product charge which is specifically men-
tioned in the Act for detail evaluation. We will probably use
the depletion allowance allowed for certain virgin materials

and secondary materials do not have the same sort of benefits.
Certain virgin materials have special capital gains treatments
that secondary materials do not have. We'll probably again
review things like freight-retreatment for virgin and secondary
materials. So, in summary, those are the major topics in this
Law that address resource recovery and resource conservation

and technical assistance, fairly broadly. So, I'd like to take
questions from you and like to ask you some questions to get

your input as to what we should be doing in this area.

Moderator: I'm going to ask you to give us your views now on
what you think we should do as far as resource conservation,

resource recovery, resource recovery and conservation panels.
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Question: My name is A. S. Chipf?, from Alabama Solid Waste.
I don't stand here having any answers. But specifically, I
wanted to talk to Canfield. I think he remarked that the
resource recovery was of primary importance. I don't

think it is, not because I don't think resource recovery is
important, in fact, I think resource recovery is inevitable.
But, I think it will be brought about by economics, by
economic squeezes from two directions. As natural resources
become more scarce their price will go up. Therefore, it
will be more attractive. As land disposals becomes more
expensive, the costs will go up and there will be a squeeze
from that direction which will take the resource recovery to
a greater extent. I think there will always be a generation
of waste and there will always be a need for land disposal.
And, as these two price squeezes come about, our resource
recovery will come about, automatically. And, this is a
system that can be fitted in, anywhere along the line as it
becomes economically feasible, without interfering with...

it will reduce the waste-stream and that will be its effort.
I think we need to consider, first, the basics of which
wastes are being generated that are hazardous. We have to
consider what we do, finally, with them. While I'm here, I
think EPA is caught in a squeeze, itself, in the definition
of solid waste, which includes liquids and slu;ies. This
forces them in the position of making broad definitions. The
definition that a dump is anything that's not a sanitary land-
fill is too broad. But, you can't narrow it down too much

without getting into the areas of that Mississippi was talk-
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ing about and others. Because, the geographic location is going
to make a whole lot of difference in what is an acceptable

sanitary land-fill and which is not.

Moderator: Thank you very much. Just step right, if you will.
(s
uestion: Mr. Canfield, Dan Marks, I represent a company that's
in the business of operating bailing plants, we own paper mills
and box plants. Our primary concern is, we feel that our
industry, in general, has reached a point where we see some
stability in secondary material prices developing. We feel
we're in a position to offer cities certain assurances that
have precluded the re-cycling of material. Mainly guarantees
to take certain quantities of materials; guarantees on minimum
pricing and so forth. And, it's been our experience that it's
very confusing to cities when we come and approach them to the
availability of the central source-separation method for
recovering, whether it's newspaper, or corrugated or high-grade
office paper. They seem to have difficulty in understanding
what laws apply, and who has jurisdiction and so forth. So,
my point being, how can you make it simple for our industry
to go to a city. How do they know if they're in compliance
with the county and how does the county know if they are in
compliance with the state, and the state in compliance with
the EPA? That's question number one, and the second part is,
we're concerned that source-separation- you said something that

alleviated some of our concerfand that is that source-separation
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is compatible with this resoufe recovery. We've heard that,
but we also see instances where the materials that we depend
on for our finished products or industry, have been included
in the solid waste stream and defined out of use by ourselves

to be used for energy recovery. So, those are my two points.

Speaker Canfield: I don't know if I can respond to your

second point, but your first point. We'll... I guess I can
try to respond to both. Your first point is if a city is
having problems trying to understand the legal problems of
dealing with you, our kinds of panels and the kind of aid

we try to give is to try to overcome those kinds of problems.

I don't specifically know, I'm trying to follow....

Question: (Same Speaker) Let's say we want a city to engage

in newspaper source-separation of newspaper. The cities express
concern that they... that in the long run they may be in vio-
lation with the county's desire for some sort of resource
recovery where they would depend on that newspaper for a

fuel supplement. There's that kind of ambiguity. Are you

following what I'm saying?

Speaker Canfield: Yes. I'm not familiar with any county

laws or saying that one cannot re-cycle waste because the

county or state wants to re-cycle in a different manner.
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Question: (Same Speaker) There are those instances, but this
may not be the forum to discuss that. But, secondly, the
concept 1I'd like you to address you@self to expand on the
source-separation not being in conflict with the resource

recovery, I mean the Act.

Speaker Canfield: Well basically, I think we've conducted a

number of studies, a number of people, independent people that
conducted studies. ;ational Center for Resource Recovery
has conducted studies that basically says if you pull out all
the newsprint. you can, you are lowering, in terms of energy
recovery, the BTU value of that waste by a relatively small
amount. And, a resource recovery facility igﬁéﬁé economical
by drawing from a larger radius of cities. Many of the times
they are not regional systems in the first place. They can
easily draw from a larger radius of waste. So, we don't think

they seriously hurt the economics of a large-scale resource’

recovery system, do not render that unviable.

Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you.

Moderator:, Ah- can I say one thing about that. It seems to me
that the practical thing to do in a situation like that would

be to advise these city people to sit down with the county people,
state people and us, if necessary,or needed and discuss whose

turf is where, and see what the conflicts are, if any, and if

there isn't any, then certainly there wouldn't be any problem.
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But, I don't really see how you're going to run into a conflict
there with newsprint and those things that you want to point out.
Source-separation, a lot of people that I've dealt with are

certainly in favor of it's use in the waste stream.

Speaker Canfield: There is at least one facility that I'm aware

of in Massachusetts that is not run by a municipality, but
never-the-less receives waste from somewhere between twelve and
sixteen municipalities in which the contract for that waste
includes any material normally found in the waste stream. Which
means that those communities that choose to have a newspaper
collection program, separate from the delivery of materials

to this plant, that that material recovered by the municipalities
is the property of the contractor with the plant. So, regardless
of the value of the materials over the years, the municipality
cannot get the benefit of the revenues coming out of that waste

stream.

Question: My name is John P. Lynch, I'm Vice President of
Garden State Paper Company. And, as the world's largest
recycler of used news into fresh newsprint, my purpose in
speaking here today is to talk on conservation and recovery
is to underline the value of paper as an important resource.
I'd 1ike to preface the comments that I'm making by saying
that Garden State Paper, a subsidiary of Media General in

Richmond, Virginia, has recycling mills in Garfield, New Jersey



67

Pomona, California and a joint-venture mill with Field Enter-
prises in Alsip, Illinois. These three mills consumed more
than a half-million tons of used newspaper in 1976. We
recently completed construction of a joint venture mill with
the Mexican government. The mill, located two-hundred and
fifty miles north of Mexico City, has an initial capacity of
sixty-one thousand metric tons which is expected to be doubled
in the near future. Much of the paper stock raw material for
this mill comes from the southwestern United States. We have
selected this public meeting of the EPA to make our statement
because we are considering construction of a paper recycle

mill in the State of Georgia. Our company has given continuous
support to recovery and recycling of all resources in the solid
waste stream, but today I would like to focus specifically on
paper. In the months ahead, the municipalities, the counties,
and the states that comprise Region IV will be facing decisions
on how to manage the paper in the solid waste stream. An option
they will be faced with is burning refuse for energy. An argu-
ment has been made that burning paper fraction of the waste
stream for energy constitutes an efficient and beneficial
utilization of that portion of the waste stream. We would

like to emphasize that where a visable market exists for used
paper, burning is not the best use of that waste in terms of
energy or in terms of most productive utilization. When paper
is recycled there is an offsetting energy consideration.

According to an article in the Harvard Business Review that

quotes the National Association of Recycling Industries, ''the

use of recycled fibres rather than virgin pulp in paper manu-
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facturing results in energy savings ranging from sixty to seventy
percent.”" In effect, burning old newspapers for energy is a
gross waste of energy. To say it in a slightly different way,
it takes the BTU value of two-tons of paper to make one-ton

of virgin paper. Pre-sorting can make available considerable
quantities of used newspapers and corrugated boxes for recycl-
ing, there will still remain in the solid waste stream a high
percentage of paper that is contaminated and not commercially
recoverable. The paper and boxes that have been separated at
the household, office and business levels and not get into the
waste stream will be available to the paper industries in the
area., According to your own estimated figures, the elimination
of this portion from the waste would affect the BTU value of the
garbage by five percent or less. And, I don't really think the
tolerance of these systems even accounts that. In addition,
these recovered fibres can be used several times in the recycl-
ing process. And they will still be available for burning in
the end as they eventually find their way into the contaminated,
unrecoverable portion of solid waste. Therefore, we urge that
in considering how to handle used news and corrugated, that the
following steps be taken to develop guidelines for th#nost
efficient use of this portion of the waste stream: First,

that on municipal, county or state levels, surveys be made

to determine what markets exist or could exist for used newspaper
and corrugated as well as other recyclables. Second, that
industries wishing to purchase these recyclable materials be

given pricrity to do so. And thirdly, that in order to assure
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the continuous and expected flow described above, that these
industries be asked guarantee that they will purchase the
recyclable materials specified for a reasonable number of years,
at prices which will be to the advantage of cities or other
sources to provide them for recycling. Finally, municipalities
should reserve the right to exclude from contracts for the
operation of Refuse Derived Fuel Systems (RDF) recyclable
materials, such as newspapers and corrugated, recoverable
through household and commercial source separation programs.

We urge that proposed guidelines for identifying regions and
for state solid waste management planning emphasize that
materials recycling is a national objective which must be
reflected to the maximum practical extent in State and local
government plans. To accomplish national objectives for mater-
ials recovery for recycling into useful products demands that
government at all levels must join with industry in a common
effort to remove existing impediments to the achievement of
these objectives. And we at Garden State certainly stand

ready to help in anyway we can.

Moderator: Thank you. Next, go right ahead.

Question: I'm Jack McMillan with the Board of Health in

Mississippi. I wanted to know if these funds are now

available for technical assistance to local governments?
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Speaker Canfield: We have not formally established the panels.

We do give aid on resource recovery, we give aid on all aspects
of solid waste management. We, specifically, have focused in
resource recovery. We do have direct aid that we can give.

We have contractors available to work with cities on a number

of these problems, now.

Question: (Same Speaker) Are these panels from the national

level or local level?

Speaker Canfield: These are not panels, that ah- we do not

have panels. We established these before the Act. We're in

the process of establishing before the Act. We have finalized
contracts with three consultants, consortions to give aid to

local cities and to states. We have really not formalized the
panel concept, yet. The panel is to include not just consultants,

not just federal employees, but federal, state, local people

S
=
- -

giving aid to others.
Question: (Same Speaker) Those consultants you have under
contract, can they turn-around and solicit the business of

the municipality....

Speaker Canfield: No....

Question: (Same Speaker) ...that they are advising?
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Speaker Canfield: No.

Moderator: If you have additional comments on resource recovery
and conservation panel, after the gentlemen stepping to the mike
now, I would ask you to hold that until the end, so we can move
along. Yes sir, go right ahead.

L
Question: My name is Jothgﬁggfdbnd I'm from the City of Athens,
Alabama. We're a city of about sixteen thousand. We collect
our own garbage and trash. We also have a county system where
it's collected by private contractor. We're interested in the
Resource Recovery Act, we which we could implement it in the
City of Athens in our accounting. But, we see a lot of diffi-
culty in the collection of these items, the separation and
collection of these items. The City probably can do this, but
the county or private contractor, I don't see how we can do
it unless they can meet the economic cost. Do you have any

plans along this line?

Speaker Canfield: Your question deals with separating waste,

separate collection of waste is that what you're...

Question: (Same Speaker) That's true. I know that if you
go out on one shot, and you collect everything from the same
household, if they haven't separated, how are you going to

separate it when you get to your land-fill? Unless you have
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a separate collection for your paper; separate collection for

your glass; a separate collection for your cans and so on?

Speaker Canfield: Well, I think we do have information and

guidance that does help make economic decisions as to how you
should operate your collection system to separate those
materials. I do know some of the people in the audience, for
instance, I'm sure Garden State does give aid to places trying
to figure out the best, most economical way to separate out
newsprint for example. So, I think there is a lot of inform-
ation that we do have that I can make available to you that

may help you.
Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you, sir.

Moderator: The next item on this agenda is state program

development and again we have Mr. Truitt DeGeare.

¢
Speaker Truatt DeGeare: Back by popular demand. If you

care to stand up for just a second, then sit back down. I've
been getting to stand up. 1 really appreciate it, what you
might feel. (Pause) Okay, let's not enjoy ourselves too

much. We'd better get on with this program. We'll have more
enjoyment, later. (Pause) Okay. Let's try to get on with ah-
another part of of Sub-Title D of RCRA is that it talks about

state and local program development. The RCRA recognizes that



73

the dominate role in solid waste management lies with state

and local governments. The state may play a key role in elimin-
ating open-dumps and also the regulating of the hazardous waste
program. The governor, in consultation with local-elected
officials can s;;ucture a mechanism for preparing and imple-
menting solid waste management plans that build on an existing
efforts at the_gtate and local levels. At the gederal level,
the Administrat;r shall publish guidelines for identification
of regions, state plans and state hazardous waste programs.
Section 4002; of RCRA gives ;he Administrator six months to
publish guidelines for the identification of those areas which
have common solid waste problems and who are appropriate
municipal planning regional solid waste service. This activity
is a kick-off of a three-step process involving eighteen

months according to the schedule contained within the Law.
Within six months after the publication of guidelines, the
governor of each gtate, after consultation with local elected-
;fficials shall p;omulgate regulations identifying the
boundaries of each area within the state which as a result of
urban concentration, geographic conditions, markets and other
factors is appropriate for carrying out regional solid waste
management. The state then has another six months to jointly
with appropriate ;lected—officials of general purpose units

of local government, identify an agency to develop the state
plan and identify one or more agencies to implement the/plan
and identify which solid waste functions will, under the plan,
be planned for and carried out by state, by regional or local

authority or a combination of regional or local or state

=
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authorities. Existing, multi-functional agencies have an
authority for solid waste planning and management shall be
designated to plan and implement. Where feasible, agencies
designated under Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act shall be considered for designation. So, in
summary, there are three-steps, the first is EPA promulgation
of guidelines for identification of planning areas and regions.
Secondly, governors with local governments, identify the
planning areas and thirdly, governors and local governments
identify the roles of the various agencies. Section 4002B
requires the Administrator, after consultation with appro-
priate federal, state and local authorities to promulgate
regulations containing guidelines to assist in the development
and implementation of state solid waste plans. This is by
April of 1978. Minimu; requirements for approval of states
plans include identification of the responsibilities and
implementing the state plan, distribution of federal funds

to the authoritie; responsible for developmeng and imple-
mentation of the plan, and the means for coordinating regional
planning and implementation under the plan, the prohibition
of the establishment of new open-dumps within the state, and
the requirement that all solid wastes, including solid waste
originating in other states, but not including hazardous wastes,
shall be utilized for»resource recovery or disposed of at
sanitary land-fills; provisions for the closing or up-grading
of all existing open-dumps within theigtate, and provisions

for the establishment of such state regulatory powers as may

-
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be necessary to implement the planj provisions that no local
government within the gﬁate shall be prohibited under ftate
or local law from ente;ing into long-term contracts fo; the
supply of solid wastes to resource recovery facilities;
provisions for such resource conservation or recovery of

the disposal of solid wastes in sanitary land-fill or any
combination of practices that may be necessary for use or
disposal of solid wastes in a manner that is environmentally
sound. RCRA authorizes assistance to State and local govern-
ments in a number of places... both SﬁL-Title C and Sub-Title
D. Within Sub-Title D, Section 4008A(1) authorizes thirty
million dollars for 1978; forty million for 1979. For grants

to states to be distributed to state, local, regional and

= =

interstate authorities carrying out planning and implementation
of the state plan, as discussed earlier. This money is distri-
buted o; a population basis among the gtates, except that each
state receives at least one-half of on;-percent of the total
appropriated. Section 4008A(2) authorizes fifteen million
dollars each for fiscal years 1978 and 1979 for states, counties,
municipalities and inter-municipal agencies, andi§tate and local
public solid waste management authorities for impiementation of
the programs to provide solid waste management, resource
recovery and resouce conservation services and hazardous waste
management. This assistance shall include assistance for
facility planning and feasibility studies, expert consultation,
survey and analysis of market needs, marketing of recovered

resources, technology assessments, legal expense, conStruction



76

feasibility study, source-separation projects, and physical
or economic investigations or studies. But, such assistance
shall not include any other elements of construction or land
acquisitions or interest in land or any subsidies for the
price of recovered resources. Agencies assisted under this
sub-section shall consider existing solid waste management and
hazardous waste management services and facilities, as well
as facilities proposed for construction. There is a provision
for assistance to special communities, for '78 and '79, two
and a half million dollars for specific communities to identify.
One community is allowed per state and one project per state,
= =
and the project must be consistent with the approved.it;te plan.
There's special concern in RCRA for rural communitiesj S0
financial assistance has been authorized, twenty-five million
dollars per year for FY '78 and '79. These are grants to
gtates for subsequent distribution within the States in order
go help rural communities meet the Section 4005 dump closing
requirements. Construction is allowed, but land acquisition
is not allowed with these funds. They are tight criteria
and relatively complex allotment formula. And the community
must be fairly well isolated and unable to avail themselves to
other systems on a regional basis. The assistance and funds
that I've talked about they were all discussed in terms of
what was authorized in the Act, and at this point, that has
no relationship to available funds and the amount to be made
available in the future, we're unable to see at this time.

So, I wish to stop now with the comment that I don't think
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you should be stopping any on-going efforts that you have under-
way, or contemplating simply to await some federal funds to help

-

you.

Moderator: We welcome comments now. We welcome comments now,
go right ahead.

pvery
Question: I'm Mike Mc€emeatley with the Central Midland Planning
Counﬁil in Columbia, South Carolina. With respect to the Central
Midland region, the resource recovery and conservation recovery
act do provide opportunities for one continued progress in the
development and use of both collection and disposal practices
within the region. And second, for achieving a greater role
for resource recovery in the region. Almost four years ago,
in June of 1973, a solid waste management plaé% for the central
Midland Region was completed. And, I'diéé parenthetically
comment that this was using flood-funding which was available
at the time, and the plan was adopted by twenty-one local govern-
ments working, jointly, through the regional planning council.
The plan includes an analysis of the projected solid waste
generation through 1995 for solid waste districts within each
of the four counties within the region. It gincludes an evalu-
ation of current solid waste practices, laws, orfinances, and
a profile of solid waste management goals and objectives,
feasible alternatives for collection, and disposal equipment
processes and services were examined, and plans and recommend-
ations were developed for each of the four counties and for the

region, as a whole. It's noticeable that this plan does not
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address the potential for resource recovery recycling at any
depth. But, rather deferred this to a later time when it
would be more economically and technically feasible. Since
the completion and adoption of the regional solid waste manage-
ment plan major steps have been taken by local governments to
implement it. Much improvement has resulted in the collect-
ion and disposal elements of solid waste management within the
region. There are many problems that remain, but a pattern

of local action and inner-governmental coordination has been
established. An organizational frame-work exist for effective
regional planning, and coordinated local implementation of
solid waste collection and disposal efforts. In developing
the regulations and guidelines for the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, these previous investments and actions of
many local governments should be recognized and substantial
flexibility retaining to allow state and regional planning

and implementation to build upo;’the past efforts. The new
planning regulations and guidelines should also provide
opportunities for areas which are fairly advanced in the
disposal practices to place major emphasis on the collection
and the resource recovery elements of a regional and local
program. I might add just a couple of other comments based
on what's already transpired tonight and I guess they relate
back more to public participation presented earlier. It's
been stated that there are many more meetings of this nature
planned to secure input, and I would recommend that if at

all possible, these meetings be held on a state-basis. If

you are serious about trying to get input from the people at
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the working level, it's very difficult for them to get to a
meeting of this nature. And second, that I think the issue
papers that was available at the door is very valuable and
provides a lot of useful information. But, it needs to be
distributed in advance, so that people have time to react to

that. I thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Moderator: Thank you very much. You'll have to step right up.

We'll move right along.

Question: My name is Richard Simmons. I am City Manager of
West Palm Beach, Florida. But, today I am speaking on behalf
of the State of Florida Resource Recovery Council. In 1974 I
was appointed by Governor Rubin Askew to serve as Chairman of
the Qﬂﬁncil. Many of the things the previous speaker said, I
think would apply gtate-wide to the state. So, I'm going to
skip through some of this and give y;u my written report. I
would say that it's an entirely comprehensive plan, the
adopted guidelines, the designated area plan for resource
recovery. I think we're ahead on a lot of this stuff that
it's been done. But I would like to commend specifically on
portions of the Law. Public Law 94-580 authorizes a preventa-
tive medicine, not volusiminous prescriptions for everything
that ails us. So let your guidelines be simple guidelines,
not detailed specifications. Specifically the guidelines

for identification of planning regions mandated in Section
4002A, and due almost immediately, should not be written

so narrowly, originally, that Florida and many other states
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would have to redo something that has already been done.
Several g;ates now have four or five years of solid waste
planning/éxperience. During the past two years, Florida

has accomplished the objectives of this Section and used the
same guiding criteria contained therein to do so.
Similarly, in the guidelines for_gtate plans, Section 402

all eleven of the guiding criteri; in sub-sections have

been considered in Florida. Likewise, we believe the

Florida program also meets the minimum requirements in Section
4003 for approval of gﬁate plans. Although the judgement will
be yours to make, of ;;urse. Likewise, we believe Chapter
17-7, Part II of Florida Administrative Code adopted by the
Florida Environmental Regulation COmmission in '76 accomplishes
the objectives of 4006. You can appreciate the time consumed
by public hearings and meetings, members of the staff and
council have already participated in close to seventy-five
public meetings and numerous hearings. The Department of
Environmental Regulations invested eighteen months of extens-
ive staff time to carry out it's responsibilities under
Florida law. You will find this eager to cooperative process.
In connection with points two and three above, Section 401
makes it absolutely clear that the objectives are of Sub-Title
D States Solid Waste Plans are to assist, and this is under-
lined. And I emphasize assist. Section 4001 states further

that these objectives are to be accomplished through federal

technical and financial assistance to a state. Assistance, not

P
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regulation. And, Section 4001 concludes by stating that the
ﬁpderal guidelines are to foster cooperation among federal,
;tate and local governments and private industry. Cooperation,
not regulation. We in Florida accept the regulatory provisions
of the Act where the Congressional intent is clearly regulatory,
such as Sub-Title C Hazardous Waste Management. But, we oppose
any attempt to encumber the several guidelines in Sub-Title D
with regulatory intent or language when such is not authorized.
We have similar concerns about the various solid wast inform-
ation guidelines required in Section 1008. C(learly these guide-
lines are supposed to provide positive, helpful guidance, not
regulations. We suggest that this information be presented in
a format that is brief, readable and practical. I have no
comment on Sub-Title C, since hazardous waste management is
appropriately under the jurisdiction of the Department of
Environmental Regulation. We see a potential problem in

Section 4004 when later this year EPA must define sanitary land-
fills versus open-dumps. We believe the intent of this Section
is to close, up-grade and ban open-dumps through state regu-
lation and enforcement, not £pderal regulation of local sanit@y
land-fills. True, one man's/sanitary land-fill has often been
someone else's open-dump, so we endorse the need for standard-
ization. But we also stress the vast differences in geological
and hydrological conditions from place to place and the danger
of undermining state regulatory programs that are already in
place. The special studies for glass recovery and for small
scale technology authorized in Section 8002 are urgently

needed and I encourage you to schedule and complete them as
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soon as possible. The model codes as authorized in Section
8003D are also badly needed, much more so than some of the
other items. For example, our staff ran a search through
EPA's Solid Waste Information Retrieval System on the title

to ownership of solid waste, and legal precedents for its use
in local ordinances and contracts. The search did not yield
anything we could use. In fact, we have found research on
legal and institutional issues in resource recovery is lagging
behind the word on economic and technical evaluations. EPA
has new and broader authority for technical assistance under
Public Law 94-580. We believe that any private firm retained
by EPA to render assistance to State and local governments should
be ineligible for follow on con;;actural work with the reci-

pients of the federal assistance. Appropriate state agencies
e

=

and officials should receive proper and advance notice of EPA
assistance activities within the i;ate. The resource recovery
teams authorized in Section 2003 ;hould be assembled and
assigned in a manner that will avoid both actual and potential
conflicts of interest. Federal financial assistance is also
authorized in this Act. 1In good government fashion all the
monies authorized under the Act are tied to planning require-
ments. However, it appears that for many States and local
governments... it appears that for many states and local
government completion of the various requ;rements will come
well before the %ederal funds. If the earliest availability

of funds is Fiscal of 1978, widespread distribution of those

funds appears to be unliikely before 1979. As I mentioned
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earlier, if our proposed amendments are passed, Florida local
governments will be required to submit their plans in 1979,

In short, a concentrated effort must be made to obtain ample
appropriations and rapid distribution of funds or else reim-
bursement should be allowed for planning expenditures already
made. And I would underline this because many of the_gtates, as
the man who just spoke pointed out they have done a lot and I
think you ought to take this into consideration, giving them
those funds back. 1In conclusion, we wholeheartedly- we con-
cur wholeheartedly with the view of Sheldon Meyers, Director
of EPA's Office of Solid Waste, that the Law does not provide
all the answers to complex issues, but instead, establishes a
pattern for interaction and assumption of roles by all the key
parties involved in solid waste management and resource
recovery. You have a difficult job to do. But your tasks are

no more difficult than those placed upon the state and local

(o

governments. We must work together. And you may be assured

of our interest and cooperation.
Moderator: Thank you very much. Ah- step right up.

Question: Tom Tiesler with the State of Tennessee. I saw

the inside of something that the last speaker just said in
talking about the states role, and I think that it's clearly
the intent of the ;Et that the states have input into the Act
and that they be responsible for implementing parts of the Act.
I think every speaker here tonight has said that that's the

intent of the Law. Yet, when I go back and talk to my people
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that are involved in the Safe Drinking Water Act or Water
Quality Control Act, ggderal Act, I tell them, I say, I've
been talking to the EPA's Solid Waste people and they're
listening and they're going to take the Etates input, they
sort of just look at each other and smilg and say that guy's
going to learn before it's all over with. (Laughter) But,
you know, I'm just a babe in the woods, I guess. But, I
think if you are sincere about the states taking the program
and the ;tates implementing it, the‘;nly way that we can do
that is Ehat the ;ﬁates are on the front-end of drafting the

guidelines and the regulations. And I think it's good that

after they've been drafted, the states can comment on them,

=

but I have a feeling in human nature that sometimes if some-
one has drafted a regulation, and I'm the same way, and I've
written it down and back and forth with my own people, you've
sort of got your mind made up. I think it would be better

if at all possible to let the states get involved on the front-
end in putting the regs togeth;r. If they've been sitting
there during the discussions, because, afterall

(this word was indistinguishable) say during the last thiry
years or so, I think most iﬁates have been in regulatory solid
waste business, has the experience, and they know what the
local problems are, they know a lot of the regulatory problems
are, they know a lot of the regulatory problems. Some of the
érates have been involved with grants programs, some of them

-

are very much into resource recovery, some have on-going
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hazardous waste programs. I think the EPA ocught to take
the benefit of the}g;ates. I sincerely believe after talk-
ing with my boss ba;i in Tennessee that the guidelines
written that the itates cannot live with, that they don't
feel like they cag handle, that they'll turn around and
say, here in EPA, you all handle it. I don't think that's
what we want. I think it can be prevented if the states

=

can sincerely have an input in directing the regs.

Moderator: Thank you, Tom. Anybody else, step right up.

In the meantime ah- go right ahead.

Question: I'm Bob Lloyd with the Appalachian Council Govern-
ments in Greenville, SOGth Carolina. The gentleman who just
spoke mentioned something about existing agencies, multi-
functional regional agencies that are authorized by state

law to undertake solid wast planning , and I think that he
left out a phrase there that's related to appointment by the
governor. One of the problems that we see in South Carolina
{h terms of the states involved in establishing which agency
will do the plann&ng and which areas will be involved. It
seems to us that there is a very heavy emphasis on decision-
making by the state, and I think the point that the gentleman
from Tennessee>5ust made with regards to E;ate input into

EPA can be very well taken as far as locai input into the

states. I'd like to see, if at all possible, for the EPA

guidelines to emphasize the fact that once areas are design-
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ated as solid waste areas for planning that the input from
local officials be done within those areas, and that the
agencies that might be designated for planning purposes
would be much more acceptable to the local officials

within a given area, than might otherwise be the case. I
think the point has been made several times here that there
are substantial variation among areas within states. This
is something that would be of great concern to us, as I'm
sure it would be to the gentleman from Columbia, South
Carolina, because we are two different regions and our
responsibilities and problems are somewhat different. Also,
the level of activity is somewhat different. I think this

would be useful for EPA to consider.
Moderator: Thank you very much. Go right ahead.

Question: I'm Ben Druse from Florida. I propose what that
gentleman from South Carolina just mentioned. This problem
of designating areas to do regional planning presents a

lot of problems, not only in Florida, butin other itates,
because the degree of expertise that's available ig—various
areas of the state goes from zero to a hundred-percent. And
ah- what's our governor going to do, he'll look to us for
advise, of course. But, when you have perhaps a dozen
planning areas and only about a half or two-thirds of them
have the expertise to even start a solid waste management

plant, where do we go with those other districts? You got
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an answer on that, Trq{tt?

Speaker DeGeare: No.

Question: (Same Speaker) Well, I'll phrase it another way.

What options does a governor have in the light of that kind
Z

of a circumstance?

Speaker DeGeare: Just off the top of my head, and that's

where I'm coming from right now is... one option would be
to designate the gxate agency to plan that particular area,
or to restructure the area so that some of the skills
available and expertise in adjoining areas could be used
in the area that doesn't have that capability. In other
words, we identify the boundaries so that you do have a

planning instrument that will stand on its own feet.

Question: (Same Speaker) Then you get into a problem of
staffing, again, this gets to be the nitty-gritty part of
it, whose going to do it? But, I know that's not something
that you can answer at the moment, but I wish you'd give it
serious thought, because it's going to be a problem for not
only our governor, but the governor of Louisiana and all the
rest of tﬂém. Another thing, it's a little confusing in the
Law as to what the actual base for a state to put in to sub-
mit their state plan. It says a hund;ed and eighty days
after the date of the enactment of this section. Now, where

does that one-hundred and eighty days start from? October 21
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of '76? But, then that's the publishing of the guidelines, then
how long does the state have after the guidelines have been
published to submit their plan? That isn't clear to me in the
Law. I haven't been able to verify it. (Laughter) While
you're looking that up, let's address a question to the young
lady in information. Do you happen to plan a reader's
digest of the Law that could be used for desssiminating inform-
ation to local communities so that they get a little feel of
it before we start talking to them?

s s
Speaker Wyer: 1I've been told that the information is pro-
duced by our three divisions and given into our Information

Office, we will get it published and send it out.

Question: (Same Speaker) Well, I wouldn't think in terms of
the guidelines that you're going to be publishing. I'm think-
ing of a boiled-down of the significant factors that the

local communities are going to be faced with when they try to

implement the provisions of the Law.

Moderator: Excuse me Ben, do you think that's what we should

do? That's why we're here, to find out....

Question: (Same Speaker) I, ah- well, that's a suggestion,

at this point.

Moderator: You recommend that we do that?
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Question: (Same Speaker) I certainly do, because you can
hold meetings all over this g;ate, and you're lucky to get...
oh- suppose we held meeting gh Florida we'd get a hundred
at each meeting, we're lucky. That way we're talking about
six-hundred people, and we've got eight and a half million
down there. That's the problem. If we could have a mass-
mailing through the proper people, city and county officials,
planning councils, and so on.

Mese MeCarw
Question: <Ymiderrtified—Spwrkes} Ben, the National League
of Cities, is right now, planning to do mass-mailing on any-
thing that is made available. I was meeting with them this
morning and of course that would come out of Washington,
and I assume would come to people like the Georgia Municipal
Association or perhaps, directly to the cities. Jim, how

would they normally work that?

Moderator: They usually send it to us, then we would send

it out to each of the cities.

Question: (Ben Druse) There's got to be something, Mog§$
that's going to be easily understood. Not the detail that

you or I....

Question: (Unidentified Speaker) Hell, if it comes out of
Washington, nobody's going to understand. You know that.

(Laughter)
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Speaker DeGeare: Ben, I couldn't find a date. I don't think

I understand that thing numerous times I've....

Question: (Ben Druse) I've read it three or four times, I
can't find it. Does anybody in the audience have a feel for
when the states are suppose to submit a plan? (Pause) It's

=

not in the Act, you can't find it there.

Speaker DeGeare: 1I'd like to mention that ah- in January's

edition of W&S‘fﬂ ﬁqt Magazine s «iehie—ofaiiasaritio—as
[
idistin guishable) there was a... what I though was a pretty

defcent synopsis of the Law.

Question: (Same Speaker) You mean the boil-down?

Speaker DeGeare: Yeah, the boil-down, it was written by

_ EpPSTON . )
Eric k+eater and to me it made sense, it was reasonable.

So you might want to get a copy of that if you want.
Question: (Same Speaker) Maybe we can plagiarize it..

& 4
Moderator: Walt, perhaps you can influence ah- J@rny here
to have our information people to get a reprint of that, if
it will serve a purpose and there's no point in doing it

again. Go right ahead, Ron.

Question: I'm Ron Cooper from the State of Tennessee. I'd

like to comment and ask a question concerning the training
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and man-power development.A few years ago we had an Institute
of Solid Waste Management Training and EPA, in it's wisdom
shut this down, to the detriment, I guess of state and local
people. Tonight I want to mention that an individual with
the air program is going to be selected to determine the
training needs of solid waste management programs. I'd like
to know why the person in the air program is selected and

what his qualifications are?

Moderator: I can speak to that, Ron. That is not the only
thing this gentleman has got to do, as I understand it. To
clarify that a little bit for you. Number two, the need is

for staff people to look into this question and that leads

you, immediately, to where are these staff people going to

come from. And, they asked for volunteers, and this particular
gentleman happened to volunteer. He just happened to be from
the air program. He happened to be from Atlanta, from our
Office. I do know, personally, that other people were asked

to do that and didn't feel that they could leave their parti-
cular office at that particular time. When they want it done
for that particular length of time and so forth. It's not that
being from the air program had any significance at all, as far

as I know. Mog§¢ you've been standing up here a long time.

Question: Moses McCall, again. This time I'm not going to be
speaking for the state, I'll be speaking for the National
Governors Conference, also the Association of State and Terri-

torial Solid Waste Management officials. And I would just like
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to re-emphasize, I guess, four points. One, Trq%%t talked
awhile ago about the authorization, and I think that the
authorizations in the Act are sufficient to allow reason-
able implementation. The appropriations, however, are not
there. I think it's important that EPA and the current
Carter Administration recognize the fact that we are going

to have to have realistic appropriations, if we are going

to get about the business of adequate implementation of the
Act. Number two, ah- nobody has mentioned 208 tonight. So,
I thought I'd have to bring that up... you did. Okay. We
definitely, in this Act, don't want to get into again the
bloody battle that we went through in implementation of Section
208 of 92-500. The Act says that 208 agencies shall be con-
sidered where feasible in designation of local, regional
planning agencies. In some cases I think that the 208 agency
is the logical choice and others probably it's not. Therefore,
any guidelines coming out of EPA should definitely not make
the ;tate designate the 208 agencies as the solid waste
plan;ing agency, the option should be open. Number three.

In terms of designation of local regional planning agencies,
I think the latitude the governors held in this respect in
consultation, of course, with the local elected-officials

has got to be very broad and very flexible. You can't bind
them into a small, tidy box and expect that the job is going
to be a wide latitude, a lot of flexibility for the governors

for the various states. And then, number four. Dont' re-invent
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the wheel. The point has already been made where we have
adequate planning agencies established by state law, in
California, for instance, where counties are designated by
state statute as the local planning agencies for solid
waste management. Those agencies must be allowed to stand.
The guidelines that come out should not eliminate what has

already been done.

Moderator: There's a book that was left out here at the
registration desk, it has a Mr. Williams, if he'd like to

claim it, I have it here.

Question: My name is Jeff‘%lood, and I represent the South
Alabama Regional Planning Commission, based in Mobile.

And talking about bloody battles, we're pretty familiar with
it. We're faced under a HUD 701 Program to come up with a
regional land-use and housing program. We have a very
active 208 program. We're in the coastal zone management
program. We had the Tennessee Tom Victory Water-Way Project
that's going to end up in Mobile. We've got a

(this word was indistinguishable) facility, and we've got
the United States Army Corp of Engineers 404 Permit System.
This has come on us over about the last three years. So

we don't want to bother you with the battles. I have three
questions. One of them is the funds going to be coming down

at the air filter down to a southern agency on 208 or regional
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planning commission? Is there a matching requirement on these

funds, or will they be a hundred percent grant?

Answer: (Unidentified Speaker) Yes. (Laughter)

Speaker DeGeare: I don't think the Law provides for that.

We've had a ninety-five percent maximum policy. But, we're
open to your suggestions. I assume you might suggest a

one-hundred percent grant.

Question: (Same Speaker) More, if we could get it. (Laughter)
But, I'm sure, based on the experiences we've had in some of
these bloody battles, if the match was higher than that, I
think EPA is going to be running the program instead of the
gtates and the sub-districts. Second item, is there any funds
{g the program for capital equipment? Especially in small
communities, you're talking about building, planning and
implementating in all these communities that our agencies
represent, I imagine, a lot of these other regional planning
agencies are very small communities, with budgets of fifty-
thousand dollars and less. If you are going to put these
requirements on them, is there going to be any kind of

capital money there for capital equipment, or tie-ins with

another program?

Speaker DeGeare: There's a statutory definition for the term

implementation and that is pretty restricted. The exception
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provided for in that definition is for the real communities'
assistance program. I think it's twenty-five million a year
for two years that was authorized, and that money could be

available for capital equipment in that position.

Moderator: The money is authorized, I might hasten to add,
that if you take the number of cities of that size and the
number of counties with that sort of population nation-wide,
you're going to find that even if the total amount authorized
is appropriated, it's going to be spread quite thin. Which,
I think, leads the states, in particular, and us along with
them, into a problem of deciding who's going to get what is

appropriated and who is not going to get it.

Question: (Same Speaker) Well, that's no different than the
HUD Community Development distributing their grant program, or
EPA or any other. I mean, I'm glad I'm not going to have to
make the decision, but hopefully, you'll consider the smaller
communities that ah- and you won't be placing these require-
ments on them. That you are going to come up with some kind
of funding source so they can meet the requirements. The
next question I had is, if the money does come down from
these smaller agencies, is it right to assume that part of
that money can be used for citizen participation programs in
the planning process?” Even if there is an on-going 208 pro-

gram, is that correct?
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Speaker DeGeare: I don't know of anything that would pre-

clude that.

Moderator: It seems reasonable to me that you're going to
have a program that is accepted by the public here, you
must do that on the front-end and carry it forth. Other-

wise they won't care to implement it.

Question: My name is George Elder with the Georgia Solid
Waste Management Program, and I'd like to address two
aspects of resource recovery economics. In the first of
these, I think we need to be realistic when we talk about
economics and resource recovery and solid waste management.
Garbage is a liability, and we would hope that EPA would
address the extent of liability that should be boran and

by whom. When a community has a consultant come to them
and say, we can get you a six dollar profit per ton on
your solid waste, how do you deal with that? I think we
have to identify some of these parameters in terms of the
liability and who should absorb it. The main economic
issue in resource recovery seems to be the fact that there
are artificial benefits for use of virgin materials. When
a timber company can buy an acre of land, hold it for six
months, sell the timber and gets, not only the profit, but
can also claim capital losses for tax purposes, are they

going to use secondary fibres? Well, no they're not. The



97

scrap-metal industry probably has in present capacity to pro-
vide probably twice the amount of raw material in form of
scrap without adding to this additional equipment. There's
no market there, because of artificial incentives to use
the virgin ore. I think this has to be dealt with, if we
are to get into the resource... the economic aspects of
resource recovery. So, let's not promote resource recovery
based on environmental considerations, and judge it by
another standard, that of economics. Because I feel that
it's really not acquired. Basically, I would like to ask
two additional questions. Will bond guarantors back funds
based on RCRA. Specifically, in §;ates or communities

-

where there are limitations on contracting and on bonding?

Speaker Canfield: Based on RCRA... Would you explain that

question to me a little... if you have a banker or someone

to guarantee....

Question: (Same Speaker) I would think that there is a
statement in there that would allow communities to enter
into long-term contracting, ah- for resource recovery

purposes.

Speaker DeGeare: There is a requirement in one of the

sections that says the states, ah- as part of their plan
or part of one of the things they have to have in an

acceptable plan the ability for cities to enter into long-
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term contracts that certainly is a barrier that does make
resource recovery more attractice to someone wanting to
finance a system. So, yes, it does add to the ability

of someone to finance a system. But, it's not going to
guarantee it, of course. There are a whole number of
factors, one we're going to look at before one would

guarantee the financing of the system.

Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you.

Question: Bob Lloyd again, with the Appalachian Council in
Greenville, South Carolina. I just want to make one
response to what Mr. DeGeare said, in response to the
gentleman from Florida with regards to sub-state dis-

tricts that have, or do not have capability. If I can be
presumptious, I'd like to speak for some of the local
officials that I work with who are very much concerned about
federal mandating of certain types of multi-functional or
multi-jurisdictional, I should say, regional agencies. Many
of them are saying in our state and in other states, don't
make us deal with any other different bodies at the regional
level. And, I think this is something that ah- if at all
feasible, existing sub-state districts should be honored.

I think this is one thing... that where they can be honored,
they should be. If they have to be the 208 agency, that's

just another factor. But, there is a fairly extensive sub-
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state district planning capability in about forty-five states.
And, I don't think EPA should sell that thing down the

river without looking very hard at it.

Question: Donny Alberts from Land-to—Sky Regional Council
in Nashville, and, by-the-way, we are 208, I didn't come
down here to make any statement, I just come here to find
out what you're talking about in solid waste because that's
one of your priorities for 208. So, I've just got some
observations that I want to share. And that is, let's don't
jumb in head-first, especially when we can't determine the
depth of a sludge and the pits and ponds and lagoons. 1I'd
like to compliment EPA on how it had this meeting, tonight
and get some replies. It shows, I think, a true understand-
ing of the process involved in something like 208, because
now EPA is being told that the states will say, you can
keep your money, we don't want {he program. And, you've got
real strict guidelines and things that are changed over and
over again. This costs time and money. So, I think what
we ought to do is maybe do something probably is do some-
thing that's probably impossible in terms of the Law. And
let's take it a step at a time. Let's have EPA look at the
various gﬁates in the various regions of the Country, in
terms of/;olid waste and get the information together. As
far as the ggates are concerned, look at the various regions
7

within your states, and don't jump into the thing head-first.
%
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Go ahead one step at a time, because if we look at the things
we're talking about tonight, a lot of them are going to be
technically impossible, right now. And so, I think we need
to look at it very slowly and take it... and learn from the

past mistakes and some of the other programs.

Moderator: Thank you. Go right ahead, Pevon.

Question: I'm-}evon EQ?(!E (frast—prame—was—indistingurich -
ebieqd , representing the Fulton County Health Department. If
you don't know how to spell my name, I'll talk with you,
later. I'm glad to respond to Jim's early invitation to talk
because I was afraid that the locals haven't been invited. 1
looked at the Act and I really couldn't see a role defined
for local agencies who are concerned and who have a possible
role in the program, and have the resources and capability.

I think in many respects local health departments, particu-
larly those with strong environmental programs in the sense
of public health appreciate Jack's comment about the public
healt coming back into the solid waste picture. But, they
need to be involved, because, I think we're root of the pro-
blem, and to coin a phrase, we're searching for an identity.
We think that the local governments, at least I do, may have
specific roles, already. Roles that could be defined with-
in the parameters of this Act. I'm a little distressed to

words used in your literature or your presentations such as
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that concerning the %ﬁate being handed the dominate role. I
would prefer that you say the leading role or leadership role.
And contend that RCRA not retract whatever it is, needs to
define the role for local government intities in planning, in
resource recovery and in hazardous waste management. Some of
us do have programs and interest that... to which these
resources could be addressed. Right now, for instance, we

are mounting an air pollution control program. We're dealing
with industry from day-to-day basis, and I contend that we
could be a great assistance to EPA or to a state agency, or
even in a singular role, could make a lot of progress in

these areas. Another area that's ah- close to my concern, and
being an old solid waster that knowing that solid waste quite
often is not hazardous in itself, it may be hazardous because
of where it is. We deal, on a day-to-day basis, with problems
in communities and urban areas where solid waste has become

a hazard. Such things as abandoned automobiles in low-income
neighborhoods. It's almost a resource, but it's a hazard.

It requires many of the public health officials to be concern-
ed about that waste, where it is. And we spend tax-payers'
money to account for the problems that they create. Yet this
Act doesn't seem to be addressed to things of this nature.

If money can be provided to help buy tire-shreaders, why not
help buy automobile shreaders, or help remove that car from

where it is to where it can be recovered. These are the kinds

of

things that we face from day-to-day, as local responsible people.
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And I feel that we chould have a role and some mechanism esta-

blished where we could participate.

Moderator: Thank you very much. We will hear comments on any
portions of the Act, or anything we've said here tonight that

you'd like to say.

Question: Jerry Perkins of North Carolina. I can tell the

word about the new Act is getting around in our itate, because
of the questions I get in my office. Ah- our rural communities
are interested in the rural assistance, that is authorized in
the Act. Regional governments are interested in any planning
monies that might be available. Our urban municipal population
are interested in solidifying any innovative ideas that they
have developed concerning the resource recovery and recycling
that haven't had adequate resources to complete this solidifi-
cation. Along with this interest comes ah- two questions. One
is what role will the itate play whenever their package or
request for assistance/is provided? And the other one is, how
soon will the money be available? So, Mr. DeGeare, if you would,
provide some clarification as to what is meant by dominant state

-

role.

Speaker DeGeare: To me in reading the Law it's obvious that

Congress placed the state to- that is, identified the state
7 %

as the primary action point for implementation of the Act.
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With regards to Sub-Title C, the gﬁates can pick-up on the
action under that part of the Law:’with regards to Sub-Title
D, it's obvious throughout that the state has the primary
role. The %ﬁate is, to identify, the %fvernor and ifate are
mentioned so many times that it's obvious that the primary
action role is with the iﬁate. They are to identify the
regions for planning; thé; are to work with the local agencies
in determining what the relative roles are going to be in the
planning and implementation process. That's all discussed in
Section 4006. I don't think it's a matter of the gpderal
government coming in and dictating what's to be d;;e. It's
a matter of the Law saying that the %pates will get together
with local and regional governments and come up with a plan
to identify who is going to do what, with regards to solid
waste management in the various areas of the given states.
They will identify the responsibility; they will identify how
the funds will be disbursed, should funds come available to
that state, either directly to state agency or to the sub-state
7

/
committees.

Question: (Same Speaker) Does this approach suggest a priority
rating on a request or will there by any guidelines from EPA

concerning criteria for developing a priority list?

Speaker DeGeare: Request for what?

Question: (Same Speaker} Request for federal assistance, whether

“
the request came from the rural community or an urban area? In
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other words, somebody has to decide who is going to get what.

Speaker DeGeare: I don't know how that decision is going to be

made. As to whether funds will be made available for that
particular portion of the Act as opposed to another part, I'm-
ah- I'm concerned with. Once we get funds into a particular
section of the Act, for example, rural communities, we can
deal with the formulas for disbursement among the state. I

e
don't think I can answer your question.

Moderator: Well, let me suggest that there was fifteen million
authorized for implementation grants. I think Jerry's question
is, how and who decides, assuming all that's appropriated, how
would we decide, or who decides whose going to get the fifteen

million dollars. That's his question, as I understand it.

Question: (Same Speaker) We're all familiar with some priority
systems in the water program, and the facts that based on. If
you come from a rural area or small town, you know, where does
that put you? It puts you on the bottom of the totem pole, and

you don't feel too good about that. Do you get what I'm saying?

Speaker DeGeare: Okay that's something we haven't dealt with,

yet. Primarily because we don't see any dollars yet to deal with

and we've got other things under the Law that we ah-...
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Moderator: Perhaps we may need to develop some sort of

guidance for you as a state solid waste agency, presum-

-

ing the %gvernor designates you to take care of this
particular thing here. But, we'll be most interested
to hear from you about how you think we should do that,
or how do you think you ought to go about doing that.
Would you want us to tell you exactly how to do it, orvr
would you want us to tell you just to do it and give

you the money? How do you feel about that?

Question: (Same Speaker) Well basically, I was search-
ing for the intent of Congress when they passed this Act,
and we'd like to take it from there. No, we wouldn't

want you to dictate to us.

Speaker DeGeare: I can't recall anything in the Act that

would dictate a prioritization of Congressional intent.

Moderator: Is there another comment or question or obser-

vation that anyone else would like to make?

Question: (Unidentified Speaker} One question I failed to
ask, does this Act cover septic tank pumpings. Is that a

hazardous waste?

Moderator: You want to speak to that, Walt?.,.. It has to do

with whether or not it meets the criteria is the answer....
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Speaker Kovalick: That's the answer.

Moderator: Sorry about that. If there's not any more comments,
as you know, we're going to have an identical session tomorrow.
We'd be more than happy to have you come back and join us. Per-
haps you would think of questions over the time between now

and then, that you would like to bring up, tomorrow. If you
don't care to join us tomorrow, we're most appreciative of you
being here. I would ask you to clear the room, if you want to
visit and talk, please do it out in the hall. I need to get
this room straightened up and the equipment secured, and so
forth. So, the ones of us that do have to be back here in

the morning can be on our merry way. Thank you very much.
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THE PROCEEDING

Moderator: Good morning. If I could have your attention please,
we would like to get started. My name is Jim Scarbrough. I'm
with the Solid Wastes Program, the Region IV. Our office is
here in town, as you know. I'd like to ask you that if you
smoke, to sit on the right-hand side of the... my right, side
of the room. If you don't smoke, you sit over here if you
don't want to breathe someone else's smoke. We'd appreciate
your cooperation. To give you a feel for how we're going to
run the meeting, we'd ask you to please not make read or
written statements that are over five minutes. If you have

a written statement and you would like to have it entered

into the record, we'd be happy to take it. We will keep the
record open for written comments until March 11th, at that
time, if it has not been received in my office, it will not

be accepted. The transcript of this meeting and the meeting
last night... last night we had an identical session, will

be published. It will probably take us six to eight weeks.

If you've left your name with us you will receive a copy in
the mail. If you have friends or know people you think would
like to get a copy, if they would contact us at the Regional
Office here, our address is 345 Courtlané Street, Atlanta
30308 or, if you prefer, you may call and the telephone number
is (404) 881-3016. We'd be more than happy to send you a copy.

We'll have presentations from staff people from the Office of



Solid Wastes in Washington. These will vary from five minutes
to fifteen minutes long, and at the end of each presentation,
we will accept questions, comments, anything other than throw-
ing rotten fruit at us until the appointed time for the next
agenda item to start. Then, at the end of the last agenda
item, you may make comments on anything that you feel like,
any of the topics that we've covered or other things that was
covered in the Law. If you wish to speak, please move to one
of the microphones, give your name. If it's hard to spell,
please spell it for the court recorder so that we get it
correct in the record. Please use the mike and feel free to
step right up and don't feel like you have to wait until the
guy that's speaking gets through. Just move right up there
behind him so that we can save everybody's time and get as
much done as possible in the time that we have. We also ask
you to give the name of the organization that you're represent-
ing, or if you don't represent anyone other than yourself, to
please let us know that. And I would ask you to speak on a
first-come-first-serve basis. There are two mikes over there
in the center isle and there's one up here that we can use.
So, we'd ask you just to step right up and let us get it moving.
We have with us this morning Mr. Alec Little to welcome you

here. He's our Deputy Regional Administrator for Region IV.

Speaker - Alec Little: Thank you. Morning. It's always good...

I was here at 8:30. I thought that was when it started, so it's

much more encouraging to see the meeting actually starting at



9:00 o'clock. If you want to throw the fruit it's okay, I'll
be leaving shortly and anytime after that will be alright.

Let me say that there is one group that I know is repre-
sented here and that is... and everyone of you are members of
it, and I think they call it tax-payers. And it's always
encouraging to see people come out to see how their tax monies
are going to be spent. Perhaps you're going to be receiving
some of them in salary. 1I.think there's got to be a lot of
government officials here, there were last night, I'm sure.
But I know there's a lot of citizens, as well. I'm hoping
that there are a lot of people from industry because this
particular Act certainly affects the industrial sector in our
Country. We're glad also to see that all of the southern
Baptist didn't go to Washington. I can tell that from the
empty front rows up here., There are some seats all the way

in the back, if any of you really want to go all that way.
But, I'm hoping that you will participate fully in this program
as Jim has suggested. Please ask you questions, because we
need to hear those. That's exactly what this process is all
about. In the past few years we've tried to have, in all of
government, I think, a lot more public participation. And
that means that you've got to come and ask your questions.
You've got to write them down. You've got to do it in any way
you can to let us know if we're doing what you want us to in
the programs that have been adopted in Congress, and that we
in the federal and state and other sectors administer. The

program of resource recovery, which I'm glad to say, does have



that name right at the moment, and this wasn't the Solid Wastes
Act of 1976, that we've progressed quite a bit just in that
name, itself. I believe that if I was starting over again in
this area of environmental protection that this is probably

the program that I would like to go into, that has perhaps
more prominence in terms of pay-off, conservation, perhaps
energy creation or many other things that can be done with

what we call now, a problem. I think that those of you that
are here that represents programs that will be administering
this should be very proud of the fact that you're in it. As

I was talking to some of the people here a little bit earlier
this particular program has not been one of those in the
federal or itate sector or local either one for that matter
zhat's receEQed vast amounts of resources. Yet, I think those
of us that observe the environment around us and what's been
happening to us, probably can observe more in terms of problems
with out solid wastes than we can with either air, water or
pollution, even though those two have received most of the
support. And I'm not belittling those particular areas. I'm
just saying that we're perhaps a little bit slow in getting this
one underway. I'm personally proud that we've got these people
up here this morning from Washington to hear what you have to
say out here and down here in the southern country. And I hope,
again, you will speak forward, ask any questions you want to.
Let's fill-up that record for this particular meeting. Thank

you for coming. Good to see all of you here.



Moderator: Thank you, Mr. Little. I will give you a short
overview of the Act, and we will move right into the first
presentation. After which we want to hear from you. Please
understand that we're not here to tell you how we're going

to do this or how we're going to do that with this Act, we're
here to solicit your ideas of how you think we should do it.
And that's what we're interested in, we want to hear from you.
If you look at the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA), Public Law 94-580 signed by President Ford in October,
you'll see that Congress has outlined some objectives that

they mandate us to carry out, being the Agency responsible

for most of this Act. If you read in there you will see

that they said the objectives are to protect health and to
protect the environment and to conserve valuable material
resources and to conserve energy resources. I think if you
think back over the last month or six weeks you can under-
stand how important energy resources are. The General Motors
Assembly Plant here was shut-down for a week and other places
of business were shut-down for a lack of the energy that they
happened to be hooked-up to. So, if you think about those
objectives, the Congress, in its wisdom said, well, how are

we going to achieve these objectives, and they also again

laid down some things for us to do to achieve these objectives.
And if you look right in there you'll see that they told us

to provide technical and financial assistance to state and local
governments. They told us to work on manpower development. The

Law stipulates that open-dumping is prohibited. It also stipu-



lates that existing open-dumps are to be converted or closed.
It provides for a regulation of hazardous wastes. This is an
area that's been lacking for sometime, It provides for us to
publish guidelines for solid wastes management. It provides
for research and development. It provides for demonstration
projects, as we've done in the past. But, I point out to you
that it provides for some work in low-cost demonstration pro-
jects for resource recovery that can be done in rural areas
and small communities. It provides for iederal, state and
local governments and industry partnersh;p in mat;fial and
energy recovery and particularly it provides for public
participation which is why we're all here today. Now, the
first item on the agenda, the first presentation is concerned
with training, public information and public participation,
and if you look at the program you will see Tom Williams'
name on there. Tom's not here, he has the flu and was unable
to come. And representing him, quite ably, from the Technical
Information and Community Branch is one of his staff-members,
& &

/Jérri Wyer. /Jérri.

Speaker - Jerri Wyer: Thank you, Jim. I was pleased to hear

our Deputy Regional Administrator say such nice things about
the Solid Wastes Program, and the EPA does intend to take the
public participation mandates of this new legislation very
seriously. The RCRA contains an unusually high, complete

array of provisions that could bring about a high degree of



public understanding and participation. Taken together these
various provisions make it clear that the Congress understood
that it's impossible for the public to participate, meaningfully
unless the government produces valid scientific and technical
data and produces and publishes the information in such a way
that everyone may have real access to it. Only in this way can
the public really have a reasonable chance of influencing the
social, economic and political changes which the Law will bring
about. Would you turn the lights off, we have chosen a few
slides that we have for you. (Pause} In Section 8003, the
Administrator of EPA is required to develop, collect, evaluate
and coordinate information on nine key elements which are crucial
to the Act's purposes. The Administrator is not only to imple-
ment a program for the rapid dissemination of this information,
but he's also to develop and implement educational programs to
promote citizen understanding. This makes it quite clear that
the information called for is not to be developed for the
exclusive use of those who, for one reason or another, may be
considered experts in the field. Moreover, the Administrator

is asked to coordinate his actions and to cooperate to the
maximum extent possible, with state and local authorities and

to establish and maintain a central reference library for
virtually all the kinds of information involved in the solid
wastes management for the use of state and local governments,
industry and the public. Just who is the public? To ensure
that the public participation process does not become lop-sided,
we felt it was necessary to identify major categories of interest

groups who represent the public at large. Under RCRA we regard



these to include consumer, environmental and neighborhood
groups... thank you, Walt... trade, manufacturing and labor
representatives; public health, scientific and professional
societies; and, governmental and university associations.

This spectrum of categories of representative groups will be
altered and supplemented as necessary, if in the course of
implementing the Act it appears desirable to do so. Section
7004A of RCRA states that any person may partition the Admin-
istrator for the promulgation, amendment or repeal of any
regulation under this Act. Section 7004B calls for full
public participation in the development, revision and/or
enforcement of any regulation, guideline, information or
program under this Act. Secondly, it states that the
Administrator in cooperation with the states shall publish
minimum guidelines for public participation agé such processes.
Section 7002A states that any person may commence civil action
on his own behalf against any other person, including the
United States, who is alleged to be in violation of this Act
or against the Administrator jf there is an alleged failure

by him to perform any act or duty under the Act. What are
some of the available public participation techniques? The
many techniques which can be used to involve the public in
government actions fall into three major categories. One, to
ensure that appropriate public meetings, hearings, conferences
and workshops and so forth are held throughout the Country, and
that they are planned and held in accordance to the unfolding

of the Act's key provisions. Two, the use of advisory committees



and review groups which may meet periodically, but which will
also be called upon to review and comment upon major programs,
regulations and plans no matter when these occur and no matter
whether a specific meeting is 'convened or not. The third
public participation technique is the development of educational
programs so that the public has an opportunity to become aware
of the significance of the technical data base and the issues
which emerge from it. Effective public educational programs
depends on the use of all appropriate communication tools and
media. These include publications, slides, films, exhibits
and other graphics; media programs, including public service
television and radio announcements and releases to daily and
professional press and public education programs carried out
by service and civic organizations with EPA technical and
financial assistance. The last provision... (Pause) I'm
ahead of myself? Okay. The last provision I'll speak about
here is on the man-power development, Section 7007A and B
authorizes the Administrator of EPA to make grants and/or
contracts with any eligible organization for training persons
for occupations involving the management, supervision, design,
operation or maintenance of solid wastes disposal and resource
recovery equipment and facilities, or to train instructors.
Eligible organizations means the states or any state agency,
or municipality or educational institution capable of effect-
ively carrying out the project. Section 7007C states that the

Administrator shall make a complete investigation and study to
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determine the need for additional trained state and local
personnel to carry out plans existing under this Act, and

to determine means of using existing techniques... I'm sorry,
existing training programs to train such personnel, and to
determine the extent and nature of obstacles to employment

and occupational advancements in the folid Wastes Disposal and
Resource Recovery Field. The Administrator is required to
report the results of such investigations and studies to the
President and the Congress. In view of the man-power limitat-
ions and many time-mandated provisions of this new 1legislation,
however, it's not likely that the training activity or the man-
power development study will be begun during this fiscal year.
However, we are planning on the- within the next couple of
months working on the study to determine what needs are needed

out in the states in this effort. Thank you.

=

bl

Moderator: Thank you very much, Jerri. We'd be most interested
to hear from you, now, as to what you think we should do with
man-power training, public information, public participation.
What do you feel like the need is for man-power training 1in our
field of Solid Wastes Management? Is there a need? Anybody
care to comment on that? (Pause) Yes sir, go right ahead.
7 Fehw

uestion: My name is Clyde Fein, State of Georgia Environmental
Protection, and if we look at training efforts in solid wastes,
we ah- can look back several years ago when in Cincinnati we

had a group of people that were full-time in training work on
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solid wastes and ah- they did very fine work. They were
dﬁ%olved, and it would appear now with the increase in
emphasis coming along, more technical material, technical
content of hazardous wastes program, Tesource recovery,
that it would help people in the state program a great deal
if EPA was to reconstitute a trai;ing group that would...

a group of professionals that would be in training for pro-
fessional people in the fields of sanitary land-fills,

hazardous wastes, and resource recovery technology.

Moderator: Thank you very much, anybody else. Yes sir?
Just go right ahead, you don't have to wait until he gets

through to get up there...

Question: My name is Larry Higg with the EPA Regional Office
and in support of what the gentleman just said, the last year
that the Cincinnati Training Institute was in Cincinnati we
had workshops in Region IV in which was over six-hundred
people attended in the different states and there was a need
then, and I think most of the peo;ie that would speak for
the<itates would say that there is a need for that sort of

an organization now.

Moderator: Yes sir, go right ahead.
QB /PJ/E’>
Question: My name is“Jerry Boyd, I'm with Sonoco Products

Company. Our company uses re-cycled paper to make new paper
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products. We're very interested in setting-up programs with
local land-fills for separating the corrugated wastes, and

also with municipalities in separating newspapers. And, we

feel that there is a great need for training in areas with local
governments and communities to separate these wastes from the
disposals in these land-fills and we feel that the awareness

of this could really contribute to preventing all this disposal

in the land-fill.
Moderator: Thank you. Tru%tt, go right ahead.

Speaker - Tru%tt DeGeare: Trd%tt DeGeare, I'm with EPA. A

couple of the specific issues that we're concerned with are-
I gathered from a couple of the comments made that you think
it's most appropriate for such training to be the logical ged-
eral role, is that pretty much in concensus? Is that the way
we should organize that the training activities should be done
at the federal level? Should it be done primarily by the
ztates? Secondly, to who should the training be primarily
girected? Should it be operational-type, should it be public
education-type of training, or a diversified sort of training

program? If you'd care to address those issues, we'd be happy

to hear your comments.
Question: (Same Speaker) You're talking to me?

&
Speaker - Truftt DeGeare: Anyone.
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Question: I think a professional group of training people in
EPA at the national level would do several things. They would-
they would conduct certain courses that people could go to,
state-level people. And they could- say community people.
Another function would be to develop training

material that could be used by the ;tates when they're doing
training for local people. Ah- bet;er manuals, better film
stripes, audio/visual materials of various types, and that
would- well- so- be somebody will help us in communicating
with the public- materials for communicating with the public

in the technology. Like the man was saying, a good method

of separating the corrugated out from the rest of the refuge.
It would be kind of a broad spectrum program. I would en-
vision that a lot of states would do their own training, but
they could do a better job with aid and support from a national

training group.

Moderator: Excuse me, but may I please remind you to give your

name. Now, the court recorder may not know you as well as I do.

Question: My name is Paul Wagner. I work for a consulting firm,
Mayes, Sudderth and Etheredge here in Atlanta. Jim, I was going

to ask you, first of all, does EPA currently have any short courses
which would be useful to more-or-less bring those of us who have
oeen eight or twelve years out of school the opportunity to get
caught up on the technology of the field. The concept of resource
recovery, I guess, hasn't been around forever and a lot of the

equipment, the processes, the philosophies and the techniques
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in resource recovery may not be as broadly known or, especially
in areas of research, that those of us out of the field that's
going to be in a position of implementing this program really
needs to know. So, first of all, I wondered are there those
kinds of courses or short courses available now through EPA,
and if they're not, if this is an area we could conceivably

move into?

Moderator: Yes, please do. We'll hear from the national level,

then I'11 tell you from Region IV.

“Teuett Deleare
A ey

We don't have the type of courses that

some of you are familiar with. Max Wilcomb)that use to be with
our office in Cincinnati use to run the training program that's
been alluded to earlier. And several of us participated in
that. We really enjoyed it because it was fun and it also

gave us an opportunity to meet with people, directly, as
trainers, you might say, and get a feel for what the real pro-
blems are, and then to go back and try to address our research
and demonstration activities to those particular areas and to
provide more information to better develop future training
efforts. We don't have that type of activity now. It's
possible depending on what kind of funding levels we end up with and
man-power resources in the future)that might be one alternative
we go to in the future. We have training material available.

A lot of reports, documents and some audio/visual material that

are available through out Office in Washington and through the
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regional offices, as well. In particular I'd like to mention
a series of symposiums or seminars that our Research Office
has been conducting. There was one a year ago in Rutkers,
and later last year in Tucson, and then next month, around
the 15th of March there will be a third in St. Louis. They
aren't short courses, but they are an up-date on on-going
research activities in the field of 80l1id Wastes Management,
in particular with regards to land disposal of solid wastes.
So, you might be interested in looking for the announcements

on those types of symposiums.

Moderator: In addition to that, there's a couple of techno-
logy seminars in resource recovery coming up this Spring or
Summer. They'll be put on by the Washington Office. 1 would
suggest that if you're particularly interested in that, you
speak to the gentleman on my right, sometime during the meet-
ing or when it's over. Whenever he can fill you in on that,
or you can call us at the Regional Office and we'll be glad
to enlighten you on that. First- now, they have told you
from the national picture, now I'm going to tell you some

of the things we have done in Region IV. We have, in Region
IV, a Southeastern Solid Wastes Management Training Committee.
It consists primarily of the %Fate directors of 8olid Wastes
Management in the eight %Fates in Region IY}with my Office
and staff in an advisory'function. The %}ate directors pri-
marily run it, or some designated member of their staff.

We have conducted one training course and it was held here in
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Atlanta, I forget the month. It was within the last three
or four months. It was in the Fall. It was primarily for
training new gtate employees. We have discussed broadening
this to other/people, but we have not come to any decision
as yet. And, if and when we do come to a decision to

reach out and take in municipal officials, local government
officials, consulting community, Paul, well we'll certainly
let you know. You have to realize that we're quite limited
by funding and staff time because in order to do this, it
takes staff time from the state people that they would nor-
mally do on their regular aay-to-day job. Yes sir, Mr. Chiply,

go right ahead.

Question: I'm A. S. Chipf?, Solid Wastes in Alabama. I
merely wanted to say that in the first place that I think
there's a need for some centralized training set-ups as has
been done in the past. And one answer to Trﬁ%tt's question
as to whether this should be state or federal, I think there
will always be state training or a neeé for state training,
but I think tha{tin the light of the need fo; uniformity,

we need a training center that is either national or at least
regional in area. And, the thing that I'd like to comment is
that it's going to be awfully difficult to set-up a training

session as was what was available in the past because you're

going to have a time replacing Max Wilcomb. Thank you.
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Moderator: Yes sir, go right ahead.

uestion: My name is Benjamin Brown with the Wayne Colony Consult-
ing Engineers,Tallahassee, Florida. I just want to make a
comment with regards to the public education aspect. We've
been involved recently with several land-fills in the north-
ern Florida area and we've found that the biggest problem
that we've come up against is the public attitudes towards
the... they just don't seem to understand what sanitary land-
£ill is. And, consequently, several of them are in Court
right now, probably won't be out of Court for another two or
three months before it gets settled. And ah- a lady set-up
and shot her senator, taking a partition and they're all
afraid their property-value is going down. If there was

just some way that the public could be made aware of exactly
the concept. It's not a great big open, burning dump. I
think the majority of the problems would be over as far as

the overall design of the site.

Moderator: Your suggestion is so noted and very appropriate.

Thank you. Anyone else? Yes, go right ahead.

Speaker DeGeare: It's certainly a nation-wide problem that particu-

lar issue about public education on sanitary land-fills, and
my suggestion won't solve that problem, completely. But, I'd
just like for you to be aware that we have a training package

FeR Aapd.
called Training emd Sanitary wé%éégynmployees. [t consists of
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a film, series of slides- about two-hundred slides, and an
instructors' manual and a students' manual. The film can

be taken by itself and very readily used for public education
or information on the concept of sanitary land-fill and how
it operates. And, you can contact the Regional Office for
access to those materials. You might, as a consultant or a

state or local government representative, you might just

b d

want to look at that with the potential for using that film

by itself.

Question: My name is Henry Hudson, I'm with the EPA Regional
Office in Atlanta and I'd like to point out the fact that in
the era that we had the Solid Wastes Training Institute,

EPA at that time also supported graduate-level training,
principally in the engineering department in several univer-
sities around the Country. This scholarship support produced
a lot of people who did go into,Solid/Wﬁstes,Management. As
a result of having gone through the program, I feel that
there will be a large demand for professionals in the field
as we look around to implement the various provisions of the
Act. I've heard a lot of people asking the question where are
these people going to come from, and would like to support
the idea of g§kindling the university training grant program

that normally was supported by EPA.

Moderator: Thank you very much. Anyone next? Anyone else?

(Pause) Okay. You'll note on the agenda the next item for
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a short presentation and discussion from you is hazardous
wastes. If you're familiar at all with the Act you know

that hazardous wastes is contained in Sub-Title C. We

have with us this morning, Walt Kovalick. Walt is from

the Hazardous Waste Management Division,Office of Solid Waste
in Washington. He's the Chief of the Guidelines Branch of

the Hazardous Waste Division. Walt.

Speaker Walter W. Kovalick: Thank you, Jim. Chuck ah-

Alec Little, with the introduction this morning for us was

a little different from the ah- the one we did in Kansas

City last week. We're not only having double-bills of

these public meetings, as last night and this morning here,
we're simo-casting in the sense that we had an identical
meeting in New York, yesterday. And last week in Kansas

City the regional- Deputy Regional Administrator said that
there are three things that you need to be concerned about,
if some one tells you that your check is in the mail, or your
car will be ready at 4:30, or I'm from the éederal government
and I'm here to help you. Well, my role tﬁ&s morning is to
discuss the regulatory portion of the new RCRA and so I can't
fall into that last category arguing that I want to help., I
guess I want to help us, and we are in the portion of the Act
when we talk about Sub-Title C that involves environmental
protection and public health protection from what is to be

defined as hazardous waste. And, I'd like to start by making
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a few overview points, one of which is that that definition
which is in the first section, 3001 of Sub-Title C is the

key section to the rest of the regulatory program that I'm
going to run through this morning. That is that Section

does request the Administrator of EPA, meaning the Office

of Solid Waste, define what is it that should be a hazard-

ous waste. And so, as we move on in the slide and discuss

in a minute that section, I want you to realize how broad

or how narrow that definition is. It governs the scope and
breath and depth of the program that will be controlling those
wastes. The second thing you should note when reading through
that Sub-Title if you- when you have a chance if you have not
already, is the fact that it has a set of national minimum
standards for three different kinds of parties. One is a
national set of standards for generators of hazardous wastes
once those are defined. Which is in Section 3002. One is a
set of national standards for transportors of hazardous

wastes which is rather a unique section for EPA. It puts us
in the transportation regulation business, along with the
Department of Transportation. And, the third section has to
do with national standards for those who own and operate
storage treatment and disposal facilities. And by that I

mean not just land-fills or chemical wastes land-fills, but
incineration facilities and chemical fixation facilities and
other kinds of facilities used to treat and dispose of hazard-
ous wastes. So, on one hand there are the traditional national

standards that come along with environmental regulatory laws
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that we may be familiar with in air and water, on the other
hand there is a permit program in Sub-Title C, in 3005 that
affects only those facilities that store, treat or dispose
of the wastes. We prefer to do that as a positive side of
the Act because it isn't a permit to discharge into the
environment, in a since, but it's a permit to ensure the
community by the fact that the standards apply to that
facility are appropriate. That this so-called hazardous
waste or chemical treatment plant is capable of performing
a function for which it is designed. So, we like to view
that as kind of an insurance for the public and those of

us who might be living near it that it is possible to
operate it in accordance with the national standards which
are the more traditional regulatory approach. The third
major thing that should cone through to you in reading the
Zection is that it is the intent of Congress, it is the

=

intent of our Office and the Regions to have as many states

i

as possible pick-up this program. The Act is written in
such a way that as soon as some of these broad definitions
are put into effect, which is about eighteen months from
last October, hopefully, as many_;tates as possible will
apply to be authorized to run the hazardous waste program.
The final point I wanted- well, two more points, one is
that waste that's already disposed of, that's already in
the ground would not be regulated by the regulations

that we are writing except in the case if there was an

emminent hazard to health. In other words, we're talking
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about wastes that about eighteen months from now would be
generated and they would fall into this regulatory scheme,

but if they're already land disposed, unless there was

some critical public health or environmental problem result-
ing they would not be regulated by the Law. The last thing
you should krew %3 that yeuw should be aware of is that this

is the first of many public sessions we're going to have.
Obviously with this one we've spent a little more time ex-
plaining the way we understand the Law, but in the future we
plan to discuss the implications of the Law. Especially this
part, from my point of view, that affects those to be regu-
lated. We're planning some- on the order of seventy-five or
eighty meetings, not of this size, more like twenty or thirty
people. We're to discuss, in-depth, certain sections of the
Law and how it will affect those who generate, those who store,
transport these wastes. Now, I'd like to take a moment and
run through about seven slides that I have, one on each of

the sections. To repeat again, 3001 requires the Administrator
of EPA, in eighteen months, to define hazardous waste criteria
and list hazardous wastes. And, if you look carefully at that
section there are three parts. One is that we must chose the
criteria that might definie hazardous wastes. The Congress
gives us some suggestions of kinds of factors that we should
consider, like flammability, explosivity, corrosiveness,
toxicity, bio-degradability and so forth. So, the first job
we have is to chose those parameters as criteria that we think

are important, and then using those criteria, to identify
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hazardous wastes. And, finally, after we have identified
them, prepare a list, Wﬁich may sound simpler than we think
it is; 26 take an example, if we chose a criteria like
flammability, then our view is that we'll probably need a-
some kind of standardized test so that we kgﬁ% how to apply...
we, meaning the generator of the waste, know how to apply
that criteria to the waste. So, it so happens for physical
parameters like flammability, corrosivity, there are some
fairly widely accepted industry and government standards

for testing for flammability and corrosiveness, explosivity
and some other kinds of physical parameters. So we would
chose, say flammability of a flash-point of say a hundred
degrees or a hundred and five degrees or ninety degrees and
run that test on the waste and if it failed that test, then
it would be defined into this management control system

that we're creating through the rest of the sections of the
Act. These tests then would have to be designed in such a
way that if a waste passed the test or the several tests

that are designedythen that waste would logically not have to
go into the control systems that's defined in the rest of the
Sub-Title. And, therefore, would logically be going to the
sanitary land-fills as you'll hear later in our discussion

of the overall Law. So, the way we're working at the moment
is to try and consider criteria that might make sense for
defining hazardous waste, knowing that if it does not- that

is, it passes these tests, then it would be going to a normal



24

sanitary land-fill. The last thing it says i% issue a
listing. Those of you who are familiar with the water
pollution acts- act in EPA are probably familiar with
Section 311 which has a spill regulation, has a listing

of some three or four hundred individual substances.

That is not necessarily the kind of listing that is called
for here. As a matter of fact, one of the reasons we are
having meetings like this and others is to consider what

the listing might be. Let me give you some examples of

what the list could be. It could be a list of wastes, for
example, a waste containing substances. For example, if a
waste containing some heavy metal that was of concern might
be considered on that list. That would be one way to devise
the list. So, the list might be made up of things that
would flunk the test I was discussing earlier. Another
approach might be to have a list of things that are of con-
cern to us, but for which we are not technically able to
devise inexpensive, reasonable tests. For example, I think
it's logical to assume that some ideological biological
active waste could be considered hazardous wastes. There-
fore, it might be more appropriate as HEW has done previously,
to just list kinds of ideological wastes or their sources,
like those coming from veterinarian clinics or hospitals

or other locations. So, the list may be things for which we
are not technically able to devise tests, but which we are

able to reach concensus on hazardous wastes. Another option
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for a list is that it could be a list of categories of waste
generators. It's possible... if you're familiar with the
water pollution experience they had listed industry categories
and we might be concerned and be able to reach concensus that
waste from the asbestos brake manufacturing process would be
of concern to us because of the asbestos content they have,
and if we do not have a reasonable test for asbestos or an
inhalation test, then it might be logical to put things on
the list that represent industry categories. So, I'm only
trying to explain that the language in this third part of
this %gction is fairly wide-open. It does require us to
issue a list, but the content of that list is what we're
trying to understand, the variety of options that we have,and
I've tried to describe three of them to you and there's
probably variations on those. But, I wanted you to be think-
ing as broadly as possible. By now you probably realize that
I've walked in here with a different definition of solid
waste than you have or some of you have, and if you read that
definition in the Law which Tru%%t will repeat later, it in-
cludes solids, liquids, semi-solids, slurrys, sludges and so
forth. So, Congress has re-defined, for those of you who are
physical scientists, has re-defined solids to include liquids
and sludges and contain gases. So you have to be fairly
Catholic in your view that solid waste and hazardous waste or
a sub-set of them include things in other physical states
than solids. Now, that's a lot on that one section. I will
>

not spend that much time on each of the others, but I wanted



26

you to get a since of the breath and depth that this defini-
tion could take. The next three sections are these national
standards that I mentioned earlier. The Section 3002 requires)
in eighteen months)that we have national standards and regu-

lations affecting generators of wastes. And, if you read the

section carefully, there are only three subjects about which

=

we can have national standards. These are the only three
things about which we can write regulations. We can not write
regulations that affect the process of manufacturing or the
way the waste is generated. We can only write regulations
about record-keeping and reporting practices regarding the
hazardous waste, about the labeling of the containers those
wastes are shipped in, and, about compliance with the so-
called manifest system. The manifest system is a system that
tracks waste from their point of generation... that is, the
hazardous waste, through their transportation, to their
ultimate disposal. The reason for this section, as we
understand it and based on evidence thag—we have, is that
there are many, many fine hazardous- well, a number of fine
hazardous wastes disposal facilities around the Country who
are constantly wondering why they're not getting any waste
when we know that some of the responsible manufacturers are
shipping waste to those facilities. And, the reason they're
not is that it's much cheaper to pay the higher fee to the
transportor, who, in this case, who is irresponsible and he
carries off the waste to the side of the road and opens up

the valve on the back of his vacuum truck and the waste dis-
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adpears, or, down storm sewers and so forth. So, the purpose
of the manifest system is to permit... as we've said, the
state government, hopefully, to be able to track the fact

Zhat a waste that is defined as hazardous at the beginning

of the cycle, does indeed reach the disposal facility for
which it was intended. So, this manifest system will recur

on the other slides, but I wanted you to have a general idea
of what is meant by it. The second set of national standards
relates to transportors. This is much broader. It does not
just limit us to these subjects, but these are the ones 1list-
ed in the Act, are record-keeping, labeling and again, com-
pliance with the manifest system. We recognize, as I mentioned
earlier, that the Department of Transportation is in the busi-
ness of regulating the packaging, marketing and shipping papers
that relates to the transportation of hazardous materials.
And, we're meeting with them regularly and I expect it will

be more frequently to try and see how we can mesh the require-
ments in our Act with the existing work that they already have
underway and also the work they already have on the books.
They have a number of regulations already on the books, but,
unfortunately the Department of Transportation's mission is

to provide for safety and public health of the transportor

and his vehicle. Our mission is to prevent damage to public
health and the environment. And so they, at the moment, do
not recognize environmental damage. That's one of the reasons

for writing regulations by the Department of Transportation.
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They have put out, and you should know, a Federal Register

notice on December 9th which is asking for your comments,

and we are putting in our comments as to whether or not

they should start considering environmental matters in the
writing of Transportation regulations, assuming that we,
meaning you and us, are able to make a case for that. And
hopefully, we will have on®set of regulations written

jointly by us and theDOT as it relates to this section.

The third section has to do with those who own and operate
treatment)storage)and disposal facilities. Again, this is
national standards. There's a whole list of things, moni-
toring, record-keeping, location design, maintenance and
operation, ownership you see on them. We are familiar with
cases where individuals opened so-called hazardous wastes
disposal facilities, they accepted many, many drums of wastes,
all different kinds on their property, and for a variety of
reasons, they walked away. So this is going to be a portion
of the regulation devoted to making sure that there is the
where-with-all in the firm to carry-out to completion the
operations that they have begun when they began in their
business. That's the kind of thing covered in the ownership
which is rather a new concept in environmental statutes as
opposed to the others. I mentioned that there is a permit
program. The permit program does not affect generators, it
does not affect transportors. The permit program is for
those who store, treat and dispose of hazardous wastes. That
includes people who are in the business, commercially. That

is those to whom you can go and hire out and use their incin-
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erators. And it applies to those industries who have disposal
facilities or treatment facilities on their own property. So
both sets of storage, treatment and disposal facilities are
covered. Not only off-site, but those on-site. The interest-
ing thing I want to mention here which was Congress have pro-
visions for interim permits. That is, while we are analyzing
or hopefully, while the state is analyzing permit programs,

if a business-that is, the storage, treatment,or disposal
facility that was in business on the 21st of October last
year, which was when the Law was signed,and if that same
facility has notified the gtate or EPA via a procedure I

will discuss in a moment, and if they have applied for a
permit, then, they have a permit until such time as we have

a chance or the State has a chance to act on their application.
This provides a ;;y for industry or- who will have facilities
to continue to operate them while either the state or:federal
government is able to, with the limited resou;ces thatwwe
have, to analyze the permit application and process them.

This gets us around the problem that we've had in past acts,
for example, the Walter Pollution Act)whereas an industry
would apply for a permit and since they got no word back

from EPA due to the fact that we were trying to process
something like forty-five thousand of them, nationally,

they were in violation of the Law. This provides a way for
the facility to be in compliance with the Law. That is, to
have an interim permit while their true permit is being

analyzed. Briefly, this is the Section 3006 that relates to
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iﬁatQS programs and if possible and we are hopeful that
A
as many %;ates as possible will chose to take over this pro-
gram rather than have EPA operate it out of its Regional
Offices. There are three criteria listed in the section
relating to state authorized programs. One is eq&ivalent

to the gedergl program which is a word that we're going to

be trying to define what that means. The second is that

it would have to be consistent with other State programs and
this is a very important concept when we're talking about
hazardous industrial waste. You may be aware that the State
of Ohio recently completed a survey of their manufacturing
industry which indicates that Ohio industry ships waste to
thirteen other:%Fates. So, there is definitely a trade or

a market interstate in these kinds of wastes for not only
disposal reasons but also recovery reasons. Therefore, the
consistency between and among the state programs is a very
important factor. And finally, as/you might expect in a
regulatory program, there would have to be adequate enforce-
ment in the 2;ate program in order for the state to take it
over. There/;s a section in there which yogrmight want to
look at, particularly interesting to the_;tates, where they
can obtain interim authorization. That is, if they're on
their way to having a fully authorized program there is an
opportunity for them to take over. Another chance for states
who want to play, to use the expression, to be able to ;ake

over the program early, as early as possible. The last section

I want to cover is a very unusual one, and it was somewhat of
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a surprise to us when it was in the Law as we were tracking
it, but it is a very helpful one to us. This is the section
on notification and it affects generators, transportors,
treaters, storers and disposg%E of hazardous wasteSs The
reason for this section, as we understand it, is that it
provides us with a way, as I mentioned earlier, for those

of you who need a permit to have an interim permit. That

is, it is a load-level devise. If you'd remember, a business
facility that was in business in October that has applied for
a permit and has notified EPA or the state under this section
would then have a permit. So, this notification is a kind of
registration for storage treatment and disposal facilities.
And it's a way for us to be aware of people who generate and
transport wastes so that we know where the manifest should be
coming from. The manifest that I mentioned earlier. Obviously
if someone has not notified, then we would not expect them to
be generating manifest as time goes along. And this require-
ment... this notification, by-the-way, could be as simple as

a name)and address and location)and phone number)and the fact
of which business you are in and the general character of the
waste. So that the coverage of this particular_éection is a
very interesting question which we hope to get c;mments on as we
go along. Ah- you might be interested to know that the waste
0il re-refining industry testified at our public meeting in
December, or€like this, in Washington that they felt that used
motor oil, meaning waste oil ought to be a hazardous waste.

And, if you carry that to it's logical conclusion, the impli-
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cation 1is that gas stations, those that- who generate used
motor oil would have to notify the area EPA. So, I think
that's a little extreme example and we don't think that's
necessarily the way it should go. And yet they're
advocating the fact that used waste oil might, in fact, be-
come... that it's failed some of the tests that was mention-
ed earlier. So this section is very important in the sense
=
that the coverage of people who might be required to notify.
If you do not notify,you are not allowed to transport, store
or treat or dispose of waste. So, it is... there's a penalty
associated with this section and it's very important that it
be constructed sensibly, in a way that we can all read it,
sensibly. So let me stop there. I probably over-loaded you

with information, and ask for questions.

Moderator: Do we have questions or comments?... pertaining
to Sub-Title C or hazardous waste? Please feel free to step

right up, we'll move right along.

-
D ING‘S“V
Question: My name is Peter Dawson. I'm with Henn#x, Durham

and Richardson, a consulting firm in Charlotte. You mentioned
that you cannot write regulations on the process. Are you
referring to the manufacturing of wastes that could be termed

hazardous?
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Speaker Kovalick: Yes.

Question: (Same Speaker) Okay. Thank you. (Pause)

Speaker Kovalick: That was too easy. (Laughter)

Moderator: Mr. Chipﬂ§ will make it harder.

Question: No. I won't make it harder. I'm @ ip¥y from
Alabama. I don't know quite where to start, you asked whether
or not the 2tates are willing to or want to take over this
type of pro;;am. Personally I feel that the states should
assume the responsibility for these types of programs. They

are in their states and the wastes are generated in their state

= =

and this is where it should be taken care of. You have a Law
that's quite broad and you're talking about writing some three
sets of rules and regulations to cover these laws, and here we
get into a point of possible danger. 1I'll give an example, in
our i;ate we've been trying to get a central amendment to our
soli&’waste act and everybody agrees it should be there, but

people s€t around and decide and start shooting in things that
they want from their special effort and the law becomes... the

writing of rules and regulations, and a law should not be rules

and regulations. I think federal rules and regulations that

=

are written are often accepted as law and perhaps of necessity
so. And, if this is true, then they must be broad, because

the rules and regulations to apply these things have to apply
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to the local areas where the Acts that are set-up will funct-
ion. A facility, for example, that will work in Alabama may
well not work in Florida. And, to go further, a facility

that may work in parts of Alabama, may not work in other

parts of Alabama. So, there has to be a local effort. Now,

we speak of grants and frankly grants scare the hell out of

me. I think there is a place for grants and a need for them.
But, in some cases, I think, personally, if our ;;ate should
become eligible for a Eederal grant on hazardous’@aste, we
would, in the first plZEe, need a greater staff to manage and
handle that grant than we would need to manage hazardous waste.
(Laughter) This does bother me to a considerable degree. Now,
last night, you didn't bring it up this time, but you were
mentioning a specific problem of the analysis of hazardous
waste. Where it should be done and who should/fglthe analysis.
I think the question that was posed was should it be a community
payment, or by the generator of the waste. I think here again
we all know who is going to pay for this, whether it be a grant
or whether it be an analysis. It's going to be the people whose
going to pay for it, in the long run- it's going to be the con-
sumer, one way or another. If that is a true premise, then I
think the analysis of the hazardous waste should rest with the
generator of that waste, because then he could pass that cost
on to the primary and secondary buyers of his product. Thank

you.

Moderator: Yes sir.
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Scharty
Question: My name is Bob .Sharp and I'm with Mineral Research
and Development Corporation in Harrisburg, North Carolina. One
of the biggest problems in dealing with hazardous waste is that
the options of disposing the material is getting smaller and
smaller. There are fewer and fewer places that we can put
these residuals for ultimate disposal. I would like to suggest
that in setting up programs that waste exchange or things of
this nature be considered. For some people could use the
waste of others. And also, a program for technical ssistance
to assist generators to determine what they can do with their
product. Whether they could treat it themselves or find other

sources of disposals... other people who might accept it.

Speaker Kovalick: Thank you. I'm glad you brought that up

because on my limited time with these programs I have to dis-
cuss the regulatory part of the Law... you should know that
we've published a policy statement, that is an EPA policy
statement on the handling of hazardous waste, last August.

That is long before this Law was passed, in the... August 14th,

I believe, Federal Register and we'd be happy to get you some

of those if you have not seen it. But it does have at the top
of the list, priorities,.not generating the waste or isolating
it, so that it could be used for exchange. And I appreciate

you bringing up the concept of waste exchange. That is, that
one man's waste could be another man's feedstock. Especially

in the industrial sector. We've spent quite a bit of time and
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have completed a contractual study of not only the waste
exchanges that are in existence in this Country of which
there are less than a half-dozen, right now. One... some are
more successful than others, and there are over thirteen of
them in Western Europe, right now, run not only by trade
associations, industrial trade association, but also quasi-
government institutes. So, we've been doing our best to
popularize the concept of wast>exchange and if any of you
think there is a possibility, that is, in terms of quantities
or an institution that might be used to operate that, you
might want to get in touch with Jim and he with us to get a
copy of that recent study on waste exchanges. It is a pre-
script of one, it tells you where it makes sense. That is,
the kinds of government, quasi-government or industry institut-
ions that make sense, like trade associations, to run these
exchanges. Your point about facilities also I want to cover
or mention as a very important part, we think, of the Sstate
program as it develops. That is, it's all very fine t; have
these regulations defining hazardous waste and tracking t .om,
but if there isn't any place to track them to,it becomes very
difficult. So, we're very conscious of the fact that there's
decreasing numbers of options. That is, ocean disposal is
becoming very restrictive. They're increasing incineration
restrictions and so we think that some energy has to be put
into trying to think of ways to provide for these kinds of
facilities. As the gentleman said, it's hard to site a sani-

tary land-fill, should try to site a hazardous waste incincerator,
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sometimes. It's a very difficult process according to the
industry that's tried to do it. We're aware of one firm
that tried sixteen different times to obtain a site upon
which they could build what might be considered a quite
adequate hazardous waste incinerator. So, it's no small

problem.

N~
Question: My name is Tom Lesl£§} I'm with the Atlanta
Regional COmmission. I wonder if you anticipate the definit-
ion and the regulatory program would extend to radioactive

waste on a military facility?

Speaker Kovalick: Again when I read the definition of solid

waste which I didn't gg justice to, it does exclude only one

kind of radioactive waste. Those that are... the high-level
radioactive waste controlled by the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission and ﬁﬁ¥2?i So that means that there are a number of other
low-level radioactive waste. The kinds that are used to make
radiant watch dials; the kinds that are used in low-level
isotopes in medical practices and so forth that could con-
ceivably be included in this definition of hazardous waste.

So, we have not... we're only restricti%)from covering those
things that are already regulated by HﬁTﬁqand NRC. So, I think

it's quite likely that some radioactive waste will be included.

Moderator: Yes sir, go right ahead.
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Question: I'm Howard Jolley with the Regional Enforcement
Program. I had two questions. One on radioactive waste
which is just been answered. My second question is,did I
understand you correctly in saying that industrial sludge if
it would be determined hazardous... stored on an industrial

site, would require a permit?

Speaker Kovalick: That's possible. Yes.

Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you.

Speaker Kovalick: I might add that what it is that can define

storage is becoming one of the more knotty problems. That is,
if you're storing two or three drums for three or four days in
order to fill-up and get an amount or quantity to ship to dis-
posal, is that storage or is a lagoon with several million
gallons of contaminated solids a storage. And so, trying to
draw a line between the two kinds of storage will be a problem

for us over the next few months.
Question: (Same Speaker) I agree.

Moderator: We still have ample time if anyone would care to
comment on the subject of hazardous waste or the regulation of
hazardous waste. I might ask you for... we're seeking your

opinion and perhaps the state people represented here would
7
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be interested in your opinion as to whether or not you think
the state should, in fact, regulate hazardous waste. Go

=

right ahead.

. AMMACE
Question: I'm Andrew Geramack. I work for the Environmental
Quality Commission in the State of Kentucky. I'm a little
bit confused about this radioactive low-level waste. You

£L0A

said that they could be included in the definition if URFK
or NRC wasn't responsibile for them. Well, at the present
time I... the specific example I have in mind is a low-level
waste disposal site in Kentucky which is... it's regulated
by the Health Department in Kentucky, or the Human Resources,
but NRC has the final say in that situation. It's low-level

waste, but NRC is the regulator. And I just wondered if you

anticipate any interaction with NRC on those sites?

Speaker Kovalick: I'm not an expert in radiocactive materials,

I... we are just beginning in the program to look at radio-
active-type waste. So we obviously have to go to such as
ERDA, (A

URFA. We hax a radiation program in EPA that's related to
setting the standards that affects the sites that NRC is
licensing, but all I'm trying to say is that there are some

radioactive wastes that are not controlled that will probably

fall under the umbrella of this Act, but which ones, I'm not sure.

Moderator: If you read the Act there is a specific exclus-

ion for those that are covered under the 1954 Atomic Energy
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Act and if it's not covered under that Act then I think

what Walt is saying is that it's a good possibility it may be
covered under this Act. For those of you from Florida, you
might know that there is a great deal of phosphate mining in
Florida. And phosphate ore, in it's natural state contains
radium and some of the mining concentrates that's radium, as
well as some of the ground-water has radium in it, and when
you treat the ground-water for drinking purposes, perhaps you
may concentrate the radium. And some of these type wastes
will be some of the things we'll be looking at as to whether
or not they should be regulated under this Law. Yes sir, go
right ahead.

ooV Dk gaM £

. S L RICHRRPSO M
Question: Just have a comment, Peter Dawson, again. Con-

- gN“/”
cerning your question about storage or not storage, you may
have already been made aware of this, but I'm referring to
one installation where they had an ore material that they stored
in rail-cars that they shipped later. And they were really in
a conflict as to whether or not that was storage of whether or
not that was transportation. And if it was storage, they had
to put a dike around it. Put a dike around it, then they
couldn't haul the rail-car. (Laughter) I thought I'd throw

that out to you to give you something to think about tonight.

Speaker Kovalick: 1I'l1 try to be conscious of the fact that

JiLAéLl____ (this—wordimdistinguishable) around railroad

tracks makes it hard to move the car.
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Question: (Same Speaker} Some of the consulting firms may
want to take that into consideration for designing a portable

dike. (Laughter)

Question: My name is Henry Hudson, I'm with the EPA Regional
Office in Atlanta and I would like to get a clarification if

I could regarding the disposal. Also, in regards to the quest-
ion earlier or the statement earlier, about possibility of a
lagoon or pond or pit containing an industrial solvent. For
example, from the definition of disposal as I read it in the
Act, it would appear that if such a lagoon leaked some of its
content into the ground or into the ground-water, that facility
would by definition be a disposal facility as opposed to a

storage facility. Is that correct?

Speaker Kovalick: I would say if it's an unlined lagoon that's

probably the way it would go, but the point is the lagoon
would be covered either as a storage facility or as a disposal

facility. One way or the other.

Question: (Same Speaker) Yes, but my point is that $hat nor-
mally one would be quite surprized to think of a pond or a

lagoon as a disposal option rather than a storage option. It

is a rather strange definition as storage and disposal normally has

been regarded.
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Speaker Kovalick: Yes, along with re-defining solids to include

liquids, the definition of disposal deserves some study, too.

Question: Good morning. My name is Jerry Cousins of Piedmont
Engineers, of Greenville, South Carolina. I've been associated
with the development of regional hazardous waste treatment
plants. The EPA has suggested three possible definitions for
hazardous waste, all could be complicated. I want to suggest

a fourth that could not go anywhere else. And I'm

concerned about the definition of hazardous waste, that what

you might do... it could become very complicated and I suggest
another alternative. In practical terms, if you're going to
build a plant you do a market survey. You decide which materials
are presenting problems that you could handle. And those are
the hazardous materials. And since I'm looking for prototypes

I suggest that as an alternative for compliance. The things
that can't go in the land-fill. The things that can't go in the
sewers, can't go in the water. It would be very broad and it
would be the most realistic kind of definition you have. I'm
pleased to see that you know about these facilities, I hope
those people have an input into it. I think they've had a lot
of experience. I think that's the major point. 1I'd like to
talk to you afterwards about analysis and how these things

could be done because I've gone through it.

Speaker Kovalick: To elaborate on your simplier definition, I

guess I'm....
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Question: (Same Speaker) A definition... a backwards definit-
ion on things that are hazardous waste or things that can not
go to the sewer, can not go to the land-fill, that cannot be
disposed of at large. And ah- when you know... you know what
those things are. I can tell by your talk that you have a
good feel for what these materials are. I know what these
materials are. In practical terms, you don't have any trouble.
You know, you go into a given area, you look around, you know
what's there. And, the definition really is the things that
cannot go somewhere else. And, that kind of an approach, 1
think, will be the most successful and the least cumbersome...

most realistic.

Speaker Kovalick: That's a good point. The only... there is

quite a bit of research, as a matter of fact this St. Louis
Conference that Truﬁ%t was mentioning is going to discuss land
disposal waste and I would say that it's certainly not con-
census about those things that cannot be land-filled. That is,
the soil is quite a continuator in many people's view and it

can be used as a treatment mechanism, if you will. So....

Question: (Same Speaker) Well....

Speaker Kovalick: It would be easier if there was concensus

that certain things cannot be land-filrfibut some waste-
there is a great area of waste where that concensus doesn't

seem to exist. That's why... it's a though solution....
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Question: (Same Speaker) Let me come back on that one there.
There are a great many ways to use land-fill treatment systems
besides the practice that is used for land-filling, garbage

and solid waste, and the land system and the land disposal
system would probably be part of most hazardous waste plans.
Now, I... there's another comment, you're talking about being
more positive and people are talking about the options that can be
removed. Another way of approaching this whole problem now that
I think has to be done is to take a look at this whole process
again from backwards, and find out what material residues you
would like to have... what can you produce. You're going to
have salf, you're going to have things like organic materials,
you're going to have ash and a limited number of things and

you have to decide where these are going. Is the salt going

to the ocean. How is it going to get there. And work back-
wards and in your regulations, I think, the one thing you

should not do is prohibit things from going to the right places.
Just make it so complicated- you know.... There's a law out-
side the radioactive business, the law of conservation of
matter. If you work at it you can account for everything.

If you burn it, you know, there's the gases, pounds of gas

out there. Nobody can make anything disappear. So you really
have to decide where you want it to end-up, and you have to
decide that early, to plan intelligently so that you get there
in the best possible way. And so, your objectives... there
ought to be some positive objectives in these regulations about

where you do want things to go.



45

Speaker Kovalick: I guess at the same time you would agree

that we would want to leave the options open to the generator
so that we don't... these regulations do not say that you must
take waste X to the incinerator. They may say that if you
take them to the incinerator they have to be burned at certain
temperatures and have certain kinds of monitoring. But you
still have the option of taking that waste to the land-fill.

These regulations are not, ah....
Question: (Same Speaker) Well, the guys who are operating
that central treatment facility, he's got to have an outlet.

He can't make it disappear....

Speaker Kovalick: No. No, he's got a... from his point of view,

he may move on to the land. But I'm saying as an industrialist,
if T had a waste the Law provides me with the option to chose
incineration or land disposal or chemical treatment or physical

treatment or whatever....

Question: (Same Speaker) Oh yeah, but still those end pro-

ducts are there.

Speaker Kovalick: Oh yes...

Question: (Same Speaker) And please don't write the regu-
lations in such a way that they're supposedto disappear. Don't

tighten-up on us, the guy that's got no option. Otherwise the
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the whole program breaks down.

Speaker Kovalick: Thank you very much. Yes sir, go right ahead.

Uh=ELER [ AMEND
Question: William Whetan, Bont Shamrock Chemical Company. We

have at the present time an on-site lagoon which is in com-
pliance with the state of North Carolina and the federal regu-
lations. Do we need any additional permits under this new Act

to operate that facility?

Speaker Kovalick: I doﬁtlgyknow, because we haven't written

the regulations, yet. This... I think it's fine to say that
this set of regulations will affect storage or disbosal
facilities that are lagoons and since this Act does get the
federal government involved in ground-water protection, I

=

iﬁow there are no federal laws right now except in the under-
. =

ground égjection a;éa that affects the operation of that

lagoon. So, depending on the North Carolina statutes, with

which I'm not familiar, there may be some additional require-

ments regarding ground-water protection. Not surface-water

which is probably well-protected in your regulations.

Question: (Same Speaker) Just a comment that any regulations
that be written, especially in our case of lagoon overflow, that

they not be written any tighter than drinking water regulations.
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b
Speaker Kovalick: Weéf% you're on the subject of surface-

water there, I think it will have to mesh with the existing

water pollution regulations on surface-water, certainly.

Moderator: Alright. Thank you. Thank you, Walt. The next
item on our agenda is land disposal. We have with us this
morning, Tru?%t DeGeare. Truétt is the Chief of the Land
Protection Branch in our Systems Management Division, Office

of Solid Waste, EPA Washington. Truﬁit.

&
Speaker Trurtt DeGeare: Good morning. The Act contains

important new definitions. Some which have been alluded

to earlier this morning. Also a requirement for the Admin-
istrator of EPA to promulgate regulations containing criteria
for determining which facilities shall be classified as sani-
tary land-fills and which shall be classified as open-dumps.
A requirement that the Administrator publish an inventory

of all disposal facilities in the United States which are
open-dumps and a requirement that the Administrator publish
suggested guidelines for various solid waste management
practices, including disposal. The implications and require-
ments ﬁpr state and local governments will be discussed later
under sggiﬁﬂand local program development provisions. Part of
the Act that addresses land disposal of non-hazardous waste

is Sub-Title D and you may in the future want to refer to

various sections of that. First though, we should look at a
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couple of these key definitions which appear in the first

part of the Law as opposed to Sub-Title D. The definition
that's of special importance are those for open-dump and
sanitary land-fill. The Law defines those two practices as
the only two types of disposal facilities. The two pract-
ices will be distinguished by the criteria to be promul-

gated under Section 4004. RCRA adds clarity by defining
disposal and solid waste. I think these definitions are of
such significance it's worthwhile for me to just take a

minute to read them for you. Then you can look at them,
later, in your copy of the Act. Disposal is a pretty

broad definition. It means the discharge, deposit, injection,
dumping, spilling, leaking or placing any solid waste or
hazardous waste into or on any land or water. So, that solid
waste or hazardous waste or any constituent thereof may enter
the environment or be exfmitted into the air, or discharged
into any water, including ground-water. So, any practice

of placement of waste on land is virtually defined as dis-
posal. The term solid waste, as Walt mentioned, is very
broad. And it means any garbage, refuge, sludge from a waste
treatment plant, water supply treatment plant or air pollution
control facility, and other discarded materials, including
solids, liquids, semi-solids or contain gaseguﬁaterials ah-
resulting from industrial, commercial, mining and agricultural
operations and from community activities, but does not include
solid or d#solved material in the irrigation return flows or

industrial discharges which are point sources subject to per-
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mits of Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act, or source special nuclear or by-product materials as
defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. As I said earlier,
the statutory definitions of sanitary land-fills and open
dumps refer to Section 4004 of the Act which is entitled,
Criteria for Sanitary Land-fill, sanitary land-£fill is re-
quired for all disposal. This Section requires the
Administrator to promulgate regulations containing criteria
for determining which facilities shall be classified as
open-dump and which shall be classified as sanitary land-
fills. At a minimum, the criteria shall provide that a
facility shall be classified as a sanitary land-fill and not
an open-dump only if there is no reasonable probability of
adverse effects either on health or the environment from

the disposal of solid waste at the facility. An important
aspect of the implementation of the Law then is for the
interpretation of what constitutes no reasonable probability
and what constitutes adverse effects on health or the environ-
ment. The task of developing this criteria will be particularly
difficult for ground-water protection because of technological
uncertainties and the general lack of ground-water protection
policies. It seems appropriate that the criteria would be
performance rather than operational and the intent, as we

read it in the Act, is not for federal regulation of sanitary
P
land-fills or the establishment of aifpderal regulatory pro-

=

gram, but for state control. This regulation containing the

. - 2 . .
criteria is due by Octob?t 21 of this year, after consultation
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with<2}ate agencies, notice and public hearings. Section
4004B,requires each State plan to prohibit the establish-
ment of open-dumps and to contain a requirement that all
solid waste within the state be disposed of in sanitary
land-fills unless it is-htilized for resource recovery.
Finally, Section 4004C indicates that the gtate% prohibition
on open-dumping shall take affect six months after the date
of promulgation of the criteria which is due October 21 of
this year, or on the date of approval of the state planj
Mhichever is later. Not later than one year after the pro-
mulgation of the criteria,the Administrator must publish an
inventory of all disposal facilities in the United States
which are open-dumps. Section 4005 also prohibits open-dumping
when usable alternatives are available. If such alternatives
are not available, the ;tate plan shall establish a timetable
or schedule for compliance, which specifies remedial measures
including an enforceable sequence of actions or operations
leading to compliance with the prohibition on open-dumping
within a reasonable time. And, that time is not to exceed
five years from the date of publication of the inventory.

If the gtate plan is not peing undertaken, the citizens suit
provisign of Section 7002 provides recourse to a grieved
party. Section 1008, Solid Waste Management Information and
Guidelines requires the Administrator to publish, in one
year, guidelines which provides a technical and economic
description of the level of performance that can be obtained

by various available solid waste management practices. Areas
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to be addressed by guidelines include appropriate methods
and degrees of control that provide at a minimum for pro-
tection of the public health and welfare; protection of

the quality of ground-water and surface-water from leakage;
protection of the quality of surface-waters from run-off
through compliance with applicable limitations under the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act; protection of HW\E,eN{
{ehis—word—indistinguishable)emd air quality throggh com-
pliance with ihe sourceg of performance standards cf?alr
quality implementation plans under the Clean Air Act;
disease 22¥§é2§;gvcontrol, safety and esthetics. It is our
interpretation of Congressional intent that these guidelines
would be descriptive and not prescriptive. And, that they
could suggest alternatives for dealing with the concerned
raised in the criteria. Section 1008C requires minimum
criteria to be used by the i}ates in defining open-dumping
of solid waste as prohibiteé—in Sub-Title D. The Congress
did not specify which practices and guidelines are to be
developed to address-—our initial reaction to the charges

of Section 1008 is to address the predominent practice

which is land disposal, and the first attempt in this area
would then be to up-date and revise on current land dis-
posal guidelines. We will also be initiating slugﬂcaisposal
guidelines. In order to provide for future activity under
this Section, we're going to be carrying out a process to
determine a logical and reasonable sequence for promulgation

of future guidelines on various practices. We obviously
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can't dump all our resources at one time into trying to

cover every solid waste management practice. So, we would
appreciate any suggestions you might have or any input to
determining a prioritization of the various practices which
should be covered, ultimately. (Pause)

Moderator: Thank you, Trudtt. We'll ask you to step forward
now and comment on the land disposal, definition of a sani-
tary land-fill... criteria for an open-dump. (Pause)

. M. CepwSoed
Question: I'm Bill Prepexrteet (Hasf name may be spetled in-

TENN.
—€o¥rectlyl)—at Eastman Company, I think my question may pertain

more to the previous speaker, but it's raised somewhat by the
definitions that were just discussed, and it pertains to the
regulations under RCRA, ah- a lagoon. Well, suppose a lagoon
is part of a waste-water treatment system which is subject

to permitting under the NPDES system, would there be any
regulation of such a lagoon? Which would be part of a point

source discharge under RCRA?

Speaker DeGeare: I think it's very possible from the view-

point of any leakage to the bottom of that lagoon as opposed
to any kind of permitting or regulatory action on the upper-

surface water.

Speaker Kovalick: Just to add on to that point, I... we've

thought some about that, the waste in that lagoon are but
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prior treatment then they might well be considered to fall
into the category of domestic sewage in the sense that they
are not yet a sewage sludge. That is post treatment. So
we are... there may be a possible gap in the coverage for
that one kind of lagoon prior to the time that the domestic
sewage is treated. Even though domestic sewage could
include industrial input, of course, from the hazardous
waste point of view. And I'm purely saying that there is

a possibility we might be able to put out the guidelines
that might, would reflect management might be able to cover

them under the non-hazardous portion.

. SCHPLFF
Question: Bob S%ﬂfp with Mineral Research, again. Your
definition on open-dump, I'm considering a facility which is
a settling of a lagoon for inorganic materials, would this
2 ="
also be defined as an open-dump and how would it be¢ fitted ONc

of these classifications?
&,
Moderator: Truitt, you want to speak to that?

Speaker DeGeare: Okay. We can't, at this point, say that it

would be an open-dump or sanitary land-fill. What we can
address, I think, is whether it's a disposal practice as
covered by this Law. I can give you my opinion from my
reading of the Law and at the same time I1'd like to solicit

your opinion on whether it's appropriate for us to address
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that practice. My reading is that it is... it would be dis-
posal, placing of waste on land. And the criteria would
therefore have to address that. Now, as far as to whether
it would be classified as an open-dump would depend on
whether there was probability of adverse effects on environ-
ment and public health.

NQ,,&‘OH
Question: Peter Dawson with Hennax, Durham and Richardson.
We've been talking about open-dumps and sanitary land-fills,
but does an inert land-fill such as receives this construction

waste, is that part of the sanitary land-fill area?

Speaker DeGeare: Yes. It's prohibited.

Question: (Same Speaker) And the other question I had when
- dge
would Appeal 945A atffect land disposal sewage slus#; just

when it would have hazardous waste and heavy metal?

Speaker DeGeare: Ah- no. If it... based on the tests and

criteria that Walt discussed, the sludge would fall into the
category of hazardous waste, then it would be regulated under
Sub-Title C. Otherwise the criteria called for in Sub-Title D

would apply.

uestion: (Same Speaker) Which ah... Sub-Title D refers

to what?
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Speaker DeGeare: The open-dump and sanitary land-fill criteria.

Normay Scneist
Question: 1I'm Mervim—Sheil from the State of Kentucky and 1

might say that we're quite interested in seeing here guide-
lines for the management of sludges as soon as possible in
your priorities. And I'm somewhat interested in the fact

that the water pollution people have a great interest im this,
and personally I am inclined to come up with management guide-
lines of their own in this regard. As I interpret the present
Law, this really lies within the province of the solid waste
act and that's probably where it should be done. I'd like to
have your comment on that, and I'd also like to have some com-
ment relative to what time-frame you see management guidelines

for sludges.

Speaker DeGeare: The Act doesn't addresses sludges, specifically.

There is a definition for sludge, and sludge is included in the
definition for solid waste. Therefore, we are addressing that.
And, as I indicated, our guidelines on sewage sludge or... I
guess you would classify it now as a second priority. Our
first will be dealing in land disposal guidelines. Or, within
our own Agency the development of suggested practices or guide-
lines on sludge is going to be a very painstaking process, be-~
cause we are going to be coordinating very closely with the
Water Program Operations Office. They have dealt with waste-

water treatment more extensively than we have and are pretty
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familiar with the sludges or components of sludges produced.
We then are going to take the attitude that we will be follow-
ing up after the sludges is produced and dealing with it from
that point. So, we're going to be coordinating very closely

with that Office in the development of these guidelines.
Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you.

Moderator: I'd like to add to that, Mr, éiell. Waste-water
treatment plant sludge and water treatment plant sludge are
specifically included in the definition of solid waste in
this Act. However, I do feel 1like the governor and designated
agencies should utilize any agency you ;ée fit as long as the
appropriate measures are carried out under this Act. But
I also point out that by these sludges being included in the
definition of solid waste, they will have to be covered in
the required gtate solid waste management plan and appropriately
provided for ;n that plan. Yes sir, go right ahead.

z. Fellmae, 3 M. Huwbsr
Question: Carl Lombard, Jan—Uber Corporation {hast mame -amd
compapy name may be spelled incorrectly}. I'm concerned about
the settling ponds and in the operation we mine cacodyl clay
and we've got some heavy metal settling out of this pond which
is covered by NPDES permit. Are you saying if this stuff is
leaking into the ground where it applies, you can force us to

make it into a sanitary land-fill in five years, or what?
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Speaker DeGeare: Surely not a sanitary land-fill in the since

that we've traditionally known what a sanitary land-fill is....
Question: (Same Speaker) Well, can you force us to light it
at sometime? This is a hundred and eighty acre impound, now.
What are we going to do?

Moderator: We understand....

Speaker DeGeare: We really don't know what we're going to do.

The issue that we're trying to deal with now is whether and
how we should deal with those types of impoundments. We know
that there can be and has been damage from surface impound-
ments and it's apparent that the Act was intended to provide
control to prevent damage. But, I understand your concern

for a hundred and eighty....

Moderator: There's also a call for appropriate coordination
with the '72 Fgggﬁmgter Pollution Control Act which requires
you, if that has a discharge, to get what we call an NPDES
discharge permit, as well as the Safe Drinking Water Act.
We'd be most happy to hear from you how you think this should
be handled in the instance of a storage lagoon, let's say,
that does, in fact, have a discharge permit under the water
act but is in fact not lined and leaking to the ground-water.

Now, what do you think we should do with that?
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Question: (Same Speaker) I don't know. Ah- how are you
going to determine whether it's leaking or not. Cacodyl
clay is so fine, we all assume that this seals itself after
a period of two months, it settles itself. Now, how are you
going to determine whether we're leaking into the ground-

water supply?

Moderator: Well, I didn't mean to imply that we would say
you were leaking. I said perhaps one is leaking. Now, the
question is what to do about one that does have a discharge
permit and is leaking. You know, we're asking for your help
here or anybody else's who is here for that matter. You know,

this is something we've got to face up to.
Question: (Same Speaker) Well, will there be meetings or
something like that in the future or when the criteria is

published?

Speaker DeGeare: There will be hearings on the criteria. They

will be published as proposed in the Federal Register to pro-

vide opportunity for comment. Then there would be hearings

specifically on the criteria.

Question: (Same Speaker) One other question, what about over-
burden, the dirt which covers the clay? Can that be termed as

solid waste?
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Moderator : Mining waste as... are mentioned in the

definition of solid waste.
Question: (Same Speaker) It's only a waste for a certain
amount of years, then we have to reclaim the land and we can

use it again.

Speaker DeGeare: Sure....

uestion: (Same Speaker) Up 'til then will that be included

as a solid waste?

Moderator: It depends on how the criteria is developed. Here
again we're seeking your advise on how to develop the criteria.
We don't know what the criteria is going to be, yet. We're at
the ground-zero... we're at the start-point.

uestion: (Same Speaker) Okay. Thank you.

Speaker DeGeare: One issue that was discussed some last night

was what types of disposal practices, that is the combinations
of the various waste types and ways of dealing with those on
land should be addressed by the criteria and then how the
criteria could address.that. If, that is, by means of a general
rather broad criteria or specific criteria for various types

of practices. One particular practice that was commented on

by three or four individuals last night was that of land dis-
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posal and demolition waste and land clearing waste and it
seems like the concensus of those who commented was that it
would be most appropriate to have a separate criteria for
that type of practice. So you may want to discuss that a
little bit this morning.

scnpRFF feiae
Question: I'm Bob She¥p, again, I'm fromAResearch Corporation.
The last speaker has mentioned in effect his company's practice
for preventing seepage is to line the pond with cacodyl, and
he didn't know whether this was done deliberately or in the
process of building the pond. My own company's process is to
take the waste materials out so that the mineral component will
not be soluable and thgg will not seep down to the ground. I'm
sure this is not the proper forum to discuss the application of
these techniques, and I,too,would be interested in participating

in such discussions and formulations.

Speaker DeGeare: There will be public notices- hearings on

these regulatory actions. If you have specific concerns, you

can indicate that. Leave your name and address or card with us.
WreErer PAMSND 0 et

Question: William Whetzm, I'm with4§hamrockP again. On the

definition of an open-dump, a quarry that's filled with water...

an abandoned quarry, material... waste material going into that

from beneath the surface. Is that considered an open-dump?

Speaker DeGeare: Waste material going into it beneath the surface?

Question: (Same Speaker) Beneath the surface discharge to

build up the solids in the bottom of this abandoned quarry?
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Speaker DeGeare: Yes. It's possible. But ah- I don't know

if it would be an open-dump, that would depend on... again
on what the criteria would say. But, it sounds like a

practice that should be addressed by criteria.

Question: (Same Speaker) It's an interesting situation,

anyway. Thank you.

Question: Tom Tiesler with the State of Tennessee. Talking about the
ponds and lagoons, what you are saying is then it is possible

that a lagoon that is currently permitted under the NPDES

system, it may have to come back and be re-permitted under

this new Act? Would you have two agencies, possibly, regu-

lating a permit of the same facility?

Moderator: I think what Try#tt said Tom is that that may

be possible. My own personal evaluation of that situation is
that I don't see that happening, myself. Now, the guys from
Washington may well see that differently. Having grown-up

in the water program, myself, it doesn't seem right to me.
However, you know, when he says it's possible, that's anywhere
from zero to a hundred percent. So keep that in mind. Ah-

we would be most interested to hear how you feel about that, as

a matter of fact.

Question: (Same Speaker) Okay. Well, we're in the process
of putting together a hazardous waste bill in the State of

Tennessee, a state law, and we've been talking to the sanitary
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industry there and that's one of their primary concerns, not
to have duplication of enforcement activities. And I tend

to agree with them. There is confusion enough, I think, pro-
bably in dealing with one agency, but if you've got two
different agencies regulating the same facility you can
really confuse things more. So I would think there ought

to be a real effort, I guess, at the ggderal level to make
sure that we don't have more than one_;egulatory agency
regulating it... the same facility. Get that ironed out

before it gets downs to the point of implementing the Act.

Speaker Kovalick: I think that's a very good point which we'll

be asking about in our public notices relating to the Sub-
Title C, as well. I think the challenge lies more in the
%}ates. You can usually do quite a bit of one-stop shopping
at an EPA Regional Office in terms of talking about air,
water, solid waste, radiation and noise, but a lot of strain,
at least in the industrial hazardous waste area, is that at
least in two i}ates, I know of, you have to go to three
different plages to get answers on waste management, alone.
That is, the gater anrd controls liquid waste that are not
municipal; thé/Healfi Department controls the solid wastes
that are municipal; and, there's an overall state ;olid gaste
board that controls resource recovery. So,'I think the

z

challenge lies with the states and I think there are ways to

do it. I'm familiar... in my experience in air pollution
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with ah- when air pollution permits used to be granted in one
large major city and you went to the building department to
get your permit just to begin constructiony that permit was auto-
matically routed through the Air Pollution Control Department
of Environmental Quality for a check on air pollution control
devises. So, I think the opportunity for creativity is both
in our gffice where we are at least, in many cases, in one
building talking to each other in terms of air and water and
solid waste; and, at the gtate—level it's even more of a
challenge to assure industry... if you take on the program,
that you are going to coordinate and pass... have some kind
of opportunity for them to have one-stop shopping or one kind

of contact point. .

Neer. oF Fwv ?A-@am rrow
?Lof.uﬂ’?
Moderator: Mr. Druseg; go right ahead.

Question: Thank you, Jim. So far we haven't heard a great
deal about the economic impact of a lot of this activity down
at the local level. If you look at certain portions of this

particular section, under 4002 it says you should consider

=

the volume of solid waste that should be included. So that
might be interpreted to say that you might partially exempt
sites that handle very small numbers of people. And yet, on
the other hand, you go into 4004B and there it says that every-
thing's got to be sanitary land-fill, and there's also another

section, 4003 in a section there. So you have a dichotomy
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there where in one case you might think you could see a way..
you take a small community. The reason this is quite dimport-
ant to us at the moment, we're getting a lot of flack from
some of our senators and representatives whose constituents
are in small communities that even our daily cover requirement
is creating an economic difficulty for small communities who
just can't afford to do it. And we're being impartuned to
relax our rules which we are very loathed to do. And ah-
this is not only true in the sanitary land-fill portion that
we're discussing at the moment, but when you get over into
the hazardous waste aspect, the economic impact is going to
be terrific. And I'm wondering if anybody in EPA has done
anything on a national-scale as to what the true economic
impact of this Law is going to be? It would seem like
it's going to be into the trillions, rather than into the

billions. Have you any thoughts on that?

Speaker DeGeare: An economic impact analysis has not been

done on the Act. Somehow Congress is able to avoid that
responsibility. Regretfully not everyone can. We will be
doing an economic impact analysis on regulatory actions. We
have not done it for the criteria. 1I'd like to back-up and
comment on a couple of your comments. Section 4002 deals
with guidelines for identification of planning regions and
we'll be talking about that a little later. But it doesn't
really relate directly to the criteria for classification of

disposal facility and I have not found any place in the Act
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which contain... call for an exemption or any implication
that there should be an exemption for disposal facilities
of a particular size or smallness. Or, for a community of

a particular size.

Question: (Same Speaker) Well there's the old story, you
can't get blood out of a turnip and these small counties are
poorly financed low capital income and low tax base. Some-
times it's almost impossible to come up with the right kinds

of dollars.

Moderator: The rural systems portion of the Act, I think,
directs itself to that very issue. However, you'll not€that
the funding level is tagged at authorization of twenty-five
million dollars a year. Which, if you think about the number
of cities that meet those criteria for size and counties that's
quite thin nation .-wide. If you would permit me... if you
would allow me to use that term, permit, I will allow one
more speaker, the gentleman standing in back. And then we
will move on to the next item. If you have more discussion
about this particular topic, please hold it until the end

and then we'll have ample time until I have to clear this
facility.... Yes. One response to your question, Mr. Druse

before the next speaker.

Speaker Kovalick: I think you asked that similar question

last night and I didn't get around to responding. The
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economic impact. For all the regulations we're writing we
have to prepare an environmental impact assessment to show
what kinds of improvements that's going to be resulting. And,
also do an economic impact analysis. So, almost... on the
order of about twenty percent of our contract and grant funds,
such as they are, that we have available are being spent on
that very subject, and one bit of data that may be some com-
fort to you in not so much for the local sector, but we

have studied industry categories about thirteen of them that
we think might be a particular hazardous wastes generators

and we published these reports. And our tentative conclusion
is that the cost of complying properly with the kinds of regu-
lations that we'll be coming out with we're talking about

less than a half of one percent of sales would be involved

in terms of economic impact on that firm. Now, admittedly
that's very rough data on a national basis, but it does indi-
cate that we're not talking about massive infusions of... a

massive infusion of money to get at the problem.

Moderator: Jack, go right ahead.

Question: I'm Jack McMillan with the Solid Waste Program in
Mississippi. There's one point that I want to go back to,
briefly, in regards to interfacing with NPDES permits. I
have about sixty-two of our plants that have been submitted
for assistance... I believe forty-two facilities have been

designed that have such holes in the rooms that are tied in



67

with the system inverter and they do not have any discharge.
Ah- this becomes a disposal facility and get full considerat-
ion under the present system air and water program of site-
selection of these facilities? And, I think this is an issue
that we should address at an early stage and make a decision

on whether or not the other agencies, other programs....
<,
Moderator: You want to address that, Tru#tt?

Speaker DeGeare: There is one option for dealing with those

types of facilities, it is to just let the entity responsible
for the NPDES permits expand their analysis and address that

in the permitting of the facility.

Moderator: If you would like to stand up and stretch, we're
not going to have a break. But, if you want to stand up and
stretch and turn around, we will permit that, and then we're
going to go right ahead because we don't have all day to use
this room. (Pause) If I could have your attention, Mr. John
Shanbo, I have a message here for you. (Pause) If anyone
knowé this gentleman and he's not in the room, would you please
tell him when he comes back, we have a message for him. It
says it's very important. Okay, we'd like to get started back
again, please. The next item on the agenda is resource conser-
vation and recovery and overall technical assistance. We have
with us to give you a brief discussion of that, Mr. Tom Canfield.
Tom is with our Resource Recovery Division in the Office in

Washington.
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Speaker Thomas Canfield: We're here today to talk about the

RCRA, and we really haven't talked about resource conservation
and recovery. Clearly Congress recognized three major objectives
in this Act, public health and environmental protection, but
also recognized for the first time in an Act administered in

the Office of Solid Waste, an explicit objective for materials
and energy conservation. A couple of points I want to make
before I go to the slides. Resource recovery in the United
States is increasing. Economic scarcity of materials, coupled
with hard-to-find land is resulting in cities turning to serious
looks at resource recovery. RCRA will help speed this process.
The major way it does it is to shut-off the cheap option of
inappropriate disposal., Resource recovery and resource conser-
vation can reduce the wastes to be disposed of in land disposal
sites. I think we all clearly recognize there will always be

a need for land disposal. On a national basis, our estimates
are that the waste to be disposed of in land disposal sites will
increase over the next decade, even assuming highly optimistic
rates of increase in resource recovery. But, on a local basis,
resource recovery can significantly reduce the pressure for new
land disposal sites and result in environmental improvement.

We find that resource recovery is not solely limited by economic
factors. The technology in resource recovery is developing and
fairly new. When the technology seems to be better established
for the resource recovery systems, such as floor separation at
the local-level, seems to be well in hand, those technologies

and those systems are not well understood. Resource recovery
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technology and the resource recovery system usually require
new kinds of arrangements between cities, companies operat-
ing system, and companies buying material or energy from those
system; new financing arrangements; new marketing arrangements,
and it's just not been the normal way cities have conducted
business. Our efforts in resource recovery focuses on three
area. The first, aid, we focus our aid to try to resolve a
non-economic problem to resource recovery. Secondly, we are
involved in systems evaluations to better understand the
technology, such as refuge to derive fuel; water wall incin-
erations and to better understand resource recovery systems

and explain them to people, such as source separation of
materials at the local-level. Third, we conduct studies on

the ways to reduce waste. Our studies have, to-date, emphasized
re-use of products. An example of this is that we have written
guidelines for beverage containers which require deposits on
beer and bottles... cans sold at federal facilities. So,

with that I would like to go into the slides to give you a

feel for what this Act does in terms of resource recovery and
resource conservation. The first major point I want to make

is that there is not a neat, clear, distinct sub-title in this
Act for resource recovery and resource conservation. The
resource recovery and resource conservation aspects of this
Act are spread throughout a number of sections. Some of them
are listed here. 1I'll go into further detail on resource
recovery and conservation panels, development of gtate and

=

local programs, later. One thing that I do want to point out
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that I don't go over later is the bottom line of this chart
which describes... mentions demonstrations. The Act in

Sections 8004, 8005 and 8006 gives added emphasis to evaluations
of technology and systems. I think you may know that our pre-
vious laws allowed EPA demonstrations with public agencies

with resource recovery systems. This Law expands that to allow
demonstrations with public and private agencies for resource
recovery. Section 2003 is a major section in this Act on
resource recovery and resource conservation, focusing on a...
the point of this slide... major point of this slide is to say
that the aid that we will provide, even though the title of it
is Resource Recovery and Resource Conservation Panels, the

aid that we will provide will be broader than that. We'll

cover all aspects of solid waste management. Again, in resource
recovery and resource conservation, this section really emphasizes
that kinds of things we have been doing. The panels that are
called for in this section will comprise of teams of people.

It calls for Epderal, z}ate and local people, local public
officials, as’@ell as Eﬁnsultants to make-up the team of the
group of people that will provide aid to state and local agencies
upon request. The item there called pﬁgéématching really means
that we should be trying to match county officials who have
solved the problem with county officials who are facing similar
problems. Or, mayors who have solved a similar problem with
mayors who are facing a similar problem. This gpction of this
Law requires that twenty percent of the appropr;;tions under

the Act, under the general- the general appropriations under
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the Act should be devoted to this kind of aid. The Act in
Sub-Title D also provides- allows EPA to give financial aid

to g;ates and local agencies to plan and implghent programs.

It gémes some specific things for impl%ﬁentation in the Act;
resource recovery; resource conservation services; hazardous
wastes management services and also points out that it's broader
than that, it can include all the solid waste management. Fifteen
million dollars is authorized for this ;ection, each of two
years. And, the implementation- the fd;ds that we can provide
for implementation covers all of the activities leading up to
construction, but do not include construction of the facility.
Section 6002 addresses federal procurement. And, the key

poeints of this section ;re that within two years EPA must

issue a guideline on how to implement this ;ection. But,
within two years in the federal government, ;éencies that
procure products or mate;ials will have to use the highest

percent of re-cycable material as possible. Those agencies-..

those ;cderal agencies that use fossil fuels will now have

<

to use requ% as a supplementary or primary fuel to the
maximum extent possible. And then there's- to the ipderal
government will have to certify in their products the amounts
of re-cycled material in those products. This is applicable
to procurements over ten-thousand dollars. In Section 8002
Congress aslg for a number of studies., Actually, they ask for
eleven studies, most of which are due in two years, some of
which are due in three years. Some of the key studies I want

to point out here, or explain a little bit better. The priority
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study is the priority in research and resource recovery. The
small-scale, low technology study emphasizes- is to emphasize
resource recovery for small communities. The study on front-
end separation is meant to be a study of source-separation of
materials by the householder for separate collection and re-
sale materials to be re-cycled; and, the compatibility of
that system with large-scale, centralized, resource recovery
systems. We've already done a number of studies on this that
indicate that source-separation is totally compatible with
large-scale, centralized plants. The Congress wants a more
detailed examination of this issue. One of the major studies
in this section which is not listed on this slide is a study

to be conducted by a resource confér%%tion committee. This

is the highest priority study in our mind of this study section.

It has a separate, two-million dollar authorization. It is a
two-year study headed by EPA,with six other heads of agenciei,
and it's going to focus on those kinds- those concepts for
incentives or new taxes or regulations to increase resource
conservationg and to increase re-use of secondary materials.
We'll probably focus on those concepts which have been most
widely debated over the past several years. Such as further
examining existing policies that encourage virgin materials
use at the expense of use of secondary materials, such as
depletion allowances for certain materials and capital gains
treatments for certain virgin materials. We'll examine new

kinds of incentives, taxes or bounties, such as money for
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each ton of new material that is re-cycled; money for each

new dollar of investment for re-cycling equipment; and,
specifically mentioned in the Act, a tax or a product charge
to reflect solid waste management cost in products that are
sold. The Act also requires us to examine product regulations
to increase resource conservation and resource recovery.

Those arc the major portions of this Act that address resource
conservation and resource recovery. I'd be glad to answer any

questions that you may have.

Question: Goodmorning, Shell Luddon, Solid Wastes Task Force,

DeKalb County....

Speaker Canfield: Well.... Can I just wait 'til I
switch this... the lights on....
Moderator: Now... hold it. We've got a dimmer over here. You

all have got to get coordinated. One of you're doing one thing

and the other is doing- counteracting it. There you go!

Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you very much, although I'm

not that great to look at. (Laughter) We just went through

an exercise in refuse-derived fuel in which Georgia Power... I
don't know whether they're represented here this morning or
not. Is anybody here from Georgia Power? (Answered affirmative

by unidentified speaker(s) ). Okay. These gentlemen are...
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fortunately their company decided that refuge derived fuel
was detrimental to their boilers, and therefore, they were
not interested in using refuéé derived fuel from DeKalb
County to burn in their boilers. Now, do I understand you
to say that you are going to force private industry to burn
refuge derived fuel at the detri... and incur degradation of

their facilities?

Speaker Canfield: No. The Act... that‘;pction on £ederal
procurement says that the ;ederal govern;ent will uge refgéé
derived fuel or other recovery materials as a supplementary
or primary fuel if they are already using fossil fuel. It
only applies to the igderal government to the maximum extent

=

possible.
Question: (Same Speaker) That's fpderally-owned boilers?
=

Speaker Canfield: Federally-owned boilers, it would not be

a private power company. I should add that other... other
public utilities or private utilities do not feel that refg}é
derived fuel is necessarily a detriment to their boilers.

Union Electric in St. Louis is a prime example.
Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you, sir.
Moderator: Before the next speaker, I'd say again that Mr. John

Shanbo has a message here if he's in the audience. It says it's

important- very important. Go ahead.
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AmB#A y DEF7:

\/UIL‘IFE/'ESC T
Question: My name is Chuck Wiggly, Seanby Count%, Florida.
Ah- I too have the same problem with private power companies.
We are experiencing the same difficulty with Gulf Power in
Pensacola. They say this resource recovery, as far as using
solid waste, would be detrimental to their boilers. Now,

I've also talked to some people who are having the same pro-

blem, it seems, in this part of the Country,

Speaker Canfield: What do you feel that we should be doing

to resolve that problem?

Question: (Same Speaker) Well, I'm not real sure it's a...

so much of a technical problem, one of the big things that

Gulf Power has brought up would be not only detrimental to their
boilers, but would also degrade their air quality, and this
would have an impact on permit under the Air Quality Act. There
may be more information generated by EPA to the industries indi-
cating that it might not be such a detriment to their operation,
or some sort of discussion panel set-up with industry, both

government and federal officials to go over these problems?

Speaker Canfield: Good thinking.

Question: Tom Tiesler, the State of Tennessee, again. You
just said that it would be a requirement that federal facili-
ties, you used refuse-derived fuel, in their boilers. From

the national point, that's practical? Would this apply to TVA)

Tennessee Valley Authority?
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Speaker Canfield: Yes. (Pause) We already have guidelines

for gederal facilities on the use of refq&% derived fuel or
soliﬁ wastes as an energy source that is already applicable to
gederal facilities. The requirement in this Law is really
;bt a new...is not a new addition. It really just reinforces

the existing guidelines we do have that are applicable to

federal facilities.

uestion: Paul Wagner, Mayes,Sudderth and Etheredge. Pertaining
to Section 4008 and the portion of that section which deals with
assistance to communities for resource recovery studies. I
wonder, first of all, what's the status, if ah- you might be

able to give us to-date might be in initiating that grant program
and can you give us any information on how you see it being
administered. That is, for example, would it be a partial

grant, total grant, what would be the qualifications and the
priorities for obtaining those funds, who would administer it

and at what level and basically what you see as the application

procedure being?

Speaker Canfield: I can only reflect on what we've done in a

similar nature in the past. If you have any kind of ideas as
to how it should be administered and the kind of criteria, we'd

like to hear from you. We have, in the past several years,

issued, at the federal level through the Congress Business Daily
a set of criteria and solicited grants on a cost-shared basis

with local communities for resource recovery. We call them
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implementation grants. That- the funds were limited each year.
The number of grants to be funded is relatively few. We don't
have funding. Authorization for this section is fifteen
million dollars, we don't have appropriations for this section,
yet. I think much of your answer... much of the answer on how
it will be administered, who will administer it and what the
criteria will be when the flow of money will start is going

to be tied to the magnitude of the appropriations for that
section. But, I think if you want to get a general feel for

it you could refer back to the kinds of criteria that we've

published for those grants in the past which are available.

Moderator: We have time for about one more speaker and we

have a gentleman here, ready.

Question: My name is John Lynch, and I'm Vice-President of
Garden State Paper Company. And, incidentally, I made similar
remarks last night. So, for those of you who were here, my
associate is quite skilled as a member of a one-man-band.

He'll be performing up at the top of the escalator, if you'd
like to step out for a couple of minutes. Garden State Paper
Company is the world's largest recycler of used news into fresh
newsprint. My purpose in speaking here today on conservation
and recovery is to underline the value of paper as an import-
ant resource. I want to preface this statement by saying that

Garden State Paper, a subsidiary of Media General of Richmond,
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Virginia, has recycling mills in Garfield, New Jersey, Pomona,
California and a joint-venture mill with Field Enterprises in
Alsip, Illinois. These three mills consumed more than a half-
million tons of used newspaper in 1976. We recently completed
construction of a joint venture mill with the Mexican govern-
ment. The mill, located two-hundred and fifty miles north of
Mexico City, has an initial capacity of sixty-one thousand
metric tons which is expected to be doubled in the near future.
Much of the paperstock raw material for this mill comes from
the southwestern United States. We have selected this public
meeting of the EPA to make our statement because we are consider-
ing construction of a paper recycle mill in the State of Georgia.
Our company has given continuous support to recovery and re-
cycling of all resources in the solid waste stream, but today

I would like to focus specifically on paper. In the months
ahead, the municipalities, the counties, and the states that
comprise Region IV will be facing decisions on ho; to manage
the paper in the solid waste stream. An option they will be
faced with is burning refuse for energy. An argument has been
made that burning paper fraction of the waste stream for energy
constitutes an efficient and beneficial utilization of that
portion of the waste stream. We would like to emphasize that
where a viable market exists for used paper, burning is not
the best use of that waste in terms of energy or in terms of
most productive utilization. When paper is recycled there is

an offsetting energy consideration. According to an article
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in the Harvard Business Review that quotes the National Associat-

ion of Recycling Industries, '"the use of recycled fibres rather
than virgin pulp in paper manufacturing results in energy savings
ranging from sixty to seventy percent." In effect, burning old
newspapers for energy is a gross waste of energy. To say it in

a slightly different way, it takes the BTU value of two-tons of
paper to make one-ton of virgin paper. Pre-sorting can make
available considerable quantities of used newspapers and corru-
gated boxes for recycling, there will still remain in the solid
waste stream a high percentage of paper that is contaminated

and not commercially recoverable. The paper and boxes that

have been separated at the household, office and business

levels and not get into the waste stream will be available to

the paper industries in the area. According to your own estimated
figures, the elimination of this portion from the waste would
affect the BTU value of the garbage by five percent or less. And,
I don't really think the tolerance of these systems even accounts
that. In addition, these recovered fibres can be used several
times in the recycling process. And they will still be available
for burning in the end as they eventually find their way into

the contaminated, unrecoverable portion of solid waste. Therefore,
we urge that in considering how to handle used news and corrugated
that the following steps be taken to develop guidelines for the
most efficient use of this portion of the waste stream: First,
that on municipal, county or state levels surveys be made to
determine what markets exist or could exist for used newspaper

and corrugated as well as other recyclables. Second, that
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industries wishing to purchase these recyclable materials be
given priority to do so. And thirdly, that in order to assure
the continuous and expected flow described above, that these
industries be asked to guarantee that they will purchase the
recyclable materials specified for a reasonable number of years,
at prices which will be to the advantage of cities or other
sources to provide them for recycling. Finally, municipalities
should reserve the right to exclude from contracts for the op
operation of Refuse Derived Fuel Systems (RDF) recyclable
materials, such as newspapers and corrugated, recoverable
through household and commercial source separation programs.

We urge that proposed guidelines for identifying regions and
for State solid waste management planning emphasize that
materials recycling is a national objective which must be
reflected to the maximum practical extent in State and local
government plans. To accomplish national objectives for mater-
ials recovery for recycling into useful products demands that
government at all levels must join with industry in a common
effort to remove existing impediments to the achievement of
these objectives. And we at Garden State certainly stand

ready to help in anyway we can.

Moderator: Thank you very much. If we have additional comments

on resource conservation and recovery and the gpderal assistance,
v

please hold them until the end of the next presentation when

the floor will be open to comments on any topic. The next item
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on the agenda is state program development, and again, we

Qe A
have Mr. Truitt DeGeare. Truftt. (Pause)

@
Speaker Truitt DeGeare: The RCRA recognizes that the major

role in solid waste management lies with state and local
governments. This is especially evident in Sub-Title D. The
states may play a key role in eliminating open-dumps and also

=

the regulating of the hazardous waste program. The %?vernOB
in consultation with local-elected officials can structure a
mechanism for preparing and implementing solid waste management
plans that's built... that is build one existing at the state
and local level. At the ggderal level, the Administrator

shall publish guidelines Eﬁr identification of regions, i}ate

z

plans and state hazardous waste programs. Section 4002ZA of

the Act gi;;s the Administrator six months to publish guide-
lines for the identification of those areas which have common
solid waste problems and who are appropriate municipal planning
regional solid waste service. This activity is a kick-off of

a three-step process that is suppose to entail eighteen months
according to the calendar set forth in the Act. Within six
months after the publication of guidelines, the governor in
each g;ate after consultation with local elected?;fficials
shall‘fromulgate regulations identifying the boundaries of

each area within the state, which, as a result of urban con-
centration, geographic conditions, markets and other factors

is appropriate for carrying out regional solid waste manage-
ment. The state then has another six months to jointly with ap-

=

propriate elected-officials of general purpose units of local
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government, identify an agency to develop the state plan and
identify one or more agencies to implement the‘ﬁlan and identi-

fy which solid waste functions will, under the plan, be planned

for an carried out by itate, by regional or local authorities

or by an agent offregional, local and i}ate authorities.

Where feasible)agencies designated under Se;;ion 208 of the

Federal Water Pollution Control Act shall be considered for
designation. In summary, the three-steps are during this

eighteen months, EPA will first, publish guidelines on the
identification of planning areas. Second, governors and local
officials will identify planning areas. Thirdly, the planning roles
of the various entities involved. Sec. 4002B requires the Administ.

rator, after consultation with appropriate federal, state anc local
=z

=

authorities to promulgate regulations containing guidelines
to assist in the development and the implementation of state
solid waste plans. This is due April of 1978. The Act‘Ais-
cusses the minimum requirements for approval of gtatesyilans.
And, these requirements includes the identificat;on of the
responsibilities in implementing the state plan, the distri-

=~

bution of federal funds to the authorities responsible for the

developmenzrand implementation of the plans, and the means
for coordinating regional planning and implementation under

the plan; prohibition of the establishment of new open-dumps
within the state; and, the requirement that all solid wastes,

including solid waste originating in other states but not

=

including hazardous wastes, shall be utilized for resource
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recovery or disposal of in sanitary land-fills; provisions for
the closing or up-grading of all existing open-dumps within
the state, and this is related to the requirements of Section
4005; provisions for the establishment of such state regulatory
powers as may be necessary to implement the plan; provisions
that no local government within the state shall be prohibited
under stand or local law from entering into long-term contract
for the supply of solid wastes to resource recovery facilitiesy
OQEg—for provisions for such resource conservation or recovery
and for the disposal of solid wastes in sanitary land-fill or
any combination of practices that may be necessary for use or
disposal of solid wastes in a manner that is environmentally
sound. RCRA authorizes assistance to_iyate and local govern-
ments in a number of places. Section 4008A(1l) was discussed
a little bit by Tom Canfield, it authorizes thirty million
dollars for 1978; forty million dollars for 1979. These funds
will be for grants to étates to be distributed to g;ate, local,
regional and interstat;‘authorities carrying out pignning and
implementation of state plans as discussed earlier. This dis-
tribution of funds will be laid out earlier through the plann-
ing exercise conducted by the states in conjunction with the
local officials. The money is to be distributed among the
g}ates on a population basis, except that each g;ate receives
;i least one-half of one-percent of the total funds available.
Section 4008A(2) authorizes fifteen million dollars for each

fiscal year, 1978 and 1979 for states, counties, municipalities

-
=
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and municipal agencies, and ;ﬁate and local public solid

waste management authorities/for implementation of the

program to provide solid waste management, resource recovery

and resource conservation services and hazardous waste manage-
ment. This assistance shall include assistance for facility
planning and feasibility studies, expert consultation, survey
and analysis and market needs, marketing of recovered resources,
technology assessment, legal expense, construction feasibility
study, source-separation projects, and physical or economic
investigations or studies. But, this assistance will not
include any other element of construction or any acquisition

of land or interest in land, or any subsidies for the price

of recovered resource. Agencies assisted under this sub-

section shall consider existing -solid waste management and
hazardous waste management services and facilities, as well

as facilities proposed for construction. The Law also pro-

vides for assistance to what are described as special communities.
Two and a half million dollars is authorized for each of the next
two fiscal years. One such community would be allowed per state,
and one project would be allowed per state; the project as ;Lch
should be included in the state plansj’ Section 4009 recognizes
the special needs of ruralﬁéommunities, especially with regard
to meeting the Section 4005 dump closing requirements and this
discussion in the Act leads me to... my interpretation is that
there is no exemption called for as regards to rural or small

communities as related to the dump closing requirement. These



85

are- this Section authorizes twenty-five million dollars for
each fiscal year, '78 and '79 for grants to the states. In
the case of these grants, the implementation is gllowed to
include construction, but not land acquisition., There are
various criteria which are pretty stringent for allocation
of these funds and there is an allotment for them. I want
to emphasize that the planning levels that I've talked about
are all simply authorizations contained within the Act. And
they're based on past history, they do not necessarily relate
in any form to actual funds which say eventually may become
available. So, a key word of advise which I think is appro-
priate if you have on-going efforts and implementations, don't
stop in anticipation of federal funds becoming available in
the near future. 1I'd lii; to hear any views you might have

on this part of the Act.

Moderator: Any comments on the i}ate grogram:gevelopment?
Question: A. S. Chipf?, State of Alabama. I never know what
I'm going to talk about when I get up here. The business of
‘2tate assumption. The federal Act is divided into two major
;ortions, I think. You:;e got the hazardous waste section which
is mandated either by the g}ate on the state, or the épderal
government. And, you've géi the normal solid waste ma;égement
which is left up to partly to the grace of the State to imple-

ment. But these are not separate twins, they are siamese.

There is a bridge between them in the mandate to close open-
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dumps. Whether or not these dumps contains hazardous materials,
whether or not they are lagoons or what-not. This is a bucket
of worms and one we've got to live with. I don't know whether
or not we would accept the program as far as hazardous wastes
are concerned. I don't think anybody else does, because we
have to define what this bullit is that we have to bite. We
don't know how big it is or what it's made out of. And, we
don't know whether they're going to bite it or not. Grants

are fine. But the question has been raised about the hardship
that the dump closures and all the rest of this makes on small
rural communities. It is a hardship. I don't altogether

agree with Mr. Druse that it's impossible for these small
communities to do this, because I think we've done a pretty
good job of it, and it can be done in the since of a mandate.
The public health of people in small communities is just as
important as the public health of people in large communities.
If these mis-managements of solid waste is a question of public
health, then it should concern all of them. And, if it is
mandated more-or-less that all wastes should be handled in such
and such a manner, then it is an incentive to the smaller
communities to band together to get some economic escape, which
can be done. As far as the grants are concerned, this provision
in the Act that ah- implementation and construction grants are
available to small communities is somewhat of a farce. It's
not available. There's not enough £§dera1 money to do this

job for everybody, so there is 1ittie dribbles of money avail-

able. I think there's a portion in this Act on this special
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communities bit which is to be determined by the Administrator
of the Act in cooperation with the states to determine what is
a special community. That such grant funds as are- is available
is only available to one such community in each étate. This

is not an incentive, it's a drag, because it means competition
and moneys spent in competition to see which of these small
communities are going to receive this grant. And normally, the
one that receives it will be the one that is most expertise in
grantsmanship which almost parenthetically means the community
that can best afford to do it on it's own, anyway. The poor
community  that cannot afford the expertise is the ones most
in need of the money. So, I'll leave this, we've got a bucket

of worms.

Moderator: Thank you very much for those remarks, Mr. Chipf¥.
The floor is open for comments, questions or remarks on any
subject of the Law.

5.Conlov,
Question: My name is John Cemners, I'm from the small S}ty
of Athens, Alabama, about sixteen-thousand people. We ;berate
a joint county and city land-fill which is successful. We
bury - everything except the hazardous waste and liquids. They
are referred to the County Health Department and if they are
permitted to bury in the land-fill, then we bury them on permit
of the County Health Department. What happens to them if they

are not okayed by the ah- County Health Department, I don't
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know. Now, we are concerned with the collection of resource
recovery materials. We would like to collect as many of these
items as we can properly collect so that it would extend the
life of our land-fills. We're concerned about this because they
are rapidly filling up with the amounts of garbage and trash
that we have. Now, one of the items that concerns us is the
throw-away items, such as bottles and cans. I understand that
the £§deral government has instituted a program at some of

their installations where they charge a fee, no matter whether

the can is returnable or not. Is this true?
Moderator: Tom, would you like to address that for us, please?

Speaker Canfield: Our guidelines, ah- require that a jfderal

=

e/ls .
agency that %aiés beer or soft drinks that those cans... cans
or bottles must carry a deposit and those cans or bottles

can be returned, can be recycled ©F re-used and re-filled, again.
Question: (Same Speaker) How successful has this been? Can
you tell me?

+e
Speaker Canfield: The guidelines were finalized in last

September. The date that the agencies have to decide how
they're going to emplement them is December 1977. We've begun
a test, the Department of Defense, we think, s§¥gs ninety or
ninety-five percent of all beverages within the United States

and they are starting a test of ten facilities. All of those
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tests are to start in June. The only federal agency that I

can think of right now that has implem;;ted it on their own

has been Yosemite National Park)which implemented it last
summer, voluntarily, and without the requirement of the guide-
line, plans on carrying it out forever. They achieved a
seventy-percent return rate on all their containers. It
increased their gross profits, increased the amount of material
that they recycled)and they felt it was a success and they do

plan to continue it.
Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you, sir. (Pause)

Question: Durham Shelton, Kentucky. I have a question here
regarding what flexibility or options do you see relative to
the mechanics- mechanisms which may be available to governors.
And, the definition of planning areas. I'm considering that
some states have special districts and special planning areas
alreaé& set-up under law and the law is rather specific
relative to involving local officials. And, I'm wondering

what- how broad that definition is going to be and what might

be possible?

e
Moderator: Ah- I think that Truftt can speak to that. I
might ask you to first of all give us how you think it ought

to be.
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Question: (Same Speaker) Well, I don't think I'm in a position
at the moment to say specifically how I think it ought to be.

I know what the objective is that you have in mind and I'm
wondering whether or not what happens should be based upon

the ability to meet the objective upon the specific mechanisms

involved as stipulated.
-
Moderator: Will you speak to that, Trq}%t?

Speaker DeGeare: I'll only speak to it in a general manner,

because I'm not coming to you with any preconceived notions.
The prime concern is to see that the objectives are met. That
is that workable planning areas are identified for the develop-
ment and implementation of the state plan. And ah- I would
think that there should be considerable latitude to accommodate
the various, previous, collective agencies that have been
established within the state if those are indeed acceptable

in terms of a workable plan.

Moderator: I've discuss this, Mr. Shelton, with people from
several different states. As you know, we have eight states
in Region IV, and I've probably heard a preference givgﬁ for
the complete spectrum of how to do that. Some prefer that it
not get any larger than at the county-level, and others prefer

that it be a much broader scope than that. Some prefer that

the discretion be left to the governor and the affected bodies
—
b4
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and the public at-large to determine how they want to do it
in their particular area. Personally, I would hope that our
guidelines are broad enough to- the agencies, the governor
and the local people can pretty much decide exactl;‘how they
want to put it together in their area and who they want to

implement the plan once it's done.

Question: (Same Speaker) Thank you.

3 LS
Question: Peter Dawson with Hennix’amd Durham and Richardson.
I have an amazing article that sort of summarizes the Law, may
even take it a little bit out of context. I'd like to read
one phrase of it, I'm not even sure what they mean. It says:
Guidelines will be published for developing performance stand-
ards for solid waste management practices, including deciding
the location, design and construction of facilities, and guide-
lines for states in planning open-dumping. Now, the open-
dumping, I/think, has been covered pretty well, but could you
tell me what's referred to as far as performance standards

concerning location and design of solid waste facilities?

Moderator: I think he's referring to 1008, and if you want

to speak to that?

Speaker DeGeare: That is the general guideline section, Con-

gress said for us to develop guidelines, and these are not
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mandatory regulations, they are simply guidelines, in our

opinion, describing various alternatives and how well they
perform... and how well they perform. This is not just in
terms of hardware, it's also site selection with regards to

disposal sites, especially.

Question: (Same Speaker) Okay...

Moderator: May I offer to you that I don't know if you've
travelled in other parts of the Country, but perhaps other
parts of the Country the i}ateé programs may not be as well
developed as they are in ghe southeast and perhaps they could
use some guidelines in developing state programs and develop-
ing local programs in solid waste./ I think this is one area
where these guidelines could be useful and helpful and will
be. 1In addition to that, they may in fact be helpful to
amplify or support the standards and criteria that are already
under effect in state laws as the state programs attempt to
explain the reasons for approving a site and a particular

location or not approving at site.

Question: (Same Speaker) Okay, that helped me. My concern
was, it seemed like a duplication of effort, if I was inter-
preting this article correctly. But, I understand what they
were driving at now, with your comment. I had two comments I
wanted to make concerning revisions to... I'm getting a little

ahead of the game since you haven't written the criteria yet,
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you obviously don't want to talk about revisions, yet. But,
based on other programs, I'm sure there's going to be some
revisions coming along which will be necessary when different
problems come up. But, one thing I'd like to suggest or

ask is that there's been a problem with P.L. 92-500 in that
the regulations- the ah- special conditions for grants are
set-up so that if revisions are and what time they've made

and whatever revisions that are required will be- will need to
be met as far as an on-going program. As a specific example,
like the 201, like if a revision is made anywhere along the
time-frame which you're under-going, the 201 process... the
201 has to be brought up-to-date with those revisions. Which,
legally, it may be required, but it wrecks havort with plann-
ing processes, say if you're ninety percent complete with a
program and a revision comes along and change it, then you've
got to drop back maybe three or four months of work and start
over again. Some time-frame for these revisions could be
implemented as far as this Act saying that this revision will
become active in four months or six months or twelve months.

I think it will make the whole planning process much more
beneficial in the long run. There may be some legal ramifi-
cations of that that I'm not aware of. The other comment that
I'd 1ike to make is that in one of your slides you had a
phrase in there about reducing public risks in implementing
resource recovery facilities which is an important point. The

comment that I would like to make is that the implementing the
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program needs to be made aware of this as they reduce their

risks they usually reduce the amount of potential revenue they
could get. And, I'm not sure some really realize that until
after it's too late, until after negotiations are already final-
ized, and it's legally binding that they've got to go through
with the reduced risks. And then they realize then at that
point that they're not going to get near as much of the revenues.
And if they do have a trade-off there then they mneed to be

aware of it before they go through with it.

Moderator: That's a good point about the revisions. I
appreciate the havoc that perhaps has been caused in changed
requirements with the water program 201 planning program,

I'm familiar with that and I hope these gentlemen will indeed
take that fact with them to Washington as they prepare our
regulations and perhaps even in the future, decide they might

need some revisions. Yes, go right ahead.

Speaker DeGeare: I'd like to follow-up a little bit more on

the guidelines question you raised. That's the area that I
especially wanted to solicit any viewpoints you might have on

which practices should be addressed in the priority sequence.

Question: My name is Walter Trish, Coast Regional Planning
Council. I have a concern, being a planner, and in a regional
planning council. Again you see the federal government going

N -

into what I would call a pragmitation., It began to take a more
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of a block approach, instead of categorical during the sixties,
and I'm beginning to see, like with the health planning agencies,
kind of going off and doing their own planning and doing it by
themselves. And again, I'm beginning to see... it looks like
some of EPA's programs may be doing the same thing. I have a
concern for the... like I said, coordination. I look at EPA
and say who is the land use agency on the ;ederal level, and
you begin the question and you say maybe EPA is because of the
programs. When you talk about air, when you talk about water
quality, you talk about solid waste management, you're really
getting into crucial areas in terms of land use development

and it's impact. And, I have my own bias in terms of the
regional planning council, which should be a coordinating
element within the total staffing because we try to deal with

a number of issues. I mean, we get to transportation, we get

to resource recovery how do we get it to and from and collected.
So, we're dealing with a... I think a gentleman mentioned, I
think a can of worms, and also a can of worms from my perspective
plain. There is many aspects that can be taken into concern.

I think maybe in 895, I noticed in one of the handouts the 895
is the type of thing that should be used so that everyone

can make their input.

Moderator: Good point, thank you very much. Next speaker, go

right ahead.

Question: Tiesler of Tennessee, again. I'd like to ask a

question about the grants to the states to carry-out the program.
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One is a funding period mentioned in the Act and is a matching
ratio of monies in the Act? In other words, fifty-fifty
grants; seventy-five - twenty-five; and, the period of time
that these grants will be continued. Is this specified or is
there any guidelines along that line, or is that going to be

left up to EPA?

Moderator: Somebody want to catch that one?

Speaker DeGeare: There is no funding ratio... no matching ratio.

And the authorization is provided for two fiscal years....

Question: (Same Speaker) Okay, I....

Speaker DeGeare: That's not to say that they won't ever become

available or that it won't become available, and that's not to
say that there's no potential for anything beyond those two
fiscal years. All we know is what the Law says and it states

authorizations for two fiscal years.

Question: (Same Speaker) What we're use to getting is grants
one year at a time and not knowing the next year whether we're
going to have £§deral money the next year to carry on the pro-
gram, and is tﬂ;s going to continue with this new Act? The
problem that we face is trying to hire personnel which is a

problem getting positions set-up and then having to tell these

people that we can only guarantee you a job for one year. It's
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hard to work with... it's hard to hire people on that basis,
and there needs to be something, say, in the term of at least
two or three years so we can get scaled-up and guarantee
these people that they have a job and hire competent people
to do the work. I don't know if anything can be done or if
the Act mandate something different from that. But, if
there's anyway the guidelines can be written along that line,

it sure will be helpful to the states.

Speaker DeGeare: I think the ah- I don't see the Act preclud-

ing that. To my knowledge, it's very possible that the grant
regulations could be developed so to allow a funding program-

say a three year program.

Question: (Same Speaker) 1I'd like to recommend that, for

what it's worth, because it's important to the states.

Moderator: I'd like to point out to you Tom, perhaps you've
read this the same as I have, but under the definitions, it says
for the purposes of £edera1 financial assistance, other than

the rural communities assistance, the term implementation does
not include the acquisition, leasing, construction or modifi-
cation of facilities or equipment or the acquisition, leasing

or improvement of land. And, it has an 'and' there and that
'and' is not underlined, but my opinion is it should be. It

said 'and' after December 31, 1979 such terms does not include
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salaries of employees due pursuant to Sub-Title D of this Act.
Now, I'd be most happy to hear what the people from the
Washington staff has to say about that, but it says to me that
Congress intends for us to get our planning done prior to that
date and after that date, they want it carried out. (Pause)
That is, with f@deral money.

-

Speaker DeGeare: Also, the provision for federal assistance in

Section 4008 says that funds can be used for the development and
implementation. They jump from talking about the restrictions
on implementation. So, if you're in a planning development pro-
cess or if you're using people for planning development as
opposed to implementation, I don't think there's any exclusion

with regards to salaries on that. But, there is limitation.

Speaker Kovalick: Jim, I just wanted to make a comment that

we have to take this Law in the context of other factors going
on in Congress. And, I think, given the sunset, if you will,
provisions of better interest these days that is programs de-
serve to have a regular re-evaluation whether they are environ-
mental, social or military or whatever, I think, it is less

and less likely to expect Congress to have long dates between
initial passage and the next time they review legislation. And
the way they ensure that they get around to it is that they
turn-off the water in terms of their look at the legislation
every year or two years. So, I think it would be remiss of

us to think that. First of all, we're not being singled out
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in the solid waste field of this Act for individual attention,
but this is an overall trend. And yet, on the other hand, I
think you realize that it's not likely that we in EPA and you
in the states and local governments would want to start a
relatio;;hip to vigorously implement a Law and then not be able
to in some way, keep it up, partially. So, we get a lot of
questions about the fact that this has '78 and '79 and no more
in it, and I think you can only be comforted a little in that
we are not being singled out in environmental programs, - This
is the way things are going. They deserve to be looked at
every couple of years and the new legi%fﬁre that you'll see

in other areas will probably have the same kind of condition.

Moderator: Any further comments? I don't know if you can
hear my stomach grawling over this microphone, but it's about
that time for me. So, if there's no further comments, I'11
close this public meeting. Remind you that the record will
be open until our office closes on March 11ith, that's on a
Friday. If you have additional comment, or know of someone
that was unable to be here that you think they would like to
have something to say about this Act or any portion of it,
either send yours in or ask them to send theirs in. I thank
you all for coming here. We appreciate your help and we hope
to have more of this sort of thing in the future as we pro-
ceed down the road to developing our regulations, guidelines,

criteria and so forth. Thank you very much.
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Statement by Richard G. Simmons, Chairman, State of Florida
Resource Recovery Council before the EPA Region IV Public
Meeting on P. L. 94-580, February 23-24, 1977, Atlanta,
Georgia. My name is Richard G. Simmons. I am City Manager

of West Palm Beach, Florida; but 1 am speaking today on

behalf of the State of Florida Resource Recovery Council.

In 1974 I was appointed by Governor Reubin Askew to serve

as (hairman of the Council. On behalf of the State of Florida
and its localities, I want to express my appreciation to the
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency and to its Office of
Solid Waste for this opportunity to present our views on the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976. The Florida
Resource Recovery COuncil supported P. L. 94-580. Our favor-
able analysis of the Bill was given to Governor Askew and to
all members of the Florida Congressional delegation. We were
pleased to see the Bill received their unanimous support. But
my personal interest in this legislation goes back to 1972
when I was asked by the National League of Cities and U. S.
Conference of Mayors to serve on the National Municipal Solid
Waste Task Force. That Task Force looked at the needs of
cities in solid waste management and made several legislative
proposal to EPA and to the Congress. Through the National
League of Cities Task Force and as a member of the Solid Waste
Advisory Committee for the National Commission on Productivity,
I also learned more about EPA's mission and the difficult job

they have. I gained respect for EPA staff and what they can
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accomplish when given a chance. I have been pleased, therefore,
to see new federal solid waste legislation that includes many

of the provisions we first proposed years ago. (Who knows, maybe
I can even convince my city commissioners that all those trips
to Washington were worth it,) consequently, I believe P. L. 94-
580 is a good piece of legislation. On behalf of the entire
Council, I applaud its goals and objectives; and my comments

are intended to improve its administration and not in any way to
find fault with its intent. My remarks today are divided into
two parts. First, I want to summarize what we've already done
under state legislation in Florida. Then secondly, I think it
will be obvious why certain potential problems in the new Federal
Act concern us, One. Florida, like several other states, did
not wait for Congressional action to establish state policy on
solid waste and resource recovery. Through the leadership of
Senator Guy Spicola of Tampa and others, the Florida Legislature
in 1974 passed the Resource Recovery and Management Act. This
Act did three things: It made adequate solid waste management
and resource recovery goals of the state. It set forth the
steps that would be taken to achieve these objectives. And it
assigned responsibility for each of the tasks necessary to
achieve the legislative goals. For example,rthe Law required
the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation to develop

a statewide resource recovery and management program. The
Florida Law further required the statewide program to include

guidelines for local governments to provide for proper handling
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and control of solid wastes from storage to collection, transfer,
disposal and recycling. The Department was given authority to
permit all solid waste handling facilities and has made a dili-
gent effort to bring all disposal sites into compliance with
state requirements. The Law also required local governments to
prepare comprehensive solid waste plans for approval by the

state environmental agency. In addition to the responsibilities
defined for the Department of Environmental Regulation and for
local governments, a separate but complimentary mission was
assigned to the Resource Recovery Council, a thirteen-member

body established to advise the Governor and the Legislature.

The Council was told to: One. Study the laws and programs of
other states; two. Consult with local governments, regional
planning councils, business, industry and environmental groups;
three. Designate the areas where resource recovery is econo-
mically practical and which should be required to plan for
resource recovery; and four. Make recommendations for and
approve the state program before its adoption. In effect, the
Council was given the charge of assessing the feasibility for
resource recovery in Florida and identifying the logical plann-
ing regions. At the same time, the COuncil was made the vehicle
for broad public participation in the program. This is evidenced
by the make-up of the Council and its appointive nature. The
nine council members appointed by Governor Askew represent cities,
counties, business and industry, agriculture, environmental groups,
professional engineering and the universities. There are also

two members each from the House and the Senate. So, what have
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we done? The Department of Environmental Regulation in 1976
adopted a statewide waste management and resource recovery
program. Under the Florida program, all cities and counties

are required to develop coordinated solid waste management plans.
Amendments proposed to this session of the Legislature will

make those plans countywide, if passed. The Resource Recovery
COuncil has designated nineteen county area which, on the basis
of population, waste volumes, and available markets, are required
to plan for resource recovery. Local plans are due by July 1,
1978. But the Council has proposed an amendment to change that
date to July 1, 1979, to make this requirement consistent with
the planning deadlines in the Florida Local Government Compre-
hensive Planning Act of 1975. The Florida program is comprehen-
sive. For instance, it includes hazardous wastes, although its
provisions do not go as far as 94-580. Furthermore, the State
program is designed for end results not endless planning. Every
local or regional plan must include an implementation schedule
which will be monitored by the Department of Environmental
Regulation. Two. Now let me turn to what concerns us about

the forthcoming guidelines and regulations under the new Law.

As you can see from my summary of the Florida program, the
Florida Resource Recovery and Management Act appears very
compatible with the new Federal Law. Based upon the language

of P. L. 94-580, we expect only minor revisions or additions

to our State program. 1. P. L. 94-580 authorizes preventive

medicine, not voluminous prescriptions for everything that ails
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us. So let your guidelines be simple guidelines, not detailed
specifications. 2. Specifically, the guidelines for identi-
fication of planning regions mandated in Section 4002A, and
due almost immediately, should not be written so narrowly and
rigidly that Florida, or any other state, would have to redo
something that has already been done. Several states now have
four or five years of solid waste planning experience, during
the past two years, Florida has accomplished the objectives of
Section 4002A and used the same guiding criteria contained
therein to do so. 3. Similarly, in the guidelines for state
plans, Section 4002B, all eleven of the guiding criteria in
sub-section C have been considered in Flroida. Likewise,

we believe the Flroida program also meets the minimum require-
ments in Section 4003 for approval of state plans, although
the judgement will be yours to make, of course. Likewise, we

believe Chapter 17-7, Part II of the Florida Administrative

Code, adopted by the Florida Environmental Regulation Commission

in 1976, accomplishes the objectives of Section 4006. You

can appreciate the time consumed by public hearings and meetings.

Members and staff of the Council have already participated in

close to seventy-five public meetings and numerous hearings.

The Department of Environmental Regulation has invested eighteen

months of intensive staff time to carry out its responsibilities

under Florida Law. You will not find us eager to repeat the
process. 4. In connection with points two and three above,

Section 4001 makes it absolutely clear that the objectives of
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Sub-Title D (State Solid Waste Plans) are '"to assist'", and I
emphasize assist. Section 4001 states further that these
"objectives are to be accomplished through federal technical

and financial assistance to states." Assistance, not regulation,

and Section 4001 concludes by stating that the federal guidelines
are to '"foster cooperation among federal, state and local govern-

ments and private industry.' Cooperation, not regulation. We

in Florida accept the regulatory provisions of the Act where

the Congressional intent is clearly regulatory, such as in
Sub-Title C (Hazardous Waste Management); but we oppose any
attempts to encumber the several guidelines in Sub-Title D

with regulatory intent or language when such is not authorized.
5. We have similar concerns about the various solid waste
information guidelines required in Section 1008. Clearly, these
guidelines are supposed to provide positive, helpful guidance,
not regulations. We also suggest that this information be pre-
sented in a format that is brief, readable, and practical.

6. I have no comment on Sub-Title C, since hazardous waste
management is appropriately under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Environmental Regulation. 7. We see a potential
problem in Section 4004 when later this year EPA must define
sanitary land-fills versus open dumps. We believe the intent

of this Section is to close, up-grade and ban open-dumps through
state regulation and enforcement, not federal regulation of local
sanitary land-fills. True, one man's "sanitary land-fill" has

often been someone else's 'open-dump," so we endorse the need
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for standardization; but we also stress the vast differences

in geological and hydrological conditions from place to place
and the danger of undermining state regulatory programs already
in place. 8. The special studies for glass recovery and for
small scale technology, authorized in Section 8002, are urgently
needed and I encourage you to schedule and complete them as

soon as possible. 9. The model codes authorized in Section
8003D, are also badly needed, much more so than some of the
other items. For example, our staff ran a search (through EPA's
Solid Waste Information Retrieval System) on the title to or
ownership of solid waste, and legal precedents for its use in
local ordinances and contracts. The search did not yield any-
thing we could use. In fact, we have found research on legal
and institutional issues in resource recovery is lagging behind
the work on economic and technical evaluations. 10. EPA has
new and broarder authority for technical assistance under P. L.
94-580. We believe that any private firm retained by EPA to
render assistance to state and local governments should be
ineligible for follow on contractural work with the recipient

of the federal assistance. Appropriate state agencies and
officials should receive proper and advance notice of EPA assist-
ance activities in Section 2003 should be assembled and assigned
in a manner that will avoid both actual and potential conflicts
of interest. 11. PFederal financial assistance is also author-
ized under P, L. 94-580. In good government fashion, all of.the
monies authorized under the Act are tied to planning requirements.

S o
However, it appears that for many s;aagehnd local governments,
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completion of the various planning requirements will come well
before the federal funds. If the earliest availability of
funds is fiscal 1978, widespread distribution of those funds
appears unlikely before 1979. As I mentioned earlier, if our
proposed amendments are passed, Florida local governments will
be required to submit their plans in 1979. In short, a concen-
trated effort must be made to obtain ample appropriations and
rapid distribution of funds or else reimbursement should be
allowed for planning expenditures already made. In conclusion,
we concur wholeheartedly with the view of Sheldon Meyers,
Director of EPA's Office of Solid Waste, that this Law does

not provide all the answers to complex issues but instead
establishes "a pattern for interaction'" and an "assumption of
roles by all the key parties'" involved in solid waste manage-
ment and resource recovery. You have a difficult job to do.
But your tasks are no more difficult than those placed upon
state and local governments. We must work together. You may

be assured of our interest and cooperation.

The Environmental Protection Agency Meeting Transcript on
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, Thursday,
February 24, 1977 closed Friday, March 11, 1977. Total pages
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Mr. Moses N. McCall, III, Chief
Land Protection Branch

Department of Human Resources
Environmental Protection Division
270 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Mr. Moses N. McCall, III, Chief
Land Protection Branch

Department of Human Resources
Environmental Protection Division
270 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Donald I. Hackney

Director of Sanitation
Department of Public Services
P.0O. Box 1027

Savannah, Georgia 31402

Mr, J. C. Edwards
Tennessee Eastman Company
Kingsport, Tennessee 37662

Mr. Clark Gregory, Ph.D

Assistant Professor of Accounting
Morris Brown College

Atlanta, Georgia 30314

Jerry C. Perkins, Head

Solid Waste & Vector Control Branch
Sanitary Engineering Section
Department of Human Resources

P. 0. Box 2091

Raleigh, North Carolina 27602
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Bepartment of Natural Resources

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
270 WASHINGTON STREET SW

JOE D. TANNER

J LEONARD LEDBETTER
Division Director

ATLANTA GEORGIA 30334

Commissioner

March 11, 1977

Mr. James H. Scarbrough, Chief
Residuals Management Branch
Hazardous Materials Division
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Jim:

Although I made several comments at the recent public meetings regarding
RCRA, the following written comments are being submitted to be included as
a part of the record.

1.

Federal RCRA implementation policy should establish, in consultation
with the states, national goals and broad guidelines for the achievement
of these goals. The states, however, must be permitted to develop their
solid waste management programs in concert with these guidelines while

at the same time maintaining maximum flexibility. The Federal regulatory
role should be designed to support state and local regulatory responsi-
bilities rather than to over-ride, pre-empt or duplicate them.

The criteria for determining what wastes are hazardous will have a direct
bearing on the states' abilities and desires to implement hazardous
waste programs. The criteria should establish a realistic decision tree
approach for determination and should not be too broad so as to list
virtually all wastes as hazardous.

If pits, ponds, and lagoons are to be covered under regulations developed
pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act, they should not be covered under
RCRA.

Disposal sites which have been closed should not be addressed during the
disposal site inventory.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT VE_BRANCH

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Mr. James H. Scarbrough
March 11, 1977
Page 2

5. Planning guidelines must be broad to allow maximm flexibility to the
states. In addition, the guidelines should not require the enactment
of state legislation, should not disrupt what has already occurred in
planning, and should not mandate that 208 water planning agencies also
do solid waste planning.

Please advise if you have questions.

Sincerely,

e

MoSes N. McCall, III, Chief
Land Protection Branch

MNM: bbk

cc: Mr. James W. Dunbar
Mr. John D. Taylor, Jr.



Bepartment of Natural Resources

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION
270 WASHINGTON STREET SW
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30334

JOE D. TANNER
Commussioner

J. LEONARD LEDBETTER

Division Director

March 3, 1977

Mr. James H. Scarbrough, Chief
Residuals Management Branch
Hazardous Materials Division
Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Jim:

At the recent public discussion of PL 94-580 you indicated that the record
would remain open for the receipt of additional comments until March 11, 1977.
Please accept the attached letter from Mr. Donald I. Hackney of Savannah as
supplemental to the comments presented in his behalf by Mr. John Taylor of
this office. We would appreciate inclusion of this letter in the final
hearing transcript.

Sincgrely,

ode

oses N. McCall, III, Chief
Land Protection Branch

MNM:bbk
Attachment
cc: Mr. Donald I. Hackney
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(ity of Sufmal, Georgia

DEPARTMENT oF PUBLIC SERVICES
P O BOX 1027

SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31402

February 22, 1977

Mr. Moses N. McCall, IIT 1“112%
Land Protection Branch, EPD Ecrm,v

270 Washington Avenue, S.W. Bk /V(,‘;[
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dear Mr. McCall:

Thank you for your letter announcing public discussion sessions on the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (PL9L4~580) to be held
on February 23 and 24, We will not be able to send anyone to the meet-
ings but do have comments we would like entered into the record.

It is our understanding that under the new Act, one of EPA's first ob-
Jectives is to draft a definition of a sanitary landfill. We agree with
some of the views of Mr. Wayne D. Trewhitt, Chairman of the National Solid
Wastes Management Association's Institute of Waste Technology, which are
paraphrased below:

Sweeping, specific criteria from the federal level could
seriously hamper 1andfill disposal efforts in many states.

A broad federal definition of a sanitary landfill must be
results-oriented, not operationally oriented, and its in-
tent should be that a 1landfill not harm its surrounding
envirorment relative to the envirorment's current condition.
If the water table at the proposed landfill site is alre:ldy
contaminated, then the landfill can be engineered so any dis-—
charge is below current acceptable levels of contaminztion,
Tt would not make much sense to me to increase disposal costs
for the sake of discharging pure water into an already con-
taminated source.

This type criteria would be especlally helpfull in Coastal areas where the
water table is usually high. Arbitrary distances required between the bot-
tom of a trench and the water table may be unnecessary and could rule out
many landfill sites.

We appreciate receiving notification of the meetings and the opportunity to
participate.

Sincerely,

DONALD TI. HACKNEY
DIRECTOR OF SANITATION
DIH/jar
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ASSOCTIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COFFICIALS
Roam 824, 270 Washington Street, S.W.

Moses N. McCall, III

President
March 3, 1977

Mr. Nicholas Humber, Director
Resource Recovery Division

Office of Solid Waste

U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency
Washingtom, D. C. 20460

Dear Nick:

We appreciate receiving the Technical Assistance Program Strategy Paper and
the invitation to the March 9, 1977, meeting. Although I will be umable
to attend, other State representatives will be there. As a whole, I find
the overall strategy paper to be well done; however, I offer the following
comments for your consideration:

1. Page 2--1 disagree with the statement that "regulatory approach
will not be implemented by State and local government...'' without
TA from EPA. This may indeed occur in some instances, but it
certainly is not an absolute fact.

2. Page 4--EPA is not "the only source of objective information dealing
with solid waste management in a comprehensive mammer.' Certainly your
agency is the major source, but other organizations such as APWA are
alsa sources.

3. DPage 6--What is the supporting data behind the flat statement that
"no mew State initiatives would be undertaken and only ten more plants
would successfully be built by commmities by 1985.'" without technical
assistance?

4. Page 6--1 disagree with the statement in item 3 that "States would
not provide adequately for the monitoring, enforcement, etc." See
statement 1 above.

5. Page 7--There appears to be a word or phrase missing after line 9
of the Discussion.

6. Page 7, Issue No. 1--EPA should exercise Option A, and give
techmical assistance a higher priority than regulation. EPA regulatory
authority under RCRA is limited to hazardous wastes.



Mr. Nicholas Humber
March 3, 1977
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7. Page 8, Issue No. 2--EPA should exercise Option C and develop a
comprehensive technical assistance role.

8. Page 10, Issue No. 3--EPA should exercise Option B. I do not

agree, however, that transfer of responsibility to the regions should

be contingent on the regions having 9 full time employees who have
completed a headquarters training and qualification program. The size and
complexity of the regions and their ability to carry out technical assis-
tance should determine when the transfer of responsibility occurs.

9. Page 12, Issue No. 4--EPA should exercise Option A. Technical
Assistance has been the major thrust of OSW for years. TA efforts
have contributed greatly to improved programs and certainly should be
continued. i

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please contact us if you have
questions.

Sincgrely,

[+ ¥ S

Moses N. McCall, III
President

MNM:bbk

cc: ASTSWMO Board of Directors
. Beatrice Tylutki
. James H. Scarbrough
Mr. William B. DeVille
Mr. David W. Johnson



TENNESSEE EASTMAN COMPANY
A Dwvision of Eastman Kodak Company
KINGSPORT, TENNESSEE 37662 + 615 246-2111

March 10, 1977

James H. Scarbrough, P. E,

Region IV, U, S. Environmental
Protection Agency

345 Courtland Avenue

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Dear Mr. Scarbrough:

A representative of Tennessee Eastman Company, Mr. W. M. Crawford, attended
the public discussion session on the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
of 1976 (RCRA) in Atlanta on February 24, We appreciate this opportunity

for public participation in the formulation of the Environmental Protection
Agency's policies and programs for implementing the RCRA. We also appreciate
your invitation to submit written responses and we ask that you consider the
following comments which relate to Subtitle C, "Hazardous Waste Management."

The act provides for standards to include extensive record-keeping and
reporting with respect to generation, transporting, treatment, storage,
and disposal of hazardous wastes. Furthermore, treatment, storage, and
disposal will also be subject to standards for construction and operation
of facilities. In those instances where hazardous wastes are transported
from one premises to another and/or custody of the wastes changes hands,
the need for regulating such operations at the various steps is apparent.
However, in cases where two or more phases of the generation-through-disposal
cycle are performed on the same premises and without change in custody,
regulations should apply only to the transfer of hazardous waste from such
premises or to another responsible person. In many cases, the treatment
process will result in a relatively small quantity, if any, of residual
hazardous waste and the emissions or discharges from the treatment process
will be subject to regulation under federal and/or state air and water
regulatory authority.

The purposes of the RCRA will not be served by imposing duplicate regulation
on such operations, The regulations to be promulgated by the Environmental
Protection Agency and/or the states should provide exemptions for such
operations and any others for which any harmful emissions or discharges

are subject to regulation under other acts. Such an approach is necessary
in order that the provisions of Section 1006 of the RCRA, quoted in part
below, will be implemented.

(b) INTEGRATION WITH OTHER ACTS - The Administrator shall
integrate all provisions of this act for purposes of administration
and enforcement and shall avoid duplication, to the maximum extent
practicable, with the appropriate provisions of the Clean Air Act
(42 U.S.C. 1857 and following), the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (33 U.S.C. 1151 and following), the Federal Insecticide,



Mr. James H. Scarbrough
Page 2
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Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 135 and following), the
Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f and following), the Marine
Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 1401
and following) and such other Acts of Congress as grant regulatory
authority to the Administrator.

As criteria are developed for identifying and listing hazardous wastes

under Section 3001, attention should be given to the words "significantly
contribute" and "gubstantial . . . hazard" (underlining added) as used in
the Act's definition of hazardous waste. This will assure that priority is
given to the more seriocus problems without the umnecessary delay and
confusion which would be inherent in a system designed to cover all possible
risks. Definitions of hazardous waste in some of the earlier bills; for
example, a definition including any quantity of a material designated as a
toxic pollutant, hazardous substance, or hazardous air contaminant under
other acts, were rejected as Congress finalized the RCRA. Thus it is
apparent that our suggestion on this matter is consistent with Congressional
intent. Subtitle D provides for the regulation of other solid wastes under
state and regional solid waste plans. Implementation of that Subtitle will
enable the states and regions to establish appropriate priorities for such
regulation.

W

J. C. Edwards

csf
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March 9, 1977

BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

Mr, James H. Scarbrough, Chief
Residuals Management Branch

U.S. EPA
345 Courtland Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308
Dear Mr, Scarbrough:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on RCRA. I would appreciate your
attaching the enclosed article and schematic to your list of comments. I do
not want to see artificial barriers placed in the way of any future "land
application of wastes" systems that are designed for the benefit of the soil.

Thank you,
Sincerely,

f Accounting

Assistant Proféssor (

£
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Compost May Be The Most Misunderstood
Product in America

A REVIEW of the current of ficeal hit-
erature in composting could casily
lead to the conciuston that composting
I8 not a viable alternative to sohid
waste treatment either an the U'S or
Europe ' * Having just returned from
an extensne tnip through burope, |
can assure you that such a picture of
composting v misleading Compost
plants we operating sucecnsfully in
all parts of t urope—cast and west—
m spite of meager support from cen-
tral governments Latest tigures show
that the Swiss and Dutch cach_com-
post the domestte refuse talong with
sludge 1 most cases) ot 15 percent of
thair respective populations, Czechs,
EFnghsh, and Germans—-two to five
percent There are about S0 compost
plants operating in | rance alone
These Fburopean compost plants
are producing high-grade finc-sieved
composts  tor a large varcty o
uses— A a soil amendment  for
eroston control on vineyard slopes, a
tood supplement providing essential
trace munerals in the diet of piglets,
preventing anemia and diarrhea: a
growing medium tor evergreen trees
set out on harsh Alpmne slopes tor av-
alanche control, a topsorl substitute
in fandscaping, a soil budder tor rec-
lamation and recultivation of lands
devastated by strip mining, « fill ma-
terial for depressions in cultivated
tields. a soil structure improver and
sorl-enrtcher o basic agriculture, a
permancnt htter for chicken houses.
tor ~oil improvement on  highway
shoulders and embankments allowing
higher forms of plant fite to thrive, a
substitute tor heating nanure i hot-
house horticulture. i lawn and garden
soib enricher, and so on ad mfinitum
The early lhterature was encourag-
g * T However, the American expe-
rience with municipal composting in
the 1960°s was dismal mdeed ©
Municipal composting as a general
proposition has not worked n - the
U S The most common and recurrent
reason cited tor this tailure in report
atter report has been * There's just
fio mdarket for compost T His has
never made any sense o me Fhe fact
v that no real market 101 compost
has been demonstiated or developed
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This does not mean that no such
market exists (ompost may be the

most nusunderstood  product i
America
The statement that the Jack of

markets for compost s the major
drawback to 1ts production led me to
undertake a study to determine where
compost 1s most needed in America,
On reading through Sam Hart's
booklet on composting.} 1 became
aware that compost could help salve
the wounds inflicted on the American
landscape by thoughtless strip-mining
practices.  An  extensive  literature
search yielded the nature, extent and
cttects ot strip puning 0
Amenca ¥ 2 A glance through the
New York T'imes Index indicated the
problems ot strip-mine reclamation
have not been solved, and in 1972
some 90 U'S Congressmen co-spon-
sored Ken Hechler's (D-W Va)
bill (HR 4556) to ban strip-mining
entirely mthe U S

Scientists, such as Mr - Carroll
Duggan ot Tennessee, and Dr Her-
mann kick and Dr Eberhard Spohn
ot Germany, have had some cxperi-
ence n reclamung stnp nunes by
rebuilding soils Other European sci-
cntists have been studying the effects
of compost made from urban refuse
and sludge on sois, plants. and
antmals  The Europeans’ spectal in-
terest 1 compost  produchon  and
utilization 1s croston control

Alter wniting about 20 letters to

Alr Gregony  traveled  cxtemnddy
throughout  central  Europe  during  the
stnner and fall ot 1972 10 studv the

research production, and utthization of com-
post He trav eled more than 10,000 mides i
cight countries He buchpacked, hitchihuhed
and genetullv scrounged around on a budget
of only 3500 furmshed by humsclf  His
nemerous henetuctors—students, professors
excecutives, Hluc-collar workers, honsew ey
and chddren who provided meals, bedy or
floors rides conversation i gn often stiange
tongue, and cncouragement, arc scattercd
across many landy He vistted 33 composting
Jaciditres of varons and sundry dosiens,
©shapes and sioes discussed various aspects of
compastpe with over 75 experis—theor -
ticians,  practitoners,  manufociurers  and
wvrs, and aciually spent two wecks working
mthe Sclwenttars Gormany compost plant
asclabores

the European experts with whom |
wanted to discuss composting,? P11
set off on my four-month Europeuan
composting odyssey with a round-trip
ticket to 1L ondon. $500, a 44-pound
loaded backpack, and lots ol ques-
ttons  The voluminous mformation 1
gamed n Europe buils down to this
Europeans have been  composting
urban retuse for as many as 40 years
1n some places. They have recognized
that some soils need morc than ar-
tficial tertthzers to gamn andfor retain
thetr tertiity They have recognized
that waste disposal 15 a many-faceted
problem, they have found ways to
make their urban refuse and sludge
beneticial to the land cven when
confronted with shortsighted, short-
term and incomplete economic and
social considerations Composting in
Europe 1s on the upswing in spite of
meager support from central govern-
ments.

Compost marketers  have found
new. higher-valued uses of the life-
giving matenal  that provides soil
humus, ¢ g., the Dutch annually sell
140,000 tons of high-quality com-
post, 80 percent of which goes into
what they call recreational uses, gen-
crally landscaping, at $7 per ton
German vineyardists continue  to
torm cooperatives to supply them-
selves with an ever-growing supply ot
compost for erosion control and
moisture  retention on  their steepls
sloping vineyards

The  zech Ministry of Agriculture
has recognized that Czech soils need
more organic matter, and has ¢m
barked on 4 massive compost plant-
building program which will someday
provide virtually every Czech agricul-
wral acre with 12 tons of compost
every third year The Europeans
know that piglets raised on  the
concrete pads, typical of modern hog
husbandry and thus deprived of soil
0 root” an, are  susceptible  to
anemia and diarrhea They discov-
cred that tinely-ground compost mix-
tures ted to the young pigs eftectively
and  cconomucally  remedy  thes
problem  ihey tound that compost
torms an cltective base for “decp
litter™  chicken-house practices,

Compeost Scrence



greatly reducing the drudgery and ex-
nense  of  chicken-house  cleaning
Thev hav e learned to hang on to newn
composttng operattons in the carly
vears, realizing that i tahes tme for
local markets for compost to develop

It is easy to say that the European
culture 15 based on a ‘waste-not-
wdant-not” ~ phdosophy,  relatively
and sadly lacktng in the US Al-
though this philosophy may have en-
couraged the search tor and develop-
ment of ways to recycle organic
wastes, there 1s more to 1t than that
[ uropeans hive in the same world, the
same western civihization, that we hve
. and our paths seem to be con-
verging For composting to be prac-
ticed 1n Europe or in the US, the
compost must be produced cheaply
and efficiently, and 1t must be of
value to someone and available at a
reasonable price. This takes the un-
derstanding and cooperation of a lot
of people with many different
backgrounds.

If composting 1s so great, why
aren't we domg 1?7 “There’s no
market  for compost,” they tell
you What 1s compost” The kind of
rough compost we are talking about
for crosion control 1n strip-mine rec-
lamation and highway e¢mbankment
stabilization 1s little more than pul-
venized refuse that has been cleaned
up by running 1t through a <elf-
cleaning, long, slowly rotating drum
screen with approximately two-inch
holes and mixed with digested and/or
dewatered  sewage  sludge  andfor
animal manure at a 3 1 volume ratio
(refuse sludge/manure) It can then be
taken straight to the slope it 1s des-
vned to ennich, and quickly mixed
tnot plowed) wto the soll The addi-
ton  of sludge/manure speeds up
decomposttion and increases the nu-
trient content of the muxture

After a brief resprte, the land could
be sown to legumes and ultimately to
frees or grasses. This has already
been done at Penn State, where Prof
Wlliam Sopper has grown trees, or-
namental shrubs, grasses and vegeta-
Hes on strip-mine land that has been
veated with sewage sludge effluent
Thos s first-year strip-mine soil that
nas oot been enniched 1n any other
LRI

“ith many Anmerican cities al-
ccady questiong the merits ot incin-
raion and gomng to garbage pul-
vetteation tor vlumate bahng andfor
tandhilhpg,  and  with many  cruies
scriousiy contemplating raal haul ot
retuse for remote disposal 1n s
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called  strip-mine  reclamation
schemes. we are actually moving very
close to the procedure just desceribed
Why not go all the way * [t would cost
only about $6 per ton $3 to grind.
screen and nux, $2 o raill haut 100
miules. and $1 to deliver locually and
meorporate nto the soil About one-
third of ths cost could reasonably be
borne by the user, leaving the city a
net cost of $4 per ton By compari-
son, ncineration costs between 38
and $10 per ton, sanitary landfilling
between $2 and $5 per ton

Many studies have shown that in-
corporation or mulching of organic
matter on steep slopes and/or poor
souls 1s decisive and essential 1f perma-
nent vegetation and thus eroston con-
trol are desired.'? ™ With more than
four bitlion tons of sediment being
produced by eroston i the US an-
nually,’® clearly we as a nation have

recognized neither the value of or-
ganic matter tor erosion control not
its widespread availabihty  This s an
espectally glaring error considering
that 1t costs us about $1 per ton o
remove sediment from rivers, roads
and reservours #¢

My European composting odysscy
and subsequent study and reflection
have allowed the ideas expressed
herein to jell We will be putting our
ideas 1nto practice 1n the spring with
the cooperation  of the DeKalb
County (Georgla) Samtation Depart-
ment, the Southern Ratway System,
and the ] M Huber Miming Com-
pany, and under the auspices of the
Georgia  Department  of  Natural
Resources’ Land Recdlamation Sec-
tion and Solid Wuaste Management
Ottice and Georgia State Unmiversi-
ty’s  Environmental  Research
Group
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

JAMESGOB":::‘\;:T. IR, DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES JACOB KOOMEN, M D., M.P.H,
DIRECTOR
Division of Health Services
SARAH T MORROW. M.D., M.PH.

SECRETARY P. 0. Box 2091 Raleigh 27602

March 9, 1977

James H. Scarbrough, P.E.

Chief, Residuals Management Branch

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 1V

1421 Peachtree Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Mr. Scarbrough:

Please find enclosed a statement from the North Carolina
Solid Waste Management Program concerning Public Law 94-580.
This statement is being provided to complement the comments
and questions provided at the public meeting on February 23
and 24, 1977, in Atlanta, Georgia.

Should you have questions concerning our statement,
do not hesitate to call for clarification.

Yours truly,

%;76/44’:;7

~ ~ Jerry C. Perkins, Head
Solid Waste & Vector Control Branch
Sanitary Engineering Section

JCP:bm
Enclosure
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STATEMENT FROM THE NORTH CAROLINA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM CONCERNING PUBLIC
LAW 94-580

Personnel from the State of North Carolina's solid waste management program
appreciate the opportunity to have participated in the public meeting concerning
PL 94-580 in Atlanta, Georgia on February 23 and 24, 1977,

In addition to the verbal input provided at that meeting, it was felt that
a brief summary statement would be in order. This statement provides input con-
cerning the program's current status in North Carolina as well as some of the
implications of a projected program. The statement is brief but attempts to
emphasize some of the major issues to be addressed with the implementation of
PL 94-580, '"Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976,

The expanded definition for solid waste includes liquids and semi-solids
which are not part of the present definition of solid waste as used in the North
Carolina General Statutes. The addition of liquids and semi-solids in the
definition has implications of much additional responsibility. In the past,
disposal of waste liquids and semi-solids have been the responsibility of the
North Carolina Department of Natural and Economic Resources especially when
(1) those wastes resulted from liquid industrial treatment processes or from
commercial activities which generated a liquid waste and (2) where stream quality
could have been affected as a result of evaporation ponds and lagoons construction.

Responsibility for sanitary landfill approval, resource recovery facilities
and recycling certification, and overall solid waste management is vested in the
Solid Waste and Vector Control Branch of the North Carolina Department of Human
Resources. Assistance in surveillance of solid waste collection and storage
facilities is provided by local health departments in the State. With primary
responsibility for solid waste management and authority being vested in the

Department of Human Resources, there are existing permit procedures which will



have to be considered in an expanded solid waste management role for the State
of North Carolina.

This Branch also has in existence rules for issuing permits to impoundments
which exceed one-fourth of an acre in size. This program is carried out as a
preventive measure against the re-occurance of malaria outbreaks in this State.

The sanitary landfill definition currently used in North Carolina has dealt
with solid waste from individual homes, commercial establishments, institutions,
and industrial sources. Solid waste resulting from the demolition of old building
sites, urban renewal projects, and landscaping activities have been found to be
non-compatible with solid waste from the conventional sources. In developing
criteria for the various requirements for sanitary landfills, the criteria for
demolition waste sites needs to be considered separately. Also, in determining
requirements for a secure landfill; that is, one which is projected to receive
hard-to-manage or hazardous wastes, design criteria needs to consider future
monitoring requirements for land, air, and water at the site regardless of whether
the site is strictly for disposal or a part of a hazardous waste treatment and
disposal facility.

The proposed manifest system for tracking hazardous industrial waste will
have to take interstate transportation into consideration. The State of North
Carolina does not propose to become a dumping ground for toxic and hazardous
waste from other states.

It has been found that the basic and most versatile planning unit for solid
waste managemeni in North Carolina is the county unit of government. This concept
allows planning within its jurisdiction as well as without. Solid waste management
systems are financed with county ad valorem taxes and special tax assessments.

Where federal financial assistance has been specified as in the areas of
resource recovery and recycling facility planning, rural operational assistance,

and state planning assistance, it is highly desirable that the funds designated



- 3.

for these purposes be specified by the above categories and by amount as the
State of North Carolina and its local units of government become eligible for
these funds. It is not desirable to have these funds sent to the State as part
of a block grant to compete with other environmental programs. The State of
North Carolina has developed an incentive program through special tax treatment
for fesource recovery and recycling activities. It would be desirable through
implementation of the Resource Recovery Act of 1976 to provide expanded markets
for the recovered and recycled materials.

The State of North Carolina is currently involved in a survey of industrial
facilities to determine the magnitude of its industrial waste problem especially
problems associated with hard-to-manage wastes and those considered hazardous
because of their composition. It is anticipated that a formal program for
control and management of these wastes will not be complete until mid 1979

due to legislative and budgetary changes that would be required for implementation.

uoliulf
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