








Putting the Hazardous Waste Issue

in Perspective

by William D. Ruckleshaus
EPA Administrator

EFA Administrator Wiiham D,
Ruckleshaus addressed the hazardous
waste Issue in a recent speech in
Philadelphia. He was speaking to the
International Solid Waste
Association/American Public Works
Association Congress and Exhibition.
Here are excerpts of his remarks:

“In the wake of the successful moon
landings of the early 70’s we often heard
people say, ‘If we can go to the moon,
why can’t we..., and then fill in some
intractable social problem supposedly
solvable by a program matching the
scale and determination of the space
effort. This metaphor may be less
common nowadays, having been
tarnished by sad experience, but | believe
that we in this country retain to some
extent the idea that, having publicly
embraced some goal, we will fail to
achieve it only through the failure of our
political will, or the intervention of some
nefarious special interest.

“Ten years ago, for all practical
purposes, we were unaware that there
was a hazardous waste problem. To
those concerned with solid waste in the
mid-seventies the main problem seemed
to be the management of trash and the
need for recycling of materials. That
curiousiy innocent world was, of course,
destroyed forever by the revelations of
the late seventies, when the careless
disposal practices of the past began to
turn places like Love Canal and the Valley

ot the Drums into images ot
environmental calamity. To my mind it is
impossible to assess where we are now
in hazardous waste control without
understanding how utterly shocking
these revelations were and how
unprepared we were to deal with them.
Burial, after all, was the very symbol of
ultimate disposal. Ground water was the
very symbol of purity. People used to
say, ‘We don’t worry about our drinking
water; we get it from a well.’

“And consider this: in the late
seventies when we began to write
regulations for the control of hazardous
waste disposal required by RCRA [the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act], we didn’t know where the
generators were; we didn't know what
was in their waste streams, or how much
there was of it or how hazardous it might
be; and we didn't know where it was
going. Moreover, the institutional
structures for ovefseeing and controlling
this immense traffic were embryonic. In
contrast, when the federal government
decided to take a leading role .in air and
water pollution control in the early
seventies it was able to build on decades
of experience and many active and
capable state programs.

“We are building a set of very large
national institutions from the ground up.
The Superfund budget has grown from
$210 million in fiscal ‘83 to $460 million
in fiscal '84 and will reach $620 million in
'85. We are hiring hundreds of people;
over 100 people have been added to the
RCRA enforcement staff in the past year
and the total Superfund staff planned for
1985, 1,357 positions, is double what it
was in 1983.

“It is not enough to write ruies; people
have to understand what is expected of
them under the rules, and the
organizations at the different leveis of
government and in private industry have
to learn to work together. This process
requires the production, distribution, and
digestion of an enormous mass of
written information, as well as
knowledge about who to go to for
clarification. We have a RCRA/Superfund
hotline at EPA headquarters that handled

50,000 calls last year. The point Is that ait
this takes time. I'm not sure we could
have got the system to where it is now
any faster if we had twice as many
people.

“|t is also essential to remember that
solving our hazardous waste problem is
an immense physical undertaking. Quite
literally, we are moving mountains. The
RCRA regulations now in place influence
the handling of tens of millions of tons of
wastes from thousands of businesses.
And proper disposal of hazardous
waste—under both RCRA and
Superfund—is largely a civil engineering
operation of staggering complexity. A
secure landfill, for example, is not just a
big hole in the ground. It is much more
like a ship. It may have a many-layered
hull, internal barriers, extensive piping,
drains, and pumps. It needs a crew to
watch for leaks, and so on. Incinerators
and other, more sophisticated, disposal
technigues can be similarly complex, and
all disposal methods are potentially
dangerous if not managed correctly.
There's a saying in government that you
never have time to do it right but there's
always time to do it over. This must be
strenuously rejected as an operating
principle in any actions connected with
hazardous waste. We have to insist on
the time to do it right.

“{ make these points because | know
how much the nation expects of us in
controlling hazardous waste and because
of how important it is that these
expectations be tempered with realism
about what we can and cannot
accomplish in some particular length of
time. That realism is particularly
important now that our programs have
built up some momentum. For example:
we have taken emergency action to
protect public health at 392 sites; we
have stabilized or otherwise ended the
threat of immediate damage at 328
sites,...Physical cleanup was underway at
120 sites [on the National Priorities List]
in 1984 and wili be underway at 221 sites
in 1985. The important fact is that we
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authority to operate RCRA programs

four states. Six more are likely to rec
final authorization by the end of fisca
1984. There are a total of 32 states w
we plan to delegate full authority by

January. And we have already deleg:
portions of the program to more thar
states.

So we're making a lot of progress
moving the majority of the management
responsibilities to the states. At the same
time, we are defining what we mean by a
quality program so EPA, in its oversight
role, can insure that hazardous waste
control efforts are managed well and that
the states carry out the responsibilities
given to them.

people can come to accept a sctentiric
analysis and presentation of fact as to
how a facility will operate, the potential
danger it presents, and the safeguards
that are in place, and can accept such a
facility in their community. But it's not
going to be easy to do that in many
other {ocations.

Whether it is a hazardous waste
management facility or some other
controversial site that raises public safety
as well as scientific concerns, it's very
difficult for many people to accept that a
facility is going to be located in their
community. There is often a tendency for
people to say they understand that these
facilities are necessary and must be
located somewhere, “but not in my
backyard.”

| think first that we've got to overcome
the public’s lack of confidence in the way
we manage our program. That takes
time. It also takes performance on the
part of government and the regulated
community. Second, we have to make a
much more concerted effort to present to
the public just exactly what the facts are
on how these facilities will operate, what
the dangers are, and what the dangers
are not. Yes, | believe over time there will
be communities that will come to accept
facilities that manage hazardous waste.

run, when you take into account the
potential cleanup costs associated with a
poorly managed land disposal facility,
the economics of landfiiling are cast in
an entirely different light.

What we're doing through our
regulatory program is: first, ensuring that
those land disposal facilities which do
exist are managed and designed properly
and, second, aggressively promoting
alternative means of disposal. Land
disposal for certain wastes is probably
very appropriate. But wastes may aiso
require treatment prior to land disposal.
Additionally, other forms of disposal like
incineration offer many advantages over
land disposal. | would say that waste
treatment today is certainly an evolving,
changing industry.

]
now taKking in our reguiaiory program 1Is
the ultim:te answer. We are reviewing
wastes on an individual waste stream
basis. With a scientific and technical
review, we determine whether or not a
waste should be disposed of on the land,
or whether it needs to be treated prior to
land disposal, taking into account its
toxicity, its mobility, and its propensity to
bioaccumulate. With such a review, we
can also determine whether a waste
should be incinerated or managed by
some other means, such as
neutralization.

Along with this, there needs to be a
concentrated effort to make changes in
manufacturing processes to reduce the
generation of hazardous wastes requiring
disposal. Industries should be
considering how they can either
minimize the volume of waste they
generate or increase recycling and reuse
of those wastes so fewer require
disposal. What is necessary is an
economic incentive to industry sufficient
to foster a reduction in the quantity of
wastes requiring disposal. As the
ecaonomics of waste management
change, we will see development of

Supertuna program. FIrst, we nave mne
responsibility to identify and analyze all
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites in
this country. Practically speaking, the
uncontrolled facilities are mostly
abandoned sites, those that are not being
dealt with by some responsible party. As
a part of that effort, we have the
ongoing responsibility to review every
new spill of hazardous waste. We have
made tremendous progress in achieving
this goal. We have a good ongoing
emergency response program and we
have assessed over 9,000 uncontrolled
hazardous waste sites to determine the
extent of contamination problems.

The second big goa!l of the Superfund
program is to respond, or assure that a
response is made, to sites determined to
pose an immediate threat to public
health and the environment. Additionally,
if that site doesn’t present an immediate
danger but presents a chronic or
long-term threat, we have a responsibility
to determine the priority and take action.

Finally, we are charged with ensuring
that those who were responsible for the
disposal of the waste — those who
actually caused the contamination in the
first place — are called upon to pay for
the cleanup or to clean up the waste
themselves. This is our enforcement
goal.

aistoruoen or ract, JUst consiager wnere we
are in this program, and think about the
three goals we just discussed. As |
indicated, we have already looked at
more than 9,000 potentially hazardous
sites and have determined that about one
in four of them is a site requiring further
action. At more than 3,000 sites, we've
initiated full field investigations to
determine whether they pose immediate
or chronic threats.
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We have taken emergency action at
392 sites. We have completed work at
328 sites. When | say we have completed
this work, | mean we have cleaned up
more than 150 sites and stabilized the
others. In the latter case, we’ve dealt with
the immediate threat, eliminated any
imminent danger, brought the site under
control, and begun further assessments
to determine where additional work
needs to be done. Meanwhile, at
locations where there is a chronic threat,
we have initiated detailed engineering
studies at about 300; actual cleanup is
underway at 120 sites.

The figure six refers to the number of
major sites that we've actually removed
from the National Priorities List. We've
established a list of priority sites which
present a chronic or long-term threat
which we update every year. We've
identified 538 sites on that list. Six sites
have been deleted, which means that
we're through cleaning them, monitoring
is completed, and we’ve taken them off
the list.

| would venture to say that the majority
of sites on the list will not come off for
five to ten years. There are many sites on
the tist that will never come off because
we will monitor them in perpetuity to
make sure that cleanup is permanently
effective.

So using the figure six is a gross
distortion of fact. | would say that the
number of sites where we've actually
begun cleanup work — when you
consider both our emergency and
remedial programs — is on the order of
500 to 600. The number where we've
finished cleanup is in excess of 150. The
number stabilized is also in excess of
150. We have a great deal of work
underway at sites all over the country.

er,
Tne rresiaent In NIs diate or the union
message called for the reauthorization. At
that time, he also asked Congress to
appropriate additional money for the
program in fiscal 1984 and significantly
increased his request for fiscal 1985. The
budget has tripied during the last two
years; the staff has nearly doubled. The
President has suggested that Congress
continue reviewing reauthorization this
year and conclude that process next year
before the existing Superfund taxing
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authority expires on September 30, 1985.

I think it is important in the
reauthorization process that Congress
have a chance to consider the
information it asked us to collect in the
original Superfund law. The statute
specifies a series of studies to be
completed by EPA. One assesses the
effectiveness of the program, the
experience we have had, and the
changes that need to be made. Another
major study deals with revenue, the
taxing portion of the law, how effective it
has been, taxing alternatives, and the
effects the tax has had on our balance of
trade.

Congress wanted us to complete these
studies by December 1984. As it stands,
we intend to have drafts ready in October
and to deliver the studies on time.

There has been a great deal of
confusion over the Administration’s
position on reauthorization. The
President asked Bill Ruckeishaus to
develop recommendations to be
submitted to Congress next year, as we
move into the calendar year when the
program needs to be reauthorized. Some
have characterized this as opposing
reauthorization, which is the exact
opposite of the Administration’s position.
We strongly favor reauthorization, and
have said so on numerous occasions. We
think it should be done thoughtfully,
however, and with as many facts as
possible. We think it should be done
using the time frame originaily mandated
by Congress.

ogram
will Tall INto several categornes. we will
continue to place major emphasis on
delegation of the program to the states.
Under our schedule, most states will
receive that authority during the next two
years. Second, we will continue our
regulatory effort, and will expand it to
include generators of small quantities of
waste. Third, we will complete our
permitting process under the National
Permit Strategy. And fourth, major
emphasis will be put on enforcement to
ensure that facilities comply with the law.
We will work closely with the states to

bring prompt enforcement actions
against facilities that fail to meet the
requirements of RCRA.

For the next two or three years under
Superfund, our priorities will be to
complete identification and assessment
of all uncontrolied sites around the
country, build on the momentum we
have established in cleaning up sites
posing both immediate and long-term
threats, and maintain our strong
enforcement effort. Through Superfund’s
enforcement program, we have already
secured more than $300 million worth of
cleanup from responsible parties at more
than 100 sites. That money came directly
from private sources, not from
Superfund.

major 1ssue ana we are aoing a numpoer
of things to deal with it. The National
Permit Strategy directly affects our ability
to address ground-water contamination
by placing priority on those sites most
likely to threaten these resources. Where
ground water is poliuted, we will employ
our enforcement authority aggressively
to ensure that offending facilities are
either closed or required to clean up the
contamination.

We are also targeting a substantial
share of our enforcement resources to
conduct detailed ground-water
inspections at all land disposal facilities
this coming year to guarantee that those
lacking adequate monitoring programs
will develop and implement them.

Finally, we are initiating a major
training effort both for our own
personnel and those of the states to
ensure that they can effectively help
operators of hazardous waste facilities to
comply with our ground-water
monitoring, site management, and
cleanup requirements. (]



“Not in My
Backyard”

Facing the
Siting Question

by Alvin L. Alm
EPA Deputy Administrator

(These comments are excerpted from a
recent speech by Alvin Alm to the 13th
Annual Airfie House Conference on the
Environment in Warrenton, Va.)

"The overall hazardous waste problem
is...almost incomprehensible to most
Americans. In 1981, American industry
generated some 70 billion gallons of
reguiated hazardous wastes, as defined
under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act {(RCRA). We at EPA
recognize hazardous waste management
as one of the leading environmental
issues of the 1980s. it ranks as the
number one issue on our agency'’s list of
priorities.

“Despite the high visibility these issues
enjoy at EPA... we have never engaged in
any concerted effort to regulate the siting
of hazardous waste management
facilities. That is not to say that EPA
activities have no impact on the siting
process. Our programs under both RCRA
and Superfund include elements which
affect every siting decision made at the
state and local levels, and throughout the
waste management industry.

“The comprehensive nature of the
RCRA regulatory program, for example,
has a majar impact on the siting process.
Sites must comply with stringent ‘cradle-
to-grave’' regulations designed to protect
air, ground-water, and surface-water
resources. RCRA also imposes
restrictions on the location of land
disposal facilities in areas where the
likelihood for environmental damage is
significant. Hazardous waste facilities
must also obtain permits spelling out in
detail the engineering and performance
controls to be emplioyed to protect
human health and the environment.

“Under the Superfund program, the
impact on siting is less obvious but can
be significant on a localized basis.
Wastes removed from an emergency or a
remedial action site must be taken to an
approved facility for disposal. Major
remedial sites contain tremendous
quantities of hazardous wastes and
contaminated soil. In some instances,
remedial work at a Superfund site may
tax the disposal capacity of nearby
permitted facilities. As a result, these
sites may reach capacity sooner than
originally anticipated, forcing the siting of
yet another new facility.

“EPA recently embarked on yet another
environmental protection endeavor with
significant implications for those involved
in the siting of hazardous waste
management facilities. We have
developed a ground-water protection
strategy, a truly multi-media effort. That
strategy establishes guidelines for
locating hazardous sites. As we believe
that siting is a matter best addressed at
the state and local level, so too does our
strategy acknowledge the principle
of state control of ground water.

“Given the restrictive nature of the
RCRA regulatory, permitting, and
enforcement programs, and the siting
restrictions inherent in the ground-water
strategy, it is inevitable that shrinkage
will occur in the number of permitted
hazardous waste management facilities
in the years ahead. The cost of disposal
will increase...and available disposal
capacity will decline.

“New facilities will need to be sited. In
light of the difficulties we all anticipate in
the siting pracess, some suggest that we
explore a national solution through the
development of federal siting criteria.
While some feel a sense of security
whenever the federal government
becomes a direct participant in any
problem-solving exercise, let me assure
you that a federal presence is by no
means a guarantee of success.

“The complexities of addressing siting
at the federal level have been
demonstrated on numerous occasions. It
has not worked in the highly regulated
public power and nuclear industries; it
would stand little chance in the
competitive hazardous waste
management industry. Success in
actually devising an effective federal
siting policy could also have a negative
side to it if state and local governments
used that federal presence to absolve
themselves from coming to grips with
the consequences of siting decisions.
Where hazardous wastes are concerned,
there is no magic answer. Siting is a
public matter, and rightly so. As a
practical matter, it has become a political
decision — not a business or a technical
decision.

"Siting...should incorporate three
fundamental elements: protection of the
environment, equity, and public
acceptance.

"Protection of the environment is a
technical problem. Whether a facility can
adequately prevent environmental
degradation is a matter of some
uncertainty. Unfortunately, it seems,
where hazardous wastes are concerned,
the public trusts neither its governmental
institutions nor the technical experts
when it comes to siting.

“The second element is equity.
Hazardous waste is not only a threat to
health. It also carries a stigma that may
affect property values. Qbviously not
every community will have a hazardous
waste site. Thus, a fundamental question
of equity arises every time a new facility
is sited.

“The third element is public acceptance.
We know that people in general are
unwilling to accept a hazardous waste
facility in their community. Faced with
the problems of risk and equity, they see
little advantage to having a site nearby.
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Why We Have a
Hazardous Waste Problem

by H. Lanier Hickman, Jr.

t seems relatively easy in 1984 to see

where we are going with our efforts to
protect public health and environmentai
quality from improper hazardous waste
management. But it makes sense to look
back and see how we got to the point
that required the strength of RCRA and
the power of Superfund in order for us to
manage our waste streams. A backward
glance should enable us to make better
decisions about how to implement both
programs.

Wastes that have now been identified
as hazardous have been with us for a
long time. Why is it that now we seem to
be experiencing problems with these
wastes when we did not have those
difficulties in the past?

There are many reasons. Our urban
centers are more concentrated now. The
world of chemistry has expanded greatly.
It takes time for the land to react to
abuse. There are fewer places to
leave our wastes around without
causing problems. Above all we are
simply more aware of the health and
environmental dangers associated with
hazardous wastes.

However, there are, in my opinion,
several other basic reasons which got us
to the point that required the dramatic
steps demanded by the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
The reasons have to do with history and
national policy.

First, our natural inclination in this
country is to leave people alone and not
over-regulate them. We made a rather
large effort in the 18th century to assure
that the individual could do what he
wanted to, within a limited number of
society-imposed constraints. This
national attitude of freedom is clearly
reflected in our reluctance to regulate
and enforce, and is precisely why EPA is
constantly buffeted by outside forces and

{H Lanier Hickman, Jr., is a former Director of
Operations at EPA, with responsibility for

the Office of Solid Waste. He is now
executive director of the Governmental
Refuse Collection and Disposal Association.)
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will always remain at the center of
controversy on environmental issues.
Regulators are not popular. No one in the
U.S. likes to be told what to do or how
to do it.

Our national “hands off” policy was
clearly reflected in the way state (and
federal) government addressed
health and environmental issues. Prior to
World War I, there were no
environmental regulatory programs.
Efforts by state government were
centered around preventive medicine,
(For an environmentalist, this can be
loosely translated as sanitation.) The
activities of both federal and state
governments tended to be advisory and
persuasive. No one understood that poor
solid waste management practices would
result in more than a fly and mosquito
problem. No authority existed to assure
that solid waste management for the
good of society was practiced.

Rivers handled our liquid wastes, and
the open burning dump took care of our
solid wastes. But with the end of World
War Il and the economic prosperity that
followed, the amounts and types of
wastes present in our society expanded
exponentially, At first, we continued to
deal with those waste streams in the
same manner that we dealt with the
lesser amounts that were present before
the war. The same technology was used,
and the same institutional structures
were in place to see to the management
of these wastes. For the most part, these
wastes went into the streams and skies
of America. The balance went to the
land, where it was browsed over by hogs
and burnt as an offering to our iack of
environmental consciousness.

Water pollution and air poliution
control legislation were not even passed
until the 1950s and 1960s! It may be hard
for many of us to realize that until then,
scant federal attention was focused on
cleaning up the rivers and skies of
America. These tandmark efforts by the

federal government led to the
development of federal and state
regulatory programs to require adequate
treatment of wastewater and waste air
streams before they were discharged into
the ambient environment. But as
wastewater treatment plants and air
poliution control systems were built, the
wastes from such efforts were diverted to
the land. No legislation was present to
dictate how the land was to be protected
because few people considered
protection by the federal government
necessary.

The land was protected for the most
part by a myriad of controls emanating
from local government. State
government and federal government
controls have been historically weak;
they remain so today. Local government
controt, however, is directed at protecting
the use of land — not its quality.
Consequently, there were no controls to
assure that diversions of concentrated
waste streams from the air and water to
the land did not result in pollution of the
land.

The technology for managing wastes
as they were diverted to the land was not
adequate for the types of wastes
received. The concept of sanitary
tandfilling did not really get established
until after World War Il, and even then its
ability to deal with liquids, sludges, and
the persistent chemicals in hazardous
waste was not adequate. Pits, ponds and
lagoons utilized for these wastes were
inadequate, too. More sophisticated
technologies such as incineration were
not considered, since the cheap option of
using the land remained.

Authority over land disposa! was
limited for state governments, and
nonexistent for the federal government.
Even now, many states are just getting
the authority to regulate wastes which
are disposed of on-site by a generator.
Solid waste management programs
rested in the lower echelon levels of
health departments, agencies notorious
for a non-regulatory posture. Therefore,
while we were building state air and
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apartment in an adjacent high rise
building. The residents had been
evacuated because of the fire, and city
officials wanted to determine if the
building was safe for re-entry.

Wearing their response gear, the team
walked into one apartment. The reading
on their photo-ionization meter jumped
up dramatically, and continued to rise as
they moved further inside. They got to
the kitchen. There was a box. They
picked it up. The reading jumped off the
meter. A team member slowly lifted the
cover.

Inside was a batch of homemade
chocolate chip cookies, freshly baked
right before the evacuation. The organic
chemicals that form aroma in food had
accumulated to a high but harmless level
in the confined space of the closed
apartment, and the team hadn’t been
able to detect the source because of the
respirators they were wearing.

The ERT is responsibie for several
innovations in hazardous incident
response procedures. One is the outdoor
use of instruments that were formerly
uséd only in factories to measure total
vapor concentrations. Another is the
development and use of new technology.
One of EPA’s research and development
laborataries is located in the same New
Jersey facility that houses the ERT and,
according to Dr. Royal Nadeau, Chief of
the team’s Environmental Impact Section,
“When we have ideas or problems, we
have an open door to R&D. They develop
new equipment and we use it.”

This symbiotic relationship has
produced, among other things, a mobile
laboratory, a mobile carbon adsorption
unit, and a mobile incinerator.

“Sniff a Little Waste”

Perhaps ERT's most significant
innovation has been the development of
standards and procedures for site safety
and worker protection. According to
Steve Dorrler, before the ERT began six
years ago, there were no procedures at
all in this area. Team members who
worked in emergency programs at that
time recall incidents when, completely
unprotected, many responders clambered
over leaking chemical tank cars or
suctioned PCBs off harbor bottoms.

Lafornara calls this the “John Wayne
attitude.” “The approach was to go out
there and sniff a little hazardous waste,
and then come back and report about it,”
he says. “We would evaluate the hazards
to the community, without considering
the hazards to ourselves.”
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Now, though, EPA is leading the way
in establishing and requiring adherence
to certain safety procedures. The ERT has
set up four levels of protection, from
lowest — coveralls and a hard hat, to
highest — self-contained breathing
apparatus and fully encapsulating butyl
rubber “moon suit.”

ERT members turn in a safety sheet on
each response, setting forth a site safety
plan and following up with a report on
plan compliance. In training courses that
ERT member Tom Sell coordinates for
response personnel from across the
country, instructors stress when to use
each level and how to implement other
worker safety procedures like medica!
monitoring and decontamination.

Now, says Lafornara, “when we do go
on site, we're protected to the degree
that it's possible to protect somebody. If
you can't protect the worker, thera’s no
use doing the job. Protective equipment
exists, and protective equipment should
be used.”

Another improvement that has taken
place over the years is the elimination of
turf battles. According to Dorrler, “so
many agencies once claimed to be in
charge that you almost had to fight your
way into a train wreck. Nowadays, with
state, local, regional, and national
contingency plans, these roles are pre-
identified.”

Today, says John Gilbert, there's “an
attitude of, 'Let’s go out there and get the
job done.’ If you've got to stay up all
night, you stay up. If your staying up can
let three other exhausted people get
some sleep, you do it, and the next night
it rotates around. You don‘t pull rank.
You don’t play games. You're all out
there working for the same goal.”

This commitment and sense of
urgency, so often critical to response
operations, is what make the assistance
of the ERT valuable, according to Tom
Massey, an EPA official with years of
experience as an On-Scene Coordinator.
“In a situation,” says Massey, “where
real-time problems require reai-time
solutions, people on the ERT can equate
scientific data to the urgency of the
moment. They can scientifically evaluate
conditions right on the scene, not back in
the laboratory when it might be too late.
They can give you information in
minutes, not months.”

Working in hazardous incident
response is no cushy job. The work is
physicaily stressful — workers may have
to tote 40-pound air tanks on their backs
for hours, slosh around in cumbersome
and clammy protective suits, and
regularly contend with heat stress. The
work is also mentally stressful — that's
dangerous stuff, not peanut butter, the
workers handle ail the time.

Responses often take place in an
atmosphere of controversy, with peopie
responsible for creating a hazardous
situation complaining about EPA's
overreaction, and residents compiaining
about not enough action.

In addition, ERT members spend at
least 40 percent of their time away from
home base, out on sites. That's 40
percent of the time that they're separated
from their families — a 40 percent
chance that they'll miss their kids’
birthdays or have to cancel their
vacations at the last minute.

Given the stresses of the job, one
might expect the burnout rate to be high
and the retention rate to be low. Not so.
Since the ERT set up shop in 1978, there
has been almost no turnover. Team
members agree that, despite the stress,
job satisfaction is high. Each worker’s
efforts are critical to the success of an
operation; feedback is immediate; and
there's something new almost every day.

The satisfactions of the job evidently
outweigh the problems because team
members, most of whom are in their
thirties, have a hard time thinking of
what they would want to do when
they're too old to do what they’'re doing
now. “It would be very difficult to go
back to a job as a scientist in the lab
once you've had something like this,”
concedes Lafornara.

The work that the Environmental
Response Team and other hazardous
incident response personnel do helps
protect the nation, but it does not
eliminate the problems of toxic wastes.
In cases of abandoned hazardous waste
sites, some damage may already be
irreversible. In other cases, workers may
be able to remove containerized
chemicals fairly quickly, but the task of
removing or cleaning contaminated soil
and water is more difficult and costly.
Sometimes the best that can be done is
to fence off an area and keep it secured
until a feasible cleanup plan can be
formulated.

Still, it is reassuring to know that if the
technology does exist to solve a
problem, the ERT and EPA’s regional
emergency response teams will probably
know about it and will be able to help
state, local, and industry response
personnel implement it. “We've been
talking about the 12 people on the ERT,”
cautions John Giibert, “but there are a
whole lot more than 12 people doing all
this work. It takes a lot of little pieces to
put a response together. ERT is just one
of those pieces.” [

(The brochure, Environmental Response
Team, contains more information on the
work of the ERT. Copies are available
from the EPA Public Information Center,
820 Quincy St., NW, Washington, DC
20011.)

17





















Protecting against Hazardous Waste:
The Front Line in Region 4

by Gordon Kenna

Ihis 1s the second article in an EFA
Journal series on major environmental
problems which EPA’s regional offices
are helping to address. This article
reports on public involvement in Region
4’s effort to protect the Biscayne
Agquifer in Florida from hazardous
waste. It is by Gordon Kenna, a former
community relations specialist in the
Region 4 Office of Public Affairs.
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anee million people live within 5 teet
of the Biscayne Aquifer.

This unusual situation has made
southeastern Florida's drinking water
exceptionally vulnerable to
contamination and created some of
EPA’s most complex and far-reaching
public education challenges.

Throughout Broward, Palm Beach, and
Dade counties the surface soil lies only 2
to 5 feet thick above the water-laden rock
that provides the area’s only potable
water. Omnipresent canals and frequent
flooding quickly spread any contaminants
that penetrate the porous soil, thereby
involving all southeastern Florida
residents equally in every
water-threatening situation.

EPA is about to complete the final
phase of a 3-year study of ways to
reduce existing and future polilution in
the Biscayne Aquifer. When the study
was initiated, the agency realized that
not only would vast numbers of
consumers be directly involved, but the
state, county, and municipal
governments would be concerned with
the impact the study’s resuits and
recommendations might have on zoning,
land use, and waste disposal decisions.
The need for the cooperation and
participation of so many people—as
opposed to the relatively few living near
most water-polluting sites—dictated a
community involvement program of
major proportions.

The Aquifer

The Biscayne Aquifer extends south from
Palm Beach County to the Atlantic Ocean,
underlying parts of four counties and
much of Everglades National Park. It is
very shallow and highly permeable—
extremely susceptible to contamination
from many and various sources.
Localized ground-water pollution has
been documented in a number of areas,
leading to serious concern about the
possible magnitude and extent of aquifer
contamination. Eight major sites that
may be contributing to aquifer
contamination have been placed on
EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL) of

sites eligible tor Supertund monies.

Three of the NPL sites which are near
each other have been treated by the
agency as a singie management unit
referred to as the Biscayne Aquifer Site.
These are the Northwest 58th Street
Landfill (located near Hialeah), Miami
Drum Services {a former drum recycling
facility in the City of Miami), and Varsol
Spill (designating several spills and leaks
at the Miami International Airport).

The Site Study

Phase | of the Biscayne Aquifer site
study, conducted in 1982, evaluated
existing data and identified information
gaps. The data indicated the presence of
dispersed, low-level concentrations of
several toxic contaminants in the ground
water.

Phase il investigations were begun in
late 1982 to locate any highly
contaminated zones that might exist in
the area and to provide data essential to
remedial action decisions. Extensive
ground-water sampling revealed
widespread low to moderate levels of
several toxic contaminants, mostly
volatile organics. Four of 135 community
water supplies sampled had
contamination exceeding state limits.

Phase !l opened with an initial
screening of 22 alternatives proposed to
either control the pollution sources or to
remedy existing contamination. From
these, specific recommendations are
being developed that, when
implemented, will provide protection
against increased contamination and
guide officials in cleaning up the
Superfund sites.

An Unusual Approach

Take three million sophisticated
consumers whose health and livelihood
depend upon a single, vast, and fragile
ecosystem, add lots of media coverage of
threats to that ecosystem and stir in
hundreds of technicians sampling wells
and drilling new ones all over the place,
and the likely result will be a stew of
fears, rumors, and reactions thick enough

EPA JOURNAL





















U pd ate A review of recent major EPA activities and developments in the poliution control areas.

Tampering and Fuel Switching
Survey

EPA released its 1983 Motor
Vehicle Tampering Survey which
shows that fuel switching and
tampering with emission control
devices is continuing at
disturbingly high rates.

Twenty-six percent of the 1975
to 1983 model automobiles
sampled in the survey had at
least one emission controi device
tampered with. The survey also
found that 14 percent of the
vehicles were subject to fuel
switching (using leaded gas in
vehicles requiring unleaded fuel).

In July EPA proposed to
reduce lead content in gasoline
by 91 percent by 1986 and
possibly institute a total ban by
1995.

EPA’'s 1983 survey is based on
observations of over 1,800 cars
in six areas around the country:
Arizona, California, Colorado,
lilinois, Kansas, and Texas.
Inspection teams visually
examined emission control
devices and measured amounts
of carbon monoxide and
hydrocarbon exhaust emissions.
To provide information on fuel
switching, inspectors took
samples of gasoline from the
vehicles for later laboratory
analysis for lead, tested for lead
deposits in tailpipes using
chemically-treated test paper,
and checked for the condition of
the fuel filler inlet restrictors.

The survey found significant
rates of tampering with certain
critical components. For
example, the rate of catalytic
converter tampering was 7
percent. The exhaust gas
recirculation system tampering
rate was 13 percent. Other forms
of tampering found included
aitered filler neck inlets to permit
leaded gas use in cars requiring
unleaded gas, disabled air
pumps and evaporative systems,
and positive crankcase
ventilation (PCV) tamperings.

State Petitions Denied

EPA proposed to deny petitions
filed by Pennsylvania, New York,
and Maine claiming damage
from interstate air emissions
emanating from sources in the
Midwest.

The petitioning states claim
that the emissions interfere with
their ability to meet federal air
quality standards, interfere with
visibility, and cause acid rain.

The petitions, filed in 1980 and
1981 under Section 126 of the
Clean Air Act, generally ask EPA
to impose more stringent
emission limits on numerous
sources of sulfur dioxide in the
States of Ohio, West Virginia,

OCTOBER 1984

St prr o prraris e

petitions is based on both legal
and technical grounds. While the
agency recognizes the existence
of interstate air poliution, Section
126 of the Clean Air Act
addresses interstate pollution
only when it causes a state to
violate national ambient air
quality standards for one or
more of the criteria poliutants,
the prevention of significant
deterioration (PSD) increments,
or visibility requirements. Neither
acid rain nor the long-range
visibility effects cited in the
petitions are addressed under
Section 126.

The agency's proposed denials
find that the petitioning states
have not made a persuasive
technical case that the existing
requirements of the Clean Air
Act are being violated by
interstate transport of air
pollutants.

Polycyclic Organic Matter

EPA has decided not to regulate
polycyclic organic matter (POM)
as a class of compounds under
the Clean Air Act until it has
enough information to determine
if regulation is appropriate.

POM is a large class of
chemicals released into the air as
a result of incomplete
combustion from sources
ranging from wood stoves and
fireplaces to vehicles and
incinerators.

Although EPA has not
regulated POM compounds as a
class, POM emissions are being
reduced as the agency regulates
air pollutants, such as particulate
matter and hydrocarbons, which
include POM compounds.

EPA, concerned about the
cancer-causing potential of POM,
for several years has been
collecting data on POM
emissions and considering ways
to regulate those sources that
produce most of the POM
compounds. Although not every
POM compound causes cancer,
all combustion produces some
cancer-causing POM
compounds.

Under the Clean Air Act, EPA
must review all the relevant
information to determine
whether POM emissions into the
ambient air endanger the public.
A U.S. District Court ruled last
fall that EPA had to make its
determination by August 2, 1984.
Since the agency had not yet
collected enough information to
support regulation, it decided
against regulating POM for the
time being. A decision to
regulate POM under the court
order would have committed
EPA to writing regulations within
a few months.

National Priorities List

EPA has officially added 128
sites to the National Priorities
List. Most of the sites had been
proposed for inclusion on the list
last September. The addition
brings the NPL total to 538 sites.
Later this year as many as 250
sites will be proposed for further
addition to the NPL.

Sites on the list become
eligible for long-term, large-scale
cleanup under Superfund to
restore their environmental
integrity. Any perceived
imminent threats to the health of
the population have aiready
been addressed through
emergency response actions.
Being listed on the NPL is not a
prerequisite for emergency
action.

EPA, state governments, and
private parties are now at work
on almost all sites on the NPL.
Such work involves various
engineering studies and
administrative negotiations that
pave the way to cleanup action.

it is projected that the National
Priorities List could eventually
grow to between 1,400 and 2,200
sites.

EDB Tolerance Levels for
Imported Mangoes

EPA has proposed setting
temporary tolerance levels for
the pesticide ethlylene dibromide
(EDB) on imported mangoes.

Ail use of EDB on any food
product in the U.S. was
cancelled effective September 1,
1984,

The residue levels of the
pesticide on imported mangoes
would be limited to 30 parts per
billion {(ppb) until September 1,
1985. After that date, any
detectable residues of EDB on
mangoes would render them
adulterated and subject to
federal enforcement action under
the Federal Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act. The temporary
tolerance will protect public
health and allow for the
development of aiternative
quarantine treatments for
mangoes to prevent the spread
of destructive species of fruit
flies. There are currently no
available alternative quarantine
treatments.

The agency previously
imposed a ban on all domestic
use of EDB on mangoes,
including use at U.S. fumigation
centers which treat imported
mangoes, effective September 1,
1984. These fumigation centers
include ports of entry in the U.S.
and its protectorates, including
Puerto Rico.

Based on consultations with the
U.S. Department of Agriculture,
the agency believes that the
current use of EDB on
domestically grown mangoes is
virtually nonexistent. According
to the information available to
the agency, mangoes grown in
the U.S. (with the possible
exception of Puerto Rico) have
not generaily been fumigated
with EDB in the past. Thus, the
proposal to limit EDB residues
applies only to imported fruit.

Revised Acute Toxicity Testing

EPA has completed revisions to
its acute toxicity testing
guidelines to emphasize
scientifically sound ways of
reducing the number of animals
used in the tests.

These guidelines, which have
been forwarded to the National
Technical Information Service
(NT1S) for publication, recognize
the need for animal data to
predict potential human health
effects as well as the continuing
need to protect the welfare of
laboratory animals.

Aithough the revised
guidelines contain few technical
changes, they reflect the agency's
policy which:

® discourages the use of animals
solely for the calculation of an
LD50 (dose lethal to 50 percent of
the tested animals};

® encourages the use of data
from structurally related
chemicals, when possible, to
make preliminary judgments
about chemical safety without
going through independent tests
using additional animals;

® suggests utilizing a “limit” test
which employs ten or fewer test
animals to determine a lethal
dose. If additional data are
needed, a three-dose study with
approximately 40 animals is
recommended as opposed tc the
“classic” LD50 test which may
employ up to 200 animals;

® recommends the study of
acute responses during toxicity
testing to gain the maximum
amount of data from a limited
number of animals.

EPA is aware of a variety of
research efforts that are
underway to develop and
validate test methods that may
replace animal testing. As soon
as the alternative methods are
accepted as valid by the
scientific community, the agency
will aggressively encourage their
use.
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