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while continuing to improve the quality of our
air. We are encouraged by the bipartisan in-
itiative of the House and are hopeful of
further progress as the Senate continues its
deliberation.”

Mrs. Gorsuch indicated support for the
new measure at a meeting of the National
Environmental Development Association.

The EPA Administrator has said that “the
introduction of H. R. 5252 represents ex-
cellent progress, and we hope House markup
will begin as soon as possible. This
proposed legislation appears to comport
generally with the Administration’s principles
announced in August and to address most of
the major concerns voiced to the Administra-
tion by the governors, labor unions, industry
and other groups. We look forward to work-
ing with members of the Committee after we
have had a chance to study the bill in detail.”

Congressman Luken described the bill as
“bipartisan legislation to focus attention on
certain practical and necessary legislative
reforms ...” which should be acted on early
this year.

The Ohio Congressman predicted that the
bill would “help us move toward forceful ef-
fective air pollution control by the federal
government, the states, industry, interested
citizens and affected employees.

"With appropriate refinements and
modification of the Clean Air Act by H. R.
5252, the nation will continue its progress in
the control of air pollution. These revisions
will help remove the uncertainty and com-
plexity of the law. At the same time, they will
serve to strengthen the national economy,
protect jobs and provide further employment
opportunities.”

Luken said that ““we anticipate substantial
labor and industry support for this bill. We

without compromising the clean air goals.
We need to get moving on settling the
legislative questions which will assure air-
pollution control, jobs and a stronger
economy. The Luken bill is, | believe, the
proper approach, and our union is 100 per-
cent behind it.”

John Quarles, former EPA Deputy Ad-
ministrator who is now serving as chairman
of the National Environmental Development
Association’s Clean Air Project, stated:

"“The Luken bill appears to be the right ap-
proach at the right time with regard to the
Clean Air Act. It is aimed at those provisions
in the law which represent obstacles to
needed energy production and industrial
growth but produce little or no improvement
in air quality. Qur organization favors this
practical, thoughtful approach.”

The National Environmental Deveiopment
Association is a coalition of more than 35 in-
dustrial companies and 17 building and con-
struction trade unions.

The National Environmental Development
Association described the Luken bill as "a
moderate approach” designed to “‘streamliine
many of the procedural requirements and to
provide extremely limited relief from certain
substantive requirements where the actual
air quality benefits are remote.

While “providing important relief from the
unnecessary and largely unproductive
regulatory burdens,” the association said the
measure would “simplify and expedite the
approval of permits to allow industrial
expansion and the creation of new jobs.

“In short, while continuing the progress of
the national air poliution control effort, the
Luken bill would also make a welcome con-
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The 1980°'s—

A Decade of Challenge

T en years ago, the year of the United Na-
tions Conference on the Human Environ-
ment, only 11 developing countries had en-
vironmental ministries or similar high-level
agencies concerned with this subject. Today
more than one hundred such countries have
them. The People’s Republic of China recent-
ly established an Office of Environmental
Protection. in Brazil, the Ministry for the En-
vironment, established a decade ago with a
staff of three people, now has 200.

And so it goes. Around the world, environ-
mental protection has become an in-
stitutionalized part of government, accepted
and supported much like agencies dealing
with health, industry, and public works.

Since its inception December 2, 1970, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has
been at the center of the global environmen-
tal movement. It has provided leadership to
many countries in its initiatives and research
in environmental problems. Environmental
legislation adopted by the U.S. Congress in
the past decade has been far-reaching in its
scope. The laws include the Clean Air Act,
Federal Water Pollution Control Act; Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act;
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act;

Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries

Act; Toxic Substances Control Act; Safe
Drinking Water Act. and most recently, the
Environmental Response, Compensation, and

Comprehensive Liability Act, popularly known

as “Superfund.”

As a result of its effarts, the United States
can point tc a remarkable series of achieve-
ments in environmental cleanup. An exam-
ple is the record in air pollution. Between
1940 and 1970 emissions of air pollutants
increased by 40 percent. in that period, little
was known about the effacts of air pollution,
or even how to define clean air. Regulatory
schemes, where they existed, were largely in-
consistent from state to state.
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Today the situation is markedily improved,
Spurred by new legislation and technological
advances by industry, the United States
overall has experienced a 50 percent reduc-
tion in the past decade in soot and dust emis-
sions, known as particulates, and a 20 per-
cent improvement in particulate air quality
levels. Most industrial sources have installed
controf technology that captures more than
90 percent of their particuiate emissions,
and many capture over 99 percent.

In addition, ambient concentrations in ur-
ban areas of carbon monoxide and sulfur
dioxide, two important pollutants, have
decreased about 40 percent. The number of
days rated unhealthful in major metropolitan
areas has fallen 18 percent. Levels of ozone,
commonly known as smog, have held steady
despite a 30 percent increase in vehicle miles
travelled from 1970 to 1978.

In commanting on this progress, the
National Commission on Air Quality, an in-
dependent body established by the U.S. Con-
gress to oversee air pollution control
measures, declared in 1981:

“More significant than the leve!l of ab-
solute reductions ... is the difference bet-
ween current poliution levels and those that
would have occurred if major contro! efforts
had not been required during the 1970s.
While it is impossible to state precisely what
pollution levels woulid be if the Clean Air Act
had not been passed, it is clear that for a
number of pollutants the level of emissions
would now be several times as great in many
areas.”

The financial effort to clean up the Na-
tion's waterways has been prodigious—$30
billion in the past decade in Federal funds,
Unfortunately. somewhere along the line the
program lost its focus. What started out as an
effort to cleanse waterways was broadened
into the largest non-defense public works
program in the U.S. The Federal government
became responsible for 756% of the cost of
sewer pipes being laid. Delays were endemic
and costly. Of more than 19.000 sewage
treatment projects only about 2,700 actually
have been completed.

Fortunately this program is now back un-
der control and on track. Reforms signed by
President Reagan Dec. 29 not only reduce
the Federal long-term commitment from $30

billion to $36 billion but will reduce the

Federal share of projects from 75% to 55%.
The legislation also gives more discretion and
control to States and cities on growth needs.

As our knowledge of pollutants and the
ramifications of their effects on the environ-
ment has increased, our efforts have
broadened. One area is the control of hazar-
dous wastes. Spurred by legisiation and
public concern, more than 57,000 generators
of hazardous wastes are now properly iden-
tifying these substances, ensuring that they
are sent to legitimate facilities for managing
them. More than 14,000 transporters of such
wastes are complying with a manifest system
to ensure that shipments are sent to and
received by legitimate hazardous waste
facilities rather than being indiscriminately
dumped. Over 14,000 hazardous waste
storage, treatment and disposal facilities are
now registered with EPA, have applied for
appropriate permits, and are obliged to com-
ply with interim standards until permits are
processed.

Congress also has enacted the “Super-
fund” Act to deal with threats to public
health and the environment from uncon-
trolled hazardous wastes. Under this the
government can respond quickly in emergen-
cies, financed by an unprecedented $1.6
billion five-year trust fund primarilty built up
from taxes on industrial chemicals.

However, the cost of environmental
protection increasingly had begun to con-
cern lawmakers, governmant administrators,
industry, and the public as the 1970s wore
on. While few doubted the need for some
pollution controls, many began questioning
the “blank check” approach. Having achieved
major reductions in environmental con-
tamination, was it wise or prudent te pour
additional billions of dollars in cleaning up a
final few percentage points of pollutants?
While the public was willing to pay a price for
a clean, healthy environment, would this
willingness be jeopardized if the public
believed that the costs were larger than they
needed to be, and that the benefits were not
worth those costs?



The President’s Council on Environmental
Quality has estimated in its 1981 annual
report, for example, that by 1989 total
government and industry expenditures re-
quired by Federal environmental measures
woulid reach approximately $68 billion an-
nually. Air and water pollution control would
be taking the greatest share of this, but other
programs aiso would make their mark.

In fact, CEQ estimated that in the ten
years stretching from 1980 to 1989,
spending in response to Federal environmen-
tal quality regulations would total more than
$523 billion. That exceeds half a trillion
doliars, or about haif the Gross National
Product for the United States today. And if
one adds spending to meet requirements by
State and local environmantal statutes, CEQ
noted, the estimated total would nearly reach
$758 billion during that decade.

There were other concerns about the way
the Nation was managing its programs in en-
vironmental protection. Although Congress
had clearly intended a Federal-State
partnership in carrying out the numerous en-
vironmental laws enacted in the 1970s, the
flow of power with its layers of managers and
program analysts and regulation specialists
gravitated to Washington. Too often rules
were promulgated and imposed without due
consideration for local conditions. The result
was that friction between local and Federal
authorities left a legacy of ill-will and distrust.

The protiferation of Federal regulations
from Washington brought other problems.
Cumbersome ptocedures grew like vines in
the bureaucracy. An army of specialists came
into being to administer the labyrinth of
procedures. Costly, burdensome delays
resuited from the multiple steps that each
change in local clean air plans encountered.
The delays created more friction as some in-
dustries and State governments perceived
Washington as remote and insensitive to
local conditions and needs.

Along with redundant and burdensome
regulations came other costly problems. The
magnitude of the multi-billion dollar con-
struction grants program, where the Federal

government picked up 75 percent of the cost
of building wastewater treatment plants, en-
couraged communities to order facilities that
they ordinarily could not have afforded. A
number of localities spent beyond their
means, and saddied homeowners with heavy
operating and maintenance costs of
elaborate sewage treatment systems, since
the program enticed pfanners into ordering
exotic hardware where simpler systems
would have been adequate. Politically, the
program was attractive, since it funnelled
vast quantities of money and jobs into local
districts.

These, then, were some of the problems
that had resuited from the unprecedented ef-
fort by the United States in the 1970s to at-
tack pollution on a broad front. The excessive
regulations, burdensome paperwork for in-
dustry and government, Federal-State fric-
tion, and huge costs at a time of increasing
economic stringency—all were clear signs
that change was needed in the 1980s.

The Reagan Administration goals

President Ronald Reagan has campaigned on
a number of broad themes directed at refor-
ming the way the Federal government was
being operated. These included controlling
inflation, expanding the economy, creating
new jobs, increasing domestic energy
production, protecting the nation’s natural
resources and the environment, and easing
the burden of government regulations.

Part of our responsibilities at EPA is to
keep the Agency in step with this philosophy
of the Reagan Administration. That means
carrying out our environmental respon-
sibilities while simultaneously enhancing
progress toward these other objectives. Deci-
sions by EPA do not function in a vacuum;
they affect not only the environment but
because of their size and scope they may also
affect inflation. industry, economic and
energy development, jobs, and certainly the
regulatory load. So it is important that we at
EPA achieve a balance in our policies and
decisions to protect public health and welfare
but at the same time move in harmony with
other Administration initiatives.

If we had to summarize our philosophy as
we move into the 1980s, | would say we are
going to do more with less. This does not
mean EPA is going to disappear. What it
does mean is that this Administration wili do
a better job than its predecessors with fewer
resources and find more efficient ways of
operating. just as other government agencies
are in these times of budget stringencies. The
changes will inciude these:

°® Where EPA has had an adversarial
relationship with the States, it has impeded
progress in environmental cleanup. We are
changing this climate and will be working in
closer cooperation, a move that will enhance
our national opportunity to reach environ-
mental objectives.

¢ We are maving forward with regulatory

reform. in the past, our programs too often
have been developed in isolation from one
another. This can lead to serious errors in en-
vironmental management, where a narrow

concern solely with one area such as land

can lead to degradation of water. We have
regulations now on the books, and it will be a
genuine challenge to rationalize them in a

total environmental concept.

¢ EPA needs better management. Our
studies have shown that there is approx-
imately one manager for every three em-
ployees performing EPA work. In Research
and Deveiopment, the ratio is about one
supervisor for every two people. We need to
change this top-heavy pattern. We also have
found that EPA has more on-line computer
capability than any civilian agency in the
Federai government. We can and will remedy
this situation.

When we mention the need for doing
more with less, one thing that springs to
mind is the need for fewer and simpler
regulations. One does not have to lock far at
EPA to find areas where this aspect of poliu-
tion control can be improved. Under the pre-
sent Clean Air Act in the United States, the
agency must approve virtually all detaiis of
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President Reagan came into office a little
over a year ago firmly committed to the
husbanding of this nation’s natural resources
and to the improvement and enhancement of
the environment.

EPA Administrator Anne M. Gorsuch
recantly noted that the President “has not
wavered in that commitment.

" As his administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, | share the President’s
commitment to the preservation of our en-
vironmental heritage. And | have not
wavered in my determination to make EPA a
more efficient, more effective force in carry-
ing out our environmental programs.”

While it is true that EPA has not been ex-
empt from the President’s program to cut
federal spending and federal employment, a
smaller budget and fewer employees do not
necessarily mean less environmental protec-
tion. Mrs, Gorsuch said.

And, Mrs. Gorsuch pointed out,
easing the burden of government regulation
is not synonymous with abandonment of
progress toward cleaner air, cleaner water,
the safer handling of toxic substances and
other important environmental goals.

The challenge at EPA is to do an effective
job of environmental protection through the
more efficient use of limited resources.
Some of the areas of progress by EPA and
the Administration during the past year
include:

Superfund

The Superfund program, which Congress
enacted at the end of 1980 to provide
authority and money to clean up abandoned
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hazardous waste dumps, has been quickly
implemented. For example:

* 115 dump sites across the nation have
been identified as high priority targets for
cleanup under Superfund.

® $30 million has been approved for cleanup
work at 30 sites.

* $18 million has been allocated for
emergency work at 64 other sites.

The Superfund program continues to be
one of the Administration’s highest environ-
mental priorities. Because the program is
new, a high degree of Federal involvement is
necessary but states will assume more and
more of the administrative responsibility as
time goes on.

Hazardous Waste Disposal

A vigorous enforcement program is un-
derway to assure safe disposal of hazardous
wastes on an ongoing basis, and this effort
will be expanded in the current fiscal year.
EPA and the states have inspected more than
5.800 hazardous waste facilities. Compliance
orders, with penalties where appropriate,
were issued at 178 facilities. Two actions
were filed in Federal court.

EPA is also pressing constantly for in-
dustry action to clean up abandoned sites

MONEY
SAVED

themselves to avoid expensive court
action later seeking reimbursement for
government cleanup programs. Major
breakthrough agreements were reached in
recent months with firms in California,
Pennsylvania, Arkansas and Ohio.
Hazardous waste regulations, applicable
to some 60,000 generators, transporters,
and facility owners and operators, also are a
prime target for regulatory reform. The
regulations have been likened to the Internal
Revenue Code in complexity. About 20
technical amendments were issued in 1981
to solve some of the major bugs. Another 20
to 40 amendments will be put forward in
1982.

Clean Water

Congress has enacted into law major reforms
sought by the Administration in the construc-
tion grants program for wastewater treat-
ment facilities. The reforms will permit con-
tinued funding of projects that contribute to
cleaner water, but get the federal govern-
ment out of the business of financing sewer
construction for future population growth.
When the program started in 1970, it was
estimated that federal assistance to upgrade
wastewater treatment systems would cost
$18 billion. Ten years later, spending alloca-
tions had soared to $30 billion, and they
were expected to reach $90 billion in the
next decade.

The new legislation limits spending
authority to $2.4 billion in each of the next
four years. And starting October 1, 1984,
federal funding generally will be restricted to
construction of treatment plants, main sewer
lines, and the repair of lines. States will put
up a greater share of construction costs.

The shift in emphasis from subsidizing
development to the improvement of water
quality was strongly supported by environ-
mental groups as well as the administration.

Multi-billion Dollar Savings in
Regulation Costs

Changes recently implemented by EPA to
ease the burden of regulation should save in-
dustry and the public a total of $350 million
in capital costs and $180 million in operating
expenses. Future savings under regulation
amendments proposed by EPA could total an
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lapordtories ang orrnces arouna ine country.
Is it your impression that these facilities are
generally performing in an effective manner?

| have visited all 10 regions. | have

visited EPA facilities in Research Triangle
Park, N.C.; Cincinnati; Las Vegas; Edison,
N.J.; and a number of other places. | would
say that the major problem is that in many
cases we built more facilities than we really
needed. The capital expended in some of our
facilities for the results we get is so far out of
line as to be almost unconscionable. | don't
think this was necessarily the fault of any
particular EPA employee. but rather of the
perception that we needed to duplicate
facilities all over. The result of this was the
expenditure of large sums of money where
the workload couldn’t justify that sort of an
expenditure.

| think that the individual employees, as |
have seen them, in the regions and in the
iaboratories, have a good dedication to their
job and an interest in achieving resuits. |
really think the problem was of a system
which created these large facilities and the
numbers of people assigned to them without
any assessment of the real cost/benefit ratio.

Of course, the other thing that's happen-
ing is that we're transferring more and more
responsibility to the States. We may find, for
example, that the regional offices no longer
need as many people in order to achieve the
new trends in operations.
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‘hink there 15 a need of con-
soligation or closure of some of these fieid
units?

Yes, there’s no question in my mind that,
11 we're going to operate effectively, we do
need to do that sort of thing. The question is
how you do that and still maintain the ser-
vices that those facilities were providing. In
the Office of Administration our goal is "'Bet-
ter services at lower cost.” When we con-
sider consolidation of these facilities, we're
exploring the possibilities for lower costs. But
that does not mean we can neglect better
services. And the question is really how to
trim expenses without hurting services. A
particular area we have been studying is the
Surveillance and Analysis Laboratories which
provide a valuable service to the Regional
Administrators. They allow the Regional Ad-
ministrators to have a scientific authority in
the region. The problem is if we take that
laboratory out of the region, we need to
replace it in some fashion so that we don’t
damage the reputation for scientific accuracy
which the Regional Administrator has. And
this is the problem we’'re wrestling with at
the moment.

I understand that the zero base
vuugeting concept is no longer in vogue.
What was the trouble with this approach?

The zero base budget, like many ideas, is
very good in concept—in theory. The
problem is in the execution. The implementa-
tion generated enormous amounts of work. it
was a great time-consumer in trying to
prepare the budget. It was just simply un-
manageable in EPA. And if it's un-
manageable in EPA, it's likely to be un-
manageable in any other government
agency,

EPA. | think s wilhng to move INto new
areas more than other government agencies
do. But the amount of time that was commit-
ted to committee mestings, wrestling with
the basic needs for certain services, all of
which were required for zero base budgeting.
just could not justify the end resuit. Because
of that, of course, we dropped the concept,
and we moved over on to another type
budgeting.

Our budget in EPA and in government
generally has a much greater significance
than it does in industry. in commerce and in
industry the budget is a tool that allows
managers to plan and manage their func-
tions. In EPA the budget is a driving force
that dictates what needs to be done. I'm not
sure that that's necessarily good. Generally
speaking, my practice in business has bean to
develop. first of all, a business plan. After
developing a business plan, we would then
translate the business plan into a budget. In
other words the budget was a financial in-
trepretation of the business plan. The budget
was used then throughout the year to help
answer a simple four-word guestion: Is the
plan working? | would like to see us move
more in that direction, toward understanding
the budget as a management tool, rather
than as a driving force. I'm not sure that's
possible within the dictates of Congrass and
the White House. {J
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public works for the sake of public works.”

The new amendments to the 1977 Clean
Water Act authorized EPA to grant to the
States up to $2.4 billion per year during
1982-1985 to pay 75 percent of the cost of
building sewage treatment plants, interceptor
sewers, and certain other sewage cleanup
projects. The percentage of Federal aid will
drop to 55 percent in fiscal 1985.

EPA Administrator Anne M. Gorsuch has
asked Congress to appropriate the full
$2.4 billion for fiscal year 1982 to carry out
the revamped national sewage treatment
program.

The amendments will also allow $200
million per year during 1983-1985 to protect
coastal bays and estuaries from the harmful
effects of sewage.

EPA Deputy Administrator John W.
Hernandez issued the following statement:

"By signing the Municipal Wastewater
Treatment Construction Grants Amendments
of 1981, the President has expressed his
support for continued progress toward ciean
water through an efficient, affordable
municipal sewage treatment program.

"The Congress is to be congratulated for
incorporating the basic recommendations of
the Administration into the new law, making
it the most significant environmental legisla-
tion thus far enacted during this session. This
faw redirects Federal funds for municipal
sewage treatment from a public works
program to a targeted environmental
program.

“"The new amendments will help achieve
the Administration’s goals of enhanced water
quality, greater cost-effectiveness, and more
flexibility to States and localities in deciding
sewage treatment priorities. EPA looks
forward to working with the States to make
the promise of the amendments a reality.”

The new law includes Administration
reforms intended to direct sewage treatment
dollars to projects that will significantly im-
prove water quality, to give locat officials

enactment of a supplemental appropriation
to provide the money authorized.

Under the previous construction grants
jaw, EPA would have had to spend about
$90 billion by the year 2000 to satisfy the
sewage treatment needs of the States. The
new law, because it reduces the Federal
share and limits construction eligible for
Federal dollars, trims this figure to $36 billion
by the year 2000—a 60 percent reduction.

October 1, 1984, is a significant date in
the new legislation. Until then, EPA’s sewage
treatment program remains much as it has
been under the 1977 Clean Water Act. After
this date, however, the program is designed
to come closer to the Administration goal of
a leaner, but more effective effort.

Since 1972, EPA has committed about
$33 billion'in sewage treatment grants to
help fund roughly 22,000 projects for plann-
ing, design and construction of sewage
facilities. Only an estimated 3,700 of these
have been completed because of the seven
to 10 years it has taken in the past to com-
plete a project after the initial funds were
awarded. Streamlined procedures in the
1981 amendments are designed to reduce
this lengthy time period.

Other
Highlights

Projects eligible for Federal funding

Under the old law, Federal grants paid for a
variety of sewage construction including:
treatment plants; “alternative/innovative”
projects. such as fand application of sewage
liquids; collector sewers {(which run under a
residential street, for example); interceptor
sewers (larger diameter sewers which tie
collector lines to treatment plants}; work to
prevent rainwater or other seepage from en-
tering sewer lines (known as the “infiltration-
inflow” problem}, and work to prevent
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chemical structure and physical form and
type of incinerator. Temperatures can range
from 750.t0 3.000 degrees Fahrenheit;
residence time can range from one-tenth of a
second to several hours.

Other important considerations for burn-
ing of hazardous waste are oxygen
availability and adequate mixing. Thorough
mixing of air, wastes, and fuel (if required} is
necessary for achieving complete combus-
tion during the time available. Sufficient mix-
ing is especially important for burning liquid
wastes. Incinerators can handle solid, liquid
or gaseous waste. Some are equipped to
burn all three.

Incineration has several distinct advan-
tages as a hazardous waste disposal method:

¢ Toxic components of hazardous waste
can be converted to harmless compounds,
or to much less harmful ones.

¢ |ncineration provides for the uitimate
disposal of hazardous waste, eliminating
the possibility of future problems.

® Some of the energy produced by the
combustion process can be recovered.

Because of these advantages. incineration
is preferable to other means of hazardous
waste disposal. Unlike land disposal
methods, which can reguire 30 years of
groundwater monitoring after closure of a
facility, incinerators burn clean. This
economic advantage enables incineration to
compare favorably with other disposal
methods. despite an incineration facility’s in-
itial high cost for construction.

Dow Chemical Company has been in-
cinerating chemical wastes for about 40
years and is currently operating one rotary
kiln incinerator and one tar burner at its
Midland, Mich., plant. The rotary kiln, which
was updated in 1974, burns solid waste and
sludges. The tar burner incinerates only liquid
wastes; it was a pioneering facility when it
was built in 1968.

Another successful incineration facility in
the Midwest has been operated since 1972
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by the 3M company in Cottage Grove. Minn.
Most wastes arrive in 55-gallon drums, but
the incinerator can also accept wastes direc-
tly from a tank truck. Employees at the
facility have received one of 3M's “Poliution
Prevention Pays” awards for increasing
operation efficiency, thereby saving the com-
pany $150,000 a year in fuel costs and
reducing pollution.

A rotary kiln is a brick-lined. cylindrical fur-
nace, mounted horizontally at a slight incline,
that turns slowly as heat is applied to liquid
or solid hazardous waste inside the unit.
Temperatures can range from 1,000 to 3.-
000 degrees Fahrenheit. The resuiting ash
can be considered harmiess if disposed of
properly.

Rotary kilns have been used to incinerate
PCBs, chemical warfare agents, halogenated
organics, and other chemical compounds.
One of the kiln's disadvantages is
the high cost of installation. The cost varies
widely, depending on the design and size of
the furnace.

Liquid injection incinerators can be used
to dispose of virtually any combustible liquid
waste. The key eilement of this type of in-
cinerator is the nozzie, which atomizes the
waste and mixes it with air. The burning of
waste, at temperatures similar to those in the
rotary kiin, takes place in the combustion
chamber.

Hazardous wastes incinerated by this
method can range from solvents and thinners
to liquid PCBs and various organic com-
pounds. One disadvantage of the liquid injec-
tion incinerator is that it accepts only fluid
wastes that can be atomized through a bur-
ner nozzle.

Other processes for hazardous waste in-
cineration include the fluidized-bed. the
multiple-hearth, and the co-incineration
methods. One of the emerging technologies
is pyrolysis—the thermal destruction of
solids and sludges in the absence of oxygen.

The improper incineration of hazardous
waste may produce air pollutants as by-
products of incomplete combustion. These
are primarily carbon monoxide, organics,
halogens. and acids. In weli-designed and
properly operated incinerators, these air
pollutants are emitted in insignificant
amounts. In addition, afterburners, which are

part of the incineration system, destroy gas-
eous hydrocarbons not consumed in the in-
cinerator. Scrubbers and electrostatic
precipitators are used to remove air pollu-
tants from the stack gases.

Although shipboard incineration has not
been used widely. it is considered promising.
It can destroy hazardous waste as efficiently
as land-based incineration, it has a minimal
impact on the environment by removing the
destruction site far from populated areas so
that emissions are absorbed by the ocean,
and, according to a 1978 EPA study, it is
cheaper than land-based incineration or
chemical detoxification. As EPA points out, a
single incinerator ship could destroy up to
200.000 tons of hazardous waste per year.

In October 1980, EPA and the Maritime
Administration published the resuits of a
study on the building of specially equipped,
high-temperature incinerator ships. EPA has
also been reviewing incinerator specifications
and cooperating with private firms interested
in incinerator ships.

In addition, EPA’s Office of Hazardous
Emergency Response (the “Superfund” of-
fice) has been studying the possibility of in-
cinerating hazardous waste on offshore
ocean platforms. One such site has already
been selected. It is located in the Gulf of
Mexico, 60 miles from Mobile, Ala., and 40
miles from the coast of Louisiana. A draft en-
vironmental impact statement on the site
was released in September 1981.

If approved, the Gulf platform will contain
a rotary kiln with an afterburner and be able
to burn liquid as well as solid hazardous
waste. Land facilities will have a staging area
where hazardous waste will arrive and leave
in closed containers.

A platform incinerator, armed with an
ocean disposal permit for its residual ash and
spills and not handicapped by emission con-
trof requirements that apply to land-based
units, could become one of the most cost-
effective hazardous waste disposal methods
of the future. O
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build, and operate the proposed waste-to-
steam plant in Brooklyn. UOP is the
American license holder for the Martin in-
cineration system, which is used in 92 other
plants in operation or under construction
around the world.

Richard T. Dewling, EPA’s Region 2
Acting Administrator, said that "EPA has
conducted extensive research and investiga-
tions into waste-to-energy systems operating
in Europe, Asia, and the United States. These
investigations have shown that the
technology that New York City has proposed
is a well-established, technically reliable, en-
vironmentally acceptable and economical
solution to the problem of disposal of solid
waste.”

Norman Steisel, New York Commissioner
of Sanitation, said that before the city can
sign a contract with UOP “we have to
demonstrate that the proposed facility will
meet all applicable environmental regula-
tions.

" Preparation of the Environmental Impact
Statement is underway and with the
technical design that UOP will give us, we
can now complete our analysis.”

The draft Environmental Impact State-
ment is expected to be completed in March.

Commissioner Steisel estimated that con-
struction would require 39 months from the
date of approval by the New York Board of
Estimate. He said that if all goes according to
schedule, full-scale operations could begin in
1986.

The Department of Sanitation estimates
design and construction costs to be $226
million. The city estimates its revenues will
be $40 million annually. The steam
generated will be sold to Con Edison for use
in the utility's Manhattan steam loop. UOP
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trucks will be used to deliver or remove
waste. Commissioner Steisel said it would
create between 200 and 250 construction
jobs and employ about 95 operating person-
nel.

Mayor Koch stressed that the proposed
Navy Yard plant is the first of a number of
resource recovery facilities slated for
development throughout the five boroughs.
The State Power Authority and the Depart-
ment of Sanitation have announced their in-
tention to cooperate in the development of a
similar facility in the Bronx with Hunts Point
as the proposed site.

Mayor Koch said, “The question of siting
is one of the most difficult issues involved in
implementing the city's resource recovery
plans. Neighborhoods tend to view resource
recovery facilities negatively, but a rational
city-wide policy demands that resource
recovery plants be built on the sites that are
best suited to such facilities, provided that
proper safeguards can be assured. We will
not build a plant that is not a good neighbor.”
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